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SENATE—Wednesday, June 16, 1999 
The Senate met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John 
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer: 

Sovereign God, help us to see our 
work here in Government as our divine 
calling and mission. Whatever we are 
called to do today, we want to do our 
very best for Your glory. Our desire is 
not just to do different things but to do 
some of the same old things dif-
ferently: with freedom, joy, and excel-
lence. Give us new delight for matters 
of drudgery, new patience for people 
who are difficult, new zest for unfin-
ished details. Be our lifeline in the 
pressures of deadlines, our rejuvena-
tion in routines, and our endurance 
whenever we feel enervated. May we 
spend more time talking to You about 
issues than we do talking to others 
about issues. So may our communion 
with You give us such deep convictions 
that we will have the high courage to 
defend them. Spirit of the living God, 
fall afresh on us so that we may serve 
You with renewed dedication today. 
Through our Lord and Saviour. Amen. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
able majority leader, Senator LOTT of 
Mississippi, is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Chair. 
f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the Senate 
will begin now 10 minutes of debate on 
S. 1205, the military appropriations 
construction bill, followed by 20 min-
utes of debate on S. 331, the work in-
centives legislation. Votes on passage 
of those two bills will begin at approxi-
mately 10:45. Following those votes, 
the Senate will begin debate on the 
motion to invoke cloture on the House- 
passed Social Security lockbox legisla-
tion for 1 hour, with that vote to begin 
after all time has expired or been yield-
ed back. 

It is expected that the Senate will 
complete the energy and water appro-
priations bill during today’s session of 
the Senate as well as resume consider-
ation of H.R. 1664 regarding the steel, 
oil, and gas revolving loan. 

I presume the vote on the Social Se-
curity lockbox legislation will occur 
around 12:30 or so. So we have two 
votes then, at approximately 10:45 and 
another one at 12:30, and then we prob-
ably will have at least one more, 

maybe two, with regard to the energy 
and water appropriations bill, and then 
we will go back to the oil and gas re-
volving fund. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ROB-

ERTS). Under the previous order, lead-
ership time is reserved. 

f 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to the consideration of S. 1205 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 1205) making appropriations for 
military construction, family housing, and 
base realignment and closure for the Depart-
ment of Defense for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2000, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 10 
minutes of debate equally divided in 
the usual form with an additional 5 
minutes for the Senator from Arizona, 
Mr. MCCAIN. 

The distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana is recognized. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I will 
have to ask some of the staff but I 
think Mr. MCCAIN will not be present 
to make his statement this morning. I 
will make mine, and then we will work 
that out later. 

I am pleased to bring before the Sen-
ate the military construction appro-
priations bill and report for fiscal year 
2000. The bill reflects a bipartisan ap-
proach that the ranking member, Sen-
ator MURRAY of the State of Wash-
ington, and I have tried to maintain re-
garding military construction and this 
subcommittee. 

This isn’t the first year we have put 
this bill together. We are getting to be 
old hands at it. But I want to say per-
sonally it is a pleasure to work with 
the Senator and her staff. It seems as if 
we have a lot of luck in working out 
some of the problems some people 
would run into before we ever get the 
bill to the floor. So those problems are 
taken care of. I appreciate the attitude 
and manner in which we have worked 
together on this bill. 

This bill was reported out of the full 
Appropriations Committee on June 10 
by a unanimous vote of 28 to nothing. 
The bill recommended by the full 
Committee on Appropriations is 
$8,273,820,000. 

The administration submitted the 
fiscal year 2000 military construction 

budget with all of the military con-
struction and family housing projects 
incrementally funded over a 2-year pe-
riod. We are finding that some of that 
is working and some of it is not, and 
we will probably be looking at this in a 
different light in another year. 

To have proceeded in this manner 
would have demonstrated a poor finan-
cial stewardship on the part of the Sen-
ate and placed the Department’s 2000 
military construction program in great 
jeopardy. That is the reason we are 
taking a look at it. The subcommittee 
rejected that recommendation and pro-
vided full funding for all of the con-
struction projects. 

Accordingly, the bill is $2.8 billion 
over the budget request, but the bill is 
still $176 million less than what was ap-
propriated just a year ago. However, 
more important, the legislation re-
flects a reduction of $1.7 billion from 
just 3 years ago. 

We have sought to recommend a bal-
anced bill to the Senate. We believe it 
addresses key military construction re-
quirements for readiness, family hous-
ing, barracks, quality of life, and of 
course we do not want to forget our 
Guard and our Reserve components. 

This bill honors the commitment we 
have to our Armed Forces. It helps en-
sure that the housing and infrastruc-
ture needs of the military are given 
proper recognition. 

Also, I am pleased to report to the 
Senate that the bill is within the com-
mittee’s 302(b) budget allocations for 
both budget authority and outlays. 

This bill has some points I want to 
mention. We have added $485 million 
above the budget request to provide 
better and more modern family hous-
ing for our service personnel and their 
families. 

Just less than a month ago, we 
opened a new housing unit at 
Malmstrom Air Force Base in Mon-
tana. I said at that time, and I still 
mean it, there is no better way to send 
a strong message to our fighting men 
and women than to provide them with 
good housing in a good atmosphere and 
the greatest way we can say we care. 

On another quality of life measure, 
we added substantially to the budget 
request for barracks construction 
projects, some $587 million for 47 
projects throughout the United States 
and overseas. 

I say right now to the American peo-
ple, we have American troops deployed 
in over 70 countries around the world. 

This funding will provide single serv-
ice members a more favorable living 
environment wherever they are sta-
tioned. 
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The committee also fully funds the 

budget request of $245 million for fund-
ing 25 environmental compliance 
projects. 

We also addressed the shortfalls that 
continue to plague our reserve compo-
nents. 

I continue to be greatly alarmed that 
the Department of Defense takes no re-
sponsibility for ensuring that our re-
serve components have adequate facili-
ties. 

Their lack of disregard for the total 
force concept very much concerns me 
and a number of our colleagues. 

This comes at a time when our coun-
try is so heavily dependent on the 
Guard and Reserve to maintain our 
presence around the world. 

For example, the President’s budget 
requested funding of only $77 million 
for all of the Reserve components and 
the National Guard. 

Recognizing this chronic shortfall, 
we have again lent support by adding 
$560 million to these accounts. 

In each case, the funds will help sat-
isfy essential mission, quality of life or 
readiness requirements. 

We fully funded the budget request 
for the base realignment and closure 
account by providing $706 million to 
continue the ongoing brac process. 

All of the projects that we have rec-
ommended were thoroughly screened to 
ensure that they meet a series of defen-
sible criteria and that they were au-
thorized in the defense authorization 
bill. 

We will work very closely with the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, as 
we put together a conference package 
for military construction. 

There are many other issues that I 
could speak about at this time. I urge 
the Members of the Senate to support 
this bill and move it forward expedi-
tiously. 

I yield the floor for the ranking 
member. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Washington is 
recognized. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I am very pleased to 

join my colleague, Chairman BURNS, in 
recommending the fiscal year 2000 mili-
tary construction bill to the Senate for 
approval. 

I begin by thanking him and his staff 
for being so great to work with. He is 
right, we are old hands but not that 
old; and it is great to work with him. 

This bill, which was reported with 
the unanimous approval of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee last week, 
bears little resemblance to the spend-
ing structure proposed by the adminis-
tration last winter. The administra-
tion, in what I consider to be a mis-
guided effort to free up more money for 
defense spending, proposed a buy-now, 
pay-later military construction bill. 
The subcommittee carefully analyzed 
the administration’s plan. We had nu-

merous briefings as well as two sub-
committee hearings. Our conclusion 
was that split funding not only would 
set a dangerous precedent but also 
would jeopardize the integrity of the 
entire military construction program. 

At the recommendation of the Mili-
tary Construction Subcommittee, the 
Appropriations Committee wisely re-
jected the administration’s proposal 
for incremental funding. With the help 
of our chairman and ranking member, 
Senator STEVENS and Senator BYRD, we 
were able to fully fund our Military 
Construction Program. Moreover, we 
were able to surmount the woefully in-
adequate amounts of funding that the 
administration sought to spread over 
the full 2-year construction program. 
In the end, we increased construction 
funding for active duty components by 
$278 million over the administration’s 
total request, and for reserve compo-
nents by nearly $388 million over the 
request. 

We achieved these increases by judi-
cious reductions in other accounts, 
such as the base realignment and clo-
sure account, without jeopardizing the 
pace of ongoing work. Senator BURNS 
and his staff deserve a great deal of 
credit for the thoughtful and careful 
approach that they took in the draft-
ing of this bill. As always, they have 
worked hard to produce a balanced, bi-
partisan product that takes into ac-
count both the concerns of the Senate 
and the needs of the military. 

In particular, they have done a su-
perb job of continuing to shine the 
spotlight on the quality of life projects 
that are so important to our men and 
women in uniform, and to their fami-
lies. At a time when military enlist-
ment and retention are in free fall, and 
the services cannot hope to match the 
financial incentives of the private sec-
tor, quality of life issues are magnified 
in importance. They do not diminish 
the importance of readiness projects, 
but they are a factor in recruiting and 
retaining our military personnel. 

Within the budget constraints that 
we are all forced to operate this year, 
this bill attempts to meet the most ur-
gent and most timely of the military 
construction projects available. All of 
the major construction projects that 
we have funded have been authorized. 
In addition, we have ensured adequate 
funding for family housing and bar-
racks construction, and we have sug-
gested that the Department of Defense 
revisit the issue of housing privatiza-
tion to determine if it is a workable so-
lution to our military housing needs. 

Even so, this bill is $176 million 
below the military construction bill 
enacted last year. This continues the 
recent, and troubling, downward spiral 
in military construction investment. 
During a year in which the Congress 
has made great strides toward address-
ing the need to enhance defense readi-
ness and military personnel spending, 

it is disappointing—and in my opinion, 
shortsighted—to see defense infrastruc-
ture needs struggling to keep pace. 

This is an extremely important bill 
for our Nation and our military forces. 
I again commend Senator BURNS and 
his staff for their excellent work in 
producing the bill, and I urge the Sen-
ate to approve it. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, as 
United States military forces deploy 
into war-torn Kosovo for another pro-
tracted, costly stay of indeterminate 
duration and of considerable potential 
risk, I am left wondering why, with all 
of the readiness and modernization 
problems that are well-established 
matters of record, we felt compelled to 
add over $6 million in this bill for a 
new Visiting Officers Quarters at Niag-
ara Falls. Is this really the message we 
want to send to our military personnel 
and to the American taxpayer. I think 
not. 

The propensity of members of Con-
gress to devote enormous time and en-
ergy to adding items to spending bills 
for primarily parochial considerations 
remains one of our most serious weak-
nesses. The implications for national 
defense, however, are no laughing mat-
ter. Those of us who serve on the 
Armed Services Committee have heard 
a great deal of testimony from the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, as well as from 
regional and functional commanders in 
chief, of the impact extraordinarily 
high operational tempos are having on 
both near- and long-term military 
readiness. And we hear it directly from 
troops in the field. They are tired; re-
peated deployments and declining qual-
ity of life has taken a toll. A vicious 
cycle has emerged wherein the impact 
of high deployment rates and shrinking 
force structure are exacerbated by the 
flight of skilled personnel out of the 
service as a result of those trends. 

So I have to wonder why, given the 
scale of the problems documented, we 
are adding $12 million to the budget for 
new visitors quarters at Dover Air 
Force Base, $12 million for a Regional 
Training Institute in Hawaii, $3 million 
for a Marine Corps Reserve Center in 
Louisiana, $8.9 million for a C–130J 
simulator facility in Mississippi, $8 
million for the Red Butte Dam in Utah, 
and $15 million for an Armed Forces 
Reserve Center in Oregon. None of 
these projects—none of them—were re-
quested by the Department of Defense, 
and none of them are on the services’ 
Unfunded Priority Lists. Unrequested 
projects totaling $985 million—almost 
$1 billion—was added to this bill, on 
top of the $5 billion in member-adds in-
cluded in the defense appropriations 
bill passed last week. 

I have asked rhetorically on the floor 
of the Senate many times when we are 
going to stop this destructive and irre-
sponsible practice of adding projects to 
the defense budget primarily for paro-
chial reasons. I have yet to receive an 
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answer. Certainly, the practice has nei-
ther stopped nor slowed. The last 
minute insertion in the defense appro-
priations bill of $220 million for four F– 
15 fighters not requested by the Air 
Force solely for the purpose of appeas-
ing hometown constituencies was one 
of the more disgraceful acts I’ve wit-
nessed since, well, since we went 
through the same exercise last year. 
The total in unrequested items be-
tween the defense and military con-
struction appropriations bills is almost 
$6 billion. That is serious money. 

As American pilots continue to pa-
trol the skies over Iraq, maintain a 
tenuous peace in Bosnia, and proceed 
into uncharted terrain in Kosovo, we 
would do well to consider the ramifica-
tions of our actions. I’m under no illu-
sions, however, that such contempla-
tion will occur. It is apparently, and 
sadly, not in our nature. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the accompanying list be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

MILCON appropriations adds for 
FY 00 

[In millions of dollars] 

ALABAMA 
Maxwell AFB: Off. Transient Stu-

dent Dormitory ............................. 10 .6 
Anniston AD: Ammo Demilitariza-

tion Facility ................................. 7 .0 
Redstone Arsenal: Unit Training 

Equip. Site .................................... 8 .9 
Dannelly Field: Med. Training & 

Dining Facility ............................. 6 .0 

ALASKA 
Fort Wainwright: Ammo Surveil-

lance Facility ............................... 2 .3 
Fort Wainwright: MOUT Collective 

Trng. Facility ............................... 17 .0 
Elmendorf AFB: Alter Roadway, 

Davis Highway .............................. 9 .5 

ARKANSAS 
Pine Bluff Arsenal: Chemical De-

fense Qual. Facility ...................... 18 .0 
Pine Bluff Arsenal: Ammo. Demili-

tarization Facility ........................ 61 .8 

CALIFORNIA 
Fresno ANG: Ops Training and Din-

ing Facility ................................... 9 .1 

COLORADO 
Pueblo AD: Ammo. Demilitarization 

Facility ......................................... 11 .8 

CONNECTICUT 
West Hartford: ADAL Reserve Cen-

ter ................................................. 17 .525 
Orange ANG: Air Control Squadron 

Complex ........................................ 11 .0 

DELAWARE 
Dover AFB: Visitor’s Quarters ........ 12 .0 
Smyrna: Readiness Center ............... 4 .381 

FLORIDA 
Pensacola: Readiness Center ........... 4 .628 

GEORGIA 
Fort Stewart: Contingency Logis-

tics Facility .................................. 19 .0 
NAS Atlanta: BEQ–A ....................... 5 .43 

MILCON appropriations adds for 
FY 00—Continued 

[In millions of dollars] 

HAWAII 

Bellows AFS: Regional Training In-
stitute ........................................... 12 .105 

IDAHO 

Gowen Field: Fuel Cell & Corrosion 
Control Hgr ................................... 2 .3 

INDIANA 

Newport AD: Ammo. Demilitariza-
tion Facility ................................. 61 .2 

Fort Wayne: Med. Training & Din-
ing Facility ................................... 7 .2 

IOWA 

Sioux City IAP: Vehicle Mainte-
nance Facility .............................. 3 .6 

KANSAS 

Fort Riley: Whole Barracks Renova-
tion ............................................... 27 .0 

KENTUCKY 

Fort Campbell: Vehicle Mainte-
nance Facility .............................. 17 .0 

Blue Grass AD: Ammo. Demili-
tarization Facility ........................ 11 .8 

Blue Grass AD: Ammo. Demili-
tarization Support ........................ 11 .0 

LOUISIANA 

Fort Polk: Organization Mainte-
nance Shop ................................... 4 .309 

Lafayette: Marine Corps Reserve 
Center ........................................... 3 .33 

NAS Belle Chase: Ammunition Stor-
age Igloo ....................................... 1 .35 

MARYLAND 

Andrews AFB: Squadron Operations 
Facility ......................................... 9 .9 

Aberdeen P.G.: Ammo. Demili-
tarization Facility ........................ 66 .6 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Hansen AFB: Acquisition Man. Fac. 
Renovation ................................... 16 .0 

MICHIGAN 

Camp Grayling: Air Ground Range 
Support Facility ........................... 5 .8 

MINNESOTA 

Camp Ripley: Combined Support 
Maintenance Shop ........................ 10 .368 

MISSISSIPPI 

Columbus AFB: Add to T–1A Hangar 2 .6 
Keesler AFB: C–130J Simulator Fa-

cility ............................................. 8 .9 
Miss. Army Ammo Pl.: Land/Water 

Ranges .......................................... 3 .3 
Camp Shelby: Multi-purpose Range 14 .9 
Vicksburg: Readiness Center ........... 5 .914 
Jackson Airport: C–17 Simulator 

Building ........................................ 3 .6 

MISSOURI 

Rosencrans Mem APT: Upgrade Air-
craft Parking Apron ..................... 9 .0 

MONTANA 

Malmstrom AFB: Dormitory ........... 11 .6 
Great Falls IAP: Base Supply Com-

plex ............................................... 1 .4 

NEVADA 

Hawthorne Army Dep.: Container 
Repair Facility ............................. 1 .7 

Nellis AFB: Land Acquisition .......... 11 .6 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

Portsmouth: Waterfront Crane ........ 3 .850 

MILCON appropriations adds for 
FY 00—Continued 

[In millions of dollars] 
Pearl Trade Part ANG: Upgrade KC– 

135 Parking Apron ........................ 9 .6 

NEW JERSEY 

Fort Monmouth: Barracks Improve-
ment ............................................. 11 .8 

NEW MEXICO 

Kirtland AFB: Composite Support 
Complex ........................................ 9 .7 

Cannon AFB: Control Tower ............ 4 .0 
Cannon AFB: Repair Runway #2204 8 .1 

NEW YORK 

Niagara Falls: Visiting Officer’s 
Quarters ........................................ 6 .3 

NORTH CAROLINA 

Fort Bragg: Upgrade Barracks D- 
Area .............................................. 14 .4 

NORTH DAKOTA 

Grand Forks AFB: Parking Apron 
Extension ...................................... 9 .5 

OHIO 

Wright Patterson: Convert to Phys-
ical Fitness Ctr. ............................ 4 .6 

Columbus AFB: Reserve Center Ad-
dition ............................................ 3 .541 

Springfield: Complex ....................... 1 .77 

OKLAHOMA 

Tinker AFB: Repair and Upgrade 
Runway ......................................... 11 .0 

Vance AFB: Upgrade Center Run-
way ............................................... 12 .6 

Tulsa IAP: Composite Support Com-
plex ............................................... 10 .8 

OREGON 

Umatilla DA: Ammo. Demilitariza-
tion Facility ................................. 35 .9 

Salem: Armed Forces Reserve Cen-
ter ................................................. 15 .255 

PENNSYLVANIA 

NFPC Philadelphia: Casting Pits 
Modification ................................. 13 .320 

NAS Willow Grove: Ground Equip-
ment Shop ..................................... 0 .6 

Johnstown ANG: Air Traffic Control 
Facility ......................................... 6 .2 

RHODE ISLAND 

Quonset: Maintenance Hangar and 
Shops ............................................ 16 .5 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

McEntire ANG: Replace Control 
Tower ............................................ 8 .0 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Ellsworth AFB: Education/library 
Center ........................................... 10 .2 

TENNESSEE 

Henderson: Organization Mainte-
nance Shop ................................... 1 .976 

TEXAS 

Dyess AFB: Child Development Cen-
ter ................................................. 5 .4 

Lackland AFB: F–16 Squadron Ops 
Flight Complex ............................. 9 .7 

UTAH 

Salt Lake: Red Butte Dam .............. 8 .0 
Salt Lake City IAP: Upgrade Air-

craft Main. Complex ..................... 9 .7 

VERMONT 

Northfield: Multi-purpose Training 
Facility ......................................... 8 .652 
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MILCON appropriations adds for 

FY 00—Continued 
[In millions of dollars] 

VIRGINIA 
Fort Pickett: Multi-purpose Train-

ing Range ...................................... 13 .5 

WASHINGTON 
Fairchild AFB: Flight Line Support 

Facility ......................................... 9 .1 
Fairchild AFB: Composite Support 

Complex ........................................ 9 .8 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Eleanor: Maintenance Complex ....... 18 .521 
Eleanor: Readiness Center ............... 9 .583 

Total .......................................... 985 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
pending Military Construction Appro-
priations bill provides $8.3 billion in 
new budget authority and $2.5 billion 
in new outlays for Military Construc-
tion and Family Housing programs and 
other purposes for the Department of 
Defense for fiscal year 2000. 

When outlays from prior-year budget 
authority and other completed actions 
are taken into account, the outlays for 
the 2000 program total $8.8 billion. 

Compared to 1999 appropriations, this 
bill is $385 million lower in budget au-
thority, and it is $622 million lower in 
outlays. 

This legislation provides for con-
struction by the Department of De-
fense for U.S. military facilities 
throughout the world, and it provides 
for family housing for the active forces 
of each of the U.S. military services. 
Accordingly, it provides for important 
readiness and quality of life programs 
for our service men and women. 

The bill is within the revised section 
302(b) allocation for the Military Con-
struction Subcommittee. I commend 
the distinguished subcommittee Chair-
man, the Senator from Montana, for 
bringing this bill to the floor within 
the subcommittee’s allocation. 

The bill provides an important and 
necessary increase in budget authority 
above the President’s request for 2000. 
Most of the $2.8 billion increase fully 
funds projects that the President’s re-
quest only partially funded. Because 
the bill supports appropriate full fund-
ing budgeting practices and because it 
funds highly important quality of life 
programs for our armed services, I urge 
the adoption of the bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table showing the relation-
ship of the bill to the subcommittee’s 
section 302(b) allocation be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

S. 1205, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 
2000, SPENDING COMPARISONS—SENATE-REPORTED BILL 

[Fiscal year 2000, in millions of dollars] 

Category General 
purpose Crime Manda-

tory Total 

Senate-reported bill: 
Budget authority ....................... 8,274 ............ ............ 8,274 

S. 1205, MILITARY CONSTRUCTION APPROPRIATIONS, 
2000, SPENDING COMPARISONS—SENATE-REPORTED 
BILL—Continued 

[Fiscal year 2000, in millions of dollars] 

Category General 
purpose Crime Manda-

tory Total 

Outlays ...................................... 8,789 ............ ............ 8,789 
Senate 302(b) allocation: 

Budget authority ....................... 8,274 ............ ............ 8,274 
Outlays ...................................... 8,789 ............ ............ 8,789 

1999 level: 
Budget authority ....................... 8,659 ............ ............ 8,659 
Outlays ...................................... 9,411 ............ ............ 9,411 

President’s request: 
Budget authority ....................... 5,438 ............ ............ 5,438 
Outlays ...................................... 8,921 ............ ............ 8,921 

House-passed bill: 
Budget authority ....................... ............. ............ ............ ...........
Outlays ...................................... ............. ............ ............ ...........

SENATE-REPORTED BILL COMPARED TO: 
Senate 302(b) allocation: 

Budget authority ....................... ............. ............ ............ ...........
Outlays ...................................... ............. ............ ............ ...........

1999 level: 
Budget authority ....................... (385 ) ............ ............ (385 ) 
Outlays ...................................... (622 ) ............ ............ (622 ) 

President’s request: 
Budget authority ....................... 2,836 ............ ............ 2,836 
Outlays ...................................... (132 ) ............ ............ (132 ) 

House-passed bill: 
Budget authority ....................... 8,274 ............ ............ 8,274 
Outlays ...................................... 8,789 ............ ............ 8,789 

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for 
consistency with scorekeeping conventions. Prepared by SBC Majority Staff, 
06/14/99. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
rise today to express my strong support 
for the speedy passage of S. 1205, the 
fiscal year 2000 military construction 
appropriations bill. I compliment both 
Chairman BURNS and the ranking mem-
ber, Senator Murray, for their excel-
lent work in producing a bill that won 
the unanimous endorsement of the sub-
committee. I am sure the bill will re-
ceive a similar degree of support from 
the entire Senate. I must also com-
mend Senators BURNS and MURRAY for 
rejecting the President’s premature 
and irresponsible attempt to incremen-
tally fund these essential projects. The 
Congress must continue to send this 
President the clear and consistent mes-
sage that his fiscal negligence toward 
our Armed Forces will not be tolerated. 

I would like to take a moment to 
highlight two of the four important 
military construction projects for Ar-
kansas included in this bill. The first is 
an $8.7 million project for Little Rock 
Air Force Base. This project is com-
prised of three new facilities, and the 
renovation of a fourth, that will great-
ly enhance the mission capabilities of 
the 189th Airlift Wing, Arkansas Na-
tional Guard. The new Communica-
tions, Vehicle Maintenance and Civil 
Engineering/Medical Services facilities 
along with the renovated Aircraft Sup-
port building will stand as visible re-
minders of the Federal Government’s 
commitment of Little Rock Air Force 
Base’s bright future as an essential 
component of our nation’s security. 

The other military construction 
project I would like to highlight is one 
that the Subcommittee wisely added to 
the President’s insufficient proposal. I 
am speaking about the inclusion of an 
$18 million Chemical Defense Quality 
Evaluation Facility to be constructed 
at the Pine Bluff Arsenal. 

Pine Bluff Arsenal presently serves 
as the Department of Defense’s pri-
mary maintenance and certification fa-
cility for chemical and biological de-
fense equipment such as gas masks for 
our soldiers and air filters for M–1 
tanks. The Department of Defense de-
scribes the present facility as: 
operating at maximum capacity, beyond lev-
els consistent with good laboratory practice, 
with no space for [expansion]. 

According to the Department of De-
fense: 
if this project is not provided, inadequate 
. . . stockpile surveillance testing will con-
tinue, with an undefined chance that defec-
tive, deteriorated or damaged protective 
equipment or components could be accepted 
or retained in stock for issue. This risk di-
rectly endangers the worker in a toxic chem-
ical environment or the soldier facing toxic 
chemicals in a combat situation. [DOD] can-
not ensure reliability of [chemical and bio-
logical] equipment without . . . a suitable 
test facility. 

The construction of this new Chem-
ical Defense Quality Evaluation Facil-
ity will reaffirm that defense against 
Weapons of Mass Destruction remains 
a national priority, and that the Pine 
Bluff Arsenal remains at the forefront 
of America’s efforts in that endeavor. 

I will finish by again complimenting 
the subcommittee for its efforts in pro-
ducing this legislation, and urge my 
colleagues to vote for its quick adop-
tion. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to state my concern about a provision 
in the Military Construction Appro-
priations Bill for Fiscal Year 2000 that 
the Senate is considering today. I am 
very concerned about the potential ef-
fects of Section 129 of the bill relating 
to the chemical weapons demilitariza-
tion program planned for the Bluegrass 
Army Depot. 

My concern, simply stated, is that 
Section 129 could delay the chemical 
demilitarization process beyond the 
deadline for destroying all our chem-
ical weapons under the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention (CWC). This provision, 
which would levy additional require-
ments before demilitarization work 
can begin at the depot, could prevent 
the United States from complying with 
its obligations under the CWC. 

The Administration shares my con-
cern and strongly opposes this provi-
sion of S. 1205. In fact, their opposition 
is stated in the first item listed in the 
Statement of Administration Policy 
regarding this bill. Here’s what the Ad-
ministration has to say about this 
matter: 

The Administration strongly opposes Sec-
tion 129, which would require the demonstra-
tion of six alternative technologies to chem-
ical weapons incineration before construc-
tion of the Chemical Demilitarization facil-
ity at Bluegrass, Kentucky could begin. 
Prompt construction of the Bluegrass site is 
critical to ensuring U.S. compliance with the 
deadline for chemical weapons destruction 
agreed to under the Chemical Weapons Con-
vention. The Department of Defense has 
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demonstrated three alternative technologies, 
one more than required by P.L. 104–208, the 
Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act of 
1997. This provision would delay construction 
of the Bluegrass site by at least one year, re-
sulting in a breach of the Chemical Weapons 
Convention deadline. 

The President of the United States 
signed the Chemical Weapons Conven-
tion and the Senate provided its advice 
and consent to ratification of that 
treaty. The treaty is now in force and 
the United States is a party to it, so we 
are bound by its terms and require-
ments. I am very disturbed and dis-
mayed that the United States is not in 
compliance with this treaty, a situa-
tion that could worsen if legislation 
such as contained in Section 129 is en-
acted into law. 

I remind my fellow Senators that the 
United States has still not gathered 
and declared information regarding 
U.S. industrial chemical facilities that 
is required by the treaty. In addition, 
the U.S. has not complied with treaty 
provisions governing inspections of 
military facilities authorizing the use 
of treaty-approved inspection equip-
ment. Finally, the implementing legis-
lation for the CWC contains provisions 
that are antithetical to treaty provi-
sions. Should the President exercise 
the option approved in the imple-
menting legislation to refuse a chal-
lenge inspection, such action would di-
rectly contravene both the intent and 
the letter of the treaty that entered 
into force. I urge my fellow Senators to 
be aware of these problems and to sup-
port efforts to resolve them so that the 
United States can become compliant 
with its international treaty obliga-
tions and assume the leadership needed 
in order to make this treaty effective. 

One of the central requirements of 
the Chemical Weapons Convention is 
that parties must destroy their chem-
ical weapons stockpile within 10 years 
of the date of entry into force of the 
treaty. That means that the United 
States must destroy all its chemical 
weapons by April 29, 2007. I am con-
cerned that Section 129 of this bill 
would prevent the United States from 
meeting its legal obligation to destroy 
all its chemical weapons before this 
deadline. I believe it would be both un-
wise and unnecessary to enact legisla-
tion that would have the effect of pre-
venting the United States from meet-
ing one of its treaty obligations. 

To be specific, Section 129 would pre-
vent the obligation or expenditure of 
any funds made available by the Mili-
tary Construction Appropriations Act 
or any other Act for the purpose relat-
ing to construction of a facility at 
Bluegrass Army Depot in Kentucky for 
demilitarization of chemical weapons 
until the Secretary of Defense reports 
to the Congress on the results of evalu-
ating six alternative technologies to 
the current baseline incineration proc-
ess for destroying chemical weapons. 

While this may sound quite reason-
able, it poses a problem that I want to 

highlight. It would effectively delay 
the chemical demilitarization process 
at Bluegrass to the point that we would 
likely not be able to meet the Chem-
ical Weapons Convention. This is be-
cause it would add a new requirement 
to demonstrate and evaluate three ad-
ditional alternative destruction tech-
nologies, and for the Secretary of De-
fense to report to the Congress on 
those additional technologies before 
any demilitarization construction 
funding could be used at the Bluegrass 
Depot. 

There are currently three alternative 
technologies being considered by the 
Defense Department under the Assem-
bled Chemical Weapons Assessment 
(ACWA) program. This program was es-
tablished in law several years ago, but 
the law required the Department to 
evaluate at least two alternative tech-
nologies—-not six. Section 129 would 
add the requirement to evaluate four 
additional technologies which will take 
additional time and money. That will 
result in a one-year delay in starting 
the chemical demilitarization process 
at Bluegrass which would prevent the 
U.S. from destroying all the chemical 
weapons there before the CWC dead-
line. 

I note that the Armed Services Com-
mittee, of which I am a member, has no 
provision in the Defense Authorization 
Bill for Fiscal Year 2000 that places 
any restriction on the chemical demili-
tarization program. In fact, the Sub-
committee on Emerging Threats and 
Capabilities, on which I serve as the 
Ranking Member, included report lan-
guage that emphasizes the importance 
of meeting our CWC Treaty obligation 
to destroy all of our chemical weapons 
by the treaty deadline. Moreover, the 
Defense Authorization bill which 
passed the Senate on May 27, 1999, fully 
funds the Defense Department’s re-
quest for funds for the chemical demili-
tarization program. 

I do not believe that it is the intent 
of this provision or of its sponsors to 
prevent the United States from meet-
ing its treaty obligations under the 
Chemical Weapons Convention, or to 
force the U.S. to violate the treaty. 
Therefore, I urge my fellow Senators 
during the forthcoming conference on 
the Military Construction Appropria-
tions bill to support modifications to 
Section 129 so that the bill will not 
have this unintended effect. I’m certain 
that my colleagues agree that it is es-
sential for the Senate to take all ac-
tions necessary to ensure that we up-
hold our treaty obligations just as we 
would demand of other states. Modi-
fication of Section 129 would constitute 
such an action. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today in support of S. 1205, the 
Military Construction Appropriations 
bill. I congratulate Chairman BURNS 
and the ranking member, Senator MUR-
RAY, for crafting a spending bill which 

addresses the critical priorities of 
America’s soldiers in a prudent and ef-
fective manner. 

This year’s Administration submis-
sion made the task of the Committee 
more difficult than at any time since I 
have been a member of the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee. By suggesting 
that Congress incrementally fund all 
military construction programs, the 
Administration charted a course for 
failure and left Senators BURNS and 
MURRAY to clean up the mess. They 
have done so admirably and I am proud 
to support their efforts. 

While I strongly support the entire 
bill before the Senate today, I would 
like to take just a moment of the Sen-
ate’s time to explain a particular sec-
tion of the bill. Section 129 of this 
measure was included at my request 
and deals with the construction of 
chemical demilitarization facilities at 
the Bluegrass Army Depot in Ken-
tucky. Specifically, this provision 
would prohibit such construction until 
the Secretary of Defense reports on the 
completed demonstration of 6 alter-
natives to baseline incineration as a 
means of destroying America’s chem-
ical weapons stockpile. 

I think it is important to state first 
what this amendment does not do. This 
language will have no impact on any 
proposed funding in the FY00 military 
construction bill. The reason is that 
the prohibition on spending for con-
struction at Bluegrass Army Depot ap-
plies only to facilities which are tech-
nology specific. This means that con-
struction for buildings which will be 
necessary regardless of the method of 
destruction employed at Bluegrass is 
permitted. This allows for progress on 
necessary components for eventual de-
militarization activities such as ad-
ministrative facilities, but prohibits 
construction of the actual treatment 
facility to be deployed in Kentucky 
until the Secretary certifies that dem-
onstration of the six alternatives is 
complete. 

It is also not my intent to delay or 
avoid destruction of the stockpile in 
Kentucky. My sole purpose is to ensure 
that when the weapons stored in Ken-
tucky are destroyed only the safest 
most effective method is utilized. Once 
the Secretary certifies that all six al-
ternative technologies have been dem-
onstrated—and this can occur in the 
very near future—technology specific 
efforts at Bluegrass may begin. I sup-
ported ratification of the Chemical 
Weapons Convention and believe that 
the United States should do everything 
it can to meet the April 2007 deadline. 
The language contained in Section 129 
should have no adverse impact on the 
U.S. being able to satisfy its Chemical 
Weapons Convention obligations. 

Now that I have offered an expla-
nation as to what this language will 
not do, let me describe what I hope it 
will accomplish. Quite simply, this is a 
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continuation of my efforts to push the 
military to recognize that public safety 
should be the top priority as America 
eliminates its chemical weapons in 
compliance with the CWC. The Army’s 
selection of incineration as their pre-
ferred technology dates all the way 
back to 1982—almost 20 years ago. It is 
unreasonable, and in fact irresponsible, 
to assume that there have been no 
technological advancements since that 
time which could lead to improved 
methods of disposal. Only ten years ago 
few would have predicted the dynamic 
nature of the Internet would provide 
Americans instant access to informa-
tion around the globe. Given that ex-
ample, why has the department chosen 
to ignore potential strides in chemical 
weapons destruction? Why then has the 
safety of those Americans who live 
near chemical weapons destruction 
sites taken a back seat to fiscal and 
calendar concerns? 

In an effort to force the Department 
to consider the possibility of alter-
natives to incineration, I offered and 
the Senate accepted an amendment to 
the FY97 Defense Appropriations bill 
which established the Assembled 
Chemical Weapons Assessment pro-
gram. As I previously stated, this pro-
gram identified a total of six tech-
nologies as suitable for demonstration. 
Unfortunately the Department has 
chosen to fund only three. As a result 
of the Department’s decision to not 
fully test each technology, much of the 
good will established by the program 
has eroded. Continued DOD intran-
sigence will lead to well deserved skep-
ticism regarding the eventual report 
issued by ACWA. The citizens who are 
counting on the federal government’s 
honest assessment of how to proceed 
deserve the security of knowing that 
all viable options were appropriately 
considered. 

I have outlined the hypocrisy of the 
Department’s argument in a floor 
statement I made on June 8, 1999, and 
so I will not repeat myself at this 
point. Regardless of the Department’s 
contention that funding for further 
testing is limited, I believe the inter-
ests of public safety far outweigh any 
limited fiscal concerns. This is not a 
case of one Senator screaming that the 
‘‘sky is falling.’’ Rather, this is an ef-
fort to hold the Department of Defense 
accountable for what should have al-
ways been its first priority—the safety 
of potentially impacted citizens. I will 
continue to press for full testing and 
accountability. 

I thank my colleagues and urge their 
support for the Military Construction 
bill. 

f 

WORK INCENTIVES IMPROVEMENT 
ACT OF 1999 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to the consideration of S. 331, 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

A bill (S. 331) to amend the Social Security 
Act to expand the availability of health care 
coverage for working individuals with dis-
abilities, to establish a Ticket to Work and 
Self-Sufficiency Program in the Social Secu-
rity Administration to provide such individ-
uals with meaningful opportunities to work, 
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 inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Work Incentives Improvement Act of 1999’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings and purposes. 

TITLE I—EXPANDED AVAILABILITY OF 
HEALTH CARE SERVICES 

Sec. 101. Expanding State options under the 
medicaid program for workers 
with disabilities. 

Sec. 102. Continuation of medicare coverage for 
working individuals with disabil-
ities. 

Sec. 103. Grants to develop and establish State 
infrastructures to support work-
ing individuals with disabilities. 

Sec. 104. Demonstration of coverage under the 
medicaid program of workers with 
potentially severe disabilities. 

TITLE II—TICKET TO WORK AND SELF- 
SUFFICIENCY AND RELATED PROVISIONS 
Subtitle A—Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency 
Sec. 201. Establishment of the Ticket to Work 

and Self-Sufficiency Program. 
Subtitle B—Elimination of Work Disincentives 

Sec. 211. Work activity standard as a basis for 
review of an individual’s disabled 
status. 

Sec. 212. Expedited reinstatement of disability 
benefits. 

Subtitle C—Work Incentives Planning, 
Assistance, and Outreach 

Sec. 221. Work incentives outreach program. 
Sec. 222. State grants for work incentives assist-

ance to disabled beneficiaries. 
TITLE III—DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 

AND STUDIES 
Sec. 301. Permanent extension of disability in-

surance program demonstration 
project authority. 

Sec. 302. Demonstration projects providing for 
reductions in disability insurance 
benefits based on earnings. 

Sec. 303. Studies and reports. 
TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS AND 

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 
Sec. 401. Technical amendments relating to 

drug addicts and alcoholics. 
Sec. 402. Treatment of prisoners. 
Sec. 403. Revocation by members of the clergy of 

exemption from Social Security 
coverage. 

Sec. 404. Additional technical amendment relat-
ing to cooperative research or 
demonstration projects under ti-
tles II and XVI. 

Sec. 405. Authorization for State to permit an-
nual wage reports. 

TITLE V—REVENUE 

Sec. 501. Modification to foreign tax credit 
carryback and carryover periods. 

Sec. 502. Limitation on use of non-accrual expe-
rience method of accounting. 

Sec. 503. Extension of Internal Revenue Service 
user fees. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the following 

findings: 
(1) Health care is important to all Americans. 
(2) Health care is particularly important to in-

dividuals with disabilities and special health 
care needs who often cannot afford the insur-
ance available to them through the private mar-
ket, are uninsurable by the plans available in 
the private sector, and are at great risk of incur-
ring very high and economically devastating 
health care costs. 

(3) Americans with significant disabilities 
often are unable to obtain health care insurance 
that provides coverage of the services and sup-
ports that enable them to live independently 
and enter or rejoin the workforce. Personal as-
sistance services (such as attendant services, 
personal assistance with transportation to and 
from work, reader services, job coaches, and re-
lated assistance) remove many of the barriers 
between significant disability and work. Cov-
erage for such services, as well as for prescrip-
tion drugs, durable medical equipment, and 
basic health care are powerful and proven tools 
for individuals with significant disabilities to 
obtain and retain employment. 

(4) For individuals with disabilities, the fear 
of losing health care and related services is one 
of the greatest barriers keeping the individuals 
from maximizing their employment, earning po-
tential, and independence. 

(5) Individuals with disabilities who are bene-
ficiaries under title II or XVI of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq., 1381 et seq.) risk 
losing medicare or medicaid coverage that is 
linked to their cash benefits, a risk that is an 
equal, or greater, work disincentive than the 
loss of cash benefits associated with working. 

(6) Currently, less than 1⁄2 of 1 percent of so-
cial security disability insurance and supple-
mental security income beneficiaries cease to re-
ceive benefits as a result of employment. 

(7) Beneficiaries have cited the lack of ade-
quate employment training and placement serv-
ices as an additional barrier to employment. 

(8) If an additional 1⁄2 of 1 percent of the cur-
rent social security disability insurance (DI) 
and supplemental security income (SSI) recipi-
ents were to cease receiving benefits as a result 
of employment, the savings to the Social Secu-
rity Trust Funds in cash assistance would total 
$3,500,000,000 over the worklife of the individ-
uals. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act are 
as follows: 

(1) To provide health care and employment 
preparation and placement services to individ-
uals with disabilities that will enable those indi-
viduals to reduce their dependency on cash ben-
efit programs. 

(2) To encourage States to adopt the option of 
allowing individuals with disabilities to pur-
chase medicaid coverage that is necessary to en-
able such individuals to maintain employment. 

(3) To provide individuals with disabilities the 
option of maintaining medicare coverage while 
working. 

(4) To establish a return to work ticket pro-
gram that will allow individuals with disabil-
ities to seek the services necessary to obtain and 
retain employment and reduce their dependency 
on cash benefit programs. 

TITLE I—EXPANDED AVAILABILITY OF 
HEALTH CARE SERVICES 

SEC. 101. EXPANDING STATE OPTIONS UNDER 
THE MEDICAID PROGRAM FOR 
WORKERS WITH DISABILITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) STATE OPTION TO ELIMINATE INCOME, AS-

SETS, AND RESOURCE LIMITATIONS FOR WORKERS 
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WITH DISABILITIES BUYING INTO MEDICAID.—Sec-
tion 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)) is amended— 

(A) in subclause (XIII), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(B) in subclause (XIV), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(XV) who, but for earnings in excess of the 

limit established under section 1905(q)(2)(B), 
would be considered to be receiving supple-
mental security income and whose assets, re-
sources, and earned or unearned income (or 
both) do not exceed such limitations (if any) as 
the State may establish;’’. 

(2) STATE OPTION TO PROVIDE OPPORTUNITY 
FOR EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS WITH A MEDICALLY 
IMPROVED DISABILITY TO BUY INTO MEDICAID.— 

(A) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 1902(a)(10) (A)(ii) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)), as amended by paragraph 
(1), is amended— 

(i) in subclause (XIV), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(ii) in subclause (XV), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(XVI) who are employed individuals with a 

medically improved disability described in sec-
tion 1905(v)(1) and whose assets, resources, and 
earned or unearned income (or both) do not ex-
ceed such limitations (if any) as the State may 
establish, but only if the State provides medical 
assistance to individuals described in subclause 
(XV);’’. 

(B) DEFINITION OF EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS 
WITH A MEDICALLY IMPROVED DISABILITY.—Sec-
tion 1905 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396d) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(v)(1) The term ‘employed individual with a 
medically improved disability’ means an indi-
vidual who— 

‘‘(A) is at least 16, but less than 65, years of 
age; 

‘‘(B) is employed (as defined in paragraph 
(2)); 

‘‘(C) ceases to be eligible for medical assist-
ance under section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV) be-
cause the individual, by reason of medical im-
provement, is determined at the time of a regu-
larly scheduled continuing disability review to 
no longer be eligible for benefits under section 
223(d) or 1614(a)(3); and 

‘‘(D) continues to have a severe medically de-
terminable impairment, as determined under 
regulations of the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), an indi-
vidual is considered to be ‘employed’ if the indi-
vidual— 

‘‘(A) is earning at least the applicable min-
imum wage requirement under section 6 of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act (29 U.S.C. 206) and 
working at least 40 hours per month; or 

‘‘(B) is engaged in a work effort that meets 
substantial and reasonable threshold criteria for 
hours of work, wages, or other measures, as de-
fined by the State and approved by the Sec-
retary.’’. 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1905(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d(a)) is 
amended in the matter preceding paragraph 
(1)— 

(i) in clause (x), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end; 
(ii) in clause (xi), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end; 

and 
(iii) by inserting after clause (xi), the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(xii) employed individuals with a medically 

improved disability (as defined in subsection 
(v)),’’. 

(3) STATE AUTHORITY TO IMPOSE INCOME-RE-
LATED PREMIUMS AND COST-SHARING.—Section 
1916 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396o) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘The State 
plan’’ and inserting ‘‘Subject to subsection (g), 
the State plan’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(g) With respect to individuals provided med-

ical assistance only under subclause (XV) or 
(XVI) of section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii), a State may 
(in a uniform manner for individuals described 
in either such subclause)— 

‘‘(1) require such individuals to pay premiums 
or other cost-sharing charges set on a sliding 
scale based on income that the State may deter-
mine; and 

‘‘(2) require payment of 100 percent of such 
premiums in the case of such an individual who 
has income that exceeds 250 percent of the in-
come official poverty line (referred to in sub-
section (c)(1)) applicable to a family of the size 
involved.’’. 

(4) PROHIBITION AGAINST SUPPLANTATION OF 
STATE FUNDS AND STATE FAILURE TO MAINTAIN 
EFFORT.—Section 1903(i) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396b(i)) is amended— 

(A) by striking the period at the end of para-
graph (18) and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(B) by inserting after such paragraph the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(19) with respect to amounts expended for 
medical assistance provided to an individual de-
scribed in subclause (XV) or (XVI) of section 
1902(a)(10)(A)(ii) for a fiscal year unless the 
State demonstrates to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary that the level of State funds expended 
for such fiscal year for programs to enable 
working individuals with disabilities to work 
(other than for such medical assistance) is not 
less than the level expended for such programs 
during the most recent State fiscal year ending 
before the date of enactment of this para-
graph.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 1903(f)(4) of the Social Security Act 

(42 U.S.C. 1396b(f)(4) is amended in the matter 
preceding subparagraph (A) by inserting 
‘‘1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV), 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XVI)’’ 
after ‘‘1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(X),’’. 

(2) Section 1903(f)(4) of such Act, as amended 
by paragraph (1), is amended by inserting 
‘‘1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XIII),’’ before 
‘‘1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV)’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-

graph (2), the amendments made by this section 
apply to medical assistance for items and serv-
ices furnished on or after October 1, 1999. 

(2) RETROACTIVITY OF CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The amendment made by subsection 
(b)(2) takes effect as if included in the enact-
ment of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997. 
SEC. 102. CONTINUATION OF MEDICARE COV-

ERAGE FOR WORKING INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DISABILITIES. 

(a) CONTINUATION OF COVERAGE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 226 of the Social Se-

curity Act (42 U.S.C. 426) is amended— 
(A) in the third sentence of subsection (b), by 

inserting ‘‘, except as provided in subsection (j)’’ 
after ‘‘but not in excess of 24 such months’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(j) The 24-month limitation on deemed enti-

tlement under the third sentence of subsection 
(b) shall not apply— 

‘‘(1) for months occurring during the 10-year 
period beginning with the first month that be-
gins after the date of enactment of this sub-
section; and 

‘‘(2) for subsequent months, in the case of an 
individual who was entitled to benefits under 
subsection (b) as of the last month of such 10- 
year period and would continue (but for such 
24-month limitation) to be so entitled.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1818A(a)(2)(C) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395i–2a(a)(2)(C)) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘solely’’; and 
(B) by inserting ‘‘or the expiration of the last 

month of the 10-year period described in section 
226(j)’’ before the semicolon. 

(b) GAO REPORT.—Not later than 8 years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States shall 
submit a report to Congress that— 

(1) examines the effectiveness and cost of sub-
section (j) of section 226 of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 426); and 

(2) recommends whether that subsection 
should continue to be applied beyond the 10- 
year period described in the subsection. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by subsection (a) apply to months beginning 
with the first month that begins after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(d) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS.—An 
individual enrolled under section 1818A of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395i–2a) shall be 
treated with respect to premium payment obliga-
tions under such section as though the indi-
vidual had continued to be entitled to benefits 
under section 226(b) of such Act for— 

(1) months described in section 226(j)(1) of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 426(j)(1)) (as added by sub-
section (a)); and 

(2) subsequent months, in the case of an indi-
vidual who was so enrolled as of the last month 
described in section 226(j)(2) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 426(j)(2)) (as so added). 
SEC. 103. GRANTS TO DEVELOP AND ESTABLISH 

STATE INFRASTRUCTURES TO SUP-
PORT WORKING INDIVIDUALS WITH 
DISABILITIES. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health and 

Human Services (in this section referred to as 
the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall award grants described 
in subsection (b) to States to support the design, 
establishment, and operation of State infra-
structures that provide items and services to 
support working individuals with disabilities. 

(2) APPLICATION.—In order to be eligible for 
an award of a grant under this section, a State 
shall submit an application to the Secretary at 
such time, in such manner, and containing such 
information as the Secretary shall require. 

(3) DEFINITION OF STATE.—In this section, the 
term ‘‘State’’ means each of the 50 States, the 
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the 
United States Virgin Islands, American Samoa, 
and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mar-
iana Islands. 

(b) GRANTS FOR INFRASTRUCTURE AND OUT-
REACH.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Out of the funds appro-
priated under subsection (e), the Secretary shall 
award grants to States to— 

(A) support the establishment, implementa-
tion, and operation of the State infrastructures 
described in subsection (a); and 

(B) conduct outreach campaigns regarding the 
existence of such infrastructures. 

(2) ELIGIBILITY FOR GRANTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—No State may receive a 

grant under this subsection unless the State— 
(i) has an approved amendment to the State 

plan under title XIX of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.) that provides medical as-
sistance under such plan to individuals de-
scribed in section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV)); and 

(ii) demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Sec-
retary that the State makes personal assistance 
services available under the State plan under 
title XIX of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396 et seq.) to the extent necessary to enable in-
dividuals described in clause (i) to remain em-
ployed (as determined under section 1905(v)(2) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d(v)(2))). 

(B) DEFINITION OF PERSONAL ASSISTANCE SERV-
ICES.—In this paragraph, the term ‘‘personal as-
sistance services’’ means a range of services, 
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provided by 1 or more persons, designed to assist 
an individual with a disability to perform daily 
activities on and off the job that the individual 
would typically perform if the individual did 
not have a disability. Such services shall be de-
signed to increase the individual’s control in life 
and ability to perform everyday activities on or 
off the job. 

(3) DETERMINATION OF AWARDS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(B), the Secretary shall determine a formula for 
awarding grants to States under this section 
that provides special consideration to States 
that provide medical assistance under title XIX 
of the Social Security Act to individuals de-
scribed in section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XVI) of that 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XVI)). 

(B) AWARD LIMITS.— 
(i) MINIMUM AWARDS.— 
(I) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subclause (II), no 

State with an approved application under this 
section shall receive a grant for a fiscal year 
that is less than $500,000. 

(II) PRO RATA REDUCTIONS.—If the funds ap-
propriated under subsection (e) for a fiscal year 
are not sufficient to pay each State with an ap-
plication approved under this section the min-
imum amount described in subclause (I), the 
Secretary shall pay each such State an amount 
equal to the pro rata share of the amount made 
available. 

(ii) MAXIMUM AWARDS.—No State with an ap-
plication that has been approved under this sec-
tion shall receive a grant for a fiscal year that 
exceeds 15 percent of the total expenditures by 
the State (including the reimbursed Federal 
share of such expenditures) for medical assist-
ance for individuals eligible under subclause 
(XV) and (XVI) of section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)), as estimated by the State 
and approved by the Secretary. 

(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.— 
(1) FUNDS AWARDED TO STATES.—Funds 

awarded to a State under a grant made under 
this section for a fiscal year shall remain avail-
able until expended. 

(2) FUNDS NOT AWARDED TO STATES.—Funds 
not awarded to States in the fiscal year for 
which they are appropriated shall remain avail-
able in succeeding fiscal years for awarding by 
the Secretary. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—A State that is awarded 
a grant under this section shall submit an an-
nual report to the Secretary on the use of funds 
provided under the grant. Each report shall in-
clude the percentage increase in the number of 
title II disability beneficiaries, as defined in sec-
tion 1148(k)(3) of the Social Security Act (as 
amended by section 201) in the State, and title 
XVI disability beneficiaries, as defined in sec-
tion 1148(k)(4) of the Social Security Act (as so 
amended) in the State who return to work. 

(e) APPROPRIATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Out of any funds in the 

Treasury not otherwise appropriated, there is 
appropriated to make grants under this sec-
tion— 

(A) for fiscal year 2000, $20,000,000; 
(B) for fiscal year 2001, $25,000,000; 
(C) for fiscal year 2002, $30,000,000; 
(D) for fiscal year 2003, $35,000,000; 
(E) for fiscal year 2004, $40,000,000; and 
(F) for each of fiscal years 2005 through 2010, 

the amount appropriated for the preceding fiscal 
year increased by the percentage increase (if 
any) in the Consumer Price Index for All Urban 
Consumers (United States city average) for the 
preceding fiscal year. 

(2) BUDGET AUTHORITY.—This subsection con-
stitutes budget authority in advance of appro-
priations Acts and represents the obligation of 
the Federal Government to provide for the pay-
ment of the amounts appropriated under para-
graph (1). 

(f) RECOMMENDATION.—Not later than October 
1, 2009, the Secretary, in consultation with the 
Work Incentives Advisory Panel established 
under section 201(f), shall submit a rec-
ommendation to the Committee on Commerce of 
the House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Finance of the Senate regarding whether the 
grant program established under this section 
should be continued after fiscal year 2010. 
SEC. 104. DEMONSTRATION OF COVERAGE UNDER 

THE MEDICAID PROGRAM OF WORK-
ERS WITH POTENTIALLY SEVERE 
DISABILITIES. 

(a) STATE APPLICATION.—A State may apply 
to the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
(in this section referred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) 
for approval of a demonstration project (in this 
section referred to as a ‘‘demonstration project’’) 
under which up to a specified maximum number 
of individuals who are workers with a poten-
tially severe disability (as defined in subsection 
(b)(1)) are provided medical assistance equal to 
that provided under section 1905(a) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d(a)) to individuals 
described in section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV) of 
that Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV)). 

(b) WORKER WITH A POTENTIALLY SEVERE DIS-
ABILITY DEFINED.—For purposes of this sec-
tion— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘worker with a po-
tentially severe disability’’ means, with respect 
to a demonstration project, an individual who— 

(A) is at least 16, but less than 65, years of 
age; 

(B) has a specific physical or mental impair-
ment that, as defined by the State under the 
demonstration project, is reasonably expected, 
but for the receipt of items and services de-
scribed in section 1905(a) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d(a)), to become blind or dis-
abled (as defined under section 1614(a) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382c(a))); and 

(C) is employed (as defined in paragraph (2)). 
(2) DEFINITION OF EMPLOYED.—An individual 

is considered to be ‘‘employed’’ if the indi-
vidual— 

(A) is earning at least the applicable minimum 
wage requirement under section 6 of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act (29 U.S.C. 206) and work-
ing at least 40 hours per month; or 

(B) is engaged in a work effort that meets sub-
stantial and reasonable threshold criteria for 
hours of work, wages, or other measures, as de-
fined under the demonstration project and ap-
proved by the Secretary. 

(c) APPROVAL OF DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (3), the 

Secretary shall approve applications under sub-
section (a) that meet the requirements of para-
graph (2) and such additional terms and condi-
tions as the Secretary may require. The Sec-
retary may waive the requirement of section 
1902(a)(1) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396a(a)(1)) to allow for sub-State demonstra-
tions. 

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS.—The Secretary may not approve a 
demonstration project under this section unless 
the State provides assurances satisfactory to the 
Secretary that the following conditions are or 
will be met: 

(A) ELECTION OF OPTIONAL CATEGORY.—The 
State has elected to provide coverage under its 
plan under title XIX of the Social Security Act 
of individuals described in section 
1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV)). 

(B) MAINTENANCE OF STATE EFFORT.—Federal 
funds paid to a State pursuant to this section 
must be used to supplement, but not supplant, 
the level of State funds expended for workers 
with potentially severe disabilities under pro-
grams in effect for such individuals at the time 
the demonstration project is approved under this 
section. 

(C) INDEPENDENT EVALUATION.—The State 
provides for an independent evaluation of the 
project. 

(3) LIMITATIONS ON FEDERAL FUNDING.— 
(A) APPROPRIATION.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Out of any funds in the 

Treasury not otherwise appropriated, there is 
appropriated to carry out this section— 

(I) for fiscal year 2000, $70,000,000; 
(II) for fiscal year 2001, $73,000,000; 
(III) for fiscal year 2002, $77,000,000; and 
(IV) for fiscal year 2003, $80,000,000. 
(ii) BUDGET AUTHORITY.—Clause (i) con-

stitutes budget authority in advance of appro-
priations Acts and represents the obligation of 
the Federal Government to provide for the pay-
ment of the amounts appropriated under clause 
(i). 

(B) LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS.—In no case 
may— 

(i) the aggregate amount of payments made by 
the Secretary to States under this section exceed 
$300,000,000; or 

(ii) payments be provided by the Secretary for 
a fiscal year after fiscal year 2005. 

(C) FUNDS ALLOCATED TO STATES.—The Sec-
retary shall allocate funds to States based on 
their applications and the availability of funds. 
Funds allocated to a State under a grant made 
under this section for a fiscal year shall remain 
available until expended. 

(D) FUNDS NOT ALLOCATED TO STATES.—Funds 
not allocated to States in the fiscal year for 
which they are appropriated shall remain avail-
able in succeeding fiscal years for allocation by 
the Secretary using the allocation formula es-
tablished under this section. 

(E) PAYMENTS TO STATES.—The Secretary 
shall pay to each State with a demonstration 
project approved under this section, from its al-
location under subparagraph (C), an amount for 
each quarter equal to the Federal medical assist-
ance percentage (as defined in section 1905(b) of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395d(b)) of 
expenditures in the quarter for medical assist-
ance provided to workers with a potentially se-
vere disability. 

(d) RECOMMENDATION.—Not later than Octo-
ber 1, 2002, the Secretary shall submit a rec-
ommendation to the Committee on Commerce of 
the House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Finance of the Senate regarding whether the 
demonstration project established under this 
section should be continued after fiscal year 
2003. 

(e) STATE DEFINED.—In this section, the term 
‘‘State’’ has the meaning given such term for 
purposes of title XIX of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.). 

TITLE II—TICKET TO WORK AND SELF- 
SUFFICIENCY AND RELATED PROVISIONS 

Subtitle A—Ticket to Work and Self- 
Sufficiency 

SEC. 201. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE TICKET TO 
WORK AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY PRO-
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part A of title XI of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.) is 
amended by adding after section 1147 (as added 
by section 8 of the Noncitizen Benefit Clarifica-
tion and Other Technical Amendments Act of 
1998 (Public Law 105–306; 112 Stat. 2928)) the 
following: 

‘‘TICKET TO WORK AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY 
PROGRAM 

‘‘SEC. 1148. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Commis-
sioner shall establish a Ticket to Work and Self- 
Sufficiency Program, under which a disabled 
beneficiary may use a ticket to work and self- 
sufficiency issued by the Commissioner in ac-
cordance with this section to obtain employment 
services, vocational rehabilitation services, or 
other support services from an employment net-
work which is of the beneficiary’s choice and 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:19 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 6333 E:\BR99\S16JN9.000 S16JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 12957 June 16, 1999 
which is willing to provide such services to the 
beneficiary. 

‘‘(b) TICKET SYSTEM.— 
‘‘(1) DISTRIBUTION OF TICKETS.—The Commis-

sioner may issue a ticket to work and self-suffi-
ciency to disabled beneficiaries for participation 
in the Program. 

‘‘(2) ASSIGNMENT OF TICKETS.—A disabled ben-
eficiary holding a ticket to work and self-suffi-
ciency may assign the ticket to any employment 
network of the beneficiary’s choice which is 
serving under the Program and is willing to ac-
cept the assignment. 

‘‘(3) TICKET TERMS.—A ticket issued under 
paragraph (1) shall consist of a document which 
evidences the Commissioner’s agreement to pay 
(as provided in paragraph (4)) an employment 
network, which is serving under the Program 
and to which such ticket is assigned by the ben-
eficiary, for such employment services, voca-
tional rehabilitation services, and other support 
services as the employment network may provide 
to the beneficiary. 

‘‘(4) PAYMENTS TO EMPLOYMENT NETWORKS.— 
The Commissioner shall pay an employment net-
work under the Program in accordance with the 
outcome payment system under subsection (h)(2) 
or under the outcome-milestone payment system 
under subsection (h)(3) (whichever is elected 
pursuant to subsection (h)(1)). An employment 
network may not request or receive compensa-
tion for such services from the beneficiary. 

‘‘(c) STATE PARTICIPATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State agency admin-

istering or supervising the administration of the 
State plan approved under title I of the Reha-
bilitation Act of 1973 may elect to participate in 
the Program as an employment network with re-
spect to a disabled beneficiary. If the State 
agency does elect to participate in the Program, 
the State agency also shall elect to be paid 
under the outcome payment system or the out-
come-milestone payment system in accordance 
with subsection (h)(1). With respect to a dis-
abled beneficiary that the State agency does not 
elect to have participate in the Program, the 
State agency shall be paid for services provided 
to that beneficiary under the system for pay-
ment applicable under section 222(d) and sub-
sections (d) and (e) of section 1615. The Commis-
sioner shall provide for periodic opportunities 
for exercising such elections (and revocations). 

‘‘(2) EFFECT OF PARTICIPATION BY STATE 
AGENCY.— 

‘‘(A) STATE AGENCIES PARTICIPATING.—In any 
case in which a State agency described in para-
graph (1) elects under that paragraph to partici-
pate in the Program, the employment services, 
vocational rehabilitation services, and other 
support services which, upon assignment of tick-
ets to work and self-sufficiency, are provided to 
disabled beneficiaries by the State agency acting 
as an employment network shall be governed by 
plans for vocational rehabilitation services ap-
proved under title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 
1973. 

‘‘(B) STATE AGENCIES ADMINISTERING MATER-
NAL AND CHILD HEALTH SERVICES PROGRAMS.— 
Subparagraph (A) shall not apply with respect 
to any State agency administering a program 
under title V of this Act. 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO 
CROSS-REFERRAL TO CERTAIN STATE AGENCIES.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In any case in which an 
employment network has been assigned a ticket 
to work and self-sufficiency by a disabled bene-
ficiary, no State agency shall be deemed re-
quired, under this section, title I of the Work-
force Investment Act of 1998, title I of the Reha-
bilitation Act of 1973, or a State plan approved 
under such title, to accept any referral of such 
disabled beneficiary from such employment net-
work unless such employment network and such 
State agency have entered into a written agree-

ment that meets the requirements of subpara-
graph (B). Any beneficiary who has assigned a 
ticket to work and self-sufficiency to an employ-
ment network that has not entered into such a 
written agreement with such a State agency 
may not access vocational rehabilitation services 
under title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
until such time as the beneficiary is reassigned 
to a State vocational rehabilitation agency by 
the Program Manager. 

‘‘(B) TERMS OF AGREEMENT.—An agreement 
required by subparagraph (A) shall specify, in 
accordance with regulations prescribed pursu-
ant to subparagraph (C)— 

‘‘(i) the extent (if any) to which the employ-
ment network holding the ticket will provide to 
the State agency— 

‘‘(I) reimbursement for costs incurred in pro-
viding services described in subparagraph (A) to 
the disabled beneficiary; and 

‘‘(II) other amounts from payments made by 
the Commissioner to the employment network 
pursuant to subsection (h); and 

‘‘(ii) any other conditions that may be re-
quired by such regulations. 

‘‘(C) REGULATIONS.—The Commissioner and 
the Secretary of Education shall jointly pre-
scribe regulations specifying the terms of agree-
ments required by subparagraph (A) and other-
wise necessary to carry out the provisions of 
this paragraph. 

‘‘(D) PENALTY.—No payment may be made to 
an employment network pursuant to subsection 
(h) in connection with services provided to any 
disabled beneficiary if such employment net-
work makes referrals described in subparagraph 
(A) in violation of the terms of the agreement re-
quired under subparagraph (A) or without hav-
ing entered into such an agreement. 

‘‘(d) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COMMIS-
SIONER.— 

‘‘(1) SELECTION AND QUALIFICATIONS OF PRO-
GRAM MANAGERS.—The Commissioner shall enter 
into agreements with 1 or more organizations in 
the private or public sector for service as a pro-
gram manager to assist the Commissioner in ad-
ministering the Program. Any such program 
manager shall be selected by means of a com-
petitive bidding process, from among organiza-
tions in the private or public sector with avail-
able expertise and experience in the field of vo-
cational rehabilitation and employment services. 

‘‘(2) TENURE, RENEWAL, AND EARLY TERMI-
NATION.—Each agreement entered into under 
paragraph (1) shall provide for early termi-
nation upon failure to meet performance stand-
ards which shall be specified in the agreement 
and which shall be weighted to take into ac-
count any performance in prior terms. Such per-
formance standards shall include— 

‘‘(A) measures for ease of access by bene-
ficiaries to services; and 

‘‘(B) measures for determining the extent to 
which failures in obtaining services for bene-
ficiaries fall within acceptable parameters, as 
determined by the Commissioner. 

‘‘(3) PRECLUSION FROM DIRECT PARTICIPATION 
IN DELIVERY OF SERVICES IN OWN SERVICE 
AREA.—Agreements under paragraph (1) shall 
preclude— 

‘‘(A) direct participation by a program man-
ager in the delivery of employment services, vo-
cational rehabilitation services, or other support 
services to beneficiaries in the service area cov-
ered by the program manager’s agreement; and 

‘‘(B) the holding by a program manager of a 
financial interest in an employment network or 
service provider which provides services in a ge-
ographic area covered under the program man-
ager’s agreement. 

‘‘(4) SELECTION OF EMPLOYMENT NETWORKS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner shall se-

lect and enter into agreements with employment 
networks for service under the Program. Such 

employment networks shall be in addition to 
State agencies serving as employment networks 
pursuant to elections under subsection (c). 

‘‘(B) ALTERNATE PARTICIPANTS.—In any State 
where the Program is being implemented, the 
Commissioner shall enter into an agreement 
with any alternate participant that is operating 
under the authority of section 222(d)(2) in the 
State as of the date of enactment of this section 
and chooses to serve as an employment network 
under the Program. 

‘‘(5) TERMINATION OF AGREEMENTS WITH EM-
PLOYMENT NETWORKS.—The Commissioner shall 
terminate agreements with employment net-
works for inadequate performance, as deter-
mined by the Commissioner. 

‘‘(6) QUALITY ASSURANCE.—The Commissioner 
shall provide for such periodic reviews as are 
necessary to provide for effective quality assur-
ance in the provision of services by employment 
networks. The Commissioner shall solicit and 
consider the views of consumers and the pro-
gram manager under which the employment net-
works serve and shall consult with providers of 
services to develop performance measurements. 
The Commissioner shall ensure that the results 
of the periodic reviews are made available to 
beneficiaries who are prospective service recipi-
ents as they select employment networks. The 
Commissioner shall ensure that the periodic sur-
veys of beneficiaries receiving services under the 
Program are designed to measure customer serv-
ice satisfaction. 

‘‘(7) DISPUTE RESOLUTION.—The Commissioner 
shall provide for a mechanism for resolving dis-
putes between beneficiaries and employment 
networks, between program managers and em-
ployment networks, and between program man-
agers and providers of services. The Commis-
sioner shall afford a party to such a dispute a 
reasonable opportunity for a full and fair re-
view of the matter in dispute. 

‘‘(e) PROGRAM MANAGERS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A program manager shall 

conduct tasks appropriate to assist the Commis-
sioner in carrying out the Commissioner’s duties 
in administering the Program. 

‘‘(2) RECRUITMENT OF EMPLOYMENT NET-
WORKS.—A program manager shall recruit, and 
recommend for selection by the Commissioner, 
employment networks for service under the Pro-
gram. The program manager shall carry out 
such recruitment and provide such recommenda-
tions, and shall monitor all employment net-
works serving in the Program in the geographic 
area covered under the program manager’s 
agreement, to the extent necessary and appro-
priate to ensure that adequate choices of serv-
ices are made available to beneficiaries. Employ-
ment networks may serve under the Program 
only pursuant to an agreement entered into 
with the Commissioner under the Program in-
corporating the applicable provisions of this sec-
tion and regulations thereunder, and the pro-
gram manager shall provide and maintain as-
surances to the Commissioner that payment by 
the Commissioner to employment networks pur-
suant to this section is warranted based on com-
pliance by such employment networks with the 
terms of such agreement and this section. The 
program manager shall not impose numerical 
limits on the number of employment networks to 
be recommended pursuant to this paragraph. 

‘‘(3) FACILITATION OF ACCESS BY BENE-
FICIARIES TO EMPLOYMENT NETWORKS.—A pro-
gram manager shall facilitate access by bene-
ficiaries to employment networks. The program 
manager shall ensure that each beneficiary is 
allowed changes in employment networks for 
good cause, as determined by the Commissioner, 
without being deemed to have rejected services 
under the Program. The program manager shall 
establish and maintain lists of employment net-
works available to beneficiaries and shall make 
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such lists generally available to the public. The 
program manager shall ensure that all informa-
tion provided to disabled beneficiaries pursuant 
to this paragraph is provided in accessible for-
mats. 

‘‘(4) ENSURING AVAILABILITY OF ADEQUATE 
SERVICES.—The program manager shall ensure 
that employment services, vocational rehabilita-
tion services, and other support services are pro-
vided to beneficiaries throughout the geographic 
area covered under the program manager’s 
agreement, including rural areas. 

‘‘(5) REASONABLE ACCESS TO SERVICES.—The 
program manager shall take such measures as 
are necessary to ensure that sufficient employ-
ment networks are available and that each ben-
eficiary receiving services under the Program 
has reasonable access to employment services, 
vocational rehabilitation services, and other 
support services. Services provided under the 
Program may include case management, work 
incentives planning, supported employment, ca-
reer planning, career plan development, voca-
tional assessment, job training, placement, fol-
lowup services, and such other services as may 
be specified by the Commissioner under the Pro-
gram. The program manager shall ensure that 
such services are available in each service area. 

‘‘(f) EMPLOYMENT NETWORKS.— 
‘‘(1) QUALIFICATIONS FOR EMPLOYMENT NET-

WORKS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Each employment network 

serving under the Program shall consist of an 
agency or instrumentality of a State (or a polit-
ical subdivision thereof) or a private entity that 
assumes responsibility for the coordination and 
delivery of services under the Program to indi-
viduals assigning to the employment network 
tickets to work and self-sufficiency issued under 
subsection (b). 

‘‘(B) ONE-STOP DELIVERY SYSTEMS.—An em-
ployment network serving under the Program 
may consist of a one-stop delivery system estab-
lished under subtitle B of title I of the Work-
force Investment Act of 1998. 

‘‘(C) COMPLIANCE WITH SELECTION CRITERIA.— 
No employment network may serve under the 
Program unless it meets and maintains compli-
ance with both general selection criteria (such 
as professional and educational qualifications 
(where applicable)) and specific selection cri-
teria (such as substantial expertise and experi-
ence in providing relevant employment services 
and supports). 

‘‘(D) SINGLE OR ASSOCIATED PROVIDERS AL-
LOWED.—An employment network shall consist 
of either a single provider of such services or of 
an association of such providers organized so as 
to combine their resources into a single entity. 
An employment network may meet the require-
ments of subsection (e)(4) by providing services 
directly, or by entering into agreements with 
other individuals or entities providing appro-
priate employment services, vocational rehabili-
tation services, or other support services. 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO PROVISION 
OF SERVICES.—Each employment network serv-
ing under the Program shall be required under 
the terms of its agreement with the Commis-
sioner to— 

‘‘(A) serve prescribed service areas; and 
‘‘(B) take such measures as are necessary to 

ensure that employment services, vocational re-
habilitation services, and other support services 
provided under the Program by, or under agree-
ments entered into with, the employment net-
work are provided under appropriate individual 
work plans meeting the requirements of sub-
section (g). 

‘‘(3) ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORTING.—Each em-
ployment network shall meet financial reporting 
requirements as prescribed by the Commissioner. 

‘‘(4) PERIODIC OUTCOMES REPORTING.—Each 
employment network shall prepare periodic re-

ports, on at least an annual basis, itemizing for 
the covered period specific outcomes achieved 
with respect to specific services provided by the 
employment network. Such reports shall con-
form to a national model prescribed under this 
section. Each employment network shall provide 
a copy of the latest report issued by the employ-
ment network pursuant to this paragraph to 
each beneficiary upon enrollment under the 
Program for services to be received through such 
employment network. Upon issuance of each re-
port to each beneficiary, a copy of the report 
shall be maintained in the files of the employ-
ment network. The program manager shall en-
sure that copies of all such reports issued under 
this paragraph are made available to the public 
under reasonable terms. 

‘‘(g) INDIVIDUAL WORK PLANS.— 
‘‘(1) REQUIREMENTS.—Each employment net-

work shall— 
‘‘(A) take such measures as are necessary to 

ensure that employment services, vocational re-
habilitation services, and other support services 
provided under the Program by, or under agree-
ments entered into with, the employment net-
work are provided under appropriate individual 
work plans that meet the requirements of sub-
paragraph (C); 

‘‘(B) develop and implement each such indi-
vidual work plan in partnership with each bene-
ficiary receiving such services in a manner that 
affords the beneficiary the opportunity to exer-
cise informed choice in selecting an employment 
goal and specific services needed to achieve that 
employment goal; 

‘‘(C) ensure that each individual work plan 
includes at least— 

‘‘(i) a statement of the vocational goal devel-
oped with the beneficiary; 

‘‘(ii) a statement of the services and supports 
that have been deemed necessary for the bene-
ficiary to accomplish that goal; 

‘‘(iii) a statement of any terms and conditions 
related to the provision of such services and 
supports; and 

‘‘(iv) a statement of understanding regarding 
the beneficiary’s rights under the Program (such 
as the right to retrieve the ticket to work and 
self-sufficiency if the beneficiary is dissatisfied 
with the services being provided by the employ-
ment network) and remedies available to the in-
dividual, including information on the avail-
ability of advocacy services and assistance in re-
solving disputes through the State grant pro-
gram authorized under section 1150; 

‘‘(D) provide a beneficiary the opportunity to 
amend the individual work plan if a change in 
circumstances necessitates a change in the plan; 
and 

‘‘(E) make each beneficiary’s individual work 
plan available to the beneficiary in, as appro-
priate, an accessible format chosen by the bene-
ficiary. 

‘‘(2) EFFECTIVE UPON WRITTEN APPROVAL.—A 
beneficiary’s individual work plan shall take ef-
fect upon written approval by the beneficiary or 
a representative of the beneficiary and a rep-
resentative of the employment network that, in 
providing such written approval, acknowledges 
assignment of the beneficiary’s ticket to work 
and self-sufficiency. 

‘‘(h) EMPLOYMENT NETWORK PAYMENT SYS-
TEMS.— 

‘‘(1) ELECTION OF PAYMENT SYSTEM BY EM-
PLOYMENT NETWORKS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Program shall provide 
for payment authorized by the Commissioner to 
employment networks under either an outcome 
payment system or an outcome-milestone pay-
ment system. Each employment network shall 
elect which payment system will be utilized by 
the employment network, and, for such period 
of time as such election remains in effect, the 
payment system so elected shall be utilized ex-

clusively in connection with such employment 
network (except as provided in subparagraph 
(B)). 

‘‘(B) NO CHANGE IN METHOD OF PAYMENT FOR 
BENEFICIARIES WITH TICKETS ALREADY ASSIGNED 
TO THE EMPLOYMENT NETWORKS.—Any election 
of a payment system by an employment network 
that would result in a change in the method of 
payment to the employment network for services 
provided to a beneficiary who is receiving serv-
ices from the employment network at the time of 
the election shall not be effective with respect to 
payment for services provided to that bene-
ficiary and the method of payment previously 
selected shall continue to apply with respect to 
such services. 

‘‘(2) OUTCOME PAYMENT SYSTEM.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The outcome payment sys-

tem shall consist of a payment structure gov-
erning employment networks electing such sys-
tem under paragraph (1)(A) which meets the re-
quirements of this paragraph. 

‘‘(B) PAYMENTS MADE DURING OUTCOME PAY-
MENT PERIOD.—The outcome payment system 
shall provide for a schedule of payments to an 
employment network in connection with each 
individual who is a beneficiary for each month 
during the individual’s outcome payment period 
for which benefits (described in paragraphs (3) 
and (4) of subsection (k)) are not payable to 
such individual because of work or earnings. 

‘‘(C) COMPUTATION OF PAYMENTS TO EMPLOY-
MENT NETWORK.—The payment schedule of the 
outcome payment system shall be designed so 
that— 

‘‘(i) the payment for each of the 60 months 
during the outcome payment period for which 
benefits (described in paragraphs (3) and (4) of 
subsection (k)) are not payable is equal to a 
fixed percentage of the payment calculation 
base for the calendar year in which such month 
occurs; and 

‘‘(ii) such fixed percentage is set at a percent-
age which does not exceed 40 percent. 

‘‘(3) OUTCOME-MILESTONE PAYMENT SYSTEM.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The outcome-milestone 

payment system shall consist of a payment 
structure governing employment networks elect-
ing such system under paragraph (1)(A) which 
meets the requirements of this paragraph. 

‘‘(B) EARLY PAYMENTS UPON ATTAINMENT OF 
MILESTONES IN ADVANCE OF OUTCOME PAYMENT 
PERIODS.—The outcome-milestone payment sys-
tem shall provide for 1 or more milestones with 
respect to beneficiaries receiving services from 
an employment network under the Program that 
are directed toward the goal of permanent em-
ployment. Such milestones shall form a part of 
a payment structure that provides, in addition 
to payments made during outcome payment pe-
riods, payments made prior to outcome payment 
periods in amounts based on the attainment of 
such milestones. 

‘‘(C) LIMITATION ON TOTAL PAYMENTS TO EM-
PLOYMENT NETWORK.—The payment schedule of 
the outcome-milestone payment system shall be 
designed so that the total of the payments to the 
employment network with respect to each bene-
ficiary is less than, on a net present value basis 
(using an interest rate determined by the Com-
missioner that appropriately reflects the cost of 
funds faced by providers), the total amount to 
which payments to the employment network 
with respect to the beneficiary would be limited 
if the employment network were paid under the 
outcome payment system. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
‘‘(A) PAYMENT CALCULATION BASE.—The term 

‘payment calculation base’ means, for any cal-
endar year— 

‘‘(i) in connection with a title II disability 
beneficiary, the average disability insurance 
benefit payable under section 223 for all bene-
ficiaries for months during the preceding cal-
endar year; and 
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‘‘(ii) in connection with a title XVI disability 

beneficiary (who is not concurrently a title II 
disability beneficiary), the average payment of 
supplemental security income benefits based on 
disability payable under title XVI (excluding 
State supplementation) for months during the 
preceding calendar year to all beneficiaries who 
have attained age 18 but have not attained age 
65. 

‘‘(B) OUTCOME PAYMENT PERIOD.—The term 
‘outcome payment period’ means, in connection 
with any individual who had assigned a ticket 
to work and self-sufficiency to an employment 
network under the Program, a period— 

‘‘(i) beginning with the first month, ending 
after the date on which such ticket was as-
signed to the employment network, for which 
benefits (described in paragraphs (3) and (4) of 
subsection (k)) are not payable to such indi-
vidual by reason of engagement in substantial 
gainful activity or by reason of earnings from 
work activity; and 

‘‘(ii) ending with the 60th month (consecutive 
or otherwise), ending after such date, for which 
such benefits are not payable to such individual 
by reason of engagement in substantial gainful 
activity or by reason of earnings from work ac-
tivity. 

‘‘(5) PERIODIC REVIEW AND ALTERATIONS OF 
PRESCRIBED SCHEDULES.— 

‘‘(A) PERCENTAGES AND PERIODS.—The Com-
missioner shall periodically review the percent-
age specified in paragraph (2)(C), the total pay-
ments permissible under paragraph (3)(C), and 
the period of time specified in paragraph (4)(B) 
to determine whether such percentages, such 
permissible payments, and such period provide 
an adequate incentive for employment networks 
to assist beneficiaries to enter the workforce, 
while providing for appropriate economies. The 
Commissioner may alter such percentage, such 
total permissible payments, or such period of 
time to the extent that the Commissioner deter-
mines, on the basis of the Commissioner’s review 
under this paragraph, that such an alteration 
would better provide the incentive and econo-
mies described in the preceding sentence. 

‘‘(B) NUMBER AND AMOUNTS OF MILESTONE 
PAYMENTS.—The Commissioner shall periodi-
cally review the number and amounts of mile-
stone payments established by the Commissioner 
pursuant to this section to determine whether 
they provide an adequate incentive for employ-
ment networks to assist beneficiaries to enter the 
workforce, taking into account information pro-
vided to the Commissioner by program man-
agers, the Work Incentives Advisory Panel es-
tablished under section 201(f) of the Work In-
centives Improvement Act of 1999, and other re-
liable sources. The Commissioner may from time 
to time alter the number and amounts of mile-
stone payments initially established by the Com-
missioner pursuant to this section to the extent 
that the Commissioner determines that such an 
alteration would allow an adequate incentive 
for employment networks to assist beneficiaries 
to enter the workforce. Such alteration shall be 
based on information provided to the Commis-
sioner by program managers, the Work Incen-
tives Advisory Panel established under section 
201(f) of the Work Incentives Improvement Act 
of 1999, or other reliable sources. 

‘‘(i) SUSPENSION OF DISABILITY REVIEWS.— 
During any period for which an individual is 
using, as defined by the Commissioner, a ticket 
to work and self-sufficiency issued under this 
section, the Commissioner (and any applicable 
State agency) may not initiate a continuing dis-
ability review or other review under section 221 
of whether the individual is or is not under a 
disability or a review under title XVI similar to 
any such review under section 221. 

‘‘(j) ALLOCATION OF COSTS.— 
‘‘(1) PAYMENTS TO EMPLOYMENT NETWORKS.— 

Payments to employment networks (including 

State agencies that elect to participate in the 
Program as an employment network) shall be 
made from the Federal Old-Age and Survivors 
Insurance Trust Fund or the Federal Disability 
Insurance Trust Fund, as appropriate, in the 
case of ticketed title II disability beneficiaries 
who return to work, or from the appropriation 
made available for making supplemental secu-
rity income payments under title XVI, in the 
case of title XVI disability beneficiaries who re-
turn to work. With respect to ticketed bene-
ficiaries who concurrently are entitled to bene-
fits under title II and eligible for payments 
under title XVI who return to work, the Com-
missioner shall allocate the cost of payments to 
employment networks to which the tickets of 
such beneficiaries have been assigned among 
such Trust Funds and appropriation, as appro-
priate. 

‘‘(2) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—The costs of 
administering this section (other than payments 
to employment networks) shall be paid from 
amounts made available for the administration 
of title II and amounts made available for the 
administration of title XVI, and shall be allo-
cated among those amounts as appropriate. 

‘‘(k) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘Commissioner’ 

means the Commissioner of Social Security. 
‘‘(2) DISABLED BENEFICIARY.—The term ‘dis-

abled beneficiary’ means a title II disability ben-
eficiary or a title XVI disability beneficiary. 

‘‘(3) TITLE II DISABILITY BENEFICIARY.—The 
term ‘title II disability beneficiary’ means an in-
dividual entitled to disability insurance benefits 
under section 223 or to monthly insurance bene-
fits under section 202 based on such individual’s 
disability (as defined in section 223(d)). An indi-
vidual is a title II disability beneficiary for each 
month for which such individual is entitled to 
such benefits. 

‘‘(4) TITLE XVI DISABILITY BENEFICIARY.—The 
term ‘title XVI disability beneficiary’ means an 
individual eligible for supplemental security in-
come benefits under title XVI on the basis of 
blindness (within the meaning of section 
1614(a)(2)) or disability (within the meaning of 
section 1614(a)(3)). An individual is a title XVI 
disability beneficiary for each month for which 
such individual is eligible for such benefits. 

‘‘(5) SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME BENEFIT 
UNDER TITLE XVI.—The term ‘supplemental secu-
rity income benefit under title XVI’ means a 
cash benefit under section 1611 or 1619(a), and 
does not include a State supplementary pay-
ment, administered federally or otherwise. 

‘‘(l) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this section, the 
Commissioner shall prescribe such regulations as 
are necessary to carry out the provisions of this 
section. 

‘‘(m) REAUTHORIZATION OF PROGRAM.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Program established 

under this section shall terminate on the date 
that is 5 years after the date that the Commis-
sioner commences implementation of the Pro-
gram. 

‘‘(2) ASSURANCE OF OUTCOME PAYMENT PE-
RIOD.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1)— 

‘‘(A) any individual who has initiated a work 
plan in accordance with subsection (g) may use 
services provided under the Program in accord-
ance with this section; and 

‘‘(B) any employment network that provides 
services to such an individual shall receive pay-
ments for such services, 
during the individual’s outcome payment period 
(as defined in paragraph (4)(B) of subsection 
(h), including any alteration of such period in 
accordance with paragraph (5) of that sub-
section).’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE II.— 
(A) Section 221(i) of the Social Security Act 

(42 U.S.C. 421(i)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(5) For suspension of reviews under this sub-
section in the case of an individual using a tick-
et to work and self-sufficiency, see section 
1148(i).’’. 

(B) Section 222(a) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 422(a)) is repealed. 

(C) Section 222(b) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 422(b)) is repealed. 

(D) Section 225(b)(1) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 425(b)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘a 
program of vocational rehabilitation services’’ 
and inserting ‘‘a program consisting of the Tick-
et to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program under 
section 1148 or another program of vocational 
rehabilitation services, employment services, or 
other support services’’. 

(2) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XVI.— 
(A) Section 1615(a) of the Social Security Act 

(42 U.S.C. 1382d(a)) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘SEC. 1615. (a) In the case of any blind or dis-
abled individual who— 

‘‘(1) has not attained age 16, and 
‘‘(2) with respect to whom benefits are paid 

under this title, 
the Commissioner of Social Security shall make 
provision for referral of such individual to the 
appropriate State agency administering the 
State program under title V.’’. 

(B) Section 1615(c) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1382d(c)) is repealed. 

(C) Section 1631(a)(6)(A) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1383(a)(6)(A)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘a program of vocational rehabilitation 
services’’ and inserting ‘‘a program consisting of 
the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Pro-
gram under section 1148 or another program of 
vocational rehabilitation services, employment 
services, or other support services’’. 

(D) Section 1633(c) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1383b(c)) is amended— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(c)’’; and 
(ii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) For suspension of continuing disability 

reviews and other reviews under this title simi-
lar to reviews under section 221 in the case of an 
individual using a ticket to work and self-suffi-
ciency, see section 1148(i).’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subject to subsection 
(d), the amendments made by subsections (a) 
and (b) shall take effect with the first month 
following 1 year after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(d) GRADUATED IMPLEMENTATION OF PRO-
GRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Commis-
sioner of Social Security shall commence imple-
mentation of the amendments made by this sec-
tion (other than paragraphs (1)(C) and (2)(B) of 
subsection (b)) in graduated phases at phase-in 
sites selected by the Commissioner. Such phase- 
in sites shall be selected so as to ensure, prior to 
full implementation of the Ticket to Work and 
Self-Sufficiency Program, the development and 
refinement of referral processes, payment sys-
tems, computer linkages, management informa-
tion systems, and administrative processes nec-
essary to provide for full implementation of such 
amendments. Subsection (c) shall apply with re-
spect to paragraphs (1)(C) and (2)(B) of sub-
section (b) without regard to this subsection. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Implementation of the 
Program at each phase-in site shall be carried 
out on a wide enough scale to permit a thorough 
evaluation of the alternative methods under 
consideration, so as to ensure that the most effi-
cacious methods are determined and in place for 
full implementation of the Program on a timely 
basis. 

(3) FULL IMPLEMENTATION.—The Commis-
sioner shall ensure that the ability to provide 
tickets and services to individuals under the 
Program exists in every State as soon as prac-
ticable on or after the effective date specified in 
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subsection (c) but not later than 3 years after 
such date. 

(4) ONGOING EVALUATION OF PROGRAM.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner shall de-

sign and conduct a series of evaluations to as-
sess the cost-effectiveness of activities carried 
out under this section and the amendments 
made thereby, as well as the effects of this sec-
tion and the amendments made thereby on work 
outcomes for beneficiaries receiving tickets to 
work and self-sufficiency under the Program. 

(B) CONSULTATION.—The Commissioner shall 
design and carry out the series of evaluations 
after receiving relevant advice from experts in 
the fields of disability, vocational rehabilitation, 
and program evaluation and individuals using 
tickets to work and self-sufficiency under the 
Program and consulting with the Work Incen-
tives Advisory Panel established under section 
201(f), the Comptroller General of the United 
States, other agencies of the Federal Govern-
ment, and private organizations with appro-
priate expertise. 

(C) METHODOLOGY.— 
(i) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Commissioner, in 

consultation with the Work Incentives Advisory 
Panel established under section 201(f), shall en-
sure that plans for evaluations and data collec-
tion methods under the Program are appro-
priately designed to obtain detailed employment 
information. 

(ii) SPECIFIC MATTERS TO BE ADDRESSED.— 
Each such evaluation shall address (but is not 
limited to)— 

(I) the annual cost (including net cost) of the 
Program and the annual cost (including net 
cost) that would have been incurred in the ab-
sence of the Program; 

(II) the determinants of return to work, in-
cluding the characteristics of beneficiaries in re-
ceipt of tickets under the Program; 

(III) the types of employment services, voca-
tional rehabilitation services, and other support 
services furnished to beneficiaries in receipt of 
tickets under the Program who return to work 
and to those who do not return to work; 

(IV) the duration of employment services, vo-
cational rehabilitation services, and other sup-
port services furnished to beneficiaries in receipt 
of tickets under the Program who return to 
work and the duration of such services fur-
nished to those who do not return to work and 
the cost to employment networks of furnishing 
such services; 

(V) the employment outcomes, including 
wages, occupations, benefits, and hours worked, 
of beneficiaries who return to work after receiv-
ing tickets under the Program and those who re-
turn to work without receiving such tickets; 

(VI) the characteristics of providers whose 
services are provided within an employment net-
work under the Program; 

(VII) the extent (if any) to which employment 
networks display a greater willingness to pro-
vide services to beneficiaries with a range of dis-
abilities; 

(VIII) the characteristics (including employ-
ment outcomes) of those beneficiaries who re-
ceive services under the outcome payment sys-
tem and of those beneficiaries who receive serv-
ices under the outcome-milestone payment sys-
tem; 

(IX) measures of satisfaction among bene-
ficiaries in receipt of tickets under the Program; 
and 

(X) reasons for (including comments solicited 
from beneficiaries regarding) their choice not to 
use their tickets or their inability to return to 
work despite the use of their tickets. 

(D) PERIODIC EVALUATION REPORTS.—Fol-
lowing the close of the third and fifth fiscal 
years ending after the effective date under sub-
section (c), and prior to the close of the seventh 
fiscal year ending after such date, the Commis-

sioner shall transmit to the Committee on Ways 
and Means of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Finance of the Senate a report 
containing the Commissioner’s evaluation of the 
progress of activities conducted under the provi-
sions of this section and the amendments made 
thereby. Each such report shall set forth the 
Commissioner’s evaluation of the extent to 
which the Program has been successful and the 
Commissioner’s conclusions on whether or how 
the Program should be modified. Each such re-
port shall include such data, findings, mate-
rials, and recommendations as the Commissioner 
may consider appropriate. 

(5) EXTENT OF STATE’S RIGHT OF FIRST RE-
FUSAL IN ADVANCE OF FULL IMPLEMENTATION OF 
AMENDMENTS IN SUCH STATE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any State in 
which the amendments made by subsection (a) 
have not been fully implemented pursuant to 
this subsection, the Commissioner shall deter-
mine by regulation the extent to which— 

(i) the requirement under section 222(a) of the 
Social Security Act for prompt referrals to a 
State agency, and 

(ii) the authority of the Commissioner under 
section 222(d)(2) of the Social Security Act to 
provide vocational rehabilitation services in 
such State by agreement or contract with other 
public or private agencies, organizations, insti-
tutions, or individuals, 
shall apply in such State. 

(B) EXISTING AGREEMENTS.—Nothing in sub-
paragraph (A) or the amendments made by sub-
section (a) shall be construed to limit, impede, or 
otherwise affect any agreement entered into 
pursuant to section 222(d)(2) of the Social Secu-
rity Act before the date of enactment of this Act 
with respect to services provided pursuant to 
such agreement to beneficiaries receiving serv-
ices under such agreement as of such date, ex-
cept with respect to services (if any) to be pro-
vided after 3 years after the effective date pro-
vided in subsection (c). 

(e) SPECIFIC REGULATIONS REQUIRED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner of Social 

Security shall prescribe such regulations as are 
necessary to implement the amendments made 
by this section. 

(2) SPECIFIC MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED IN REG-
ULATIONS.—The matters which shall be ad-
dressed in such regulations shall include— 

(A) the form and manner in which tickets to 
work and self-sufficiency may be distributed to 
beneficiaries pursuant to section 1148(b)(1) of 
the Social Security Act; 

(B) the format and wording of such tickets, 
which shall incorporate by reference any con-
tractual terms governing service by employment 
networks under the Program; 

(C) the form and manner in which State agen-
cies may elect participation in the Ticket to 
Work and Self-Sufficiency Program (and revoke 
such an election) pursuant to section 1148(c)(1) 
of the Social Security Act and provision for peri-
odic opportunities for exercising such elections 
(and revocations); 

(D) the status of State agencies under section 
1148(c)(1) at the time that State agencies exer-
cise elections (and revocations) under that sec-
tion; 

(E) the terms of agreements to be entered into 
with program managers pursuant to section 
1148(d) of the Social Security Act, including— 

(i) the terms by which program managers are 
precluded from direct participation in the deliv-
ery of services pursuant to section 1148(d)(3) of 
the Social Security Act; 

(ii) standards which must be met by quality 
assurance measures referred to in paragraph (6) 
of section 1148(d) and methods of recruitment of 
employment networks utilized pursuant to para-
graph (2) of section 1148(e); and 

(iii) the format under which dispute resolution 
will operate under section 1148(d)(7); 

(F) the terms of agreements to be entered into 
with employment networks pursuant to section 
1148(d)(4) of the Social Security Act, including— 

(i) the manner in which service areas are spec-
ified pursuant to section 1148(f)(2)(A) of the So-
cial Security Act; 

(ii) the general selection criteria and the spe-
cific selection criteria which are applicable to 
employment networks under section 1148(f)(1)(C) 
of the Social Security Act in selecting service 
providers; 

(iii) specific requirements relating to annual 
financial reporting by employment networks 
pursuant to section 1148(f)(3) of the Social Secu-
rity Act; and 

(iv) the national model to which periodic out-
comes reporting by employment networks must 
conform under section 1148(f)(4) of the Social 
Security Act; 

(G) standards which must be met by indi-
vidual work plans pursuant to section 1148(g) of 
the Social Security Act; 

(H) standards which must be met by payment 
systems required under section 1148(h) of the So-
cial Security Act, including— 

(i) the form and manner in which elections by 
employment networks of payment systems are to 
be exercised pursuant to section 1148(h)(1)(A); 

(ii) the terms which must be met by an out-
come payment system under section 1148(h)(2); 

(iii) the terms which must be met by an out-
come-milestone payment system under section 
1148(h)(3); 

(iv) any revision of the percentage specified in 
paragraph (2)(C) of section 1148(h) of the Social 
Security Act or the period of time specified in 
paragraph (4)(B) of such section 1148(h); and 

(v) annual oversight procedures for such sys-
tems; and 

(I) procedures for effective oversight of the 
Program by the Commissioner of Social Security, 
including periodic reviews and reporting re-
quirements. 

(f) WORK INCENTIVES ADVISORY PANEL.— 
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 

within the Social Security Administration a 
panel to be known as the ‘‘Work Incentives Ad-
visory Panel’’ (in this subsection referred to as 
the ‘‘Panel’’). 

(2) DUTIES OF PANEL.—It shall be the duty of 
the Panel to— 

(A) advise the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, the Secretary of Labor, the Secretary 
of Education, and the Commissioner of Social 
Security on issues related to work incentives 
programs, planning, and assistance for individ-
uals with disabilities, including work incentive 
provisions under titles II, XI, XVI, XVIII, and 
XIX of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et 
seq., 1301 et seq., 1381 et seq., 1395 et seq., 1396 
et seq.); and 

(B) with respect to the Ticket to Work and 
Self-Sufficiency Program established under sec-
tion 1148 of the Social Security Act— 

(i) advise the Commissioner of Social Security 
with respect to establishing phase-in sites for 
such Program and fully implementing the Pro-
gram thereafter, the refinement of access of dis-
abled beneficiaries to employment networks, 
payment systems, and management information 
systems, and advise the Commissioner whether 
such measures are being taken to the extent nec-
essary to ensure the success of the Program; 

(ii) advise the Commissioner regarding the 
most effective designs for research and dem-
onstration projects associated with the Program 
or conducted pursuant to section 302; 

(iii) advise the Commissioner on the develop-
ment of performance measurements relating to 
quality assurance under section 1148(d)(6) of the 
Social Security Act; and 

(iv) furnish progress reports on the Program 
to the Commissioner and each House of Con-
gress. 
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(3) MEMBERSHIP.— 
(A) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—The Panel 

shall be composed of 12 members appointed by 
the Commissioner of Social Security in consulta-
tion with the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the Minority Leader of the House 
of Representatives, the Majority Leader of the 
Senate, and the Minority Leader of the Senate. 

(B) REPRESENTATION.—All members appointed 
to the Panel shall have experience or expert 
knowledge in the fields of, or related to, work 
incentive programs, employment services, voca-
tional rehabilitation services, health care serv-
ices, and other support services for individuals 
with disabilities. At least 7 members of the Panel 
shall be individuals with disabilities or rep-
resentatives of individuals with disabilities, ex-
cept that, of those 7 members, at least 5 members 
shall be current or former title II disability bene-
ficiaries or title XVI disability beneficiaries (as 
such terms are defined in section 1148(k) of the 
Social Security Act (as added by subsection (a)). 

(C) TERMS.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Each member shall be ap-

pointed for a term of 4 years (or, if less, for the 
remaining life of the Panel), except as provided 
in clauses (ii) and (iii). The initial members 
shall be appointed not later than 90 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(ii) TERMS OF INITIAL APPOINTEES.—As des-
ignated by the Commissioner at the time of ap-
pointment, of the members first appointed— 

(I) 6 of the members appointed under subpara-
graph (A) shall be appointed for a term of 2 
years; and 

(II) 6 of the members appointed under sub-
paragraph (A) shall be appointed for a term of 
4 years. 

(iii) VACANCIES.—Any member appointed to 
fill a vacancy occurring before the expiration of 
the term for which the member’s predecessor was 
appointed shall be appointed only for the re-
mainder of that term. A member may serve after 
the expiration of that member’s term until a suc-
cessor has taken office. A vacancy in the Panel 
shall be filled in the manner in which the origi-
nal appointment was made. 

(D) BASIC PAY.—Members shall each be paid 
at a rate, and in a manner, that is consistent 
with guidelines established under section 7 of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. 
App.). 

(E) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member shall re-
ceive travel expenses, including per diem in lieu 
of subsistence, in accordance with sections 5702 
and 5703 of title 5, United States Code. 

(F) QUORUM.—Eight members of the Panel 
shall constitute a quorum but a lesser number 
may hold hearings. 

(G) CHAIRPERSON.—The Chairperson of the 
Panel shall be designated by the Commissioner. 
The term of office of the Chairperson shall be 4 
years. 

(H) MEETINGS.—The Panel shall meet at least 
quarterly and at other times at the call of the 
Chairperson or a majority of its members. 

(4) DIRECTOR AND STAFF OF PANEL; EXPERTS 
AND CONSULTANTS.— 

(A) DIRECTOR.—The Panel shall have a Direc-
tor who shall be appointed by the Commissioner 
and paid at a rate, and in a manner, that is 
consistent with guidelines established under sec-
tion 7 of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 
U.S.C. App.). 

(B) STAFF.—Subject to rules prescribed by the 
Commissioner, the Director may appoint and fix 
the pay of additional personnel as the Director 
considers appropriate. 

(C) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—Subject to 
rules prescribed by the Commissioner, the Direc-
tor may procure temporary and intermittent 
services under section 3109(b) of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(D) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.—Upon re-
quest of the Panel, the head of any Federal de-

partment or agency may detail, on a reimburs-
able basis, any of the personnel of that depart-
ment or agency to the Panel to assist it in car-
rying out its duties under this subsection. 

(5) POWERS OF PANEL.— 
(A) HEARINGS AND SESSIONS.—The Panel may, 

for the purpose of carrying out its duties under 
this subsection, hold such hearings, sit and act 
at such times and places, and take such testi-
mony and evidence as the Panel considers ap-
propriate. 

(B) POWERS OF MEMBERS AND AGENTS.—Any 
member or agent of the Panel may, if authorized 
by the Panel, take any action which the Panel 
is authorized to take by this subsection. 

(C) MAILS.—The Panel may use the United 
States mails in the same manner and under the 
same conditions as other departments and agen-
cies of the United States. 

(6) REPORTS.— 
(A) INTERIM REPORTS.—The Panel shall sub-

mit to the President and Congress interim re-
ports at least annually. 

(B) FINAL REPORT.—The Panel shall transmit 
a final report to the President and Congress not 
later than 8 years after the date of enactment of 
this Act. The final report shall contain a de-
tailed statement of the findings and conclusions 
of the Panel, together with its recommendations 
for legislation and administrative actions which 
the Panel considers appropriate. 

(7) TERMINATION.—The Panel shall terminate 
30 days after the date of the submission of its 
final report under paragraph (6)(B). 

(8) ALLOCATION OF COSTS.—The costs of car-
rying out this subsection shall be paid from 
amounts made available for the administration 
of title II of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
401 et seq.) and amounts made available for the 
administration of title XVI of that Act (42 
U.S.C. 1381 et seq.), and shall be allocated 
among those amounts as appropriate. 
Subtitle B—Elimination of Work Disincentives 
SEC. 211. WORK ACTIVITY STANDARD AS A BASIS 

FOR REVIEW OF AN INDIVIDUAL’S 
DISABLED STATUS. 

Section 221 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 421) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(m)(1) In any case where an individual enti-
tled to disability insurance benefits under sec-
tion 223 or to monthly insurance benefits under 
section 202 based on such individual’s disability 
(as defined in section 223(d)) has received such 
benefits for at least 24 months— 

‘‘(A) no continuing disability review con-
ducted by the Commissioner may be scheduled 
for the individual solely as a result of the indi-
vidual’s work activity; 

‘‘(B) no work activity engaged in by the indi-
vidual may be used as evidence that the indi-
vidual is no longer disabled; and 

‘‘(C) no cessation of work activity by the indi-
vidual may give rise to a presumption that the 
individual is unable to engage in work. 

‘‘(2) An individual to which paragraph (1) ap-
plies shall continue to be subject to— 

‘‘(A) continuing disability reviews on a regu-
larly scheduled basis that is not triggered by 
work; and 

‘‘(B) termination of benefits under this title in 
the event that the individual has earnings that 
exceed the level of earnings established by the 
Commissioner to represent substantial gainful 
activity.’’. 
SEC. 212. EXPEDITED REINSTATEMENT OF DIS-

ABILITY BENEFITS. 
(a) OASDI BENEFITS.—Section 223 of the So-

cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 423) is amended— 
(1) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub-

section (j); and 
(2) by inserting after subsection (h) the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘Reinstatement of Entitlement 

‘‘(i)(1)(A) Entitlement to benefits described in 
subparagraph (B)(i)(I) shall be reinstated in 

any case where the Commissioner determines 
that an individual described in subparagraph 
(B) has filed a request for reinstatement meeting 
the requirements of paragraph (2)(A) during the 
period prescribed in subparagraph (C). Rein-
statement of such entitlement shall be in accord-
ance with the terms of this subsection. 

‘‘(B) An individual is described in this sub-
paragraph if— 

‘‘(i) prior to the month in which the indi-
vidual files a request for reinstatement— 

‘‘(I) the individual was entitled to benefits 
under this section or section 202 on the basis of 
disability pursuant to an application filed there-
fore; and 

‘‘(II) such entitlement terminated due to the 
performance of substantial gainful activity; 

‘‘(ii) the individual is under a disability and 
the physical or mental impairment that is the 
basis for the finding of disability is the same as 
(or related to) the physical or mental impair-
ment that was the basis for the finding of dis-
ability that gave rise to the entitlement de-
scribed in clause (i); and 

‘‘(iii) the individual’s disability renders the 
individual unable to perform substantial gainful 
activity. 

‘‘(C)(i) Except as provided in clause (ii), the 
period prescribed in this subparagraph with re-
spect to an individual is 60 consecutive months 
beginning with the month following the most re-
cent month for which the individual was enti-
tled to a benefit described in subparagraph 
(B)(i)(I) prior to the entitlement termination de-
scribed in subparagraph (B)(i)(II). 

‘‘(ii) In the case of an individual who fails to 
file a reinstatement request within the period 
prescribed in clause (i), the Commissioner may 
extend the period if the Commissioner deter-
mines that the individual had good cause for 
the failure to so file. 

‘‘(2)(A)(i) A request for reinstatement shall be 
filed in such form, and containing such infor-
mation, as the Commissioner may prescribe. 

‘‘(ii) A request for reinstatement shall include 
express declarations by the individual that the 
individual meets the requirements specified in 
clauses (ii) and (iii) of paragraph (1)(B). 

‘‘(B) A request for reinstatement filed in ac-
cordance with subparagraph (A) may constitute 
an application for benefits in the case of any in-
dividual who the Commissioner determines is 
not entitled to reinstated benefits under this 
subsection. 

‘‘(3) In determining whether an individual 
meets the requirements of paragraph (1)(B)(ii), 
the provisions of subsection (f) shall apply. 

‘‘(4)(A)(i) Subject to clause (ii), entitlement to 
benefits reinstated under this subsection shall 
commence with the benefit payable for the 
month in which a request for reinstatement is 
filed. 

‘‘(ii) An individual whose entitlement to a 
benefit for any month would have been rein-
stated under this subsection had the individual 
filed a request for reinstatement before the end 
of such month shall be entitled to such benefit 
for such month if such request for reinstatement 
is filed before the end of the twelfth month im-
mediately succeeding such month. 

‘‘(B)(i) Subject to clauses (ii) and (iii), the 
amount of the benefit payable for any month 
pursuant to the reinstatement of entitlement 
under this subsection shall be determined in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this title. 

‘‘(ii) For purposes of computing the primary 
insurance amount of an individual whose enti-
tlement to benefits under this section is rein-
stated under this subsection, the date of onset of 
the individual’s disability shall be the date of 
onset used in determining the individual’s most 
recent period of disability arising in connection 
with such benefits payable on the basis of an 
application. 
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‘‘(iii) Benefits under this section or section 202 

payable for any month pursuant to a request for 
reinstatement filed in accordance with para-
graph (2) shall be reduced by the amount of any 
provisional benefit paid to such individual for 
such month under paragraph (7). 

‘‘(C) No benefit shall be payable pursuant to 
an entitlement reinstated under this subsection 
to an individual for any month in which the in-
dividual engages in substantial gainful activity. 

‘‘(D) The entitlement of any individual that is 
reinstated under this subsection shall end with 
the benefits payable for the month preceding 
whichever of the following months is the ear-
liest: 

‘‘(i) The month in which the individual dies. 
‘‘(ii) The month in which the individual at-

tains retirement age. 
‘‘(iii) The third month following the month in 

which the individual’s disability ceases. 
‘‘(5) Whenever an individual’s entitlement to 

benefits under this section is reinstated under 
this subsection, entitlement to benefits payable 
on the basis of such individual’s wages and self- 
employment income may be reinstated with re-
spect to any person previously entitled to such 
benefits on the basis of an application if the 
Commissioner determines that such person satis-
fies all the requirements for entitlement to such 
benefits except requirements related to the filing 
of an application. The provisions of paragraph 
(4) shall apply to the reinstated entitlement of 
any such person to the same extent that they 
apply to the reinstated entitlement of such indi-
vidual. 

‘‘(6) An individual to whom benefits are pay-
able under this section or section 202 pursuant 
to a reinstatement of entitlement under this sub-
section for 24 months (whether or not consecu-
tive) shall, with respect to benefits so payable 
after such twenty-fourth month, be deemed for 
purposes of paragraph (1)(B)(i)(I) and the deter-
mination, if appropriate, of the termination 
month in accordance with subsection (a)(1) of 
this section, or subsection (d)(1), (e)(1), or (f)(1) 
of section 202, to be entitled to such benefits on 
the basis of an application filed therefore. 

‘‘(7)(A) An individual described in paragraph 
(1)(B) who files a request for reinstatement in 
accordance with the provisions of paragraph 
(2)(A) shall be entitled to provisional benefits 
payable in accordance with this paragraph, un-
less the Commissioner determines that the indi-
vidual does not meet the requirements of para-
graph (1)(B)(i) or that the individual’s declara-
tion under paragraph (2)(A)(ii) is false. Any 
such determination by the Commissioner shall 
be final and not subject to review under sub-
section (b) or (g) of section 205. 

‘‘(B) The amount of a provisional benefit for 
a month shall equal the amount of the last 
monthly benefit payable to the individual under 
this title on the basis of an application in-
creased by an amount equal to the amount, if 
any, by which such last monthly benefit would 
have been increased as a result of the operation 
of section 215(i). 

‘‘(C)(i) Provisional benefits shall begin with 
the month in which a request for reinstatement 
is filed in accordance with paragraph (2)(A). 

‘‘(ii) Provisional benefits shall end with the 
earliest of— 

‘‘(I) the month in which the Commissioner 
makes a determination regarding the individ-
ual’s entitlement to reinstated benefits; 

‘‘(II) the fifth month following the month de-
scribed in clause (i); 

‘‘(III) the month in which the individual per-
forms substantial gainful activity; or 

‘‘(IV) the month in which the Commissioner 
determines that the individual does not meet the 
requirements of paragraph (1)(B)(i) or that the 
individual’s declaration made in accordance 
with paragraph (2)(A)(ii) is false. 

‘‘(D) In any case in which the Commissioner 
determines that an individual is not entitled to 
reinstated benefits, any provisional benefits 
paid to the individual under this paragraph 
shall not be subject to recovery as an overpay-
ment unless the Commissioner determines that 
the individual knew or should have known that 
the individual did not meet the requirements of 
paragraph (1)(B).’’. 

(b) SSI BENEFITS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1631 of the Social Se-

curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1383) is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘Reinstatement of Eligibility on the Basis of 
Blindness or Disability 

‘‘(p)(1)(A) Eligibility for benefits under this 
title shall be reinstated in any case where the 
Commissioner determines that an individual de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) has filed a request 
for reinstatement meeting the requirements of 
paragraph (2)(A) during the period prescribed in 
subparagraph (C). Reinstatement of eligibility 
shall be in accordance with the terms of this 
subsection. 

‘‘(B) An individual is described in this sub-
paragraph if— 

‘‘(i) prior to the month in which the indi-
vidual files a request for reinstatement— 

‘‘(I) the individual was eligible for benefits 
under this title on the basis of blindness or dis-
ability pursuant to an application filed there-
fore; and 

‘‘(II) the individual thereafter was ineligible 
for such benefits due to earned income (or 
earned and unearned income) for a period of 12 
or more consecutive months; 

‘‘(ii) the individual is blind or disabled and 
the physical or mental impairment that is the 
basis for the finding of blindness or disability is 
the same as (or related to) the physical or men-
tal impairment that was the basis for the find-
ing of blindness or disability that gave rise to 
the eligibility described in clause (i); 

‘‘(iii) the individual’s blindness or disability 
renders the individual unable to perform sub-
stantial gainful activity; and 

‘‘(iv) the individual satisfies the nonmedical 
requirements for eligibility for benefits under 
this title. 

‘‘(C)(i) Except as provided in clause (ii), the 
period prescribed in this subparagraph with re-
spect to an individual is 60 consecutive months 
beginning with the month following the most re-
cent month for which the individual was eligible 
for a benefit under this title (including section 
1619) prior to the period of ineligibility described 
in subparagraph (B)(i)(II). 

‘‘(ii) In the case of an individual who fails to 
file a reinstatement request within the period 
prescribed in clause (i), the Commissioner may 
extend the period if the Commissioner deter-
mines that the individual had good cause for 
the failure to so file. 

‘‘(2)(A)(i) A request for reinstatement shall be 
filed in such form, and containing such infor-
mation, as the Commissioner may prescribe. 

‘‘(ii) A request for reinstatement shall include 
express declarations by the individual that the 
individual meets the requirements specified in 
clauses (ii) through (iv) of paragraph (1)(B). 

‘‘(B) A request for reinstatement filed in ac-
cordance with subparagraph (A) may constitute 
an application for benefits in the case of any in-
dividual who the Commissioner determines is 
not eligible for reinstated benefits under this 
subsection. 

‘‘(3) In determining whether an individual 
meets the requirements of paragraph (1)(B)(ii), 
the provisions of section 1614(a)(4) shall apply. 

‘‘(4)(A) Eligibility for benefits reinstated 
under this subsection shall commence with the 
benefit payable for the month following the 
month in which a request for reinstatement is 
filed. 

‘‘(B)(i) Subject to clause (ii), the amount of 
the benefit payable for any month pursuant to 
the reinstatement of eligibility under this sub-
section shall be determined in accordance with 
the provisions of this title. 

‘‘(ii) The benefit under this title payable for 
any month pursuant to a request for reinstate-
ment filed in accordance with paragraph (2) 
shall be reduced by the amount of any provi-
sional benefit paid to such individual for such 
month under paragraph (7). 

‘‘(C) Except as otherwise provided in this sub-
section, eligibility for benefits under this title re-
instated pursuant to a request filed under para-
graph (2) shall be subject to the same terms and 
conditions as eligibility established pursuant to 
an application filed therefore. 

‘‘(5) Whenever an individual’s eligibility for 
benefits under this title is reinstated under this 
subsection, eligibility for such benefits shall be 
reinstated with respect to the individual’s 
spouse if such spouse was previously an eligible 
spouse of the individual under this title and the 
Commissioner determines that such spouse satis-
fies all the requirements for eligibility for such 
benefits except requirements related to the filing 
of an application. The provisions of paragraph 
(4) shall apply to the reinstated eligibility of the 
spouse to the same extent that they apply to the 
reinstated eligibility of such individual. 

‘‘(6) An individual to whom benefits are pay-
able under this title pursuant to a reinstatement 
of eligibility under this subsection for twenty- 
four months (whether or not consecutive) shall, 
with respect to benefits so payable after such 
twenty-fourth month, be deemed for purposes of 
paragraph (1)(B)(i)(I) to be eligible for such 
benefits on the basis of an application filed 
therefore. 

‘‘(7)(A) An individual described in paragraph 
(1)(B) who files a request for reinstatement in 
accordance with the provisions of paragraph 
(2)(A) shall be eligible for provisional benefits 
payable in accordance with this paragraph, un-
less the Commissioner determines that the indi-
vidual does not meet the requirements of para-
graph (1)(B)(i) or that the individual’s declara-
tion under paragraph (2)(A)(ii) is false. Any 
such determination by the Commissioner shall 
be final and not subject to review under para-
graph (1) or (3) of subsection (c). 

‘‘(B)(i) Except as otherwise provided in clause 
(ii), the amount of a provisional benefit for a 
month shall equal the amount of the monthly 
benefit that would be payable to an eligible in-
dividual under this title with the same kind and 
amount of income. 

‘‘(ii) If the individual has a spouse who was 
previously an eligible spouse of the individual 
under this title and the Commissioner deter-
mines that such spouse satisfies all the require-
ments of section 1614(b) except requirements re-
lated to the filing of an application, the amount 
of a provisional benefit for a month shall equal 
the amount of the month benefit that would be 
payable to an eligible individual and eligible 
spouse under this title with the same kind and 
amount of income. 

‘‘(C)(i) Provisional benefits shall begin with 
the month following the month in which a re-
quest for reinstatement is filed in accordance 
with paragraph (2)(A). 

‘‘(ii) Provisional benefits shall end with the 
earliest of— 

‘‘(I) the month in which the Commissioner 
makes a determination regarding the individ-
ual’s eligibility for reinstated benefits; 

‘‘(II) the fifth month following the month for 
which provisional benefits are first payable 
under clause (i); or 

‘‘(III) the month in which the Commissioner 
determines that the individual does not meet the 
requirements of paragraph (1)(B)(i) or that the 
individual’s declaration made in accordance 
with paragraph (2)(A)(ii) is false. 
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‘‘(D) In any case in which the Commissioner 

determines that an individual is not eligible for 
reinstated benefits, any provisional benefits 
paid to the individual under this paragraph 
shall not be subject to recovery as an overpay-
ment unless the Commissioner determines that 
the individual knew or should have known that 
the individual did not meet the requirements of 
paragraph (1)(B). 

‘‘(8) For purposes of this subsection other 
than paragraph (7), the term ‘benefits under 
this title’ includes State supplementary pay-
ments made pursuant to an agreement under 
section 1616(a) or section 212(b) of Public Law 
93–66.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) Section 1631(j)(1) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 

1383(j)(1)) is amended by striking the period and 
inserting ‘‘, or has filed a request for reinstate-
ment of eligibility under subsection (p)(2) and 
been determined to be eligible for reinstate-
ment.’’. 

(B) Section 1631(j)(2)(A)(i)(I) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1383(j)(2)(A)(i)(I)) is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘(other than pursuant to a request for rein-
statement under subsection (p))’’ after ‘‘eligi-
ble’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall take effect on the first day of 
the thirteenth month beginning after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

(2) LIMITATION.—No benefit shall be payable 
under title II or XVI of the Social Security Act 
on the basis of a request for reinstatement filed 
under section 223(i) or 1631(p) of such Act before 
the effective date described in paragraph (1). 

Subtitle C—Work Incentives Planning, 
Assistance, and Outreach 

SEC. 221. WORK INCENTIVES OUTREACH PRO-
GRAM. 

Part A of title XI of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.), as amended by section 
201, is amended by adding after section 1148 the 
following: 

‘‘WORK INCENTIVES OUTREACH PROGRAM 
‘‘SEC. 1149. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner, in con-

sultation with the Work Incentives Advisory 
Panel established under section 201(f) of the 
Work Incentives Improvement Act of 1999, shall 
establish a community-based work incentives 
planning and assistance program for the pur-
pose of disseminating accurate information to 
disabled beneficiaries on work incentives pro-
grams and issues related to such programs. 

‘‘(2) GRANTS, COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS, CON-
TRACTS, AND OUTREACH.—Under the program es-
tablished under this section, the Commissioner 
shall— 

‘‘(A) establish a competitive program of 
grants, cooperative agreements, or contracts to 
provide benefits planning and assistance, in-
cluding information on the availability of pro-
tection and advocacy services, to disabled bene-
ficiaries, including individuals participating in 
the Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency Pro-
gram established under section 1148, the pro-
gram established under section 1619, and other 
programs that are designed to encourage dis-
abled beneficiaries to work; 

‘‘(B) conduct directly, or through grants, co-
operative agreements, or contracts, ongoing out-
reach efforts to disabled beneficiaries (and to 
the families of such beneficiaries) who are po-
tentially eligible to participate in Federal or 
State work incentive programs that are designed 
to assist disabled beneficiaries to work, includ-
ing— 

‘‘(i) preparing and disseminating information 
explaining such programs; and 

‘‘(ii) working in cooperation with other Fed-
eral, State, and private agencies and nonprofit 
organizations that serve disabled beneficiaries, 

and with agencies and organizations that focus 
on vocational rehabilitation and work-related 
training and counseling; 

‘‘(C) establish a corps of trained, accessible, 
and responsive work incentives specialists with-
in the Social Security Administration who will 
specialize in disability work incentives under ti-
tles II and XVI for the purpose of disseminating 
accurate information with respect to inquiries 
and issues relating to work incentives to— 

‘‘(i) disabled beneficiaries; 
‘‘(ii) benefit applicants under titles II and 

XVI; and 
‘‘(iii) individuals or entities awarded grants 

under subparagraphs (A) or (B); and 
‘‘(D) provide— 
‘‘(i) training for work incentives specialists 

and individuals providing planning assistance 
described in subparagraph (C); and 

‘‘(ii) technical assistance to organizations and 
entities that are designed to encourage disabled 
beneficiaries to return to work. 

‘‘(3) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROGRAMS.— 
The responsibilities of the Commissioner estab-
lished under this section shall be coordinated 
with other public and private programs that 
provide information and assistance regarding 
rehabilitation services and independent living 
supports and benefits planning for disabled 
beneficiaries including the program under sec-
tion 1619, the plans for achieving self-support 
program (PASS), and any other Federal or State 
work incentives programs that are designed to 
assist disabled beneficiaries, including edu-
cational agencies that provide information and 
assistance regarding rehabilitation, school-to- 
work programs, transition services (as defined 
in, and provided in accordance with, the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 1400 et seq.)), a one-stop delivery system 
established under subtitle B of title I of the 
Workforce Investment Act of 1998, and other 
services. 

‘‘(b) CONDITIONS.— 
‘‘(1) SELECTION OF ENTITIES.— 
‘‘(A) APPLICATION.—An entity shall submit an 

application for a grant, cooperative agreement, 
or contract to provide benefits planning and as-
sistance to the Commissioner at such time, in 
such manner, and containing such information 
as the Commissioner may determine is necessary 
to meet the requirements of this section. 

‘‘(B) STATEWIDENESS.—The Commissioner 
shall ensure that the planning, assistance, and 
information described in paragraph (2) shall be 
available on a statewide basis. 

‘‘(C) ELIGIBILITY OF STATES AND PRIVATE OR-
GANIZATIONS.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner may 
award a grant, cooperative agreement, or con-
tract under this section to a State or a private 
agency or organization (other than Social Secu-
rity Administration Field Offices and the State 
agency administering the State medicaid pro-
gram under title XIX, including any agency or 
entity described in clause (ii), that the Commis-
sioner determines is qualified to provide the 
planning, assistance, and information described 
in paragraph (2)). 

‘‘(ii) AGENCIES AND ENTITIES DESCRIBED.—The 
agencies and entities described in this clause are 
the following: 

‘‘(I) Any public or private agency or organiza-
tion (including Centers for Independent Living 
established under title VII of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973, protection and advocacy organiza-
tions, client assistance programs established in 
accordance with section 112 of the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973, and State Developmental Dis-
abilities Councils established in accordance with 
section 124 of the Developmental Disabilities As-
sistance and Bill of Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 6024)) 
that the Commissioner determines satisfies the 
requirements of this section. 

‘‘(II) The State agency administering the 
State program funded under part A of title IV. 

‘‘(D) EXCLUSION FOR CONFLICT OF INTEREST.— 
The Commissioner may not award a grant, coop-
erative agreement, or contract under this section 
to any entity that the Commissioner determines 
would have a conflict of interest if the entity 
were to receive a grant, cooperative agreement, 
or contract under this section. 

‘‘(2) SERVICES PROVIDED.—A recipient of a 
grant, cooperative agreement, or contract to 
provide benefits planning and assistance shall 
select individuals who will act as planners and 
provide information, guidance, and planning to 
disabled beneficiaries on the— 

‘‘(A) availability and interrelation of any 
Federal or State work incentives programs de-
signed to assist disabled beneficiaries that the 
individual may be eligible to participate in; 

‘‘(B) adequacy of any health benefits coverage 
that may be offered by an employer of the indi-
vidual and the extent to which other health 
benefits coverage may be available to the indi-
vidual; and 

‘‘(C) availability of protection and advocacy 
services for disabled beneficiaries and how to 
access such services. 

‘‘(3) AMOUNT OF GRANTS, COOPERATIVE AGREE-
MENTS, OR CONTRACTS.— 

‘‘(A) BASED ON POPULATION OF DISABLED 
BENEFICIARIES.—Subject to subparagraph (B), 
the Commissioner shall award a grant, coopera-
tive agreement, or contract under this section to 
an entity based on the percentage of the popu-
lation of the State where the entity is located 
who are disabled beneficiaries. 

‘‘(B) LIMITATIONS.— 
‘‘(i) PER GRANT.—No entity shall receive a 

grant, cooperative agreement, or contract under 
this section for a fiscal year that is less than 
$50,000 or more than $300,000. 

‘‘(ii) TOTAL AMOUNT FOR ALL GRANTS, COOPER-
ATIVE AGREEMENTS, AND CONTRACTS.—The total 
amount of all grants, cooperative agreements, 
and contracts awarded under this section for a 
fiscal year may not exceed $23,000,000. 

‘‘(4) ALLOCATION OF COSTS.—The costs of car-
rying out this section shall be paid from 
amounts made available for the administration 
of title II and amounts made available for the 
administration of title XVI, and shall be allo-
cated among those amounts as appropriate. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘Commissioner’ 

means the Commissioner of Social Security. 
‘‘(2) DISABLED BENEFICIARY.—The term ‘dis-

abled beneficiary’ has the meaning given that 
term in section 1148(k)(2).’’. 
SEC. 222. STATE GRANTS FOR WORK INCENTIVES 

ASSISTANCE TO DISABLED BENE-
FICIARIES. 

Part A of title XI of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.), as amended by section 
221, is amended by adding after section 1149 the 
following: 

‘‘STATE GRANTS FOR WORK INCENTIVES 
ASSISTANCE TO DISABLED BENEFICIARIES 

‘‘SEC. 1150. (a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to sub-
section (c), the Commissioner may make pay-
ments in each State to the protection and advo-
cacy system established pursuant to part C of 
title I of the Developmental Disabilities Assist-
ance and Bill of Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 6041 et 
seq.) for the purpose of providing services to dis-
abled beneficiaries. 

‘‘(b) SERVICES PROVIDED.—Services provided 
to disabled beneficiaries pursuant to a payment 
made under this section may include— 

‘‘(1) information and advice about obtaining 
vocational rehabilitation and employment serv-
ices; and 

‘‘(2) advocacy or other services that a disabled 
beneficiary may need to secure or regain gainful 
employment. 
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‘‘(c) APPLICATION.—In order to receive pay-

ments under this section, a protection and advo-
cacy system shall submit an application to the 
Commissioner, at such time, in such form and 
manner, and accompanied by such information 
and assurances as the Commissioner may re-
quire. 

‘‘(d) AMOUNT OF PAYMENTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the amount ap-

propriated for a fiscal year for making payments 
under this section, a protection and advocacy 
system shall not be paid an amount that is less 
than— 

‘‘(A) in the case of a protection and advocacy 
system located in a State (including the District 
of Columbia and Puerto Rico) other than Guam, 
American Samoa, the United States Virgin Is-
lands, and the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands, the greater of— 

‘‘(i) $100,000; or 
‘‘(ii) 1⁄3 of 1 percent of the amount available 

for payments under this section; and 
‘‘(B) in the case of a protection and advocacy 

system located in Guam, American Samoa, the 
United States Virgin Islands, and the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
$50,000. 

‘‘(2) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—For each fiscal 
year in which the total amount appropriated to 
carry out this section exceeds the total amount 
appropriated to carry out this section in the pre-
ceding fiscal year, the Commissioner shall in-
crease each minimum payment under subpara-
graphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1) by a per-
centage equal to the percentage increase in the 
total amount appropriated to carry out this sec-
tion between the preceding fiscal year and the 
fiscal year involved. 

‘‘(e) ANNUAL REPORT.—Each protection and 
advocacy system that receives a payment under 
this section shall submit an annual report to the 
Commissioner and the Work Incentives Advisory 
Panel established under section 201(f) of the 
Work Incentives Improvement Act of 1999 on the 
services provided to individuals by the system. 

‘‘(f) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(1) ALLOCATION OF PAYMENTS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(B), payments under this section shall be made 
from amounts made available for the adminis-
tration of title II and amounts made available 
for the administration of title XVI, and shall be 
allocated among those amounts as appropriate. 

‘‘(B) LIMITATION.—Payments under this sec-
tion shall not exceed $7,000,000 for fiscal year 
2000, and such sums as may be necessary for 
any fiscal year thereafter. 

‘‘(2) CARRYOVER.—Any amounts allotted for 
payment to a protection and advocacy system 
under this section for a fiscal year shall remain 
available for payment to or on behalf of the pro-
tection and advocacy system until the end of the 
succeeding fiscal year. 

‘‘(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘Commissioner’ 

means the Commissioner of Social Security. 
‘‘(2) DISABLED BENEFICIARY.—The term ‘dis-

abled beneficiary’ has the meaning given that 
term in section 1148(k)(2). 

‘‘(3) PROTECTION AND ADVOCACY SYSTEM.—The 
term ‘protection and advocacy system’ means a 
protection and advocacy system established pur-
suant to part C of title I of the Developmental 
Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act (42 
U.S.C. 6041 et seq.).’’. 

TITLE III—DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 
AND STUDIES 

SEC. 301. PERMANENT EXTENSION OF DISABILITY 
INSURANCE PROGRAM DEMONSTRA-
TION PROJECT AUTHORITY. 

(a) PERMANENT EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.— 
Title II of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 
et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘DEMONSTRATION PROJECT AUTHORITY 
‘‘SEC. 234. (a) AUTHORITY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner of Social 

Security (in this section referred to as the ‘Com-
missioner’) shall develop and carry out experi-
ments and demonstration projects designed to 
determine the relative advantages and dis-
advantages of— 

‘‘(A) various alternative methods of treating 
the work activity of individuals entitled to dis-
ability insurance benefits under section 223 or to 
monthly insurance benefits under section 202 
based on such individual’s disability (as defined 
in section 223(d)), including such methods as a 
reduction in benefits based on earnings, de-
signed to encourage the return to work of such 
individuals; 

‘‘(B) altering other limitations and conditions 
applicable to such individuals (including 
lengthening the trial work period (as defined in 
section 222(c)), altering the 24-month waiting 
period for hospital insurance benefits under sec-
tion 226, altering the manner in which the pro-
gram under this title is administered, earlier re-
ferral of such individuals for rehabilitation, and 
greater use of employers and others to develop, 
perform, and otherwise stimulate new forms of 
rehabilitation); and 

‘‘(C) implementing sliding scale benefit offsets 
using variations in— 

‘‘(i) the amount of the offset as a proportion 
of earned income; 

‘‘(ii) the duration of the offset period; and 
‘‘(iii) the method of determining the amount of 

income earned by such individuals, 
to the end that savings will accrue to the Trust 
Funds, or to otherwise promote the objectives or 
facilitate the administration of this title. 

‘‘(2) AUTHORITY FOR EXPANSION OF SCOPE.— 
The Commissioner may expand the scope of any 
such experiment or demonstration project to in-
clude any group of applicants for benefits under 
the program established under this title with im-
pairments that reasonably may be presumed to 
be disabling for purposes of such demonstration 
project, and may limit any such demonstration 
project to any such group of applicants, subject 
to the terms of such demonstration project 
which shall define the extent of any such pre-
sumption. 

‘‘(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The experiments and 
demonstration projects developed under sub-
section (a) shall be of sufficient scope and shall 
be carried out on a wide enough scale to permit 
a thorough evaluation of the alternative meth-
ods under consideration while giving assurance 
that the results derived from the experiments 
and projects will obtain generally in the oper-
ation of the disability insurance program under 
this title without committing such program to 
the adoption of any particular system either lo-
cally or nationally. 

‘‘(c) AUTHORITY TO WAIVE COMPLIANCE WITH 
BENEFITS REQUIREMENTS.—In the case of any 
experiment or demonstration project conducted 
under subsection (a), the Commissioner may 
waive compliance with the benefit requirements 
of this title, and the Secretary may (upon the 
request of the Commissioner) waive compliance 
with the benefits requirements of title XVIII, in-
sofar as is necessary for a thorough evaluation 
of the alternative methods under consideration. 
No such experiment or project shall be actually 
placed in operation unless at least 90 days prior 
thereto a written report, prepared for purposes 
of notification and information only and con-
taining a full and complete description thereof, 
has been transmitted by the Commissioner to the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and to the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate. Periodic reports on the 
progress of such experiments and demonstration 
projects shall be submitted by the Commissioner 
to such committees. When appropriate, such re-

ports shall include detailed recommendations for 
changes in administration or law, or both, to 
carry out the objectives stated in subsection (a). 

‘‘(d) REPORTS.— 
‘‘(1) INTERIM REPORTS.—On or before June 9 

of each year, the Commissioner shall submit to 
the Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives and to the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate an interim report on the 
progress of the experiments and demonstration 
projects carried out under this subsection to-
gether with any related data and materials that 
the Commissioner may consider appropriate. 

‘‘(2) FINAL REPORTS.—Not later than 90 days 
after the termination of any experiment or dem-
onstration project carried out under this section, 
the Commissioner shall submit to the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Represent-
atives and to the Committee on Finance of the 
Senate a final report with respect to that experi-
ment and demonstration project.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS; TRANSFER OF 
PRIOR AUTHORITY.— 

(1) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) REPEAL OF PRIOR AUTHORITY.—Para-

graphs (1) through (4) of subsection (a) and sub-
section (c) of section 505 of the Social Security 
Disability Amendments of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 1310 
note) are repealed. 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT REGARDING 
FUNDING.—Section 201(k) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 401(k)) is amended by striking 
‘‘section 505(a) of the Social Security Disability 
Amendments of 1980’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
234’’. 

(2) TRANSFER OF PRIOR AUTHORITY.—With re-
spect to any experiment or demonstration 
project being conducted under section 505(a) of 
the Social Security Disability Amendments of 
1980 (42 U.S.C. 1310 note) as of the date of en-
actment of this Act, the authority to conduct 
such experiment or demonstration project (in-
cluding the terms and conditions applicable to 
the experiment or demonstration project) shall 
be treated as if that authority (and such terms 
and conditions) had been established under sec-
tion 234 of the Social Security Act, as added by 
subsection (a). 
SEC. 302. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS PRO-

VIDING FOR REDUCTIONS IN DIS-
ABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS 
BASED ON EARNINGS. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—The Commissioner of Social 
Security shall conduct demonstration projects 
for the purpose of evaluating, through the col-
lection of data, a program for title II disability 
beneficiaries (as defined in section 1148(k)(3) of 
the Social Security Act) under which each $1 of 
benefits payable under section 223, or under sec-
tion 202 based on the beneficiary’s disability, is 
reduced for each $2 of such beneficiary’s earn-
ings that is above a level to be determined by the 
Commissioner. Such projects shall be conducted 
at a number of localities which the Commis-
sioner shall determine is sufficient to adequately 
evaluate the appropriateness of national imple-
mentation of such a program. Such projects 
shall identify reductions in Federal expendi-
tures that may result from the permanent imple-
mentation of such a program. 

(b) SCOPE AND SCALE AND MATTERS TO BE DE-
TERMINED.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The demonstration projects 
developed under subsection (a) shall be of suffi-
cient duration, shall be of sufficient scope, and 
shall be carried out on a wide enough scale to 
permit a thorough evaluation of the project to 
determine— 

(A) the effects, if any, of induced entry into 
the project and reduced exit from the project; 

(B) the extent, if any, to which the project 
being tested is affected by whether it is in oper-
ation in a locality within an area under the ad-
ministration of the Ticket to Work and Self-Suf-
ficiency Program established under section 1148 
of the Social Security Act; and 
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(C) the savings that accrue to the Federal 

Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund, 
the Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund, 
and other Federal programs under the project 
being tested. 
The Commissioner shall take into account ad-
vice provided by the Work Incentives Advisory 
Panel pursuant to section 201(f)(2)(B)(ii). 

(2) ADDITIONAL MATTERS.—The Commissioner 
shall also determine with respect to each 
project— 

(A) the annual cost (including net cost) of the 
project and the annual cost (including net cost) 
that would have been incurred in the absence of 
the project; 

(B) the determinants of return to work, in-
cluding the characteristics of the beneficiaries 
who participate in the project; and 

(C) the employment outcomes, including 
wages, occupations, benefits, and hours worked, 
of beneficiaries who return to work as a result 
of participation in the project. 
The Commissioner may include within the mat-
ters evaluated under the project the merits of 
trial work periods and periods of extended eligi-
bility. 

(c) WAIVERS.—The Commissioner may waive 
compliance with the benefit provisions of title II 
of the Social Security Act, and the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services may waive compli-
ance with the benefit requirements of title XVIII 
of that Act, insofar as is necessary for a thor-
ough evaluation of the alternative methods 
under consideration. No such project shall be 
actually placed in operation unless at least 90 
days prior thereto a written report, prepared for 
purposes of notification and information only 
and containing a full and complete description 
thereof, has been transmitted by the Commis-
sioner to the Committee on Ways and Means of 
the House of Representatives and to the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate. Periodic re-
ports on the progress of such projects shall be 
submitted by the Commissioner to such commit-
tees. When appropriate, such reports shall in-
clude detailed recommendations for changes in 
administration or law, or both, to carry out the 
objectives stated in subsection (a). 

(d) INTERIM REPORTS.—Not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, and an-
nually thereafter, the Commissioner of Social 
Security shall submit to Congress an interim re-
port on the progress of the demonstration 
projects carried out under this subsection to-
gether with any related data and materials that 
the Commissioner of Social Security may con-
sider appropriate. 

(e) FINAL REPORT.—The Commissioner of So-
cial Security shall submit to Congress a final re-
port with respect to all demonstration projects 
carried out under this section not later than 1 
year after their completion. 

(f) EXPENDITURES.—Expenditures made for 
demonstration projects under this section shall 
be made from the Federal Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund and the Federal Old-Age and Sur-
vivors Insurance Trust Fund, as determined ap-
propriate by the Commissioner of Social Secu-
rity, and from the Federal Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund and the Federal Supplementary 
Medical Insurance Trust Fund, as determined 
appropriate by the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, to the extent provided in ad-
vance in appropriation Acts. 
SEC. 303. STUDIES AND REPORTS. 

(a) STUDY BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
OF EXISTING DISABILITY-RELATED EMPLOYMENT 
INCENTIVES.— 

(1) STUDY.—As soon as practicable after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall undertake a 
study to assess existing tax credits and other 
disability-related employment incentives under 
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and 

other Federal laws. In such study, the Comp-
troller General shall specifically address the ex-
tent to which such credits and other incentives 
would encourage employers to hire and retain 
individuals with disabilities. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General shall transmit to the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate a written report presenting the results of the 
Comptroller General’s study conducted pursuant 
to this subsection, together with such rec-
ommendations for legislative or administrative 
changes as the Comptroller General determines 
are appropriate. 

(b) STUDY BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE OF 
EXISTING COORDINATION OF THE DI AND SSI 
PROGRAMS AS THEY RELATE TO INDIVIDUALS EN-
TERING OR LEAVING CONCURRENT ENTITLE-
MENT.— 

(1) STUDY.—As soon as practicable after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall undertake a 
study to evaluate the coordination under cur-
rent law of the disability insurance program 
under title II of the Social Security Act and the 
supplemental security income program under 
title XVI of that Act, as such programs relate to 
individuals entering or leaving concurrent enti-
tlement under such programs. In such study, the 
Comptroller General shall specifically address 
the effectiveness of work incentives under such 
programs with respect to such individuals and 
the effectiveness of coverage of such individuals 
under titles XVIII and XIX of the Social Secu-
rity Act. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General shall transmit to the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate a written report presenting the results of the 
Comptroller General’s study conducted pursuant 
to this subsection, together with such rec-
ommendations for legislative or administrative 
changes as the Comptroller General determines 
are appropriate. 

(c) STUDY BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE OF 
THE IMPACT OF THE SUBSTANTIAL GAINFUL AC-
TIVITY LIMIT ON RETURN TO WORK.— 

(1) STUDY.—As soon as practicable after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall undertake a 
study of the substantial gainful activity level 
applicable as of that date to recipients of bene-
fits under section 223 of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 423) and under section 202 of that Act 
(42 U.S.C. 402) on the basis of a recipient having 
a disability, and the effect of such level as a dis-
incentive for those recipients to return to work. 
In the study, the Comptroller General also shall 
address the merits of increasing the substantial 
gainful activity level applicable to such recipi-
ents of benefits and the rationale for not yearly 
indexing that level to inflation. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General shall transmit to the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate a written report presenting the results of the 
Comptroller General’s study conducted pursuant 
to this subsection, together with such rec-
ommendations for legislative or administrative 
changes as the Comptroller General determines 
are appropriate. 

(d) REPORT ON DISREGARDS UNDER THE DI 
AND SSI PROGRAMS.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Com-
missioner of Social Security shall submit to the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Finance 
of the Senate a report that— 

(1) identifies all income, assets, and resource 
disregards (imposed under statutory or regu-
latory authority) that are applicable to individ-
uals receiving benefits under title II or XVI of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq., 
1381 et seq.); 

(2) with respect to each such disregard— 
(A) specifies the most recent statutory or regu-

latory modification of the disregard; and 
(B) recommends whether further statutory or 

regulatory modification of the disregard would 
be appropriate; and 

(3) with respect to the disregard described in 
section 1612(b)(7) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1382a(b)(7)) (relating to grants, scholar-
ships, or fellowships received for use in paying 
the cost of tuition and fees at any educational 
(including technical or vocational education) 
institution)— 

(A) identifies the number of individuals re-
ceiving benefits under title XVI of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1381 et seq.) who have attained age 22 
and have not had any portion of any grant, 
scholarship, or fellowship received for use in 
paying the cost of tuition and fees at any edu-
cational (including technical or vocational edu-
cation) institution excluded from their income in 
accordance with that section; 

(B) recommends whether the age at which 
such grants, scholarships, or fellowships are ex-
cluded from income for purposes of determining 
eligibility under title XVI of the Social Security 
Act should be increased to age 25; and 

(C) recommends whether such disregard 
should be expanded to include any such grant, 
scholarship, or fellowship received for use in 
paying the cost of room and board at any such 
institution. 

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS AND 
TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 401. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS RELATING 
TO DRUG ADDICTS AND ALCO-
HOLICS. 

(a) CLARIFICATION RELATING TO THE EFFEC-
TIVE DATE OF THE DENIAL OF SOCIAL SECURITY 
DISABILITY BENEFITS TO DRUG ADDICTS AND AL-
COHOLICS.—Section 105(a)(5) of the Contract 
with America Advancement Act of 1996 (Public 
Law 104–121; 110 Stat. 853) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘by the 
Commissioner of Social Security’’ and ‘‘by the 
Commissioner’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) For purposes of this paragraph, an indi-

vidual’s claim, with respect to benefits under 
title II of the Social Security Act based on dis-
ability, which has been denied in whole before 
the date of enactment of this Act, may not be 
considered to be finally adjudicated before such 
date if, on or after such date— 

‘‘(i) there is pending a request for either ad-
ministrative or judicial review with respect to 
such claim, or 

‘‘(ii) there is pending, with respect to such 
claim, a readjudication by the Commissioner of 
Social Security pursuant to relief in a class ac-
tion or implementation by the Commissioner of a 
court remand order. 

‘‘(E) Notwithstanding the provisions of this 
paragraph, with respect to any individual for 
whom the Commissioner of Social Security does 
not perform the entitlement redetermination be-
fore the date prescribed in subparagraph (C), 
the Commissioner shall perform such entitlement 
redetermination in lieu of a continuing dis-
ability review whenever the Commissioner deter-
mines that the individual’s entitlement is subject 
to redetermination based on the preceding provi-
sions of this paragraph, and the provisions of 
section 223(f) of the Social Security Act shall not 
apply to such redetermination.’’. 

(b) CORRECTION TO EFFECTIVE DATE OF PRO-
VISIONS CONCERNING REPRESENTATIVE PAYEES 
AND TREATMENT REFERRALS OF SOCIAL SECU-
RITY BENEFICIARIES WHO ARE DRUG ADDICTS 
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AND ALCOHOLICS.—Section 105(a)(5)(B) of the 
Contract with America Advancement Act of 1996 
(42 U.S.C. 405 note) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(B) The amendments made by paragraphs (2) 
and (3) shall take effect on July 1, 1996, with re-
spect to any individual— 

‘‘(i) whose claim for benefits is finally adju-
dicated on or after the date of enactment of this 
Act; or 

‘‘(ii) whose entitlement to benefits is based on 
an entitlement redetermination made pursuant 
to subparagraph (C).’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect as if included in 
the enactment of section 105 of the Contract 
with America Advancement Act of 1996 (Public 
Law 104–121; 110 Stat. 852 et seq.). 
SEC. 402. TREATMENT OF PRISONERS. 

(a) IMPLEMENTATION OF PROHIBITION AGAINST 
PAYMENT OF TITLE II BENEFITS TO PRISONERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(3) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(3)) is amend-
ed— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(3)’’; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B)(i) The Commissioner shall enter into an 

agreement under this subparagraph with any 
interested State or local institution comprising a 
jail, prison, penal institution, or correctional fa-
cility, or comprising any other institution a pur-
pose of which is to confine individuals as de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(A)(ii). Under such 
agreement— 

‘‘(I) the institution shall provide to the Com-
missioner, on a monthly basis and in a manner 
specified by the Commissioner, the names, Social 
Security account numbers, dates of birth, con-
finement commencement dates, and, to the ex-
tent available to the institution, such other 
identifying information concerning the individ-
uals confined in the institution as the Commis-
sioner may require for the purpose of carrying 
out paragraph (1); and 

‘‘(II) the Commissioner shall pay to the insti-
tution, with respect to information described in 
subclause (I) concerning each individual who is 
confined therein as described in paragraph 
(1)(A), who receives a benefit under this title for 
the month preceding the first month of such 
confinement, and whose benefit under this title 
is determined by the Commissioner to be not 
payable by reason of confinement based on the 
information provided by the institution, $400 
(subject to reduction under clause (ii)) if the in-
stitution furnishes the information to the Com-
missioner within 30 days after the date such in-
dividual’s confinement in such institution be-
gins, or $200 (subject to reduction under clause 
(ii)) if the institution furnishes the information 
after 30 days after such date but within 90 days 
after such date. 

‘‘(ii) The dollar amounts specified in clause 
(i)(II) shall be reduced by 50 percent if the Com-
missioner is also required to make a payment to 
the institution with respect to the same indi-
vidual under an agreement entered into under 
section 1611(e)(1)(I). 

‘‘(iii) There is authorized to be transferred 
from the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insur-
ance Trust Fund and the Federal Disability In-
surance Trust Fund, as appropriate, such sums 
as may be necessary to enable the Commissioner 
to make payments to institutions required by 
clause (i)(II). 

‘‘(iv) The Commissioner is authorized to pro-
vide, on a reimbursable basis, information ob-
tained pursuant to agreements entered into 
under clause (i) to any agency administering a 
Federal or federally assisted cash, food, or med-
ical assistance program for eligibility pur-
poses.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO THE PRIVACY 
ACT.—Section 552a(a)(8)(B) of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(A) in clause (vi), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end; 
(B) in clause (vii), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end; 

and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(viii) matches performed pursuant to section 

202(x)(3)(B) or 1611(e)(1)(I) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(3)(B), 1382(e)(1)(I));’’. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this subsection shall apply to individuals 
whose period of confinement in an institution 
commences on or after the first day of the fourth 
month beginning after the month in which this 
Act is enacted. 

(b) ELIMINATION OF TITLE II REQUIREMENT 
THAT CONFINEMENT STEM FROM CRIME PUNISH-
ABLE BY IMPRISONMENT FOR MORE THAN 1 
YEAR.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(1)(A) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(1)(A)) is 
amended— 

(A) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 
striking ‘‘during’’ and inserting ‘‘throughout’’; 

(B) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘an offense pun-
ishable by imprisonment for more than 1 year 
(regardless of the actual sentence imposed)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘a criminal offense’’; and 

(C) in clause (ii)(I), by striking ‘‘an offense 
punishable by imprisonment for more than 1 
year’’ and inserting ‘‘a criminal offense’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this subsection shall apply to individuals 
whose period of confinement in an institution 
commences on or after the first day of the fourth 
month beginning after the month in which this 
Act is enacted. 

(c) CONFORMING TITLE XVI AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) FIFTY PERCENT REDUCTION IN TITLE XVI 

PAYMENT IN CASE INVOLVING COMPARABLE TITLE 
II PAYMENT.—Section 1611(e)(1)(I) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382(e)(1)(I)) is amend-
ed— 

(A) in clause (i)(II), by inserting ‘‘(subject to 
reduction under clause (ii))’’ after ‘‘$400’’ and 
after ‘‘$200’’; 

(B) by redesignating clauses (ii) and (iii) as 
clauses (iii) and (iv), respectively; and 

(C) by inserting after clause (i) the following: 
‘‘(ii) The dollar amounts specified in clause 

(i)(II) shall be reduced by 50 percent if the Com-
missioner is also required to make a payment to 
the institution with respect to the same indi-
vidual under an agreement entered into under 
section 202(x)(3)(B).’’. 

(2) EXPANSION OF CATEGORIES OF INSTITUTIONS 
ELIGIBLE TO ENTER INTO AGREEMENTS WITH THE 
COMMISSIONER.—Section 1611(e)(1)(I)(i) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382(e)(1)(I)(i)) is 
amended in the matter preceding subclause (I) 
by striking ‘‘institution’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘section 202(x)(1)(A),’’ and inserting 
‘‘institution comprising a jail, prison, penal in-
stitution, or correctional facility, or with any 
other interested State or local institution a pur-
pose of which is to confine individuals as de-
scribed in section 202(x)(1)(A)(ii),’’. 

(3) ELIMINATION OF OVERLY BROAD EXEMP-
TION.—Section 1611(e)(1)(I)(iii) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1382(e)(1)(I)(iii)) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (1)(B), is amended by striking ‘‘(I) 
The provisions’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘(II)’’. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this subsection shall take effect as if included 
in the enactment of section 203(a) of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193; 
110 Stat. 2186). The reference to section 
202(x)(1)(A)(ii) of the Social Security Act in sec-
tion 1611(e)(1)(I)(i) of the Social Security Act as 
amended by paragraph (2) shall be deemed a 
reference to such section 202(x)(1)(A)(ii) as 
amended by subsection (b)(1)(C). 

(d) CONTINUED DENIAL OF BENEFITS TO SEX 
OFFENDERS REMAINING CONFINED TO PUBLIC IN-

STITUTIONS UPON COMPLETION OF PRISON 
TERM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(1)(A) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(1)(A)) is 
amended— 

(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end; 
(B) in clause (ii)(IV), by striking the period 

and inserting ‘‘, or’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iii) immediately upon completion of confine-

ment as described in clause (i) pursuant to con-
viction of a criminal offense an element of 
which is sexual activity, is confined by court 
order in an institution at public expense pursu-
ant to a finding that the individual is a sexually 
dangerous person or a sexual predator or a simi-
lar finding.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
202(x)(1)(B)(ii) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 402(x)(1)(B)(ii)) is amended by striking 
‘‘clause (ii)’’ and inserting ‘‘clauses (ii) and 
(iii)’’. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this subsection shall apply with respect to 
benefits for months ending after the date of en-
actment of this Act. 
SEC. 403. REVOCATION BY MEMBERS OF THE 

CLERGY OF EXEMPTION FROM SO-
CIAL SECURITY COVERAGE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
1402(e)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, 
any exemption which has been received under 
section 1402(e)(1) of such Code by a duly or-
dained, commissioned, or licensed minister of a 
church, a member of a religious order, or a 
Christian Science practitioner, and which is ef-
fective for the taxable year in which this Act is 
enacted, may be revoked by filing an applica-
tion therefore (in such form and manner, and 
with such official, as may be prescribed by the 
Commissioner of the Internal Revenue Service), 
if such application is filed no later than the due 
date of the Federal income tax return (including 
any extension thereof) for the applicant’s sec-
ond taxable year beginning after December 31, 
1999. Any such revocation shall be effective (for 
purposes of chapter 2 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 and title II of the Social Security 
Act), as specified in the application, either with 
respect to the applicant’s first taxable year be-
ginning after December 31, 1999, or with respect 
to the applicant’s second taxable year beginning 
after such date, and for all succeeding taxable 
years; and the applicant for any such revoca-
tion may not thereafter again file application 
for an exemption under such section 1402(e)(1). 
If the application is filed after the due date of 
the applicant’s Federal income tax return for a 
taxable year and is effective with respect to that 
taxable year, it shall include or be accompanied 
by payment in full of an amount equal to the 
total of the taxes that would have been imposed 
by section 1401 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 with respect to all of the applicant’s income 
derived in that taxable year which would have 
constituted net earnings from self-employment 
for purposes of chapter 2 of such Code (notwith-
standing paragraph (4) or (5) of section 1402(c) 
of such Code) except for the exemption under 
section 1402(e)(1) of such Code. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a) shall 
apply with respect to service performed (to the 
extent specified in such subsection) in taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1999, and 
with respect to monthly insurance benefits pay-
able under title II of the Social Security Act on 
the basis of the wages and self-employment in-
come of any individual for months in or after 
the calendar year in which such individual’s 
application for revocation (as described in such 
subsection) is effective (and lump-sum death 
payments payable under such title on the basis 
of such wages and self-employment income in 
the case of deaths occurring in or after such cal-
endar year). 
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SEC. 404. ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL AMENDMENT 

RELATING TO COOPERATIVE RE-
SEARCH OR DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS UNDER TITLES II AND 
XVI. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1110(a)(3) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1310(a)(3)) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘title XVI’’ and inserting ‘‘title II 
or XVI’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall take effect as if included 
in the enactment of the Social Security Inde-
pendence and Program Improvements Act of 
1994 (Public Law 103–296; 108 Stat. 1464). 
SEC. 405. AUTHORIZATION FOR STATE TO PERMIT 

ANNUAL WAGE REPORTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1137(a)(3) of the So-

cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1320b–7(a)(3)) is 
amended by inserting before the semicolon the 
following: ‘‘, and except that in the case of wage 
reports with respect to domestic service employ-
ment, a State may permit employers (as so de-
fined) that make returns with respect to such 
employment on a calendar year basis pursuant 
to section 3510 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to make such reports on an annual basis’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—Section 
1137(a)(3) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1320b–7(a)(3)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(as defined in section 
453A(a)(2)(B)(iii))’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘(as defined in section 
453A(a)(2)(B))’’ after ‘‘employers’’ . 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to wage reports re-
quired to be submitted on and after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

TITLE V—REVENUE 
SEC. 501. MODIFICATION TO FOREIGN TAX CRED-

IT CARRYBACK AND CARRYOVER PE-
RIODS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 904(c) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to limitation 
on credit) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘in the second preceding tax-
able year,’’, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘or fifth’’ and inserting ‘‘fifth, 
sixth, or seventh’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to credits arising 
in taxable years beginning after December 31, 
2001. 
SEC. 502. LIMITATION ON USE OF NON-ACCRUAL 

EXPERIENCE METHOD OF ACCOUNT-
ING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 448(d)(5) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to special 
rule for services) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘in fields described in para-
graph (2)(A)’’ after ‘‘services by such person’’, 
and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘CERTAIN PERSONAL’’ before 
‘‘SERVICES’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall apply to taxable years ending 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(2) CHANGE IN METHOD OF ACCOUNTING.—In 
the case of any taxpayer required by the amend-
ments made by this section to change its method 
of accounting for its first taxable year ending 
after the date of the enactment of this Act— 

(A) such change shall be treated as initiated 
by the taxpayer, 

(B) such change shall be treated as made with 
the consent of the Secretary of the Treasury, 
and 

(C) the net amount of the adjustments re-
quired to be taken into account by the taxpayer 
under section 481 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 shall be taken into account over a period 
(not greater than 4 taxable years) beginning 
with such first taxable year. 
SEC. 503. EXTENSION OF INTERNAL REVENUE 

SERVICE USER FEES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 77 of the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to miscellaneous 

provisions) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 7527. INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE USER 

FEES. 
‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—The Secretary shall es-

tablish a program requiring the payment of user 
fees for— 

‘‘(1) requests to the Internal Revenue Service 
for ruling letters, opinion letters, and deter-
mination letters, and 

‘‘(2) other similar requests. 
‘‘(b) PROGRAM CRITERIA.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The fees charged under the 

program required by subsection (a)— 
‘‘(A) shall vary according to categories (or 

subcategories) established by the Secretary, 
‘‘(B) shall be determined after taking into ac-

count the average time for (and difficulty of) 
complying with requests in each category (and 
subcategory), and 

‘‘(C) shall be payable in advance. 
‘‘(2) EXEMPTIONS, ETC.—The Secretary shall 

provide for such exemptions (and reduced fees) 
under such program as the Secretary determines 
to be appropriate. 

‘‘(3) AVERAGE FEE REQUIREMENT.—The aver-
age fee charged under the program required by 
subsection (a) shall not be less than the amount 
determined under the following table: 
‘‘Category Average Fee 

Employee plan ruling and opinion ..... $250
Exempt organization ruling ............... $350
Employee plan determination ............ $300
Exempt organization determination ... $275
Chief counsel ruling .......................... $200. 
‘‘(c) TERMINATION.—No fee shall be imposed 

under this section with respect to requests made 
after September 30, 2006.’’ 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) The table of sections for chapter 77 of the 

Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new item: 

‘‘Sec. 7527. Internal Revenue Service user fees.’’ 

(2) Section 10511 of the Revenue Act of 1987 is 
repealed. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to requests made 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

AMENDMENT NO. 671 
(Purpose: To provide a complete substitute) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the Roth amendment. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Delaware [Mr. ROTH] 

proposes an amendment numbered 671. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’): 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 671) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 20 
minutes equally divided in the usual 
form. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont is recognized. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I said 

yesterday, ‘‘The time has come.’’ And, 
now finally it has. I said yesterday, 
‘‘Our friends with disabilities have 
waited patiently.’’ I say today, They 
are more than patient. They are saints 
with tolerance for congressional sched-
ules. Everyone here—everyone in the 
White House, everyone in the other 

body, and because of e-mail, everyone 
in the country—knows I am referring 
to our pending consideration of land-
mark legislation, S. 331, the Work In-
centives Improvement Act of 1999. 

When I came to Congress in January 
1975, one of my legislative priorities 
was providing access to the American 
dream for people with disabilities. 

Well, today, after 3 long years, end-
less hours of discussion and drafting, 
and redrafting, we are about to remove 
the biggest remaining barrier to the 
American dream for individuals with 
disabilities—access to health care if 
they work. What we are about to do 
was long in coming. It is so important. 

During the process that got us to this 
point, I have learned a great deal. I 
suspect the same holds true for the 77 
other cosponsors of this bill. People 
with disabilities want to work, and will 
work, if given access to health care. 
This bill does just that—it gives work-
ers with disabilities access to appro-
priate health care—health care that is 
not readily available or affordable from 
the private sector. 

People with disabilities want to 
work, and will work, if given access to 
job training and job placement assist-
ance. This bill does just that—it gives 
individuals with disabilities training 
and help securing a job. 

The work Incentives Improvement 
Act empowers people with disabilities 
to control the quality of their lives, to 
pay State and Federal taxes, to return 
the investment that society has made 
in them, and most of all, the bill em-
powers them so they can go to work. 

I thank my bipartisan original co-
sponsors Senators KENNEDY, ROTH, and 
MOYNIHAN who, with me, created a 
sound piece of legislation to address 
this real problem for millions of Amer-
icans with disabilities. Their commit-
ment represents the best of what the 
Senate can accomplish when sound pol-
icy is placed above partisanship and be-
yond who gets credit. 

I also thank the additional, original 
35 cosponsors of this bill and the subse-
quent 42 cosponsors who represent a 
total of over three quarters of this 
body, perhaps a Senate record on 
health care legislation. 

Over the last two weeks the majority 
leader has been the driving force that 
urged us to work out policy differences 
that were delaying floor consideration. 
We did so through good faith efforts 
that broadened support for the bill and 
reduced its overall modest cost. 

In particular, I want to recognize 
Senators NICKLES, BUNNING and GRAMM 
for their willingness to reach consensus 
with us on policy without compro-
mising the integrity of the legislation, 
thus, allowing S. 331 to move forward. 

I especially give a heartfelt thanks to 
people with disabilities who worked 
with us, trusted us to do the right 
thing. With their support, encourage-
ment, and energy we have done the 
right thing. 
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Yesterday the President asked us to 

give him a bill by July 4th, or at least 
July 26th, the 9th anniversary of the 
Americans With Disabilities Act. We 
can. We should, with 100 votes. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. KENNEDY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished Senator from Massachusetts 
is recognized. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, how 
much time does each side have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont has 6 minutes 6 sec-
onds remaining. The Senator from 
Massachusetts has 10 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as I might use. 

Mr. President, today, we will pass 
landmark legislation to open the work-
place doors for disabled people in com-
munities across this country. At long 
last, once this measure is enacted into 
law, large numbers of people with dis-
abilities will have the opportunity to 
fulfill their hopes and dreams of living 
independent and productive lives. 

A decade ago, when we enacted the 
Americans With Disabilities Act, we 
promised our disabled fellow citizens a 
new and better life in which disability 
would no longer end the American 
dream. Too often, for too many Ameri-
cans, that promise has been unfulfilled. 
The Work Incentives Improvement Act 
will dramatically strengthen the ful-
fillment of that promise. 

We know that millions of disabled 
men and women in this country want 
to work and are able to work. But they 
are denied the opportunity to do so, 
and the nation is denied their talents 
and their contributions to our commu-
nities. 

Current laws are an anachronism. 
Modern medicine and modern tech-
nology are making it easier than ever 
before for disabled persons to have pro-
ductive lives and careers. Yet current 
laws are often a greater obstacle to 
that goal than the disability itself. It’s 
ridiculous that we punish disabled per-
sons who dare to take a job by penal-
izing them financially, by taking away 
their health insurance lifeline, and by 
placing these unfair obstacles in their 
path. 

The Work Incentives Improvement 
Act removes these unfair barriers to 
work that face so many Americans 
with disabilities: 

It makes health insurance available 
and affordable when a disabled person 
goes to work, or develops a significant 
disability while working. 

It gives people with disabilities 
greater access to the services they need 
to become successfully employed. 

It phases out the loss of cash benefits 
as income rises, instead of the unfair 
sudden cut-off that workers with dis-
abilities face today. 

It places work incentive planners in 
communities, rather than in bureauc-
racies, to help workers with disabilities 

learn how to obtain the employment 
services and support they need. 

Eliminating these barriers to work 
will help large numbers of disabled 
Americans to achieve self-sufficiency. 
We are a better and stronger and fairer 
country when we open the golden door 
of opportunity to all Americans, and 
enable them to be equal partners in the 
American dream. For millions of 
Americans with disabilities, this bill is 
a declaration of independence that can 
make the American dream come true. 

We must banish the patronizing 
mind-set that disabled people are un-
able. In fact, they have enormous tal-
ent, and America cannot afford to 
waste an ounce of it. 

Today’s action is dedicated to the 54 
million disabled American men and 
women who want to work and are able 
to work, but who face unfair penalties 
under current law if they take jobs and 
go to work. It is dedicated to the 12 
million children and their families who 
will now have the chance to dream of a 
future of work and prosperity, and not 
government handouts. 

Our goal is to remove the uncon-
scionable barriers they face, and free 
up the enterprise, creativity, and con-
tribution of these Americans. Now, 
when we say ‘‘equal opportunity for 
all,’’ it will be clear that we mean all. 

No one in America should lose their 
medical coverage, which can mean the 
difference between life and death—if 
they go to work. No one in this country 
should have to choose between buying 
a decent meal and buying the medica-
tion they need. 

The Work Incentives Improvement 
Act will remove these unfair barriers 
and continue to make health insurance 
available and affordable to people with 
disabilities. 

Many leaders in communities 
throughout the country have worked 
long and hard and well to help us reach 
this milestone. They are consumers, 
family members, citizens, and advo-
cates. They see every day that our cur-
rent job programs are failing people 
with disabilities; and forcing them and 
their families into poverty. 

We have worked together for many 
months to develop effective ways to 
right these wrongs. To all of those who 
have done so much, I say thank you for 
helping us to reach this long-awaited 
day. This bill truly represents legisla-
tion of the people, by the people and 
for the people. 

Nearly a year ago, President Clinton 
signed an executive order to increase 
employment and health care coverage 
for people with disabilities. Today, 
with strong bipartisan support, the 
Senate is demonstrating its commit-
ment to our fellow disabled citizens. 

I especially commend Senator JEF-
FORDS, Senator ROTH, and Senator 
MOYNIHAN for their indispensable lead-
ership on this landmark legislation. I 
also commend the many Senate staff 

members whose skilled assistance con-
tributed so much to this achievement— 
Jennifer Baxendale and Alec Vachon of 
Senator ROTH’S staff, Kristin Testa and 
John Resnick of Senator MOYNIHAN’S 
staff, Chris Crowley, Jim Downing, and 
Pat Morrissey of Senator JEFFORDS’ 
staff, and Michael Myers and Connie 
Garner of my own staff. 

For far too long, disabled Americans 
have been left out and left behind. 
Today, we are taking long overdue ac-
tion to correct the injustice they have 
unfairly suffered. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I see 
Senator ROTH is on the floor. I control 
the time. I yield to him 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Delaware is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, this is an 
important day for millions of Ameri-
cans with disabilities—a day that pre-
sents the Senate with an opportunity 
to build on the legacy of the Americans 
With Disabilities Act. Today, we have a 
chance to help disabled Americans 
move toward independence. 

Despite the success of the Americans 
With Disabilities Act, there are still se-
rious obstacles facing too many people 
with disabilities—obstacles that stand 
in the way of employment. 

Senators JEFFORDS, MOYNIHAN, KEN-
NEDY, and I want to change that. Ac-
cordingly, in January we introduced S. 
331, the Work Incentives Improvement 
Act of 1999. 

This legislation has a simple objec-
tive—to help people with disabilities go 
to work if they want to go to work, 
without fear of losing their health in-
surance lifeline. 

S. 331 has been one of my top prior-
ities this year, and support for the bill 
has been widespread. Mr. President, a 
total of 78 Senators now sponsor S. 331. 
Let me say that again—78 Senators 
have signed on to S. 331. That would be 
a remarkable total for any bill, let 
alone a health care proposal. 

S. 331 is necessary because the unem-
ployment rate among working-age 
adults with severe disabilities is nearly 
75 percent. Many of these individuals 
want to work. S. 331 will allow disabled 
individuals to work without losing ac-
cess to health insurance coverage. 

Mr. President, we can no longer af-
ford to deny millions of talented Amer-
icans the opportunity to contribute in 
the work force. 

More than 300 national groups agree 
that it is time to act, including organi-
zations representing veterans, people 
with disabilities, health care providers, 
and insurers. 

This bill is about helping disabled 
Americans work—if that is what they 
want to do. It’s about helping people 
reach their potential. It is not about 
big government—it’s about getting 
government out of the way of indi-
vidual commitment and creativity. 

And this bill isn’t about a distinct 
and separate group of disabled individ-
uals. It is about all of us. Realistically, 
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we are all just one tragedy away from 
confronting disability in our own fami-
lies. 

Unfortunately, we cannot prevent all 
disabilities. But we can prevent mak-
ing disabled individuals choose be-
tween health care and employment. 
Today, we can take a step toward mak-
ing that goal a reality. 

Before we vote, I would be remiss if I 
did not thank Senator JEFFORDS and 
Senator KENNEDY for their long-
standing commitment to this impor-
tant legislation. In addition, my par-
ticular thanks go to Senator MOYNIHAN 
for all of his assistance in moving the 
bill through the Finance Committee. 

As I close, I would like to ask all my 
colleagues to join with me in voting for 
S. 331. By passing the Work Incentives 
Improvement Act today, we can help 
unleash the creativity and enthusiasm 
of millions of Americans with disabil-
ities ready and eager to work. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on S. 331. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will 

the Senator add me as a cosponsor? 
Mr. ROTH. Yes. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, our 

revered chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee has been characteristically gen-
erous in thanking the associates who 
have joined him in this matter. 

I will take just a moment—I know he 
would wish me to do so—to call atten-
tion to the fact that it is our former 
colleague, our beloved former col-
league, Bob Dole, who first proposed 
this matter. It was 1986. He introduced 
the Employment Opportunities for Dis-
abled Americans Act to allow supple-
mentary security income beneficiaries 
to continue to receive Medicaid when 
they return to work. 

As the chairman of our committee 
said, this has enabled people to go to 
work who are disabled but not unwill-
ing. 

In a hearing before our committee on 
this bill, Senator Dole said: 

This is about people going to work. It is 
about dignity and opportunity and all the 
things we talk about when we talk about 
being an American. 

I think this accounts, sir, for the 
overwhelming support in this body. 

With that thought, and again my 
thanks to the chairman, I yield the 
floor. 

I have a snippet of time that Senator 
KENNEDY may wish to use. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 1 minute 43 seconds. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
thank all of our colleagues for the pro-
gram and for their support. 

Yesterday when the President was 
here, he indicated he would like to 
have this legislation on his desk by the 
Fourth of July. This really is a dec-

laration of independence for the dis-
abled. He mentioned if we were not 
able to meet that time limit, we ought 
to do it the 26th of July which will be 
the ninth anniversary for the Ameri-
cans With Disabilities Act. 

I think either date will be entirely 
appropriate for the celebration in this 
country of the Fourth of July. I can’t 
think of a better Fourth of July for 
millions of our fellow Americans than 
the successful signing into law of this 
legislation. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Vermont is 
recognized. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from New York for 
bringing up the role that former Sen-
ator Bob Dole played in this whole 
process. It was his leadership and his 
constant reminder to me of the need to 
continue to go forward that I took on 
that role and now feel so good that to-
morrow we are at the point of suc-
ceeding. 

I thank the disability community. I 
have never seen such an effort as that 
provided by those in the disability 
community of this country to make 
sure we did not forget our role and our 
goal. 

I also thank Pat Morrisey of my staff 
who has been an incredible workhorse 
on this matter. She has done a tremen-
dous job in keeping me on the right 
track. 

This is the final great step in assur-
ing that the disabled community of our 
country has reached the goal from 
which they have been precluded by the 
mobility to get health care—to be fully 
reentered into life. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The com-
mittee substitute, as amended, is 
agreed to. 

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

Mr. ROTH. 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. GRAMM. 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. GRAMM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 5 minutes to 
speak on the bill that is pending, given 
the role that I played in reaching this 
point. 

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

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I think 
some explanation is due of how we 
came to be where we are and the cir-
cumstances under which this bill is 
being considered. 

When the bill was reported from the 
Finance Committee, it was funded by 
changing the Tax Code in a way that 
would have produced additional reve-
nues—by conventional definition, that 
would be a tax increase. 

I felt at a time where we find it vir-
tually impossible to control discre-
tionary spending, at a time where in 
the same day—as was the case yester-
day—we vote to secure in a lockbox the 
surplus that is coming from Social Se-
curity and then an hour later we vote 
to break the lockbox open and spend 
$270 million of Social Security money 
to subsidize loans to the steel industry, 
it was a very bad precedent to set at 
this point in this legislative session 
where we are coming closer and closer 
to blowing the top out of discretionary 
spending in the Federal Government to 
create a brand new entitlement, no 
matter how meritorious, and do it by 
raising taxes. 

As a result, we had a series of objec-
tions to efforts to bring this bill to a 
vote. Many of those efforts were in the 
waning hours of various periods of the 
session before we adjourned for re-
cesses. I have insisted on one funda-
mental thing which is now embodied in 
the unanimous-consent request that we 
have used to bring this bill to the floor; 
that is, that it be paid for, and that it 
be paid for by cutting another entitle-
ment program; that it not be paid for 
by raising taxes. 

Now, I have no objection to the bill 
itself. In fact, I congratulate Senator 
JEFFORDS. I congratulate the distin-
guished chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, Senator ROTH. I congratulate 
the ranking member, Senator MOY-
NIHAN, not only for putting together a 
good bill but being willing to go back 
and refine that bill to deal with legiti-
mate concerns that were raised, and 
produce a situation where I assume 
this bill will pass unanimously. 

My objection has never been to the 
bill itself because the policy embodied 
in the legislation itself is meritorious. 
The problem is, there are many meri-
torious proposals that can be made. At 
a time when we cannot seem to control 
discretionary spending, if we start in 
our first new entitlement program of 
this session to fund it by raising taxes, 
I think we create a precedent that 
could be very harmful to the economy 
and could ultimately drive up interest 
rates and threaten the recovery. 

So, what we have done is ensure that 
there is no tax increase or any revenue 
measure in this bill. We have a unani-
mous-consent agreement that this bill 
cannot come back to the Senate in this 
or any other bill unless it is paid for by 
cutting another entitlement program. 
So the one thing we can be guaranteed 
is, in meeting the goals of this meri-
torious bill, what we are going to be re-
quired to do is do what families would 
have to do if they came up with a good 
thing to spend money on, and that is 
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we have to go back and find another 
entitlement that is less meritorious, 
and we are going to have to find money 
from one of those other entitlements to 
fund this bill. I think that is the right 
way to do it. 

I thank my colleagues for their pa-
tience. I know the bill is supported by 
a lot of people, and they should, be-
cause these are people with disabilities 
who are trying to work. 

It has not been easy to stand in the 
way of this bill. I thought the cause 
was an important one. I am very happy 
with the final product. I urge my col-
leagues to vote for the bill. I assume it 
will get 100 votes, and I think we are 
doing it the right way. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I com-

mend Senators JEFFORDS, ROTH, KEN-
NEDY, and MOYNIHAN for going the 
extra mile to work out the provisions 
of this legislation. I am sure it was not 
easy; dealing with Medicaid and SSDI 
never is. 

As a veteran of many negotiations 
and collaborations with on disability 
issues, I see this legislation as a fine 
example of progressive policy that does 
not also beget more bureaucracy and 
irresponsible spending. I do not believe 
that improving life for those with dis-
abilities and maintaining fiscal respon-
sibility have to be mutually exclusive 
goals if we take the time to do it right. 

That is why I appreciated the modi-
fications made in this bill prior to its 
reintroduction early this spring. I 
know my colleagues on the Finance 
Committee and my former colleagues 
on the Health and Education Com-
mittee worked very hard to accomplish 
this goal, and I think that, by and 
large, they have succeeded. They can 
be proud to have produced a bill with 
such solid bipartisan support. I might 
mention that Pat Morrissey of Senator 
JEFFORDS’ staff was particularly re-
sponsive to my earlier questions and 
concerns. 

I would also like to acknowledge the 
helpful input I received from my own 
Utah Advisory Committee on Dis-
ability Policy. While this measure was 
particularly important to a number of 
the committee’s individual members, I 
want to note for the record that the en-
tire committee endorsed it and urged 
my support for the bill. I am pleased to 
be able to demonstrate that support 
today with an ‘‘aye’’ vote. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of legislation spon-
sored by Senators JEFFORDS, KENNEDY, 
ROTH and MOYNIHAN. I commend my 
colleagues for their dedication to im-
proving the way federal programs serve 
persons with disabilities. Continuing 
my support for this effort from last 
Congress, I became an original co-spon-
sor this year of S. 331, the Work Incen-
tives Improvement Act of 1999. 

This bill addresses one of the great 
tragedies of our disability system. The 

tragedy is forcing many people with 
disabilities to choose between working 
and maintaining access to health care. 
The intent of our system was never to 
demoralize Americans who are ready, 
willing and able to work. It is critical 
that we overturn today’s policies of 
disincentives toward work and replace 
them with thoughtful, targeted incen-
tives that will enable many individuals 
with disabilities to return to work. 

By removing barriers to necessary 
health care, the Work Incentives Im-
provement Act gives the disabled popu-
lation the green light to join the work 
force. It is smart public policy that 
will help alleviate the tight labor mar-
ket, increase the tax base for the So-
cial Security trust fund and address 
employer concerns. Many employers 
are wary of adding a high-cost em-
ployee to their company’s insurance 
pool. 

Most of all, this bill is the right 
thing to do. By providing disabled 
workers a better opportunity to earn a 
living, this bill reinforces our nation’s 
strong work ethic. Earning one’s own 
way in the world helps foster personal 
responsibility and self-esteem. 

Over the years I have heard from 
Iowans who have been forced to leave 
the work force because of a disability. 
More than 40,000 Iowans receive federal 
disability benefits, but fewer than 20 
percent of these Iowans hold a job. 
Most are discouraged form seeking em-
ployment because of the fear of losing 
critical health benefits covered by 
Medicare and Medicaid. 

For example, Tim Clancy of Iowa 
City has his Bachelor of Arts from the 
University of Iowa. He is an active in-
dividual and participates in a number 
of city and county government activi-
ties. Tim lives with cerebral palsy and 
relies on personal assistants for morn-
ing and evening help. Recently, he be-
came employed by Target in Coralville, 
Iowa, but does not have health insur-
ance through his employer. After he 
completes his trial work period and ex-
tended period of eligibility, he will lose 
his health insurance. The Work Incen-
tives Act would allow Tim—and many 
others—to continue receiving the same 
health coverage as he has now. 

I look forward to the passage of this 
legislation. It will unlock the doors to 
employment for thousands of invalu-
able citizens. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am de-
lighted that the Senate has agreed to 
pass S. 331, the Work Incentives Im-
provement Act of 1999, and I am proud 
to be a cosponsor of this important leg-
islation. 

This bill helps maintain the auton-
omy and self-worth of some of our most 
vulnerable citizens, the disabled, by re-
moving barriers that prevent them 
from returning to work. Disabled citi-
zens in Delaware and elsewhere almost 
uniformly state that their most impor-
tant goal is to return to work, not only 

for the income but for the need to be 
productive. However, because our laws 
currently put many obstacles in the 
way of disabled individuals who want 
to return to work, they often discover 
that they are better off financially and 
medically if they remain unemployed. 

The Work Incentives Improvement 
Act helps tear down some of these per-
verse provisions of law that block the 
disabled from achieving their goal of 
becoming productive, taxpaying citi-
zens. First, and probably most impor-
tant to the disabled, this bill helps 
them maintain appropriate health in-
surance through extensions and expan-
sions of the Medicare and Medicaid 
programs. Most employer-sponsored in-
surance does not provide the specific 
types of coverage that the disabled 
need to enable them to return to work. 

Second, the Work Incentives Im-
provement Act helps the disabled ob-
tain appropriate employment and voca-
tional rehabilitation services through 
the Ticket To Work and Self-Suffi-
ciency program, which extends access 
to such services provided by the pri-
vate sector. 

Finally, this bill continues the dem-
onstration project that allows the dis-
abled who return to work to keep a 
portion of their cash payments as their 
work income increases; currently, the 
abrupt loss of these payments when in-
come reaches a specific threshhold has 
been a severe disincentive for the dis-
abled to return to work. 

Mr. President, I am honored to be a 
cosponsor of this important legislation 
that helps restore the disabled citizens 
of Delaware and throughout the United 
States to their rightful places as equal 
participants in our society, and I ap-
plaud its passage by the Senate. 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak on behalf of the Work 
Incentives Improvement Act of 1999. 
This bill was introduced by Senator 
JEFFORDS and co-sponsored by 77 mem-
bers. The primary purpose of this legis-
lation is to expand the availability of 
health care coverage under the Social 
Security Act for working individuals 
with disabilities. This bill establishes a 
Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency 
Program in the Social Security Admin-
istration to make available meaningful 
work opportunities for the disabled. 

Some months ago, in Florida, I met a 
woman who does not have the use of 
her arms. This woman is an accom-
plished artist who uses her feet to cre-
ate beautiful works of art. She spoke 
with me about the difficulty she has 
had over the years obtaining health in-
surance for routine medical care and 
asked me to support this bill. It is with 
her in mind and the many other tal-
ented, hard-working disabled Ameri-
cans that I support this act which will 
make it possible for them to obtain 
health coverage and lead productive 
working lives. 
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This bill allows states to offer Med-

icaid coverage to workers with disabil-
ities beyond what is currently avail-
able to them under the Balanced Budg-
et Act of 1997. It creates two new op-
tional eligibility categories and allows 
states to offer buy-ins for the working 
disabled so that they can maintain 
health care coverage, work, and have 
as much independence as their dis-
ability allows. One option permits 
states to offer a Medicaid buy-in to 
people with disabilities who work and 
have an earned income above 250% of 
poverty with specified levels for assets, 
resources and unearned income set by 
the state in which they reside. This is 
important to many of the disabled who 
have income or assets that exceed the 
current level and have an earned in-
come that has exceeded $500 per month 
during the past year. The state can and 
should impose a sliding scale of cost- 
sharing of the premium, up to 100% of 
the premium, based on the income of 
the individual. This will allow many of 
the disabled who simply cannot get 
health insurance because they have in-
come or assets above a certain level, to 
obtain health coverage. With the pas-
sage of this legislation, a person with 
disabilities who may be an artist, com-
puter programmer or run a telephone 
answering service can now be success-
ful at work and have no fear of being 
unable to obtain health coverage. 

The second option allows states that 
elect to participate in the first option 
to also cover people who have a severe 
impairment but can lose eligibility for 
Supplemental Security Income or So-
cial Security Disability Insurance be-
cause of medical improvement. In cer-
tain cases, the only reason a person im-
proves is because they receive medical 
treatment. This bill prevents a person 
from losing their health care coverage 
when their health improves due to 
medical treatment. The state can allow 
this type of person to buy into the 
state Medicaid program at a premium 
set by the state. This is a blessing to 
persons with disabling conditions 
which are amenable to treatment such 
as rheumatoid arthritis, Crohn’s dis-
ease, depression, or sickle cell anemia. 
It allows people who can work to work 
and receive treatment for what may be 
a chronic disease and have no fear of 
losing their health coverage. 

An additional benefit of this bill pro-
vides for the continuation of Medicare 
coverage for working individuals with 
disabilities. An extended period of eli-
gibility will allow people who receive 
Social Security Disability Insurance 
(SSDI) to continue to receive Part A 
Medicare coverage without payment 
for up to six years after returning to 
work. At present, disabled people may 
receive Medicare coverage for nine 
months followed by 36 months of ex-
tended eligibility but after that, they 
have to pay the Part A premium in 
full. Often, people returning to work 

following a period of coverage by SSDI, 
work part time so they are ineligible 
for health insurance or they cannot ob-
tain insurance through their employer 
or from the private market. This bill 
would permit them to receive Part A 
coverage and have coverage they could 
not otherwise obtain. 

I join with my colleagues in support 
of this legislation to help the disabled 
help themselves. 

Mr. DODD. Mr President, I rise today 
to lend my strong support to important 
legislation that will enable millions of 
individuals with disabilities to achieve 
greater independence and financial se-
curity. The Work Incentives Improve-
ment Act of 1999 offers Americans with 
disabilities the opportunity to achieve 
greater independence and financial se-
curity without the threat of losing the 
important protections provided by 
health insurance coverage. 

Mr. President, currently more than 
75 percent of all individuals with dis-
abilities are unemployed. Further, less 
than one-half of one percent of the 7.5 
million persons receiving federal dis-
ability payments go to work each year. 
Yet a 1999 Harris Survey determined 
that 74 percent of Americans with dis-
abilities want to work. However, many 
individuals with disabilities who work 
face the significant loss of their health 
insurance coverage as they surpass cer-
tain earning limits. This loss of health 
coverage often presents an understand-
able deterrent to employment for many 
individuals with disabilities. While the 
great majority of Americans with dis-
abilities would like to work, few can 
afford to lose the protection provided 
by their health insurance coverage. 
Forcing individuals with disabilities to 
choose between work and health insur-
ance coverage presents a difficult 
choice no one should be forced to 
make. 

S. 331 would provide incentives for 
persons with disabilities to return to 
work without losing their access to 
health insurance. This legislation re-
moves barriers for disabled individuals 
seeking to find meaningful employ-
ment by allowing this vulnerable seg-
ment of our population to retain health 
insurance coverage. By removing the 
disincentive to work that the loss of 
health insurance presents to individ-
uals with disabilities, S. 331 opens the 
door to greater freedom and increased 
earning for millions of Americans. 

Mr. President, I am extremely heart-
ened by the strong support the Work 
Incentives Improvement Act of 1999 has 
received. In support of this important 
legislation are the Consortium for Citi-
zens with Disabilities, the ARC, Easter 
Seals, the National Alliance for the 
Mentally Ill, the Paralyzed Veterans of 
America, the United Cerebral Palsy As-
sociation, and the National Education 
Association. Additionally, more than 
three-fourths of the Members of the 
United States Senate presently cospon-
sor S. 331. 

Finally, Mr. President, I would like 
to commend Senators JEFFORDS, KEN-
NEDY, ROTH, and MOYNIHAN for the im-
portant role they each played in devel-
oping the Work Incentives Improve-
ment Act of 1999. Through their tire-
less efforts, S. 331 will greatly expand 
the opportunities afforded individuals 
with disabilities as they enter the 
workforce and I look forward to its en-
actment. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President today I rise 
as a co-sponsor of the Work Incentives 
Improvement Act, a bipartisan bill 
that removes the disincentives cur-
rently hindering those people with dis-
abilities who wish to enter the work-
force. We all owe our thanks to Sen-
ators MOYNIHAN, ROTH, and KENNEDY 
for their leadership on this bill. 

When people want to work the fed-
eral government should not stand in 
their way. When people want to be pro-
ductive members of our society, tax-
paying citizens, the federal govern-
ment should not stand in their way. 
Currently, 72% of Americans with dis-
abilities want to work. However, near-
ly 75% of persons with disabilities are 
unemployed. We are sending the wrong 
message right now. The current set of 
rules make it more economically bene-
ficial for someone with a disability to 
stay at home than to enter the work-
force. There needs to be a transition 
period put in place to assist those with 
disabilities before we expect them to 
become financially independant. We do 
this with other programs and it is 
about time we apply such logic to this 
sector of our community. By passing 
this bill, if only 1% of the currently 
disabled Americans become fully em-
ployed, the federal savings in disability 
benefits would total $3.5 billion over 
the lifetime of the beneficiaries. Once 
again, investing in people creates a 
great rate of return. 

In Indiana there are 348,000 people be-
tween the ages of 16 and 64 who have a 
disability. I have heard numerous sto-
ries from Hoosiers with disabilities 
who want to work and are able to 
work. They have told me how work will 
mean more than a paycheck for them. 
It is an opportunity for them to be a 
productive and contributing member of 
the community, work towards self-suf-
ficiency, and most importantly, to 
have a sense of pride in being needed. 

Let me tell you about Bob Neal, an 
employee of the Indianapolis Police 
Department. He is 42 years old and 
doesn’t want to give up his job even 
though it would be much easier for him 
financially if he did. Bob has muscular 
dystrophy. When asked why he is still 
working he said ‘‘I just figure if I stay 
home I’ll get fatter than I am and get 
lazy and die earlier. I look forward to 
working. You gotta have a little pride 
somewhere. That is why I stay here, 
because of these people, I could go back 
to Illinois and never work again, but 
these people, they know me here.’’ 
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Bob’s story displays the problem with 
the current predicament in which most 
people with disabilities find them-
selves. This bill will address situations 
similar to that of Bob Neal. It will pro-
vide access to health coverage and pro-
vide employment assistance while cre-
ating incentives to work. It is impor-
tant to allow Medicare coverage for 
people with disabilities while they are 
working so their health can continue 
to improve. It is no surprise this bill 
has such overwhelming support from 
both sides of the aisle. 

Today, I will vote in support of this 
bill with pride for those who take ad-
vantage of this newly created oppor-
tunity. I urge my colleagues to vote in 
support of this bill and send the mes-
sage that people with disabilities will 
no longer need to chose between work-
ing and remaining healthy. 

f 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to vote on S. 1205, which the 
clerk will read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask for 

the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

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

having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

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

roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) is nec-
essarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) would vote ‘‘aye.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HUTCHINSON). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 97, 
nays 2, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 168 Leg.] 

YEAS—97 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 

Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 

Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 

Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 

Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—2 

Feingold McCain 

NOT VOTING—1 

Harkin 

The bill (S. 1205) was passed, as fol-
lows: 

S. 1205 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the following 
sums are appropriated, out of any money in 
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for 
military construction, family housing, and 
base realignment and closure functions ad-
ministered by the Department of Defense, for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and 
for other purposes, namely: 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 
For acquisition, construction, installation, 

and equipment of temporary or permanent 
public works, military installations, facili-
ties, and real property for the Army as cur-
rently authorized by law, including per-
sonnel in the Army Corps of Engineers and 
other personal services necessary for the 
purposes of this appropriation, and for con-
struction and operation of facilities in sup-
port of the functions of the Commander in 
Chief, $1,067,422,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2004: Provided, That of this 
amount, not to exceed $86,414 shall be avail-
able for study, planning, design, architect 
and engineer services, and host nation sup-
port, as authorized by law, unless the Sec-
retary of Defense determines that additional 
obligations are necessary for such purposes 
and notifies the Committees on Appropria-
tions of both Houses of Congress of his deter-
mination and the reasons therefor. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY 
For acquisition, construction, installation, 

and equipment of temporary or permanent 
public works, naval installations, facilities, 
and real property for the Navy as currently 
authorized by law, including personnel in the 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command and 
other personal services necessary for the 
purposes of this appropriation, $884,883,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2004: 
Provided, That of this amount, not to exceed 
$66,581,000 shall be available for study, plan-
ning, design, architect and engineer services, 
as authorized by law, unless the Secretary of 
Defense determines that additional obliga-
tions are necessary for such purposes and no-
tifies the Committees on Appropriations of 
both Houses of Congress of his determination 
and the reasons therefor. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE 

For acquisition, construction, installation, 
and equipment of temporary or permanent 
public works, military installations, facili-
ties, and real property for the Air Force as 
currently authorized by law, $783,710,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2004: 
Provided, That of this amount, not to exceed 

$32,764,000 shall be available for study, plan-
ning, design, architect and engineer services, 
as authorized by law, unless the Secretary of 
Defense determines that additional obliga-
tions are necessary for such purposes and no-
tifies the Committees on Appropriations of 
both Houses of Congress of his determination 
and the reasons therefor. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, DEFENSE-WIDE 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For acquisition, construction, installation, 
and equipment of temporary or permanent 
public works, installations, facilities, and 
real property for activities and agencies of 
the Department of Defense (other than the 
military departments), as currently author-
ized by law, $770,690,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2004: Provided, That such 
amounts of this appropriation as may be de-
termined by the Secretary of Defense may be 
transferred to such appropriations of the De-
partment of Defense available for military 
construction or family housing as he may 
designate, to be merged with and to be avail-
able for the same purposes, and for the same 
time period, as the appropriation or fund to 
which transferred: Provided further, That of 
the amount appropriated, not to exceed 
$38,664,000 shall be available for study, plan-
ning, design, architect and engineer services, 
as authorized by law, unless the Secretary of 
Defense determines that additional obliga-
tions are necessary for such purposes and no-
tifies the Committees on Appropriations of 
both Houses of Congress of his determination 
and the reasons therefor. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL 
GUARD 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, 
rehabilitation, and conversion of facilities 
for the training and administration of the 
Army National Guard, and contributions 
therefor, as authorized by chapter 1803 of 
title 10, United States Code, and Military 
Construction Authorization Acts, 
$226,734,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2004. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR NATIONAL 
GUARD 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, 
rehabilitation, and conversion of facilities 
for the training and administration of the 
Air National Guard, and contributions there-
for, as authorized by chapter 1803 of title 10, 
United States Code, and Military Construc-
tion Authorization Acts, $238,545,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2004. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY RESERVE 
For construction, acquisition, expansion, 

rehabilitation, and conversion of facilities 
for the training and administration of the 
Army Reserve as authorized by chapter 1803 
of title 10, United States Code, and Military 
Construction Authorization Acts, 
$105,817,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2004. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVAL RESERVE 
For construction, acquisition, expansion, 

rehabilitation, and conversion of facilities 
for the training and administration of the re-
serve components of the Navy and Marine 
Corps as authorized by chapter 1803 of title 
10, United States Code, and Military Con-
struction Authorization Acts, $31,475,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2004. 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE RESERVE 

For construction, acquisition, expansion, 
rehabilitation, and conversion of facilities 
for the training and administration of the 
Air Force Reserve as authorized by chapter 
1803 of title 10, United States Code, and Mili-
tary Construction Authorization Acts, 
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$35,864,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2004. 

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION 
SECURITY INVESTMENT PROGRAM 

For the United States share of the cost of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization Se-
curity Investment Program for the acquisi-
tion and construction of military facilities 
and installations (including international 
military headquarters) and for related ex-
penses for the collective defense of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Area as authorized in Mili-
tary Construction Authorization Acts and 
section 2806 of title 10, United States Code, 
$100,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended. 

FAMILY HOUSING, ARMY 
For expenses of family housing for the 

Army for construction, including acquisi-
tion, replacement, addition, expansion, ex-
tension and alteration and for operation and 
maintenance, including debt payment, leas-
ing, minor construction, principal and inter-
est charges, and insurance premiums, as au-
thorized by law, as follows: for Construction, 
$60,900,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2004; for Operation and Mainte-
nance, and for debt payment, $1,098,080,000; in 
all $1,158,980,000. 

FAMILY HOUSING, NAVY AND MARINE CORPS 
For expenses of family housing for the 

Navy and Marine Corps for construction, in-
cluding acquisition, replacement, addition, 
expansion, extension and alteration and for 
operation and maintenance, including debt 
payment, leasing, minor construction, prin-
cipal and interest charges, and insurance 
premiums, as authorized by law, as follows: 
for Construction, $298,354,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2004; for Oper-
ation and Maintenance, and for debt pay-
ment, $895,070,000; in all $1,193,424,000. 

FAMILY HOUSING, AIR FORCE 
For expenses of family housing for the Air 

Force for construction, including acquisi-
tion, replacement, addition, expansion, ex-
tension and alteration and for operation and 
maintenance, including debt payment, leas-
ing, minor construction, principal and inter-
est charges, and insurance premiums, as au-
thorized by law, as follows: for Construction, 
$335,034,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2004; for Operation and Mainte-
nance, and for debt payment, $821,892,000; in 
all $1,156,926,000. 

FAMILY HOUSING, DEFENSE-WIDE 
For expenses of family housing for the ac-

tivities and agencies of the Department of 
Defense (other than the military depart-
ments) for construction, including acquisi-
tion, replacement, addition, expansion, ex-
tension and alteration, and for operation and 
maintenance, leasing, and minor construc-
tion, as authorized by law, as follows: for 
Construction, $50,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2004; for Operation and 
Maintenance, $41,440,000; in all $41,490,000. 
FAMILY HOUSING REVITALIZATION TRANSFER 

FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUND) 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, for expenses related to improvements to 
existing family housing; $25,000,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, 
That the Secretary of Defense may transfer 
these funds only to family housing accounts, 
within this title: Provided further, That the 
funds transferred shall be merged with and 
shall be available for the same purposes and 
for the same period, as the appropriation to 
which transferred: Provided further, That the 

funds shall not be transferred to the Depart-
ment of Defense Family Housing Improve-
ment Fund. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE FAMILY HOUSING 
IMPROVEMENT FUND 

For the Department of Defense Family 
Housing Improvement Fund, $25,000,000, to 
remain available until expended, as the sole 
source of funds for planning, administrative, 
and oversight costs incurred by the Housing 
Revitalization Support Office relating to 
military family housing initiatives under-
taken pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2883, pertaining 
to alternative means of acquiring and im-
proving military family housing and sup-
porting facilities. 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE ACCOUNT, 
PART IV 

For deposit into the Department of De-
fense Base Closure Account 1990 established 
by section 2906(a)(1) of the Department of De-
fense Authorization Act, 1991 (Public Law 
101–510), $705,911,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That not more than 
$426,036,000 of the funds appropriated herein 
shall be available solely for environmental 
restoration, unless the Secretary of Defense 
determines that additional obligations are 
necessary for such purposes and notifies the 
Committees on Appropriations of both 
Houses of Congress of his determination and 
the reasons therefor. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 101. None of the funds appropriated in 

Military Construction Appropriations Acts 
shall be expended for payments under a cost- 
plus-a-fixed-fee contract for construction, 
where cost estimates exceed $25,000, to be 
performed within the United States, except 
Alaska, without the specific approval in 
writing of the Secretary of Defense setting 
forth the reasons therefor. 

SEC. 102. Funds appropriated to the Depart-
ment of Defense for construction shall be 
available for hire of passenger motor vehi-
cles. 

SEC. 103. Funds appropriated to the Depart-
ment of Defense for construction may be 
used for advances to the Federal Highway 
Administration, Department of Transpor-
tation, for the construction of access roads 
as authorized by section 210 of title 23, 
United States Code, when projects author-
ized therein are certified as important to the 
national defense by the Secretary of Defense. 

SEC. 104. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act may be used to begin construction 
of new bases inside the continental United 
States for which specific appropriations have 
not been made. 

SEC. 105. No part of the funds provided in 
Military Construction Appropriations Acts 
shall be used for purchase of land or land 
easements in excess of 100 percent of the 
value as determined by the Army Corps of 
Engineers or the Naval Facilities Engineer-
ing Command, except: (1) where there is a de-
termination of value by a Federal court; (2) 
purchases negotiated by the Attorney Gen-
eral or his designee; (3) where the estimated 
value is less than $25,000; or (4) as otherwise 
determined by the Secretary of Defense to be 
in the public interest. 

SEC. 106. None of the funds appropriated in 
Military Construction Appropriations Acts 
shall be used to: (1) acquire land; (2) provide 
for site preparation; or (3) install utilities for 
any family housing, except housing for 
which funds have been made available in an-
nual Military Construction Appropriations 
Acts. 

SEC. 107. None of the funds appropriated in 
Military Construction Appropriations Acts 

for minor construction may be used to trans-
fer or relocate any activity from one base or 
installation to another, without prior notifi-
cation to the Committees on Appropriations. 

SEC. 108. No part of the funds appropriated 
in Military Construction Appropriations 
Acts may be used for the procurement of 
steel for any construction project or activity 
for which American steel producers, fabrica-
tors, and manufacturers have been denied 
the opportunity to compete for such steel 
procurement. 

SEC. 109. None of the funds available to the 
Department of Defense for military con-
struction or family housing during the cur-
rent fiscal year may be used to pay real 
property taxes in any foreign nation. 

SEC. 110. None of the funds appropriated in 
Military Construction Appropriations Acts 
may be used to initiate a new installation 
overseas without prior notification to the 
Committees on Appropriations. 

SEC. 111. None of the funds appropriated in 
Military Construction Appropriations Acts 
may be obligated for architect and engineer 
contracts estimated by the Government to 
exceed $500,000 for projects to be accom-
plished in Japan, in any NATO member 
country, or in countries bordering the Ara-
bian Gulf, unless such contracts are awarded 
to United States firms or United States 
firms in joint venture with host nation 
firms. 

SEC. 112. None of the funds appropriated in 
Military Construction Appropriations Acts 
for military construction in the United 
States territories and possessions in the Pa-
cific and on Kwajalein Atoll, or in countries 
bordering the Arabian Gulf, may be used to 
award any contract estimated by the Gov-
ernment to exceed $1,000,000 to a foreign con-
tractor: Provided, That this section shall not 
be applicable to contract awards for which 
the lowest responsive and responsible bid of 
a United States contractor exceeds the low-
est responsive and responsible bid of a for-
eign contractor by greater than 20 percent: 
Provided further, That this section shall not 
apply to contract awards for military con-
struction on Kwajalein Atoll for which the 
lowest responsive and responsible bid is sub-
mitted by a Marshallese contractor. 

SEC. 113. The Secretary of Defense is to in-
form the appropriate committees of Con-
gress, including the Committees on Appro-
priations, of the plans and scope of any pro-
posed military exercise involving United 
States personnel 30 days prior to its occur-
ring, if amounts expended for construction, 
either temporary or permanent, are antici-
pated to exceed $100,000. 

SEC. 114. Not more than 20 percent of the 
appropriations in Military Construction Ap-
propriations Acts which are limited for obli-
gation during the current fiscal year shall be 
obligated during the last 2 months of the fis-
cal year. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 115. Funds appropriated to the Depart-

ment of Defense for construction in prior 
years shall be available for construction au-
thorized for each such military department 
by the authorizations enacted into law dur-
ing the current session of Congress. 

SEC. 116. For military construction or fam-
ily housing projects that are being com-
pleted with funds otherwise expired or lapsed 
for obligation, expired or lapsed funds may 
be used to pay the cost of associated super-
vision, inspection, overhead, engineering and 
design on those projects and on subsequent 
claims, if any. 

SEC. 117. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, any funds appropriated to a mili-
tary department or defense agency for the 
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construction of military projects may be ob-
ligated for a military construction project or 
contract, or for any portion of such a project 
or contract, at any time before the end of 
the fourth fiscal year after the fiscal year for 
which funds for such project were appro-
priated if the funds obligated for such 
project: (1) are obligated from funds avail-
able for military construction projects; and 
(2) do not exceed the amount appropriated 
for such project, plus any amount by which 
the cost of such project is increased pursuant 
to law. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 118. During the 5-year period after ap-

propriations available to the Department of 
Defense for military construction and family 
housing operation and maintenance and con-
struction have expired for obligation, upon a 
determination that such appropriations will 
not be necessary for the liquidation of obli-
gations or for making authorized adjust-
ments to such appropriations for obligations 
incurred during the period of availability of 
such appropriations, unobligated balances of 
such appropriations may be transferred into 
the appropriation ‘‘Foreign Currency Fluc-
tuations, Construction, Defense’’ to be 
merged with and to be available for the same 
time period and for the same purposes as the 
appropriation to which transferred. 

SEC. 119. The Secretary of Defense is to 
provide the Committees on Appropriations of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
with an annual report by February 15, con-
taining details of the specific actions pro-
posed to be taken by the Department of De-
fense during the current fiscal year to en-
courage other member nations of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization, Japan, Korea, 
and United States allies bordering the Ara-
bian Gulf to assume a greater share of the 
common defense burden of such nations and 
the United States. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 120. During the current fiscal year, in 

addition to any other transfer authority 
available to the Department of Defense, pro-
ceeds deposited to the Department of De-
fense Base Closure Account established by 
section 207(a)(1) of the Defense Authorization 
Amendments and Base Closure and Realign-
ment Act (Public Law 100–526) pursuant to 
section 207(a)(2)(C) of such Act, may be 
transferred to the account established by 
section 2906(a)(1) of the Department of De-
fense Authorization Act, 1991, to be merged 
with, and to be available for the same pur-
poses and the same time period as that ac-
count. 

SEC. 121. None of the funds appropriated or 
made available by this Act may be obligated 
for Partnership for Peace Programs or to 
provide support for non-NATO countries. 

SEC. 122. (a) Not later than 60 days before 
issuing any solicitation for a contract with 
the private sector for military family hous-
ing the Secretary of the military department 
concerned shall submit to the congressional 
defense committees the notice described in 
subsection (b). 

(b)(1) A notice referred to in subsection (a) 
is a notice of any guarantee (including the 
making of mortgage or rental payments) 
proposed to be made by the Secretary to the 
private party under the contract involved in 
the event of— 

(A) the closure or realignment of the in-
stallation for which housing is provided 
under the contract; 

(B) a reduction in force of units stationed 
at such installation; or 

(C) the extended deployment overseas of 
units stationed at such installation. 

(2) Each notice under this subsection shall 
specify the nature of the guarantee involved 
and assess the extent and likelihood, if any, 
of the liability of the Federal Government 
with respect to the guarantee. 

(c) In this section, the term ‘‘congressional 
defense committees’’ means the following: 

(1) The Committee on Armed Services and 
the Military Construction Subcommittee, 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate. 

(2) The Committee on Armed Services and 
the Military Construction Subcommittee, 
Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives. 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
SEC. 123. During the current fiscal year, in 

addition to any other transfer authority 
available to the Department of Defense, 
amounts may be transferred from the ac-
count established by section 2906(a)(1) of the 
Department of Defense Authorization Act, 
1991, to the fund established by section 
1013(d) of the Demonstration Cities and Met-
ropolitan Development Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 
3374) to pay for expenses associated with the 
Homeowners Assistance Program. Any 
amounts transferred shall be merged with 
and be available for the same purposes and 
for the same time period as the fund to 
which transferred. 

SEC. 124. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act or any other Acts may be used for 
repair and maintenance of any flag and gen-
eral officer quarters in excess of $25,000 with-
out prior notification 30 calendar days in ad-
vance to the congressional defense commit-
tees. 

SEC. 125. With the exception of budget au-
thority for ‘‘North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion Security Investment Program’’, ‘‘Fam-
ily Housing, Army’’ for operation and main-
tenance, ‘‘Family Housing, Navy and Marine 
Corps’’ for operation and maintenance, 
‘‘Family Housing, Air Force’’ for operation 
and maintenance and ‘‘Family Housing, De-
fense-Wide’’ for operation and maintenance, 
each amount of budget authority for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2000, provided 
in this Act, is hereby reduced by five per cen-
tum: Provided, That such reduction shall be 
applied ratably to each account, program, 
activity, and project provided for in this Act. 

SEC. 126. Not later than April 30, 2000, the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit to the con-
gressional defense committees a report ex-
amining the adequacy of special education 
facilities and services available to the de-
pendent children of uniformed personnel sta-
tioned in the United States. The report shall 
identify the following: 

(1) The schools on military installations in 
the United States that are operated by the 
Department of Defense, other entities of the 
Federal government, or local school dis-
tricts. 

(2) School districts in the United States 
that have experienced an increase in enroll-
ment of 20 percent or more in the past five 
years resulting from base realignments or 
consolidations. 

(3) The impact of increased special edu-
cation requirements on student populations, 
student-teacher ratios, and financial require-
ments in school districts supporting installa-
tions designated by the military depart-
ments as compassionate assignment posts. 

(4) The adequacy of special education serv-
ices and facilities for dependent children of 
uniformed personnel within the United 
States, particularly at compassionate as-
signment posts. 

(5) Corrective measures that are needed to 
adequately support the special education 
needs of military families, including such 

improvements as the renovation of existing 
schools or the construction of new schools. 

(6) An estimate of the cost of needed im-
provements, and a recommended source of 
funding within the Department of Defense. 

SEC. 127. The first proviso under the head-
ing ‘‘MILITARY CONSTRUCTION TRANS-
FER FUND’’ in chapter 6 of title II of the 
1999 Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tions Act (Public Law 106–31) is amended by 
inserting ‘‘and to the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization Security Investment Program 
as provided in section 2806 of title 10, United 
States Code’’ after ‘‘to military construction 
accounts’’. 

SEC. 128. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, no funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act may be 
used to carry out conveyance of land at the 
former Fort Sheridan, Illinois, unless such 
conveyance is consistent with a regional 
agreement among the communities and ju-
risdictions in the vicinity of Fort Sheridan 
and in accordance with section 2862 of the 
1996 Defense Authorization Act (division B of 
Public Law 104–106; 110 Stat. 573). 

(b) The land referred to in paragraph (a) is 
a parcel of real property, including any im-
provements thereon, located at the former 
Fort Sheridan, Illinois, consisting of ap-
proximately 14 acres, and known as the 
northern Army Reserve enclave area, that is 
covered by the authority in section 2862 of 
the 1996 Defense Authorization Act and has 
not been conveyed pursuant to that author-
ity as to the date of enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 129. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, no funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act or any 
other Act may be obligated or expended for 
any purpose relating to the construction at 
Bluegrass Army Depot, Kentucky, of any fa-
cility employing a specific technology for 
the demilitarization of assembled chemical 
munitions until the date on which the Sec-
retary of Defense submits to the Committees 
on Appropriations of the Senate and House 
of Representatives a report on the results of 
the completed demonstration of the six al-
ternatives to baseline incineration for the 
destruction of chemical agents and muni-
tions as identified by the Program Evalua-
tion Team of the Assembled Chemical Weap-
ons Assessment program. 

(b) In order to provide funding for the com-
pletion of the demonstration of alternatives 
referred to in subsection (a), the Secretary 
shall utilize the authority in section 8127 of 
the Department of Defense Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–262; 112 Stat. 2333) 
in accordance with the provisions of that 
section. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Military 
Construction Appropriations Act, 2000’’. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

f 

WORK INCENTIVES IMPROVEMENT 
ACT OF 1999 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to vote on S. 331, which the 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

A bill (S. 331) to amend the Social Security 
Act to expand the availability of health care 
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coverage for working individuals with dis-
abilities, to establish a Ticket to Work and 
Self-Sufficiency Program in the Social Secu-
rity Administration to provide such individ-
uals with meaningful opportunities to work, 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) is nec-
essarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) would vote ‘‘aye.’’ 

The result was announced—yeas 99, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 169 Leg.] 
YEAS—99 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Harkin 

The bill (S. 331), as amended, was 
passed, as follows: 

S. 331 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Work Incentives Improvement Act of 
1999’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings and purposes. 
TITLE I—EXPANDED AVAILABILITY OF 

HEALTH CARE SERVICES 
Sec. 101. Expanding State options under the 

medicaid program for workers 
with disabilities. 

Sec. 102. Continuation of medicare coverage 
for working individuals with 
disabilities. 

Sec. 103. Grants to develop and establish 
State infrastructures to sup-
port working individuals with 
disabilities. 

Sec. 104. Demonstration of coverage under 
the medicaid program of work-
ers with potentially severe dis-
abilities. 

Sec. 105. Election by disabled beneficiaries 
to suspend medigap insurance 
when covered under a group 
health plan. 

TITLE II—TICKET TO WORK AND SELF- 
SUFFICIENCY AND RELATED PROVI-
SIONS 

Subtitle A—Ticket to Work and Self- 
Sufficiency 

Sec. 201. Establishment of the Ticket to 
Work and Self-Sufficiency Pro-
gram. 

Subtitle B—Elimination of Work 
Disincentives 

Sec. 211. Work activity standard as a basis 
for review of an individual’s 
disabled status. 

Sec. 212. Expedited reinstatement of dis-
ability benefits. 

Subtitle C—Work Incentives Planning, 
Assistance, and Outreach 

Sec. 221. Work incentives outreach program. 
Sec. 222. State grants for work incentives 

assistance to disabled bene-
ficiaries. 

TITLE III—DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 
AND STUDIES 

Sec. 301. Permanent extension of disability 
insurance program demonstra-
tion project authority. 

Sec. 302. Demonstration projects providing 
for reductions in disability in-
surance benefits based on earn-
ings. 

Sec. 303. Studies and reports. 
TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS AND 

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 
Sec. 401. Technical amendments relating to 

drug addicts and alcoholics. 
Sec. 402. Treatment of prisoners. 
Sec. 403. Revocation by members of the cler-

gy of exemption from Social Se-
curity coverage. 

Sec. 404. Additional technical amendment 
relating to cooperative research 
or demonstration projects 
under titles II and XVI. 

Sec. 405. Authorization for State to permit 
annual wage reports. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) Health care is important to all Ameri-

cans. 
(2) Health care is particularly important to 

individuals with disabilities and special 
health care needs who often cannot afford 
the insurance available to them through the 
private market, are uninsurable by the plans 
available in the private sector, and are at 
great risk of incurring very high and eco-
nomically devastating health care costs. 

(3) Americans with significant disabilities 
often are unable to obtain health care insur-
ance that provides coverage of the services 
and supports that enable them to live inde-
pendently and enter or rejoin the workforce. 
Personal assistance services (such as attend-
ant services, personal assistance with trans-
portation to and from work, reader services, 
job coaches, and related assistance) remove 
many of the barriers between significant dis-
ability and work. Coverage for such services, 
as well as for prescription drugs, durable 
medical equipment, and basic health care are 
powerful and proven tools for individuals 
with significant disabilities to obtain and re-
tain employment. 

(4) For individuals with disabilities, the 
fear of losing health care and related serv-
ices is one of the greatest barriers keeping 
the individuals from maximizing their em-
ployment, earning potential, and independ-
ence. 

(5) Individuals with disabilities who are 
beneficiaries under title II or XVI of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq., 1381 
et seq.) risk losing medicare or medicaid cov-
erage that is linked to their cash benefits, a 
risk that is an equal, or greater, work dis-
incentive than the loss of cash benefits asso-
ciated with working. 

(6) Currently, less than 1⁄2 of 1 percent of 
social security disability insurance and sup-
plemental security income beneficiaries 
cease to receive benefits as a result of em-
ployment. 

(7) Beneficiaries have cited the lack of ade-
quate employment training and placement 
services as an additional barrier to employ-
ment. 

(8) If an additional 1⁄2 of 1 percent of the 
current social security disability insurance 
(DI) and supplemental security income (SSI) 
recipients were to cease receiving benefits as 
a result of employment, the savings to the 
Social Security Trust Funds in cash assist-
ance would total $3,500,000,000 over the 
worklife of the individuals. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are as follows: 

(1) To provide health care and employment 
preparation and placement services to indi-
viduals with disabilities that will enable 
those individuals to reduce their dependency 
on cash benefit programs. 

(2) To encourage States to adopt the option 
of allowing individuals with disabilities to 
purchase medicaid coverage that is nec-
essary to enable such individuals to main-
tain employment. 

(3) To provide individuals with disabilities 
the option of maintaining medicare coverage 
while working. 

(4) To establish a return to work ticket 
program that will allow individuals with dis-
abilities to seek the services necessary to ob-
tain and retain employment and reduce their 
dependency on cash benefit programs. 

TITLE I—EXPANDED AVAILABILITY OF 
HEALTH CARE SERVICES 

SEC. 101. EXPANDING STATE OPTIONS UNDER 
THE MEDICAID PROGRAM FOR 
WORKERS WITH DISABILITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) STATE OPTION TO ELIMINATE INCOME, AS-

SETS, AND RESOURCE LIMITATIONS FOR WORK-
ERS WITH DISABILITIES BUYING INTO MED-
ICAID.—Section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)) is 
amended— 

(A) in subclause (XIII), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(B) in subclause (XIV), by adding ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(XV) who, but for earnings in excess of 

the limit established under section 
1905(q)(2)(B), would be considered to be re-
ceiving supplemental security income, who 
is at least 16, but less than 65, years of age, 
and whose assets, resources, and earned or 
unearned income (or both) do not exceed 
such limitations (if any) as the State may 
establish;’’. 

(2) STATE OPTION TO PROVIDE OPPORTUNITY 
FOR EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS WITH A MEDICALLY 
IMPROVED DISABILITY TO BUY INTO MEDICAID.— 

(A) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 1902(a)(10) (A)(ii) 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)), as amended by paragraph 
(1), is amended— 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:19 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S16JN9.001 S16JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE12976 June 16, 1999 
(i) in subclause (XIV), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 

the end; 
(ii) in subclause (XV), by adding ‘‘or’’ at 

the end; and 
(iii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(XVI) who are employed individuals with 

a medically improved disability described in 
section 1905(v)(1) and whose assets, re-
sources, and earned or unearned income (or 
both) do not exceed such limitations (if any) 
as the State may establish, but only if the 
State provides medical assistance to individ-
uals described in subclause (XV);’’. 

(B) DEFINITION OF EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS 
WITH A MEDICALLY IMPROVED DISABILITY.— 
Section 1905 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1396d) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(v)(1) The term ‘employed individual with 
a medically improved disability’ means an 
individual who— 

‘‘(A) is at least 16, but less than 65, years 
of age; 

‘‘(B) is employed (as defined in paragraph 
(2)); 

‘‘(C) ceases to be eligible for medical as-
sistance under section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV) 
because the individual, by reason of medical 
improvement, is determined at the time of a 
regularly scheduled continuing disability re-
view to no longer be eligible for benefits 
under section 223(d) or 1614(a)(3); and 

‘‘(D) continues to have a severe medically 
determinable impairment, as determined 
under regulations of the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), an indi-
vidual is considered to be ‘employed’ if the 
individual— 

‘‘(A) is earning at least the applicable min-
imum wage requirement under section 6 of 
the Fair Labor Standards Act (29 U.S.C. 206) 
and working at least 40 hours per month; or 

‘‘(B) is engaged in a work effort that meets 
substantial and reasonable threshold criteria 
for hours of work, wages, or other measures, 
as defined by the State and approved by the 
Secretary.’’. 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1905(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d(a)) is 
amended in the matter preceding paragraph 
(1)— 

(i) in clause (x), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(ii) in clause (xi), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; and 

(iii) by inserting after clause (xi), the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(xii) employed individuals with a medi-
cally improved disability (as defined in sub-
section (v)),’’. 

(3) STATE AUTHORITY TO IMPOSE INCOME-RE-
LATED PREMIUMS AND COST-SHARING.—Section 
1916 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396o) is amend-
ed— 

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘The 
State plan’’ and inserting ‘‘Subject to sub-
section (g), the State plan’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(g) With respect to individuals provided 

medical assistance only under subclause 
(XV) or (XVI) of section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)— 

‘‘(1) a State may (in a uniform manner for 
individuals described in either such sub-
clause)— 

‘‘(A) require such individuals to pay pre-
miums or other cost-sharing charges set on a 
sliding scale based on income that the State 
may determine; and 

‘‘(B) require payment of 100 percent of such 
premiums for such year in the case of such 
an individual who has income for a year that 
exceeds 250 percent of the income official 
poverty line (referred to in subsection (c)(1)) 
applicable to a family of the size involved, 

except that in the case of such an individual 
who has income for a year that does not ex-
ceed 450 percent of such poverty line, such 
requirement may only apply to the extent 
such premiums do not exceed 7.5 percent of 
such income; and 

‘‘(2) such State shall require payment of 
100 percent of such premiums for a year by 
such an individual whose adjusted gross in-
come (as defined in section 62 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986) for such year exceeds 
$75,000, except that a State may choose to 
subsidize such premiums by using State 
funds which may not be federally matched 
under this title. 
In the case of any calendar year beginning 
after 2000, the dollar amount specified in 
paragraph (2) shall be increased in accord-
ance with the provisions of section 
215(i)(2)(A)(ii).’’. 

(4) PROHIBITION AGAINST SUPPLANTATION OF 
STATE FUNDS AND STATE FAILURE TO MAINTAIN 
EFFORT.—Section 1903(i) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1396b(i)) is amended— 

(A) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (18) and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(B) by inserting after such paragraph the 
following: 

‘‘(19) with respect to amounts expended for 
medical assistance provided to an individual 
described in subclause (XV) or (XVI) of sec-
tion 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii) for a fiscal year unless 
the State demonstrates to the satisfaction of 
the Secretary that the level of State funds 
expended for such fiscal year for programs to 
enable working individuals with disabilities 
to work (other than for such medical assist-
ance) is not less than the level expended for 
such programs during the most recent State 
fiscal year ending before the date of enact-
ment of this paragraph.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 1903(f)(4) of the Social Security 

Act (42 U.S.C. 1396b(f)(4) is amended in the 
matter preceding subparagraph (A) by insert-
ing ‘‘1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV), 
1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XVI)’’ after 
‘‘1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(X),’’. 

(2) Section 1903(f)(4) of such Act, as amend-
ed by paragraph (1), is amended by inserting 
‘‘1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XIII),’’ before 
‘‘1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV)’’. 

(c) GAO REPORT.—Not later than 3 years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit a report to Congress regarding 
the amendments made by this section that 
examines— 

(1) the extent to which higher health care 
costs for individuals with disabilities at 
higher income levels deter employment or 
progress in employment; 

(2) whether such individuals have health 
insurance coverage or could benefit from the 
State option established under such amend-
ments to provide a medicaid buy-in; and 

(3) how the States are exercising such op-
tion, including— 

(A) how such States are exercising the 
flexibility afforded them with regard to in-
come disregards; 

(B) what income and premium levels have 
been set; 

(C) the degree to which States are sub-
sidizing premiums above the dollar amount 
specified in section 1916(g)(2) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396o(g)(2)); and 

(D) the extent to which there exists any 
crowd-out effect. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section apply to medical assistance for items 
and services furnished on or after October 1, 
1999. 

(2) RETROACTIVITY OF CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The amendment made by subsection 
(b)(2) takes effect as if included in the enact-
ment of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997. 
SEC. 102. CONTINUATION OF MEDICARE COV-

ERAGE FOR WORKING INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DISABILITIES. 

(a) CONTINUATION OF COVERAGE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 226 of the Social 

Security Act (42 U.S.C. 426) is amended— 
(A) in the third sentence of subsection (b), 

by inserting ‘‘, except as provided in sub-
section (j)’’ after ‘‘but not in excess of 24 
such months’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(j) The 24-month limitation on deemed 

entitlement under the third sentence of sub-
section (b) shall not apply— 

‘‘(1) for months occurring during the 6-year 
period beginning with the first month that 
begins after the date of enactment of this 
subsection; and 

‘‘(2) for subsequent months, in the case of 
an individual who was entitled to benefits 
under subsection (b) as of the last month of 
such 6-year period and would continue (but 
for such 24-month limitation) to be so enti-
tled.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1818A(a)(2)(C) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395i–2a(a)(2)(C)) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘solely’’; and 
(B) by inserting ‘‘or the expiration of the 

last month of the 6-year period described in 
section 226(j)’’ before the semicolon. 

(b) GAO REPORT.—Not later than 4 years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit a report to Congress that— 

(1) examines the effectiveness and cost of 
subsection (j) of section 226 of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 426); 

(2) examines the necessity and effective-
ness of providing the continuation of medi-
care coverage under that subsection to indi-
viduals whose annual income exceeds the 
contribution and benefit base (as determined 
under section 230 of the Social Security Act); 

(3) examines the viability of providing the 
continuation of medicare coverage under 
that subsection based on a sliding scale pre-
mium for individuals whose annual income 
exceeds such contribution and benefit base; 

(4) examines the interrelation between the 
use of the continuation of medicare coverage 
under that subsection and the use of private 
health insurance coverage by individuals 
during the 6-year period; and 

(5) recommends whether that subsection 
should continue to be applied beyond the 6- 
year period described in the subsection. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) apply to months be-
ginning with the first month that begins 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(d) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS.— 
An individual enrolled under section 1818A of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395i–2a) 
shall be treated with respect to premium 
payment obligations under such section as 
though the individual had continued to be 
entitled to benefits under section 226(b) of 
such Act for— 

(1) months described in section 226(j)(1) of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 426(j)(1)) (as added by sub-
section (a)); and 

(2) subsequent months, in the case of an in-
dividual who was so enrolled as of the last 
month described in section 226(j)(2) of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 426(j)(2)) (as so added). 
SEC. 103. GRANTS TO DEVELOP AND ESTABLISH 

STATE INFRASTRUCTURES TO SUP-
PORT WORKING INDIVIDUALS WITH 
DISABILITIES. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services (in this section referred 
to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall award grants de-
scribed in subsection (b) to States to support 
the design, establishment, and operation of 
State infrastructures that provide items and 
services to support working individuals with 
disabilities. 

(2) APPLICATION.—In order to be eligible for 
an award of a grant under this section, a 
State shall submit an application to the Sec-
retary at such time, in such manner, and 
containing such information as the Sec-
retary shall require. 

(3) DEFINITION OF STATE.—In this section, 
the term ‘‘State’’ means each of the 50 
States, the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, Guam, the United States Virgin Is-
lands, American Samoa, and the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. 

(b) GRANTS FOR INFRASTRUCTURE AND OUT-
REACH.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Out of the funds appro-
priated under subsection (e), the Secretary 
shall award grants to States to— 

(A) support the establishment, implemen-
tation, and operation of the State infrastruc-
tures described in subsection (a); and 

(B) conduct outreach campaigns regarding 
the existence of such infrastructures. 

(2) ELIGIBILITY FOR GRANTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—No State may receive a 

grant under this subsection unless the 
State— 

(i) has an approved amendment to the 
State plan under title XIX of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.) that pro-
vides medical assistance under such plan to 
individuals described in section 
1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV)); and 

(ii) demonstrates to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary that the State makes personal as-
sistance services available under the State 
plan under title XIX of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.) to the extent nec-
essary to enable individuals described in 
clause (i) to remain employed (as determined 
under section 1905(v)(2) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d(v)(2))). 

(B) DEFINITION OF PERSONAL ASSISTANCE 
SERVICES.—In this paragraph, the term ‘‘per-
sonal assistance services’’ means a range of 
services, provided by 1 or more persons, de-
signed to assist an individual with a dis-
ability to perform daily activities on and off 
the job that the individual would typically 
perform if the individual did not have a dis-
ability. Such services shall be designed to in-
crease the individual’s control in life and 
ability to perform everyday activities on or 
off the job. 

(3) DETERMINATION OF AWARDS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(B), the Secretary shall determine a formula 
for awarding grants to States under this sec-
tion that provides special consideration to 
States that provide medical assistance under 
title XIX of the Social Security Act to indi-
viduals described in section 
1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XVI) of that Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XVI)). 

(B) AWARD LIMITS.— 
(i) MINIMUM AWARDS.— 
(I) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subclause (II), 

no State with an approved application under 
this section shall receive a grant for a fiscal 
year that is less than $500,000. 

(II) PRO RATA REDUCTIONS.—If the funds ap-
propriated under subsection (e) for a fiscal 
year are not sufficient to pay each State 
with an application approved under this sec-
tion the minimum amount described in sub-
clause (I), the Secretary shall pay each such 

State an amount equal to the pro rata share 
of the amount made available. 

(ii) MAXIMUM AWARDS.—No State with an 
application that has been approved under 
this section shall receive a grant for a fiscal 
year that exceeds 15 percent of the total ex-
penditures by the State (including the reim-
bursed Federal share of such expenditures) 
for medical assistance for individuals eligi-
ble under subclause (XV) and (XVI) of sec-
tion 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)), as esti-
mated by the State and approved by the Sec-
retary. 

(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.— 
(1) FUNDS AWARDED TO STATES.—Funds 

awarded to a State under a grant made under 
this section for a fiscal year shall remain 
available until expended. 

(2) FUNDS NOT AWARDED TO STATES.—Funds 
not awarded to States in the fiscal year for 
which they are appropriated shall remain 
available in succeeding fiscal years for 
awarding by the Secretary. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—A State that is 
awarded a grant under this section shall sub-
mit an annual report to the Secretary on the 
use of funds provided under the grant. Each 
report shall include the percentage increase 
in the number of title II disability bene-
ficiaries, as defined in section 1148(k)(3) of 
the Social Security Act (as amended by sec-
tion 201) in the State, and title XVI dis-
ability beneficiaries, as defined in section 
1148(k)(4) of the Social Security Act (as so 
amended) in the State who return to work. 

(e) APPROPRIATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Out of any funds in the 

Treasury not otherwise appropriated, there 
is appropriated to make grants under this 
section— 

(A) for fiscal year 2000, $20,000,000; 
(B) for fiscal year 2001, $25,000,000; 
(C) for fiscal year 2002, $30,000,000; 
(D) for fiscal year 2003, $35,000,000; 
(E) for fiscal year 2004, $40,000,000; and 
(F) for each of fiscal years 2005 through 

2010, the amount appropriated for the pre-
ceding fiscal year increased by the percent-
age increase (if any) in the Consumer Price 
Index for All Urban Consumers (United 
States city average) for the preceding fiscal 
year. 

(2) BUDGET AUTHORITY.—This subsection 
constitutes budget authority in advance of 
appropriations Acts and represents the obli-
gation of the Federal Government to provide 
for the payment of the amounts appropriated 
under paragraph (1). 

(f) RECOMMENDATION.—Not later than Octo-
ber 1, 2009, the Secretary, in consultation 
with the Work Incentives Advisory Panel es-
tablished under section 201(f), shall submit a 
recommendation to the Committee on Com-
merce of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Finance of the Senate re-
garding whether the grant program estab-
lished under this section should be continued 
after fiscal year 2010. 
SEC. 104. DEMONSTRATION OF COVERAGE 

UNDER THE MEDICAID PROGRAM OF 
WORKERS WITH POTENTIALLY SE-
VERE DISABILITIES. 

(a) STATE APPLICATION.—A State may 
apply to the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services (in this section referred to as the 
‘‘Secretary’’) for approval of a demonstra-
tion project (in this section referred to as a 
‘‘demonstration project’’) under which up to 
a specified maximum number of individuals 
who are workers with a potentially severe 
disability (as defined in subsection (b)(1)) are 
provided medical assistance equal to that 
provided under section 1905(a) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d(a)) to individ-

uals described in section 
1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV) of that Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV)). 

(b) WORKER WITH A POTENTIALLY SEVERE 
DISABILITY DEFINED.—For purposes of this 
section— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘worker with a 
potentially severe disability’’ means, with 
respect to a demonstration project, an indi-
vidual who— 

(A) is at least 16, but less than 65, years of 
age; 

(B) has a specific physical or mental im-
pairment that, as defined by the State under 
the demonstration project, is reasonably ex-
pected, but for the receipt of items and serv-
ices described in section 1905(a) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d(a)), to become 
blind or disabled (as defined under section 
1614(a) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1382c(a))); and 

(C) is employed (as defined in paragraph 
(2)). 

(2) DEFINITION OF EMPLOYED.—An indi-
vidual is considered to be ‘‘employed’’ if the 
individual— 

(A) is earning at least the applicable min-
imum wage requirement under section 6 of 
the Fair Labor Standards Act (29 U.S.C. 206) 
and working at least 40 hours per month; or 

(B) is engaged in a work effort that meets 
substantial and reasonable threshold criteria 
for hours of work, wages, or other measures, 
as defined under the demonstration project 
and approved by the Secretary. 

(c) APPROVAL OF DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (3), 
the Secretary shall approve applications 
under subsection (a) that meet the require-
ments of paragraph (2) and such additional 
terms and conditions as the Secretary may 
require. The Secretary may waive the re-
quirement of section 1902(a)(1) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(1)) to allow 
for sub-State demonstrations. 

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF DEMONSTRA-
TION PROJECTS.—The Secretary may not ap-
prove a demonstration project under this 
section unless the State provides assurances 
satisfactory to the Secretary that the fol-
lowing conditions are or will be met: 

(A) ELECTION OF OPTIONAL CATEGORY.—The 
State has elected to provide coverage under 
its plan under title XIX of the Social Secu-
rity Act of individuals described in section 
1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV)). 

(B) MAINTENANCE OF STATE EFFORT.—Fed-
eral funds paid to a State pursuant to this 
section must be used to supplement, but not 
supplant, the level of State funds expended 
for workers with potentially severe disabil-
ities under programs in effect for such indi-
viduals at the time the demonstration 
project is approved under this section. 

(C) INDEPENDENT EVALUATION.—The State 
provides for an independent evaluation of the 
project. 

(3) LIMITATIONS ON FEDERAL FUNDING.— 
(A) APPROPRIATION.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Out of any funds in the 

Treasury not otherwise appropriated, there 
is appropriated to carry out this section— 

(I) for fiscal year 2000, $72,000,000; 
(II) for fiscal year 2001, $74,000,000; 
(III) for fiscal year 2002, $78,000,000; and 
(IV) for fiscal year 2003, $81,000,000. 
(ii) BUDGET AUTHORITY.—Clause (i) con-

stitutes budget authority in advance of ap-
propriations Acts and represents the obliga-
tion of the Federal Government to provide 
for the payment of the amounts appropriated 
under clause (i). 
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(B) LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS.—In no case 

may— 
(i) except as provided in clause (ii), the ag-

gregate amount of payments made by the 
Secretary to States under this section ex-
ceed $300,000,000; 

(ii) the aggregate amount of payments 
made by the Secretary to States for adminis-
trative expenses relating to annual reports 
required under subsection (d) exceed 
$5,000,000; or 

(iii) payments be provided by the Sec-
retary for a fiscal year after fiscal year 2005. 

(C) FUNDS ALLOCATED TO STATES.—The Sec-
retary shall allocate funds to States based 
on their applications and the availability of 
funds. Funds allocated to a State under a 
grant made under this section for a fiscal 
year shall remain available until expended. 

(D) FUNDS NOT ALLOCATED TO STATES.— 
Funds not allocated to States in the fiscal 
year for which they are appropriated shall 
remain available in succeeding fiscal years 
for allocation by the Secretary using the al-
location formula established under this sec-
tion. 

(E) PAYMENTS TO STATES.—The Secretary 
shall pay to each State with a demonstration 
project approved under this section, from its 
allocation under subparagraph (C), an 
amount for each quarter equal to the Federal 
medical assistance percentage (as defined in 
section 1905(b) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395d(b)) of expenditures in the quar-
ter for medical assistance provided to work-
ers with a potentially severe disability. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—A State with a dem-
onstration project approved under this sec-
tion shall submit an annual report to the 
Secretary on the use of funds provided under 
the grant. Each report shall include enroll-
ment and financial statistics on— 

(1) the total population of workers with po-
tentially severe disabilities served by the 
demonstration project; and 

(2) each population of such workers with a 
specific physical or mental impairment de-
scribed in subsection (b)(1)(B) served by such 
project. 

(e) RECOMMENDATION.—Not later than Octo-
ber 1, 2002, the Secretary shall submit a rec-
ommendation to the Committee on Com-
merce of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Finance of the Senate re-
garding whether the demonstration project 
established under this section should be con-
tinued after fiscal year 2003. 

(f) STATE DEFINED.—In this section, the 
term ‘‘State’’ has the meaning given such 
term for purposes of title XIX of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.). 
SEC. 105. ELECTION BY DISABLED BENE-

FICIARIES TO SUSPEND MEDIGAP 
INSURANCE WHEN COVERED UNDER 
A GROUP HEALTH PLAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1882(q) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395ss(q)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5)(C), by inserting ‘‘or 
paragraph (6)’’ after ‘‘this paragraph’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(6) Each medicare supplemental policy 
shall provide that benefits and premiums 
under the policy shall be suspended at the re-
quest of the policyholder if the policyholder 
is entitled to benefits under section 226(b) 
and is covered under a group health plan (as 
defined in section 1862(b)(1)(A)(v)). If such 
suspension occurs and if the policyholder or 
certificate holder loses coverage under the 
group health plan, such policy shall be auto-
matically reinstituted (effective as of the 
date of such loss of coverage) under terms 
described in subsection (n)(6)(A)(ii) as of the 

loss of such coverage if the policyholder pro-
vides notice of loss of such coverage within 
90 days after the date of such loss.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) apply with respect to 
requests made after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

TITLE II—TICKET TO WORK AND SELF- 
SUFFICIENCY AND RELATED PROVISIONS 

Subtitle A—Ticket to Work and Self- 
Sufficiency 

SEC. 201. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE TICKET TO 
WORK AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY PRO-
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part A of title XI of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.) is 
amended by adding after section 1147 (as 
added by section 8 of the Noncitizen Benefit 
Clarification and Other Technical Amend-
ments Act of 1998 (Public Law 105–306; 112 
Stat. 2928)) the following: 

‘‘TICKET TO WORK AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY 
PROGRAM 

‘‘SEC. 1148. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Commis-
sioner shall establish a Ticket to Work and 
Self-Sufficiency Program, under which a dis-
abled beneficiary may use a ticket to work 
and self-sufficiency issued by the Commis-
sioner in accordance with this section to ob-
tain employment services, vocational reha-
bilitation services, or other support services 
from an employment network which is of the 
beneficiary’s choice and which is willing to 
provide such services to the beneficiary. 

‘‘(b) TICKET SYSTEM.— 
‘‘(1) DISTRIBUTION OF TICKETS.—The Com-

missioner may issue a ticket to work and 
self-sufficiency to disabled beneficiaries for 
participation in the Program. 

‘‘(2) ASSIGNMENT OF TICKETS.—A disabled 
beneficiary holding a ticket to work and 
self-sufficiency may assign the ticket to any 
employment network of the beneficiary’s 
choice which is serving under the Program 
and is willing to accept the assignment. 

‘‘(3) TICKET TERMS.—A ticket issued under 
paragraph (1) shall consist of a document 
which evidences the Commissioner’s agree-
ment to pay (as provided in paragraph (4)) an 
employment network, which is serving under 
the Program and to which such ticket is as-
signed by the beneficiary, for such employ-
ment services, vocational rehabilitation 
services, and other support services as the 
employment network may provide to the 
beneficiary. 

‘‘(4) PAYMENTS TO EMPLOYMENT NET-
WORKS.—The Commissioner shall pay an em-
ployment network under the Program in ac-
cordance with the outcome payment system 
under subsection (h)(2) or under the out-
come-milestone payment system under sub-
section (h)(3) (whichever is elected pursuant 
to subsection (h)(1)). An employment net-
work may not request or receive compensa-
tion for such services from the beneficiary. 

‘‘(c) STATE PARTICIPATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State agency ad-

ministering or supervising the administra-
tion of the State plan approved under title I 
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 may elect 
to participate in the Program as an employ-
ment network with respect to a disabled ben-
eficiary. If the State agency does elect to 
participate in the Program, the State agency 
also shall elect to be paid under the outcome 
payment system or the outcome-milestone 
payment system in accordance with sub-
section (h)(1). With respect to a disabled ben-
eficiary that the State agency does not elect 
to have participate in the Program, the 
State agency shall be paid for services pro-
vided to that beneficiary under the system 

for payment applicable under section 222(d) 
and subsections (d) and (e) of section 1615. 
The Commissioner shall provide for periodic 
opportunities for exercising such elections 
(and revocations). 

‘‘(2) EFFECT OF PARTICIPATION BY STATE 
AGENCY.— 

‘‘(A) STATE AGENCIES PARTICIPATING.—In 
any case in which a State agency described 
in paragraph (1) elects under that paragraph 
to participate in the Program, the employ-
ment services, vocational rehabilitation 
services, and other support services which, 
upon assignment of tickets to work and self- 
sufficiency, are provided to disabled bene-
ficiaries by the State agency acting as an 
employment network shall be governed by 
plans for vocational rehabilitation services 
approved under title I of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973. 

‘‘(B) STATE AGENCIES ADMINISTERING MA-
TERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH SERVICES PRO-
GRAMS.—Subparagraph (A) shall not apply 
with respect to any State agency admin-
istering a program under title V of this Act. 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO 
CROSS-REFERRAL TO CERTAIN STATE AGEN-
CIES.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In any case in which an 
employment network has been assigned a 
ticket to work and self-sufficiency by a dis-
abled beneficiary, no State agency shall be 
deemed required, under this section, title I of 
the Workforce Investment Act of 1998, title I 
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, or a State 
plan approved under such title, to accept any 
referral of such disabled beneficiary from 
such employment network unless such em-
ployment network and such State agency 
have entered into a written agreement that 
meets the requirements of subparagraph (B). 
Any beneficiary who has assigned a ticket to 
work and self-sufficiency to an employment 
network that has not entered into such a 
written agreement with such a State agency 
may not access vocational rehabilitation 
services under title I of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973 until such time as the beneficiary 
is reassigned to a State vocational rehabili-
tation agency by the Program Manager. 

‘‘(B) TERMS OF AGREEMENT.—An agreement 
required by subparagraph (A) shall specify, 
in accordance with regulations prescribed 
pursuant to subparagraph (C)— 

‘‘(i) the extent (if any) to which the em-
ployment network holding the ticket will 
provide to the State agency— 

‘‘(I) reimbursement for costs incurred in 
providing services described in subparagraph 
(A) to the disabled beneficiary; and 

‘‘(II) other amounts from payments made 
by the Commissioner to the employment 
network pursuant to subsection (h); and 

‘‘(ii) any other conditions that may be re-
quired by such regulations. 

‘‘(C) REGULATIONS.—The Commissioner and 
the Secretary of Education shall jointly pre-
scribe regulations specifying the terms of 
agreements required by subparagraph (A) 
and otherwise necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this paragraph. 

‘‘(D) PENALTY.—No payment may be made 
to an employment network pursuant to sub-
section (h) in connection with services pro-
vided to any disabled beneficiary if such em-
ployment network makes referrals described 
in subparagraph (A) in violation of the terms 
of the agreement required under subpara-
graph (A) or without having entered into 
such an agreement. 

‘‘(d) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COMMIS-
SIONER.— 

‘‘(1) SELECTION AND QUALIFICATIONS OF PRO-
GRAM MANAGERS.—The Commissioner shall 
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enter into agreements with 1 or more organi-
zations in the private or public sector for 
service as a program manager to assist the 
Commissioner in administering the Pro-
gram. Any such program manager shall be 
selected by means of a competitive bidding 
process, from among organizations in the 
private or public sector with available exper-
tise and experience in the field of vocational 
rehabilitation and employment services. 

‘‘(2) TENURE, RENEWAL, AND EARLY TERMI-
NATION.—Each agreement entered into under 
paragraph (1) shall provide for early termi-
nation upon failure to meet performance 
standards which shall be specified in the 
agreement and which shall be weighted to 
take into account any performance in prior 
terms. Such performance standards shall in-
clude— 

‘‘(A) measures for ease of access by bene-
ficiaries to services; and 

‘‘(B) measures for determining the extent 
to which failures in obtaining services for 
beneficiaries fall within acceptable param-
eters, as determined by the Commissioner. 

‘‘(3) PRECLUSION FROM DIRECT PARTICIPA-
TION IN DELIVERY OF SERVICES IN OWN SERVICE 
AREA.—Agreements under paragraph (1) shall 
preclude— 

‘‘(A) direct participation by a program 
manager in the delivery of employment serv-
ices, vocational rehabilitation services, or 
other support services to beneficiaries in the 
service area covered by the program man-
ager’s agreement; and 

‘‘(B) the holding by a program manager of 
a financial interest in an employment net-
work or service provider which provides serv-
ices in a geographic area covered under the 
program manager’s agreement. 

‘‘(4) SELECTION OF EMPLOYMENT NET-
WORKS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner shall 
select and enter into agreements with em-
ployment networks for service under the 
Program. Such employment networks shall 
be in addition to State agencies serving as 
employment networks pursuant to elections 
under subsection (c). 

‘‘(B) ALTERNATE PARTICIPANTS.—In any 
State where the Program is being imple-
mented, the Commissioner shall enter into 
an agreement with any alternate participant 
that is operating under the authority of sec-
tion 222(d)(2) in the State as of the date of 
enactment of this section and chooses to 
serve as an employment network under the 
Program. 

‘‘(5) TERMINATION OF AGREEMENTS WITH EM-
PLOYMENT NETWORKS.—The Commissioner 
shall terminate agreements with employ-
ment networks for inadequate performance, 
as determined by the Commissioner. 

‘‘(6) QUALITY ASSURANCE.—The Commis-
sioner shall provide for such periodic reviews 
as are necessary to provide for effective 
quality assurance in the provision of services 
by employment networks. The Commissioner 
shall solicit and consider the views of con-
sumers and the program manager under 
which the employment networks serve and 
shall consult with providers of services to de-
velop performance measurements. The Com-
missioner shall ensure that the results of the 
periodic reviews are made available to bene-
ficiaries who are prospective service recipi-
ents as they select employment networks. 
The Commissioner shall ensure that the peri-
odic surveys of beneficiaries receiving serv-
ices under the Program are designed to 
measure customer service satisfaction. 

‘‘(7) DISPUTE RESOLUTION.—The Commis-
sioner shall provide for a mechanism for re-
solving disputes between beneficiaries and 

employment networks, between program 
managers and employment networks, and be-
tween program managers and providers of 
services. The Commissioner shall afford a 
party to such a dispute a reasonable oppor-
tunity for a full and fair review of the mat-
ter in dispute. 

‘‘(e) PROGRAM MANAGERS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A program manager 

shall conduct tasks appropriate to assist the 
Commissioner in carrying out the Commis-
sioner’s duties in administering the Pro-
gram. 

‘‘(2) RECRUITMENT OF EMPLOYMENT NET-
WORKS.—A program manager shall recruit, 
and recommend for selection by the Commis-
sioner, employment networks for service 
under the Program. The program manager 
shall carry out such recruitment and provide 
such recommendations, and shall monitor all 
employment networks serving in the Pro-
gram in the geographic area covered under 
the program manager’s agreement, to the ex-
tent necessary and appropriate to ensure 
that adequate choices of services are made 
available to beneficiaries. Employment net-
works may serve under the Program only 
pursuant to an agreement entered into with 
the Commissioner under the Program incor-
porating the applicable provisions of this 
section and regulations thereunder, and the 
program manager shall provide and maintain 
assurances to the Commissioner that pay-
ment by the Commissioner to employment 
networks pursuant to this section is war-
ranted based on compliance by such employ-
ment networks with the terms of such agree-
ment and this section. The program manager 
shall not impose numerical limits on the 
number of employment networks to be rec-
ommended pursuant to this paragraph. 

‘‘(3) FACILITATION OF ACCESS BY BENE-
FICIARIES TO EMPLOYMENT NETWORKS.—A pro-
gram manager shall facilitate access by 
beneficiaries to employment networks. The 
program manager shall ensure that each ben-
eficiary is allowed changes in employment 
networks for good cause, as determined by 
the Commissioner, without being deemed to 
have rejected services under the Program. 
The program manager shall establish and 
maintain lists of employment networks 
available to beneficiaries and shall make 
such lists generally available to the public. 
The program manager shall ensure that all 
information provided to disabled bene-
ficiaries pursuant to this paragraph is pro-
vided in accessible formats. 

‘‘(4) ENSURING AVAILABILITY OF ADEQUATE 
SERVICES.—The program manager shall en-
sure that employment services, vocational 
rehabilitation services, and other support 
services are provided to beneficiaries 
throughout the geographic area covered 
under the program manager’s agreement, in-
cluding rural areas. 

‘‘(5) REASONABLE ACCESS TO SERVICES.—The 
program manager shall take such measures 
as are necessary to ensure that sufficient 
employment networks are available and that 
each beneficiary receiving services under the 
Program has reasonable access to employ-
ment services, vocational rehabilitation 
services, and other support services. Services 
provided under the Program may include 
case management, work incentives planning, 
supported employment, career planning, ca-
reer plan development, vocational assess-
ment, job training, placement, followup serv-
ices, and such other services as may be speci-
fied by the Commissioner under the Pro-
gram. The program manager shall ensure 
that such services are available in each serv-
ice area. 

‘‘(f) EMPLOYMENT NETWORKS.— 
‘‘(1) QUALIFICATIONS FOR EMPLOYMENT NET-

WORKS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Each employment net-

work serving under the Program shall con-
sist of an agency or instrumentality of a 
State (or a political subdivision thereof) or a 
private entity that assumes responsibility 
for the coordination and delivery of services 
under the Program to individuals assigning 
to the employment network tickets to work 
and self-sufficiency issued under subsection 
(b). 

‘‘(B) ONE-STOP DELIVERY SYSTEMS.—An em-
ployment network serving under the Pro-
gram may consist of a one-stop delivery sys-
tem established under subtitle B of title I of 
the Workforce Investment Act of 1998. 

‘‘(C) COMPLIANCE WITH SELECTION CRI-
TERIA.—No employment network may serve 
under the Program unless it meets and main-
tains compliance with both general selection 
criteria (such as professional and edu-
cational qualifications (where applicable)) 
and specific selection criteria (such as sub-
stantial expertise and experience in pro-
viding relevant employment services and 
supports). 

‘‘(D) SINGLE OR ASSOCIATED PROVIDERS AL-
LOWED.—An employment network shall con-
sist of either a single provider of such serv-
ices or of an association of such providers or-
ganized so as to combine their resources into 
a single entity. An employment network 
may meet the requirements of subsection 
(e)(4) by providing services directly, or by 
entering into agreements with other individ-
uals or entities providing appropriate em-
ployment services, vocational rehabilitation 
services, or other support services. 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO PROVISION 
OF SERVICES.—Each employment network 
serving under the Program shall be required 
under the terms of its agreement with the 
Commissioner to— 

‘‘(A) serve prescribed service areas; and 
‘‘(B) take such measures as are necessary 

to ensure that employment services, voca-
tional rehabilitation services, and other sup-
port services provided under the Program by, 
or under agreements entered into with, the 
employment network are provided under ap-
propriate individual work plans meeting the 
requirements of subsection (g). 

‘‘(3) ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORTING.—Each 
employment network shall meet financial 
reporting requirements as prescribed by the 
Commissioner. 

‘‘(4) PERIODIC OUTCOMES REPORTING.—Each 
employment network shall prepare periodic 
reports, on at least an annual basis, 
itemizing for the covered period specific out-
comes achieved with respect to specific serv-
ices provided by the employment network. 
Such reports shall conform to a national 
model prescribed under this section. Each 
employment network shall provide a copy of 
the latest report issued by the employment 
network pursuant to this paragraph to each 
beneficiary upon enrollment under the Pro-
gram for services to be received through 
such employment network. Upon issuance of 
each report to each beneficiary, a copy of the 
report shall be maintained in the files of the 
employment network. The program manager 
shall ensure that copies of all such reports 
issued under this paragraph are made avail-
able to the public under reasonable terms. 

‘‘(g) INDIVIDUAL WORK PLANS.— 
‘‘(1) REQUIREMENTS.—Each employment 

network shall— 
‘‘(A) take such measures as are necessary 

to ensure that employment services, voca-
tional rehabilitation services, and other sup-
port services provided under the Program by, 
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or under agreements entered into with, the 
employment network are provided under ap-
propriate individual work plans that meet 
the requirements of subparagraph (C); 

‘‘(B) develop and implement each such in-
dividual work plan in partnership with each 
beneficiary receiving such services in a man-
ner that affords the beneficiary the oppor-
tunity to exercise informed choice in select-
ing an employment goal and specific services 
needed to achieve that employment goal; 

‘‘(C) ensure that each individual work plan 
includes at least— 

‘‘(i) a statement of the vocational goal de-
veloped with the beneficiary; 

‘‘(ii) a statement of the services and sup-
ports that have been deemed necessary for 
the beneficiary to accomplish that goal; 

‘‘(iii) a statement of any terms and condi-
tions related to the provision of such serv-
ices and supports; and 

‘‘(iv) a statement of understanding regard-
ing the beneficiary’s rights under the Pro-
gram (such as the right to retrieve the ticket 
to work and self-sufficiency if the bene-
ficiary is dissatisfied with the services being 
provided by the employment network) and 
remedies available to the individual, includ-
ing information on the availability of advo-
cacy services and assistance in resolving dis-
putes through the State grant program au-
thorized under section 1150; 

‘‘(D) provide a beneficiary the opportunity 
to amend the individual work plan if a 
change in circumstances necessitates a 
change in the plan; and 

‘‘(E) make each beneficiary’s individual 
work plan available to the beneficiary in, as 
appropriate, an accessible format chosen by 
the beneficiary. 

‘‘(2) EFFECTIVE UPON WRITTEN APPROVAL.— 
A beneficiary’s individual work plan shall 
take effect upon written approval by the 
beneficiary or a representative of the bene-
ficiary and a representative of the employ-
ment network that, in providing such writ-
ten approval, acknowledges assignment of 
the beneficiary’s ticket to work and self-suf-
ficiency. 

‘‘(h) EMPLOYMENT NETWORK PAYMENT SYS-
TEMS.— 

‘‘(1) ELECTION OF PAYMENT SYSTEM BY EM-
PLOYMENT NETWORKS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Program shall pro-
vide for payment authorized by the Commis-
sioner to employment networks under either 
an outcome payment system or an outcome- 
milestone payment system. Each employ-
ment network shall elect which payment 
system will be utilized by the employment 
network, and, for such period of time as such 
election remains in effect, the payment sys-
tem so elected shall be utilized exclusively 
in connection with such employment net-
work (except as provided in subparagraph 
(B)). 

‘‘(B) NO CHANGE IN METHOD OF PAYMENT FOR 
BENEFICIARIES WITH TICKETS ALREADY AS-
SIGNED TO THE EMPLOYMENT NETWORKS.—Any 
election of a payment system by an employ-
ment network that would result in a change 
in the method of payment to the employ-
ment network for services provided to a ben-
eficiary who is receiving services from the 
employment network at the time of the elec-
tion shall not be effective with respect to 
payment for services provided to that bene-
ficiary and the method of payment pre-
viously selected shall continue to apply with 
respect to such services. 

‘‘(2) OUTCOME PAYMENT SYSTEM.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The outcome payment 

system shall consist of a payment structure 
governing employment networks electing 

such system under paragraph (1)(A) which 
meets the requirements of this paragraph. 

‘‘(B) PAYMENTS MADE DURING OUTCOME PAY-
MENT PERIOD.—The outcome payment system 
shall provide for a schedule of payments to 
an employment network in connection with 
each individual who is a beneficiary for each 
month during the individual’s outcome pay-
ment period for which benefits (described in 
paragraphs (3) and (4) of subsection (k)) are 
not payable to such individual because of 
work or earnings. 

‘‘(C) COMPUTATION OF PAYMENTS TO EMPLOY-
MENT NETWORK.—The payment schedule of 
the outcome payment system shall be de-
signed so that— 

‘‘(i) the payment for each of the 60 months 
during the outcome payment period for 
which benefits (described in paragraphs (3) 
and (4) of subsection (k)) are not payable is 
equal to a fixed percentage of the payment 
calculation base for the calendar year in 
which such month occurs; and 

‘‘(ii) such fixed percentage is set at a per-
centage which does not exceed 40 percent. 

‘‘(3) OUTCOME-MILESTONE PAYMENT SYS-
TEM.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The outcome-milestone 
payment system shall consist of a payment 
structure governing employment networks 
electing such system under paragraph (1)(A) 
which meets the requirements of this para-
graph. 

‘‘(B) EARLY PAYMENTS UPON ATTAINMENT OF 
MILESTONES IN ADVANCE OF OUTCOME PAYMENT 
PERIODS.—The outcome-milestone payment 
system shall provide for 1 or more mile-
stones with respect to beneficiaries receiving 
services from an employment network under 
the Program that are directed toward the 
goal of permanent employment. Such mile-
stones shall form a part of a payment struc-
ture that provides, in addition to payments 
made during outcome payment periods, pay-
ments made prior to outcome payment peri-
ods in amounts based on the attainment of 
such milestones. 

‘‘(C) LIMITATION ON TOTAL PAYMENTS TO EM-
PLOYMENT NETWORK.—The payment schedule 
of the outcome-milestone payment system 
shall be designed so that the total of the 
payments to the employment network with 
respect to each beneficiary is less than, on a 
net present value basis (using an interest 
rate determined by the Commissioner that 
appropriately reflects the cost of funds faced 
by providers), the total amount to which 
payments to the employment network with 
respect to the beneficiary would be limited if 
the employment network were paid under 
the outcome payment system. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
‘‘(A) PAYMENT CALCULATION BASE.—The 

term ‘payment calculation base’ means, for 
any calendar year— 

‘‘(i) in connection with a title II disability 
beneficiary, the average disability insurance 
benefit payable under section 223 for all 
beneficiaries for months during the pre-
ceding calendar year; and 

‘‘(ii) in connection with a title XVI dis-
ability beneficiary (who is not concurrently 
a title II disability beneficiary), the average 
payment of supplemental security income 
benefits based on disability payable under 
title XVI (excluding State supplementation) 
for months during the preceding calendar 
year to all beneficiaries who have attained 
age 18 but have not attained age 65. 

‘‘(B) OUTCOME PAYMENT PERIOD.—The term 
‘outcome payment period’ means, in connec-
tion with any individual who had assigned a 
ticket to work and self-sufficiency to an em-
ployment network under the Program, a pe-
riod— 

‘‘(i) beginning with the first month, ending 
after the date on which such ticket was as-
signed to the employment network, for 
which benefits (described in paragraphs (3) 
and (4) of subsection (k)) are not payable to 
such individual by reason of engagement in 
substantial gainful activity or by reason of 
earnings from work activity; and 

‘‘(ii) ending with the 60th month (consecu-
tive or otherwise), ending after such date, for 
which such benefits are not payable to such 
individual by reason of engagement in sub-
stantial gainful activity or by reason of 
earnings from work activity. 

‘‘(5) PERIODIC REVIEW AND ALTERATIONS OF 
PRESCRIBED SCHEDULES.— 

‘‘(A) PERCENTAGES AND PERIODS.—The Com-
missioner shall periodically review the per-
centage specified in paragraph (2)(C), the 
total payments permissible under paragraph 
(3)(C), and the period of time specified in 
paragraph (4)(B) to determine whether such 
percentages, such permissible payments, and 
such period provide an adequate incentive 
for employment networks to assist bene-
ficiaries to enter the workforce, while pro-
viding for appropriate economies. The Com-
missioner may alter such percentage, such 
total permissible payments, or such period of 
time to the extent that the Commissioner 
determines, on the basis of the Commis-
sioner’s review under this paragraph, that 
such an alteration would better provide the 
incentive and economies described in the 
preceding sentence. 

‘‘(B) NUMBER AND AMOUNTS OF MILESTONE 
PAYMENTS.—The Commissioner shall periodi-
cally review the number and amounts of 
milestone payments established by the Com-
missioner pursuant to this section to deter-
mine whether they provide an adequate in-
centive for employment networks to assist 
beneficiaries to enter the workforce, taking 
into account information provided to the 
Commissioner by program managers, the 
Work Incentives Advisory Panel established 
under section 201(f) of the Work Incentives 
Improvement Act of 1999, and other reliable 
sources. The Commissioner may from time 
to time alter the number and amounts of 
milestone payments initially established by 
the Commissioner pursuant to this section 
to the extent that the Commissioner deter-
mines that such an alteration would allow 
an adequate incentive for employment net-
works to assist beneficiaries to enter the 
workforce. Such alteration shall be based on 
information provided to the Commissioner 
by program managers, the Work Incentives 
Advisory Panel established under section 
201(f) of the Work Incentives Improvement 
Act of 1999, or other reliable sources. 

‘‘(i) SUSPENSION OF DISABILITY REVIEWS.— 
During any period for which an individual is 
using, as defined by the Commissioner, a 
ticket to work and self-sufficiency issued 
under this section, the Commissioner (and 
any applicable State agency) may not ini-
tiate a continuing disability review or other 
review under section 221 of whether the indi-
vidual is or is not under a disability or a re-
view under title XVI similar to any such re-
view under section 221. 

‘‘(j) ALLOCATION OF COSTS.— 
‘‘(1) PAYMENTS TO EMPLOYMENT NET-

WORKS.—Payments to employment networks 
(including State agencies that elect to par-
ticipate in the Program as an employment 
network) shall be made from the Federal 
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund 
or the Federal Disability Insurance Trust 
Fund, as appropriate, in the case of ticketed 
title II disability beneficiaries who return to 
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work, or from the appropriation made avail-
able for making supplemental security in-
come payments under title XVI, in the case 
of title XVI disability beneficiaries who re-
turn to work. With respect to ticketed bene-
ficiaries who concurrently are entitled to 
benefits under title II and eligible for pay-
ments under title XVI who return to work, 
the Commissioner shall allocate the cost of 
payments to employment networks to which 
the tickets of such beneficiaries have been 
assigned among such Trust Funds and appro-
priation, as appropriate. 

‘‘(2) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—The costs 
of administering this section (other than 
payments to employment networks) shall be 
paid from amounts made available for the 
administration of title II and amounts made 
available for the administration of title XVI, 
and shall be allocated among those amounts 
as appropriate. 

‘‘(k) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘Commis-

sioner’ means the Commissioner of Social 
Security. 

‘‘(2) DISABLED BENEFICIARY.—The term ‘dis-
abled beneficiary’ means a title II disability 
beneficiary or a title XVI disability bene-
ficiary. 

‘‘(3) TITLE II DISABILITY BENEFICIARY.—The 
term ‘title II disability beneficiary’ means 
an individual entitled to disability insurance 
benefits under section 223 or to monthly in-
surance benefits under section 202 based on 
such individual’s disability (as defined in 
section 223(d)). An individual is a title II dis-
ability beneficiary for each month for which 
such individual is entitled to such benefits. 

‘‘(4) TITLE XVI DISABILITY BENEFICIARY.— 
The term ‘title XVI disability beneficiary’ 
means an individual eligible for supple-
mental security income benefits under title 
XVI on the basis of blindness (within the 
meaning of section 1614(a)(2)) or disability 
(within the meaning of section 1614(a)(3)). An 
individual is a title XVI disability bene-
ficiary for each month for which such indi-
vidual is eligible for such benefits. 

‘‘(5) SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME BEN-
EFIT UNDER TITLE XVI.—The term ‘supple-
mental security income benefit under title 
XVI’ means a cash benefit under section 1611 
or 1619(a), and does not include a State sup-
plementary payment, administered federally 
or otherwise. 

‘‘(l) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Commissioner shall prescribe such regu-
lations as are necessary to carry out the pro-
visions of this section.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE II.— 
(A) Section 221(i) of the Social Security 

Act (42 U.S.C. 421(i)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(5) For suspension of reviews under this 
subsection in the case of an individual using 
a ticket to work and self-sufficiency, see sec-
tion 1148(i).’’. 

(B) Section 222(a) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 422(a)) is repealed. 

(C) Section 222(b) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 422(b)) is repealed. 

(D) Section 225(b)(1) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 425(b)(1)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘a program of vocational rehabilitation 
services’’ and inserting ‘‘a program con-
sisting of the Ticket to Work and Self-Suffi-
ciency Program under section 1148 or an-
other program of vocational rehabilitation 
services, employment services, or other sup-
port services’’. 

(2) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XVI.— 

(A) Section 1615(a) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1382d(a)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘SEC. 1615. (a) In the case of any blind or 
disabled individual who— 

‘‘(1) has not attained age 16, and 
‘‘(2) with respect to whom benefits are paid 

under this title, 
the Commissioner of Social Security shall 
make provision for referral of such indi-
vidual to the appropriate State agency ad-
ministering the State program under title 
V.’’. 

(B) Section 1615(c) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1382d(c)) is repealed. 

(C) Section 1631(a)(6)(A) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1383(a)(6)(A)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘a program of vocational reha-
bilitation services’’ and inserting ‘‘a pro-
gram consisting of the Ticket to Work and 
Self-Sufficiency Program under section 1148 
or another program of vocational rehabilita-
tion services, employment services, or other 
support services’’. 

(D) Section 1633(c) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1383b(c)) is amended— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(c)’’; and 
(ii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) For suspension of continuing dis-

ability reviews and other reviews under this 
title similar to reviews under section 221 in 
the case of an individual using a ticket to 
work and self-sufficiency, see section 
1148(i).’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subject to subsection 
(d), the amendments made by subsections (a) 
and (b) shall take effect with the first month 
following 1 year after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

(d) GRADUATED IMPLEMENTATION OF PRO-
GRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Com-
missioner of Social Security shall commence 
implementation of the amendments made by 
this section (other than paragraphs (1)(C) 
and (2)(B) of subsection (b)) in graduated 
phases at phase-in sites selected by the Com-
missioner. Such phase-in sites shall be se-
lected so as to ensure, prior to full imple-
mentation of the Ticket to Work and Self- 
Sufficiency Program, the development and 
refinement of referral processes, payment 
systems, computer linkages, management 
information systems, and administrative 
processes necessary to provide for full imple-
mentation of such amendments. Subsection 
(c) shall apply with respect to paragraphs 
(1)(C) and (2)(B) of subsection (b) without re-
gard to this subsection. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Implementation of the 
Program at each phase-in site shall be car-
ried out on a wide enough scale to permit a 
thorough evaluation of the alternative meth-
ods under consideration, so as to ensure that 
the most efficacious methods are determined 
and in place for full implementation of the 
Program on a timely basis. 

(3) FULL IMPLEMENTATION.—The Commis-
sioner shall ensure that the ability to pro-
vide tickets and services to individuals 
under the Program exists in every State as 
soon as practicable on or after the effective 
date specified in subsection (c) but not later 
than 3 years after such date. 

(4) ONGOING EVALUATION OF PROGRAM.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner shall 

design and conduct a series of evaluations to 
assess the cost-effectiveness of activities 
carried out under this section and the 
amendments made thereby, as well as the ef-
fects of this section and the amendments 
made thereby on work outcomes for bene-
ficiaries receiving tickets to work and self- 
sufficiency under the Program. 

(B) CONSULTATION.—The Commissioner 
shall design and carry out the series of eval-
uations after receiving relevant advice from 
experts in the fields of disability, vocational 
rehabilitation, and program evaluation and 
individuals using tickets to work and self- 
sufficiency under the Program and con-
sulting with the Work Incentives Advisory 
Panel established under section 201(f), the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
other agencies of the Federal Government, 
and private organizations with appropriate 
expertise. 

(C) METHODOLOGY.— 
(i) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Commissioner, 

in consultation with the Work Incentives 
Advisory Panel established under section 
201(f), shall ensure that plans for evaluations 
and data collection methods under the Pro-
gram are appropriately designed to obtain 
detailed employment information. 

(ii) SPECIFIC MATTERS TO BE ADDRESSED.— 
Each such evaluation shall address (but is 
not limited to)— 

(I) the annual cost (including net cost) of 
the Program and the annual cost (including 
net cost) that would have been incurred in 
the absence of the Program; 

(II) the determinants of return to work, in-
cluding the characteristics of beneficiaries 
in receipt of tickets under the Program; 

(III) the types of employment services, vo-
cational rehabilitation services, and other 
support services furnished to beneficiaries in 
receipt of tickets under the Program who re-
turn to work and to those who do not return 
to work; 

(IV) the duration of employment services, 
vocational rehabilitation services, and other 
support services furnished to beneficiaries in 
receipt of tickets under the Program who re-
turn to work and the duration of such serv-
ices furnished to those who do not return to 
work and the cost to employment networks 
of furnishing such services; 

(V) the employment outcomes, including 
wages, occupations, benefits, and hours 
worked, of beneficiaries who return to work 
after receiving tickets under the Program 
and those who return to work without re-
ceiving such tickets; 

(VI) the characteristics of providers whose 
services are provided within an employment 
network under the Program; 

(VII) the extent (if any) to which employ-
ment networks display a greater willingness 
to provide services to beneficiaries with a 
range of disabilities; 

(VIII) the characteristics (including em-
ployment outcomes) of those beneficiaries 
who receive services under the outcome pay-
ment system and of those beneficiaries who 
receive services under the outcome-mile-
stone payment system; 

(IX) measures of satisfaction among bene-
ficiaries in receipt of tickets under the Pro-
gram; and 

(X) reasons for (including comments solic-
ited from beneficiaries regarding) their 
choice not to use their tickets or their in-
ability to return to work despite the use of 
their tickets. 

(D) PERIODIC EVALUATION REPORTS.—Fol-
lowing the close of the third and fifth fiscal 
years ending after the effective date under 
subsection (c), and prior to the close of the 
seventh fiscal year ending after such date, 
the Commissioner shall transmit to the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate a report containing the 
Commissioner’s evaluation of the progress of 
activities conducted under the provisions of 
this section and the amendments made 
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thereby. Each such report shall set forth the 
Commissioner’s evaluation of the extent to 
which the Program has been successful and 
the Commissioner’s conclusions on whether 
or how the Program should be modified. 
Each such report shall include such data, 
findings, materials, and recommendations as 
the Commissioner may consider appropriate. 

(5) EXTENT OF STATE’S RIGHT OF FIRST RE-
FUSAL IN ADVANCE OF FULL IMPLEMENTATION 
OF AMENDMENTS IN SUCH STATE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any State 
in which the amendments made by sub-
section (a) have not been fully implemented 
pursuant to this subsection, the Commis-
sioner shall determine by regulation the ex-
tent to which— 

(i) the requirement under section 222(a) of 
the Social Security Act for prompt referrals 
to a State agency, and 

(ii) the authority of the Commissioner 
under section 222(d)(2) of the Social Security 
Act to provide vocational rehabilitation 
services in such State by agreement or con-
tract with other public or private agencies, 
organizations, institutions, or individuals, 
shall apply in such State. 

(B) EXISTING AGREEMENTS.—Nothing in 
subparagraph (A) or the amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall be construed to limit, 
impede, or otherwise affect any agreement 
entered into pursuant to section 222(d)(2) of 
the Social Security Act before the date of 
enactment of this Act with respect to serv-
ices provided pursuant to such agreement to 
beneficiaries receiving services under such 
agreement as of such date, except with re-
spect to services (if any) to be provided after 
3 years after the effective date provided in 
subsection (c). 

(e) SPECIFIC REGULATIONS REQUIRED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner of So-

cial Security shall prescribe such regula-
tions as are necessary to implement the 
amendments made by this section. 

(2) SPECIFIC MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED IN 
REGULATIONS.—The matters which shall be 
addressed in such regulations shall include— 

(A) the form and manner in which tickets 
to work and self-sufficiency may be distrib-
uted to beneficiaries pursuant to section 
1148(b)(1) of the Social Security Act; 

(B) the format and wording of such tickets, 
which shall incorporate by reference any 
contractual terms governing service by em-
ployment networks under the Program; 

(C) the form and manner in which State 
agencies may elect participation in the Tick-
et to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program 
(and revoke such an election) pursuant to 
section 1148(c)(1) of the Social Security Act 
and provision for periodic opportunities for 
exercising such elections (and revocations); 

(D) the status of State agencies under sec-
tion 1148(c)(1) at the time that State agen-
cies exercise elections (and revocations) 
under that section; 

(E) the terms of agreements to be entered 
into with program managers pursuant to sec-
tion 1148(d) of the Social Security Act, in-
cluding— 

(i) the terms by which program managers 
are precluded from direct participation in 
the delivery of services pursuant to section 
1148(d)(3) of the Social Security Act; 

(ii) standards which must be met by qual-
ity assurance measures referred to in para-
graph (6) of section 1148(d) and methods of re-
cruitment of employment networks utilized 
pursuant to paragraph (2) of section 1148(e); 
and 

(iii) the format under which dispute resolu-
tion will operate under section 1148(d)(7); 

(F) the terms of agreements to be entered 
into with employment networks pursuant to 
section 1148(d)(4) of the Social Security Act, 
including— 

(i) the manner in which service areas are 
specified pursuant to section 1148(f)(2)(A) of 
the Social Security Act; 

(ii) the general selection criteria and the 
specific selection criteria which are applica-
ble to employment networks under section 
1148(f)(1)(C) of the Social Security Act in se-
lecting service providers; 

(iii) specific requirements relating to an-
nual financial reporting by employment net-
works pursuant to section 1148(f)(3) of the 
Social Security Act; and 

(iv) the national model to which periodic 
outcomes reporting by employment net-
works must conform under section 1148(f)(4) 
of the Social Security Act; 

(G) standards which must be met by indi-
vidual work plans pursuant to section 1148(g) 
of the Social Security Act; 

(H) standards which must be met by pay-
ment systems required under section 1148(h) 
of the Social Security Act, including— 

(i) the form and manner in which elections 
by employment networks of payment sys-
tems are to be exercised pursuant to section 
1148(h)(1)(A); 

(ii) the terms which must be met by an 
outcome payment system under section 
1148(h)(2); 

(iii) the terms which must be met by an 
outcome-milestone payment system under 
section 1148(h)(3); 

(iv) any revision of the percentage speci-
fied in paragraph (2)(C) of section 1148(h) of 
the Social Security Act or the period of time 
specified in paragraph (4)(B) of such section 
1148(h); and 

(v) annual oversight procedures for such 
systems; and 

(I) procedures for effective oversight of the 
Program by the Commissioner of Social Se-
curity, including periodic reviews and re-
porting requirements. 

(f) WORK INCENTIVES ADVISORY PANEL.— 
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 

within the Social Security Administration a 
panel to be known as the ‘‘Work Incentives 
Advisory Panel’’ (in this subsection referred 
to as the ‘‘Panel’’). 

(2) DUTIES OF PANEL.—It shall be the duty 
of the Panel to— 

(A) advise the President, Congress, and the 
Commissioner of Social Security on issues 
related to work incentives programs, plan-
ning, and assistance for individuals with dis-
abilities, including work incentive provi-
sions under titles II, XI, XVI, XVIII, and XIX 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et 
seq., 1301 et seq., 1381 et seq., 1395 et seq., 1396 
et seq.); and 

(B) with respect to the Ticket to Work and 
Self-Sufficiency Program established under 
section 1148 of the Social Security Act— 

(i) advise the Commissioner of Social Secu-
rity with respect to establishing phase-in 
sites for such Program and fully imple-
menting the Program thereafter, the refine-
ment of access of disabled beneficiaries to 
employment networks, payment systems, 
and management information systems, and 
advise the Commissioner whether such meas-
ures are being taken to the extent necessary 
to ensure the success of the Program; 

(ii) advise the Commissioner regarding the 
most effective designs for research and dem-
onstration projects associated with the Pro-
gram or conducted pursuant to section 302; 

(iii) advise the Commissioner on the devel-
opment of performance measurements relat-
ing to quality assurance under section 
1148(d)(6) of the Social Security Act; and 

(iv) furnish progress reports on the Pro-
gram to the Commissioner and each House of 
Congress. 

(3) MEMBERSHIP.— 
(A) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—The Panel 

shall be composed of 12 members appointed 
as follows: 

(i) 4 members appointed by the President. 
(ii) 2 members appointed by the Speaker of 

the House of Representatives, in consulta-
tion with the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Representa-
tives. 

(iii) 2 members appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the House of Representatives, in 
consultation with the ranking member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives. 

(iv) 2 members appointed by the Majority 
Leader of the Senate, in consultation with 
the chairman of the Committee on Finance 
of the Senate. 

(v) 2 members appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the Senate, in consultation with 
the ranking member of the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate. 

(B) REPRESENTATION.—All members ap-
pointed to the Panel shall have experience or 
expert knowledge in the fields of, or related 
to, work incentive programs, employment 
services, vocational rehabilitation services, 
health care services, and other support serv-
ices for individuals with disabilities. At least 
one-half of the members described in each 
clause of subparagraph (A) shall be individ-
uals with disabilities, or representatives of 
individuals with disabilities, with consider-
ation to current or former title II disability 
beneficiaries or title XVI disability bene-
ficiaries (as such terms are defined in section 
1148(k) of the Social Security Act (as added 
by subsection (a)). 

(C) TERMS.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Each member shall be ap-

pointed for a term of 4 years (or, if less, for 
the remaining life of the Panel), except as 
provided in clauses (ii) and (iii). The initial 
members shall be appointed not later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(ii) TERMS OF INITIAL APPOINTEES.—As des-
ignated by the Commissioner at the time of 
appointment, of the members first ap-
pointed— 

(I) one-half of the members appointed 
under each clause of subparagraph (A) shall 
be appointed for a term of 2 years; and 

(II) the remaining members appointed 
under each such clause shall be appointed for 
a term of 4 years. 

(iii) VACANCIES.—Any member appointed to 
fill a vacancy occurring before the expira-
tion of the term for which the member’s 
predecessor was appointed shall be appointed 
only for the remainder of that term. A mem-
ber may serve after the expiration of that 
member’s term until a successor has taken 
office. A vacancy in the Panel shall be filled 
in the manner in which the original appoint-
ment was made. 

(D) BASIC PAY.—Members shall each be 
paid at a rate, and in a manner, that is con-
sistent with guidelines established under sec-
tion 7 of the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act (5 U.S.C. App.). 

(E) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member shall 
receive travel expenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, in accordance with 
sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(F) QUORUM.—Eight members of the Panel 
shall constitute a quorum but a lesser num-
ber may hold hearings. 

(G) CHAIRPERSON.—The Chairperson of the 
Panel shall be designated by the President. 
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The term of office of the Chairperson shall be 
4 years. 

(H) MEETINGS.—The Panel shall meet at 
least quarterly and at other times at the call 
of the Chairperson or a majority of its mem-
bers. 

(4) DIRECTOR AND STAFF OF PANEL; EXPERTS 
AND CONSULTANTS.— 

(A) DIRECTOR.—The Panel shall have a Di-
rector who shall be appointed by the Com-
missioner and paid at a rate, and in a man-
ner, that is consistent with guidelines estab-
lished under section 7 of the Federal Advi-
sory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.). 

(B) STAFF.—Subject to rules prescribed by 
the Commissioner, the Director may appoint 
and fix the pay of additional personnel as the 
Director considers appropriate. 

(C) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—Subject to 
rules prescribed by the Commissioner, the 
Director may procure temporary and inter-
mittent services under section 3109(b) of title 
5, United States Code. 

(D) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.—Upon re-
quest of the Panel, the head of any Federal 
department or agency may detail, on a reim-
bursable basis, any of the personnel of that 
department or agency to the Panel to assist 
it in carrying out its duties under this sub-
section. 

(5) POWERS OF PANEL.— 
(A) HEARINGS AND SESSIONS.—The Panel 

may, for the purpose of carrying out its du-
ties under this subsection, hold such hear-
ings, sit and act at such times and places, 
and take such testimony and evidence as the 
Panel considers appropriate. 

(B) POWERS OF MEMBERS AND AGENTS.—Any 
member or agent of the Panel may, if au-
thorized by the Panel, take any action which 
the Panel is authorized to take by this sub-
section. 

(C) MAILS.—The Panel may use the United 
States mails in the same manner and under 
the same conditions as other departments 
and agencies of the United States. 

(6) REPORTS.— 
(A) INTERIM REPORTS.—The Panel shall sub-

mit directly to the President and Congress 
interim reports at least annually. 

(B) FINAL REPORT.—The Panel shall trans-
mit a final report directly to the President 
and Congress not later than 8 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act. The final re-
port shall contain a detailed statement of 
the findings and conclusions of the Panel, to-
gether with its recommendations for legisla-
tion and administrative actions which the 
Panel considers appropriate. 

(7) TERMINATION.—The Panel shall termi-
nate 30 days after the date of the submission 
of its final report under paragraph (6)(B). 

(8) ALLOCATION OF COSTS.—The costs of car-
rying out this subsection shall be paid from 
amounts made available for the administra-
tion of title II of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 401 et seq.) and amounts made avail-
able for the administration of title XVI of 
that Act (42 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.), and shall be 
allocated among those amounts as appro-
priate. 

Subtitle B—Elimination of Work 
Disincentives 

SEC. 211. WORK ACTIVITY STANDARD AS A BASIS 
FOR REVIEW OF AN INDIVIDUAL’S 
DISABLED STATUS. 

Section 221 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 421) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(m)(1) In any case where an individual en-
titled to disability insurance benefits under 
section 223 or to monthly insurance benefits 
under section 202 based on such individual’s 
disability (as defined in section 223(d)) has 

received such benefits for at least 24 
months— 

‘‘(A) no continuing disability review con-
ducted by the Commissioner may be sched-
uled for the individual solely as a result of 
the individual’s work activity; 

‘‘(B) no work activity engaged in by the in-
dividual may be used as evidence that the in-
dividual is no longer disabled; and 

‘‘(C) no cessation of work activity by the 
individual may give rise to a presumption 
that the individual is unable to engage in 
work. 

‘‘(2) An individual to which paragraph (1) 
applies shall continue to be subject to— 

‘‘(A) continuing disability reviews on a 
regularly scheduled basis that is not trig-
gered by work; and 

‘‘(B) termination of benefits under this 
title in the event that the individual has 
earnings that exceed the level of earnings es-
tablished by the Commissioner to represent 
substantial gainful activity.’’. 
SEC. 212. EXPEDITED REINSTATEMENT OF DIS-

ABILITY BENEFITS. 
(a) OASDI BENEFITS.—Section 223 of the 

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 423) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub-
section (j); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (h) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘Reinstatement of Entitlement 
‘‘(i)(1)(A) Entitlement to benefits described 

in subparagraph (B)(i)(I) shall be reinstated 
in any case where the Commissioner deter-
mines that an individual described in sub-
paragraph (B) has filed a request for rein-
statement meeting the requirements of para-
graph (2)(A) during the period prescribed in 
subparagraph (C). Reinstatement of such en-
titlement shall be in accordance with the 
terms of this subsection. 

‘‘(B) An individual is described in this sub-
paragraph if— 

‘‘(i) prior to the month in which the indi-
vidual files a request for reinstatement— 

‘‘(I) the individual was entitled to benefits 
under this section or section 202 on the basis 
of disability pursuant to an application filed 
therefore; and 

‘‘(II) such entitlement terminated due to 
the performance of substantial gainful activ-
ity; 

‘‘(ii) the individual is under a disability 
and the physical or mental impairment that 
is the basis for the finding of disability is the 
same as (or related to) the physical or men-
tal impairment that was the basis for the 
finding of disability that gave rise to the en-
titlement described in clause (i); and 

‘‘(iii) the individual’s disability renders the 
individual unable to perform substantial 
gainful activity. 

‘‘(C)(i) Except as provided in clause (ii), the 
period prescribed in this subparagraph with 
respect to an individual is 60 consecutive 
months beginning with the month following 
the most recent month for which the indi-
vidual was entitled to a benefit described in 
subparagraph (B)(i)(I) prior to the entitle-
ment termination described in subparagraph 
(B)(i)(II). 

‘‘(ii) In the case of an individual who fails 
to file a reinstatement request within the pe-
riod prescribed in clause (i), the Commis-
sioner may extend the period if the Commis-
sioner determines that the individual had 
good cause for the failure to so file. 

‘‘(2)(A)(i) A request for reinstatement shall 
be filed in such form, and containing such in-
formation, as the Commissioner may pre-
scribe. 

‘‘(ii) A request for reinstatement shall in-
clude express declarations by the individual 

that the individual meets the requirements 
specified in clauses (ii) and (iii) of paragraph 
(1)(B). 

‘‘(B) A request for reinstatement filed in 
accordance with subparagraph (A) may con-
stitute an application for benefits in the case 
of any individual who the Commissioner de-
termines is not entitled to reinstated bene-
fits under this subsection. 

‘‘(3) In determining whether an individual 
meets the requirements of paragraph 
(1)(B)(ii), the provisions of subsection (f) 
shall apply. 

‘‘(4)(A)(i) Subject to clause (ii), entitle-
ment to benefits reinstated under this sub-
section shall commence with the benefit 
payable for the month in which a request for 
reinstatement is filed. 

‘‘(ii) An individual whose entitlement to a 
benefit for any month would have been rein-
stated under this subsection had the indi-
vidual filed a request for reinstatement be-
fore the end of such month shall be entitled 
to such benefit for such month if such re-
quest for reinstatement is filed before the 
end of the twelfth month immediately suc-
ceeding such month. 

‘‘(B)(i) Subject to clauses (ii) and (iii), the 
amount of the benefit payable for any month 
pursuant to the reinstatement of entitle-
ment under this subsection shall be deter-
mined in accordance with the provisions of 
this title. 

‘‘(ii) For purposes of computing the pri-
mary insurance amount of an individual 
whose entitlement to benefits under this sec-
tion is reinstated under this subsection, the 
date of onset of the individual’s disability 
shall be the date of onset used in deter-
mining the individual’s most recent period of 
disability arising in connection with such 
benefits payable on the basis of an applica-
tion. 

‘‘(iii) Benefits under this section or section 
202 payable for any month pursuant to a re-
quest for reinstatement filed in accordance 
with paragraph (2) shall be reduced by the 
amount of any provisional benefit paid to 
such individual for such month under para-
graph (7). 

‘‘(C) No benefit shall be payable pursuant 
to an entitlement reinstated under this sub-
section to an individual for any month in 
which the individual engages in substantial 
gainful activity. 

‘‘(D) The entitlement of any individual 
that is reinstated under this subsection shall 
end with the benefits payable for the month 
preceding whichever of the following months 
is the earliest: 

‘‘(i) The month in which the individual 
dies. 

‘‘(ii) The month in which the individual at-
tains retirement age. 

‘‘(iii) The third month following the month 
in which the individual’s disability ceases. 

‘‘(5) Whenever an individual’s entitlement 
to benefits under this section is reinstated 
under this subsection, entitlement to bene-
fits payable on the basis of such individual’s 
wages and self-employment income may be 
reinstated with respect to any person pre-
viously entitled to such benefits on the basis 
of an application if the Commissioner deter-
mines that such person satisfies all the re-
quirements for entitlement to such benefits 
except requirements related to the filing of 
an application. The provisions of paragraph 
(4) shall apply to the reinstated entitlement 
of any such person to the same extent that 
they apply to the reinstated entitlement of 
such individual. 

‘‘(6) An individual to whom benefits are 
payable under this section or section 202 pur-
suant to a reinstatement of entitlement 
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under this subsection for 24 months (whether 
or not consecutive) shall, with respect to 
benefits so payable after such twenty-fourth 
month, be deemed for purposes of paragraph 
(1)(B)(i)(I) and the determination, if appro-
priate, of the termination month in accord-
ance with subsection (a)(1) of this section, or 
subsection (d)(1), (e)(1), or (f)(1) of section 
202, to be entitled to such benefits on the 
basis of an application filed therefore. 

‘‘(7)(A) An individual described in para-
graph (1)(B) who files a request for reinstate-
ment in accordance with the provisions of 
paragraph (2)(A) shall be entitled to provi-
sional benefits payable in accordance with 
this paragraph, unless the Commissioner de-
termines that the individual does not meet 
the requirements of paragraph (1)(B)(i) or 
that the individual’s declaration under para-
graph (2)(A)(ii) is false. Any such determina-
tion by the Commissioner shall be final and 
not subject to review under subsection (b) or 
(g) of section 205. 

‘‘(B) The amount of a provisional benefit 
for a month shall equal the amount of the 
last monthly benefit payable to the indi-
vidual under this title on the basis of an ap-
plication increased by an amount equal to 
the amount, if any, by which such last 
monthly benefit would have been increased 
as a result of the operation of section 215(i). 

‘‘(C)(i) Provisional benefits shall begin 
with the month in which a request for rein-
statement is filed in accordance with para-
graph (2)(A). 

‘‘(ii) Provisional benefits shall end with 
the earliest of— 

‘‘(I) the month in which the Commissioner 
makes a determination regarding the indi-
vidual’s entitlement to reinstated benefits; 

‘‘(II) the fifth month following the month 
described in clause (i); 

‘‘(III) the month in which the individual 
performs substantial gainful activity; or 

‘‘(IV) the month in which the Commis-
sioner determines that the individual does 
not meet the requirements of paragraph 
(1)(B)(i) or that the individual’s declaration 
made in accordance with paragraph (2)(A)(ii) 
is false. 

‘‘(D) In any case in which the Commis-
sioner determines that an individual is not 
entitled to reinstated benefits, any provi-
sional benefits paid to the individual under 
this paragraph shall not be subject to recov-
ery as an overpayment unless the Commis-
sioner determines that the individual knew 
or should have known that the individual did 
not meet the requirements of paragraph 
(1)(B).’’. 

(b) SSI BENEFITS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1631 of the Social 

Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1383) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 
‘‘Reinstatement of Eligibility on the Basis of 

Blindness or Disability 
‘‘(p)(1)(A) Eligibility for benefits under this 

title shall be reinstated in any case where 
the Commissioner determines that an indi-
vidual described in subparagraph (B) has 
filed a request for reinstatement meeting the 
requirements of paragraph (2)(A) during the 
period prescribed in subparagraph (C). Rein-
statement of eligibility shall be in accord-
ance with the terms of this subsection. 

‘‘(B) An individual is described in this sub-
paragraph if— 

‘‘(i) prior to the month in which the indi-
vidual files a request for reinstatement— 

‘‘(I) the individual was eligible for benefits 
under this title on the basis of blindness or 
disability pursuant to an application filed 
therefore; and 

‘‘(II) the individual thereafter was ineli-
gible for such benefits due to earned income 

(or earned and unearned income) for a period 
of 12 or more consecutive months; 

‘‘(ii) the individual is blind or disabled and 
the physical or mental impairment that is 
the basis for the finding of blindness or dis-
ability is the same as (or related to) the 
physical or mental impairment that was the 
basis for the finding of blindness or dis-
ability that gave rise to the eligibility de-
scribed in clause (i); 

‘‘(iii) the individual’s blindness or dis-
ability renders the individual unable to per-
form substantial gainful activity; and 

‘‘(iv) the individual satisfies the nonmed-
ical requirements for eligibility for benefits 
under this title. 

‘‘(C)(i) Except as provided in clause (ii), the 
period prescribed in this subparagraph with 
respect to an individual is 60 consecutive 
months beginning with the month following 
the most recent month for which the indi-
vidual was eligible for a benefit under this 
title (including section 1619) prior to the pe-
riod of ineligibility described in subpara-
graph (B)(i)(II). 

‘‘(ii) In the case of an individual who fails 
to file a reinstatement request within the pe-
riod prescribed in clause (i), the Commis-
sioner may extend the period if the Commis-
sioner determines that the individual had 
good cause for the failure to so file. 

‘‘(2)(A)(i) A request for reinstatement shall 
be filed in such form, and containing such in-
formation, as the Commissioner may pre-
scribe. 

‘‘(ii) A request for reinstatement shall in-
clude express declarations by the individual 
that the individual meets the requirements 
specified in clauses (ii) through (iv) of para-
graph (1)(B). 

‘‘(B) A request for reinstatement filed in 
accordance with subparagraph (A) may con-
stitute an application for benefits in the case 
of any individual who the Commissioner de-
termines is not eligible for reinstated bene-
fits under this subsection. 

‘‘(3) In determining whether an individual 
meets the requirements of paragraph 
(1)(B)(ii), the provisions of section 1614(a)(4) 
shall apply. 

‘‘(4)(A) Eligibility for benefits reinstated 
under this subsection shall commence with 
the benefit payable for the month following 
the month in which a request for reinstate-
ment is filed. 

‘‘(B)(i) Subject to clause (ii), the amount of 
the benefit payable for any month pursuant 
to the reinstatement of eligibility under this 
subsection shall be determined in accordance 
with the provisions of this title. 

‘‘(ii) The benefit under this title payable 
for any month pursuant to a request for rein-
statement filed in accordance with para-
graph (2) shall be reduced by the amount of 
any provisional benefit paid to such indi-
vidual for such month under paragraph (7). 

‘‘(C) Except as otherwise provided in this 
subsection, eligibility for benefits under this 
title reinstated pursuant to a request filed 
under paragraph (2) shall be subject to the 
same terms and conditions as eligibility es-
tablished pursuant to an application filed 
therefore. 

‘‘(5) Whenever an individual’s eligibility 
for benefits under this title is reinstated 
under this subsection, eligibility for such 
benefits shall be reinstated with respect to 
the individual’s spouse if such spouse was 
previously an eligible spouse of the indi-
vidual under this title and the Commissioner 
determines that such spouse satisfies all the 
requirements for eligibility for such benefits 
except requirements related to the filing of 
an application. The provisions of paragraph 

(4) shall apply to the reinstated eligibility of 
the spouse to the same extent that they 
apply to the reinstated eligibility of such in-
dividual. 

‘‘(6) An individual to whom benefits are 
payable under this title pursuant to a rein-
statement of eligibility under this sub-
section for twenty-four months (whether or 
not consecutive) shall, with respect to bene-
fits so payable after such twenty-fourth 
month, be deemed for purposes of paragraph 
(1)(B)(i)(I) to be eligible for such benefits on 
the basis of an application filed therefore. 

‘‘(7)(A) An individual described in para-
graph (1)(B) who files a request for reinstate-
ment in accordance with the provisions of 
paragraph (2)(A) shall be eligible for provi-
sional benefits payable in accordance with 
this paragraph, unless the Commissioner de-
termines that the individual does not meet 
the requirements of paragraph (1)(B)(i) or 
that the individual’s declaration under para-
graph (2)(A)(ii) is false. Any such determina-
tion by the Commissioner shall be final and 
not subject to review under paragraph (1) or 
(3) of subsection (c). 

‘‘(B)(i) Except as otherwise provided in 
clause (ii), the amount of a provisional ben-
efit for a month shall equal the amount of 
the monthly benefit that would be payable 
to an eligible individual under this title with 
the same kind and amount of income. 

‘‘(ii) If the individual has a spouse who was 
previously an eligible spouse of the indi-
vidual under this title and the Commissioner 
determines that such spouse satisfies all the 
requirements of section 1614(b) except re-
quirements related to the filing of an appli-
cation, the amount of a provisional benefit 
for a month shall equal the amount of the 
month benefit that would be payable to an 
eligible individual and eligible spouse under 
this title with the same kind and amount of 
income. 

‘‘(C)(i) Provisional benefits shall begin 
with the month following the month in 
which a request for reinstatement is filed in 
accordance with paragraph (2)(A). 

‘‘(ii) Provisional benefits shall end with 
the earliest of— 

‘‘(I) the month in which the Commissioner 
makes a determination regarding the indi-
vidual’s eligibility for reinstated benefits; 

‘‘(II) the fifth month following the month 
for which provisional benefits are first pay-
able under clause (i); or 

‘‘(III) the month in which the Commis-
sioner determines that the individual does 
not meet the requirements of paragraph 
(1)(B)(i) or that the individual’s declaration 
made in accordance with paragraph (2)(A)(ii) 
is false. 

‘‘(D) In any case in which the Commis-
sioner determines that an individual is not 
eligible for reinstated benefits, any provi-
sional benefits paid to the individual under 
this paragraph shall not be subject to recov-
ery as an overpayment unless the Commis-
sioner determines that the individual knew 
or should have known that the individual did 
not meet the requirements of paragraph 
(1)(B). 

‘‘(8) For purposes of this subsection other 
than paragraph (7), the term ‘benefits under 
this title’ includes State supplementary pay-
ments made pursuant to an agreement under 
section 1616(a) or section 212(b) of Public Law 
93–66.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) Section 1631(j)(1) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 

1383(j)(1)) is amended by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘, or has filed a request for re-
instatement of eligibility under subsection 
(p)(2) and been determined to be eligible for 
reinstatement.’’. 
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(B) Section 1631(j)(2)(A)(i)(I) of such Act (42 

U.S.C. 1383(j)(2)(A)(i)(I)) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘(other than pursuant to a request 
for reinstatement under subsection (p))’’ 
after ‘‘eligible’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall take effect on the first day 
of the thirteenth month beginning after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) LIMITATION.—No benefit shall be pay-
able under title II or XVI of the Social Secu-
rity Act on the basis of a request for rein-
statement filed under section 223(i) or 1631(p) 
of such Act before the effective date de-
scribed in paragraph (1). 

Subtitle C—Work Incentives Planning, 
Assistance, and Outreach 

SEC. 221. WORK INCENTIVES OUTREACH PRO-
GRAM. 

Part A of title XI of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.), as amended by 
section 201, is amended by adding after sec-
tion 1148 the following: 

‘‘WORK INCENTIVES OUTREACH PROGRAM 

‘‘SEC. 1149. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner, in 

consultation with the Work Incentives Advi-
sory Panel established under section 201(f) of 
the Work Incentives Improvement Act of 
1999, shall establish a community-based work 
incentives planning and assistance program 
for the purpose of disseminating accurate in-
formation to disabled beneficiaries on work 
incentives programs and issues related to 
such programs. 

‘‘(2) GRANTS, COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS, 
CONTRACTS, AND OUTREACH.—Under the pro-
gram established under this section, the 
Commissioner shall— 

‘‘(A) establish a competitive program of 
grants, cooperative agreements, or contracts 
to provide benefits planning and assistance, 
including information on the availability of 
protection and advocacy services, to disabled 
beneficiaries, including individuals partici-
pating in the Ticket to Work and Self-Suffi-
ciency Program established under section 
1148, the program established under section 
1619, and other programs that are designed to 
encourage disabled beneficiaries to work; 

‘‘(B) conduct directly, or through grants, 
cooperative agreements, or contracts, ongo-
ing outreach efforts to disabled beneficiaries 
(and to the families of such beneficiaries) 
who are potentially eligible to participate in 
Federal or State work incentive programs 
that are designed to assist disabled bene-
ficiaries to work, including— 

‘‘(i) preparing and disseminating informa-
tion explaining such programs; and 

‘‘(ii) working in cooperation with other 
Federal, State, and private agencies and non-
profit organizations that serve disabled 
beneficiaries, and with agencies and organi-
zations that focus on vocational rehabilita-
tion and work-related training and coun-
seling; 

‘‘(C) establish a corps of trained, acces-
sible, and responsive work incentives spe-
cialists within the Social Security Adminis-
tration who will specialize in disability work 
incentives under titles II and XVI for the 
purpose of disseminating accurate informa-
tion with respect to inquiries and issues re-
lating to work incentives to— 

‘‘(i) disabled beneficiaries; 
‘‘(ii) benefit applicants under titles II and 

XVI; and 
‘‘(iii) individuals or entities awarded 

grants under subparagraphs (A) or (B); and 
‘‘(D) provide— 

‘‘(i) training for work incentives special-
ists and individuals providing planning as-
sistance described in subparagraph (C); and 

‘‘(ii) technical assistance to organizations 
and entities that are designed to encourage 
disabled beneficiaries to return to work. 

‘‘(3) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROGRAMS.— 
The responsibilities of the Commissioner es-
tablished under this section shall be coordi-
nated with other public and private pro-
grams that provide information and assist-
ance regarding rehabilitation services and 
independent living supports and benefits 
planning for disabled beneficiaries including 
the program under section 1619, the plans for 
achieving self-support program (PASS), and 
any other Federal or State work incentives 
programs that are designed to assist disabled 
beneficiaries, including educational agencies 
that provide information and assistance re-
garding rehabilitation, school-to-work pro-
grams, transition services (as defined in, and 
provided in accordance with, the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 
1400 et seq.)), a one-stop delivery system es-
tablished under subtitle B of title I of the 
Workforce Investment Act of 1998, and other 
services. 

‘‘(b) CONDITIONS.— 
‘‘(1) SELECTION OF ENTITIES.— 
‘‘(A) APPLICATION.—An entity shall submit 

an application for a grant, cooperative 
agreement, or contract to provide benefits 
planning and assistance to the Commissioner 
at such time, in such manner, and con-
taining such information as the Commis-
sioner may determine is necessary to meet 
the requirements of this section. 

‘‘(B) STATEWIDENESS.—The Commissioner 
shall ensure that the planning, assistance, 
and information described in paragraph (2) 
shall be available on a statewide basis. 

‘‘(C) ELIGIBILITY OF STATES AND PRIVATE 
ORGANIZATIONS.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner may 
award a grant, cooperative agreement, or 
contract under this section to a State or a 
private agency or organization (other than 
Social Security Administration Field Offices 
and the State agency administering the 
State medicaid program under title XIX, in-
cluding any agency or entity described in 
clause (ii), that the Commissioner deter-
mines is qualified to provide the planning, 
assistance, and information described in 
paragraph (2)). 

‘‘(ii) AGENCIES AND ENTITIES DESCRIBED.— 
The agencies and entities described in this 
clause are the following: 

‘‘(I) Any public or private agency or orga-
nization (including Centers for Independent 
Living established under title VII of the Re-
habilitation Act of 1973, protection and advo-
cacy organizations, client assistance pro-
grams established in accordance with section 
112 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and 
State Developmental Disabilities Councils 
established in accordance with section 124 of 
the Developmental Disabilities Assistance 
and Bill of Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 6024)) that 
the Commissioner determines satisfies the 
requirements of this section. 

‘‘(II) The State agency administering the 
State program funded under part A of title 
IV. 

‘‘(D) EXCLUSION FOR CONFLICT OF INTER-
EST.—The Commissioner may not award a 
grant, cooperative agreement, or contract 
under this section to any entity that the 
Commissioner determines would have a con-
flict of interest if the entity were to receive 
a grant, cooperative agreement, or contract 
under this section. 

‘‘(2) SERVICES PROVIDED.—A recipient of a 
grant, cooperative agreement, or contract to 

provide benefits planning and assistance 
shall select individuals who will act as plan-
ners and provide information, guidance, and 
planning to disabled beneficiaries on the— 

‘‘(A) availability and interrelation of any 
Federal or State work incentives programs 
designed to assist disabled beneficiaries that 
the individual may be eligible to participate 
in; 

‘‘(B) adequacy of any health benefits cov-
erage that may be offered by an employer of 
the individual and the extent to which other 
health benefits coverage may be available to 
the individual; and 

‘‘(C) availability of protection and advo-
cacy services for disabled beneficiaries and 
how to access such services. 

‘‘(3) AMOUNT OF GRANTS, COOPERATIVE 
AGREEMENTS, OR CONTRACTS.— 

‘‘(A) BASED ON POPULATION OF DISABLED 
BENEFICIARIES.—Subject to subparagraph (B), 
the Commissioner shall award a grant, coop-
erative agreement, or contract under this 
section to an entity based on the percentage 
of the population of the State where the en-
tity is located who are disabled beneficiaries. 

‘‘(B) LIMITATION PER GRANT.—No entity 
shall receive a grant, cooperative agreement, 
or contract under this section for a fiscal 
year that is less than $50,000 or more than 
$300,000. 

‘‘(ii) TOTAL AMOUNT FOR ALL GRANTS, COOP-
ERATIVE AGREEMENTS, AND CONTRACTS.—The 
total amount of all grants, cooperative 
agreements, and contracts awarded under 
this section for a fiscal year may not exceed 
$23,000,000. 

‘‘(4) ALLOCATION OF COSTS.—The costs of 
carrying out this section shall be paid from 
amounts made available for the administra-
tion of title II and amounts made available 
for the administration of title XVI, and shall 
be allocated among those amounts as appro-
priate. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘Commis-

sioner’ means the Commissioner of Social 
Security. 

‘‘(2) DISABLED BENEFICIARY.—The term ‘dis-
abled beneficiary’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 1148(k)(2). 

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $23,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2000 through 2004.’’. 
SEC. 222. STATE GRANTS FOR WORK INCENTIVES 

ASSISTANCE TO DISABLED BENE-
FICIARIES. 

Part A of title XI of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.), as amended by 
section 221, is amended by adding after sec-
tion 1149 the following: 

‘‘STATE GRANTS FOR WORK INCENTIVES 
ASSISTANCE TO DISABLED BENEFICIARIES 

‘‘SEC. 1150. (a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to 
subsection (c), the Commissioner may make 
payments in each State to the protection 
and advocacy system established pursuant to 
part C of title I of the Developmental Dis-
abilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act (42 
U.S.C. 6041 et seq.) for the purpose of pro-
viding services to disabled beneficiaries. 

‘‘(b) SERVICES PROVIDED.—Services pro-
vided to disabled beneficiaries pursuant to a 
payment made under this section may in-
clude— 

‘‘(1) information and advice about obtain-
ing vocational rehabilitation and employ-
ment services; and 

‘‘(2) advocacy or other services that a dis-
abled beneficiary may need to secure or re-
gain gainful employment. 

‘‘(c) APPLICATION.—In order to receive pay-
ments under this section, a protection and 
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advocacy system shall submit an application 
to the Commissioner, at such time, in such 
form and manner, and accompanied by such 
information and assurances as the Commis-
sioner may require. 

‘‘(d) AMOUNT OF PAYMENTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the amount 

appropriated for a fiscal year for making 
payments under this section, a protection 
and advocacy system shall not be paid an 
amount that is less than— 

‘‘(A) in the case of a protection and advo-
cacy system located in a State (including the 
District of Columbia and Puerto Rico) other 
than Guam, American Samoa, the United 
States Virgin Islands, and the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, the 
greater of— 

‘‘(i) $100,000; or 
‘‘(ii) 1⁄3 of 1 percent of the amount available 

for payments under this section; and 
‘‘(B) in the case of a protection and advo-

cacy system located in Guam, American 
Samoa, the United States Virgin Islands, and 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, $50,000. 

‘‘(2) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—For each fis-
cal year in which the total amount appro-
priated to carry out this section exceeds the 
total amount appropriated to carry out this 
section in the preceding fiscal year, the 
Commissioner shall increase each minimum 
payment under subparagraphs (A) and (B) of 
paragraph (1) by a percentage equal to the 
percentage increase in the total amount ap-
propriated to carry out this section between 
the preceding fiscal year and the fiscal year 
involved. 

‘‘(e) ANNUAL REPORT.—Each protection and 
advocacy system that receives a payment 
under this section shall submit an annual re-
port to the Commissioner and the Work In-
centives Advisory Panel established under 
section 201(f) of the Work Incentives Im-
provement Act of 1999 on the services pro-
vided to individuals by the system. 

‘‘(f) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(1) ALLOCATION OF PAYMENTS.—Payments 

under this section shall be made from 
amounts made available for the administra-
tion of title II and amounts made available 
for the administration of title XVI, and shall 
be allocated among those amounts as appro-
priate. 

‘‘(2) CARRYOVER.—Any amounts allotted 
for payment to a protection and advocacy 
system under this section for a fiscal year 
shall remain available for payment to or on 
behalf of the protection and advocacy system 
until the end of the succeeding fiscal year. 

‘‘(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘Commis-

sioner’ means the Commissioner of Social 
Security. 

‘‘(2) DISABLED BENEFICIARY.—The term ‘dis-
abled beneficiary’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 1148(k)(2). 

‘‘(3) PROTECTION AND ADVOCACY SYSTEM.— 
The term ‘protection and advocacy system’ 
means a protection and advocacy system es-
tablished pursuant to part C of title I of the 
Developmental Disabilities Assistance and 
Bill of Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 6041 et seq.). 

‘‘(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $7,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2000 through 2004.’’. 

TITLE III—DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 
AND STUDIES 

SEC. 301. PERMANENT EXTENSION OF DIS-
ABILITY INSURANCE PROGRAM DEM-
ONSTRATION PROJECT AUTHORITY. 

(a) PERMANENT EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.— 
Title II of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 

401 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘DEMONSTRATION PROJECT AUTHORITY 
‘‘SEC. 234. (a) AUTHORITY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner of So-

cial Security (in this section referred to as 
the ‘Commissioner’) shall develop and carry 
out experiments and demonstration projects 
designed to determine the relative advan-
tages and disadvantages of— 

‘‘(A) various alternative methods of treat-
ing the work activity of individuals entitled 
to disability insurance benefits under sec-
tion 223 or to monthly insurance benefits 
under section 202 based on such individual’s 
disability (as defined in section 223(d)), in-
cluding such methods as a reduction in bene-
fits based on earnings, designed to encourage 
the return to work of such individuals; 

‘‘(B) altering other limitations and condi-
tions applicable to such individuals (includ-
ing lengthening the trial work period (as de-
fined in section 222(c)), altering the 24-month 
waiting period for hospital insurance bene-
fits under section 226, altering the manner in 
which the program under this title is admin-
istered, earlier referral of such individuals 
for rehabilitation, and greater use of employ-
ers and others to develop, perform, and oth-
erwise stimulate new forms of rehabilita-
tion); and 

‘‘(C) implementing sliding scale benefit off-
sets using variations in— 

‘‘(i) the amount of the offset as a propor-
tion of earned income; 

‘‘(ii) the duration of the offset period; and 
‘‘(iii) the method of determining the 

amount of income earned by such individ-
uals, 
to the end that savings will accrue to the 
Trust Funds, or to otherwise promote the ob-
jectives or facilitate the administration of 
this title. 

‘‘(2) AUTHORITY FOR EXPANSION OF SCOPE.— 
The Commissioner may expand the scope of 
any such experiment or demonstration 
project to include any group of applicants for 
benefits under the program established under 
this title with impairments that reasonably 
may be presumed to be disabling for purposes 
of such demonstration project, and may 
limit any such demonstration project to any 
such group of applicants, subject to the 
terms of such demonstration project which 
shall define the extent of any such presump-
tion. 

‘‘(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The experiments and 
demonstration projects developed under sub-
section (a) shall be of sufficient scope and 
shall be carried out on a wide enough scale 
to permit a thorough evaluation of the alter-
native methods under consideration while 
giving assurance that the results derived 
from the experiments and projects will ob-
tain generally in the operation of the dis-
ability insurance program under this title 
without committing such program to the 
adoption of any particular system either lo-
cally or nationally. 

‘‘(c) AUTHORITY TO WAIVE COMPLIANCE 
WITH BENEFITS REQUIREMENTS.—In the case 
of any experiment or demonstration project 
conducted under subsection (a), the Commis-
sioner may waive compliance with the ben-
efit requirements of this title, and the Sec-
retary may (upon the request of the Commis-
sioner) waive compliance with the benefits 
requirements of title XVIII, insofar as is nec-
essary for a thorough evaluation of the alter-
native methods under consideration. No such 
experiment or project shall be actually 
placed in operation unless at least 90 days 
prior thereto a written report, prepared for 
purposes of notification and information 

only and containing a full and complete de-
scription thereof, has been transmitted by 
the Commissioner to the Committee on Ways 
and Means of the House of Representatives 
and to the Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate. Periodic reports on the progress of such 
experiments and demonstration projects 
shall be submitted by the Commissioner to 
such committees. When appropriate, such re-
ports shall include detailed recommenda-
tions for changes in administration or law, 
or both, to carry out the objectives stated in 
subsection (a). 

‘‘(d) REPORTS.— 
‘‘(1) INTERIM REPORTS.—On or before June 9 

of each year, the Commissioner shall submit 
to the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives and to the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate an interim 
report on the progress of the experiments 
and demonstration projects carried out 
under this subsection together with any re-
lated data and materials that the Commis-
sioner may consider appropriate. 

‘‘(2) FINAL REPORTS.—Not later than 90 
days after the termination of any experi-
ment or demonstration project carried out 
under this section, the Commissioner shall 
submit to the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives and 
to the Committee on Finance of the Senate 
a final report with respect to that experi-
ment and demonstration project.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS; TRANSFER OF 
PRIOR AUTHORITY.— 

(1) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) REPEAL OF PRIOR AUTHORITY.—Para-

graphs (1) through (4) of subsection (a) and 
subsection (c) of section 505 of the Social Se-
curity Disability Amendments of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 1310 note) are repealed. 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT REGARDING 
FUNDING.—Section 201(k) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 401(k)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘section 505(a) of the Social Secu-
rity Disability Amendments of 1980’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 234’’. 

(2) TRANSFER OF PRIOR AUTHORITY.—With 
respect to any experiment or demonstration 
project being conducted under section 505(a) 
of the Social Security Disability Amend-
ments of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 1310 note) as of the 
date of enactment of this Act, the authority 
to conduct such experiment or demonstra-
tion project (including the terms and condi-
tions applicable to the experiment or dem-
onstration project) shall be treated as if that 
authority (and such terms and conditions) 
had been established under section 234 of the 
Social Security Act, as added by subsection 
(a). 
SEC. 302. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS PRO-

VIDING FOR REDUCTIONS IN DIS-
ABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS 
BASED ON EARNINGS. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—The Commissioner of So-
cial Security shall conduct demonstration 
projects for the purpose of evaluating, 
through the collection of data, a program for 
title II disability beneficiaries (as defined in 
section 1148(k)(3) of the Social Security Act) 
under which each $1 of benefits payable 
under section 223, or under section 202 based 
on the beneficiary’s disability, is reduced for 
each $2 of such beneficiary’s earnings that is 
above a level to be determined by the Com-
missioner. Such projects shall be conducted 
at a number of localities which the Commis-
sioner shall determine is sufficient to ade-
quately evaluate the appropriateness of na-
tional implementation of such a program. 
Such projects shall identify reductions in 
Federal expenditures that may result from 
the permanent implementation of such a 
program. 
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(b) SCOPE AND SCALE AND MATTERS TO BE 

DETERMINED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The demonstration 

projects developed under subsection (a) shall 
be of sufficient duration, shall be of suffi-
cient scope, and shall be carried out on a 
wide enough scale to permit a thorough eval-
uation of the project to determine— 

(A) the effects, if any, of induced entry 
into the project and reduced exit from the 
project; 

(B) the extent, if any, to which the project 
being tested is affected by whether it is in 
operation in a locality within an area under 
the administration of the Ticket to Work 
and Self-Sufficiency Program established 
under section 1148 of the Social Security Act; 
and 

(C) the savings that accrue to the Federal 
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust 
Fund, the Federal Disability Insurance Trust 
Fund, and other Federal programs under the 
project being tested. 
The Commissioner shall take into account 
advice provided by the Work Incentives Ad-
visory Panel pursuant to section 
201(f)(2)(B)(ii). 

(2) ADDITIONAL MATTERS.—The Commis-
sioner shall also determine with respect to 
each project— 

(A) the annual cost (including net cost) of 
the project and the annual cost (including 
net cost) that would have been incurred in 
the absence of the project; 

(B) the determinants of return to work, in-
cluding the characteristics of the bene-
ficiaries who participate in the project; and 

(C) the employment outcomes, including 
wages, occupations, benefits, and hours 
worked, of beneficiaries who return to work 
as a result of participation in the project. 
The Commissioner may include within the 
matters evaluated under the project the mer-
its of trial work periods and periods of ex-
tended eligibility. 

(c) WAIVERS.—The Commissioner may 
waive compliance with the benefit provisions 
of title II of the Social Security Act, and the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
may waive compliance with the benefit re-
quirements of title XVIII of that Act, insofar 
as is necessary for a thorough evaluation of 
the alternative methods under consideration. 
No such project shall be actually placed in 
operation unless at least 90 days prior there-
to a written report, prepared for purposes of 
notification and information only and con-
taining a full and complete description 
thereof, has been transmitted by the Com-
missioner to the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives and 
to the Committee on Finance of the Senate. 
Periodic reports on the progress of such 
projects shall be submitted by the Commis-
sioner to such committees. When appro-
priate, such reports shall include detailed 
recommendations for changes in administra-
tion or law, or both, to carry out the objec-
tives stated in subsection (a). 

(d) INTERIM REPORTS.—Not later than 2 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, and annually thereafter, the Commis-
sioner of Social Security shall submit to 
Congress an interim report on the progress 
of the demonstration projects carried out 
under this subsection together with any re-
lated data and materials that the Commis-
sioner of Social Security may consider ap-
propriate. 

(e) FINAL REPORT.—The Commissioner of 
Social Security shall submit to Congress a 
final report with respect to all demonstra-
tion projects carried out under this section 
not later than 1 year after their completion. 

(f) EXPENDITURES.—Expenditures made for 
demonstration projects under this section 
shall be made from the Federal Disability In-
surance Trust Fund and the Federal Old-Age 
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund, as de-
termined appropriate by the Commissioner 
of Social Security, and from the Federal 
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund and the Fed-
eral Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust 
Fund, as determined appropriate by the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, to the 
extent provided in advance in appropriation 
Acts. 
SEC. 303. STUDIES AND REPORTS. 

(a) STUDY BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
OF EXISTING DISABILITY-RELATED EMPLOY-
MENT INCENTIVES.— 

(1) STUDY.—As soon as practicable after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General of the United States shall un-
dertake a study to assess existing tax credits 
and other disability-related employment in-
centives under the Americans with Disabil-
ities Act of 1990 and other Federal laws. In 
such study, the Comptroller General shall 
specifically address the extent to which such 
credits and other incentives would encourage 
employers to hire and retain individuals 
with disabilities. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General shall transmit to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate a written report pre-
senting the results of the Comptroller Gen-
eral’s study conducted pursuant to this sub-
section, together with such recommenda-
tions for legislative or administrative 
changes as the Comptroller General deter-
mines are appropriate. 

(b) STUDY BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
OF EXISTING COORDINATION OF THE DI AND SSI 
PROGRAMS AS THEY RELATE TO INDIVIDUALS 
ENTERING OR LEAVING CONCURRENT ENTITLE-
MENT.— 

(1) STUDY.—As soon as practicable after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General of the United States shall un-
dertake a study to evaluate the coordination 
under current law of the disability insurance 
program under title II of the Social Security 
Act and the supplemental security income 
program under title XVI of that Act, as such 
programs relate to individuals entering or 
leaving concurrent entitlement under such 
programs. In such study, the Comptroller 
General shall specifically address the effec-
tiveness of work incentives under such pro-
grams with respect to such individuals and 
the effectiveness of coverage of such individ-
uals under titles XVIII and XIX of the Social 
Security Act. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General shall transmit to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate a written report pre-
senting the results of the Comptroller Gen-
eral’s study conducted pursuant to this sub-
section, together with such recommenda-
tions for legislative or administrative 
changes as the Comptroller General deter-
mines are appropriate. 

(c) STUDY BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
OF THE IMPACT OF THE SUBSTANTIAL GAINFUL 
ACTIVITY LIMIT ON RETURN TO WORK.— 

(1) STUDY.—As soon as practicable after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General of the United States shall un-
dertake a study of the substantial gainful ac-
tivity level applicable as of that date to re-
cipients of benefits under section 223 of the 

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 423) and under 
section 202 of that Act (42 U.S.C. 402) on the 
basis of a recipient having a disability, and 
the effect of such level as a disincentive for 
those recipients to return to work. In the 
study, the Comptroller General also shall ad-
dress the merits of increasing the substan-
tial gainful activity level applicable to such 
recipients of benefits and the rationale for 
not yearly indexing that level to inflation. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General shall transmit to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate a written report pre-
senting the results of the Comptroller Gen-
eral’s study conducted pursuant to this sub-
section, together with such recommenda-
tions for legislative or administrative 
changes as the Comptroller General deter-
mines are appropriate. 

(d) REPORT ON DISREGARDS UNDER THE DI 
AND SSI PROGRAMS.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Commissioner of Social Security shall sub-
mit to the Committee on Ways and Means of 
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate a report 
that— 

(1) identifies all income, assets, and re-
source disregards (imposed under statutory 
or regulatory authority) that are applicable 
to individuals receiving benefits under title 
II or XVI of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 401 et seq., 1381 et seq.); 

(2) with respect to each such disregard— 
(A) specifies the most recent statutory or 

regulatory modification of the disregard; and 
(B) recommends whether further statutory 

or regulatory modification of the disregard 
would be appropriate; and 

(3) with respect to the disregard described 
in section 1612(b)(7) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1382a(b)(7)) (relating to grants, 
scholarships, or fellowships received for use 
in paying the cost of tuition and fees at any 
educational (including technical or voca-
tional education) institution)— 

(A) identifies the number of individuals re-
ceiving benefits under title XVI of such Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.) who have attained age 
22 and have not had any portion of any 
grant, scholarship, or fellowship received for 
use in paying the cost of tuition and fees at 
any educational (including technical or vo-
cational education) institution excluded 
from their income in accordance with that 
section; 

(B) recommends whether the age at which 
such grants, scholarships, or fellowships are 
excluded from income for purposes of deter-
mining eligibility under title XVI of the So-
cial Security Act should be increased to age 
25; and 

(C) recommends whether such disregard 
should be expanded to include any such 
grant, scholarship, or fellowship received for 
use in paying the cost of room and board at 
any such institution. 

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS AND 
TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 401. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS RELATING 
TO DRUG ADDICTS AND ALCO-
HOLICS. 

(a) CLARIFICATION RELATING TO THE EFFEC-
TIVE DATE OF THE DENIAL OF SOCIAL SECU-
RITY DISABILITY BENEFITS TO DRUG ADDICTS 
AND ALCOHOLICS.—Section 105(a)(5) of the 
Contract with America Advancement Act of 
1996 (Public Law 104–121; 110 Stat. 853) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘by 
the Commissioner of Social Security’’ and 
‘‘by the Commissioner’’; and 
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(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) For purposes of this paragraph, an in-

dividual’s claim, with respect to benefits 
under title II of the Social Security Act 
based on disability, which has been denied in 
whole before the date of enactment of this 
Act, may not be considered to be finally ad-
judicated before such date if, on or after such 
date— 

‘‘(i) there is pending a request for either 
administrative or judicial review with re-
spect to such claim, or 

‘‘(ii) there is pending, with respect to such 
claim, a readjudication by the Commissioner 
of Social Security pursuant to relief in a 
class action or implementation by the Com-
missioner of a court remand order. 

‘‘(E) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
this paragraph, with respect to any indi-
vidual for whom the Commissioner of Social 
Security does not perform the entitlement 
redetermination before the date prescribed 
in subparagraph (C), the Commissioner shall 
perform such entitlement redetermination in 
lieu of a continuing disability review when-
ever the Commissioner determines that the 
individual’s entitlement is subject to rede-
termination based on the preceding provi-
sions of this paragraph, and the provisions of 
section 223(f) of the Social Security Act shall 
not apply to such redetermination.’’. 

(b) CORRECTION TO EFFECTIVE DATE OF PRO-
VISIONS CONCERNING REPRESENTATIVE PAYEES 
AND TREATMENT REFERRALS OF SOCIAL SECU-
RITY BENEFICIARIES WHO ARE DRUG ADDICTS 
AND ALCOHOLICS.—Section 105(a)(5)(B) of the 
Contract with America Advancement Act of 
1996 (42 U.S.C. 405 note) is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(B) The amendments made by paragraphs 
(2) and (3) shall take effect on July 1, 1996, 
with respect to any individual— 

‘‘(i) whose claim for benefits is finally ad-
judicated on or after the date of enactment 
of this Act; or 

‘‘(ii) whose entitlement to benefits is based 
on an entitlement redetermination made 
pursuant to subparagraph (C).’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect as if 
included in the enactment of section 105 of 
the Contract with America Advancement 
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–121; 110 Stat. 852 
et seq.). 
SEC. 402. TREATMENT OF PRISONERS. 

(a) IMPLEMENTATION OF PROHIBITION 
AGAINST PAYMENT OF TITLE II BENEFITS TO 
PRISONERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(3) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(3)) is 
amended— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(3)’’; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B)(i) The Commissioner shall enter into 

an agreement under this subparagraph with 
any interested State or local institution 
comprising a jail, prison, penal institution, 
or correctional facility, or comprising any 
other institution a purpose of which is to 
confine individuals as described in paragraph 
(1)(A)(ii). Under such agreement— 

‘‘(I) the institution shall provide to the 
Commissioner, on a monthly basis and in a 
manner specified by the Commissioner, the 
names, Social Security account numbers, 
dates of birth, confinement commencement 
dates, and, to the extent available to the in-
stitution, such other identifying information 
concerning the individuals confined in the 
institution as the Commissioner may require 
for the purpose of carrying out paragraph (1); 
and 

‘‘(II) the Commissioner shall pay to the in-
stitution, with respect to information de-

scribed in subclause (I) concerning each indi-
vidual who is confined therein as described 
in paragraph (1)(A), who receives a benefit 
under this title for the month preceding the 
first month of such confinement, and whose 
benefit under this title is determined by the 
Commissioner to be not payable by reason of 
confinement based on the information pro-
vided by the institution, $400 (subject to re-
duction under clause (ii)) if the institution 
furnishes the information to the Commis-
sioner within 30 days after the date such in-
dividual’s confinement in such institution 
begins, or $200 (subject to reduction under 
clause (ii)) if the institution furnishes the in-
formation after 30 days after such date but 
within 90 days after such date. 

‘‘(ii) The dollar amounts specified in clause 
(i)(II) shall be reduced by 50 percent if the 
Commissioner is also required to make a 
payment to the institution with respect to 
the same individual under an agreement en-
tered into under section 1611(e)(1)(I). 

‘‘(iii) There is authorized to be transferred 
from the Federal Old-Age and Survivors In-
surance Trust Fund and the Federal Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Fund, as appro-
priate, such sums as may be necessary to en-
able the Commissioner to make payments to 
institutions required by clause (i)(II). 

‘‘(iv) The Commissioner is authorized to 
provide, on a reimbursable basis, informa-
tion obtained pursuant to agreements en-
tered into under clause (i) to any agency ad-
ministering a Federal or federally assisted 
cash, food, or medical assistance program for 
eligibility purposes.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO THE PRIVACY 
ACT.—Section 552a(a)(8)(B) of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(A) in clause (vi), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(B) in clause (vii), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(viii) matches performed pursuant to sec-

tion 202(x)(3)(B) or 1611(e)(1)(I) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(3)(B), 
1382(e)(1)(I));’’. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to indi-
viduals whose period of confinement in an in-
stitution commences on or after the first day 
of the fourth month beginning after the 
month in which this Act is enacted. 

(b) ELIMINATION OF TITLE II REQUIREMENT 
THAT CONFINEMENT STEM FROM CRIME PUN-
ISHABLE BY IMPRISONMENT FOR MORE THAN 1 
YEAR.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(1)(A) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(1)(A)) is 
amended— 

(A) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 
striking ‘‘during’’ and inserting ‘‘through-
out’’; 

(B) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘an offense 
punishable by imprisonment for more than 1 
year (regardless of the actual sentence im-
posed)’’ and inserting ‘‘a criminal offense’’; 
and 

(C) in clause (ii)(I), by striking ‘‘an offense 
punishable by imprisonment for more than 1 
year’’ and inserting ‘‘a criminal offense’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to indi-
viduals whose period of confinement in an in-
stitution commences on or after the first day 
of the fourth month beginning after the 
month in which this Act is enacted. 

(c) CONFORMING TITLE XVI AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) FIFTY PERCENT REDUCTION IN TITLE XVI 

PAYMENT IN CASE INVOLVING COMPARABLE 
TITLE II PAYMENT.—Section 1611(e)(1)(I) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382(e)(1)(I)) is 
amended— 

(A) in clause (i)(II), by inserting ‘‘(subject 
to reduction under clause (ii))’’ after ‘‘$400’’ 
and after ‘‘$200’’; 

(B) by redesignating clauses (ii) and (iii) as 
clauses (iii) and (iv), respectively; and 

(C) by inserting after clause (i) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(ii) The dollar amounts specified in clause 
(i)(II) shall be reduced by 50 percent if the 
Commissioner is also required to make a 
payment to the institution with respect to 
the same individual under an agreement en-
tered into under section 202(x)(3)(B).’’. 

(2) EXPANSION OF CATEGORIES OF INSTITU-
TIONS ELIGIBLE TO ENTER INTO AGREEMENTS 
WITH THE COMMISSIONER.—Section 
1611(e)(1)(I)(i) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1382(e)(1)(I)(i)) is amended in the mat-
ter preceding subclause (I) by striking ‘‘in-
stitution’’ and all that follows through ‘‘sec-
tion 202(x)(1)(A),’’ and inserting ‘‘institution 
comprising a jail, prison, penal institution, 
or correctional facility, or with any other in-
terested State or local institution a purpose 
of which is to confine individuals as de-
scribed in section 202(x)(1)(A)(ii),’’. 

(3) ELIMINATION OF OVERLY BROAD EXEMP-
TION.—Section 1611(e)(1)(I)(iii) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1382(e)(1)(I)(iii)) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (1)(B), is amended by striking ‘‘(I) 
The provisions’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘(II)’’. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall take effect as 
if included in the enactment of section 203(a) 
of the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public 
Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2186). The reference to 
section 202(x)(1)(A)(ii) of the Social Security 
Act in section 1611(e)(1)(I)(i) of the Social Se-
curity Act as amended by paragraph (2) shall 
be deemed a reference to such section 
202(x)(1)(A)(ii) as amended by subsection 
(b)(1)(C). 

(d) CONTINUED DENIAL OF BENEFITS TO SEX 
OFFENDERS REMAINING CONFINED TO PUBLIC 
INSTITUTIONS UPON COMPLETION OF PRISON 
TERM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(1)(A) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(1)(A)) is 
amended— 

(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(B) in clause (ii)(IV), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘, or’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iii) immediately upon completion of con-

finement as described in clause (i) pursuant 
to conviction of a criminal offense an ele-
ment of which is sexual activity, is confined 
by court order in an institution at public ex-
pense pursuant to a finding that the indi-
vidual is a sexually dangerous person or a 
sexual predator or a similar finding.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
202(x)(1)(B)(ii) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 402(x)(1)(B)(ii)) is amended by striking 
‘‘clause (ii)’’ and inserting ‘‘clauses (ii) and 
(iii)’’. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply with re-
spect to benefits for months ending after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 403. REVOCATION BY MEMBERS OF THE 

CLERGY OF EXEMPTION FROM SO-
CIAL SECURITY COVERAGE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
1402(e)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986, any exemption which has been received 
under section 1402(e)(1) of such Code by a 
duly ordained, commissioned, or licensed 
minister of a church, a member of a religious 
order, or a Christian Science practitioner, 
and which is effective for the taxable year in 
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which this Act is enacted, may be revoked by 
filing an application therefore (in such form 
and manner, and with such official, as may 
be prescribed by the Commissioner of the In-
ternal Revenue Service), if such application 
is filed no later than the due date of the Fed-
eral income tax return (including any exten-
sion thereof) for the applicant’s second tax-
able year beginning after December 31, 1999. 
Any such revocation shall be effective (for 
purposes of chapter 2 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 and title II of the Social Secu-
rity Act), as specified in the application, ei-
ther with respect to the applicant’s first tax-
able year beginning after December 31, 1999, 
or with respect to the applicant’s second tax-
able year beginning after such date, and for 
all succeeding taxable years; and the appli-
cant for any such revocation may not there-
after again file application for an exemption 
under such section 1402(e)(1). If the applica-
tion is filed after the due date of the appli-
cant’s Federal income tax return for a tax-
able year and is effective with respect to 
that taxable year, it shall include or be ac-
companied by payment in full of an amount 
equal to the total of the taxes that would 
have been imposed by section 1401 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to 
all of the applicant’s income derived in that 
taxable year which would have constituted 
net earnings from self-employment for pur-
poses of chapter 2 of such Code (notwith-
standing paragraph (4) or (5) of section 
1402(c) of such Code) except for the exemp-
tion under section 1402(e)(1) of such Code. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a) shall 
apply with respect to service performed (to 
the extent specified in such subsection) in 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 
1999, and with respect to monthly insurance 
benefits payable under title II of the Social 
Security Act on the basis of the wages and 
self-employment income of any individual 
for months in or after the calendar year in 
which such individual’s application for rev-
ocation (as described in such subsection) is 
effective (and lump-sum death payments 
payable under such title on the basis of such 
wages and self-employment income in the 
case of deaths occurring in or after such cal-
endar year). 
SEC. 404. ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL AMENDMENT 

RELATING TO COOPERATIVE RE-
SEARCH OR DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS UNDER TITLES II AND 
XVI. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1110(a)(3) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1310(a)(3)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘title XVI’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘title II or XVI’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect as if 
included in the enactment of the Social Se-
curity Independence and Program Improve-
ments Act of 1994 (Public Law 103–296; 108 
Stat. 1464). 
SEC. 405. AUTHORIZATION FOR STATE TO PER-

MIT ANNUAL WAGE REPORTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1137(a)(3) of the 

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1320b–7(a)(3)) 
is amended by inserting before the semicolon 
the following: ‘‘, and except that in the case 
of wage reports with respect to domestic 
service employment, a State may permit em-
ployers (as so defined) that make returns 
with respect to such employment on a cal-
endar year basis pursuant to section 3510 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to make 
such reports on an annual basis’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—Section 
1137(a)(3) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1320b–7(a)(3)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(as defined in section 
453A(a)(2)(B)(iii))’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘(as defined in section 
453A(a)(2)(B))’’ after ‘‘employers’’ . 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to wage re-
ports required to be submitted on and after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

f 

SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE 
SAFE DEPOSIT BOX ACT OF 1999 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 1 
hour of debate equally divided prior to 
the vote on the cloture motion on H.R. 
1259. 

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

ator from Michigan is recognized. 
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, let 

me begin debate on this cloture motion 
today and take up to 10 minutes. I hope 
I won’t need to use all of that, as there 
are other speakers on our side. 

We are here now after having, on 
three occasions, failed to obtain clo-
ture on a Senate bill to try to lock 
away the Social Security trust fund 
moneys and prevent them from being 
spent on other Federal Government ex-
penditures. The Democrats have fili-
bustered the lockbox for 58 days. This 
is significant, because an additional 
$304 million of new Social Security sur-
plus funds are added to the trust fund 
virtually every day. 

In my judgment, we should be hus-
banding these surpluses carefully to 
provide for future Social Security ben-
efits and to make necessary reforms as 
easily and seamlessly as possible. But 
because of this filibuster, $17.6 billion 
of these future Social Security benefits 
have been placed at risk of being spent 
on other non-Social Security programs. 
This is the equivalent of taking away 
the annual Social Security benefits for 
1.6 million American seniors. 

Mr. President, today we are attempt-
ing a new approach having thrice failed 
to be able to obtain cloture on a Senate 
amendment to a budget reform act bill. 
We are today voting on a different 
version of the lockbox, one that passed 
the House of Representatives over-
whelmingly, and, in my judgment, 
would therefore seem to be a piece of 
legislation that we could have over-
whelming bipartisan consensus on in 
the Senate. The question is, Will we do 
so? 

All I can say to my colleagues is that 
in Michigan, seniors surely hope that 
we will do so—that we will vote clo-
ture, that we will pass the lockbox, and 
that we will protect their Social Secu-
rity benefits. 

Let me introduce you to Gus and 
Doris Bionchini of Warren, MI. They 
have been kind enough to come out to 
Washington this week to help ensure 
that Social Security lockbox is passed. 
They have been receiving Social Secu-
rity for over 10 years and tell me that 
Social Security is very important to 
them, as it is to so many Americans, 
and that they pay most of their bills, 

especially food and utilities, with their 
benefits. 

Gus and Doris tell me that they can’t 
understand why anyone would want to 
spend their future Social Security ben-
efits on new Government spending, and 
that they think it is time and impera-
tive Congress pass a law which stipu-
lates that we should not spend a dime 
of their Social Security dollars on any-
thing other than Social Security. They 
believe seniors should have a voice. 

Let me introduce you to someone 
else, Mr. Joe Wagner, a 70-year-old 
from Kentwood, MI, a new Social Secu-
rity recipient, but someone who al-
ready finds himself nearly entirely de-
pendent upon his benefits to pay his 
bills to meet his everyday needs. He 
said that he strongly supports the 
original lockbox bill that I introduced 
with Senators ASHCROFT and DOMENICI 
and others. He also knows that the 
President has proposed spending over 
$30 billion of the Social Security sur-
plus every year. He thinks that is 
wrong, and I agree with him. 

Then we have another person for you 
to meet, Eleanor Happle. Eleanor is a 
74-year-old widow who is very active 
for her age and who enjoys spending 
time with friends and volunteering at 
the hospital. She supplements her So-
cial Security benefits by working in an 
assisted-living facility. I know that she 
agrees with us that the Social Security 
surplus should be protected. 

Finally, here is Vic and Joanne 
Machuta in front of their home in East 
Grand Rapids, MI, where they have 
lived for 20 years. They have been mar-
ried for 54 years. They have three chil-
dren. Vic is 73 years old and worked as 
a police officer for over 35 years. Jo-
anne is also 73 and worked for a bank 
as well as for Central Michigan Univer-
sity. They have been receiving Social 
Security for 10 years and believe that 
the surplus should be used for Social 
Security as opposed to other Govern-
ment spending. They also believe that 
legislation which would make it more 
difficult for Government to spend their 
Social Security is a good idea. 

Now we find ourselves with a new 
version of the lockbox. It is a looser 
version, I admit. But we still find the 
same old foot dragging which we have 
been suffering through for 58 days. 

H.R. 1259, the House lockbox legisla-
tion, passed the House on May 26 by a 
vote of 416 to 12—416 for this lockbox 
proposal in the House, and only 12 
against it. But still we are here, of 
course, to vote on cloture to end broad, 
uncontrolled debate on this subject. I 
don’t understand that. 

It seems to me that when the House 
votes this overwhelmingly clearly this 
is a version which is a bipartisan con-
sensus, and we should get down to the 
business of protecting Social Security 
dollars. 

That is what at least this Senator 
thinks. That is what my constituents 
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such as Gus, Doris, Joe, and Eleanor 
think. 

I hope today that we will finally have 
60 votes for us to consider in a care-
fully crafted fashion a lockbox pro-
posal that would enjoy bipartisan sup-
port. This one certainly does. It did in 
the House. I believe it will in the Sen-
ate. I hope that today we can finally 
obtain cloture, move forward, and pass 
this legislation quickly. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 
Mr. President, I listened carefully to 

my friend and colleague from Michi-
gan. I am inclined to agree with him on 
a couple of things; that is, that people 
really want their Social Security pro-
tected. That is what they are thinking 
about. That is what they are looking 
at. 

I rise now to oppose the motion to in-
voke cloture on the House-passed So-
cial Security bill lockbox legislation, 
because it doesn’t protect Social Secu-
rity as it is commonly believed. 

I want the public to know that this 
isn’t an internal debate about some ar-
cane process. We are talking about 
whether or not Social Security is going 
to be stronger as a result of this tac-
tical approach to preparing perhaps for 
a nice tax cut in the future. 

When we talk about the filibuster, 
sometimes the public doesn’t quite un-
derstand. A filibuster can be an appro-
priate delay. If I think something is 
wrong, if someone on the other side of 
the aisle thinks something is wrong, 
they have a right to defend their point 
of view standing on this floor for as 
long as they have the energy and the 
time is available. So cloture isn’t a 
simple thing. It is designed to cut off 
other people’s opinion. It is designed to 
give the majority a chance to roll over 
the minority and perhaps what the 
public really wants. 

I want to say right from the begin-
ning that I strongly support enactment 
of a Social Security lockbox. In fact, 
we want to pass a lockbox that not 
only protects Social Security, but for 
many people, while they worry about 
Social Security, Medicare, which is 
high on their list of concerns because 
Social Security will be there but Medi-
care, conceivably if it is not protected 
and made more solvent, may not be 
there. 

Ask anybody what their primary con-
cerns are once they get past their 
Medicare family needs, and they will 
tell you that it is health care. There is 
a crying need for reliability in health 
care systems across this country. Peo-
ple are worried that they will lose out 
in one place and not be able to get it in 
another place. They are worried about 
having a condition where that is ruled 
out for them—a long-term disease. 

Medicare has to be protected as well. 
We want a lockbox that has an impen-

etrable lock, not one that includes all 
kinds of loopholes that will leave these 
programs largely unprotected. That is 
the thing we have to keep in mind; 
that is, what is the ultimate outcome? 

The bill before us now is an improve-
ment over the version that we consid-
ered yesterday. But unlike that legisla-
tion, the one that was considered yes-
terday, the House-passed bill, does not 
pose a risk of Government default. So 
there is a slight measure of more secu-
rity there. Therefore, it doesn’t pose 
the same kind of threat to Social Secu-
rity benefits. However, the House- 
passed bill still desperately needs im-
provement. Most importantly, the 
bill’s lack of protection for Medicare is 
a primary part. 

In addition, the bill lacks an ade-
quate enforcement mechanism. It re-
lies solely on 60-vote points of order. 

Again, I don’t like to get into process 
discussions when the public has a 
chance to evaluate. Why should there 
be 60 votes necessary to change it? In 
almost every other situation we rely 
on the majority to take care of it with 
51 votes. It doesn’t back up these 60- 
vote points of order, across-the-board 
spending cuts should Congress raid 
these surpluses in the future. 

In addition, the legislation before us 
includes a troubling loophole that 
would allow Congress to raid surpluses 
by simply designating legislation as 
‘‘Social Security reform’’ or ‘‘Medicare 
reform.’’ But it is not what you really 
get when you look at the title of these 
programs, because under Social Secu-
rity reform it is conceivable that some 
could favor a major tax cut for wealthy 
people, and say: Listen. They are going 
to be paying more into the fund as a re-
sult of earning more as a result of a 
more buoyant economy. They could 
say that is Social Security reform. 
But, aha, really what we want to do is 
give a good fat tax cut to people who 
do not need it. 

There is no definition of what con-
stitutes Social Security or Medicare 
reform. We want to do that. But this 
obscure definition permits hanky- 
panky all over the place. 

This could allow Congress to raid 
surpluses for new privatization 
schemes, no matter how risky, or even 
tax cuts—big tax cuts. 

Democrats want to strengthen this 
bill to make it better. But we are being 
denied an opportunity in the process by 
the majority. They are saying that 45 
Democrats representing any number of 
States, any number of people—if we 
just take the States of California and 
New York, we have a significant part of 
the population in this country. 

However, the majority is saying: We 
will not let you offer any amendments; 
we have decided we have the majority, 
and we are locking you out. That is the 
real lockbox. 

It is not right. That is not the proper 
way to operate. It is not the way the 

Senate is supposed to function—not 
permit the offering of amendments? 
What are they afraid of? Let the public 
hear the debate. Let the public look at 
the amendments. Maybe we will help 
them pass a bill we also can agree to. 
Right now, they are afraid to let the 
public in. The public doesn’t have a 
right to know, as far as they are con-
cerned. 

For too long now, the majority has 
engaged in a concerted effort to deny 
rights to Democratic Senators. They 
have repeatedly tried to eliminate our 
rights. The once rare tactic of filling 
up the amendment tree—again, an-
other arcane term that blocks out any 
other amendments—has now become 
standard operating procedure. 

The majority thinks they have a 
right to dictate how many and which 
amendments. They are asking to see 
our amendments before we can offer 
them. That is unheard of in the process 
as structured in the Senate. 

Compounding matters, cloture is no 
longer being used as a tool to end de-
bate. It is being used as a tool to pre-
vent debate. The majority leader, in 
his technical right, has filed a cloture 
motion on this bill before either side 
even has an opportunity to make an 
opening statement. That, too, is un-
heard of. We used to have debate, and 
one side or the other would finally say: 
Listen, they are delaying; they are fili-
bustering, and we want to shut off de-
bate. 

Now what happens, as soon as the bill 
is filed, a cloture motion is filed that 
says the minority or those who are in 
opposition will not even have a right to 
speak. 

The majority is even going further in 
limiting the period known as morning 
business, when we can talk about 
things that are on our agenda. Elimi-
nate that right? 

I hope the American public will un-
derstand what this mission is; that is, 
not to give the public what they want 
but to give them what the Republicans 
want. 

This effort to restrict minority 
rights is not appropriate. It is not the 
way the Senate is supposed to operate. 
We Democrats are not going to put up 
with it much longer. There is no reason 
this Senate cannot approve a Social 
Security and Medicare lockbox and do 
it very soon. We are willing to work to-
ward a unanimous consent agreement 
to limit amendments. Debate on these 
amendments should not take very long. 

However, we cannot accept being en-
tirely locked out of the legislative 
process. We will not tolerate being de-
nied an opportunity to make this So-
cial Security lockbox truly a lockbox, 
a safe deposit box, one that can’t be 
opened casually, that protects both So-
cial Security and Medicare in a mean-
ingful way. 

The majority understands, if they 
continue to function this way, we will 
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not get a Social Security and Medicare 
lockbox enacted into law. It is as sim-
ple as that. Perhaps they don’t want to 
live under this lockbox but would like 
to talk about it, hoping they do not 
have to pass the test of reality. Maybe 
they just want an issue to talk about. 
That is why they are following proce-
dures guaranteed to produce gridlock 
and not results. I hope that is not true. 

I look at actions. I see them speaking 
louder than words. There is every indi-
cation the Republican leadership is not 
trying seriously to produce a bill that 
can win bipartisan support. 

I call on my colleagues to oppose clo-
ture, to oppose cutting off debate. I 
urge my colleagues in the majority to 
change their mind, rethink it, talk to 
this side about it, allow this bill to be 
considered privately or openly, with a 
full opportunity for debate and for 
amendments. 

How much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 19 minutes remaining. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield to the 

Senator from North Dakota up to 7 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, for the 
fourth time the Senate is being asked 
to vote on a so-called lockbox without 
being given the opportunity to consider 
amendments. 

What is the majority afraid of? Why 
aren’t they willing to vote on amend-
ments? That is the way we do business 
in the Senate. Somebody makes a leg-
islative offering, and then Members 
have a chance to amend and a chance 
to vote to decide what is the best pol-
icy for this country. 

I have believed for a very long time 
and I have fought repeatedly in the 
Budget Committee, in the Finance 
Committee, and on the floor of the 
Senate to stop the raid on Social Secu-
rity surpluses. I see our friends on the 
other side all of a sudden become de-
fenders of Social Security. 

Some Members have not forgotten. 
Sometimes our friends on the other 
side of the aisle think we have amne-
sia, but we remember the repeated at-
tempts on the other side to amend the 
Constitution of the United States with 
a so-called balanced budget amend-
ment that would have looted and raid-
ed Social Security to achieve balance. 
We remember very well. 

It was done in 1994; it was done in 
1995; it was done in 1996; it was done in 
1997; and here is the language. This lan-
guage makes clear that the definition 
of a balanced budget was all the re-
ceipts of the Federal Government and 
all the expenditures of the Federal 
Government, including Social Secu-
rity. Then they were going to call that 
a balanced budget. That is what they 
were doing in 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997— 
an absolute raid on the Social Security 
trust funds and trying to put that in 
the Constitution of the United States. 

All of a sudden, they are defenders of 
Social Security. I welcome the trans-
formation. I welcome them coming 
over to our side and agreeing now that 
we ought to protect Social Security. 
But why won’t they allow amend-
ments? What are they afraid of? Are 
they afraid to vote? I think they are. I 
think they are afraid to vote. I think 
they are afraid to vote because we have 
an amendment that provides a lockbox 
for Social Security, one that is de-
fended against what can happen out 
here on the floor—unlike the amend-
ment being offered now. It is defended 
by sequestration. Their amendment 
has no such defense. 

I think they are afraid to vote on an 
alternative because we not only pro-
tect Social Security but Medicare. 

Looking at the Republican ‘‘broken 
safe,’’ we try to look inside and find 
out what is there. What we find is that 
there is not one single additional 
penny for Medicare in the Republican 
lockbox. No, Medicare is left out of the 
equation. 

Senator LAUTENBERG and I believe 
Medicare ought to be protected with 
Social Security. We ought to have a 
lockbox to protect both. We ought to 
have procedures that defend them, not 
create enormous loopholes that can be 
used to again loot Social Security and 
not protect Medicare. 

The fact is, the amendment we want 
to offer that they will not let this side 
consider is an amendment that pro-
vides $698 billion for Medicare over the 
next 15 years; the Republican plan pro-
vides nothing, zero, not one penny. 
That is why they don’t want to vote. 
They don’t want to vote because they 
don’t want to protect Social Security 
and Medicare. 

It is fascinating what a difference a 
year makes. Just 1 year ago we had a 
debate in the Budget Committee of the 
Senate. Here is what the Republicans 
were saying then. This is Senator PETE 
DOMENICI, the chairman of the Senate 
Budget Committee: 

Mr. President, this is a very simple propo-
sition. . . . We suggested, as Republicans, 
that Social Security and Medicare are the 
two most important American programs to 
save, reform, and make available into the 
next century. . . . I believe the issue is very 
simple—very simple: Do you want a budget 
that begins to help with Medicare, or do you 
want a budget that says not one nickel for 
Medicare; let’s take care of that later with 
money from somewhere else. 

Senator DOMENICI was right then. 
They don’t want to consider the 
amendment that would do exactly 
what he is talking about—protect So-
cial Security and Medicare. They want 
to forget the position they were taking 
just a year ago. 

Here is another member, a senior Re-
publican member of the Budget Com-
mittee. He said 1 year ago: 

But the fundamental strength of it is, 
whether they are democrats or republicans 
who have got together in these dark corners 

of very bright rooms and said, what would we 
do if we had a half a trillion dollars to spend? 

. . . the obvious answer that cries out is 
Medicare. . . . I think it is logical. People 
understood the President on save Social Se-
curity first and I think they will understand 
save Medicare first. . . . 

Medicare is in crisis. We want to save 
Medicare first. 

It is 1 year later now. All of a sudden 
those brave words are forgotten and 
our friends on the other side want to 
prevent us from even considering an 
amendment that would do what they 
were advocating a year ago, save Social 
Security first and save Medicare first. 
Now they want to forget Medicare. 
Now they do not want to provide an ad-
ditional dime for Medicare, even 
though it is endangered in a more im-
mediate way than is Social Security. 

One more quote from the chairman of 
the Budget Committee: 

Let me tell you for every argument made 
around this table today about saving Social 
Security, you can now put it in the bank 
that the problems associated with fixing 
Medicare are bigger than the problems fixing 
Social Security, bigger in dollars, more dif-
ficult in terms of the kind of reform nec-
essary, and frankly, I am for saving Social 
Security. But it is most interesting that 
there are some who want to abandon Medi-
care . . . when it is the most precarious pro-
gram we have got. 

The reason I believe our colleagues 
on the other side do not want any 
amendments is because they do not 
want to vote on an amendment that 
Senator LAUTENBERG and I are pre-
pared to offer that would save Social 
Security first, every penny, and save 
Medicare as well. They do not want to 
vote. 

That is not the way the Senate ought 
to operate. That is not what we should 
do here. 

Let me conclude by saying the 
amendment we have would save $3.3 
billion in debt reduction; the Repub-
lican plan, $2.6 billion. Our plan is su-
perior. We ought to have a chance to 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I will 
just make one brief statement and then 
I will yield to the Senator from Wyo-
ming. I do want to remind my col-
leagues that in the last efforts to se-
cure cloture before the Senate, it was 
cloture on my amendment to another 
bill. We just wanted a vote on our So-
cial Security lockbox. If we had gotten 
that vote, and it had passed, the 
amendments that are being discussed 
today would have been in order to be 
brought. 

So the notion we had previously de-
nied anybody the opportunity to have 
any amendments is not accurate. That 
opportunity would have been pre-
sented. All we wanted was a chance to 
have a vote on this lockbox. That was 
in the previous effort, on the Senate 
version. 

Now we are dealing with a House bill, 
and it is different in this context, but 
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the impression created that somehow 
before there would have been no oppor-
tunity to present alternatives would 
not have been the case had we had a 
chance to vote on our amendment. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I am going to yield 
on my time to the Senator from Wyo-
ming, who has been waiting. I will be 
happy to if we have an opportunity, but 
I do want to yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Wyoming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Michigan for bringing 
this subject, his amendment, to the 
floor. We are talking about lockbox 
legislation. We are talking about So-
cial Security, which is the bottom line. 
Lockbox is simply the first step to ac-
complish that. We have had in our 
agenda this year: Social Security, tax 
reform, education, and security for this 
country. These are the things we have 
been talking about and will, indeed, 
continue to talk about. 

The two Senators from the other side 
of the aisle have spoken about excuses 
for not going forward with this bill. I 
can hardly understand it. They talk 
about amendments. They have 22 or 25 
amendments designed to keep us from 
voting on the bill. That is why we are 
not doing amendments. We decided to 
move forward with something designed 
to ensure that Social Security surplus 
funds will be reserved for Social Secu-
rity alone. There are lots of things in-
volved, of course, in addition to Social 
Security. That is, if you like smaller 
government, if you like tax relief, if 
you would like to limit the amount of 
spending, then this is the way to do 
that and hold the spending to those 
funds that do not come from Social Se-
curity. So this helps us retain our com-
mitment to smaller and more efficient 
government. 

One only has to look at last year’s 
omnibus appropriations to see this leg-
islation is necessary, where $20 billion 
in nonemergency spending was taken 
from Social Security last year. The 
same thing will happen again unless we 
make a move to do something about it. 
Unfortunately, the Democrats have de-
cided to filibuster this bill and not let 
it happen. Apparently they support 
these ideas of raiding Social Security 
for their big government agenda. I un-
derstand that. The President’s budget 
raids the Social Security funds to the 
tune of $158 billion. That is where we 
are, absent this kind of movement. 

We are, of course, dealing with every-
thing from lockbox to fundamental So-
cial Security reforms. Everybody 
knows the system is not sound; by 2014, 
Social Security begins to run a deficit. 
Obviously, there are a number of demo-
graphics that bring that about—the de-
clining number of workers, their in-
creased longevity, and the impending 

retirement of the baby boomers. There 
are three solutions to the problem: One 
is to raise taxes on Social Security, 
one is to reduce benefits of Social Se-
curity—neither of which is acceptable 
to most of us—and the third is to pro-
vide an increased rate of return on the 
investments we have. 

I am not for raising taxes. There are 
better ways to do that. I certainly 
want, however, to do something with 
Social Security which will allow a cer-
tain part of those funds to be put in 
private accounts to be invested in the 
private sector to increase the returns 
so we strengthen Social Security. We 
cannot do that unless we set aside 
these funds. 

I am amazed at the opposition to 
this. The President has been talking 
for 2 years and all he said was: Save 
Social Security; no plan, no effort, no 
movement. 

Now we have a chance to take the 
first steps to do something. We have a 
plan that works to move us to save So-
cial Security, and what do we have? 
Opposition by filibuster. It is amazing 
to me. I guess it is simply a defense of 
spending more for large government. I 
do not want to do that. Americans 
work hard for their money. They ought 
to have a say in how it is spent. There-
fore, I urge we move forward with the 
first step in doing something about So-
cial Security. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will the Senator 

yield for a question? 
Mr. THOMAS. No. We have used our 

time. I return it back to the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. No questions, no 
speeches. 

Mr. THOMAS. We can on the Sen-
ator’s time. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I will take 1 
minute, Mr. President. 

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

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I say, I wonder 
whether our friends on the other side 
know they filled up the amendment 
tree as soon as they laid down yester-
day’s bill. What are they talking about 
when they say you can offer amend-
ments, when they closed it? They know 
very well. This chicanery should not 
get past the public, I will tell you that. 

Why should we not spend a little 
time? Filibuster? We have a half-hour 
available. I want the American public 
to know they think that is enough 
time to discuss Social Security and 
Medicare. That is what the public has 
to know. Not cut off the filibuster— 
what kind of filibuster is this? That is 
not even an pinkie-size filibuster. 

That, I think, is important for the 
RECORD to reflect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BURNS). The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
will respond to the Senator from New 
Jersey. The Senator from New Jersey 
knows if we get cloture on this bill, 
germane amendments would be al-
lowed. So if what he is concerned about 
is Social Security and debating Social 
Security, germane Social Security 
amendments will be available. What 
will not be available are spurious 
amendments to make political points 
that have nothing to do with Social Se-
curity, such as what is being discussed 
by the Senator from North Dakota who 
wants to take non-Social Security 
money, non-Medicare money, and cre-
ate a lockbox of general fund revenues 
for Medicare. 

As the Senator from New Jersey 
knows, that has nothing to do with So-
cial Security. It has nothing to do with 
lockboxing Social Security. It has 
nothing to do with lockboxing the 
Medicare trust fund. It is a tangential 
amendment aimed at making political 
points, having nothing to do with So-
cial Security, as are the bulk, from my 
understanding, of the other amend-
ments. 

So in sincerity, I say to the Senator 
from New Jersey, if he really is con-
cerned about Social Security and hav-
ing an honest debate about Social Se-
curity and the amendments thereto, 
vote for cloture because he will have 
ample opportunity to have a plethora 
of amendments that deal with the issue 
of Social Security and the lockbox 
thereon. 

So the demagoguery we have heard 
that somehow we are precluding debate 
on the most vital issue of the day is 
false. We are, in fact, providing a forum 
for a limited and narrow and focused 
discussion, absent political dema-
goguery, to talk just about Social Se-
curity. 

So, if the Senator is truly concerned 
with the issue of Social Security and 
the preeminence of it as a policy issue, 
then he has the opportunity before him 
right now to vote for cloture so we can 
focus the agenda and the discussion on 
that very issue. 

Second, I want to respond to the Sen-
ator from North Dakota who I think 
has offered a very reasonable concept, 
although I am not sure his charts fol-
low through with that concept. The 
Senator from North Dakota suggested 
that we need to lockbox Medicare and 
suggested there were $650-some-odd bil-
lion to be lockboxed for Medicare. I do 
not know where he comes up with $650- 
odd billion that is in the Medicare fund 
surplus in the future. In fact, between 
the years 2000 and 2009, the net surplus 
in the Medicare trust fund is $14 bil-
lion. In the next 5 years the surplus 
will be $53 billion, but then it goes neg-
ative, from 2006 to 2009 $39 billion. 

I am willing right now to coauthor a 
bill with the Senator from North Da-
kota to put a lockbox on the Medicare 
trust fund similar to the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. But that is not what 
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the Senator from North Dakota is say-
ing. He would lead you to believe that 
is what he is saying, that we need a 
similar lockbox for Medicare as we 
have for Social Security. 

Remember, the Social Security 
lockbox said Social Security money 
must be used for Social Security. A 
similar Medicare lockbox would be 
very simple: Medicare taxes must be 
used for Medicare. 

Is that what the Senator from North 
Dakota has asked for? No, he has not. 
What the Senator from North Dakota 
said is all of the surplus in the future— 
the non-Medicare surplus, the non-So-
cial Security surplus, the general fund 
surplus—has to be used for Medicare. 
That is what the Senator from North 
Dakota did. That is not what he told 
us, but that is what he did. 

Why does he want to do that? Be-
cause he wants to take the general 
fund surplus—which many believe, if 
we have more money in the general 
fund than we need, we should provide 
tax relief to those who overpaid—and 
use it for Medicare. 

I believe in the integrity of the Medi-
care program and the integrity of the 
Social Security program. They are 
funded specifically by taxes and spent 
within that trust fund. That is how we 
should fix Medicare, and that is how we 
should fix Social Security. We should 
not be borrowing from other areas any 
more than on the general Government 
side we should not be borrowing from 
Social Security and Medicare. It is 
honesty in budgeting. What happened a 
few minutes ago on the floor was not 
exactly the most forthright expla-
nation of budgeting in this area. 

What we are proposing is very sim-
ple. We have a surplus in Social Secu-
rity, and if we do not lock it up and 
create hurdles for spending that 
money, there will be those, incredibly 
enough, who will use that money for 
other things such as, oh, wonderful 
things, including tax cuts. There may 
be some who want—I do not want to do 
tax cuts with Social Security money; I 
will not do tax cuts with Social Secu-
rity money. You will not find any tax 
cut I will not vote for. I will vote for 
all of them, but I will not use Social 
Security money. 

It puts constraints on us on this side 
of the aisle who would love to see tax 
cuts but will not use Social Security, 
contrary to what the Senator from New 
Jersey just said. You cannot use it for 
tax cuts and spending increases. That 
is all we say. 

Let’s make a downpayment on Social 
Security reform by not spending the 
money. It is as simple as that. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. How much time 

do we have on our side, Mr. President? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 10 minutes 21 seconds. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield 4 minutes 
to the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a copy of S. 605, as amend-
ed. 

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

S. 605 
At the end of the bill, insert the following: 

TITLE II—SOCIAL SECURITY FISCAL 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1999 

SECTION 201. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Social Se-

curity Fiscal Protection Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 202. OFF BUDGET STATUS OF SOCIAL SECU-

RITY TRUST FUNDS. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 

law, the receipts and disbursements of the 
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance 
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund shall not be counted as new 
budget authority, outlays, receipts, or def-
icit or surplus for purposes of— 

(1) the budget of the United States Govern-
ment as submitted by the President, 

(2) the congressional budget, or 
(3) the Balanced Budget and Emergency 

Deficit Control Act of 1985. 
SEC. 203. EXCLUSION OF RECEIPTS AND DIS-

BURSEMENTS FROM SURPLUS AND 
DEFICIT TOTALS. 

The receipts and disbursements of the old- 
age, survivors, and disability insurance pro-
gram established under title II of the Social 
Security Act and the revenues under sec-
tions 86, 1401, 3101, and 3111 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 related to such pro-
gram shall not be included in any surplus or 
deficit totals required under the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 or chapter 11 of 
title 31, United States Code. 
SEC. 204. CONFORMITY OF OFFICIAL STATE-

MENTS TO BUDGETARY REQUIRE-
MENTS. 

Any official statement issued by the Office 
of Management and Budget or by the Con-
gressional Budget Office of surplus or deficit 
totals of the budget of the United States 
Government as submitted by the President 
or of the surplus or deficit totals of the con-
gressional budget, and any description of, or 
reference to, such totals in any official pub-
lication or material issued by either of such 
Offices, shall exclude all receipts and dis-
bursements under the old-age, survivors, and 
disability insurance program under title II of 
the Social Security Act and the related pro-
visions of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(including the receipts and disbursements of 
the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance 
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund). 
SEC. 205. REPOSITORY REQUIREMENT. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
maintain, in a secure repository or reposi-
tories, cash in an amount equal to the re-
demption value of all obligations issued each 
month that begins after October 1, 1999 to 
the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance 
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund pursuant to section 201(d) of 
the Social Security Act that are outstanding 
on the first day of such month. This section 
shall not be construed to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to maintain an 
amount equal to the total social security 
trust fund balance as of October 1, 1999. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 

the RECORD a copy of the Republican 
Policy Committee talking points on S. 
605 dated June 15. 

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

RPC TALKING POINTS ON S. 605—HOLLINGS 
AMENDMENT TO SOCIAL SECURITY LOCKBOX 
S. 605, a bill by Senator Hollings, which 

may be offered as an amendment to the So-
cial Security lockbox bill, states in part: 
‘‘. . . The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
maintain, in a secure repository or reposi-
tories, cash in a total amount equal to the 
total redemption value of all obligations 
issued to the Federal Old-Age and Survivors 
Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Fund pursuant to 
section 201(d) of the Social Security Act that 
are outstanding on the first day of such 
month.’’ 

The Mechanics: In short, the Hollings 
Amendment would require the federal gov-
ernment to come up with cash equal to the 
amount of the Social Security trust fund 
balance—an amount which at the end of this 
fiscal year (FY 1999) is estimated by the Con-
gressional Budget Office to be $857 billion. 

The amendment would require an $857 bil-
lion payment on October 1, 1999. This money 
presumably would have to be borrowed—thus 
driving up interest rates to incredible lev-
els—since that amount could not be raised 
through taxation in the next three months. 

In addition, over the next 10 years (2000– 
2009), CBO estimates Social Security will run 
a surplus of $1.78 trillion. And so, the costs of 
this proposal are enormous. 

The Costs: The desire to stockpile hard 
currency is more than just problematic—it is 
costly in both direct and indirect economic 
costs. 

If this money were not used to pay down 
the public debt, the federal government 
would incur a cost of $467.8 billion over 10 
years in lost debt service savings. 

This stockpiling concept would also have 
implications for monetary policy. Without 
the Federal Reserve re-liquidating (i.e., 
issuing an equivalent quantity of money), 
the American economy (and thereby the 
world’s) would come under severe defla-
tionary financial pressure—slower economic 
growth. Of course, when the Social Security 
funds reentered circulation, the effect would 
be just the opposite—inflationary pressure 
from an over-supply of money. 

In short, the Hollings amendment would 
not only have enormous costs for the federal 
budget, but for the American and world 
economy as well. 

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, this 
blasphemy—and it is blasphemy—has 
to stop. The Republican Party fought 
Social Security. They cut all the bene-
fits back in 1986, but still they do not 
learn. That is how they lost the Senate 
at that time. Now they have been try-
ing to privatize and get rid of Social 
Security. 

This is just another charade. The 
Senator from New Jersey is correct, we 
cannot offer an amendment, for the 
simple reason that when they laid their 
bill down, they filled up the tree, and, 
under that premise, you cannot offer 
an amendment. 

My amendment, S. 605, would be rel-
evant to this piece of legislation. It has 
been referred to the Budget Com-
mittee. You cannot make it more rel-
evant than having it referred to that 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:19 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00045 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S16JN9.001 S16JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE12994 June 16, 1999 
committee. S. 605 creates a true 
lockbox. We worked it out with Ken 
Apfel and the Social Security Adminis-
tration where we pay an equal amount 
of those securities back into the Social 
Security trust fund. 

What does the Republican policy 
committee say? They take the entire 
debt. Mr. President, I had no idea that 
the Republicans would admit to the 
fact that there is nothing in the 
lockbox. Actually, at the end of this 
fiscal year, by the end of September— 
this is June—we will owe Social Secu-
rity $857 billion. Read the policy com-
mittee statement. They say: 

. . . the end of this fiscal year . . . is esti-
mated by the Congressional Budget Office to 
be $857 billion. 

They finally admit there is nothing 
in the lockbox. The intent of HOLLINGS 
in S. 605, and others who have cospon-
sored it, is to put some money in the 
lockbox; namely, the annual surpluses. 
I have juxtaposed the language in my 
legislation but I can tell you, you can 
see their intent by this Republican pol-
icy committee statement. 

The 1994 Pension Reform Act says 
you cannot pay off your debt with pen-
sion funds. But they have been doing 
that, and their particular bill con-
tinues to pay down the debt with the 
pension funds. They have tried to do 
that under the ruse that it would be 
terrible by calling it, what? They call 
it stockpiling hard currency, and it is 
going to wreck the world economy. 

I wish everybody would read the 
talking points of the Republican Policy 
Committee and this nonsense they 
have afoot. There is not any question 
that they intend to spend the money. 
They have one sentence in here: 

In addition, over the next 10 years . . . CBO 
estimates Social Security will run a surplus 
of $1.78 trillion. And so, the costs of this pro-
posal are enormous. 

Substitute the word ‘‘savings’’ for 
the word ‘‘costs.’’ The savings to Social 
Security will be enormous if we pass S. 
605. But their intent is that there be 
nothing in the lockbox. 

The Senator from Michigan sits down 
there with his senior citizen picture. I 
am a senior citizen. I am not worried. 
STROM is not worried. We are going to 
get our money. It is the young baby 
boomer generation that the Greenspan 
Commission said set aside for—actu-
ally section 21 of the Greenspan Com-
mission report—that should be worried. 
The law, section 13301 of the Budget 
Act, says to do exactly that. But they 
continue to put this shabby act on the 
other side of the aisle like they have a 
lockbox and they are trying to save So-
cial Security Trust Fund monies, when 
they know full well there is nothing in 
the lockbox. The Republican Policy 
Committee said they are guaranteeing 
that nothing is ever going to be in that 
lockbox. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. ABRAHAM. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Missouri. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I rise in support of the 

motion to invoke cloture on the Herger 
Social Security safe deposit box. This 
legislation will create a much-needed 
mechanism to protect Social Security 
surpluses from being spent on non-So-
cial Security items. 

We need this legislation because, de-
spite his promises to save Social Secu-
rity and to protect Social Security, the 
President keeps forwarding budgets 
which would take a massive bite out of 
Social Security. 

We need this legislation. For exam-
ple, under President Clinton’s proposed 
budget, $158 billion from the fiscal year 
2000 to 2004 budget will be diverted 
from debt reduction—which is getting 
the obligations of the country down so 
we can honor the responsibilities we 
have to Social Security—it will be di-
verted by the President, $158 billion, 
toward more spending. According to 
the Senate Budget Committee, that 
would represent 21 percent of the So-
cial Security surplus over that period. 
In fiscal year 2000 itself, that rep-
resents $40 billion, or 30 percent of the 
surplus. 

While President Clinton has been 
proposing that we spend the Social Se-
curity surplus, this Congress has been 
working to protect Social Security. 

In March, I introduced S. 502, the 
Protect Social Security Benefits Act. 
This legislation, which the Herger leg-
islation before us follows—very simi-
lar—called for the establishment of a 
point of order that would prevent the 
House and Senate from passing or even 
debating bills that would spend money 
from the Social Security trust fund for 
anything other than Social Security 
benefits or reducing our debt so that 
we have a better capacity to pay for 
Social Security. 

In April, we passed a budget resolu-
tion that does not spend a dime out of 
the Social Security surplus. In addition 
to protecting the Social Security sur-
plus, the budget resolution sticks to 
the spending caps from the 1997 bal-
anced budget agreement. It cuts taxes 
and it increases spending on education 
and defense within those limits. That 
is the way we ought to operate in 
terms of protecting Social Security 
and setting priorities. 

Folks may not understand the en-
tirety of what it means to have a point 
of order. It simply means when a per-
son proposes spending that would re-
quire us to invade the surplus of Social 
Security in order to cover the spend-
ing, a point of order can be raised and 
that proposal will be ruled out of order. 
In other words, when someone proposes 
invading Social Security, the Chair can 
say that is out of order, and we cannot 

debate it, let alone discuss it. We can-
not vote on it unless we change the 
rules of the engagement, unless we set 
aside the rules. I do not think Members 
of this body are going to say we want 
something so bad that we are going to 
invade the retirement of Americans in 
order to get it. Not only is the point of 
order established, but it is a 60-vote 
point of order, meaning you have to 
have an overwhelming majority of the 
Congress in order to make sure that is 
done. 

I believe this is the kind of durable, 
workable protection for the Social Se-
curity surplus that will make sure we 
do not continue what we have done for 
the last 20 years; and that is, to pre-
tend that that money is available for 
spending on social programs, the nor-
mal operation of Government. We, as a 
result of that, boosted Government 
spending monumentally by acting as if 
the Social Security surplus was merely 
available for ordinary spending. It 
should not be. It should be protected. 
The Social Security surplus, therefore, 
should be the subject of the point of 
order called for in this measure upon 
which we will vote shortly. 

This vote is all about protecting So-
cial Security surpluses. It is a vote 
about making sure that the surpluses 
are not used to pay for new budget defi-
cits or operations in the rest of Gov-
ernment. 

The vote supporting the Herger plan 
should be bipartisan and unanimous. 
Think about what the vote was in the 
House of Representatives. In the House 
of Representatives, this vote was 416 to 
12—416 to 12. That is an overwhelming 
endorsement. During the debate on the 
budget resolution, the Senate voted 99 
to 0 in support of legislation to protect 
Social Security. 

We are calling on every Senator to 
vote with us to pass the legislation im-
plementing this unanimous resolution. 

As I said, in addition, the House re-
cently passed the Herger bill, 416–12. 
There is no reason that the Senators on 
the other side of the aisle should not 
join with us on this vote to protect So-
cial Security. 

I want to commend Congressman 
HERGER for his hard work in bringing 
the bill to the floor and obtaining such 
an overwhelming vote in favor of pro-
tecting Social Security. I hope that we 
can do the same on the Senate side and 
put this bill on the President’s desk 
immediately. 

We need to pass this bill because we 
need to implement procedures to pro-
tect Social Security now. 

Social Security is scheduled to go 
bankrupt in 2034. Starting in 2014, So-
cial Security will begin spending more 
than it collects in taxes. 

Despite this impending crisis, over 
the next 5 years, President Clinton’s 
budget proposes spending $158 billion of 
the Social Security surpluses on non- 
Social Security programs. We need to 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:19 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00046 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S16JN9.001 S16JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 12995 June 16, 1999 
stop this kind of raid on Social Secu-
rity. 

We need to protect Social Security 
now for the 1 million Missourians who 
receive Social Security benefits, for 
their children, and for their grand-
children. 

This provision will help do that, by 
making sure that Social Security funds 
do not go for anything other than So-
cial Security. 

Under this provision, Congress will 
no longer routinely pass budgets that 
use Social Security funds to balance 
the budget. A congressional budget 
that uses Social Security funds to bal-
ance the budget will be subject to a 
point of order, and cannot be passed, or 
even considered, unless 60 Senators 
vote to override the point of order. 

One of the most important lessons a 
parent teaches a child is to be respon-
sible—responsible for his or her con-
duct and responsible for his or her 
money. America needs to be respon-
sible with the people’s money. 

The Herger bill, like the original 
Ashcroft point of order, will show the 
American people that we are being re-
sponsible, by protecting the Social Se-
curity system from irresponsible Gov-
ernment spending. 

Americans, including the 1 million 
Missourians who receive Social Secu-
rity benefits, want Social Security pro-
tected. This bill does what America 
wants, and what every Senator has said 
they want to do. 

I urge my colleagues to join in sup-
port of this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Does the Senator 
from Massachusetts want 3 minutes? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Three minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts is recognized 
for 3 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this is 
another case where the seniors and the 
young people of this country ought to 
look beyond the words to the real 
meaning of the program. We will have 
an opportunity to debate a Patients’ 
Bill of Rights in the next few days, I 
hope. But we will have what is effec-
tively a ‘‘Patients’ Bill of Wrongs.’’ It 
will be introduced by our good friends 
on the other side of the aisle as a ‘‘Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights’’, but it does not 
provide the protection. 

And here we have another example of 
this, where we have an illusion that we 
are protecting Social Security. They 
say it, but they do not mean it, because 
the legislation effectively denies it. In 
reality, this Republican ‘‘lockbox’’ 
does nothing to extend the life of the 
Social Security Trust Fund for future 
beneficiaries. In fact, it would do just 
the reverse. The sponsors of the legisla-
tion deliberately designed their 
‘‘lockbox’’ with a ‘‘trapdoor.’’ Their 
plan would allow Social Security pay-
roll taxes to be used instead to finance 

unspecified ‘‘reform’’ plans. This loop-
hole opens the door to risky tax cut 
schemes that would finance private re-
tirement accounts at the expense of 
Social Security’s guaranteed benefits. 
Such a privatization plan could actu-
ally make Social Security’s financial 
picture far worse than it is today, ne-
cessitating deep benefit cuts in the fu-
ture. 

As has been pointed out by my good 
friends from New Jersey, South Caro-
lina, and others here, this loophole un-
dermines the protection of these re-
sources that should be allocated to pro-
tect our senior citizens. 

No matter how many times those on 
the other side say that this really does 
give them the insurance and that it 
really does provide the protection, as 
has been pointed out by speaker after 
speaker after speaker, it fails to meet 
the fundamental and basic test. Be-
cause of the ‘‘trapdoor,’’ the Repub-
lican ‘‘lockbox’’ fails to provide protec-
tions for our senior citizens. It does not 
deserve the support of the Members of 
this body. 

This Republican ‘‘lockbox’’ is an illu-
sion. It gives only the appearance of 
protecting Social Security. In reality, 
it does nothing to extend the life of the 
Social Security Trust Fund for future 
beneficiaries. It would, in fact, do just 
the reverse. The sponsors of the legisla-
tion deliberately designed their 
‘‘lockbox’’ with a ‘‘trapdoor’’. It would 
allow payroll tax dollars that belong to 
Social Security to be spent instead of 
risky privatization schemes. 

It is time to look behind the rhetoric 
of the proponents of the ‘‘lockbox.’’ 
Their statements convey the impres-
sion that they have taken a major step 
toward protecting Social Security. In 
truth, they have done nothing to 
strengthen Social Security. Their pro-
posal would not provide even one addi-
tional dollar to pay benefits to future 
retirees. Nor would it extend the sol-
vency of the Trust Fund by even one 
more day. It merely recommits to So-
cial Security those dollars which al-
ready belong to the Trust Fund under 
current law. At best, that is all their 
so-called ‘‘lockbox’’ would do. 

By contrast, the administration’s 
proposed budget would contribute 2.8 
trillion new dollars of the surplus to 
Social Security over the next fifteen 
years. By doing so, the President’s 
budget would extend the life of the 
Trust Fund by more than a generation, 
to beyond 2050. 

There is a fundamental difference be-
tween the parties over what to do with 
the savings which will result from 
using the surplus for debt reduction. 
The Federal Government will realize 
enormous savings from paying down 
the debt. As a result, billions of dollars 
that would have been required to pay 
interest on the national debt will be-
come available each year for other pur-
poses. President Clinton believes those 

debt service savings should be used to 
strengthen Social Security. I whole-
heartedly agree. But the Republicans 
refuse to commit these savings to the 
Social Security Trust Fund. They are 
short-changing Social Security, while 
pretending to save it. 

Currently, the Federal Government 
spends more than 11 cents of every 
budget dollar to pay the cost of inter-
est on the national debt. By using the 
Social Security surplus to pay down 
the debt over the next fifteen years, we 
can reduce the debt service cost to just 
2 cents of every budget dollar by 2014; 
and to zero by 2018. Sensible fiscal 
management now will produce enor-
mous savings to the government in fu-
ture years. Since it was payroll tax 
revenues which make the debt reduc-
tion possible, those savings should in 
turn be used to strengthen Social Secu-
rity. 

That is what President Clinton right-
ly proposed in his budget. His plan 
would provide an additional $2.8 tril-
lion to Social Security, most of it debt 
service savings, between 2030 and 2055. 
As a result, the current level of Social 
Security benefits would be fully fi-
nanced for all future recipients for 
more than half a century. It is an emi-
nently reasonable plan. But Republican 
Member of Congress oppose it. 

Not only does the Republican plan 
fail to provide any new resources to 
fund Social Security benefits for future 
retirees, it does not even effectively 
guarantee that existing payroll tax 
revenues will be used to pay Social Se-
curity benefits. They have deliberately 
built a trapdoor in their ‘‘lockdoor.’’ 
Their plan would allow Social Security 
payroll taxes to be used instead to fi-
nance unspecified ‘‘reform’’ plans. This 
loophole opens the door to risky tax 
cut schemes that would finance private 
retirement accounts at the expense of 
Social Security’s guaranteed benefits. 
If these dollars are expended on private 
accounts, there will be nothing left for 
debt reduction, and no new resources 
to fund future Social Security benefits. 
Such a privatization plan could actu-
ally make Social Security’s financial 
picture far worse then it is today, ne-
cessitating deep benefit cuts in the fu-
ture. 

A genuine lockbox would prevent any 
such diversion of funds. A genuine 
lockbox would guarantee that those 
payroll tax dollars would be in the 
Trust Fund when needed to pay bene-
fits to future recipients. The Repub-
lican ‘‘lockbox’’ does just the opposite. 
It actually invites a raid on the Social 
Security Trust Fund. 

Repubican retirement security ‘‘re-
form’’ could be nothing more than tax 
cuts to subsidize private accounts dis-
proportionately benefitting their 
wealthy friends. Pacing Social Secu-
rity on a firm financial footing should 
be our highest budget priority, not fur-
ther enriching the already wealthy. 
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Two-thirds of our senior citizens de-
pend upon Social Security retirement 
benefits for more than fifty percent of 
their annual income. without it, half 
the nation’s elderly would fall below 
the poverty line. 

To our Republican colleagues, I say: 
‘‘If you are unwilling to strengthen So-
cial Security, at last do not weaken it. 
Do not divert dollars which belong to 
the Social Security Trust Fund for 
other purposes. Every dollar in that 
Trust Fund is needed to pay future So-
cial Security benefits.’’ 

While this ‘‘lockbox’’ provides no 
genuine protection for Social Security, 
it provides no protection at all for 
Medicare. 

The Republicans are so indifferent to 
senior citizens’ health care that they 
have refused to reserve any of the sur-
plus exclusively for Medicare. They 
call this legislation the ‘‘Social Secu-
rity and Medicare Safe Deposit Box 
Act,’’ but in fact they do nothing to fi-
nancially strengthen Medicare. Rather 
than providing a dedicated stream of 
available on-budget revenue to Medi-
care, their proposal pits Medicare 
against Social Security in a competi-
tion for funds that belong to the Social 
Security Trust Fund. We all know that 
the dollars in the Social Security Trust 
Fund are not even sufficient to meet 
Social Security’s obligations after 2034. 
There clearly are no extra funds avail-
able in Social Security to help Medi-
care. Their plan will do nothing to ease 
the financial crisis confronting Medi-
care. The Republican proposal for 
Medicare is a sham—and they know it. 

By contrast, Democrats have pro-
posed to devote 40 percent of the on- 
budget surplus to Medicare. Those new 
dollars would come entirely from the 
on-budget portion of the surplus. The 
Republicans have adamantly refused to 
provide any additional funds for Medi-
care. Instead, they propose to spend 
the entire on-budget surplus on tax 
cuts disproportionately benefitting the 
wealthiest Americans. 

According to the most recent projec-
tions of the Medicare Trustees, if we do 
not provide additional resources, keep-
ing Medicare solvent for the next 25 
years will require benefit cuts of al-
most 11 percent—massive cuts of hun-
dreds of billions of dollars. Keeping it 
solvent for 50 years will require cuts of 
25 percent. 

The conference agreement passed by 
House and Senate Republicans ear-
marks the money that should be used 
for Medicare for tax cuts. Eight-hun-
dred billion dollars are earmarked for 
tax cuts—and not a penny for Medi-
care. The top priority for the American 
people is to protect both Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. But this misguided 
budget puts Medicare and Social Secu-
rity last, not first. 

Democrats oppose this ‘‘lockbox’’ be-
cause we want real protection for So-
cial Security and Medicare. Our pro-

posal says: save Social Security and 
Medicare first, before the surpluses 
earned by American workers are squan-
dered on new tax breaks or new spend-
ing. It says: extend the solvency of the 
Medicare Trust Fund, by assuring that 
some of the bounty of our booming 
economy is used to preserve, protect, 
and improve Medicare. 

Our proposal does not say no to tax 
cuts. Substantial amounts would still 
be available for targeted tax relief. It 
does not say no to new spending on im-
portant national priorities. But it does 
say that protecting Medicare should be 
as high a national priority for the Con-
gress as it is for the American people. 

Every senior citizen knows—and 
their children and grandchildren know, 
too—that the elderly cannot afford 
cuts in Medicare. They are already 
stretched to the limit—and often be-
yond the limit—to purchase the health 
care they need. Because of gaps in 
Medicare and rising health costs, Medi-
care now covers only about 50 percent 
of the health bills of senior citizens. On 
average, senior citizens spend 19 per-
cent of their limited incomes to pur-
chase the health care they need—al-
most as large a proportion as they had 
to pay before Medicare was enacted a 
generation ago. By 2025, if we do noth-
ing, that proportion will have risen to 
29 percent. Too often, even with to-
day’s Medicare benefits, senior citizens 
have to choose between putting food on 
the table, paying the rent, or pur-
chasing the health care they need. This 
problem demands our attention. 

Those on the other side of the aisle 
have tried to conceal their own indif-
ference to Medicare behind a cloud of 
obfuscation. They say their plan does 
not cut Medicare. That may be true in 
a narrow, legalistic sense—but it is 
fundamentally false and misleading. 
Between now and 2025, Medicare has a 
shortfall of almost $1 trillion. If we do 
nothing to address that shortfall, we 
are imposing almost $1 trillion in 
Medicare cuts, just as surely as if we 
directly legislated those cuts. No 
amount of rhetoric can conceal this 
fundamental fact. The authors of the 
Republican budget resolution had a 
choice to make between tax breaks for 
the wealthy and saving Medicare—and 
they chose to slash Medicare. 

I urge my colleagues, on both sides of 
the aisle, to establish genuine 
lockboxes for both Social Security and 
Medicare. H.R. 1259 creates only the il-
lusion of protecting these two land-
mark programs. It provides inadequate 
protection for Social Security and no 
protection at all for Medicare. We can 
do better than this. 

I thank the Senator from New Jersey 
and yield back my remaining time to 
him. 

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

ator from Michigan. 
Mr. ABRAHAM. I yield 3 minutes to 

the Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized for 3 
minutes. 

Mr. FITZGERALD. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

I will speak for a moment on this 
issue which has been of great concern 
to me. As many of you know, I come 
from a banking background. Bankers 
manage trust funds. I come from a 
business background where businesses, 
as you know, manage their employees’ 
pension funds. 

Congress has passed laws that make 
it illegal for any business man or 
woman in the private sector to reach 
into an employee’s pension fund, take 
the money out, and spend it on some 
other program. 

A few years back Congress passed 
laws making it illegal for State and 
local governments to plunder the pen-
sion funds of their employees. But dur-
ing all this time, where Congress has 
put these laws on the books and made 
it illegal in the private sector and at 
the State and local government level 
to plunder pension funds, we have gone 
on and on in Washington taking all the 
money that goes into the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, taking every dime of it 
out, and spending it on some other pro-
gram. 

As a result, as I speak now on the 
Senate floor, there is no money in the 
Social Security trust fund. All of it has 
been taken out and spent on other pro-
grams. They have put meaningless, 
nonmarketable, nonnegotiable securi-
ties in the Social Security trust fund, 
securities that have no economic value 
because they cannot be sold to raise 
cash. 

Right now our Government is build-
ing up, theoretically, surpluses in the 
Social Security trust fund, but they 
are taking all that money out and 
spending it. So when we actually need 
it to pay benefits, beginning in the 
year 2014, there will be no money there. 
No matter what the balance of those 
bogus IOUs is in the Social Security 
trust fund, in the year 2014—whether 
that balance is $1 trillion or $5 tril-
lion—they are of no assistance in pay-
ing benefits to those who depend on So-
cial Security. The country will either 
have to raise taxes or cut benefits to 
make up for the shortfall that is an-
ticipated after the year 2014. 

This legislation is basic, decent com-
mon sense. We should not allow Con-
gress to continue frittering away the 
Social Security trust fund. I urge all 
my colleagues to support it and end 
this outrageous practice of plundering 
the Social Security trust fund, to the 
detriment of our Nation’s seniors and 
those who will be desiring to live on 
Social Security benefits in the next 
century. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
California. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I thank Senator LAU-

TENBERG for his leadership. What he did 
in the gun debate is expose that the 
other side had a sham bill which they 
said would promote sensible gun laws. 
He exposed that. He put forward the 
Lautenberg amendment, which eventu-
ally passed, that did something about 
the safety of our children. 

He is doing it again today. He is 
ready to offer a real amendment to 
help our seniors, and he is not able to 
do it. 

Let’s face it—the Republicans admit 
it—Medicare is not included in their 
lockbox. The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. SANTORUM, accuses us of po-
litical demagoguery for pointing this 
out. To me, that is extraordinary. Be-
cause we want to offer an amendment 
to include Medicare in the lockbox, we 
are practicing political demagoguery. 

Let’s ask the average senior citizen if 
they need their Medicare. There is a 
beautiful picture of a beautiful couple 
next to our friend from Michigan. If 
they were sitting on this floor, I think 
he would lean over to her and say: 
Honey, I didn’t know they were leaving 
out Medicare. 

Let me tell you why. Because if you 
leave out Medicare, even if you do save 
Social Security—and that is not a fact 
in evidence in this lockbox; there are 
so many loopholes in it—and all of a 
sudden seniors have to pay $300 a 
month more for their Medicare, maybe 
even more, that will eat up their Social 
Security. 

Medicare and Social Security are the 
twin pillars of the safety net for our re-
tired people. Before Medicare, 50 per-
cent of our seniors had no health insur-
ance. 

Put Medicare into the lockbox. Give 
us a chance. Vote down cloture. Let’s 
have a debate that is worthy of this 
body. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Will the Chair tell us 
how much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan has 6 minutes 5 
seconds, and the Senator from New 
Jersey has 2 minutes 14 seconds. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I will 
speak briefly. 

I have to admit to a certain amount 
of confusion over the arguments about 
this debate from the other side. When 
we had what we termed to be a tough 
lockbox—and we believe it was, the 
Senate bill—we were told it was too 
tough. The Secretary of the Treasury 
sent a letter saying it should be vetoed; 
it is too tough, puts too many con-
straints on the Government. 

Now we are using the House bill, 
which virtually every Member of both 
parties in the House voted for, and it is 
accused of being too easy, too loose, 
too many loopholes. I have a hard time 

figuring out what it will take to be a 
satisfactory lockbox. 

If you look at the money that comes 
to the Federal Government and divide 
it into two categories, you have one 
category which is the money that goes 
into Social Security, on which we run 
a surplus, and all the rest of the money 
that comes to Washington. It seems to 
me there is a consensus on all sides 
that the money that goes into Social 
Security ought to not be spent on any-
thing except Social Security. It seems 
to me we could pass that bill, and we 
could provide the seniors, who I have 
introduced to us today, with the secu-
rity that all their Social Security 
money will be used for Social Security. 

There is no consensus as to what to 
do with all the rest of the money that 
comes to Washington. That is why we 
have appropriations committees. That 
is why we have reconciliation bills. 
That is why we have annual budget de-
bates. 

It does seem to me a little bit odd, if 
everybody is in agreement that we 
ought to keep the Social Security reve-
nues for Social Security, that we can’t 
pass that bill but instead we have to 
have countless other debates going on 
about a variety of other spending prior-
ities. Can’t we at least agree that the 
Social Security money that comes for 
Social Security ought to be spent on 
Social Security? 

To me, Mr. President, that is self-evi-
dent. All this other discussion increas-
ingly must be an effort to thwart a de-
bate on what to do with the Social Se-
curity surplus. To me, that debate 
ought to be simple. It ought to be used 
for Social Security. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. If 
you have any other speakers, we want-
ed to have the—— 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. The last word? 
Mr. ABRAHAM. If you have some-

body else who wants to speak, then we 
will go. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
how much time do we have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey has 2 minutes 14 
seconds. The Senator from Michigan 
has 3 minutes 40 seconds. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
we are in the final minutes of this de-
bate. I wonder whether could we get 
unanimous consent to extend this de-
bate by 10 minutes equally divided. 

Mr. DOMENICI. It has been suggested 
that we not extend it. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I 
strongly support measures that will 
create a financially solvent Social Se-
curity system for current and future 
beneficiaries. 

I am pleased that the Senate is de-
bating this issue, since the Trustees 
predict that in 2034 the current Social 
Security system will no longer be sol-
vent. 

However, the proposed lockbox in 
this legislation is not the way to make 

Social Security financially solvent for 
our children and our grandchildren. 

The proposed lockbox reminds one of 
the 1980s—real efforts at fiscal dis-
cipline were ignored in favor for catchy 
slogans and irrelevant procedural 
changes. 

As Congress fiddled, our budget 
burned. During the 1980s and early 
1990s, the national debt quadrupled and 
the annual deficit reached almost $300 
billion in 1992. 

If we are going to create a lockbox, 
the Senate needs to develop one with-
out any holes. 

Unfortunately, the lockbox in the 
current proposal has several large 
holes. 

It allows Social Security Surplus to 
be used for Social Security and Medi-
care Reform. 

For instance, Social Security reform 
can mean different things. 

Some of them do not mean achieving 
solvency of the Social Security system. 

Social Security reform could mean 
creating individual retirement ac-
counts. 

Let’s not allow the surplus out of the 
lockbox until we have ‘‘reform’’ that 
ensures solvency. 

If I had been allowed, I would have 
offered an amendment that would use 
the Social Security surpluses to pay off 
the debt held by the public. 

Only this action will truly ensure 
that the Social Security surplus is used 
to create a stronger economy. 

Paying down the debt would lower 
long term interest rates. 

Lower interest rates make it less ex-
pensive for the American public to bor-
row money. 

The low cost of borrowing would en-
courage the American public to get 
loans that they could invest in new 
business ventures and in education. 

The new economic activity and in-
creased labor productivity derived 
from these activities will lead to in-
creased economic growth. 

More economic growth leads to in-
creased FICA tax revenue which gives 
the Social Security Trust Fund more 
income and extends solvency. 

This lockbox proposal that we are 
considering has numerous other holes. 

The proposal focuses on securing the 
bank that will hold the Social Security 
surplus. 

However, it does not secure the train 
that takes the money to the bank. 

Jesse James, the famous American 
outlaw, used to rob banks and trains. 

Like any good outlaw, he would steal 
money where it was easiest to do so. 

If the bank was too secure to rob, he 
would rob the train that brought the 
money to the bank. 

Congress’ abuses of its emergency 
spending powers are similar to robbing 
the train that brings the Social Secu-
rity surplus to bank. 

The 1990 budget agreement specifi-
cally outlined a binding, multi-year 
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deficit-reduction plan, along with a 
web of procedural controls to restrain 
federal spending. 

That included rules on instances 
when Congress could escape those 
spending restraints to pay for emer-
gency needs. 

Unfortunately, this emergency safety 
valve is increasingly used to evade fis-
cal discipline. 

What Washington believes to be a 
true ‘‘emergency’’ is decidedly dif-
ferent than what the average person 
probably thinks. 

In the waning hours of last fall’s 
budget negotiations, we passed a $532 
billion omnibus appropriations bill. 

Included in that bill was $21.4 billion 
in so-called ‘‘emergency’’ spending. 

Without the emergency designation, 
Congress would have been required to 
offset each expenditure under the ‘‘pay- 
as-you-go’’ rule that is critical to 
maintaining fiscal discipline and bal-
ance. 

Let’s consider the numbers. 
In 1998, the Social Security surplus 

was $99 billion. 
$27 billion of that surplus was used to 

cover a deficit in the Federal operating 
budget. 

An additional $3 billion was used to 
pay for emergency outlays. 

All of a sudden, the $99 billion Social 
Security surplus was reduced to $69 bil-
lion. 

In 1999, we are projecting a $127 bil-
lion Social Security surplus. 

But we have spent another $12.6 bil-
lion for emergencies, reducing that sur-
plus to $98 billion. 

And even though we have not yet 
reached the 2000 fiscal year, we already 
know that emergency spending expend-
itures will reduce that year’s Social 
Security surplus by $10 billion. 

Our repetitive misuse of the emer-
gency process continues to erode the 
Social Security Trust Fund. 

Senator SNOWE of Maine and I have 
introduced legislation that would es-
tablish permanent safeguards to pro-
tect the surplus from questionable 
‘‘emergency’’ uses. 

Specifically, our legislation would do 
the following: 

1. Create a 60-vote point of order that 
prevents non-emergency items from 
being included in emergency spending 
bills. 

This will ensure that non-emergency 
items are subject to careful scrutiny. 

2. Create a 60-vote point of order that 
will allow members to challenge the 
validity of items that are redesignated 
as ‘‘emergencies.’’ 

3. Require a 60-vote supermajority in 
the Senate for the passage of any bill 
that contains emergency spending. 

This will serve as a ‘‘safety value’’ to 
ensure that there is strong support for 
a bill containing emergency spending 
even if neither of the proceeding points 
of order were exercised for any reason. 

Mr. President, as we adjust to the 
welcome reality of budget surpluses— 

after decades of annual deficits and 
burgeoning additions to the national 
debt—we must never forget how easily 
this valuable asset can be squandered. 

For too long, the Federal Govern-
ment treated the budget like a credit 
card with an unlimited spending limit. 

If our hard-won surpluses are going 
to be preserved, we have to prevent the 
abuse of emergency spending from tak-
ing over the budgetary process. 

Too many instances of misuse will 
enlarge the hard task of identifying 
true emergencies and injure the credi-
bility and original purpose of ‘‘emer-
gency’’ spending. 

Just as private citizens are warned 
against falsely dialing 911, Congress 
should be restrained from misusing its 
emergency spending powers. The next 
door wide open to raids on the surplus 
will be the one that passes on more 
debt—and a less secure Social Security 
system—to our children and grand-
children. 

Mr. President, a ‘‘lockbox’’ is a good 
idea. But we can make this one strong-
er. We can control ‘‘emergency spend-
ing’’ so there will be money to put in 
the lockbox for future generations. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the lockbox legislation 
being considered by the Senate. The 
Senate has tried to bring this impor-
tant issue to a vote and begin changing 
the way people think about budget sur-
pluses. Our House colleagues have 
passed their lockbox legislation and 
now it is up to the Senate to finish the 
job. 

The source of the surplus is a rising 
inflow of Social Security payroll taxes. 
Under the current budget rules, this 
revenue is treated like revenue from 
any other source—it is put into the 
general fund and then spent. The 
lockbox would capture the difference 
between the inflows to the Social Secu-
rity trust fund and the payment of ben-
efits to current retirees—reserving it 
for the Social Security program only. 

This debate is not only about pre-
serving Social Security, but the entire 
concept of a balanced budget. In 1997, 
Congress passed the first balanced 
budget since 1969. We now have a sur-
plus of $134 billion for fiscal year 1999 
and forecasts show a combined surplus 
totaling $1.8 trillion over the next ten 
years. That gives Congress the oppor-
tunity to work on long term solutions 
to the fast approaching insolvency of 
the Social Security and Medicare pro-
grams. There are only 28 years remain-
ing before Social Security is forecast 
to go broke. Medicare will be bankrupt 
in less than half that time. We must 
ensure that we capture as much of the 
surplus as possible to give Congress the 
ability to develop a new Social Secu-
rity program that is actuarially sound 
for Baby Boomers. 

Without the balanced budget, there 
would be no surplus to save. That goes 
for the spending caps, too. Without 

spending caps, there would have been 
no enforcement mechanism to prevent 
Congress from increasing the deficit. 
The spending caps were the tool that 
Congress used to ensure a surplus. The 
lockbox is another tool for fiscal dis-
cipline—like the spending caps—that 
will help ensure that the Social Secu-
rity surplus is used for its stated pur-
pose. 

The Social Security surplus is not 
‘‘found money.’’ It is money that will 
provide income for retired Americans. 
The Administration that said it wanted 
to preserve every penny of the surplus 
for Social Security has decided that 
saving the program means spending 
$1.8 trillion on unrelated programs. 
Congress rejected the President’s at-
tempt to spend the surplus and double 
the national debt in the process. We 
must not spend money that is already 
earmarked for future Social Security 
beneficiaries. As an accountant, I have 
a hard time reconciling the President’s 
plan to what I know about accounting. 
He wants to spend the same money he 
is claiming to save. You can’t have it 
both ways—either you spend it or you 
save it. The lockbox saves it. Other-
wise, the President forces us to spend 
it. 

The lockbox legislation prohibits 
spending the surplus on anything but 
Social Security by requiring a 60 vote 
point of order against any legislation 
that spends the surplus. The legislation 
would also combine the lock with a 
second provision—the requirement that 
debt held by the public also decline by 
the same amount the Social Security 
surplus increases. That would save the 
Federal government about $230 billion 
a year in interest over the next 30 
years. That is $230 billion that is avail-
able for national defense or even edu-
cation. If we do nothing, the govern-
ment will pay over $10 trillion dollars 
in interest over the next thirty years. 
The lockbox would help cut the na-
tional debt and ensure that future gen-
erations are not liable for the fiscal ir-
responsibility of past generations. It is 
the national debt that could become a 
significant roadblock to the economic 
security of the Baby Boomers. What 
will the children of baby boomers do 
when they have to spend all the U.S. 
tax revenues on Social Security and 
know that they will never see a penny 
of it. Would they revolt? Would they 
end Social Security? This is a reac-
tionary generation coming up, what 
will their reaction be? The debt reduc-
tion provision of the lockbox legisla-
tion is the type of farsighted leadership 
that has been missing in years past. It 
is also this provision that has earned a 
veto threat from the President for that 
reason. It would prevent the President 
from increasing the national debt as 
well as the size and scope of govern-
ment. 

The Social Security lockbox will pro-
tect the Social Security surplus from 
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wasteful spending and ensure that the 
money will be there to fulfill future ob-
ligations. Just as corporations are pro-
hibited from spending their pension 
funds on regular business expenses, 
Congress should have the same restric-
tions on the Social Security surplus. If 
company executives handled pension 
funds like the current use of Social Se-
curity the executives would be in jail! 
The temptation to go back to the old 
tax and spending ways is too great if 
Congress has access to a growing pot of 
money. Congress must not go back to 
the old spending rules. Just because we 
have a surplus does not mean that the 
battle has been won. It means that we 
must continue to be watchful and en-
sure that the surplus continues to 
grow. 

Last night, both Houses of Congress 
took up legislation that would spend 
the surplus on programs other than So-
cial Security. The House of Represent-
atives passed legislation that would 
spend $14.3 billion more than budgeted 
for airports. The Senate had a proce-
dural vote to allow the consideration of 
legislation to give loans to the steel in-
dustry and small oil and gas producers. 
That money comes right out of the sur-
plus. It is this type of action that the 
lockbox is designed to prevent. 

The lockbox’s time has come. Con-
gress must not continue to pay lip 
service to the concept of preserving the 
Social Security surplus. We must take 
the bold steps necessary to ensure that 
the program is around for the long 
term. We must not use long term funds 
to satisfy short term wishes. I encour-
age my colleagues to vote in favor of 
this commitment. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. In the final min-
utes of the debate, I hope we can clear 
the air so that everybody understands 
what we are talking about. 

There are these kinds of random ac-
cusations about demagoguing this 
issue, et cetera. We are not 
demagoguing the issue. It is very sim-
ple. We ought to be able to discuss it 
on the floor of the Senate without hav-
ing the amendment tree filled up so 
you can’t offer amendments, without 
having cloture offered the minute the 
bill is introduced, so that there is a 
lame suggestion there is a filibuster 
going on when there is no time, 1 hour 
equally divided—that is a filibuster? 
That is not a man-size filibuster at all. 
We have had filibusters that have 
taken 20 hours. So that is not a fili-
buster. It is all an excuse to lock out 
other opinion, controverting what is 
being presented to us. 

Yesterday our good friend from 
Michigan said that we refused to let 
that bill go forward, that the Secretary 
of the Treasury said that we could go 
into default. That is what he said. We 
hear these descriptions that are ig-
nored on the other side. We heard our 
friend from Illinois say that Social Se-
curity has these meaningless instru-

ments to protect the trust fund. Mean-
ingless? All they have is the full faith 
and credit of the United States. If any 
of you have any money, it says on 
there ‘‘full faith and credit,’’ consider 
it meaningless, even if you have a lot 
of it. 

This is a nonsense kind of discussion. 
What they are saying is there is noth-
ing to increase Social Security’s sol-
vency being offered. Whatever surplus 
there is in Social Security stays with 
Social Security. We agree with that. 

We want to take the non-Social Secu-
rity surplus and use 40 percent of that 
to preserve Medicare. That is what we 
want to do. Our friends do not want to 
let us do that. They do not want to 
have the debate, and they do not want 
the American public to have their 
Medicare protected. 

That is not where they are; they are 
at protecting it for tax cuts or other 
uses they find appropriate, not for 
what the American people want. 

I assume that we are out of time, Mr. 
President? 

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

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I 
yield the remainder of our time to the 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, first 
of all, I commend Senator KENNEDY, 
because he offered an amendment. It is 
pending. I join him in that amendment. 
That amendment is germane, and it 
takes care of the entire argument 
about there being a loophole, because 
it takes the loophole out. 

We didn’t put the loophole in. The 
House did. The loophole is that the So-
cial Security trust fund should be used 
only for Social Security. The House 
said it should also be used for Medi-
care. 

Now, the good Senator from New Jer-
sey is saying there are no amendments 
possible. This amendment could be 
called up after cloture, and it would 
take that part of it out and would 
leave it just for Social Security. 

Now, senior citizens are hearing an 
argument that says we ought to pro-
tect both Medicare and Social Security 
in a proposal that is trying to take the 
Social Security fund and keep it for 
the future for senior citizens. One at a 
time, let’s get it done. What is wrong 
with the other side of the aisle coming 
forth and debating keeping the Social 
Security trust fund for Social Security, 
not divert over and talk about Medi-
care, which is in committee being de-
bated as to getting a bipartisan bill out 
of committee? We ought to wait for 
that to occur before we start talking 
about Medicare with Social Security. 

Finally, the idea that this won’t 
work and the notion that Senator 
DOMENICI in the past has said: Let’s 
first pay off Medicare’s responsibility, 
let me clear that up. 

We were talking then about a huge 
cigarette tax. That is not before us. 

The cigarette tax was going to be spent 
by the President and by many on both 
sides of the aisle, to which I said: Be-
fore we do that, we ought to set it aside 
to see if Medicare needs it. That was a 
brand new tax. 

Plain and simple, if the Democrats 
will cooperate, which they are not 
going to, we will bring before the Sen-
ate and have a debate: Do you want to 
put 100 percent of the Social Security 
trust fund aside and use it only for So-
cial Security, or do you want to save 62 
percent, as the President says, for So-
cial Security? Incidentally, to the 
credit of Democrats in our committee, 
not a single one of them voted for the 
President’s budget, not a single one. 
They voted for little pieces. Even they 
didn’t think the President’s ideas were 
correct. Frankly, from our standpoint, 
we stand ready, and we say to the 
American senior citizens: Put the 
blame where it belongs. 

They didn’t let us vote on a tough 
lockbox because it was too tough. We 
fixed it up to accommodate the Sec-
retary; still too tough. The other side 
says: You can’t get it done. Now we 
have one that is not as good, but sig-
nificant, and now they say they want 
to take care of Medicare also. 

We ought to get our priorities 
straight. We are debating a trust fund 
in the Senate for Social Security 
money. If they want to offer amend-
ments to change that in some way, 
even after cloture, they can vote on 
those amendments. I repeat, Senator 
KENNEDY has handled it right. He put 
in an amendment already. That amend-
ment says Social Security trust funds 
should only be used for Social Secu-
rity. It takes Medicare out of the 
House bill. That is a good way to ap-
proach this legislation—not to stand 
up and say Republicans aren’t doing 
anything. As a matter of fact, we came 
up with the toughest lockbox you could 
imagine. But we heard that it is too 
tough, too hard on future Americans, 
to hard on our debt, so we changed it 
some. Then the excuse was: We are not 
ready to vote on that; we need more 
amendments. 

I think the American senior citizens 
know what we are trying to do. I hope 
they know what the Democrats are try-
ing to do. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has expired. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. 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. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
that Sean McClusky, Curtis Rubinas, 
Dennis Tamargo, and Zachary Bennett 
of my staff be afforded floor privileges 
for the consideration of this legisla-
tion. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. 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. DASCHLE. 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. DASCHLE. Mr. President, once 
again, the Senate has the opportunity 
to do something meaningful for the 
American people; that is, to protect 
and strengthen both Social Security 
and Medicare for generations to come. 
I fear we may lose that opportunity in 
just a few moments. 

Repeatedly, we have seen lost oppor-
tunities as we have debated this 
lockbox issue now for several months. 
Rather than allowing Senators to exer-
cise their rights and offer amendments 
to improve a given piece of legislation, 
many of our Republican colleagues 
have opted for a take-it-or-leave-it ap-
proach. The losers in each instance are 
the American people. They know this 
behavior produces gridlock and par-
tisanship and fails to address the prob-
lems and concerns faced by American 
families around the country. Yet, this 
is precisely the course the majority has 
chosen to follow on yesterday’s so- 
called lockbox bill and again on to-
day’s version. 

In both instances, our Republican 
colleagues have resorted to procedural 
tactics to deny Senators the right to 
offer even a single amendment. 

The right to amend is a fundamental 
part of the legislative process and is 
particularly important given the na-
ture of the bills before us yesterday 
and today. Both of these bills have 
flaws that, if addressed, could quickly 
lead to final passage of both. Neither 
the Abraham bill we considered yester-
day, nor the House-passed bill we will 
soon be voting on, sets aside a single 
dollar for Medicare—not a dollar, not a 
dime. Nothing. 

Democrats believe we should protect 
and strengthen both Social Security 
and Medicare. Republicans—at least 
some of them—can’t seem to bring 
themselves to do anything to address 
the Medicare issue. Given a choice be-
tween Medicare and tax cuts, or just 
tax cuts, our Republican colleagues are 
choosing just tax cuts every time. 

This position is particularly trou-
bling given the state of Medicare’s fi-
nances and the size of the projected on- 
budget, non-Social Security surpluses. 
According to OMB, we will have an on- 
budget surplus of $1.7 trillion over the 
next 15 years. 

According to Medicare’s actuaries, 
the Medicare trust fund is likely to go 
bankrupt in 2015—at the very time 
when large numbers of the baby boom-
er generation reach retirement age. 

Large non-Social Security surpluses 
are within our reach while large prob-
lems are looming in Medicare. It seems 
only natural that we would try to set 
aside a portion of the $1.7 trillion in 
on-budget surpluses to help protect and 
reform Medicare. This is precisely the 
approach taken by Democrats in our 
alternative: pay down the debt and set 
aside resources for Social Security and 
Medicare as well. 

If you look at the comments made by 
Republicans last year, you would think 
that they would join us now in our pur-
suit to protect both of these important 
programs. Just last year on this floor, 
Republican after Republican took the 
opportunity to tell us about the impor-
tance of saving Medicare. 

Quoting one Republican Senator: 
What would we do if we had half a trillion 

dollars to spend? The obvious answer that 
cries out is Medicare. I think it is logical. 
People understand the President on ‘‘save 
Social Security first,’’ and I think they will 
understand ‘‘save Medicare first.’’ Medicare 
is in crisis. We want to save Medicare first. 

So says a Republican colleague just 
last year. 

These words, in various forms, were 
spoken by a number of our Republican 
colleagues. The only thing that has 
changed since then is the size of the 
non-Social Security surplus; it has 
grown considerably in the intervening 
period. Despite their words from last 
year and forecasts this year showing 
even larger surpluses—$1.7 trillion over 
the next 15 years—Republicans now re-
sist setting aside a single dollar for 
Medicare. 

Equally disturbing about the so- 
called Social Security lockbox is that 
it does not even truly protect Social 
Security. 

Rather than lock away Social Secu-
rity trust funds for Social Security 
benefits, the Republican bill allows So-
cial Security funds to be tapped for 
anything they decide to call ‘‘Social 
Security or Medicare reform.’’ Be care-
ful of that word ‘‘reform’’ because 
under their proposal Social Security 
trust funds could be spent to privatize 
the program or, believe it or not, even 
to fund tax cuts. Not surprisingly, 
given this gaping loophole, the Wash-
ington Post described the latest Repub-
lican lockbox proposal as follows: 

This is phony legislation . . . . its purpose 
is to protect the politicians, not the pro-
gram; and most of it is merely a showy re-
statement of the status quo. This is legisla-
tion whose main intent is to deceive and 
whose main effects could well be harmful. 

So states the Washington Post. 
Given the Republicans’ so-called So-

cial Security lockbox doesn’t really 
lock anything away, one could easily 
conclude that the Post’s characteriza-
tion of the lockbox as ‘‘phony’’ is, if 
anything, too generous. 

The lockbox proposal proposed by our 
colleagues on the Republican side is a 
collapsible box that could ultimately 
end the Social Security system as we 
know it today. 

Very clearly, Democrats have long 
supported the idea of protecting Social 
Security, and we stand ready to work 
with our colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle today as well. But both the 
Senate and House bills need improve-
ment. The Republicans have set up pro-
cedures to deny us the opportunity to 
make improvements. We are prepared 
to work with the majority when they 
decide to proceed in a bipartisan fash-
ion and put good policy ahead of what 
they evidently perceive to be better 
politics. 

That time has not come today, and I 
ask my colleagues, for that reason, to 
oppose the cloture motion. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I note 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I yield my-
self time under leader time to conclude 
the debate. I realize we had notified 
Members we would be having a vote 
around 12:30, so I will not use the full 10 
minutes. I will just use a portion of it. 

I want to begin by commending and 
thanking Senator ABRAHAM and Sen-
ator DOMENICI for their leadership in 
this area. As always, Senator DOMENICI 
pays very close attention to how we 
proceed on the budget and what hap-
pens with the people’s money. He is a 
very good custodian of the people’s 
money, and he has provided real leader-
ship in this area; and Senator ABRAHAM 
has been persistent. 

What we are trying to do is very sim-
ple. It doesn’t need a lot of expla-
nation. We have the good fortune after 
many years of having not only a bal-
anced budget but having a surplus. But 
an important factor is that the surplus 
is caused or provided by the FICA tax. 
It is Social Security revenue that 
comes in that gives us this surplus. 
The question is, What are we going to 
do with it? 

There are a lot of really innovative, 
thoughtful Members in this and the 
other body who will surely come up 
with a variety of ways and say, well, 
this is an emergency, or that is an 
emergency, or we need to add more 
money here, or we need a tax cut some-
where else. Social Security taxes 
should go for Social Security, and only 
for Social Security—not for any other 
brilliant idea we may have. We need 
some way to lock that in. 

I have talked to young people about 
this. I talked to my mother. Bless her 
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heart. She is 86 years of age and is liv-
ing in an assisted care facility, and is 
very dependent on Social Security. I 
have talked to people from Montana to 
Pennsylvania, and Missouri. It is over-
whelming. People say: You mean, it 
doesn’t already exist this way? You 
mean that money has been being used 
or could be used for somebody else? 
The answer is, it can be, unless we have 
some procedure, some way to put it in 
a lockbox. 

Senator DOMENICI and Senator ABRA-
HAM had a tighter lockbox, one that 
would really be hard to get out of, and 
it would include the President in the 
lockbox. We ought to do it that way. 
But the Senate has indicated three 
times it does not want to do that. The 
House has passed overwhelmingly—I 
think with 415 votes, bipartisan votes— 
this procedure, this procedure that 
would allow or require a super vote of 
60 votes in the Senate to use these 
funds for anything else. 

That is all we are trying to do—just 
say that Social Security tax money 
should go for Social Security; that peo-
ple support this overwhelmingly, prob-
ably at least in the 80 percentile. 

As far as amendments, I would be 
glad to try to work to consider other 
amendments. I have asked for, and I 
presume we will be receiving, a copy of 
one amendment, at least, that Senator 
DASCHLE has discussed. 

But the problem is, this is really sim-
ple. It is not complicated. We shouldn’t 
be getting off into all kinds of other 
areas, which are very important. But 
Medicare should be dealt with as Medi-
care. We should have broad Medicare 
reform—not starting to piecemeal it or 
trying to attach it to Social Security. 

That is why we want a clear vote. We 
want a straight vote. It is a simple pro-
cedure. Everybody can understand it. 
And we can move on and deal with 
other issues. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for clo-
ture. Let’s get this done. Let’s move 
on. We will have other opportunities to 
deal with other issues. It is something 
that is long overdue, and it is only the 
first step. The next step should be a 
tighter lockbox, and the next step be-
yond that should be not just more 
spending for Medicare but genuine, 
broad Medicare reform. 

But, for now, let’s protect Social Se-
curity. Let’s vote for cloture, and let’s 
pass this procedure. 

I yield the floor. 
CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the motion to invoke cloture. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 
We the undersigned Senators, in ac-

cordance with the provisions of rule 
XXII of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, do hereby move to bring to a close 
debate on H.R. 1259, the Social Secu-

rity and Medicare Safe Deposit Box Act 
of 1999. 

Trent Lott, Spencer Abraham, Rick 
Santorum, Gordon Smith of Oregon, 
Mike Crapo, John H. Chafee, Judd 
Gregg, Larry E. Craig, Rod Grams, 
Connie Mack, Frank Murkowski, John 
Warner, Slade Gorton, Fred Thompson, 
Michael B. Enzi, and Paul Coverdell. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Is it the sense of the Sen-
ate that debate on H.R. 1259, an act to 
amend the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 to protect Social Security sur-
pluses through strengthened budgeting 
enforcement mechanisms, shall be 
brought to a close? 

The yeas and nays are required. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

ator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) is nec-
essarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) would vote ‘‘no.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BUNNING). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The yeas and nays result—yeas 55, 
nays 44, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 170 Leg.] 

YEAS—55 

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

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

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

NAYS—44 

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

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

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

NOT VOTING—1 

Harkin 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 55, the nays are 44. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be a 

period for the transaction of morning 
business for not to exceed 60 minutes. 

The Senator from Maine. 
Ms. COLLINS. I thank the Chair. Mr. 

President, I will be speaking off the 
time allocated to the Republican side. 
For the information of my colleagues 
who are waiting to speak, I do not an-
ticipate taking more than 10 minutes. 

(The remarks of Ms. COLLINS per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1225 
are located in today’s RECORD under 
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and 
Joint Resolutions.’’) 

Ms. COLLINS. I yield the floor. 
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
f 

JUSTICE FOR WORKERS AT 
AVONDALE SHIPYARD 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
rise today in solidarity with the work-
ers at Avondale Shipyard in Louisiana, 
who exactly 6 years ago exercised their 
democratic right to form a union and 
bargain collectively. 

They voted for a union because that 
was the only way they knew to im-
prove their working conditions, condi-
tions that include more worker fatali-
ties than any other shipyard in the 
country, massive safety and health vio-
lations, and the lowest pay in the ship-
building industry. 

Unfortunately, Avondale and its 
CEO, Albert Bossier, have refused to 
recognize the union Avondale workers 
voted for back in 1993. For 6 years the 
shipyard and its CEO have refused to 
even enter into negotiations. Accord-
ing to a federal administrative law 
judge, Avondale management has or-
chestrated an ‘‘outrageous and perva-
sive’’ union-busting campaign in fla-
grant violation of this country’s labor 
laws, illegally firing and harassing em-
ployees who support the union. 

I met with some of the Avondale 
workers several weeks ago when they 
were here in Washington. What they 
told me was deeply disturbing. They 
told me about unsafe working condi-
tions that make them fear for their 
lives every day they are on the job. 
They told me that job safety was the 
number one reason why they voted to 
join a union back in 1993. And they told 
me that Avondale continues to harass 
and intimidate workers suspected of 
supporting the union. 

In fact, it appears that one of those 
workers, Tom Gainey, was harassed 
when he got back to Louisiana. 
Avondale gave him a three-day suspen-
sion for the high crime of improperly 
disposing of crawfish remains from his 
lunch. 

The Avondale workers also told me 
that they are starting to lose all faith 
in our labor laws. For 6 years Avondale 
has gotten away with thumbing its 
nose at the National Labor Relations 
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Board, the NLRB. The Avondale work-
ers said they are starting to think 
there is no point in expecting justice 
from the Board or the courts. And 
given what they have been through, I 
think it is hard to disagree. 

In February 1998, a Federal administrative 
law judge found Avondale guilty of ‘‘egre-
gious misconduct,’’ of illegally punishing 
dozens of employees simply because they 
supported the Avondale union. The judge, 
David Evans, found that Avondale CEO Al-
bert Bossier had ‘‘orchestrated’’ an anti- 
union campaign that was notable for the 
‘‘outrageous and pervasive number and na-
ture of unfair labor practices.’’ 

In fact, Judge Evans found Avondale 
guilty of over 100 unfair labor prac-
tices. Specifically, Avondale had ille-
gally fired 28 pro-union workers, sus-
pended 5 others, issued 18 warning no-
tices, denied benefits to 8 employees, 
and assigned ‘‘onerous’’ work to 8 oth-
ers. 

Judge Evans also found that, during 
public hearings in the Avondale case, 
Avondale’s Electrical Department Su-
perintendent, a general foreman, and 
two foremen had all committed per-
jury. He further found that perjury by 
one of the foremen appears to have 
been suborned, and he implied that 
Avondale and its counsel were respon-
sible. 

Avondale’s intimidation of its em-
ployees was so outrageous, so perva-
sive, and so systematic that Judge 
Evans came down with a highly un-
usual ruling. He ordered CEO Albert 
Bossier to call a meeting with 
Avondale workers and personally read 
a statement listing all of the com-
pany’s violations of the law and pledg-
ing to stop such illegal practices. 
Judge Evans further ordered Mr. Bos-
sier to mail a similar confession to 
workers at their homes. 

Finally, Judge Evans fined Avondale 
$3 million and ordered the shipyard to 
reinstate 28 workers who had been ille-
gally fired for union activities. Pretty 
remarkable. 

What is even more remarkable is 
that Avondale still hasn’t paid its fine, 
still hasn’t rehired those 28 workers, 
and still hasn’t made any apology. Why 
not? Because instead of complying with 
Judge Evans’ order, Avondale chose to 
challenge the NLRB in court. 

Judge Evans’ ruling concerned 
Avondale’s unfair labor practices dur-
ing and after the 1993 election cam-
paign. A second trial was held this past 
winter on charges of unfair labor prac-
tices during the mid-1990s. Now the 
NLRB has filed charges against 
Avondale for unfair labor practices 
since 1998, and a third trial on those 
charges is scheduled to begin later this 
year. 

This has been one of the longest and 
most heavily litigated unionization 
disputes in the history of the NLRB. 
After workers voted for the union in 
June 1993, Avondale immediately filed 
objections with the Board. But in 1995 

an NLRB hearing officer upheld the 
election, and in April 1997 the Board 
certified the Metal Trades Council as 
the union for Avondale workers, once 
and for all rejecting Avondale’s claims 
of ballot fraud. 

At this point, you might think 
Avondale had no choice but to begin 
negotiations with the union. But they 
didn’t. Avondale still refused to recog-
nize the union or conduct any negotia-
tions. So in October 1997 the NLRB or-
dered Avondale to begin bargaining im-
mediately. Instead, Avondale decided 
to challenge the NLRB’s decision in 
the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals, and 
has succeeded in delaying the process 
for another two years, at least. 

Safety problems at Avondale were 
the central issue in the 1993 election 
campaign. ‘‘We all know of people who 
have been hurt or killed at the yard,’’ 
says Tom Gainey, the Avondale worker 
who was harassed after visiting Con-
gressional offices several weeks ago. 
‘‘That’s one of the main reasons we 
came together in a union in the first 
place.’’ 

Avondale has the highest death rate 
of any major shipyard. According to 
federal records, 12 Avondale workers 
died in accidents from 1982 to 1994. Be-
tween 1974 and 1995, Avondale reported 
27 worker deaths. The New Orleans 
Metal Trades Council counts 35 work- 
related deaths during that period. One 
Avondale worker has died every year, 
on average, for the past thirty years. 

It doesn’t have to be that way. 
Avondale’s fatality rate is twice as 
high as the next most dangerous ship-
yards. And it’s more than twice as high 
as its larger competitors, Ingalls Ship-
yard and Newport News. 

Avondale workers have died in var-
ious ways, many from falling or from 
being crushed by huge pieces of metal. 
Avondale workers have fallen from 
scaffolds, been struck by falling ship 
parts, been crushed by weights dropped 
by cranes, and have fallen through un-
covered manholes. 

Avondale’s safety problems are so 
bad that it recently got slapped with 
the second largest OSHA fine ever 
issued against a U.S. shipbuilder. 
OSHA fined Avondale $537,000 for 473 
unsafe hazards in the workplace. OSHA 
found that 266 of these violations— 
more than half—were ‘‘willful’’ viola-
tions. In other words, they were haz-
ards Avondale knew about and had re-
fused to fix. 

Most of these violations were for pre-
cisely the kind of hazards that account 
for Avondale’s unusually high fatality 
rate. These 266 ‘‘willful’’ violations in-
volved hazards that can lead to fatal 
falls, and three of the seven workers 
who died at Avondale between 1990 and 
1995 died from falls. Didn’t Avondale 
learn anything from these tragedies? 

OSHA found 107 ‘‘willful’’ violations 
for failure to provide adequate railings 
on scaffolding. 51 willful violations for 

unsafe rope rails. 30 willful violations 
for improperly anchored fall protection 
devices. 25 willful violations for inad-
equate guard rails on high platforms. 
And 27 willful violations for inadequate 
training in the use of fall protection. 

OSHA also found 206 ‘‘serious’’ viola-
tions for many of the same kind of haz-
ards. ‘‘Serious’’ violations are ones 
Avondale knew about—or should of 
known about—that pose a substantial 
danger of death or serious injury. 

This is what Labor Secretary Alexis 
Herman had to say about Avondale’s 
safety problems: ‘‘I am deeply con-
cerned about the conditions OSHA 
found at Avondale. Falls are a leading 
cause of on-the-job fatalities, and 
Avondale has put its workers at risk of 
falls up to 90 feet. The stiff penalties 
are warranted. Workers should not 
have to risk their lives for their liveli-
hood.’’ 

OSHA Assistant Secretary Charles 
Jeffress said, ‘‘Three Avondale workers 
have fallen to their deaths, one each in 
1984, 1993, and 1994. This inspection re-
vealed that conditions related to these 
fatalities continued to exist at the 
shipyard. This continued disregard for 
their employees’ safety is unaccept-
able.’’ 

And what was Avondale’s response? 
True to form, Avondale appealed the 
OSHA fines. Avondale claimed that 
many of the violations were the result 
of employee sabotage. Avondale also 
tried to argue that the OSHA inspector 
was biased. In response, the head of 
OSHA observed that ‘‘it’s very unusual 
for a company to accuse its own em-
ployees of sabotage, and it’s very un-
usual for a company to attack the ob-
jectivity of OSHA inspectors.’’ 

OSHA had found many of the same 
problems back in 1994, the last time it 
conducted a comprehensive inspection 
of Avondale. In 1994 OSHA cited 
Avondale 61 times for 81 violations, 
with a fine of $80,000 that was later set-
tled for $16,000. 

There may be more fines to come. 
The OSHA inspection team will soon 
finish its review of Avondale’s safety 
and medical records. This review was 
delayed last October when Avondale 
launched yet another legal battle to 
prevent OSHA from obtaining complete 
access to its records. 

One of the Avondale workers who vis-
ited my office several weeks ago was 
there during the OSHA inspection, and 
told me how it happened. OSHA tried 
to inspect Avondale’s Occupational In-
juries and Illness logs. But Avondale 
refused complete access and, according 
to OSHA, ‘‘attempted to place unneces-
sary controls over the movements of 
the investigative team and their con-
tact with employees.’’ 

When OSHA issued a subpoena for 
the logs, Avondale stopped all coopera-
tion with OSHA and told the inspectors 
to leave the premises. OSHA had to go 
to New Orleans district court to get an 
order enforcing the subpoena. 
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The other main issue in the 1993 elec-

tion campaign was pay and compensa-
tion. Avondale workers have long been 
the worst paid in the shipbuilding in-
dustry. They have the lowest average 
wage of any of the five major private 
shipyards. According to a survey con-
ducted by the AFL–CIO, Avondale 
workers make 29 percent less than 
workers at other private contractors 
for the Navy, and 48 percent less than 
workers at the nation’s federal ship-
yards. One Avondale mechanic, Mike 
Boudreaux, says, ‘‘It’s a sweatshop 
with such low wages.’’ 

By way of comparison, look at 
Ingalls Shipyard, down the river in 
Pascagoula, Mississippi. The average 
pay at Ingalls is higher than the top 
pay at Avondale. Or look at wages in 
nearby New Orleans for plumbers, pipe 
fitters, and steam fitters. Their aver-
age wage is higher than the top pay at 
Avondale. 

Avondale is also known for its inad-
equate pension plan. There are 
Avondale retirees with 30 years’ experi-
ence who retire with $300 per month. 
And workers complain that they can’t 
afford Avondale’s family health insur-
ance, which costs $2,000 per year. 
Avondale workers pay more for health 
care every week than Ingalls workers 
pay every month. 

Unlike other shipyards, Avondale has 
had a hard time attracting workers, 
and inferior working conditions cer-
tainly have a lot to do with it. 
Avondale has responded to this labor 
shortage by using prison labor and im-
porting workers from other countries. 
It imported a group of Scottish and 
English workers who were so appalled 
at the working conditions and low pay 
that they quit after three days. Nearby 
Ingalls shipyard, by contrast, has never 
had to import foreign workers on visas. 

So why does Avondale pay so little? 
Because times are tough? Hardly. 
Avondale CEO Alfred Bossier has been 
doing quite well, thank you. In 1998, 
Mr. Bossier’s base salary and bonuses 
totaled $1,012,410, up more than 20 per-
cent from the previous year. His bene-
fits increased to $17,884, up 73 percent 
from the previous year. And he got 
45,000 shares of stock options, worth up 
to $1,927,791. The grand total comes to 
about $3 million. 

Meanwhile, the average hourly pro-
duction worker at Avondale earns less 
than $10 an hour—or around $20,000 per 
year. So Al Bossier brings home about 
150 times the salary of the average 
hourly worker. 

The obvious question is how can 
Avondale get away with such appalling 
behavior? How can it be so brazen? The 
answer is depressing. Avondale gets 
away with it because our labor laws are 
filled with loopholes. Avondale gets 
away with it because the decks are 
stacked against workers who want to 
improve their working conditions by 
bargaining collectively. 

Avondale gets away with it because 
they have enough money to tie up the 
courts, knowing full well that orga-
nizing drives can fizzle out in the five 
or six or seven years that highly-paid 
company lawyers can drag out the 
process. When asked how Avondale gets 
away with it, one worker laughed and 
said, ‘‘This is America. It’s money that 
talks.’’ 

There’s one other reason why 
Avondale gets away with it, and this is 
something I find especially troubling. 
They get away with it because Amer-
ican taxpayers are footing the bill. The 
Navy and the Coast Guard are effec-
tively subsidizing Avondale’s illegal 
union-busting campaign. Avondale gets 
about 80 percent of its contracts from 
the Navy for building and repairing 
ships. If it weren’t for the United 
States Navy, Avondale probably 
wouldn’t exist. This poster child for 
bad corporate citizenship is brought to 
you courtesy of the American tax-
payer. 

This is a classic case of the left hand 
not knowing what the right hand is 
doing. On the one hand, the NLRB and 
OSHA find Avondale in flagrant viola-
tion of the law. On the other hand, the 
Navy keeps rewarding Avondale with 
more contracts. Avondale has gotten 
$3.2 billion in contracts from the Navy 
since 1993, when the shipyard first re-
fused to bargain collectively with its 
workers. 

To add insult to injury, Avondale is 
billing the Navy for its illegal union- 
busting. The Navy agreed to pick up 
the tab for anti-union meetings held on 
company time in 1993. Nearly every day 
for three months leading up to the 
union election, Avondale management 
called workers into anti-union meet-
ings. Then they billed the Navy for at 
least 15,216 hours spent by workers at 
those meetings. 

Some of these meetings were the 
same ones where Avondale illegally 
harassed and intimidated workers, ac-
cording to Judge Evans. Yet the De-
fense Contractor Auditing Agency, 
DCAA, approved Avondale’s billing as 
indirect spending for shipbuilding. And 
Avondale billed the Navy $5.4 million 
between 1993 and 1998 for legal fees in-
curred in its NLRB litigation. 

When the Navy looks the other way 
as one of its main contractors engages 
in flagrant lawbreaking, it sends a 
message. When the Navy keeps award-
ing contracts to Avondale, when it 
pays Avondale for time spent in anti- 
union meetings where workers are har-
assed and intimidated, when it pays for 
the legal costs of fighting Avondale’s 
workers, it sends a message. It sends 
the message that this kind of behavior 
by Avondale is okay. 

When Avondale continues to beat out 
other shipyards for huge defense con-
tracts, that sends a message too. It 
sends a message that this is the way 
you compete in America today. You 

compete by violating your workers’ 
rights to free speech and free assembly. 
You compete by illegally firing and 
harassing your workers. You compete 
by keeping your employees from 
bettering their working conditions 
through collective bargaining. 

And that message is not lost on other 
companies. They see what Avondale is 
getting away with, and they draw the 
obvious conclusions. The AFL–CIO’s 
state director pointed to another Lou-
isiana company that initially refused 
to recognize the union its workers had 
elected. ‘‘Part of it is they’re following 
Bossier’s lead,’’ she said. ‘‘After all, the 
guy’s been at it for five years [now six] 
and he still gets all the contracts he 
wants.’’ 

Under federal regulations, the Navy 
is required to exercise oversight over 
the $3.2 billion in contracts it has 
awarded to Avondale. And the Navy 
can only award contracts to ‘‘respon-
sible contractors.’’ The contracting of-
ficer has to make an affirmative find-
ing that a contractor is responsible. 
Part of the definition of a ‘‘responsible 
contractor’’ is having a ‘‘satisfactory 
record of integrity and business eth-
ics.’’ So the Navy has to affirmatively 
determine that Avondale has a satis-
factory record of integrity and business 
ethics. 

Well, what exactly would qualify as 
an unsatisfactory record? Judge Evans 
ruled that Avondale management had 
orchestrated an ‘‘outrageous and per-
vasive’’ union-busting campaign con-
sisting of over 100 violations of labor 
law and the illegal firing of 28 employ-
ees. OSHA has found 473 safety viola-
tions—266 of them willful—and fined 
Avondale $537,000, the second largest 
fine in U.S. shipbuilding history. 

The AFL–CIO has asked the Navy to 
investigate Avondale’s business prac-
tices, as a first step to determining 
what steps should be taken. That 
doesn’t sound so unreasonable to me. 
In fact, it seems to me that the Navy 
ought to be concerned when its con-
tracts come in late, as they have at 
Avondale. It ought to be concerned 
when a contractor’s working condi-
tions are so bad that it suffers from 
labor shortages. 

And it seems to me the Navy ought 
to investigate whether a company 
found to have orchestrated an ‘‘out-
rageous and pervasive’’ campaign to 
violate labor laws is a responsible con-
tractor. Or whether a shipyard found to 
have willfully violated health and safe-
ty laws 266 times is a responsible con-
tractor. 

The Navy says it cannot take sides in 
a labor dispute. But nobody is asking 
them to do that. The problem is that 
they already appear to have taken 
sides. When the Navy finances 
Avondale’s union-busting campaign, 
when it pays legal fees for Avondale’s 
court challenges, when it certifies 
Avondale as a responsible contractor 
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with a satisfactory record of integrity 
and business ethics, and when it re-
wards Avondale with Navy contracts, 
the Navy appears to be taking sides. 

What has happened at Avondale 
should give us all pause. The NLRB’s 
general counsel acknowledges that the 
Avondale case exposes the many prob-
lems with the system, caused in part 
by budget cuts and procedural delays. 
‘‘It’s hard to take issue with the notion 
that it’s frustrating that an election 
that took place five years ago [now six] 
still hasn’t come to a conclusion. It’s 
something we’re looking at as an ex-
ample of the process not being what it 
should be.’’ 

Indeed, the Avondale case exposes 
glaring loopholes in our labor laws that 
make it next to impossible for workers 
to form a union and bargain collec-
tively. In fact, this case provides us 
with a roadmap for putting a stop to 
rampant abuses of our labor laws. 

First of all, we need to restore cuts 
in the NLRB’s budget so that defend-
ants with deep pockets can’t delay the 
process for years and years. But beyond 
that, we need to improve our labor 
laws so we can put a stop to abuses of 
the kind we’ve seen in the Avondale 
case. 

We need to install unions quickly 
after they win an election, the same 
way we allow elected officials to take 
office pending challenges to their elec-
tion. Why should workers be treated 
any differently than politicians? 

In addition, we need to strengthen 
penalties against unfair labor practices 
such as the illegal firing of union orga-
nizers and sympathizers. And we need 
to ensure that organizers have equal 
access to workers during election cam-
paigns, so that companies like 
Avondale are not able to intimidate 
their employees and monopolize the 
election debate. 

Senator KENNEDY and I have intro-
duced legislation that would do exactly 
that. Our bill—S. 654, the Right to Or-
ganize Act of 1999—would provide for 
mandatory mediation and binding arbi-
tration, if necessary, after a union is 
certified. It would provide for treble 
damages and a private right of action 
when the NLRB finds that an employ-
ers has illegally fired its workers for 
union activity. And it would give orga-
nizers equal access to employees during 
a union election campaign. 

The Avondale case sends a message 
to other companies and to workers ev-
erywhere, and it’s the exact opposite of 
the message we should be sending. We 
should be sending a message that cor-
porations are citizens of their commu-
nity and need to obey the law and re-
spect the rights of their fellow citizens. 
We should be sending a message that 
corporations who live off taxpayer 
money, especially, have an obligation 
to be good corporate citizens. 

Avondale is making a mockery of 
U.S. labor laws and of the democratic 

right to organize. Instead of rewarding 
and financing the illegal labor prac-
tices of employers such as Avondale, I 
believe we should shine a light on these 
abuses and put a stop to them. 

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

ator from Wisconsin. 
f 

THE CALLING OF THE BANKROLL 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, in 
1906, Wisconsin sent a new Senator to 
Washington, and this body and this 
Government have never been the same 
since. 

From the moment he arrived, deliv-
ering powerful orations on the floor of 
this Chamber and taking on the most 
powerful interests in this country and 
all around the world, he became the 
stuff of legend. Of course, I am talking 
here about Robert M. La Follette, Sr., 
who was destined to become one of the 
greatest Senators in the history of this 
distinguished body. It is fitting that 
his portrait now hangs in the Senate 
reception room outside of this Cham-
ber, along with just four other leg-
endary Senators: Daniel Webster, 
Henry Clay, John C. Calhoun, and Rob-
ert Taft. 

When he came to this body, La 
Follette was already known as an in-
surgent, and his arrival made more 
than a few of his colleagues nervous, 
including, of course, the Senate’s lead-
ership. At the time, because this was 
prior to the ratification of the 17th 
amendment in 1913, Senators were still 
appointed by State legislatures, and La 
Follette himself had been appointed to 
fill the office after he served as Gov-
ernor of Wisconsin for 5 years. 

By and large, however, the Senate of 
the early 1900s was dominated by the 
powerful economic interests of the day: 
the railroads, the steel companies, and 
the oil companies, and others. 

Senator La Follette did not dis-
appoint those in his State and across 
the country who looked to him to 
champion the interests of consumers, 
taxpayers, and citizens against those 
entrenched economic forces. The Sen-
ate in those days, if you can imagine 
this, had an unwritten rule that fresh-
man Senators were not supposed to 
make floor speeches. 

La Follette broke that rule in April 
of 1906. He gave a speech that lasted 
several days and covered 148 pages of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. Speaking 
on the most important legislation of 
the year, the Hepburn Act regulating 
railroads, La Follette discussed the 
power of the railroad monopolies and 
declared: 

At no time in the history of any nation has 
it been so difficult to withstand those forces 
as it is right here in America today. Their 
power is acknowledged in every community 
and manifest in every lawmaking body. 

So La Follette offered amendments 
to try to make railroad regulation 

more responsive to consumer interests. 
His amendments lost, of course, but 
that was part of the plan. That summer 
he went on a speaking tour across the 
country. He described his efforts to 
change the Hepburn Act. And then he 
did something extraordinary and un-
precedented: He read the rollcall on his 
amendments name by name. This 
‘‘calling of the roll’’ became a trade-
mark of La Follette’s speeches. Its ef-
fect on audiences was powerful. You 
see, at the time Senators’ actual votes 
on legislation were not as well known 
publicly as they are today. And then 
when Americans found out that their 
Senators were voting against their in-
terests, they were shocked and they 
were angry. 

The New York Times reported the 
following: 

The devastation created by La Follette 
last summer and in the early fall was much 
greater than had been supposed. He carried 
senatorial discourtesy so far that he has ac-
tually imperiled the reelection of some of 
the gentlemen who hazed him last winter. 

La Follette’s calling of the roll was 
part of an effort to expose corporate 
and political corruption. His view was 
that powerful economic interests con-
trolled the Senate, preventing it from 
acting in the public interest. Then, in 
1907, just a year after La Follette had 
come to the Senate, the Congress fi-
nally acted on legislation that had 
been under consideration since an in-
vestigation a few years earlier of insur-
ance industry contributions to the po-
litical parties. That legislation, the 
Tillman Act, banned corporations from 
making political contributions in con-
nection with Federal elections. 

Today, over 90 years later, obviously 
much has changed in the Senate and in 
the country. For one thing, the votes of 
Senators are available almost in-
stantly on the Internet and published 
regularly in the newspapers. Come 
election time, political ads remind vot-
ers regularly about our voting records. 
La Follette’s idea that the public 
should know how its representatives 
have voted and it should hold those 
representatives accountable for their 
votes is well accepted in our modern 
political life. 

The power of corporate and other in-
terests in the Senate is still too strong. 
The nearly century-old prohibition on 
corporate political contributions is 
now a mere fig leaf made meaningless 
by the growth of soft money. Today, 
corporations, unions and wealthy indi-
viduals give unlimited—I repeat, un-
limited—contributions of soft money 
to the political parties. While, tech-
nically, corporations still do not con-
tribute directly to individual cam-
paigns, they might as well be. Indi-
vidual Members of Congress get on the 
phone and raise soft money for their 
parties, and that money is in turn tar-
geted at congressional races. Some 
Members have set up so-called leader-
ship PACs to accept soft money for use 
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in their own political endeavors. Soft 
money has, once again, given corpora-
tions the kind of influence over this 
Congress that La Follette railed 
against on this very floor. 

Since I have come to the Senate, I 
have noticed that we talk about the 
money that funds our campaigns and 
the influence on policy only a few 
times a year. That is when we are de-
bating actual campaign finance legisla-
tion. It is almost as if the influence of 
campaign money on our business here 
is an abstract proposition, relevant 
only when we debate changing the way 
campaigns are financed. But we all 
know that the power of money in this 
body is much more pervasive and, I 
would say, insidious than that. 

We know, if we are honest with our-
selves, that campaign contributions 
are involved in virtually everything 
that this body does. Campaign money 
is the 800-pound gorilla in this Cham-
ber every day that nobody talks about 
but that cannot be ignored. All around 
us and all across the country, people 
notice the gorilla. Studies come out on 
a weekly basis from a variety of re-
search organizations and groups that 
lobby for campaign finance reform that 
show what we all know: The agenda of 
the Congress seems to be influenced by 
campaign money. But in our debates 
here, we are silent about that influ-
ence, and how it corrodes our system of 
government. 

Mr. President, we can allow that si-
lence no longer. In the tradition of my 
illustrious predecessor Senator La 
Follette, I am inaugurating a modern 
version of the Calling of the Roll. I will 
call it the ‘‘Calling of the Bankroll.’’ 

I don’t expect to be listing votes or 
specific contributions to specific Sen-
ators, but I will be providing vital in-
formation, both to my colleagues and 
the public, as to how much money spe-
cial interests are donating overall to 
candidates and political parties. I’ll be 
providing a context for evaluating our 
debates on legislation, and I’ll be doing 
it right here on this floor, and in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, for the con-
venience of the public and my col-
leagues. 

I plan to Call the Bankroll from time 
to time here on the floor of this Senate 
as we debate significant legislation and 
at least until this body passes a cam-
paign finance reform bill. This body 
can no longer ignore the 800 pound go-
rilla. I’m going to point him out some-
times when I speak on a bill, because I 
think we in the Senate need to face 
this issue head on. We cannot just pull 
our head out of the sand to discuss the 
influence of money on the legislative 
process once a year when we take up a 
campaign finance bill. 

I am sure my colleagues are familiar 
with the old adage that is attributed to 
Otto von Bismark: ‘‘If you like laws 
and sausages, you should never watch 
either one being made.’’ Well, we might 

not like to admit that campaign con-
tributions are an ingredient of our leg-
islation, but we know that they are. 
And the public knows too, although 
they might not know the details. 

But it’s those details which help the 
public see the big—and disturbing—pic-
ture of the influence of wealthy inter-
ests on our legislation. 

It’s time to illustrate clearly how our 
flawed campaign finance system, which 
corrupts our democracy, also affects 
our daily lives. The public has a right 
to this information—it has a right to 
know how the special interests have 
worked to influence legislation, and 
how that influence has had an impact 
on everything from defense spending to 
the Y2K problem, and just about every-
thing in between. 

I think this information should be 
part of our public debate on important 
legislation, and that’s why I will Call 
the Bankroll from this floor. In fact 
I’ve already started to do this over the 
past few weeks on several occasions. 
For example, when we considered the 
Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tions bill, which included a rider to 
delay the implementation of new min-
ing regulations, I called attention to 
the more than $29 million the mining 
industry contributed to congressional 
campaigns during the last three elec-
tion cycles, and the $10.6 million the 
industry made in soft money contribu-
tions during the same period. During 
our debate over the Juvenile Justice 
bill, I noted the $1.6 million the NRA 
gave in PAC money in the last election 
cycle, and the $146,000 in PAC money 
Handgun Control gave during the same 
period. Just last month, when I argued 
for my amendment to the Department 
of Defense authorization bill con-
cerning the Super Hornet, I included 
information about the more than $10 
million in PAC and soft money con-
tributions the defense industry made in 
the last cycle. I also pointed out during 
the debate on Y2K legislation that the 
computer and electronics industry gave 
close to $6 million in PAC and soft 
money in 1997 and 1998, while the Asso-
ciation of Trial Lawyers of America 
gave $2.8 million. 

We have many difficult and impor-
tant bills to work on this year, Mr. 
President: bankruptcy reform, finan-
cial modernization when it comes back 
from conference, a patients’ bill of 
rights, and all of our spending bills. It 
won’t be difficult, indeed it will be 
easy, to find examples in each of those 
areas of huge campaign contributions 
coming from industries and groups 
that are affected by our work. The 
bankruptcy reform bill itself is a prime 
example: The members of the National 
Consumer Bankruptcy Coalition—an 
industry lobbying group made up of the 
major credit card companies, and asso-
ciations representing the nation’s big 
banks and retailers—gave nearly $4.5 
million in contributions to parties and 
candidates in the last election cycle. 

The public deserves to know about 
this, Mr. President. It deserves to know 
about the campaign contributions 
these interests are giving us and our 
political parties at fundraisers—fund-
raisers that sometimes take place the 
night before or the night after we vote 
on bills that affect them. 

Now Mr. President, I do not have any 
pride of authorship here, nor do I plan 
to lay out the whole picture of cam-
paign contributions that might be rel-
evant to our discussion of a bill. To the 
contrary, I encourage my colleagues to 
join this debate. And in particular I 
want to recognize the effort of my 
friend the Senator from South Caro-
lina, who on Tuesday came to this floor 
during the closing debate on the Y2K 
bill, calling his own roll of the high 
tech companies that have made cam-
paign contributions to this Congress. 

If any of my colleagues feel that the 
contributions of a different industry or 
interest group should be highlighted, I 
encourage them to add that informa-
tion to their remarks in this chamber. 
I will also welcome any corrections or 
additions that my colleagues might 
wish to provide. Nor do I believe that 
organizations that may have supported 
me should be exempt from the Calling 
of the Bankroll. Providing information 
about the contributions of any group 
or interest is welcome, and, more than 
that, it is critical to the purpose of this 
effort. 

This information should be in the 
RECORD, and all Senators should be 
aware that these facts are in the 
RECORD as they decide how to cast 
their votes. It is time that the 800- 
pound gorilla of campaign money be 
made a part of our debate on legisla-
tion. 

I look forward to the day when the 
Calling of the Bankroll will no longer 
be necessary; when this body has 
adopted bipartisan campaign finance 
reform legislation to ban soft money 
and to restore the vitality of the law 
banning corporate contributions to fed-
eral elections that was enacted in 1907, 
the year after Robert La Follette of 
Wisconsin came to the Senate. 

Let me close with another quote 
from Senator La Follette’s inaugural 
speech on the floor of the Senate. He 
was responding to the argument that 
public sentiment had been whipped 
into an unreasonable hysteria over the 
question of whether the railroads con-
trolled the Congress. His words seem 
quite apt to me as a response to those 
who argue on this floor that we really 
have no campaign finance problem in 
this country—and that the media and 
the groups that support reform exag-
gerate the impact of money on the leg-
islative process. He said: 

[I]t does not lie in the power of any or all 
of the magazines of the country or of the 
press, great as it is, to destroy, without jus-
tification, the confidence of the people in the 
American Congress. . . . It rests solely with 
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the United States Senate to fix and maintain 
its own reputation for fidelity to public 
trust. It will be judged by the record. It can 
not repose in security upon its exalted posi-
tion and the glorious heritage of its tradi-
tions. It is worse than folly to feel, or to pro-
fess to feel, indifferent with respect to public 
judgment. If public confidence is wanting in 
Congress, it is not of hasty growth, it is not 
the product of ‘jaundiced journalism.’ It is 
the result of years of disappointment and de-
feat. 

Mr. President, the Senate must re-
spect the public judgment and fix its 
reputation for fidelity to the public 
trust. It must let the solid bipartisan 
majority of this body that supports re-
form, work its will and pass a cam-
paign finance reform bill this year. 
Until it does, Mr. President, I plan to 
Call the Bankroll. I’m going to ac-
knowledge the 800 pound gorilla in this 
chamber, and I’m going to ask my col-
leagues to do the same. And then I’m 
going to see if we can’t agree that it’s 
time to show him the door. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

VOINOVICH). The Senator from Min-
nesota. 

f 

SUPPORT FOR CALLING THE 
BANKROLL 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
would be proud, I say to my colleague, 
Senator FEINGOLD, to be his first re-
cruit in calling the bankroll. I think it 
is extremely important. I also want to 
say, being a Senator from the Midwest, 
that we talk about the fighting La 
Follette, and we have a fighting RUSS 
FEINGOLD from the State of Wisconsin, 
who I think is the Bob La Follette of 
this Senate. I thank him for his focus 
on what I believe is a core issue. 

Mr. President, how much time do we 
have on our side in morning business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four 
minutes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Might I ask, so 
that I know, if I suggest the absence of 
a quorum, does that time burn off on 
our part? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has to get unanimous consent that 
the quorum call not be counted against 
you. 

f 

PATIENT PROTECTION ACT 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
will take a couple of minutes, actually, 
to speak on our time. I want to make 
a connection between what my col-
league from Wisconsin, Senator FEIN-
GOLD, was saying about the mix of 
money and politics and all the ways in 
which big money undercuts representa-
tive democracy. I want to make a con-
nection to a piece of legislation that 
we are trying to get out here on the 
floor, which is the Patient Protection 
Act. I say to my colleague from Wis-

consin, who is calling the payroll, one 
of the things I want to do is maybe just 
come to the floor and present some 
data about contributions that come 
from parties on all sides of this ques-
tion. But from my point of view, you 
have a health insurance industry that 
sort of really basically has made the ef-
fort to keep universal health care cov-
erage and, for that matter, basic pro-
tection of patients, consumer protec-
tion, off of the agenda. I think it is our 
responsibility to put it back on the 
agenda. 

I think we have reached a point in 
our country where the pendulum has 
swung too far in the direction of in-
creasingly ‘‘corporatized’’ medicine, 
and it has become corporatized, 
bureaucratized. You have basically a 
few large insurance companies that 
own and control the majority of the 
managed care plans and, as a result of 
that, the consumers and the patients 
wonder where we fit in. 

There are a series of Senators on the 
Democratic side—I certainly hope 
there will be an equal number on the 
Republican side—that are committed 
to bringing patient protection legisla-
tion to the floor. Some of my col-
leagues, such as Senators DURBIN, KEN-
NEDY, I think BOXER, and certainly 
Senator DASCHLE have introduced a 
bill, and we were all speaking about 
this last night. We want to talk about 
ways in which there can be sensible 
consumer protection. 

That is really what the issue is: Mak-
ing sure our caregivers—our doctors 
and our nurses—are able to make deci-
sions about the care we need as op-
posed to having the insurance industry 
decide; making sure you have a medi-
cine that is not a monopoly medicine 
with the bottom line as the only line; 
making sure people don’t find them-
selves, as employers shift from one 
plan to another, no longer able to take 
their child to a trusted family doctor; 
making sure families with children 
with illnesses are able to have access 
to the kind of specialty care that is the 
best care for their children; making 
sure there is an ombudsman program 
available so that advocates who are 
there, to whom people can go, do know 
what their rights are; making sure that 
when we have an external review proc-
ess of the kind of decisions that are 
made, people have a place to make an 
appeal and they know the decision will 
be a fair decision—making sure, in 
other words, that we are able to obtain 
the best care for our families. 

As I travel around Minnesota—and 
around the country, for that matter—I 
find it astounding the number of peo-
ple, the number of families, that fall 
between the cracks. The number of 
people—even if you are old enough for 
Medicare, it is not comprehensive. Sen-
iors from Minnesota can’t afford the 
prescription drug costs. It does nothing 
about catastrophic expenses at the end 

of your life. If you are ill and you have 
to be in a nursing home, almost every-
thing you make is basically going to be 
taken away; there will be nothing left. 

That is one of the things that strikes 
terror in the hearts of elderly people— 
or people aren’t poor enough for med-
ical assistance, which is by no means 
comprehensive enough; or people aren’t 
lucky enough to be working for an em-
ployer that can provide them with good 
coverage. 

To boot, what happens right now is 
that people who have the coverage find 
that with this medicine that we have, 
it is just going so far in the direction of 
becoming a bottom-line medicine that 
consumers are basically left in the 
dust. 

We want to have some sensible pro-
tection for consumers. We want to 
bring it to the floor of the Senate. And 
we want to have a debate on this legis-
lation. 

The majority party—the Republican 
Party—leadership has taken to the sit-
uation that they want to be able to 
sign off on amendments we introduce. 
But that is not the way it works. It not 
a question of some Senators telling 
other Senators what amendments are 
the right amendments to introduce. We 
should have the full-scale debate. We 
should be able to come out here with 
amendments. We should be able to 
come out here with amendments that 
provide consumers with more rights to 
make sure that people have access to 
the care they need; to make sure the 
decisions are made by qualified pro-
viders; to make sure the bottom line is 
not the only line; to make sure this is 
not an insensitive medical system; to 
make sure that people do not go with-
out the kind of care they need. We 
want to do that. 

We are committed to making this 
fight, and, if necessary, I think what 
you are going to see happen over the 
next week and beyond is that we are 
going to, one way or another, have a 
debate about this critically important 
issue. 

As long as I am talking about health 
care, I would like to say also that I 
think the other central issue is the 
way in which the insurance industry is 
taking universal health care coverage 
off the table. We need to put it back on 
the table. I can’t think of an issue that 
is more important to families in our 
country. 

Mr. President, might I ask how much 
time we have left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has exceeded his time. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Pre-
siding Officer for his patience. I ask 
unanimous consent, without anybody 
on the floor, that I be allowed an addi-
tional 10 minutes to speak. 

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, this is a real pleasure, 

because one of the problems we have 
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had out here on the floor of the Senate 
is not enough time to be able to focus 
on issues that are terribly important, 
that we really believe ought to be part 
of this debate and part of the discus-
sion. 

As long as I see the Chair, the Sen-
ator from Ohio, presiding, I would like 
to thank him for what I think is really 
his focus, or at least part of his work, 
which is the importance of what we do 
in making sure that, even before kin-
dergarten, we do well by our children. 

I would really like to say before the 
Senate that I hope we will get back 
soon to a focus on the family issue. I 
don’t think it is all, I say to the Pre-
siding Officer, Government policy. But 
I do think it is a combination of public 
sector and private sector and commu-
nity volunteer work. It should be a 
marriage made in Heaven, where we 
really bring people together and we as 
a nation achieve the following goal. To 
me, this is the most important goal. I 
think this should be the central goal of 
the public policy of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives. I think this 
is where the Federal Government can 
matter, where we can be a real player: 
It is pre-K. 

We ought to make it our goal that 
every child prekindergarten—she 
knows the alphabet, he knows colors 
and shapes and sizes; she knows how to 
spell her name; he knows his telephone 
number; and each and every one of 
them has been read to live; and each 
and every one of the children in our 
country comes to kindergarten and has 
that readiness to learn—they have, I 
say to the Presiding Officer, that spark 
of learning that he saw as Governor 
when he visited elementary school; 
they have that. 

There are just too many children 
who, by kindergarten, are way behind, 
and they fall further behind, and then 
they run into difficulty. 

I just want to say I really am dis-
appointed that, in spite of all the stud-
ies, in spite of all the reports, in spite 
of a White House conference, in spite of 
all of the media coverage—and to a cer-
tain extent there is a part of me with 
some anger that says maybe in spite of 
the hype—that we have not centered 
our attention on what it is we could do 
here in the Senate and in the House of 
Representatives to enrich the lives of 
children in our country, to make sure 
that somehow we can renew our na-
tional vow of equal opportunity for 
every child. From my point of view, I 
think there is probably no more impor-
tant focus. 

If I were to think about the kind of 
issues we talk about all the time—sol-
vency for Social Security; where are we 
going to be as a nation in 1050? Are we 
going to have a productive, high-moral, 
skilled workforce? What about Medi-
care expenses? How do we reduce vio-
lence in our communities, violence in 
homes, violence in schools, violence 

out in the neighborhood?—each and 
every time, I make the argument, the 
most important thing we could do 
would be to make an investment in the 
health and skills and intellect and 
character of our children. To me, that 
would start with pre-K. 

The tragedy of it all—it is a tragedy 
because we are talking about people’s 
lives—is we have not focused on that 
agenda at all. We don’t even have but 
about 50 percent of the kids who qual-
ify for Head Start receiving assistance; 
and, if it is early Head Start, pre-3- 
year-olds. I think it is naive. It is just 
a couple of percentage points. I don’t 
think it is even 10 percent. If you move 
beyond low-income and you look at 
working families, we are lucky if 20 
percent of the families that could use 
some assistance, some investment that 
would help them find good child care 
for their children, get any assistance at 
all. And then, if you move beyond that 
and you talk about the wages of child 
care workers, who do the most impor-
tant work, it is deplorable the kind of 
wages we pay. 

On the floor of the Senate, I argue 
that this ought to be our priority. I 
argue that it doesn’t—it cannot make 
us comfortable that at the same time 
the economy is humming along, we 
have about one out of every four chil-
dren under the age of three growing up 
poor, and about one out of every two 
children of color under the age of three 
growing up poor in our country. We 
ought to make that a big part of our 
agenda—children’s education, health 
care coverage, patient protection 
rights, universal health care coverage. 

Finally, I will finish by going back to 
what Senator FEINGOLD said. 

I will make sure he is not lonely and 
out here alone. I will help him call that 
bankroll, because we ought to put re-
form right at the top of our agenda. 

We ought to talk about the mix of 
money and politics. We ought to talk 
about the ways in which big money 
dominates politics. We ought to under-
stand the fact that the reason people 
have become disillusioned with politics 
is not because they don’t care about 
the issues that are important to their 
lives. People care deeply and des-
perately about being able to earn a de-
cent living, giving their children the 
care they deserve and need, about liv-
able communities, and about being 
able to do well by their kids. People 
care about all those issues and more. 
They care deeply and desperately. 

However, they also believe that their 
concerns are of little concern in the 
Nation’s Capitol, where politics is so 
dominated by the big money, by the in-
vestors, by the givers, by the heavy 
hitters. They believe if you pay, you 
play; and if you don’t pay, you don’t 
play. 

We ought to make reform and the 
way money has turned elections into 
auctions and severely undercutting 

representative democracy, where each 
and every man and woman should 
count as one and no more than one— 
that is not the case—we ought to make 
that the central issue. 

I heard Senators FEINGOLD, DURBIN, 
BOXER, KENNEDY and Senator DASCHLE 
speaking. We intend to bring these 
issues to the floor, along with one 
other issue that is near and dear to my 
heart: That is what has now become an 
economic tragedy—family farmers are 
being driven off the land. When will 
they get a fair price? When will they 
have a fair and open market? When do 
we take action against the conglom-
erates that basically dominate the 
market? When do we take antitrust ac-
tion? 

I heard my colleague talking about 
Senator LaFollette. When do we take 
on the economic interests? When will 
we be there on the side of children, on 
the side of education, on the side of de-
cent health care, on the side of reform, 
on the side of working people, on the 
side of producers? 

We ought to be there. All these issues 
are interrelated. These are the issues 
that we will insist be part of the agen-
da of this Senate. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

GREGG). The Senator from Missouri. 
f 

SMALL BUSINESS COMMITTEE’S E- 
COMMERCE FORUM 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, over the 
past several weeks, much of the discus-
sion and debate in the Senate has fo-
cused on high technology and its im-
pact on our everyday lives, particu-
larly with regard to its pivotal role in 
our economy. We heard about the po-
tential problems related to Y2K com-
puter failures and the need to guard 
against unreasonable liability in the 
event that Main Street small busi-
nesses, through no fault of their own, 
become the targets of frivolous law-
suits. In short, we have been pre-
occupied with the dawn of the 21st cen-
tury and what we can do to help sus-
tain the robust economic growth that 
has been fueled by as many remarkable 
breakthroughs in computer tech-
nologies and computer-related services 
as we could possibly imagine. 

Last Thursday, a new reality dawned 
when I saw a copy of a study on elec-
tronic commerce, or e-commerce as 
business conducted over the Internet is 
known. Many Members got a jolt from 
the story entitled ‘‘Net’s Economic Im-
pact Zooms.’’ A study shows $301 bil-
lion was generated in revenue in 1998, 
and it produced 1.2 million jobs. The 
findings were reported in the USA 
Today and were drawn from a study 
conducted by the Center for Research 
and Electronic Commerce at the Uni-
versity of Texas and Cisco Systems. 

Frankly, I, too, was shocked but in 
good company because the figures ex-
ceeded the wildest expectations of the 
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experts. To add a little more perspec-
tive from that study, consider that 
from 1995 to 1998 the new Internet econ-
omy grew 174 percent, compared to the 
3.8 percent growth in the world econ-
omy as a whole. The Internet economy 
alone ranked among the top 20 econo-
mies worldwide. More importantly, 
this awe-inspiring growth, packed into 
just a few short years, stands almost 
toe to toe with the economic horse-
power generated by the Industrial Rev-
olution. 

The onslaught of e-commerce and the 
Internet puts us in the same position 
as the snail who was run over by a tur-
tle. When interviewed about it, he said: 
It all happened so fast I never saw it 
coming. 

We are working hard to see if we can 
work with small businesses to help 
them see it coming. E-commerce is 
leading a new business revolution, from 
Wall Street to Main Street. In my 
view, there simply is no more potent 
force at work in the economy with the 
equal potential to propel nearly every 
business into the 21st century. 

As chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Small Business, it is my 
pleasure to work with my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle to take care 
of and to be concerned about whether 
small, independent, family-owned, and 
home-based businesses are adequately 
prepared to be full partners in the re-
markable growth potential that the 
Internet economy holds. 

Some folks may assume that the 
rapid development of new technologies 
has given Main Street America the 
tools to compete more effectively, but 
the unanswered question is whether 
the technologies readily available to 
small businesses are truly up to the 
challenge. 

Yesterday, in the Senate Committee 
on Small Business, we held a forum en-
titled ‘‘e-commerce: Barriers and Op-
portunities for Small Business.’’ We 
had a blue-chip panel of experts in 
high-tech computer and software com-
panies and business leaders rep-
resenting over 20 trade groups to iden-
tify and target barriers keeping Main 
Street businesses from expanding into 
e-commerce. 

We were joined by several of the com-
panies that are leading the charge in 
pushing back the rise of the Internet 
economy, including an Internet service 
provider from my home State of Mis-
souri, Primary Network of St. Louis. 

It was an exciting and informative 
session considering the potential 
growth e-commerce will undoubtedly 
spark for many years to come. One of 
the participating companies, 
CyberCash, unveiled new research spe-
cifically for yesterday’s forum pro-
jecting e-commerce business will gen-
erate another million jobs over the 
next 2 years. Those are conservative es-
timates. 

Another study from the firm, Cyber 
Dialogue, shows that many small busi-

nesses are already taking advantage of 
e-commerce-based markets. That study 
says over 427,000 small businesses added 
web sites and sold $19 billion worth of 
products and services over the Internet 
in the last 12 months, a 67-percent in-
crease since early 1998. 

Unfortunately, not all the news was 
good. According to the American City 
Business Journals and the Network of 
City Business Journals, only 10 percent 
of small businesses have a web site 
today and only 32 percent have access 
to the Internet. That suggests both a 
disconnect and, at the same time, an 
incredible opportunity for Main Street 
America and for the suppliers of the 
equipment and services. 

What is more, we were reminded that 
for many small businesses you have to 
be prepared to deal with a 24-hour-a- 
day, 7-day-a-week business. Some 
small businesses have difficulty raising 
the capital and acquiring the knowl-
edge to survive in such a dynamic busi-
ness area. Research has shown that 
even major companies have been slow 
to realize the potential, and many are 
now working hard to regain market 
shares they lost. 

Today, thanks to the cutting-edge 
expertise and the information provided 
at yesterday’s forum, we are a little 
wiser about the Internet economy. We 
know that e-commerce can be eco-
nomic TNT. I think Congress has a 
duty to make sure that as many inde-
pendent, family-owned and home-based 
businesses as possible are not at risk of 
being left behind in this worldwide 
business revolution. 

I am deeply grateful to the occupant 
of the Chair. His subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Appropriations 
has approved a $1 million earmark we 
asked for to allow the Small Business 
Administration’s Office of Advocacy to 
begin a study of the potential of e-com-
merce for small business. We are going 
to ask the Office of Advocacy to de-
velop a web site to help small busi-
nesses who want to do business with 
the Federal Government. 

Make no mistake, the Internet econ-
omy is a train that has already left the 
station and it is picking up speed by 
the minute. I look forward to working 
with my colleagues, both in the com-
mittee and in this broader body, to 
help Main Street America climb on 
board. 

I look forward to pursuing this effort. 
We are outlining just a few steps we 
will take on the Senate Committee on 
Small Business. We welcome ideas, par-
ticipation and suggestions from other 
colleagues. We invite all Members of 
the Senate to join in making sure that 
the smallest businesses in the United 
States have access to this tremendous 
engine of economic growth. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 

ELECTRONIC COMMERCE 
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 

compliment the Senator from Missouri 
for his excellent work on the Small 
Business Committee in a very impor-
tant area—the dramatic growth in 
electronic commerce and the ability of 
small businesses to participate in that. 
We hear so much about the family farm 
and the small business community 
being in jeopardy. As we transition in 
this economy, to have a chairman of 
the Small Business Committee who is 
on top of that and working to integrate 
the advances in electronic commerce 
with our small business community, 
and to make those advances available 
to them is very important. I congratu-
late him on that, and Senator MACK 
and Senator BENNETT of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee for a series of hear-
ings this week in the area of tech-
nology and its impact and continued 
potential impact on our country and on 
our economy and the world economy. 

These are the things, frankly, we do 
not do enough of around here, looking 
at the future to see how we can adjust 
our public policy to alleviate not just 
what the problems are or what the 
problems were that have been with us 
but how, through innovation, we can 
form the future to alleviate those prob-
lems. 

So I am very pleased we are focusing 
in on the future as opposed to just 
dealing with the current important 
problems; not looking through the 
rear-view mirror instead of looking in 
front at the opportunities ahead us. 

f 

THE ENERGY AND WATER 
APPROPRIATIONS BILL 

MR. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I 
rise to thank the chairman of the En-
ergy and Water Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations, Senator DOMENICI, for 
agreeing to an amendment I offered to 
restore $25 million of money for the 
Lackawanna River levee raising 
project in Lackawanna County, near 
Scranton, PA. That is a critical project 
to the people in Greenridge and the 
Albright Avenue sections of Scranton, 
who have suffered immeasurable loss in 
prior floods, which is a chronic problem 
in the Lackawanna River area. All of 
Lackawanna and the counties in north-
eastern Pennsylvania have had terrible 
problems with flooding. This is a crit-
ical project and one I have to commend 
Congressman Joseph McDade for his 
work, before he left here, in getting 
that money. 

I just cannot tell you how much I ap-
preciate Senator DOMENICI’s willing-
ness to restore that money into this 
bill so we can tell the people up in 
Scranton that money will be there, 
that money is there to raise the levee, 
to prevent the damage that could be 
caused by future high waters on the 
Lackawanna River. 

I know it was a very difficult thing 
for Senator DOMENICI to do. I again 
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want to tell him how much I appreciate 
his willingness to do that. I know Sen-
ator SPECTER was on the floor here a 
couple of days ago expressing a similar 
concern, so I think I can speak for Sen-
ator SPECTER. We are both very grate-
ful the Senator has agreed to restore 
that money so we can tell the people 
up in Scranton that money will be 
there, the levee will be built, and there 
will be money in the pipeline and it 
will be available whenever that money 
is needed to raise that levee. 

f 

THE SOCIAL SECURITY LOCKBOX 

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, fi-
nally I want to comment on the vote 
we just had on the lockbox. I have to 
say I am puzzled and disappointed at 
the unanimous opposition by Senate 
Democrats to a proposal that passed 
with 416 votes in the House. Obviously, 
almost every House Democrat—all but 
12—voted in favor of this measure, a 
measure which obviously has broad bi-
partisan support and, as many have 
stated in the House and the Senate, 
one that is a first step toward dealing 
with the long-term problems of Social 
Security. 

The first step is very simple. We have 
a surplus. Do not spend it on things 
other than Social Security; save it for 
Social Security. We are eventually 
going to have to do Social Security re-
form. We are going to have to strength-
en it and save it for future generations. 
It runs out of money in the next 15 
years, so we are going to have to do 
something. We have surpluses building 
up which are now just being borrowed 
by the Government and spent on other 
things. We have had that happen for 
the past 20 years. 

We are now in a unique position. We 
are close to an on-budget surplus. We 
are not quite there, but we are very 
close to an on-budget surplus, non-So-
cial Security surplus. So we have the 
Social Security money which will go to 
save Social Security by reducing the 
Federal debt unless we spend it. In a 
sense, all this lockbox does is say: 
Don’t spend the money. Don’t come up 
with new ideas and new ways to spend 
Social Security. 

We are not asking anybody to cut 
anything. That is one of the most re-
markable things about it. We are not 
asking the other side to cut money to 
make sure the money is there for So-
cial Security. All we are saying is don’t 
spend more. That is why it received bi-
partisan support in the House. 

We hear so much talk on both sides 
of the aisle about how we have to save 
Social Security first, how Social Secu-
rity is the highest priority, how we 
have to make sure money is there for 
future generations. In fact, in the 
budget vote just a couple of months 
ago, we had a 100-to-nothing or 99-to- 
nothing vote that we need to save So-
cial Security; we are not going to 

spend that money in the trust fund. 
That was just a sense of the Senate. In 
other words, the first had no binding 
effect in law. 

Now the mechanism comes along 
that says if we are going to pass a bill 
that is going to spend Social Security 
surpluses, we have to have a separate 
vote where we have to stand up before 
the clerk and say: Yes, I will spend the 
Social Security surplus on this. 

There is no such vote that has to be 
cast right now. This will set up a point 
of order where every Member of the 
Senate has to say to the people back 
home: I want to spend Social Security 
money on this, because I think it is 
more important than Social Security. 
That is all this point of order does. 

There are points of order out there 
on spending, but there is nothing clear. 
There are points of order whereby you 
can challenge something if it breaks 
the budget point of order or this and 
that, and people run out and say it is 
really not Social Security. You can 
dance around it. You can spin it back 
home. There are lots of folks very good 
at spinning. The wonderful thing about 
this provision is you cannot spin it. It 
is what it is. It is a vote that says we 
will spend the Social Security surplus 
on this. That will have, I believe, the 
greatest impact—in this body and the 
other body, and in particular the other 
end of Pennsylvania Avenue, the Presi-
dent—on controlling our willingness to 
raid the Social Security trust fund for 
the demands of spending today. Or, for 
that matter, the demands of tax cuts 
today. I want to add, it is not just a 
governor on those, principally on the 
other side, who want to spend more. It 
is also a governor on those on this side 
who want to cut more taxes. 

As I said before, there is no tax cut I 
will not vote for, just about. But I am 
not going to do it out of the Social Se-
curity surplus. We will do it out of the 
general fund where the taxes are paid 
in. If people are paying in too much in 
the general fund, give them a tax cut, 
if we can. I will vote for it. If we can 
cut spending in the general fund to pay 
for a tax cut, I will vote for it. But I 
will not fund a tax cut out of Social Se-
curity funds, and that is what this 
says. 

While on the first vote on cloture 
many Democrats will vote no as a mat-
ter of principle, I am hopeful they will 
understand this is a bill that has con-
sensus, that can be signed, that can put 
real restraints on our ability and the 
President’s ability to spend the Social 
Security surplus and, hopefully, we 
will reach a point where we can have 
bipartisan consensus on this, because 
Social Security is simply too impor-
tant to continue to play political 
games. 

I think what we have seen here is all 
the rhetoric says: Yes, we agree; yes, 
we agree. But when it comes down to 
casting the vote, what we have is this 

spurious argument, ‘‘You are not let-
ting us amend it,’’ which I find is quite 
remarkable because, if you look at the 
amendments, they have virtually noth-
ing to do with Social Security. 

In fact, I have not seen all the 
amendments, but those I have been 
made aware of have absolutely nothing 
to do with Social Security. They all 
have to do with what we do with the 
general fund surplus, and that is the 
non-Social Security, non-Medicare sur-
plus. 

We have on a bill, which is focused on 
Social Security, on how we save Social 
Security, an attempt to bring in a 
whole lot of other issues to clog up this 
issue, to bog it down, and, in my mind, 
to try to destroy any chance of this 
ever becoming law. 

Mr. DORGAN. I wonder if the Sen-
ator will yield for a question. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I will be happy to 
yield to the Senator from North Da-
kota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I was 
listening to the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania as I was coming through the 
Chamber. I want to propound a ques-
tion. 

I do not think there is much dis-
agreement in this Chamber as to 
whether anybody ought to put their 
mitts on the Social Security funds. 
Those are dedicated taxes that go into 
a trust fund and should only be used for 
Social Security. I must say, several 
years ago, we had an incredible debate 
in this Chamber on amending the Con-
stitution. It was the case that those 
who wanted to amend the Constitution 
to require a balanced budget were say-
ing, put in the Constitution a provision 
that puts the Social Security funds, 
along with all other operating revenues 
of the Federal Government, into the 
same pot. Many of us were very upset 
about that and stood on the floor day 
after day saying that was the wrong 
thing to do; you ought not put them in 
the same pot. 

Mr. SANTORUM. I will respond to 
that. It is a far different thing to put a 
Government program—and I do not 
know of any Government program that 
exists, with maybe the exception of de-
fense, but defense has changed over 
time—in the Constitution of the United 
States and say we are going to set up 
this Federal program that must be, in 
a sense, left alone when future Con-
gresses, as I certainly hope will occur, 
will be making adjustments to that 
program. 

In fact, 200 years from now, who 
knows what this country is going to 
look like. It may, in fact, want to do 
something completely different than 
what we have in mind today. I think 
that was the concern of a lot of us. If 
we were going to start enshrining Gov-
ernment programs in the Constitution, 
that is a fairly dangerous precedent, 
and I think a lot of us had real con-
cerns about that. 
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At the same time, there was broad 

sympathy that we do need during this 
time of surplus, because it is not going 
to be forever that the Social Security 
surpluses will be there, as the Senator 
knows because, again, things change— 
for this time period, we can lock this 
away and do it by legislation, in this 
case a point of order. 

As the Senator knows, 15 years from 
now, that provision in the Constitution 
would work almost in some respects 
against Social Security because they 
would be running a deficit. As the eco-
nomics of Social Security change, en-
shrining that in the Constitution I do 
not think is in the best interest of So-
cial Security. Here we can react to 
what is a surplus situation and make 
sure that it is protected from raids. 

What will happen in the future is 
that it will be a deficit situation, and 
there may be a different dynamic that 
goes on with respect to that, which I do 
not think the Constitution would pro-
vide for. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The lead-
er’s time has expired. 

f 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2000 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1186) making appropriations for 

energy and water development for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 2000, and for other 
purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill 

Pending: 
Domenici amendment No. 628, of a tech-

nical nature. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, in a 
couple minutes, we will be in a position 
where, after a few remarks, Senator 
JEFFORDS has one remaining issue. 

There is a package of amendments, 
which is already at the desk. This 
unanimous consent request has been 
checked with the minority and is satis-
factory with them. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 637, 638, 639, 661, 643, 630, AND 
633, EN BLOC 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, there 
are a number of amendments that have 
been cleared on both sides. I ask unani-
mous consent that the following 
amendments be considered en bloc: 
Nos. 637, 638, 639, 661, 643, 630, and 633. I 
further ask unanimous consent that 
the amendments be agreed to and the 
motions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table. 

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

The amendments (Nos. 637, 638, 639, 
661, 643, 630, and 633), en bloc, were 
agreed to, as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 637 
(Purpose: To provide funds for development 

of technologies for control of zebra mussels 
and other aquatic nuisance species) 
On page 8, lines 7 and 8, strike ‘‘facilities:’’ 

and insert ‘‘facilities, and of which $1,500,000 
shall be available for development of tech-
nologies for control of zebra mussels and 
other aquatic nuisance species in and around 
public facilities:’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 638 
On page 8, line 12, insert the following be-

fore the period: ‘‘: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, may use not to exceed 
$300,000 for expenses associated with the 
commemoration of the Lewis and Clark Bi-
centennial’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 639 
(Purpose: To make a technical correction 

providing construction funds for the Site 
Operations Center at the Idaho National 
Engineering and Environmental Labora-
tory) 
Title III, Department of Energy, Defense 

Environmental Restoration and Waste Man-
agement, on page 26, line 2 insert the fol-
lowing before the period: ‘‘Provided, That of 
the amount provided for site completion, 
$1,306,000 shall be for project 00–D–400, CFA 
Site Operations Center, Idaho National Engi-
neering and Environmental Laboratory, 
Idaho’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 661 
(Purpose: To clarify usage of Drought 

Emergency Assistance funds) 
At the end of Title II, insert the following 

new section: SEC. . Funds under this title 
for Drought Emergency Assistance shall 
only be made available for the leasing of 
water for specified drought related purposes 
from willing lessors, in compliance with ex-
isting state laws and administered under 
state water priority allocation. Such leases 
may be entered into with an option to pur-
chase, provided that such purchase is ap-
proved by the state in which the purchase 
takes place and the purchase does not cause 
economic harm within the state in which the 
purchase is made. 

AMENDMENT NO. 643 
At the appropriate place add the following: 

‘‘Provided further, That the Secretary of the 
Interior may provide $2,865,000 from funds 
appropriated herein for environmental res-
toration at Fort Kearny, Nebraska.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 630 
(Purpose: To strike the rescission of appro-

priations for the Hackensack Meadowlands 
flood control project, New Jersey) 
On page 37, strike lines 20 and 21. 

AMENDMENT NO. 633 
(Purpose: To strike the rescission of appro-

priations for the Lackawanna River 
project, Scranton, Pennsylvania) 
On page 37, strike lines 25 and 26. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 629, 631, 634, 642, 645, AND 646, 
AS AMENDED, EN BLOC 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that six 
second-degree amendments, which are 
at the desk, to amendments Nos. 629, 
631, 634, 642, 645, and 646 be considered 
agreed to; that the first-degree amend-

ments be agreed to, as amended; and 
that the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table. 

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

The amendments were agreed to, en 
bloc, as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 629 
(Purpose: To make funds available for the 

University of Missouri research reactor 
project) 
On page 22, line 7, before the period at the 

end insert ‘‘, of which $100,000 shall be used 
for the University of Missouri research reac-
tor project’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 672 TO AMENDMENT NO. 629 
(Purpose: A second degree amendment to the 

Bond amendment numbered 629) 
On line 2, strike ‘‘, of which $8,100,000’’ and 

insert: ‘‘, of which $3,000,000 shall be used for 
Boston College research in high temperature 
superconductivity and of which $5,000,000’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 631 
(Purpose: To provide funding for the Minnish 

Waterfront Park project, Passaic River, 
New Jersey) 
On page 4, between lines 12 and 13, insert 

the following: ‘‘Minnish Waterfront Park 
project, Passaic River, New Jersey, 
$4,000,000;’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 673 TO AMENDMENT NO. 631 
(Purpose: A second degree amendment to the 

Torricelli amendment numbered 631) 
On line 4, strike ‘‘$4,000,000’’ and insert: 

‘‘$1,500,000’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 634 
(Purpose: To provide funding for water 

quality enhancement) 
On page 4, line 20, strike ‘‘$4,400,000:’’ and 

insert ‘‘$4,400,000; and Metro Beach, Michi-
gan, $422,500 for aquatic ecosystem restora-
tion.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 674 TO AMENDMENT NO. 634 
(Purpose: A second degree amendment to the 

Abraham amendment numbered 634) 
Strike: ‘‘Metro Beach, Michigan, $422,500 

for aquatic ecosystem restoration.’’ 
And insert: ‘‘Lake St. Clair, Metro Beach, 

Michigan, section 206 project, $100,000:’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 642 
On page 8, line 16, strike all that follows 

‘‘expended:’’ to the end of line 24. 

AMENDMENT NO. 675 TO AMENDMENT NO. 642 
(Purpose: A second degree amendment to the 

Boxer amendment numbered 642) 
Strike ‘‘line 16, strike all that follows ‘ex-

pended:’ to the end of line 24.’’, and insert 
the following: ‘‘line 23, strike all that follows 
‘tions’ through ‘Act’ on line 24.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 645 
(Purpose: To make a technical correction 

with respect to a Corps of Engineers 
project in the State of North Dakota) 
On page 5, lines 19 through 21, strike ‘‘shall 

not provide funding for construction of an 
emergency outlet from Devils Lake, North 
Dakota, to the Sheyenne River, unless’’ and 
insert ‘‘may use funding previously appro-
priated to initiate construction of an emer-
gency outlet from Devils Lake, North Da-
kota, to the Sheyenne River, except that the 
funds shall not become available unless’’. 
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AMENDMENT NO 676 TO AMENDMENT NO. 645 

(Purpose: A second degree amendment to 
amendment numbered 645 offered by Mr. 
Dorgan and Mr. Conrad) 
On line 4 strike: ‘‘may use funding pre-

viously appropriated’’, and insert: ‘‘may use 
Construction, General funding as directed in 
Public Law 105–62 and Public Law 105–245’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 646 
(Purpose: To prohibit the inclusion of costs 

of breaching or removing a dam that is 
part of the Federal Columbia River Power 
System within rates charged by the Bonne-
ville Power Administration) 
On page 33, between lines 2 and 3, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 3 . PROHIBITING THE INCLUSION OF 

COSTS OF BREACHING OR REMOV-
ING A DAM THAT IS PART OF THE 
FEDERAL COLUMBIA RIVER POWER 
SYSTEM WITHIN RATES CHARGED BY 
THE BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINIS-
TRATION. 

Section 7 of the Pacific Northwest Electric 
Power Planning and Conservation Act (16 
U.S.C. 839e) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(n) PROHIBITING THE INCLUSION OF COSTS 
OF BREACHING OR REMOVING A DAM THAT IS 
PART OF THE FEDERAL COLUMBIA RIVER 
POWER SYSTEM WITHIN RATES CHARGED BY 
THE BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION.— 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
section, rates established under this section 
shall not include any costs to undertake the 
removal of breaching of any dam that is part 
of the Federal Columbia River Power Sys-
tem.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 677 TO AMENDMENT NO. 646 
(Purpose: A second degree amendment to the 

Gorton amendment number 646) 
Strike line 2 and all thereafter, and insert 

the following: 
SEC. 3 . LIMITING THE INCLUSION OF COSTS OF 

PROTECTION OF, MITIGATION OF 
DAMAGE TO, AND ENHANCEMENT OF 
FISH, WITHIN RATES CHARGED BY 
THE BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINIS-
TRATION, TO THE RATE PERIOD IN 
WHICH THE COSTS ARE INCURRED. 

Section 7 of the Pacific Northwest Electric 
Power Planning and Conservation Act (16 
U.S.C. 839e) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

(n) LIMITING THE INCLUSION OF COSTS OF 
PROTECTION OF, MITIGATION OF DAMAGE TO, 
AND ENHANCEMENT OF FISH, WITHIN RATES 
CHARGED BY THE BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINIS-
TRATION, TO THE RATE PERIOD IN WHICH THE 
COSTS ARE INCURRED.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, rates estab-
lished by the Administrator, in accordance 
with established fish funding principles, 
under this section shall recover costs for pro-
tection, mitigation and enhancement of fish, 
whether under the Pacific Northwest Elec-
tric Power Planning and Conservation Act or 
any other act, not to exceed such amounts 
the Administrator forecasts will be expended 
during the period for which such rates are es-
tablished.’’. 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 678, 679, 680, AND 681, EN BLOC 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I fi-
nally ask unanimous consent that four 
additional first-degree amendments, 
which are at the desk, be considered 
agreed to and that the motions to re-
consider be laid upon the table, all of 
the above occurring en bloc. 

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

The amendments (Nos. 678, 679, 680, 
681) were agreed to, as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 678 
(Purpose: To provide for continued funding 

of wildlife habitat mitigation for the Chey-
enne River Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux 
Tribe, and State of South Dakota) 

On page 13, between lines 15 and 16, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 1 . CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBE, LOWER 

BRULE SIOUX TRIBE, AND STATE OF 
SOUTH DAKOTA TERRESTRIAL WILD-
LIFE HABITAT RESTORATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 
Army shall continue to fund wildlife habitat 
mitigation work for the Cheyenne River 
Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux Tribe, and 
State of South Dakota at levels previously 
funded through the Pick-Sloan operations 
and maintenance account. 

(b) CONTRACTS.—With $3,000,000 made avail-
able under the heading ‘‘CONSTRUCTION, GEN-
ERAL’’, the Secretary of the Army shall fund 
activities authorized under title VI of divi-
sion C of Public Law 105–277 (112 Stat. 2681– 
660 through contracts with the Cheyenne 
River Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux Tribe, 
and State of South Dakota. 

AMENDMENT NO. 679 

(Purpose: To provide funds for the Lake 
Andes-Wagner/Marty II demonstration pro-
gram) 

On page 15, line 1, after ‘‘expended,’’ insert 
‘‘of which $150,000 shall be available for the 
Lake Andes-Wagner/Marty II demonstration 
program authorized by the Lake Andes-Wag-
ner/Marty II Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4677),’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 680 

(Purpose: To appropriate funding for flood 
control project in Glendive, Montana) 

On page 2, between line 20 and 21 insert the 
following after the colon: ‘‘Yellowstone 
River at Glendive, Montana Study, $150,000; 
and’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 681 

On page 3, line 14, strike ‘‘$1,113,227,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$1,086,586,000’’. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. The next amendment in 
order, as I understand, is the Jeffords 
amendment; is that true? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair advises the Senator from Nevada 
that it will take unanimous consent to 
set aside amendment No. 628. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We have a technical 
amendment that stands in the way? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ment No. 628 is pending. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Is that not the 
amendment that the Senator from New 
Mexico put in as a technical amend-
ment early on? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that we go to that amendment and 
that it be considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to amendment 
No. 628. 

The amendment (No. 628) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that at the time Sen-

ator JEFFORDS comes to the Chamber, I 
be recognized on that amendment. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, while 
we wait for Senator JEFFORDS, who has 
a very important matter to bring be-
fore the Senate, let me thank the many 
Senators who have cooperated in an ef-
fort to get this bill passed. We still 
have the issue that Senator JEFFORDS 
will raise before the Senate, but I sug-
gest, in a bill that is about $600 million 
less than the President requested with 
reference to the nondefense part of this 
bill, we have done a pretty good job of 
covering most of the projects in this 
country that are needed, that the Corps 
of Engineers and the Bureau of Rec-
lamation talk about and a number of 
projects in the sovereign States that 
our Senators, from both sides of the 
aisle, represent. 

We have done our best. We were not 
able to fund everything, nor were we 
able to fund at full dollar, and we had 
to reduce funding for the ongoing 
projects substantially in the flood line 
of money and projects that the Corps of 
Engineers has going for it. 

We understand that the allocations 
for this subcommittee, which is made 
up with a significant amount of defense 
money and a lesser amount of non-
defense money, have been allocated in 
the House in a manner that is about 
$1.6 billion less than this bill. We do 
not know how that can ever be worked 
out in conference, so we are very hope-
ful that before the House is finished, 
they will do some of the things that 
have been done in the Senate to allevi-
ate the pressure on committees such as 
the energy and water subcommittee 
and others. 

We have no assurance of that, but ob-
viously everything is in place so that 
when this is passed today, if it is 
passed, we will be on a path to be ready 
for the House bill when they send it 
over and immediately go to conference. 
We will be ready to do that at the beck 
and call of the House to try to get this 
bill done at the earliest possible time. 

I will await the arrival of the distin-
guished Senator from Vermont, and I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to my 
friend, the senior Senator from New 
Mexico, that I appreciate his hard work 
on this measure. This has been very 
difficult. As he has pointed out, we do 
not have the money we had last year. 
To meet all the demands on this very 
important subcommittee has been very 
difficult. 

We have harbors that need to be 
dredged. We have water projects that 
are ongoing which are important to 
prevent flooding and to allow people to 
develop commerce in various parts of 
the country. We have been unable to do 
all that was required to be done under 
this bill, but we have done our best. 
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I extend my appreciation to those 

Members on this side with whom we 
have had to work on these amend-
ments. It has been very difficult. There 
has been some give-and-take on both 
sides. 

Senator DOMENICI and I have worked 
together now on three different bills, 
and each year it seems that it gets 
more difficult. 

But for our relationship, this bill 
would even be more difficult. 

I also say what the Senator has said 
but perhaps in a different way. From 
this side of the aisle they must hear 
the message in the other body that we 
need at least this much money to do a 
bill. For the other body to come in and 
say that we are going to cut even more 
than is cut here means we are not 
going to get a bill. This has been cut to 
the bear bones. We cannot go any deep-
er. 

Senator SCHUMER from New York has 
done an outstanding job in advocating 
things he thinks the State of New York 
deserves in this legislation. We have 
been able to meet many of the things 
he has suggested and advocated—in 
fact, most everything. I had a longtime 
relationship with his predecessor, who 
was an extremely strong advocate for 
the State of New York. Senator SCHU-
MER certainly stepped into those shoes 
and has been as strong an advocate as 
Senator MOYNIHAN. 

The one thing we were unable to do 
for the State of New York dealt with 
the Community Assistance and Worker 
Transition Program, and that was at 
the Brookhaven National Laboratory. 
Interestingly, yesterday, the one meet-
ing I was able to have off the floor was 
with Assistant Secretary Dan Reicher. 
The reason I say ‘‘interestingly’’ is be-
cause this is the program he works 
with in the Department of Energy, the 
Worker Transition Program. 

In this bill, there is money for that 
program. We are ratcheting this down 
every year. In our bill, we have $30 mil-
lion for that program. Senator SCHU-
MER thought there should be an ear-
mark for Brookhaven National Labora-
tory. We thought that was inappro-
priate. It had not been done in the 
past; we could not do it on this bill. 

I have indicated to the Senator from 
New York that we will work in con-
ference to see if there can be some-
thing done. But more important, the 
Senator from New York must know 
that Assistant Secretary Reicher said 
Brookhaven was a prime candidate for 
that. 

In short, I believe this can be done 
administratively and will not require 
legislation. So if, in fact, the people of 
Brookhaven are laid off permanently— 
and it has not been determined yet 
whether they are going to be laid off 
permanently—Secretary Reicher indi-
cated there was a real strong possi-
bility they would fit right into the 
Community Assistance and Worker 

Transition Program that has been able 
in the past to cover people at Savannah 
River in South Carolina, Oak Ridge Na-
tional Laboratory in Tennessee, the 
Pinellas Nuclear Facility in Florida, 
and the Nevada Test Site in Nevada. 

So Brookhaven National Laboratory 
has many of those same conditions and 
problems. We are going to work very 
hard to make sure we do what we can 
to protect those workers at the 
Brookhaven National Laboratory. 

If the reactor at Brookhaven is de-
commissioned, and the workers have 
left because of a loss of confidence, or 
other reasons, the lab certainly will 
lose its efficiency in its mission. If the 
reactor is restarted, the decontamina-
tion team will need transition assist-
ance. 

The simple expedient of providing 
some assistance now, I believe, will 
avoid the waste and needless suffering. 
In short, we are going to do what we 
can, both from a legislative standpoint, 
but more importantly from an adminis-
trative standpoint, to take care of 
those problems. So I appreciate, I say 
to the manager of this bill, the co-
operation of the Senator from New 
York. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
state here for the RECORD my sincere 
appreciation and thanks to Senator 
REID, the ranking minority member, 
and his staff—all of them. This is a 
complicated bill involving everything 
from the deepest military needs in 
terms of research, in terms of develop-
ment, maintenance, safekeeping of all 
of our nuclear weapons at our nuclear 
laboratories around the country, the 
maintenance of all the other labora-
tories that DOE runs, to water, inland 
waterways and barges and seaports and 
flood prevention. Many Members have 
an active interest. We have had to 
work very hard to do what we think is 
a reasonably good job under the cir-
cumstances. 

I also say to the distinguished junior 
Senator from New York, with reference 
to Brookhaven, I am totally familiar 
with the situation at Brookhaven. I 
worked on it for 2 years in a row when 
they had some problems up there. We 
worked with the administration and 
the Department. Clearly, if they qual-
ify for the Worker Transition Program, 
we ought to be able to handle it admin-
istratively. The Department ought to 
be able to do that. 

I say to Senator REID, I will be there 
helping wherever I can. I am very 
grateful we did not have to have a vote 
on this issue, because I think we would 
have had to object to it. I think it is 
much better that it be handled admin-
istratively. If they are entitled to it, 
they will get it because the program is 
already there. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. We have been told the 
Senator from Vermont will be here in a 
matter of a couple minutes. While we 
are waiting for the Senator to come, I 
want to just build upon some of the 
things the senior Senator from New 
Mexico talked about. 

This bill, I am confident, is one of the 
most complicated bills in the entire 13 
Appropriations subcommittees. It deals 
with the Corps of Engineers, the Bu-
reau of Reclamation, the Department 
of Energy, atomic energy, defense ac-
tivities, the Power Marketing Adminis-
trations, the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission, the Appalachian 
Regional Commission, the Defense Nu-
clear Facilities Safety Board, the Nu-
clear Regulatory Commission, the Nu-
clear Waste Technical Review Board, 
and the Tennessee Valley Authority. I 
think I have covered most all of them. 

But this bill deals with a myriad of 
very difficult problems. We find each 
year the requests—which are valid re-
quests—from Members trying to pro-
tect interests in their State get bigger 
because the problems become more 
complex. It has made it most difficult, 
because the numbers we are allowed to 
work with are going down all the time. 

Not only do we deal with problems in 
the continental United States, but, of 
course, our two newest States, Alaska 
and Hawaii. We also deal with problems 
in American Samoa, Puerto Rico, and 
the U.S. Virgin Islands. This is very 
difficult as it relates to the Corps of 
Engineers. 

The construction account for the 
Corps of Engineers deals with problems 
that are all over this part of the world. 
We even deal with problems that some 
say have gone on too long. The fact of 
the matter is that sometimes when we 
are not able to give the full amount of 
the money in a given year, then the 
projects take more money. We may 
start out with a program that costs 
$100, and if you spread that out over, 
instead of 1 year, 3 years, it winds up 
costing more than $100. Those are some 
of the problems we have faced in this 
bill. 

The Bureau of Reclamation was first 
authorized in 1902. The Bureau of Rec-
lamation manages, develops, and pro-
tects water reclamation projects in 
arid and semiarid areas in 17 of the 
Western States. The first ever Bureau 
of Reclamation project in the history 
of the United States was in arid Ne-
vada. It was called the Newlands 
project, named after a Congressman 
from Nevada named Francis Newlands, 
who later became a Senator. It was 
going to make the desert blossom like 
a rose; and it did. It diverted water 
from the Truckee River. It created 
some very difficult problems. In this 
bill we are working on it. Even though 
it was 96 years ago that the first act 
took place, we are still trying to cor-
rect some of the problems that were 
created. The Bureau of Reclamation 
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provides in this bill over $600 million to 
handle water and related resources ac-
counts. It is something that has been 
made more interesting as a result of 
something I talked about when the bill 
came up on Monday, and that is the 
CALFED project. 

This is a huge project. It is a pro-
gram that the private sector has in-
vested in, the State of California has 
invested in, and local government in 
California has invested in, along with 
the Federal Government. This project, 
the Bay Delta in California, CALFED 
project, deals with two-thirds of the 
water, the potable water, the water 
they drink in the State of California— 
a difficult project. It is something that 
is extremely important to a State that 
has 35 million people in it. Yet we have 
projects from the Bureau of Reclama-
tion to some of our smallest States and 
populations, but we have to work with 
this multitude of problems with less 
money. And we keep going down, as I 
said. 

The Department of Energy, a large 
part of this bill: We deal there with en-
ergy programs, nondefense environ-
mental management, uranium enrich-
ment and decontamination, decommis-
sioning funds; we deal with science pro-
grams, atomic energy, defense activi-
ties, which take up a large amount of 
money in this bill; and we have to do 
this to support the safety and reli-
ability of our nuclear stockpile. This 
program is becoming even more impor-
tant with the emphasis that has been 
focused on our nuclear programs as a 
result of the China problem dealing 
with the supposed theft, the alleged 
theft, the spying that has taken place 
in one of our laboratories, and maybe 
more than one of our laboratories. 

Power marketing administrations: 
We have had to work money there to 
see what we can do to maintain that 
very important program. 

The Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission is part of our responsibilities. 

We have also had for many years the 
responsibility of a program established 
in 1965 called the Appalachian Regional 
Commission. This is a regional eco-
nomic development agency. This pro-
gram, which has been going on for 
some 44 years, receives over $70 million 
in this bill, which is important for a 
large part of the United States. The 
amount of money we have been asked 
to increase for this program has been 
very difficult to come by. There have 
been the increased construction costs 
of the Richie County Dam, and the cost 
has gone up because of delays due to a 
legal challenge over some problems in 
the Fourth Circuit. This caused our bill 
to be required to spend more money. 

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission: 
This bill provides $465.4 million. There 
are some offsetting revenues that we 
reduced the amount we need to put in 
this bill. 

For each of these entities, everything 
we do is vitally important. Each dollar 

we do not put in is something less that 
they can do that certainly is required. 

Nuclear Waste Technical Review 
Board: This is a board which reviews 
what happens with this very important 
issue of nuclear waste. Just this morn-
ing, the full committee, authorizing 
committee, chaired by the junior Sen-
ator from Alaska, reported out a very 
important nuclear waste bill. Part of 
what happens with nuclear waste has 
to be reviewed by the Nuclear Waste 
Technical Review Board. We fund that 
program. 

One of the programs that has been 
ongoing for many, many years, back in 
the days of the Depression, is the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority. Under this 
bill, they receive some $7 million. 

We have a lot to do in this bill. It 
seems it becomes more complicated 
each year because of the cut in moneys 
that we receive. We have worked very 
hard, as the Senator from New Mexico 
has indicated, trying to resolve most of 
these amendments. We have been able 
to do it with the cooperation of Sen-
ators on both sides of the aisle. 

AMENDMENT NO. 648 
(Purpose: To increase funding for energy sup-

ply, research, and development activities 
relating to renewable energy sources, with 
an offset) 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I make a 
point of order that amendment No. 648, 
offered by Senator JEFFORDS, violates 
section 302(f) of the Budget Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is not pending. The Sen-
ator would have to call for the amend-
ment. 

Mr. REID. I believe that was already 
done with a unanimous consent re-
quest. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, as far 
as I know, my amendment has not been 
called up. 

Mr. REID. That is what the Chair 
just said. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized. 

Mr. REID. I ask that amendment No. 
648 be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:. 
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEF-

FORDS], for himself, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. ROTH, 
Mr. WYDEN, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
SCHUMER, and Mr. KENNEDY, proposes an 
amendment numbered 648. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ob-
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the amendment. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-
ular order is the reading of the amend-
ment. 

The amendment shall be read to com-
pletion until consent is granted to dis-
pense with the reading. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 20. strike lines 21 through 24 and 

insert ‘‘$791,233,000, of which $821,000 shall be 
derived by transfer from the Geothermal Re-
sources Development Fund and $5,000,000 
shall be derived by transfer from the United 
States Enrichment Corporation Fund, and of 
which $70,000,000 shall be derived from ac-
counts for which this Act makes funds avail-
able for unnecessary Department of Energy 
contractor travel expenses (of which not less 
than $4,450,000 shall be available for solar 
building technology research, not less than 
$82,135,000 shall be available for photovoltaic 
energy systems, not less than $17,600,000 
shall be available for concentrating solar 
systems, not less than $37,700,000 shall be 
available for power systems in biomass/ 
biofuels energy systems, not less than 
$48,000,000 shall be available for transpor-
tation in biomass/biofuels energy systems (of 
which not less than $1,500,000 shall be avail-
able for the Consortium for Plant Bio-
technology Research), not less than 
$42,265,000 shall be available for wind energy 
systems, not less than $4,000,000 shall be 
available for the renewable energy produc-
tion incentive program, not less than 
$7,600,000 shall be available for support of 
solar programs, not less than $5,100,000 shall 
be available for the international solar en-
ergy program, not less than $5,000,000 shall 
be available for the National Renewable En-
ergy Laboratory, not less than $27,850,000 
shall be available for geothermal technology 
development, not less than $27,700,000 shall 
be available for hydrogen research, not less 
than $6,400,000 shall be available for hydro-
power research, not less than $32,000,000 shall 
be available for high temperature super-
conducting research and development, not 
less than $3,000,000 shall be available for en-
ergy storage systems, and not less than 
$18,500,000 shall be available for direction of 
programs).’’. 

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

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I make a 

point of order that amendment No. 648 
offered by Senator JEFFORDS violates 
section 302(f) of the Budget Act which 
prohibits consideration of legislation 
that exceeds the committee’s alloca-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, in 
the long tradition of the Senate, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
amend the amendment by deleting the 
word ‘‘unnecessary’’ as it first appears 
in the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

objection. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:19 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00065 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S16JN9.002 S16JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE13014 June 16, 1999 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. DORGAN. 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. DORGAN. Mr. President, because 
we were in a quorum call, I wanted to 
point out to my colleagues that a 
group of us, just moments ago, held a 
press conference discussing the 
issue—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The rules 
require unanimous consent for the Sen-
ator to proceed at this point because a 
point of order has been made against 
the pending amendment. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, under 
the rules of the Senate, does the Sen-
ator object to having to identify him-
self? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would ask, object to what? 

Mr. DURBIN. The Senator who ob-
jects to the unanimous-consent re-
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is a 
matter of order in the Senate not to 
proceed when there is a pending point 
of order. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. Objection to what? 
Mr. DOMENICI. What is the request? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would 

the Senator from North Dakota state 
his request. 

Mr. DORGAN. I asked consent to be 
recognized. My understanding is we 
were in a quorum call. I asked consent 
to be recognized for the purpose of dis-
cussing a press conference we just held 
on the Patients’ Bill of Rights. Because 
we were in a quorum call and not con-
ducting other Senate business, I want-
ed to have a few minutes to discuss 
that subject. So I ask unanimous con-
sent to be able to do so. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

objection. 
Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to withdraw my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have 
no objection. 

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

The amendment is withdrawn. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, at 

this time, I would like to take the floor 
to discuss the amendment that I have 
just withdrawn. I do so with some re-
luctance, but denying a Senator the 
right to amend his own amendment is 
such a rare situation—if not unprece-

dented—that I think it is only fair and 
appropriate for those of us who have 
worked long and hard on this amend-
ment and know they have sufficient 
votes to pass it, as modified, to have 
the opportunity to at least discuss and 
to let this body know what they are 
being prevented from doing by virtue of 
this rare use of the rules. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield for a ques-
tion. 

Mr. REID. I want to state to the Sen-
ator that as one of the managers of 
this bill, I think the content of his 
amendment is very good. I think he has 
had a record of looking out for pro-
grams like solar and renewable energy. 
I have a personal commitment to work 
with the Senator from Vermont and 
the senior Senator from New Mexico as 
this matter goes to conference to see 
how well we can do in regard to the 
matters he has put before the Senate. 

In short, my statement is in the form 
of a reverse question. I want the Sen-
ator to understand that certainly there 
was nothing personal in regard to exer-
cising my rights under the rule. In 
fact, it is one of the more difficult 
things I have done in my time here. 
The Senator from Vermont offered 
something that I think needs to be spo-
ken about. He has done it before very 
eloquently, and we will do the best we 
can from the time that this bill leaves 
this body until it gets to conference, 
keeping this amendment in mind. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DOMENICI. Without losing your 
right to the floor. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Yes. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I have no objection 

to the Senator from Vermont debating 
and discussing the issue, as he sees it. 
I would just like to ask, in the interest 
of moving things along—there are no 
other amendments. Everything is fin-
ished on the bill—I wonder how long 
the Senator from Vermont would like 
to discuss it. Is it possible that he 
might tell us? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I cannot give the 
Senator anything but a guesstimate 
because I have many supporters of this 
amendment who may or may not desire 
to speak. But I have no intention of 
trying to filibuster this bill. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I didn’t say that. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I understand. I just 

wanted to make it clear. But what I do 
want to have everyone understand is 
that this modification of the amend-
ment is by taking one word out in 
order to meet a requirement of the 
budget. The budget requirement may 
or may not be valid, but once you get 
it, there is not much you can do about 
it. The whole disagreement here is with 
respect to the one word ‘‘unnecessary,’’ 
which we want to delete, because by 

using that word we inadvertently cre-
ated a budget point of order. Because 
as far as the Budget Committee is con-
cerned, there is never any unnecessary 
use of the airplane, or travel by the De-
partment of Energy, even though they 
spent some $250 million traveling 
where and why and who I do not know, 
which was more than enough, with a 
reasonable cut in the use of their air-
planes, to fund a very important 
amendment dealing with more empha-
sis on renewable resources. 

I would like to, certainly for a ques-
tion, yield to the Senator from North 
Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me 
just propound a question. But before I 
do, let me state to the Senator from 
Vermont that I am a cosponsor of what 
he is trying to do. I think what he is 
trying to do is very important. 

I regret that we found this par-
liamentary situation that created a 
point of order. I don’t quite know how 
one gets out of this at this point. I re-
gret that the Senator felt that he had 
to withdraw the amendment, but I 
think what he and I and others are try-
ing to do makes a lot of sense in terms 
of investment for this country and in-
vestment in the future with alternative 
energy resources. It is very important, 
especially because some of the pro-
grams show such great promise for our 
country’s future. 

I regret that we are not able to pro-
ceed with his amendment. I think the 
offset is appropriate. I think the 
amendment would advance this coun-
try’s energy interests. I know because 
of the press of time that folks want to 
move forward. I will not say more ex-
cept to say that I appreciate the lead-
ership of the Senator from Vermont on 
this. I hope this is not the end of it. I 
hope that perhaps by this process by 
committees in the Senate and in the 
House we can find a way to do what the 
Senator and I and so many others want 
to do. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
would be happy to yield to the Senator 
from Delaware without giving up my 
right to the floor. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I want to 
congratulate my colleague for the lead-
ership that he has provided in this re-
newable energy program. 

I strongly believe that renewable en-
ergy technology represents our best 
hope for reducing air pollution, cre-
ating jobs, and decreasing our reliance 
on imported oil and finite supplies of 
fossil fuel. These programs promise to 
supply economically competitive and 
commercially viable exports. I believe 
that the nation should be looking to-
ward clean, alternative forms of en-
ergy, not taking a step backward by 
cutting funding for these important 
programs. 

Indeed this is a sentiment shared by 
a majority of the American people. 
Public support for renewable energy 
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programs is strong. For the fifth year 
in a row, a national poll has revealed 
that Americans believe renewable en-
ergy along with energy efficiency 
should be the highest energy research 
and development priority. 

My own State of Delaware has a long 
tradition in solar energy. In 1972, the 
University of Delaware established one 
of the first photovoltaic laboratories in 
the nation, the Institute for Energy 
Conversion, which has been instru-
mental in developing photovoltaic 
technology. Delaware’s major solar en-
ergy manufacturer, Astro Power, has 
become the largest U.S.-owned photo-
voltaic company and has doubled its 
work force since 1997. 

While the solar energy industry 
might have evolved in some form on its 
own, federal investment has acceler-
ated the transition from the laboratory 
bench to commercial markets by 
leveraging private sector efforts. This 
collaboration has already accrued valu-
able economic benefits to the nation. 
Solar energy companies—like Astro 
Power—have already created thousands 
of jobs and helped to reduce our trade 
deficit through exports. My state has 
demonstrated that solar energy tech-
nology can be an economically com-
petitive and commercially viable en-
ergy alternative. 

International markets for solar en-
ergy systems are virtually exploding, 
due to several key market trends. Most 
notably, solar energy is already one of 
the lowest cost options available to de-
veloping countries that cannot afford 
to build large, expensive centralized 
power generation facilities with elabo-
rate distribution systems. 

The governments of Japan, Germany, 
and Australia are investing heavily in 
aggressive technology and market de-
velopment in partnership with their 
own solar energy industries. Until re-
cently, Japan and Germany held the 
lead in world market share for 
photovoltaics; the United States has 
only recently recaptured international 
market dominance. 

Cutting funding for these tech-
nologies would have a chilling effect on 
the U.S. industry’s ability to compete 
on an international scale in these bil-
lion-dollar markets of today and to-
morrow. The employment potential of 
renewables represents a minimum of 
15,000 new jobs this decade with nearly 
120,000 the next decade. 

It is imperative that this Senate sup-
port renewable energy technologies and 
be a partner to an energy future that 
addresses our economic needs in an en-
vironmentally acceptable manner. My 
state has done and will continue to do 
its part. I hope my colleagues in the 
Senate will look to the future and do 
their part in securing a safe and reli-
able energy future by supporting this 
amendment. 

Again, I want to congratulate my 
distinguished colleague for his leader-
ship on this most important matter. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly thank my good friend from Dela-
ware who has been out front on this 
issue for many years. I appreciate his 
efforts in this area. 

The amendment that Senator ROTH 
and I desire to offer today is about pri-
orities. I think we all agree that in-
creased domestic energy production 
should be a priority. We agree that a 
lower balance of payments should be a 
priority. We agree that helping farm-
ers, ranchers and rural communities is 
a priority. We agree that standing up 
for U.S. companies selling U.S. manu-
facturing energy technologies in over-
seas markets is a priority. We cheer 
the increased job markets in every 
State in this Nation. We support the 
small companies across the Nation 
that are working to capture the boom-
ing global energy market, and we 
would make it a priority to promote 
clean air. The bill does not do that in 
its present form. 

The bill before us further whittles 
away our Nation’s efforts to wean itself 
from foreign oil. It erodes our efforts to 
develop technology that increases do-
mestic energy production. It ends com-
mitments made to small energy com-
panies that depend on Federal assist-
ance to enter the giant global energy 
market. It reduces our efforts to make 
major advancements in energy develop-
ment. It reduces our commitment to 
energy that is affordable, that is clean, 
and, most importantly, that is made in 
America. 

The administration requested a 16- 
percent increase in renewable fund-
ing—from $384 million to $446 million. 
More than half of the Senate—54 Sen-
ators—signed a letter in support of this 
$62 million increase. The committee 
did not request an increase in the re-
newable budget. It did not even hold at 
a renewable budget level. The com-
mittee cut the budget by $13 million. 
There is a $92 million shortfall between 
the committee mark and the amount 
requested by more than one-half of the 
Senate. 

A vote for this amendment is a vote 
for five things, if we are allowed to 
present it. 

It is a vote for national security. 
It is a vote for small businesses 

across the United States that produce 
clean, renewable energy. 

It is a vote for farmers and ranchers 
in rural communities across America. 

It is a vote to help American business 
grab onto a chunk of that rapidly 
growing export market for renewable 
products. 

And a vote for this amendment is a 
vote for cleaner air for our children. 

I am going to address each of these 
reasons why my colleagues should sup-
port this bill in turn. 

First of all, we have charts that 
allow you to understand better what 
we are discussing. 

This is a vote about national secu-
rity. It is about making our Nation’s 

future secure by securing our energy 
future. 

The U.S. trade deficit has scored as 
its No. 1 contributor imported foreign 
oil, which has reached record levels. 

Foreign oil imports constituted 55 
percent of consumption early this year 
and is expected to reach more than 70 
percent by the year 2020. At that time, 
most of the world’s oil—over 64 per-
cent—is expected to come from poten-
tially unstable Persian Gulf nations. 
These imports account for over $60 bil-
lion, or 36 percent of the U.S. trade def-
icit. These are U.S. dollars being 
shipped overseas to the Middle East 
which could be put to better use at 
home. 

The defense leaders of our Nation 
agree that increasing dependence on 
foreign oil has serious implications for 
our national and energy security. They 
agree that investing in renewable en-
ergy is an invaluable insurance policy 
to enhance our national and energy se-
curity. 

Lee Butler agrees. He is the former 
commander of the Strategic Air Com-
mand and strategic air planner for Op-
eration Desert Storm. Robert McFar-
lane agrees. Robert McFarlane was Na-
tional Security Adviser under former 
President Ronald Reagan. Thomas 
Moorer agrees. Thomas Moorer is 
former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. James Woolsey agrees. James 
Woolsey is a former Director of the 
CIA. In a recent letter to Members of 
Congress, these national security lead-
ers support the administration’s budg-
et request for renewable energy. 

Reading from my first chart, the na-
tional security leader said: 

Current conflicts in the Middle East and 
the Balkans and our stressed defense capa-
bility only reinforce our earlier concerns 
that our increasing dependence on imported 
oil has serious implications for national and 
energy security. Wars and terrorism strongly 
highlight the benefits of obtaining domestic, 
dispersed renewable energy systems and effi-
ciency. . . . 

Now is clearly the time to increase our 
coverage under this valuable insurance pol-
icy for our security—the availability of re-
newable resources and improvements in en-
ergy efficiency. Such a commitment will not 
only enhance national and energy security, 
but also bring with it global leadership, envi-
ronmental and economic benefits, new indus-
try and high quality jobs. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
I ask unanimous consent David 

Hunter of my staff be granted privilege 
of the floor during the pendency of the 
energy and water appropriations. 

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, no 
crisis can stop the sun from shining, 
the wind from blowing, or the Earth 
from producing geothermal heat. 

Let’s review some alternatives we 
have and how they can be utilized. 
Geysers Geothermal Power Plant in 
California is an example of the sort of 
energy savings we can gain through 
‘‘made in America’’ geothermal energy. 
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American soil holds a natural re-

source available throughout much of 
this country: Geysers produce the en-
ergy equivalent of over 250 million bar-
rels of oil and currently provide elec-
tricity for over 1 million people. Gey-
sers Geothermal Power Plant in Cali-
fornia is an example. 

The next chart shows renewable gen-
eration by each State, indicating how 
much renewable energy is produced in 
every State in the United States. I 
think all Senators ought to take that 
into consideration. We are hurting 
small businesses located in every State 
in the United States. Every Senator in 
the United States is a stakeholder in 
this debate. These States have a sub-
stantial energy generation capacity. 
Much is not utilized, and much more is 
available. It is very extensive, accord-
ing to the chart. 

The next chart shows the top 20 
States for wind energy. There is a lot 
of wind around this place especially, 
but also around the rest of the country. 
This chart shows the top 20 States for 
wind energy potential. Although most 
of the wind potential generated today 
has occurred in California, many 
States have much greater wind poten-
tial. The top 20 States for wind energy 
potential are: North Dakota, Texas, 
Kansas, South Dakota, Montana, Ne-
braska, Wyoming, Oklahoma, Min-
nesota, Iowa, Colorado, New Mexico, 
Idaho, Michigan, New York, Illinois, 
California, Wisconsin, Maine, and Mis-
souri. The American Midwest is the 
Saudi Arabia of wind energy. North Da-
kota alone can produce 36 percent of all 
U.S. electric power needs. New Mexico 
could produce 10 percent of U.S. elec-
tric power needs. The oil wells in Saudi 
Arabia will eventually run dry. The 
wind in North Dakota will supply in-
definitely a steady source of power. 

Next is a map of localities with geo-
thermal energy. Like the sun shining 
on American soil and the wind blowing 
over it, geothermal energy is a great 
American resource. It is good for the 
environment, good for the country, and 
good for business. This chart shows 
bountiful geothermal energy supplies, 
especially on the west coast. 

I have a series of pictures of renew-
able energy projects across the coun-
try. They demonstrate that a vote for 
renewable energy is a vote for ranch-
ers, farmers, and small communities 
all across America. 

This chart shows the North State 
Power Wind Farm in Minnesota. The 
wind facility has pumped over $125 mil-
lion into the local economy and pro-
vides an extra source of income for 
local farmers in Lake Benton, MN. 

Farmers make money through roy-
alty payments for the wind turbines on 
their lands. They continue to farm 
their lands and make additional money 
for the wind that blows above it. This 
shows municipal utility wind turbines 
in Traverse City, MI. Note the corn 

growing. This wind turbine provides 
clean, renewable, locally produced 
wind energy for the people of Traverse 
City, MI. 

The next chart shows Culberson Wind 
Plant in Texas. This wind facility is 
the largest energy producer in 
Culberson County. It provides $400,000 
annually in tax revenues to Culberson 
County hospitals and schools. That is 
10 percent of the county’s property tax 
base. It also provides $100,000 to the 
Texas public school fund. 

It is not just wind energy that is 
helpful in small communities. Photo-
voltaic helps ranchers and farmers. 
This is a cattle rancher with a photo-
voltaic-powered well in Idaho. This 
Idaho rancher powers his home and 
pumps well water for his cattle under a 
photovoltaic program offered by Idaho 
Power Company. 

This chart shows Kotzebue Electric 
Association Village Power Project in 
Kotzebue, AK. The projects will reduce 
emissions from diesel plants and re-
duce fuel transport and costs to the vil-
lagers. 

Next is Ontario Hydro Village Power 
Project. There is a large market for ex-
port of U.S. wind turbines to northern 
communities in Alaska, Canada, and 
Russia. This turbine was built in 
Vermont and exported to Ontario, Can-
ada. In the last 10 years, photovoltaic 
sales have more than quadrupled. In 
developing countries, demand has in-
creased because it is attractive to iso-
lated communities that are distant 
from the power plant and because they 
have small electric requirements. 

Although America is still a leader in 
developing renewable energy tech-
nologies, this lead may slip if we lower 
our renewable research and develop-
ment funding. Europe and Japan con-
tinue to subsidize their renewable in-
dustry, putting U.S.-based companies 
at a severe disadvantage. 

For example, Japan, Germany, and 
Denmark use tied aid, offer financing, 
and provide export promotion for their 
domestic industries, and our industries 
have to compete with that. It is very 
difficult to do. But because of its suc-
cess and the fact that we have advan-
tages, they have been able to survive, 
with great difficulty, without having 
that assistance from loans. This is not 
the time to lose our lead or to cut 
funding out of this important industry. 

There is one final reason why my col-
leagues should overwhelmingly support 
this amendment. A vote on this amend-
ment is also a vote for the environ-
ment. 

Consider this chart showing children 
playing in front of a windmill in Iowa’s 
Spirit Lake district. The wind turbine 
generates power for the school. It is 
emission free, completely natural. Few 
us of us want to have our children play 
under smokestacks or near oil fields or 
uranium enrichment plants. Few of us 
want our children to fight wars in the 

Middle East over oil. But we are all 
happy to have our children playing in 
the wind and the sun. 

Next is a geothermal powerplant in 
Dixie Valley, NV. This plant, which 
produces electricity for 100,000 people, 
produces no emissions and 1 to 5 per-
cent as much SOX and CO2 as a coal- 
fired plant of the same size. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield? 
It is a beautiful place, isn’t it? It is 

very close to the Fallon Naval Air 
Training Center, which is the premier 
fighter training center for the Navy pi-
lots. That is where they train to land 
on carriers. Some of their training can 
be watched from this powerplant. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. We should have 
more of them. I wish the Senator would 
support my amendment, and we could 
really help the State. 

Mr. REID. I also say to my friend, a 
number of the programs he has talked 
about are at places I have been, for ex-
ample, the wind energy plant in Cali-
fornia. These are places I have been. I 
watched these windmills. It is very ex-
citing. 

I finalize my question to the Senator. 
The Senator is aware that last year’s 
bill we reported out of this sub-
committee was less than what we re-
ported out this year. Is the Senator 
aware of that? The bill we reported out 
of this subcommittee last year was less 
than what we reported out this year. I 
can assure the Senator that is accu-
rate. It was only with the supplemental 
that this number came up larger than 
the number that we gave this year. The 
number, including the supplemental, 
was $12 million more than what we rec-
ommended this year, but about $50 mil-
lion less than what the subcommittee 
approved last year. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I point out that it 
was because of my amendment, which 
was adopted last year. I appreciate the 
Senator being aware of that. I wish we 
would take the same approach this 
year and adopt this amendment, and 
then we will make sure we have a much 
better prospect for the future. 

Mr. REID. As I said to the Senator 
when he first began, he has done excel-
lent work here, and we appreciate it 
very much. 

I will ask the Senator another ques-
tion. We have had a number of Sen-
ators come to the floor. There are one 
or two Senators who want to speak on 
this. Would the Senator have any ob-
jection to having a final vote on this, 
and when it is over people can talk on 
this issue for as long as they desire? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. A vote on my 
amendment? I have no problem with 
that. 

Mr. REID. I am sorry; I did not hear 
the Senator. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Have a final vote on 
my amendment, yes, I would like that. 

Mr. REID. Of course, the only thing 
in order is final passage, so the answer 
to my question is no. 
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Mr. JEFFORDS. If you are saying 

without my amendment being voted 
on? You are saying we will vote your 
amendment and then we can go to final 
vote? That would be fine with me. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont has the floor. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I am fully aware of 

the genuine interest the Senator has in 
this and his enthusiasm and his hard 
work. But I wonder if he might permit 
me to speak for 2 minutes and yield 
right back to him. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I will do that. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I just want to share 

with my fellow Senators the reality of 
what has happened to solar energy in 
this bill. First of all, in the Senate bill, 
for everything in this bill that is non-
defense, there is a reduction of 7 per-
cent. That means that for all of the 
things we do in water, in the Corps of 
Engineers, and all the other things, 
there is a 7 percent reduction. If we 
were to adopt this amendment, we 
would be taking this piece of the budg-
et and increasing it 7 percent, thus giv-
ing it a 14 percent preferential treat-
ment over the rest of the nondefense 
items in this bill. 

All we are doing in this bill is reduc-
ing from $365.9 million, reducing it by 
$12 million, which is less than a 3 per-
cent reduction, which means this is al-
ready favored by way of prioritizing by 
about 5 percent better than the other 
nondefense accounts here. So we can 
talk all afternoon and into the night 
about how great renewables are; we can 
all agree; but that is not the issue. The 
issue is, should we add $70 million when 
we have had to reduce everything else 
that is nondefense by the huge 
amounts I have just described? I do not 
think we need to. 

Most of the things the Senator is dis-
cussing we will continue to do, and 
some that are in the pipeline ready to 
get done will get done because we are 
going to fund this at $353.9 million. 
That is not peanuts. Most of the solar 
things we want to do as a nation will 
get done. 

As long as everybody knows, we are 
not trying to be arbitrary. We thought 
we were very fair in the treatment of 
renewables in this bill. It was not 
enough. We had to add $70 million more 
with an amendment that was out of 
order because it added to the amount 
we had to spend in our allocation, 
which means it breaks the budget. 

I yield the floor. 
Several Senators addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont has the floor. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield for the pur-

poses of debate, control of the floor, to 
my great friend from Colorado. 

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

Mr. ALLARD. I thank the Senator 
from Vermont for yielding to me. I am 
not going to take a lot of time. 

I want to recognize the leadership 
and fine work he has done in fighting 
to get this to the floor of the Senate. I 
am obviously disappointed, as he is, in 
the fact we are not going to have a 
vote on this. But I do have some charts 
and, like my colleague, will talk about 
the importance of renewable energy, 
particularly in the context of wind en-
ergy, geothermal, and solar energy. 

The Senator’s State, like the State of 
Colorado, has done a considerable 
amount in this area. It is important to 
the State of Colorado. In fact, we have 
a research laboratory in Colorado just 
to address things we are talking about 
on the floor. 

I just wanted to recognize in a public 
way the Senator’s contribution and ef-
fort in trying to move forward with re-
newable energy. It has been a pleasure 
to be associated with my colleague on 
this amendment. 

I thank my colleague, the Senator 
from Vermont, for once again standing 
firm in his commitment to renewable 
energy. I concur with the Senator from 
Vermont and would like to share my 
thoughts on the importance of funding 
the Department of Energy’s renewables 
budget. 

While the record clearly shows that I 
am a dedicated fiscal conservative, I 
also see the importance of spending a 
little now, to save a lot more later. By 
investing in the research and develop-
ment of these energy sources today, we 
are saving taxpayers billions of dollars 
tomorrow in costs associated with 
much more than energy. Mr. President, 
it is not an exaggeration to say that 
our future as a nation and a commu-
nity depends in part on the decisions 
we make today when it comes to en-
ergy matters. In this modern day of 
technological boom, energy literally 
runs the world in which we live. From 
the cars we drive to the homes we live 
in, without affordable, accessible 
sources of energy, we open ourselves up 
to dangers that we simply cannot allow 
to happen. 

In their paper titled The New Petro-
leum from the January/February 1999 
issue of the publication Foreign Af-
fairs, my colleague from Indiana, Sen-
ator LUGAR, and former CIA Director 
James Woolsey argue the importance 
of increasing our use of alternative en-
ergy sources, in this case, biofuels. 
They appropriately note that, ‘‘New de-
mand for oil will be filled largely by 
the Middle East, meaning a transfer of 
more than $1 trillion over the next 15 
years to the unstable states of the Per-
sian Gulf alone—on top of the $90 bil-
lion they received in 1996.’’ As a mem-
ber of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee, and Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, I hear first-hand about foreign 

nations that are working to use energy 
sources to neutralize. I would hope 
that the rest of my colleagues share 
my concerns about sending $1 trillion 
over the next 15 years to rogue nations 
in the Middle East who are developing 
weapons of mass destruction as we 
speak, with an intent to harm Amer-
ican interests. We must be firm in our 
decision to develop accessible, afford-
able and dependable sources of energy 
here at home—our security may depend 
on it. 

The environmental benefits of renew-
able energy are also well noted and do 
not need too much repeating. Not only 
are renewable sources of energy bene-
ficial to our national security, but they 
reduce, and in fact help to eliminate 
harmful greenhouse gas emissions. 
Wind, solar, geothermal, biomass, pho-
tovoltaic and other renewable energies 
have few if any harmful by-products. It 
is simply good policy to do all we can 
to effectively harness and utilize the 
natural, clean, re-usable sources of en-
ergy that are abundantly all around us. 

I would like to illustrate a few Colo-
rado-specific points if I may. 

The Solar Energy Research Facility 
at the Department of Energy’s Na-
tional Renewable Energy Laboratory 
(NREL) in Golden, Colorado houses 
over 200 scientists and engineers. This 
building was designed to use energy ef-
ficient and renewable energy tech-
nologies—like the photovoltaic panels 
seen here—and reduce costs by 30% 
from the federal standard. Much of the 
Department’s funding that was cut by 
the Committee goes to this vital facil-
ity in my state. 

NREL is on the cutting edge in bring-
ing renewable energy technologies out 
of the laboratory and into the main-
stream of American business and soci-
ety. Recognizing that America has ri-
vals in many Asian and European na-
tions in investing in the development 
of these technologies, NREL deserves 
credit for many wonderful accomplish-
ments. 

Wind power use in Colorado is becom-
ing increasingly popular. If you’ve ever 
spent any time along the foothills of 
the Rocky Mountains, you know that 
the wind can whip down from the 
mountains quite fast. That wind can be 
easily harnessed for energy. Public 
Service Company of Colorado operates 
several wind powering facilities, one of 
which is in Northern Colorado on the 
Wyoming border in Ponnequin. Expan-
sions of many wind facilities in Colo-
rado are taking place as we speak. In 
many Northern Colorado communities, 
demand for wind energy has risen so 
dramatically that the Platte River 
Power Authority of Ft. Collins is plan-
ning to more than triple the installed 
capacity of its wind farm just across 
the border in Medicine Bow, Wyoming. 
Residents in this area can look forward 
to making a positive contribution to 
the environment. 
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The current levelized cost of wind en-

ergy is between 4 and 6 cents per kilo-
watt-hour, with a goal approaching 2.5 
cents by 2010. According to NREL, the 
cost of this technology has already de-
creased by more than 80% since the 
early 1980’s due to continued cost- 
shared R&D partnerships between in-
dustry and DOE. 

The developable, windy land in just 5 
western states could produce elec-
tricity equivalent to the annual de-
mand of the contiguous 48 states. Total 
worldwide wind energy generating ca-
pacity now exceeding the 10,000 mega-
watt point with expectations of 100,000 
megawatts by 2020. Thanks to contin-
ued research and development, the in-
dustry has grown from being Cali-
fornia-based to having wind sites in 18 
states. 

Photovoltaic water pumping systems 
are being used on hundreds of ranches 
and farms across the U.S. to bring 
power to remote locations—like in 
some parts of Colorado—that would 
otherwise cost tens of thousands of dol-
lars in extending existing power lines. 
In locations where solar resources are 
not bountiful, other renewable tech-
nologies, like wind energy, can be used 
in a similar fashion. 

This is an application of renewable 
energy that interests me greatly. For 
those farmers who live in remote areas, 
renwable energy systems also offer dis-
tinct advantages in agricultural appli-
cations where power lines are subject 
to failure due to flooding, icing or 
other seasonal changes. These energy 
technologies also make sense where 
electrical needs are relatively small or 
are seasonal. 

In conclusion, I want to reiterate my 
belief that investing in research and 
development of renewable energies is a 
win-win solution in every sense. Jobs 
are created, taxpayer money is saved, 
our national security is enhanced and 
the environment is protected. The fu-
ture of our security and prosperity de-
pends on the commitments we make 
today. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, re-
newable energy is a win-win. Renew-
able technologies such as wind, solar, 
geothermal, and biomass are domestic 
and clean. Many renewable applica-
tions are especially suited to remote 
rural locations where construction of 
electric transmission facilities are pro-
hibitively expensive. The federal gov-
ernment has had a very successful pro-
gram installing 122 photovoltaic sys-
tems in place of diesel generators at re-
mote locations of the National Park 
Service, Forest Service and BLM. 
(Chart) These systems produce electric 
power without any noise or emissions. 
Photovoltaics are also well-suited for 
use on remote areas of Indian Reserva-
tions. 

Collaboration between the National 
Labs and U.S. industry has made huge 
strides in photovoltaic efficiency and 

cost-competitiveness. The cost of pho-
tovoltaic systems have declined 10 fold 
since 1980. Ongoing work in system re-
liability and long-term performance is 
crucial to continued development of 
U.S. leadership in this area. The De-
partment of Energy’s proposed budget 
is barely 40% of what Japan and half of 
what Germany spend on photovoltaic 
research. 

Another important technology is 
concentrating solar power, where the 
sun’s energy is first converted to heat 
then used to generate electricity in a 
conventional generator. The federal re-
search program, centered at Sandia, 
has been a true success. Further work 
in advanced trough technology and 
dish based systems, which can be dis-
patched into the electricity grid, prom-
ise to dramatically lower costs. Based 
on World Bank estimates of capacity 
installation for these technologies, up 
to $12 billion in sales of U.S.-manufac-
tured products and up to 13,000 new 
jobs could be created by U.S. industry 
by 2010. 

Since the 1980’s the cost of wind 
power has declined 80% (from 25 cents 
to 4.5 cents per kilowatt hour.) With 
the necessary support, the cost of wind 
will be down to 3 cents per kilowatt 
hour or lower within five years. This 
amendment will fund U.S.-based tur-
bine certification, international con-
sensus standards, wind mapping to as-
sist in targeting key areas, and support 
to industry on solving near term prob-
lems. The export opportunities for U.S. 
industry are large, but the U.S. must 
compete against the highly subsidized 
European manufacturers. 

The opportunities for economic de-
velopment of geothermal power in the 
U.S. west are vast. The Department of 
Energy has an initiative underway to 
cut the cost of drilling for geothermal 
resources by 25% within the next two 
years. Geothermal, especially using 
non-drinking water sources and treated 
wastewater, can become an important 
energy source for arid states. This re-
search with commercial development 
could result in development of 30,000 
jobs in the U.S. and open up significant 
international marketing opportunities 
for U.S. manufacturers. 

The research programs funded by this 
amendment are making important con-
tributions to the ongoing restructuring 
of the electric utility industry. For ex-
ample, many experts believe the future 
of electric power generation will be in 
the form of small, so-called ‘‘distrib-
uted’’ generation technologies. Smaller 
power plants offer advantages in terms 
of improved efficiency and reliability 
as well as reduced environmental im-
pacts. Solar, wind, geothermal, bio-
mass and other generating tech-
nologies such as fuel cells and micro- 
turbines are all likely approaches to 
distributed generation. The Energy 
Committee will hold an oversight hear-
ing on distributed generation next 

week. Finally, research in this bill is 
also helping assure the continued secu-
rity and reliability of the nation’s 
high-tension transmission grid. Sandia 
Labs in New Mexico is a key partner in 
DOE’s transmission research program. 

I think it is critical to maintain our 
momentum in renewable energy re-
search. The proposed budget cuts in the 
bill are unfortunate and unnecessary. I 
am pleased to support the amendment 
and I thank Senator JEFFORDS for his 
efforts. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have 
the pleasure of joining Senator JEF-
FORDS to rise in support of the renew-
able energy programs within the En-
ergy and Water Appropriations bill. 
First, let me thank Senators DOMENICI 
and REID for their hard work to put to-
gether a balanced appropriations bill 
under very difficult budget constraints. 
I know both of these Senators support 
the renewable energy programs at De-
partment of Energy and would have 
liked to come closer to the President’s 
requested funding level. However, as 
with all the appropriations bills, this 
year has forced all of us to make dif-
ficult choices. 

I am supporting the Jeffords amend-
ment because I firmly believe that de-
veloping new solar and renewable en-
ergy sources is absolutely critical to 
reducing our reliance on imported fos-
sil fuels and addressing climate 
change. Anyone who had the pleasure 
of spending some of this spring in the 
Northeast will tell you that although 
we all appreciated the glorious 85 de-
gree days, it was unusual. After about 
a week, Vermonters really began to 
wonder about the strange weather. 
This is only a harbinger of things to 
come if we do not aggressively address 
the greenhouse gases that contribute 
to climate change. 

The solar and renewable energy pro-
grams will help our nation find alter-
native energy sources and help our 
states and industry start using them. 
We need to invest more funding to de-
velop renewable energy technology and 
to bring this technology into the main-
stream. Coming from Vermont, I have 
already seen how this technology can 
be used. During the nuclear freeze 
movement of the 1980s, Vermonters 
adopted a saying: ‘‘As Vermont goes, so 
goes the nation.’’ I hope that our state 
can provide similar leadership to set 
the nation on a path in the new millen-
nium to promote the development and 
use of renewable energy. 

From the Green Mountain Power 
wind farm in Searsburg to the McNeil 
biomass gasifier in Burlington, 
Vermont is developing and using re-
newable energy sources. These large 
projects are being looked at as models 
for how public-private partnerships can 
spur growth in our renewable energy 
sectors. Vermont is also leading the 
nation in developed small, community- 
based renewable energy projects. Many 
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Vermont communities have shifted 
away from fossil energy sources to bio-
mass, building small wood-fired sys-
tems. Biomass is now being used in 
Vermont schools, low-income housing 
projects, state office buildings and 
mills. 

Vermont is also taking this tech-
nology overseas. I am proud to say that 
several Vermont renewable energy 
businesses have created niche markets 
for their technology all around the 
world. Just a few weeks ago, Prime 
Minister Tony Blair turned on the 
lights at a school that had just in-
stalled a small wind turbine built by a 
Vermont company. Another Vermont 
company has developed solar panels 
that are being used by individual 
homes in many developing countries 
where there is no central energy 
source. 

When Vermont and the nation con-
sider what the next millennium will 
look like the most important question 
to be asked is what do we want to pass 
on to the next generation? 

I want my grandson to be able to 
hike through the Green Mountains and 
see the same majestic forests and 
mountain peaks as I did. I want him to 
be able to fish in Lake Champlain with-
out having to worry about what heavy 
metals are in it. If my grandchildren 
are going to enjoy these experiences, 
our nation has to reduce our reliance 
on fossil fuels and increase our use of 
renewable energy. The Jeffords amend-
ment will ensure that the successes of 
the solar and renewable energy pro-
grams at Department of Energy are 
replicated to help our nation meet this 
goal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont has the floor. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, let 
me first ask unanimous consent to add 
13 additional original cosponsors to my 
amendment. These are: Mr. ALLARD, 
Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. GRASSLEY, Ms. COLLINS, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. ROTH, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. BRYAN, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
WYDEN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. HAGEL, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. CHAFEE, 
and Mr. WELLSTONE. 

I yield, reserving my right to the 
floor, to the Senator from Minnesota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the names will be added as 
cosponsors. 

The Senator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, it is my un-

derstanding the unanimous consent re-
quest applies to the amendment that 
has been withdrawn; is that right? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Vermont desire to with-
draw the amendment? 

Mr. REID. It has already been with-
drawn. The unanimous consent request 
to add cosponsors applies to the 
amendment that has been withdrawn. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. It applies to the 
amendment I had pending on the list. I 
guess that is the best way to describe 
it. 

Mr. REID. The amendment has been 
withdrawn; is that right? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct, the amendment has 
been withdrawn. 

Mr. REID. I have no objection to the 
cosponsors being added to the amend-
ment that has been withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the cosponsors will be added, 
and, without objection, the Senator 
may yield the floor to the Senator 
from Minnesota, as he reserves his 
right to the floor. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
rather than having to put it in the 
form of a question, I appreciate the 
way my colleague made the UC re-
quest. 

I come to the floor in complete sup-
port of what Senator JEFFORDS is try-
ing to do. One can look at it in a couple 
of different ways. One can look at it in 
terms of the numbers in the here and 
now, but, frankly, as I look at this pic-
ture over a period of time, I do not 
think we have done near what we 
should by way of investment in renew-
able energy. That is what my colleague 
from Vermont is saying. 

I come from a cold weather State at 
the other end of the pipeline, and when 
we import barrels of oil and Mcfs of 
natural gas, we export dollars and yet 
we are rich in resources—wind, solar, 
safe energy. 

My colleague is right on the mark. I 
thank him for his leadership. We 
should be making much more of an in-
vestment in this area. It is on sound 
ground from the point of view of the 
environment. It leads us down the path 
of smaller business economic develop-
ment, technologies that are more com-
patible with communities, more home-
grown economies, more capital invest-
ment locally. I thank my colleague for 
his work and tell him what he has been 
trying to do is important. He is right 
on the mark, and I add my support to 
his effort. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont has the floor. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I will 
continue with my presentation of the 
merits of this amendment. I have no 
intention of holding up this body any 
longer than necessary; necessary mean-
ing this preemptive strike is designed 
to make us accomplish our goals. 

The next chart is the Westinghouse 
power connection’s biomass gasifi-
cation facility in Hawaii. This dem-
onstrates the potential to convert agri-
cultural waste—sugarcane in this case 
—into electricity. 

I have another chart to demonstrate 
the power of all of these generating 
plants. This one is at BC International 
Corporation, biomass ethanol plant in 
Jennings, LA. This plant will be retro-

fitted to produce ethanol from sugar-
cane bagasse and rice waste. 

That completes my charts. I hope my 
colleagues have been impressed with 
what we could have done if we were not 
prohibited. 

Let me conclude by reminding every-
one we are proposing to add $70 million 
through our amendment to the Depart-
ment of Energy’s solar, wind, and re-
newable budget. Federal support for re-
newable energy research and develop-
ment has been a major success story in 
the United States. Costs have declined, 
reliability has improved, and a growing 
domestic industry has been born. More 
work still needs to be done in applied 
research and development to bring 
down the cost of the production even 
further. 

This is a tremendous opportunity for 
this Nation which will help us reduce 
our trade deficits. The need for renew-
able R&D is not a partisan issue: 

We must encourage environmentally re-
sponsible development of all U.S. energy re-
sources, including renewable energy. Renew-
able energy does reduce demand upon our 
other finite natural resources. It enhances 
our energy security, and clearly, it protects 
the environment. 

This was President Bush, September 
1991. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Mr. President, I move to recommit 

the bill to the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and further, that the com-
mittee report the bill forthwith, with 
the following amendment. Mr. Presi-
dent, I send the amendment to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Vermont [Mr. JEFFORDS] 

moves to recommit the bill S. 1186 to the 
Committee on Appropriations with instruc-
tions to report back forthwith, with an 
amendment numbered 682. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 20, strike lines 21 through 24 and 

insert ‘‘$791,233,000, of which $821,000 shall be 
derived by transfer from the Geothermal Re-
sources Development Fund and $5,000,000 
shall be derived by transfer from the United 
States Enrichment Corporation Fund, and of 
which $75,000,000 shall be derived from ac-
counts for which this Act makes funds avail-
able for Department of Energy contractor 
travel expenses (of which not less than 
$4,450,000 shall be available for solar building 
technology research, not less than $82,135,000 
shall be available for photovoltaic energy 
systems, not less than $17,600,000 shall be 
available for concentrating solar systems, 
not less than $37,700,000 shall be available for 
power systems in biomass/biofuels energy 
systems, not less than $48,000,000 shall be 
available for transportation in biomased 
biofuels energy systems (of which not less 
than $1,500,000 shall be available for the Con-
sortium for Plant Biotechnology Research), 
not less than $42,265,000 shall be available for 
wind energy systems, not less than $4,000,000 
shall be available for the renewable energy 
production incentive program, not less than 
$7,600,000 shall be available for support of 
solar programs, not less than $5,100,000 shall 
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be available for the international solar en-
ergy program, not less than $5,000,000 shall 
be available for the National Renewable En-
ergy Laboratory, not less than $27,850,000 
shall be available for geothermal technology 
development, not less than $27,700,000 shall 
be available for hydrogen research, not less 
than $6,400,000 shall be available for hydro-
power research, not less than $32,000,000 shall 
be available for high temperature super-
conducting research and development, not 
less than $3,000,000 shall be available for en-
ergy storage systems, and not less than 
$18,500,000 shall be available for direction of 
programs).’’. 

Mr. REID. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada objects. 
Mr. REID. I object and call for the 

regular—— 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada has objected. Under 
the unanimous consent agreement, the 
only amendments in order are those 
that have been filed. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I do 
not believe that the order includes a 
motion to recommit with an amend-
ment. I ask for clarification in that re-
spect. 

Mr. REID. I submit to the Chair that 
it includes all amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is advised that the 
instructions that all amendments must 
be filed applies even to amendments 
that would be included within a motion 
with instructions to recommit. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ap-
peal the ruling of the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ap-
peal is debatable. Is there debate on 
the appeal? 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
hope Members understand that this 
amendment would be perfectly appro-
priate to make this bill a more useful 
document. I understand the strong de-
sires of some not to have this amend-
ment apply, but it is an amendment 
which has over 50 cosponsors. It is only 
appropriate that this body have the 
right to exercise their will on a vote 
which will let them modify this bill in 
a manner which they think will make 
it more appropriate. 

I urge all Members, especially the 50 
cosponsors, to join with me on appeal-
ing the ruling of the Chair to allow this 
amendment to be placed upon the bill. 
It is only appropriate considering that 
the only problem we had was the one 
word ‘‘unnecessary’’ which made it 
subject to a point of order because the 
CBO ruled that the word ‘‘unneces-
sary’’ would prevent the funding and, 
therefore, would not be appropriate. 

I believe very strongly we ought to 
have an opportunity for the majority 
of this Senate to express their will on 
this bill. Therefore, I am appealing the 
ruling of the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, first of all, 
I reiterate what the chairman of the 
subcommittee has said, the manager of 

this bill. It is not as if we have not 
done everything we can to make sure 
that solar renewables are taken care 
of. There has been a 3-percent cut in 
solar and renewables. Others had a 9- 
percent cut. We have treated this, in 
effect, more fairly than anything else. 

I also say to my friends, when this 
bill left this body last year, it had less 
money in it than the bill has this year. 
It was only because of what took place 
in the so-called summit after the com-
mittees completed all their work, the 
negotiation with the President, that 
the bill was plused up to $365 million. 
This is not chicken feed. This is $354 
million for solar renewables. 

Also, we in Nevada understand solar 
energy. At the Nevada Test Site, which 
we hear so much about in this Cham-
ber, there could be enough energy pro-
duced by Sun at the Nevada Test Site 
to take care of all the energy needs of 
this country. The fact is, it is very dif-
ficult to get from here to there. 

We are spending huge amounts of 
money—not enough; and I recognize 
that. Everybody wants to come and 
spend more money. I would like to 
spend more money. My friend from 
Vermont voted for the budget. I did not 
vote for the budget. I wish we had more 
money here. I think the budget we are 
being asked to work under is ridicu-
lous. We cannot do what needs to be 
done for this country. My friend from 
Vermont voted for the budget. I did 
not. 

So I say that we have to understand 
that if this goes back to the com-
mittee, we are going to have signifi-
cant difficulties getting to the point 
where we are today. If we are going to 
move these bills along, it would seem 
to me the majority should help us 
move them along. This is one of the 
easier bills, some say. Based on this, I 
am not too sure. 

I am a supporter of alternate energy 
sources. We have a solar energy pro-
gram in the State of Nevada that we 
are very proud of. It is one of the best 
in the country. I have been to the one 
at Barstow. It produces 200 megawatts 
of electricity. It is by far the largest 
plant in the world. It is 100 times larg-
er than the second largest plant, which 
is a small plant. Technology is allow-
ing us to move forward but not very 
rapidly. 

In this bill for solar building tech-
nology research there is $2 million; for 
photovoltaic energy systems there is 
$64 million; for biomass/biofuels trans-
portation there is $38 million. For wind 
energy systems there is $34 million in 
this bill. 

In the bill there is money for solar 
program support, the renewable energy 
production incentive, international 
solar programs, national renewable en-
ergy laboratory construction, and geo-
thermal funding. 

The State of Nevada has more geo-
thermal potential than any State in 

this Union. It would be very beneficial 
for us to have more money. It would 
help the State of Nevada. We cut solar 
renewables 3 percent. We cut other 
nondefense programs almost 10 per-
cent. We have been more fair to this 
entity than any of the others. 

So I move to table the appeal and ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

Mr. REID. I withhold. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 

consent to speak for 2 minutes. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I did 

not hear the request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator requested to speak for 2 minutes. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Fine. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you. 
Fellow Senators, I suggest to you, 

the Chair has ruled that what the Sen-
ator seeks to do is out of order. We did 
establish right after we started this 
bill that amendments had to be filed at 
the desk so everybody could look at 
them. As you look at that sequence of 
things, a motion to send this back to 
committee with instructions was out of 
order; so those who want the Senator 
to win could not have won anyway. 
Now he wants to just send it back to 
committee. The Chair has once again 
ruled that is out of order. 

How far do we have to go? As a mat-
ter of fact, we have already taken care 
of renewables better than almost any 
other nondomestic piece of this budget. 
We have reduced, by 24 percent, items 
such as cleanup, nondefense cleanup, in 
this country because we do not have 
enough money this year. We are $600 
million short. We have only reduced 
this function by 2.8 percent. We reduce 
the Corps of Engineers by 8 percent, 
the Bureau of Reclamation by 3 per-
cent. The total nondefense has been re-
duced by 7 percent. 

We have prioritized well. As a matter 
of fact, if this amendment passes, we 
will be giving renewables a 14-percent 
priority over the rest of the nondefense 
programs of this country which, on av-
erage, have been cut 7 percent, because 
this would ask to increase it by 7. I be-
lieve it should be tabled. I hope we will 
do that expeditiously. I thank Senator 
REID for his attentiveness and his 
stick-to-itiveness on this. I believe we 
have treated renewables fairly. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s motion to table has been with-
held to this point. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 
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The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the appeal of the ruling of the 
Chair. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) is nec-
essarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) would vote ‘‘no.’’ 

The result was announced—yeas 60, 
nays 39, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 171 Leg.] 

YEAS—60 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Edwards 
Enzi 

Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Kerrey 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 

NAYS—39 

Akaka 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Collins 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lugar 
Murray 
Reed 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Schumer 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

Harkin 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The deci-

sion of the Chair stands. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

regret that I cannot support S. 1186, 
the FY 2000 Energy and Water Appro-
priations bill. I cannot support this bill 
because its funding for renewable en-
ergy falls far short of what we need in 
this country as we head into the 21st 
Century. The funding level provided in 
this bill, $353.9 million, doesn’t come 
close to meeting the Administration’s 
budget request. S. 1186 has $92 million 
less for renewables than the Adminis-
tration requested. This represents a 
cut from last year’s final appropriated 
level of about $12 million. 

This is a very difficult vote for me 
because S. 1186 includes funding for 

some very important projects and pro-
grams. There are two projects that I 
believe are particularly important, the 
Marshall Flood Control Project and the 
Stillwater Levee. The Marshall Flood 
Control Project has been under consid-
eration since the early 1970s and was 
authorized under the 1986 and 1988 
Water Resources Development Act 
(WRDA). The FY 1999 Energy and 
Water Appropriations bill included $1.5 
million for this project, and the Army 
Corps was able to reprogram an addi-
tional $700,000. FY 2000 funding will 
make it possible for a significant por-
tion of the Stage Two work to be com-
pleted during this year’s construction 
season. 

The Stillwater Levee is another wor-
thy project funded in this bill. Al-
though the levee survived last year’s 
high waters, it is in urgent need of re-
pairs. The levee will protect downtown 
Stillwater, which includes over 60 sites 
on the National Register of Historic 
Sites. 

It is especially unfortunate that we 
failed to take advantage of the oppor-
tunity we had to improve this bill. Sen-
ator JEFFORDS proposed an amendment 
that would have increased funding for 
solar and geothermal energy by $70 
million, and we did not even get an up- 
or-down vote on his amendment. I 
think it was an important amendment, 
and I was proud to be an original co-
sponsor. I very much appreciate the 
leadership of my friend from Vermont 
on this issue. 

As we near the millenium, I believe 
we need a far stronger commitment to 
a renewable energy future, not the $12 
million cut for renewable energy in 
this bill. For too long, we have allowed 
our economy to remain hostage to oil, 
much of it imported. We should all rec-
ognize that our addiction to fossil fuels 
is not sustainable. We fight wars in 
part over oil, which we then use to pol-
lute our skies, while providing tax 
breaks to large oil companies. Petro-
leum has helped us to achieve a very 
high standard of living in the western 
world, and oil will continue to be a 
major part of our economy. Indeed, oil 
is the central nervous system of the 
western world’s economy. But we have 
been in need of surgery for years now. 

In the past, we have risen to the 
challenge when faced with a visible cri-
sis and rising prices. Can we do it again 
without long gas lines and with stable 
prices? I say we can. Indeed, while 
many see only a future of constraints, 
I see a future with opportunities. 

After all, what will it take to stop 
overloading Mother Nature? Higher ef-
ficiency and more reliance on cleaner 
fuels. And what will that lead to? Man-
ufacturing enterprises with the lowest 
operating costs in the world. House-
holds that generate electricity from 
rooftop solar arrays. Farmers who har-
vest an additional ‘‘crop’’—the winds 
that blow over their fields. City streets 

inhabited by quiet and pollution-free 
electric vehicles. 

That is a future the American people 
surely can rally behind. Now is the 
time to rally all Americans behind that 
vision of the future. But unfortunately, 
this bill fails to do that. In fact, I be-
lieve it is a step in the wrong direction, 
and for that reason I am voting against 
it. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, in-
cluded in the manager’s package is an 
amendment designed to insert the 
United States Congress into the Bonne-
ville Power Administration’s rate set-
ting process. I believe it is unnecessary 
and potentially counterproductive. 
Thus, I do not support it and will work 
to see it stricken in conference. 

The BPA next month hopes to ini-
tiate the rate case to establish the cost 
of BPA power and set parameters for 
funding salmon recovery on the Colum-
bia and Snake Rivers. As currently for-
mulated, the rates established will 
fund projected fish and wildlife costs 
through customer rates. The process is 
working and this amendment could po-
tentially jeopardize it. 

I, along with other Democratic mem-
bers of the Northwest delegation, re-
cently sent a letter to Vice President 
GORE to reiterate our support for the 
so-called ‘‘fish funding principles’’ 
agreed to by the Administration and 
BPA. We sent this letter in response to 
a staff memo initiated by the National 
Marine FIsheries Service and the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, recom-
mending BPA charge its customers 
higher rates so it could establish a 
‘‘slush fund’’ to pay the enormous cost 
of removing or breeching the four 
lower Snake River dams. As my col-
leagues know, there has been no deci-
sion that these dams should be re-
moved and therefore there is no need to 
begin saving for such a controversial 
plan. Our letter firmly opposed col-
lecting money from ratepayers for 
costs that may or may not be incurred 
in the future. Specifically, we opposed 
‘‘prepayment of speculative future 
costs, particularly if those costs are 
contingent upon congressional action.’’ 

There is no movement afoot by the 
Administration or BPA to establish 
such a slush fund. So, there is not a 
problem to solve regarding slush funds 
for dam removal. 

However, we do have a problem to 
solve: saving our wild salmon. We are 
committed as a region and as a nation 
to doing so. These skirmishes over staff 
memos and rumors simply divide us 
and divert our attention from the real 
problems we must solve; the real cre-
ative solutions we must fund; the real 
consensus we must forge. I fear an un-
intended consequence of this amend-
ment may be to reduce our region’s 
ability to solve this problem on its 
own. 

So, Mr. President, this amendment is 
not helpful. That said, I know I do not 
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have the votes to prevent its inclusion 
in this bill and thus have worked with 
Senator GORTON to modify it to make 
it more acceptable. The amendment 
now will apply only to this fiscal year, 
instead of continuing in perpetuity. In 
addition, the BPA Administration now 
must set rates with the ‘‘fish funding 
principles’’ agreed to by the Adminis-
tration and BPA in mind. 

Let me conclude by reiterating that 
we have a process working to set rates 
for BPA customers, which I firmly be-
lieve will achieve the vital goal of help-
ing us save fish, and will allow full pub-
lic and stakeholder involvement. This 
amendment is unnecessary and diver-
sionary. I look forward to working 
with Senator GORTON and the Adminis-
tration to get this language dropped 
from the bill in conference committee. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, no large 
group of citizens should be required to 
pay in advance for a project that they 
oppose, that will have an adverse im-
pact on their lives and livelihoods, and 
that will almost certainly never be au-
thorized. But that is exactly what has 
recently been proposed by certain offi-
cials of the Clinton Administration. 

A discussion paper was recently pub-
lished by these officials suggesting 
that the Bonneville Power Administra-
tion (BPA) add significantly to its 
power charges to its customers in its 
impending rate case. The purpose of 
these added charges is to provide a 
slush fund for the removal of four Fed-
eral dams from the Snake River, if that 
removal is ever authorized or ordered. 
It is only fair to add that the Clinton 
Administration has stated that the 
paper does not now reflect Administra-
tion policy, but it has nevertheless 
raised fears that the Administration 
might some day try to order such a re-
moval without asking Congress either 
for the authority or the money to do 
so. 

This amendment will prevent such an 
end run. It does not prevent BPA from 
including fish recovery costs in its rate 
structure for the next five years, even 
in greater amounts than the $435 mil-
lion per year current limit. It will, 
however, prevent an additional sur-
charge for possible dam removal. That 
project, if it should be proposed, should 
require Congressional authorization, 
and a debate over funding sources, only 
as and when this or any later Adminis-
tration makes such a recommendation. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President I would 
like to engage the Chairman in a col-
loquy. First, let me thank the Senator 
from New Mexico for his diligence in 
balancing funding for the wide variety 
of programs within the Energy and 
Water Appropriations bill under very 
difficult budget constraints. Under 
these constraints, you were able to 
fund the biomass programs at $72 mil-
lion. However, one very important pro-
gram to the Northeast has not been 
funded. The Northeast Regional Bio-

mass Program has helped my State 
make significant steps to develop and 
market the use of wood as an energy 
source. It is now being used in Vermont 
schools, low-income housing projects, 
State office buildings and mills. With-
out support from the Northeast Re-
gional Biomass Program, Vermont will 
not be able to build on these successes. 
Although funding is not included in the 
Senate bill for this program, the De-
partment of Energy should be given the 
flexibility to continue support for some 
of these projects. 

Mr. DOMENICI. As you mentioned, 
this appropriations bill was allocated 
$439 million less than the Fiscal Year 
1999 enacted level. Although there are 
many programs I would have liked to 
continue, this funding level cannot ac-
commodate all of them. However, I rec-
ognize the good projects being under-
taken by the regional biomass pro-
grams and would encourage the De-
partment of Energy its support for 
those programs within the overall bio-
mass budget. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chairman 
and look forward to working with him 
and the Department of Energy to sup-
port state efforts to expand the use of 
small biomass projects that promote 
the use of wood energy as a renewable 
resource. 

Mr. President, I would like to engage 
the Chairman in a colloquy. As more 
and more states deregulate their own 
energy industries, environmentally 
preferable electric power is one of the 
markets developing first. One sector 
that has garnered specific questions 
about its impact on the environment is 
hydropower. Consumers need a credible 
means to determine which hydropower 
facilities are environmentally pref-
erable. Mr. Chairman, you have par-
tially addressed this situation already 
by including funding within the De-
partment of Energy’s hydropower ac-
count to develop ‘‘fish friendly’’ tur-
bines. I believe facilities that use this 
and other new technology should re-
ceive recognition for their efforts. Hy-
dropower facilities that are operated to 
avoid and reduce their environmental 
impact should also receive recognition. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I agree with the Sen-
ator and encourage the Department of 
Energy to support a voluntary certifi-
cation program that will distinguish 
low impact hydropower from other hy-
dropower. Such a certification program 
would also help develop new markets 
for ‘‘green power.’’ 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Chairman 
and look forward to working with him 
and the Department of Energy to sup-
port this type of certification program. 

HEMISPHERIC CENTER FOR ENVIRONMENTAL 
TECHNOLOGY (HCET) 

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I want to 
engage the distinguished Senator from 
new Mexico and the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nevada, managers of the 
pending bill, in a colloquy. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I will be pleased to 
respond to the distinguished Senator 
from Florida, Senator MACK. 

Mr. REID. I echo the sentiments of 
my colleague, Senator DOMENICI, and 
will be happy to respond to the distin-
guished Senator from Florida. 

Mr. MACK. I thank the Senator. 
Florida International University in 

my State of Florida has done a truly 
remarkable job of working with the De-
partment of Energy in carrying out 
critically important environmental re-
search and development of deactiva-
tion and decommissioning environ-
mental technologies. More specifically, 
FIU’s Hemispheric Center for Environ-
mental Technology (HCET) has a proud 
history of partnering with DOE 
through its Environmental Manage-
ment program to form a true ‘center of 
excellence’ in these areas and the 
President’s fiscal year 2000 budget re-
quest for the EM program assumes full 
funding for continuation of this im-
pressive partnership. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the senator 
yield? 

Mr. MACK. I yield to my colleague 
from Florida. 

Senator GRAHAM. I echo the com-
ments of the Senator from Florida 
about the FIU Hemispheric Center for 
Environmental Technology and rein-
force the importance of the FIU Center 
in assisting the Department of Energy 
in deactivation and decommissioning 
of some of the most strategically im-
portant DOE sites in the Nation, in-
cluding Fernald, Chicago, Albuquerque, 
Richland, and Oak Ridge facilities. I 
am proud of the role that HCET plays 
in these efforts. 

Mr. MACK. I thank my colleague 
from Florida. It is my understanding 
that the President’s budget contains 
sufficient funding ($5,000,000) to fully 
fund the current working agreement 
between Florida International Univer-
sity and the Department of Energy. Is 
that the Chairman’s understanding? 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator is cor-
rect. 

Mr. MACK. I thank the Chairman. I 
specifically request that, as the distin-
guished senior Senator from New Mex-
ico and the chairman of the Energy and 
Water Development Subcommittee 
continues to shepherd this legislation 
through the Senate and conference 
with the House, he would make every 
possible effort to provide the full budg-
et request for the DOE’s Environ-
mental Management program and pro-
tect the full funding contained therein 
for the DOE-Florida International Uni-
versity partnership. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I strongly endorse the 
recommendation of my colleague from 
Florida and hope that the distin-
guished Chairman and Ranking Mem-
ber of the Subcommittee, Senator 
REID, will approve the full budget re-
quest in the final bill that is sent to 
the White House for approval. This is a 
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program that is important to us and to 
our State. 

Mr. REID. I thank both Senators 
from Florida, and you have my com-
mitment that I will do whatever I can 
to include sufficient funding for the 
Environmental Management program 
at DOE to allow for the full $5,000,000 
for the Florida International Univer-
sity-DOE initiative. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I offer my commit-
ment as well that I will work with Sen-
ator REID and the other members of the 
Subcommittee to do whatever I can to 
include sufficient funding for the Envi-
ronmental Management program at 
DOE to allow for the full $5,000,000 for 
the Florida International University- 
DOE initiative. 

Mr. MACK. I thank the distinguished 
Senators from New Mexico and Nevada 
for their commitment and leadership 
on this important legislation. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I, too, thank the dis-
tinguished Senators from New Mexico 
and Nevada for their support in this 
most important matter. 

INTERNATIONAL RADIOECOLOGY LABORATORY 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

bring to the attention of the chairman, 
other members of the Appropriations 
Committee, and the Senate—the Inter-
national Radioecology Laboratory, 
commonly referred to as IRL, in 
Slavutych, Ukraine—which was dedi-
cated last month by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy. The IRL was estab-
lished in July, 1998 by an agreement be-
tween the governments of the United 
States and the Ukraine to facilitate 
the critical research being conducted 
near the Chernobyl nuclear site on the 
long-term health and environmental 
effects of the world’s worst nuclear ac-
cident. Construction of the IRL will be 
completed by fall, 1999. The IRL is 
managed by the Savannah River Ecol-
ogy Laboratory, also known as SREL, 
of the University of Georgia and funded 
through cooperative agreements by the 
Department of Energy. 

Led by Dr. Ron Chesser of SREL, 
highly integrated research scientists 
from the University of Georgia, Texas 
Tech, Texas A & M, the Illinois State 
Museum, Purdue University, Colorado 
State University, Ukraine and Russia 
have been involved in cooperative re-
search in the Chernobyl region since 
1992. These efforts have significant im-
portance regarding the long-term risks 
in the Chernobyl area itself, but also 
for predicting the environmental con-
sequences of future radioactive re-
leases. 

The new IRL will serve as the pri-
mary facility from which radioecology 
research activities are directed and 
will be the central point for collabora-
tion among scientists worldwide con-
cerned with the effects of environ-
mental radiation. 

The Savannah River Ecology Labora-
tory has proposed a new 5-year re-
search initiative at the IRL to be ad-

ministered through the Office of Inter-
national Nuclear Safety Cooperation 
Program at the Department of Energy. 
This ambitious research project would 
carry out the goals of the United 
States-Ukraine 1998 agreement to: (1) 
understand the effects of the pollution 
from the Chernobyl disaster on forms 
of life; (2) provide data needed to make 
wise decisions concerning environ-
mental and human health risks and the 
effectiveness of clean-up activities; and 
(3) develop strategic plans for the po-
tential of future radiation releases. I 
am disappointed that this new initia-
tive was not specifically funded in the 
FY 2000 Energy and Water Appropria-
tions bill approved by the Committee 
and I would urge the Chairman to do 
all he can to find the necessary funds 
for this important project when the FY 
2000 Energy and Water Appropriations 
bill goes to conference. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I appreciate the con-
cern of the Senior Senator from Geor-
gia. I share his point of view regarding 
the importance of this new joint 
United States-Ukraine facility and the 
vital research being conducted on the 
aftermath of the Chernobyl accident. 
While you know how tight our budget 
is, I assure you that when this bill goes 
to conference we will make every effort 
to locate additional funds within DOE 
to allocate for programs like this and 
will attempt to find additional funding 
for DOE programs. 

NAME CHANGE FOR TERMINATION COSTS 
PROGRAM 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise to 
engage in a colloquy with my colleague 
from New Mexico, the bill manager, re-
garding the need to change the name of 
one of the programs in the Department 
of Energy’s appropriations. Within the 
Energy Supply account, there is an ac-
count called ‘‘Nuclear Energy.’’ Within 
the nuclear energy account, there is a 
program called ‘‘Termination Costs.’’ 

For some time, the name ‘‘Termi-
nation Costs’’ has caused considerable 
confusion. In fact, in the past the De-
partment of Energy has submitted its 
budget request for this program using a 
different name. They called it the ‘‘Fa-
cilities’’ program and the Senate last 
year even appropriated funding using 
the name ‘‘Facilities’’ but the name 
change was dropped in conference. 

The name ‘‘Termination Costs’’ is 
not an accurate depiction of the activi-
ties occurring under this program. I 
will quote from the Department of En-
ergy’s fiscal year 2000 budget request. 
The following items are listed as the 
program mission for the Termination 
Costs Program. (1) Ensuring the cost- 
effective, environmentally-compliant 
operation of Office of Nuclear Energy, 
Science and Technology sites and fa-
cilities; (2) Maintaining the physical 
and technical infrastructure necessary 
to support research and technology de-
velopment by U.S. and overseas re-
searchers; (3) Demonstrating the ac-

ceptability of electrometallurgical 
technology for preparing DOE spent 
nuclear fuel for ultimate disposal; and 
(4) Placing unneeded facilities in indus-
trially safe and environmentally com-
pliant conditions for low-cost, long- 
term surveillance. 

With the possible exception of the 
last item, No. 4, these important mis-
sion priorities do not fit the heading of 
‘‘termination.’’ 

Again, quoting from the Department 
of Energy’s budget submittal, the stat-
ed program goal for the Termination 
Costs Program is, ‘‘To contribute to 
the nation’s nuclear science and tech-
nology infrastructure through the de-
velopment of innovative technologies 
for spent fuel storage and disposal and 
the effective management of active and 
surplus nuclear research facilities.’’ I 
think this is an enduring mission for 
DOE and therefore the moniker ‘‘Ter-
mination Costs’’ is misleading. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will my colleague 
from Idaho yield? 

Mr. CRAIG. I yield to my colleague. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, lis-

tening to the statements of the Sen-
ator from Idaho, I share his conviction 
that the name ‘‘Termination Costs’’ 
appears to be inadequate to describe 
the activities carried out under this 
program. This is consistent with the 
position the Senate took last year. I 
commit to work with my colleague to 
see that the name is changed to ‘‘Fa-
cilities’’ as requested by both my col-
league and by DOE in the past. 

Mr. CRAIG. I thank my colleague 
from New Mexico for his assistance in 
this matter. 

DOE CLEAN-UP AT FERNALD 
Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, the 

Fernald site in Cincinnati, OH, has 
done a truly remarkable job of working 
with the Department of Energy in car-
rying out critically important environ-
mental clean-up and restoration mis-
sions. More specifically, the clean-up 
at Fernald has garnered broad-based 
stakeholder support and is moving 
along ahead of schedule. More impor-
tant, the Fernald site has pioneered 
the accelerated 10 year clean-up plan, 
which will save taxpayers several bil-
lion dollars. All of this has been accom-
plished while managing the site at or 
below the Department’s appropriated 
budget for the project. I see the distin-
guished Chairman of the Energy and 
Water Subcommittee on the floor and 
wanted to be sure he is aware of the ef-
forts underway at Fernald. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Senator 
from Ohio for his comments. I am 
aware and certainly do appreciate the 
efficiency and budget-wise efforts of 
the clean-up achievements at the 
Fernald site. 

Mr. DEWINE. I thank the Chairman 
of the Subcommittee. Does the Chair-
man agree that to further the pro-
ceedings, the Department of Energy 
should support the accelerated clean- 
up plan in place? 
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Mr. DOMENICI. I agree with the Sen-

ator from Ohio. The subcommittee rec-
ognizes the support of the Cincinnati 
community and regulators. The De-
partment of Energy should take all 
steps necessary to keep the accelerated 
cleanup at Fernald on schedule, and 
the Subcommittee will continue to 
work with the senior Senator from 
Ohio to monitor this effort. 

Mr. DEWINE. I thank my friend and 
distinguished colleague from New Mex-
ico for his leadership on this important 
issue to the citizens of Cincinnati. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION DAM SAFETY 
RESEARCH 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, Utah 
has at least 30 dams that currently do 
not meet current safety standards. 
Most of these dams were built more 
than 30 years ago by either the Bureau 
of Reclamation, the Soil Conservation 
Service or the state for a variety of 
purposes such as flood control, irriga-
tion or municipal purposes or for wild-
life enhancement. As these dams have 
aged, safety concerns have increased. 
We now find ourselves facing tremen-
dous and expensive safety issues. 

Earlier this year, I requested addi-
tional funding for research related to 
monitoring and manipulating sub-
surface flows which affect Bureau 
dams. It is my hope that this research 
could be utilized to help address dam 
safety across the West. Unfortunately, 
given the committee allocation, it was 
not possible to provide increased fund-
ing this year. 

I know that the Bureau is seeking to 
conduct more extensive research to de-
termine the possibility of manipu-
lating subsurface flows and the effects 
on dam safety. Utah State University’s 
Water Research Lab has been identified 
as a leader in this effort. I also re-
quested funding to be directed toward 
the Dam Breach Modeling program 
which would research additional mod-
eling of dam failure scenarios. This re-
search would include water tracking 
technologies to monitor internal move-
ment of water through dams, and allow 
the Bureau to explore applying this 
technology to specific Western dams. 

The technology would provide the 
Dam Safety program with additional 
tools to gather information on internal 
conditions and analyze dam integrity 
and make predictions on possible im-
pacts from floods, earthquakes and 
similar events. It is anticipated that 
after a testing period, assistance could 
be made available to federal and state 
dam safety officials in assessment pro-
grams. 

Utah, New Mexico, Idaho and almost 
all western states have potentially se-
rious dam safety problems. New tech-
nologies could provide information to 
identify high risk areas and define the 
critical flows and leaks that threaten a 
structure. 

As a member of the subcommittee, I 
certainly understand the pressures on 

the chairman because of the budget 
limitations and personally know that 
he has done everything he can to meet 
the enormous and competing demands. 
I hope that should additional funds be-
come available down the road, the 
Committee would consider these re-
quests at some funding level. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I concur with the 
Senator on the importance of devel-
oping and testing dam safety tech-
nologies. However, since funding levels 
for the Bureau are $95 million below 
the budget request, there are numerous 
projects of merit which must go un-
funded this year. I wish this were not 
the case, but I would be happy to work 
with the Senator should additional re-
sources become available and con-
ference conditions allow the Com-
mittee to consider this matter. 

MAINTENANCE DREDGING PROJECTS 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I rise to 

clarify points regarding the Army 
Corps of Engineers maintenance dredg-
ing projects in the State of New Hamp-
shire. 

Maintenance dredging of Little Har-
bor, in Portsmouth, remains a top pri-
ority for the State of New Hampshire 
and is important to regional and rec-
reational commercial boating users 
who continue to operate with naviga-
tional safety hazards. Environmental 
mitigation matters associated with the 
federal project have been addressed by 
an interagency task force. Proposed 
dredging, dredged material disposal, 
and mitigation arrangements are cur-
rently being addressed by the Army 
Corps of Engineers in an Environ-
mental Assessment. 

Piscataqua River shoaling remains a 
top priority for the State of New 
Hampshire. Shoaling has occurred in 
the major shipping lane at Portsmouth 
Harbor. Last year 6 million tons of 
cargo, mostly petroleum products, 
passed through the Piscataqua River. 
It is imperative for navigational and 
environmental safety that the shipping 
lane be cleared at the earliest possible 
opportunity. The Army Corps of Engi-
neers is currently developing an Envi-
ronmental Impact Study. 

Sagamore Creek is also a priority for 
the State of New Hampshire. Mainte-
nance dredging of Sagamore Creek is 
important to the New Hampshire Com-
mercial Fishing Industry as it func-
tions as a transit channel and is the 
back channel to Little Harbor. Appro-
priated funds would allow the Army 
Corps of Engineers to conduct required 
hydrographic and material testing to 
initiative project. Sagamore Creek is 
being abandoned by the New Hamp-
shire Commercial Fishing Fleet due to 
lack of clearance and navigational 
safety concerns. 

I respectfully ask the distinguished 
chairman to consider the importance of 
these projects as this bill develops and 
to help the Corps in addressing these 
pressing priorities which are so impor-
tant in my state. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I appreciate the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire bringing 
these important projects to my atten-
tion. I understand, from recent commu-
nications with the Army Corps of Engi-
neers, that work may being on these 
projects as soon as possible, consistent 
with necessary approvals and funding. I 
look forward to working together to 
identify ways in conference by which 
we might be able to advance these 
projects. 

BROOKHAVEN NATIONAL LABORATORY 
Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, with 

the threat of a permanent shutdown of 
the High Flux Beam Reactor at 
Brookhaven National Laboratory, the 
employees who operate the reactor 
have asked to be reinstated under The 
Department of Energy Worker and 
Community Transition Program. This 
office provides funding for separation 
benefits, outplacement assistance, and 
training. Brookhaven and Argonne Na-
tional Labs in Idaho were removed 
from the program in 1997, making their 
employees ineligible for those benefits. 

I thank Senator REID for committing 
to pursue adding this provision during 
the conference committee negotiations 
on Energy and Water Appropriations 
for Fiscal Year 2000. This program is 
crucial to ensure future employment of 
the workforce at Brookhaven National 
Laboratory. 

Mr. REID. I am pleased to help the 
Senator from New York. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Chair. 
GEORGIA ENERGY AND WATER PROJECTS 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, as 
the chairman knows, several projects 
from the great state of Georgia found 
funding in the Committee’s appropria-
tions report now before us. I applaud 
the attention and support provided by 
the Subcommittee to fund these impor-
tant activities. In particular, I speak of 
the funding for Brunswick and Savan-
nah Harbor maintenance and the Army 
Corps of Engineers’ investigations of 
Brunswick Harbor and the Savannah 
Harbor Expansion. The Brunswick and 
Savannah Harbor expansion projects 
found earlier authorization in the 
Water Resources Development Act of 
1999 (WRDA) which recently passed the 
Senate. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The subcommittee 
understands the importance of harbor 
maintenance and deepening to Savan-
nah and Brunswick. I also appreciate 
the work of the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. In addition, the 
subcommittee’s continued funding of 
other worthy projects in Georgia, the 
New Savannah Bluff Lock and Dam, is 
appreciated. I look forward to working 
with you and the Subcommittee on 
other Georgia priorities. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The subcommittee 
agrees that these projects after under-
going the intense scrutiny of the Con-
gressional process for a number of 
years continue to prove their worth. I 
look forward to continuing to work on 
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behalf of these and other priorities for 
Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I thank the Sen-
ator for the opportunity to engage in 
this colloquy and for your support of 
these very worthwhile projects. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sub-
mit for the RECORD the official Budget 
Committee scoring of the pending 
bill—S. 1168, the Energy and Water De-
velopment Appropriations bill for FY 
2000. 

The scoring of the bill reflects an 
amendment I offered at the beginning 
of this debate to correct an inadvertent 
error in the bill as reported to the Sen-
ate. With this correction of a clerical 
error, the bill provides $21.3 billion in 
new budget authority (BA) and $13.3 
billion in new outlays to support the 
programs of the Department of Energy, 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and 
the Bureau of Reclamation, and related 
federal agencies. The bill provides the 
bulk of funding for the Department of 
Energy, including Atomic Energy De-
fense Activities and civilian energy re-
search and development (R&D) other 
than fossil energy R&D and energy 
conservation programs. 

When outlays from prior-year budget 
authority and other completed actions 
are taken into account, the pending 
bill totals $21.3 billion in BA and $20.9 
billion in outlays for FY 2000. The bill 
is $2 million in BA below the Sub-
committee’s 302(b) allocation, and at 
the 302(b) allocation for outlays. 

The Senate bill is $0.1 billion in BA 
and $0.5 billion in outlays above the 
1999 level. The bill is $0.3 billion in both 
BA and outlays below the President’s 
budget request for FY 2000. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table displaying the Budget 
Committee scoring of the FY 2000 En-
ergy and Water Development Appro-
priations bill be printed in the RECORD. 

I urge the adoption of the bill. 
There being no objection, the table 

was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S. 1168, ENERGY AND WATER APPROPRIATIONS, 2000, 
SPENDING COMPARISON—SENATE-REPORTED BILL 

[Fiscal year 2000, in millions of dollars] 

General 
pur-

poses 
Crime Manda-

tory Total 

SENATE-REPORTED BILL: 1 
Budget authority ..................... 21,278 ............ ............ 21,278 
Outlays .................................... 20,868 ............ ............ 20,868 

Senate 302(b) allocation: 
Budget authority ..................... 21,280 ............ ............ 21,280 
Outlays .................................... 20,868 ............ ............ 20,868 

1999 Level: 
Budget authority ..................... 21,177 ............ ............ 21,177 
Outlays .................................... 20,366 ............ ............ 20,366 

President’s request: 
Budget authority ..................... 21,557 ............ ............ 21,557 
Outlays .................................... 21,172 ............ ............ 21,172 

House-passed bill: 
Budget authority ..................... ............. ............ ............ .............
Outlays .................................... ............. ............ ............ .............

SENATE-REPORTED BILL COMPARED TO: 
Senate 302(b) allocation: 

Budget authority ..................... (2 ) ............ ............ (2 ) 
Outlays .................................... ............. ............ ............ .............

1999 Level: 
Budget authority ..................... 101 ............ ............ 101 
Outlays .................................... 502 ............ ............ 502 

S. 1168, ENERGY AND WATER APPROPRIATIONS, 2000, 
SPENDING COMPARISON—SENATE-REPORTED BILL— 
Continued 

[Fiscal year 2000, in millions of dollars] 

General 
pur-

poses 
Crime Manda-

tory Total 

President’s request: 
Budget authority ..................... (279 ) ............ ............ (279 ) 
Outlays .................................... (304 ) ............ ............ (304 ) 

House-passed bill: 
Budget authority ..................... 21,278 ............ ............ 21,278 
Outlays .................................... 20,868 ............ ............ 20,868 

1 Reflects floor amendment on SEPA reducing BA by $11 million and out-
lays by $9 million. 

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for 
consistency with scorekeeping conventions. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
to discuss an amendment specifically 
focused on encouraging small business 
partnership interactions with the De-
partment of Energy’s national labora-
tories and other facilities associated 
with Defense Activities. 

Congress has frequently encouraged 
the national laboratories and facilities 
of the Department of Energy to craft 
partnerships that are supportive of 
their mission interests. Congress has 
emphasized that all program funding at 
these institutions can be used for mis-
sion-supportive partnerships. 

Through industrial interactions, the 
best practices from industry, from im-
proved technologies to improved oper-
ations, can be infused into Department 
missions. These interactions also pro-
vide opportunities for U.S. industry to 
benefit from technologies developed in 
support of the Department’s mission 
areas, with a corresponding impact on 
the competitive position of our nation. 

In past years, Congress has identified 
large amounts of funding, over $200 
million per year, to encourage forma-
tion of these partnerships. There is less 
need for these funds for industrial 
interactions today, since the labs and 
facilities should have learned how to 
optimally use these partnerships. How-
ever, the reduction in funding for in-
dustrial interactions does not imply 
that Congress is less supportive of 
them, it only indicates the expecta-
tions that the Department’s programs 
should be able to continue to use these 
partnerships without line item funding. 

One specific class of industrial inter-
actions, however, requires continued 
attention and specific funding from 
Congress. This involves interactions 
with small businesses. Small busi-
nesses are a primary engine of U.S. 
economy. They frequently represent 
the greatest degree of innovation in 
their approaches. Their focus on inno-
vation makes them a particularly im-
portant partner for the labs and facili-
ties, yet their small size and less devel-
oped business operations make inter-
actions with the large Departmental 
facilities difficult. 

In addition, each of the labs and fa-
cilities needs a supportive small busi-
ness community surrounding them, one 
that can provide needed technical serv-

ices as well as provide an economic cli-
mate that assists in recruitment and 
retention of the specialized personnel 
required at these facilities. 

For these reasons, we need a focused 
small business initiative to encourage 
interactions with this vital commu-
nity. These partnership interactions 
can take many forms, from very formal 
cooperative research and development 
agreements to less formal technology 
assistance. They should be justified ei-
ther on a mission relevance or regional 
economic development basis. 

Four these reasons, Mr. President, 
this amendment creates a Small Busi-
ness Initiative within Defense Activi-
ties for $10 million. With this Initia-
tive, this vital class of interactions 
will be encouraged. 

Mr. President, I also wish to speak 
about an amendment to add $10 million 
for a specific area of civilian research 
and development. This area involves 
assessment of accelerator transmuta-
tion of waste technology that may be 
able to significantly reduce the radio-
activity and radio-toxicity of certain 
isotopes found in spent nuclear fuel. 

Accelerator transmutation of waste 
or ATW may enable the nation to con-
sider alternative strategies for spent 
nuclear fuel at some future point in 
time. Our present plan involves no op-
tions, it involves only the disposition 
of spent fuel in a permanent under-
ground geologic repository. Yet that 
spent fuel still has most of its energy 
potential. 

Depending on future generation’s 
needs for energy, the availability of 
cost effective technologies for genera-
tion of electricity, and whatever limi-
tations on power plant emissions may 
be in place, the nation may want to re- 
examine the advisability of continuing 
the current path for spent fuel. Trans-
mutation technologies could enable en-
ergy recovery, along with significant 
reduction in the toxicity of the result-
ing final waste. However, while trans-
mutation is technically feasible, much 
research and development will be re-
quired to determine its economic im-
plications. 

There is intense international inter-
est in transmutation—from France, 
Japan, and Russia as examples. This is 
an excellent subject for international 
collaboration, and may lead to addi-
tional cooperation in the entire area of 
spent fuel management. The U.S. needs 
to have a sufficiently strong program 
to participate in such an international 
program, and ideally to exert a degree 
of leadership on the directions of inter-
national spent fuel programs. 

For these reasons, Mr. President, this 
amendment adds $10 million to the ci-
vilian research and development fund-
ing line within the nuclear energy pro-
grams. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, the bill 
we are considering today, the energy 
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and water appropriations bill, is funda-
mental to our nation’s energy and de-
fense related activities, and takes care 
of vitally important water resources 
infrastructure needs. Unfortunately, 
this bill diverts from its intended pur-
pose by including a multitude of addi-
tional, unrequested earmarks to the 
tune of $531 million. 

This amount is substantially less 
than the earmarks included in the 
FY’99 appropriations bill and I com-
mend my colleagues on the Appropria-
tions Committee for their hard work in 
putting this bill together. In fact, this 
year’s recommendation is about 60 per-
cent lower than the earmarks included 
in last year’s appropriation bill. My op-
timism was raised upon reading the 
committee report which states that the 
Committee is ‘‘reducing the number of 
projects with lower priority benefits.’’ 
Unfortunately, while the Committee 
attempts to be more fiscally respon-
sible, there is a continuing focus on pa-
rochial, special interest concerns. 

Funding is provided in this bill for 
projects where it is very difficult to as-
certain their overall importance to the 
security and infrastructure of our na-
tion. 

Let me highlight a few examples: 
$3,000,000 is provided for an ethanol 

pilot plant at Southern Illinois Univer-
sity; 

$300,000 is provided to the Vermont 
Agriculture Methane project; 

$400,000 is included for aquatic weed 
control at Lake Champlain in 
Vermont, and, 

$100,000 in additional funding for 
mosquito control activities in North 
Dakota. 

How are these activities connected to 
the vital energy and water resource 
needs of our nation? Why are these 
projects higher in priority than other 
flood control, water conservation or re-
newable energy projects? These are the 
type of funding improprieties that 
make a mockery of our budget process. 

Various projects are provided with 
additional funding at levels higher 
than requested by the Administration. 
The stated reasons include the desire 
to finish some projects in a reasonable 
timeframe. Unfortunately, other 
projects are put on hold or on a slower 
track. The inconsistency between the 
Administration’s request, which is re-
sponsible for carrying out these 
projects, and the views of the Appropri-
ators on just how much funding should 
be dedicated to a project, is troubling. 
As a result, various other projects that 
may be equally deserving or higher in 
priority do not receive an appropriate 
amount of funding, or none at all. 
Many of my objections are based on 
these types of inconsistencies and neb-
ulous spending practices. 

Another $92 million above the budget 
request is earmarked in additional 
funding for regional power authorities. 
I fail to understand why we continue to 

spend millions of federal dollars at a 
time when power authorities are in-
creasingly operating independent of 
federal assistance. Even the Bonneville 
Power Administration, one of these 
power entities, is self-financed and op-
erates without substantial federal as-
sistance. 

We must stop this practice of waste-
ful spending. It is unconscionable to re-
peatedly ask the taxpayers to foot the 
bill for these biased actions. We must 
work harder to focus our limited re-
sources on those areas of greatest need 
nationwide, not political clout. 

I remind my colleagues that I object 
to these earmarks on the basis of their 
circumvention of our established proc-
ess, which is to properly consider, au-
thorize and fund projects based on 
merit and need. Indeed, I commend my 
colleagues for not including any 
projects which are unauthorized. How-
ever, there are still too many cases of 
erroneous earmarks for projects that 
we have no way of knowing whether, at 
best, all or part of this $531 million 
should have been spent on different 
projects with greater need or, at worst, 
should not have been spent at all. 

I will support passage of this bill, but 
let me state for the RECORD that this is 
not the honorable way to carry out our 
fiscal responsibilities. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this list of objectionable pro-
visions in S. 1186 and its accompanying 
Senate report be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
OBJECTIONABLE PROVISIONS IN S. 1186 FISCAL 

YEAR 2000 ENERGY AND WATER APPROPRIA-
TIONS BILL 

BILL LANGUAGE 

Department of Defense, Army Corps of Engi-
neers 

General investigations 

Earmark of $226,000 for the Great Egg Har-
bor Inlet to Townsend’s Inlet, New Jersey 

General construction 

Earmark of $2,200,000 to Norco Bluffs, Cali-
fornia 

Earmark of $3,000,000 to Indianapolis Cen-
tral Waterfront, Indiana 

Earmark of $1,000,000 to Ohio River Flood 
Protection, Indiana 

Earmark of $800,000 to Jackson County, 
Mississippi 

Earmark of $17,000,000 to Virginia Beach, 
Virginia (Hurricane Protection) 

An additional $4,400,000 to Upper Mingo 
County (including Mingo County tribu-
taries), 

Lower Mingo County (Kermit), Wayne 
County, and McDowell County, elements of 
the Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy 
River and Upper Cumberland River project in 
West Virginia 

Earmark of $2,000,000 to be used by the Sec-
retary of the Army, acting through the Chief 
of Engineers, is directed to construct bluff 
stabilization measures at authorized loca-
tions for Natchez Bluff, Mississippi 

Earmark of $200,000 to be used by the Sec-
retary of the Army, acting through the Chief 

of Engineers, to initiate a Detailed Project 
Report for the Dickenson County, Virginia 
elements of the Levisa and Tug Forks of the 
Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland 
River West Virginia, Virginia and Kentucky, 
project 

An additional $35,630,000 above the budget 
request to flood control, Mississippi River 
and Tributaries, Arkansas, Illinois, Ken-
tucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, and 
Tennessee 
POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS 

$39,594,000 restored to the Southeastern 
Power Administration above the budget re-
quest. 

An additional $60,000 above budget request 
for operation and maintenance at South-
western Power Administration. 
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

An additional $5,000,000 above the budget 
request is provided for the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission 

An amount of $25,000,000 above the budget 
request is provided for the Denali Commis-
sion 

General provisions 

Language which stipulates all equipment 
and products purchased with funds made 
available in this Act should be American- 
made. 

REPORT LANGUAGE 
Department of Defense, Army Corps of Engi-

neers 

General Investigations 

Earmark of $100,000 to the Barrow Coastal 
Storm Damage Reduction, AK. 

Earmark of $100,000 to Chandalrr River Wa-
tershed, AK. 

Earmark of $100,000 to Gastineau Channel, 
Juneau, AK. 

Earmark of $100,000 to Skagway Harbor, 
AK. 

Earmark of $150,000 to Rio De Flag, Flag-
staff, AZ. 

Earmark of $250,000 to North Little Rock, 
Dark Hollow, AR. 

Earmark of $250,000 to Llagas Creek, CA. 
An additional $450,000 to Tule River, CA. 
An additional $450,000 to Yuba River Basin, 

CA. 
Earmark of $250,000 to Bethany Beach, 

South Bethany, DE. 
Earmark of $100,000 to Lake Worth Inlet, 

Palm Beach County, FL. 
Earmark of $100,000 to Mile Point, Jack-

sonville, FL. 
An additional $170,000 to Metro Atlanta 

Watershed, GA. 
Earmark of $100,000 to Kawaihae Deep 

Draft Harbor, HI. 
Earmark of $100,000 to Kootenai River at 

Bonners Ferry, ID. 
Earmark of $100,000 to Little Wood River, 

ID. 
Earmark of $100,000 to Mississinewa River, 

Marion, IN. 
Earmark of $100,000 to Calcasieu River 

Basin, LA. 
Earmark of $500,000 to Louisiana Coastal 

Area, LA. 
Earmark of $100,000 to St. Bernard Parish, 

LA. 
Earmark of $100,000 to Detroit River Envi-

ronmental Dredging, MI. 
Earmark of $400,000 to Sault Ste. Marie, 

MI. 
An additional $400,000 to Lower Las Vegas 

Wash Wetlands, NV. 
An additional $75,000 to Truckee Meadows, 

NV. 
Earmark of $200,000 to North Las Cruces, 

NM. 
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Earmark of $100,000 to Lower Roanoke 

River, NC and VA. 
Earmark of $300,000 to Corpus Christi Ship 

Channel, Laquinta Channel, TX. 
Earmark of $200,000 to Gulf Intracoastal 

Waterway Modification, TX. 
Earmark of $100,000 to John H. Kerr, VA 

and NC. 
Earmark of $100,000 to Lower Rappahan-

nock River Basin, VA. 
Earmark of $500,000 to Lower Mud River, 

WV. 
Earmark of $400,000 to Island Creek, Logan, 

WV. 
Earmark of $100,000 to Wheeling Water-

front, WV. 
Language which directs the Corps of Engi-

neers’ to work with the city of Laurel, MT to 
provide appropriate assistance to ensure reli-
ability in the city’s Yellowstone River water 
source. 

Construction 

An additional $1,200,000 to Cook Inlet, AK. 
An additional $900,000 to St. Paul Harbor, 

AK. 
An additional $13,000,000 to Montgomery 

Point Lock and Dam, AR. 
An additional $8,000,000 to Los Angeles 

County Drainage Area, CA. 
Earmark of $500,000 to Fort Pierce Beach, 

FL. 
Earmark of $500,000 to Lake Worth Sand 

Transfer Plant, FL. 
An additional $2,000,000 to Chicago Shore-

line, IL. 
An additional $10,000,000 to Olmstead 

Locks and Dam, Ohio River, IL and KY. 
An additional $2,000,000 to Kentucky Lock 

and Dam, Tennessee River, KY. 
An additional $2,000,000 to Inner Harbor 

Navigation Canal Lock, LA. 
An additional $5,000,000 to Lake Pont-

chartrain and Vicinity, LA. 
An additional $1,000,000 to West Bank Vi-

cinity of New Orleans, LA. 
An additional $2,500,000 to Poplar Island, 

MD. 
Earmark of $250,000 to Clinton River, MI 

Spillway. 
Earmark of $100,000 to Lake Michigan Cen-

ter. 
Earmark of $1,100,000 to St. Croix River, 

Stillwater, MN. 
An additional $5,000,000 to Blue River 

Channel, Kansas City, MO. 
An additional $1,000,000 to Missouri Na-

tional Recreational River, NE and SD. 
An additional $8,900,000 to Tropicana and 

Flamingo Washes, NV. 
Earmark of $250,000 to Passaic River, Min-

ish Waterfront Park, NJ. 
Earmark of $750,000 to New York Harbor 

Collection and Removal of Drift, NY & NJ. 
An additional $4,000,000 to West Columbus, 

OH. 
An additional $90,000 to the Lower Colum-

bia River Basin Bank Protection, OR and 
WA. 

An additional $10,000,000 to Locks and 
Dams 2, 3 and 4, Monongahela River, PA. 

An additional $1,000,000 to Cheyenne River 
Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux, SD. 

Earmark of $1,000,000 to James River Res-
toration, SD. 

Earmark of $1,000,000 to Black Fox, 
Murfree Springs, and Oakland Wetlands, TN. 

Earmark of $1,000,000 to Tennessee River, 
Hamilton County, TN. 

Earmark of $800,000 to Greenbrier River 
Basin, WV. 

Earmark of $1,000,000 to Lafarge Lake, 
Kickapoo River, WI. 

Earmark of $400,000 for aquatic weed con-
trol at Lake Champlain in Vermont. 

An additional $960,000 for various earmarks 
under Section 107, Small Navigation 
Projects. 

An additional $5,675,000 for various ear-
marks under Section 205, Small flood control 
projects. 

An additional $1,760,000 for various ear-
marks under Section 206, Aquatic ecosystem 
restoration. 

An additional $1,500,000 for various ear-
marks under Section 1135, Projects Modifica-
tions for improvement of the environment. 

An additional $12,500,000 for the Mississippi 
River Levees, Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri and Ten-
nessee. 

An additional $500,000 to St. Francis Basin, 
Arkansas and Missouri. 

An additional $2,000,000 for the Louisiana 
State Penitentiary Levee, Louisiana. 

An additional $500,000 for Backwater 
Pump, Mississippi. 

An additional $585,000 for the Big Sun-
flower River, Mississippi. 

An additional $5,000,000 for Demonstration 
Erosion Control, Mississippi. 

An additional $2,000,000 for the St. Johns 
Bayou and New Madrid Floodway, Missouri. 

An additional $2,764,000 for the Mississippi 
River Levees, Arkansas, Illinois, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Mississippi, Missouri, and Ten-
nessee. 

An additional $1,500,000 for the St. Francis 
River Basin, Arkansas and Missouri. 

An additional $2,250,000 for the Atchafalaya 
Basin, Louisiana. 

An additional $1,000,000 for Arkabutla 
Lake, Missouri. 

An additional $1,000,000 for End Lake, Mis-
souri. 

An additional $1,000,000 for Grenada Lake, 
Mississippi. 

An additional $1,000,000 for Sardis Lake, 
Mississippi. 

An additional $31,000 for Tributaries, Mis-
sissippi. 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 

An additional $2,000,000 for Mobile Harbor, 
Alabama. 

Earmark of $1,000,000 for Lowell Creek 
Tunnel (Seward), Arkansas. 

An additional $1,500,000 for Mississippi 
River between Missouri River and Min-
neapolis, Illinois, Indiana, Minnesota, Mis-
souri. 

An additional $525,000 for John Redmond 
Dam and Reservoir, Kansas. 

An additional $2,000,000 for Red River Wa-
terway, Mississippi River to Shreveport, 
Louisiana. 

Earmark of $250,000 for Missouri National 
River. 

An additional $35,000 for Little River Har-
bor, New Hampshire. 

Earmark of $20,000 for Portsmouth Harbor, 
Piscataqua River, New Hampshire. 

An additional $1,500,000 for Delaware River, 
Philadelphia to the Sea, New Jersey, Penn-
sylvania and Delaware. 

Earmark of $800,000 for Upper Rio Grande 
Water Operations Model. 

An additional $100,000 for Garrison Dam, 
Lake Sakakawea, North Dakota. 

An additional $500,000 for Oologah Lake, 
Oklahoma. 

An additional $2,300,000 for Columbia and 
Lower Willamette River Below Vancouver, 
Washington and Portland. 

An additional $50,000 for Port Orford, Or-
egon. 

Earmark $400,000 for Corpus Christi Ship 
Channel, Barge Lanes, Texas. 

An additional $1,140,000 for Burlington Har-
bor Breakwater, Vermont. 

An additional $3,000,000 for Grays Harbor 
and Chehalis River, Washington. 

Language which directs the Army Corps of 
Engineers to address maintenance at Hum-
boldt; Harbor, CA; additional maintenance 
dredging of the Intracoastal Waterway in 
South Carolina; from Georgetown to Little 
River, and from Port Royal to Little River; 
dredging at the entrance; channel at 
Murrells Inlet, SC; additional dredging for 
the Lower Winyah Bay and Gorge in George-
town Harbor, SC. 

Bureau of Reclamation—Water and related re-
sources 

Earmark of $5,000,000 for Headgate Rock 
Hydroelectric Project. 

An additional $1,500,000 for Central Valley 
Project: Sacramento River Division. 

Earmark of $250,000 for Fort Hall Indian 
Reservation. 

Earmark of $4,000,000 for Fort Peck Rural 
Water System, Montana. 

Earmark of $2,000,000 for Lake Mead and 
Las Vegas Wash. 

Earmark of $1,500,000 for Newlands Water 
Right Fund. 

Earmark of $800,000 for Truckee River Op-
eration Agreement. 

Earmark of $400,000 for Walker River Basin 
Project. 

An additional $2,000,000 for Middle Rio 
Grande Project. 

Earmark of $300,000 for Navajo-Gallup 
Water Supply Project. 

Earmark of $750,000 for Santa Fe Water 
Reclamation and Reuse. 

Earmark of $250,000 for Ute Reservoir Pipe-
line Project. 

An additional $2,000,000 for Garrison Diver-
sion Unit, P–SMBP. 

Earmark of $400,000 for Tumalo Irrigation 
District, Bend Feed Canal, Oregon. 

An additional $2,000,000 for Mid-Dakota 
Rural Water Project. 

Earmark of $600,000 for Tooele Wastewater 
Reuse Project. 

Department of Energy 

Earmark of $1,000,000 is for the continu-
ation of biomass research at the Energy and 
Environmental Research Center. 

Earmark of $5,000,000 for the McNeil bio-
mass plant in Burlington, Vermont. 

Earmark of $300,000 for the Vermont Agri-
culture Methane project. 

Earmark of $2,000,000 for the continued re-
search in environmental and renewable re-
source technologies by the Michigan Bio-
technology Institute. 

Earmark of $500,000 for the University of 
Louisville to research the commercial viabil-
ity of refinery construction for the produc-
tion of P-series fuels. 

No less than $3,000,000 for the ethanol pilot 
plant at Southern Illinois University at 
Edwardsville. 

Earmark of $250,000 for the investigation of 
simultaneous production of carbon dioxide 
and hydrogen at the natural gas reforming 
facility in Nevada. 

Earmark of $350,000 for the Montana Trade 
Port Authority in Billings, Montana. 

Earmark of $250,000 for the gasification of 
Iowa switchgrass and its use in fuel cells. 

Earmark of $1,000,000 to complete the 4 
megawatt Sitka, Alaska project. 

Earmark of $1,700,000 for the Power Creek 
hydroelectric project. 

Earmark of $1,000,000 for the Kotzebue wind 
project. 

Earmark of $300,000 for the Old Harbor hy-
droelectric project. 

Earmark of $1,000,000 for a demonstration 
associated with the planned upgrade of the 
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Nevada Test Site power substations of dis-
tributed power generation technologies. 

Earmark of $3,000,000 for the University of 
Nevada at Reno Earthquake Engineering Fa-
cility. 

An additional $35,000,000 to initiate a new 
strategy (which includes $5,000,000 for activi-
ties at Lawrence Livermore National Lab-
oratory, $10,000,000 for Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, and $20,000,000 for work at 
Sandia National Laboratory). 

An addition $15,0000,000 for the Nevada Test 
Site. 

An addition $15,000,000 for future require-
ments at the Kansas City Plant compatible 
with the Advanced Development and Produc-
tion Technologies [ADAPT] program and En-
hanced Surveillance program. 

An additional $10,000,000 for core stockpile 
management weapon activities to support 
work load requirements at the Pantex plant 
in Amarillo, Texas. 

An additional $10,000,000 to address funding 
shortfalls in meeting environmental restora-
tion Tri-Party Agreement compliance dead-
lines, and to accelerate interim safe storage 
of reactors along the Columbia River. 

An additional $10,000,000 for spent fuel ac-
tivities related to the Idaho Settlement 
Agreement with the Department of Energy. 

An additional $30,000,000 for tank cleanup 
activities at the Hanford Site, WA. 

An additional $20,000,000 to Rocky Flats 
site, CO. 

Total amounts of earmarks: $531,124,000. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise to 
explain my amendment to S. 1186, a bill 
making appropriations for certain De-
partment of Energy programs. Among 
these programs is the radioactive 
waste management program which is 
responsible for developing a nuclear 
waste repository at Yucca Mountain, 
in Nevada. 

This repository will, if successfully 
completed, one day hold the spent nu-
clear fuel from all of this country’s 
commercial nuclear power plants, in 
addition to defense high-level radio-
active waste left-over from the devel-
opment of nuclear weapons. 

It has been 12 years since passage of 
the Nuclear Waste Policy Act Amend-
ments of 1987, and I believe the Depart-
ment of Energy’s Yucca Mountain pro-
gram is in serious trouble. In 1983, the 
Department of Energy signed contracts 
with every one of this country’s nu-
clear power generators saying that the 
government would start taking their 
spent fuel for disposal in January of 
1998. 

Because of the Government’s failure 
to meet that deadline, a number of 
utility companies, in conjunction with 
many State governments, are suing the 
Federal Government for failure to ful-
fill its contractual commitments. 
Many of these utilities are being 
forced, because of the Government’s 
failure, to construct additional storage 
capacity at their sites. Many of these 
companies are seeking monetary dam-
ages from the Government. 

Inheriting this situation from his 
predecessors at the Department of En-
ergy, Secretary Richardson laid a pro-
posal before the nuclear utilities last 
year. Secretary Richardson told the 

utilities that if they would agree to 
drop all future claims against the gov-
ernment, the Department of Energy 
would be willing to pay the utilities for 
their on site storage costs and that 
DOE would ‘‘take title’’—meaning DOE 
would take over ownership and all li-
ability—for the spent nuclear fuel and 
store it at the nuclear power plants for 
an indefinite period of time. 

It is safe to say—since this adminis-
tration opposes my interim storage 
legislation—that we can expect spent 
nuclear fuel under their scenario to be 
stored at reactors until at least the 
year 2015, because that is when the re-
pository is expected to open—at the 
earliest. 

The amendment I offer today speaks 
to the heart of this issue. To be blunt, 
I think it is irresponsible to create 
some 80 new federal interim storage 
sites for spent fuel scattered around 
this country. And I think the Adminis-
tration compounds their neglect of this 
crisis by depleting the funds collected 
for development of the permanent solu-
tion—the Nuclear Waste Fund, created 
by law in 1982—by dispersing these 
funds back out to the same utilities 
who paid them in the first place, only 
now they are being used as a ‘‘band- 
aid’’ to pay to store fuel at reactors. 

Very simply put, my amendment pro-
hibits the Department of Energy from 
using funds appropriated from the Nu-
clear Waste Fund for the purpose of 
settling lawsuits or paying judgments 
arising out of the failure of the federal 
government to accept spent nuclear 
fuel from commercial utilities. 

Money in the Nuclear Waste Fund 
has been collected to pay for a perma-
nent solution to our nuclear waste 
problem. Mr. President, I don’t think 
we should be squandering these funds 
on band-aid schemes. My amendment 
prohibits this from happening. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Will my colleague 
from Idaho yield for a question? 

Mr. CRAIG. I yield to my colleague. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

share the concerns of the Senator from 
Idaho. However, it is not clear to me 
that the Department of Energy cur-
rently has the authority to use appro-
priated funds from the Nuclear Waste 
Fund for the purpose—on site storage 
at nuclear power plants—that is of con-
cern to the Senator from Idaho. As I 
interpret current law, there exists no 
statutory provision allowing the De-
partment of Energy to fund on-site 
storage. If that were the case, would 
my colleague from Idaho still feel the 
need to offer his amendment? 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, with my 
colleague’s comment regarding the 
lack of current Department of Energy 
authority to use the Nuclear Waste 
Fund in the way I am concerned, I will 
reconsider offering my amendment at 
this time. I thank the Chair and my 
colleague from New Mexico. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I 
wanted to make a few remarks with re-

gard to the FY 2000 Energy and Water 
Appropriations legislation. First, let 
me state that I am pleased that this 
bill takes strides to significantly re-
duce, in the name of fiscal soundness, 
appropriations for two programs about 
which I have been concerned for quite 
some time—the non-power programs of 
the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) 
and the Animas La-Plata project by 
the Bureau of Reclamation. I intend to 
support this appropriations bill this 
year. 

For the past few Congresses, I have 
argued that the non-power programs of 
the TVA should be seriously scruti-
nized and reduced appropriately. I have 
introduced legislation which would put 
TVA on a glidepath toward eliminating 
federal funding for the non-power pro-
grams. The former Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. HEFLIN) and I personally 
met with TVA to discuss this legisla-
tion and the appropriate length of time 
for a federal fund phase-out. In the last 
two appropriations cycles, I have writ-
ten to the appropriations committee 
asking them to reduce TVA non-power 
appropriations, and in the FY99 appro-
priations bill the funds for TVA were 
reduced significantly to a third of the 
more than $150 million that TVA re-
ceived when I began raising this issue 
in the 104th Congress. My voice in the 
Senate on this issue is echoed by a 
number of members of the House Ap-
propriations Committee who zeroed out 
funds for TVA non-power programs in 
the House-version of the FY99 Energy 
and Water Appropriations legislation. 

I am pleased that this resounding 
call for scrutiny of these programs is 
leading to real results. In FY99 the 
TVA received $50 million dollars, with 
$7 million of that total specifically for 
the Land Between the Lakes (LBL) 
Recreation Area. This appropriations 
legislation virtually eliminates appro-
priations for TVA non-power programs, 
retaining only $7 million in flat fund-
ing for LBL. The TVA non-power ac-
tivities for which we have previously 
provided funds include providing rec-
reational programs, making economic 
development grants to communities, 
and promoting public use of TVA land 
and water resources. I understand the 
Committee’s concerns that the man-
agement of the LBL is a federal respon-
sibility. I believe that the Committee 
has acted appropriately in this matter. 
In fulfilling this function, which is fed-
eral, the Committee has provided re-
sources specifically for LBL but not for 
the other non-power programs. In the 
future, Congress needs to evaluate 
whether other federal land manage-
ment agencies, such as the Interior De-
partment, might be able to manage 
this area, but this is the right step at 
this time. 

I believe it is appropriate for the Sen-
ate to significantly reduce funds for 
TVA’s appropriated programs because 
there are lingering concerns, brought 
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to light in a 1993 Congressional Budget 
Office (CBO) report, that non-power 
program funds subsidize activities that 
should be paid for by non-federal inter-
ests. In its 1993 report, CBO focused on 
two programs: the TVA Stewardship 
Program and the Environmental Re-
search Center, which no longer receives 
federal funds. Stewardship activities 
historically received the largest share 
of TVA’s appropriated funds. The funds 
are used for dam repair and mainte-
nance activities. According to 1995 tes-
timony provided by TVA before the 
House Subcommittee on Energy and 
Water Appropriations, when TVA re-
pairs a dam it pays 70%, on average, of 
repair costs with appropriated dollars 
and covers the remaining 30% with 
funds collected from electricity rate-
payers. This practice of charging a por-
tion of dam repair costs to the tax-
payer, CBO highlighted, amounts to a 
significant subsidy. If TVA were a pri-
vate utility, and it made modifications 
to a dam or performed routine dredg-
ing, the ratepayers would pay for all of 
the costs associated with that activity. 
I think that removing appropriations 
for this program largely ends concerns 
about taxpayer subsidization of the 
dam repair and maintenance program. 

I am also pleased that this legisla-
tion contains a $1 million reduction 
from the Budget Request for the 
Animas La-Plata project. In this bill, 
the project receives a total of $2 mil-
lion for FY 2000. As my colleagues 
know, I have long been active in rais-
ing Senate awareness about the finan-
cial costs of moving forward with de-
velopment and construction of the full- 
scale version of the Animas-La Plata 
project. I do not want the federal gov-
ernment to proceed with construction 
of the full-scale project while the De-
partment of the Interior continues its 
discussion about alternatives to that 
project. 

As my colleagues will recall from the 
debate on an amendment I offered to 
the FY 98 Energy and Water Appropria-
tions legislation on this matter, the 
currently authorized Animas-La Plata 
project is a $754 million dollar water 
development project planned for south-
west Colorado and northwest New Mex-
ico, with federal taxpayers slated to 
pay more than 65% of the costs. I am 
glad that we are not proceeding on this 
project full steam ahead, and I am 
pleased to see that the Appropriators 
recognize that on-going alternatives 
discussions can proceed without a large 
infusion of new resources. 

Despite these gains in reducing funds 
for some questionable programs, the 
bill contains some shifts in program 
funding about which I am concerned. 
Particularly troubling is the reduction 
in the President’s proposed increase in 
the renewable energy budget. The bill 
provides $261 million more for the DOE 
defense activities than requested by 
the Administration, but reduces the re-

quest for solar and renewable energy 
programs by $92.1 million. I believe 
that it is important for the federal gov-
ernment to make appropriate invest-
ment in solar and renewable tech-
nology, particularly in light of our ef-
forts to restructure the electricity sys-
tem and meet our overall energy effi-
ciency goals. I would hope that we 
could find a way to shift resources 
within this legislation to make it pos-
sible to fulfill the Administration’s re-
quest. 

Overall, Mr. President, I am pleased 
that this bill can meet our require-
ments under the budget caps by reduc-
ing unnecessary spending. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, as in recent 
years, the energy and water Appropria-
tion bill has been faced with dilemmas 
about funding the diverse activities 
within its jurisdiction. For example, 
last year, the budget request for the 
Corps of Engineers was significantly 
decreased and in this subcommittee we 
had the challenge of keeping the Corps 
of Engineers viable and focused. Clear-
ly this year’s appropriation bill was 
just as dramatic—since for the first 
time in over twenty years the Corps of 
Engineers funding is reduced below the 
enacted bill’s level. Despite the prob-
lems, there are many positives to this 
particular appropriation which the 
Chairman and I pointed out in opening 
statements. 

Additionally, we have worked hard to 
find ways to accommodate our col-
leagues with their amendments. I be-
lieve that the responsibility of a Sen-
ator is not simply to listen to the bu-
reaucrats who plan ways to spend the 
appropriations, but to request those 
amendments the Senator sees as nec-
essary for his or her constituents. 
While Members may not be satisfied 
with every aspect or the resolution of 
every request, the chairman and I have 
made a conscientious effort to work 
with those amendments. 

I recommend this bill to my col-
leagues for the vital functions across 
the nation that are funded through 
these appropriations. I recognize the 
difficult work done by the sub-
committee staff and their efforts in 
preparing this bill and responding to 
the members of the Senate. So I com-
mend the diligence of Alex Flint, David 
Gwaltney, Gregory Daines, Lashawnda 
Leftwich, Elizabeth Blevins, Sue Fry, a 
detail from the Corps of Engineers, and 
Bob Perret, a congressional fellow, in 
my office. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we 
are ready to go to final passage. We 
need 2 minutes, and then we will call 
for third reading. Senator HUTCHISON 
wanted 2 minutes. I ask that she be 
granted 2 minutes, and then we will 
proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The Senator from Texas. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from New Mexico 

for allowing me 2 minutes. I was intro-
ducing a judicial candidate and was not 
able to come earlier. 

I thank the Senator from New Mex-
ico, the chairman of the committee, for 
the great help he has given to many of 
us who particularly have strong water 
needs in our States. 

I particularly want to mention the 
Port of Houston. The Port of Houston 
is the second largest port in the Na-
tion, and it is the largest in foreign 
tonnage. It is the largest container 
port. We have the largest petro-
chemical complex in the entire world. 

It is very important that our port be 
competitive. This bill will fully fund 
the dredging of that port, which is the 
last port in America that has not gone 
under 40 feet. This will take us to 45. 

It is a very important bill. 
I think both Senator DOMENICI and 

Senator LEAHY have done a great job 
on this bill, but particularly I appre-
ciate the support for this great Port of 
Houston and the efforts that were 
made to continue this dredging project 
that will help us in trade and help us 
remain competitive in the world mar-
ket. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

for the third reading. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on final passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall the bill pass? On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

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

ator form Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) is nec-
essarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) would vote ‘‘aye.’’ 

The result was announced—yeas 97, 
nays 2, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 172 Leg.] 

YEAS—97 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 

Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
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Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 

Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 

Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NAYS—2 

Jeffords Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—1 

Harkin 

(The bill will be printed in a future 
edition of the RECORD.) 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed, and I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES—S. 
1059 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate, having received S. 1059, disagrees 
with the House amendment, requests a 
conference with the House, and the 
Chair appoints the following conferees. 

The Presiding Officer (Mr. SESSIONS) 
appointed Mr. WARNER, Mr. THURMOND, 
Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. SMITH of New Hamp-
shire, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. SANTORUM, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BYRD, 
Mr. ROBB, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
CLELAND, Ms. LANDRIEU, and Mr. REED 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT—S. 1206 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate considers S. 1206, the legislative 
branch appropriations bill, imme-
diately following the reporting of the 
bill by the clerk, I be recognized to 
offer a managers’ amendment, and the 
time on the amendment and the bill be 
limited to 20 minutes equally divided, 
with no amendments in order to the 
managers’ amendment. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
following the adoption of the man-
agers’ amendment, the bill be imme-
diately advanced to third reading, and 
the Senate proceed to the House com-
panion bill. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
H.R. 1905 be amended as follows: On 
page 2, after line 1, insert the text of S. 
1206, as amended, beginning on page 2, 
line 2, over to and including line 7 on 
page 10; beginning on page 11, line 13, 

over to and including line 18 on page 18 
be struck and the text of S. 1206, as 
amended, beginning on page 10, line 8, 
over to and including line 22 on page 16 
be inserted in lieu thereof; and begin-
ning on page 18, line 23, over to and in-
cluding line 6 on page 40 be struck and 
the text of S. 1206, as amended, begin-
ning on line 23, page 16 over to and in-
cluding line 23 on page 38 be inserted in 
lieu thereof. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
upon passage of the House bill, S. 1206, 
be indefinitely postponed. 

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

f 

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I now 
call up S. 1206. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1206) making appropriations for 

the legislative branch for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I un-
derstand that the senior Senator from 
California, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, is on her 
way to the floor. I will wait until she is 
here to express to the entire Senate my 
appreciation for her assistance as the 
ranking member of the Legislative 
Branch Subcommittee of Appropria-
tions. 

I have been delighted to have the op-
portunity to work with her on this leg-
islation and I will make that clear 
when she arrives. I understand she is in 
another committee meeting, and in the 
pattern of the Senate, finds herself 
torn between two equally important re-
sponsibilities. That is a situation with 
which we are all familiar. 

I will, for the information of Sen-
ators, point out that the legislative 
branch bill provides $1.68 billion in 
budget authority, exclusive of House 
items, for fiscal year 2000. This is $114 
million or 6.4 percent less than the fis-
cal 1999 level. It represents $105 million 
or a 5.9-percent decrease from the 
President’s budget request. So in this 
time of difficulty, we are coming in 
below last year’s spending and below 
where the President recommended. 

There are increases in the bill, of 
course. There always will be in an ap-
propriations bill. You cut some places, 
and you increase others. The majority 
of the increases in the bill account for 
cost-of-living adjustments only, and 
they are estimated at 4.4 percent 
across the board. 

The Senate portion of the bill in-
creases funding for the Senate by only 
3 percent above the fiscal 1999 level, 
which is less than the 4.4-percent COLA 

adjustment. So while the Senate por-
tion of the bill is going up, it is going 
up less than the mandatory COLA that 
is required by law. 

The bill funds 79 percent of the budg-
et request of the Architect of the Cap-
itol. Of the funds provided, 73 percent 
will fund operations, with the other 27 
percent to fund Capitol projects. 

I have always been one who has in-
sisted on funding Capitol projects. As a 
businessman, I know that sometimes 
the most expensive savings you can 
achieve are savings that you take in 
the name of maintenance deferral. As 
things begin to deteriorate around the 
Capitol, it is tempting to say we can 
put it off for another year and look 
good in the short term. All you do 
when you do that is raise your costs in 
the long term. So throughout my ten-
ure on the Legislative Branch Sub-
committee and particularly my tenure 
as the chairman of that subcommittee, 
I have always been a champion of fund-
ing the Capitol projects and funding 
the maintenance projects to their full-
est level, believing that in the long run 
that saves money. 

Why then am I standing here today 
and saying that we are not going to do 
that in this bill, and we are not giving 
the Architect of the Capitol the funds 
that were requested? Well, there are 
several reasons for that. I think it is 
worth an explanation. 

The subcommittee did not fund the 
Architect’s request for $28 million for 
Capitol dome renovations. I have been 
in the Capitol dome with the Architect 
of the Capitol, and I have seen first-
hand how desperately in need of ren-
ovation it is. However, the full scope of 
the project will be determined during 
the paint removal process which is cur-
rently underway. The paint removal 
process is not expected to be completed 
until next summer. Therefore, I think 
it prudent for us to delete the funds 
from this bill until we have the com-
pletion of that process and have the in-
formation available to us that will 
come as a result. That is why we do not 
recommend proceeding until the full 
scope of the project has been deter-
mined. That is where a large part of 
the savings that we referred to have 
come from. 

I see the Senator from California has 
arrived. I wish to make public ac-
knowledgment of the great contribu-
tion she has made to the Legislative 
Branch Subcommittee. This is her first 
assignment on the subcommittee as its 
ranking member, and I have found her 
not only delightful and cooperative to 
deal with but, perhaps even more ap-
preciated, fully engaged. It is one thing 
to have a colleague who is nice to deal 
with but who never shows up and never 
pays any attention to any of the issues. 
The Senator from California not only 
shows up but comes with her home-
work having been done, a full agenda of 
her own, and complete understanding 
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of the issues. I appreciate very much 
the opportunity I have had of working 
with her and welcome her to the sub-
committee and to this particular bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
thank the chairman of the sub-
committee, Senator BENNETT, and com-
mend him for the fair and responsible 
bill that has been put together. This is 
my first year as the ranking member of 
the Legislative Branch Subcommittee, 
and I have found Senator BENNETT to 
be very open and willing to discuss 
issues. His leadership on our sub-
committee is carried out in the best bi-
partisan spirit. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator and appreciate her 
comments. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, as 
the distinguished subcommittee chair-
man, Senator BENNETT, just outlined 
for the Senate, the fiscal year 2000 leg-
islative branch appropriation bill was 
reported out of the full Appropriations 
Committee on Thursday, June 10, 1999, 
by a vote of 28–0. As reported by the 
committee, the bill, which totals 
$1,679,010,000 in budget authority, ex-
clusive of House items, is $113,962,000, 
or 6.4 percent, below last year’s en-
acted level and $104,529,000, or 5.9 per-
cent, below the President’s request. 
For Senate items only, the sub-
committee recommends a total of 
$489,406,000—a reduction of $28,187,000, 
or 5.4 percent, from the President’s re-
quest. 

For the Capitol Police, the sub-
committee recommends a total of $88.7 
million for salaries and general ex-
penses. This is an increase of $5.8 mil-
lion, or 6.8 percent, over last year’s en-
acted level. I commend the agency for 
soliciting a management review which 
was conducted by an outside consulting 
firm. Since that time, the Capitol Po-
lice has been very aggressive in ad-
dressing the management deficiencies 
outlined in that report. First, they pro-
vided the subcommittee with a depart-
mental response which addressed the 
findings of the review, and they are 
currently in the process of developing a 
strategic planning process which will 
provide for a systematic approach to 
organizational enhancements and pro-
fessional growth for the future. In this 
regard, this bill contains the funding 
required for improvements to informa-
tion technology and transfers this re-
sponsibilities from the Senate Ser-
geant at Arms to the Capitol Police. 
This action was recommended in the 
management review report. The bill 
also provides for cost-of-living and 
comparability increases for the men 
and women of the United States Cap-
itol Police. 

For the General Accounting Office, 
the subcommittee recommends a fund-
ing level of $382.3 million, which is $4.8 
million below the budget request, but 

is almost $10 million above what the 
House is proposing. The level proposed 
by the subcommittee will permit the 
GAO to maintain the current level of 
3,275 FTEs, which is what the Comp-
troller requested for Fiscal Year 2000 
and it will also provide adequate funds 
for them to meet their mandatory re-
quirements. 

Mr. President, I also want to take a 
minute, as I did during our full com-
mittee markup, to talk about the Sen-
ate Employees Child Care Center. As 
Members may be aware, the 
groundbreaking for the child care cen-
ter began in the fall of 1996, and the 
center was to be completed in the fall 
of 1997. Here we are in June of 1999, and 
the center remains incomplete. I have 
encouraged the Architect of the Cap-
ital to raise the priority of this project 
and bring this problem-plagued project 
to completion by the current targeted 
date of September 1, 1999. This new 
center will expand the quality of child 
care services available to the staff who 
help us. 

Again, Mr. President, I want to per-
sonally thank the chairman of the sub-
committee, Senator BENNETT, for the 
courtesies he has extended to me. He 
is, indeed, a most thoughtful and gra-
cious chairman—a real gentleman— 
who has made my first year on the sub-
committee a most pleasant one. 

If I may, Mr. President, I extend my 
very sincere thanks to Mary Dewald 
and Christine Ciccone of the staff for 
their excellent work on this bill. It has 
been very special, and we are blessed 
with wonderful staff. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from California and 
particularly thank her for remem-
bering the staff. We stand here before 
the television cameras, but we take 
credit for the work they do. I appre-
ciate her doing that. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 683 AND 684, EN BLOC 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I now 
send to the desk a managers’ amend-
ment and ask for its immediate consid-
eration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT] pro-

poses amendments en bloc numbered 683 and 
684. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendments be dispensed with. 

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

The amendments are as follows: 
AMENDMENT NO. 683 

(Purpose: To amend chapter 89 of title 5, 
United States Code, to modify service re-
quirements relating to creditable service 
with congressional campaign committees) 

On page 38, insert between lines 21 and 22 
the following: 

SEC. 313. CREDITABLE SERVICE WITH CONGRES-
SIONAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEES. 

Section 8332(m)(1)(A) of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(A) such employee has at least 4 years 
and 6 months of service on such committees 
as of December 12, 1980; and’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 684 
(Purpose: To further restrict legislative post- 

employment lobbying by Members and sen-
ior staffers) 
At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 

the following: 
SEC. ll. Section 207(e) of title 18, United 

States Code, is amended— 
(1) by striking paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and 

(4) and inserting the following: 
‘‘(1) MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND ELECTED 

OFFICERS.—Any person who is a Member of 
Congress or an elected officer of either House 
of Congress and who, within 2 years after 
that person leaves office, knowingly makes, 
with the intent to influence, any commu-
nication to or appearance before any Mem-
ber, officer, or employee of either House of 
Congress, or any employee of any other leg-
islative office of Congress, on behalf of any 
other person (except the United States) in 
connection with any matter on which such 
former Member of Congress or elected officer 
seeks action by a Member, officer, or em-
ployee of either House of Congress, in his or 
her official capacity, shall be punished as 
provided in section 216 of this title. 

‘‘(2) CONGRESSIONAL EMPLOYEES.—(A) Any 
person who is an employee of the Senate or 
an employee of the House of Representatives 
who, within 2 years after termination of such 
employment, knowingly makes, with the in-
tent to influence, any communication to or 
appearance before any person described 
under subparagraph (B), on behalf of any 
other person (except the United States) in 
connection with any matter on which such 
former employee seeks action by a Member, 
officer, or employee of either House of Con-
gress, in his or her official capacity, shall be 
punished as provided in section 216 of this 
title. 

‘‘(B) The persons referred to under sub-
paragraph (A) with respect to appearances or 
communications by a former employee are 
any Member, officer, or employee of the 
House of Congress in which such former em-
ployee served.’’; 

(2) in paragraph (6)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘para-

graphs (2), (3), and (4)’’ and inserting ‘‘para-
graph (2)’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (5)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (3)’’; 

(3) in paragraph (7)(G), by striking ‘‘, (2), 
(3), or (4)’’ and inserting ‘‘or (2)’’; and 

(4) by redesignating paragraphs (5), (6), and 
(7) as paragraphs (3), (4), and (5), respec-
tively. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, these 
amendments have been cleared on both 
sides. I ask for their adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments are agreed 
to. 

The amendments (No. 683 and 684) 
were agreed to. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, having 
agreed to the managers’ amendment, I 
ask unanimous consent that the bill be 
read for the third time and passage 
occur, all without any intervening ac-
tion or debate, and that following pas-
sage the Senate insist on its amend-
ments, request a conference with the 
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House, and the Chair be authorized to 
appoint conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The question 
is on the engrossment and third read-
ing of the bill. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the House bill. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 1905) making appropriations 

for the legislative branch for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is amended pursuant to the unanimous 
consent agreement. 

The question is on the engrossment 
of the amendment and third reading of 
the bill. 

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

The bill was read the third time. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at the end of my remarks 
the Senate Budget Committee scoring 
of the legislative branch appropria-
tions bill for fiscal year 2000. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I com-

mend the distinguished subcommittee 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Legislative Branch Appropriations 
Subcommittee for bringing the Senate 
a bill that is within the subcommit-
tee’s 302(b) allocation. The bill provides 
$1.7 billion in new budget authority 
and $1.4 billion in new outlays for the 
operations of the U.S. Senate and joint 
agencies supporting the legislative 
branch. When House funding is added 
to the bill, and with outlays from prior 
years and other completed actions, the 
Senate bill totals $2.5 billion in budget 
authority and $2.6 billion in outlays for 
fiscal year 2000. 

The bill is $23 million in BA and $20 
million in outlays below the sub-
committee’s 302(b) allocation. I com-
mend the managers of the bill for their 
diligent work, and I urge the adoption 
of the bill. 

EXHIBIT 1 

H.R. 1905, LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 2000, 
SPENDING COMPARISONS—SENATE-REPORTED BILL 

[Fiscal year 2000, in millions of dollars] 

General 
purpose Crime Manda-

tory Total 

Senate-reported bill: 
Budget authority ....................... 2,455 ............ 94 2,549 
Outlays ...................................... 2,464 ............ 94 2,558 

Senate 302(b) allocation: 
Budget authority ....................... 2,478 ............ 94 2,572 
Outlays ...................................... 2,484 ............ 94 2,578 

1999 level: 
Budget authority ....................... 2,353 ............ 94 2,447 
Outlays ...................................... 2,328 ............ 94 2,422 

President’s request: 
Budget authority ....................... 2,620 ............ 94 2,714 
Outlays ...................................... 2,614 ............ 94 2,708 

H.R. 1905, LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS, 2000, 
SPENDING COMPARISONS—SENATE-REPORTED BILL— 
Continued 

[Fiscal year 2000, in millions of dollars] 

General 
purpose Crime Manda-

tory Total 

House-passed bill: 
Budget authority ....................... 2,416 ............ 94 2,510 
Outlays ...................................... 2,453 ............ 94 2,547 

SENATE-REPORTED BILL COMPARED TO: 
Senate 302(b) allocation: 

Budget authority ....................... (23 ) ............ ............ (23 ) 
Outlays ...................................... (20 ............ ............ (20 ) 

1999 level: 
Budget authority ....................... 102 ............ ............ 102 
Outlays ...................................... 136 ............ ............ 136 

President’s request: 
Budget authority ....................... (165 ) ............ ............ (165 ) 
Outlays ...................................... (150 ) ............ ............ (150 ) 

House-passed bill: 
Budget authority ....................... 39 ............ ............ 39 
Outlays ...................................... 11 ............ ............ 11 

Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for 
consistency with scorekeeping conventions. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, ever 
since I arrived here in 1993, I have sup-
ported initiatives to help restore the 
public’s confidence in government by 
limiting the influence of special inter-
ests over the legislative process. It’s a 
big task, Mr. President and along the 
way I have offended and even angered 
some people around here. 

I have worked to require greater dis-
closure of the expenses and activities 
of lobbyists. I pushed to put in place 
new gift restrictions that stopped Sen-
ators and staff from accepting free va-
cations and fancy dinners from lobby-
ists as used to be the norm around 
here. And finally, I have argued that 
we need to reform the woefully loop-
hole-ridden campaign finance system 
that we currently live under. Reform-
ing Congress is a crucial issue for me 
because the electorate has grown to 
view this institution with cynicism and 
disdain, and even to fundamentally dis-
trust their own elected representatives. 

Now Mr. President, a crucial part of 
the culture of special interest influence 
that pervades Washington is the re-
volving door between public service 
and private employment. But by put-
ting a lock on this revolving door for 
some period of time, we can send a 
message that those entering govern-
ment employment should view public 
service as an honor and a privilege— 
not as another wrung on the ladder to 
personal gain and profit. 

There are countless instances of 
former members of Congress who once 
chaired or served on committees with 
jurisdiction over particular industries 
or special interests now lobbying their 
former colleagues on behalf of those 
very industries or special interests. 
Former committee staff directors are 
using their contacts and knowledge of 
their former committees to secure lu-
crative positions in lobbying firms and 
associations with interests related to 
those committees. 

There have been some very inter-
esting studies showing just how regu-
larly the revolving door swings. Of the 
91 lawmakers who left Congress at the 

end of 1994, at least 25 later registered 
to lobby. A 1995 study of 353 former 
lawmakers showed that one in four had 
lobbied for private interests after leav-
ing office. In fact, there were more 
than 100 former Members of Congress 
who appear on the lobbying reports 
filed in August 1997, and that doesn’t 
count Members who left office in 1996, 
since they could not yet register with-
out violating the current revolving 
door law. I could go on, Mr. President, 
and on and on and on. The problem of 
revolving door lobbying is quite clear. 

The amendment I am offering today 
is designed to strengthen the post-em-
ployment restrictions on Members of 
Congress and senior congressional staff 
that are currently in place. Keep in 
mind, post-employment restrictions 
are nothing new. There is currently a 
one year ban on former members of 
Congress lobbying the entire Congress 
as well as a one-year ban on senior con-
gressional staff lobbying the com-
mittee or the Member for whom they 
worked. And by Senate rule, we pro-
hibit all departing Senate staff from 
lobbying their former employing entity 
for one year. Members and senior staff 
are also prohibited from lobbying the 
executive branch on behalf of a foreign 
entity for one year. 

The amendment would double the 
current restriction and prohibit mem-
bers of Congress from lobbying the en-
tire Congress for two years. Thus, in 
most cases, an entire two year Con-
gress will intervene before a former 
Member can be back lobbying his or 
her former colleagues. Perhaps the 
longer period will encourage those who 
leave the Congress to seek opportuni-
ties for future employment outside of 
the lobbying world. Perhaps it will dis-
courage big business from putting 
former Members on their payroll right 
after they leave office. But in any 
event, this longer ‘‘cooling off period’’ 
will give the public more confidence in 
the integrity of this body. 

With respect to staff, the amendment 
makes some changes as well. Here we 
are talking only about those staff who 
make three quarters or more of the sal-
ary of a member of Congress. In other 
words, this amendment would change 
the post-employment restrictions only 
on staff making over $102,000 per year. 
These senior staff work closely with us, 
at the committee level, or with the 
leadership, or in our personal offices. 
This amendment would prohibit these 
very senior staffers from lobbying the 
House of Congress in which they work 
during the same 2-year period as we are 
prohibited from lobbying the entire 
Congress. So senior Senate staffers 
couldn’t lobby the Senate and senior 
House staffers couldn’t lobby the 
House. 

Now here we have struck a balance, 
Mr. President. It seems clear to me 
that the current restrictions which 
prohibit lobbying contacts only with 
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the former employer, whether Member 
or committee, are inadequate. High 
level staffers have contacts and work 
closely with people throughout the 
body, not just with the other staff or 
Members on their committees or in 
their Member’s office. These are people 
making $102,000 or more. They are 
highly in demand in the lobbying 
world, not just for their expertise but 
for their contacts. If the cooling off pe-
riod is to mean anything with respect 
to these senior staff, it must cover 
more than the individual committee or 
member of Congress for whom they 
worked. 

Some senior staff undoubtedly have 
contacts with their counterparts in the 
other body. But their day to day work, 
and therefore their closest contacts 
will be in the house of Congress in 
which they work. So this amendment 
leaves an outlet for the use of a former 
staffer’s expertise in lobbying the other 
body. To me, that is a reasonable bal-
ance, and not an unreasonable restric-
tion on a staffer’s future employment. 

Now some might argue that we are 
inhibiting talented individuals from 
pursuing careers in policy matters on 
which they have developed substantial 
expertise. It may be asked why a 
former high-level staffer on the Senate 
Subcommittee on Communications of 
the Senate Commerce Committee can-
not accept employment with a tele-
communications company? After all, 
this person has accumulated years of 
knowledge of our communication laws 
and technology. Why should this indi-
vidual be prevented from accepting pri-
vate sector employment in the commu-
nications field ? 

But my amendment does not bar any-
one from seeking private-sector em-
ployment. Staffers can take those jobs 
with the telecommunications com-
pany, but what they cannot do is lobby 
their former colleagues in the house of 
Congress for which they worked for 
two years. They can consult, they can 
advise, they can recommend, but they 
cannot lobby their former colleagues. 

I considered an even longer cooling 
off period for staffers to be barred from 
lobbying their former employer, be it a 
member or a committee, but decided 
that the two year, house of Congress 
limitation strikes the best balance. 
Two years is the length of an entire 
Congress. That period of time should be 
enough to mitigate to a great extent 
the special access that the staffer is 
likely to have because of his or her 
former position. At the same time, it 
allows the staffer who is intent on pur-
suing a lobbying career to concentrate 
on the other body for two years, and 
then return to the side of the Capitol 
in which he or she worked after that 
period. 

Mr. President, this amendment is not 
an attack on the profession of lob-
bying. The right to petition the gov-
ernment is a fundamental constitu-

tional right. Simply attacking lobby-
ists does not address the true flaws of 
our political system. Lobbying is mere-
ly an attempt to present the views and 
concerns of a particular group and 
there is nothing inherently wrong with 
that. In fact, lobbyists, whether they 
are representing public interest groups 
or Wall Street, can present important 
information to Members of Congress 
that may not otherwise be available. 

I strongly believe that there is no 
more noble endeavor than to serve in 
government. But we need to take im-
mediate action to restore the public’s 
confidence in their government, and to 
rebuild the lost trust between members 
of Congress and the electorate. This 
amendment is a strong step in that di-
rection because it addresses a percep-
tion that too often rises to the level of 
reality—that the interests that hire 
former Members or staffers from the 
Congress have special access when they 
lobby the Congress. We need to slow 
the revolving door to address that per-
ception, and this amendment will do 
just that. 

I am pleased that the managers have 
agreed to accept my amendment and 
that it has become part of the bill that 
will go to the President for signature. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I yield 

back the remainder of our time. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I yield back the re-

mainder of our time. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 

for the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

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

question is, Shall the bill pass? 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) is nec-
essarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ABRAHAM). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 95, 
nays 4, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 173 Leg.] 

YEAS—95 

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

Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 

Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 

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

Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—4 

Baucus 
Conrad 

Gramm 
Smith (NH) 

NOT VOTING—1 

Harkin 

The bill (H.R. 1905), as amended, was 
passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. H.R. 1905 
having passed, the Senate insists on its 
amendments, requests a conference 
with the House, and the Chair appoints 
the following conferees. 

The Presiding Officer (Mr. ABRAHAM) 
appointed Mr. BENNETT, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. CRAIG, Mr. COCHRAN, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. DURBIN, and Mr. BYRD con-
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. WARNER. I ask unanimous con-
sent the Senate proceed to a period for 
morning business with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

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

f 

THE Y2K LIABILITY BILL 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I would 
like to take this opportunity to discuss 
S. 96, the McCain bill concerning Y2K 
litigation. It is unfortunate that this 
bill has, to some extent, been utilized 
by those on both extremes of the tort 
reform debate: with proponents argu-
ing that opposition to the bill reflects 
contempt for our economy and a few 
opponents accusing the bill’s sup-
porters of contempt for consumers’ 
rights. The truth, as usual, is some-
where in between these two poles. 

As our economy evolves, becoming 
national and international in scope, 
situations will arise that demand pro-
cedural and substantive changes to our 
legal system. Moderate, balanced tort 
reform is an issue on which I have 
worked for some years. I approach each 
issue with the same question: can our 
legal system be made more efficient 
while continuing to provide adequate, 
just protections to consumers? This ap-
proach has led me to support reforms 
which have been validated by the test 
of time. 

Mr. President, in 1994, I supported 
one of the first tort reform measures to 
pass Congress, the Aviation Revitaliza-
tion Act of 1994. At that time small 
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plane manufacturers had been almost 
extinguished by costly litigation. This 
narrowly-tailored legislation limited 
the period, to eighteen years, in which 
manufactures could be sued for design 
or manufacturing defects. In the six 
years since enactment, the industry 
has reemerged to create thousands of 
new jobs while providing consumers 
with safe products. 

In 1995, I sought to apply this same 
principle to all durable goods, some of 
which remain in the workplace for 
forty, fifty, sixty years or more. Tool 
and machine manufacturers in Rhode 
Island and the nation were saddled 
with costs stemming from litigation 
over products they made a half century 
ago, some of which had been modified 
by others. As a result, I supported tort 
reform for durable goods which limited 
the statute of repose, reasonably 
capped punitive damages, and imple-
mented proportionate liability to de 
minimis tortfeasors. In an effort to fur-
ther the reform effort, I voted for this 
bill even though I was concerned that 
its punitive damage caps and propor-
tionate liability sections were too 
broad. My support for the bill included 
a vote to override President Clinton’s 
veto. 

My concerns about this bill were 
borne out by the fact that the veto 
override was not successful. Pro-
ponents of tort reform allowed their 
view of perfection to become an enemy 
of good, sensible reform. Indeed, their 
stubbornness continues to frustrate 
progress to this day. 

Just last year, a compromise tort re-
form bill negotiated by Senator ROCKE-
FELLER between the Clinton Adminis-
tration and members of the business 
community was rejected by some who 
wanted only sweeping changes to cur-
rent tort law. I am afraid that some 
have brought this same sentiment to 
the Y2K issue. 

In addition to addressing the prod-
ucts liability reform issue in 1995, I was 
also approached by members of the se-
curities industry seeking to amend liti-
gation rules pertaining to securities 
law. The industry wished to combat 
frivolous litigation. Indeed, it was ob-
vious that some class action suits were 
being filed after a precipitous drop in 
the value of a corporation’s stock, 
without evidence of fraud. Such law-
suits frequently inflict substantial 
legal costs upon corporations, harming 
both the business and its shareholders. 
This sort of activity benefitted no one 
but the attorneys who brought the 
cases. 

As a result, I supported both proce-
dural changes and requirements that 
specific examples of fraud be listed in a 
lawsuit as embodied in the Private Se-
curities Litigation Reform Act of 1995. 
Again, my support for this legislation 
required my vote to override a veto. 
This time, that override was success-
ful. In my view, that success was due 

to the moderate, balanced approach of 
the bill. 

In practice, the legislation success-
fully ended frivolous lawsuits in fed-
eral courts such that I worked with 
colleagues and the Chairman of the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission to 
implement the same rules at the state 
level. This effort resulted in the Secu-
rities Litigation Uniform Standards 
Act of 1998. Again, this bill only re-
ceived Presidential support after an at-
tempt to inject overly broad provisions 
into the bill were defeated. Courts are 
now applying this standard in a man-
ner that balances the interest we all 
have in ensuring consumer protection, 
while also deterring nonmeritorious 
law suits. 

I think the record is clear. When Con-
gress addresses identifiable inequal-
ities or inefficiencies in our legal sys-
tem, progress can be made. However, 
when legislation focuses on broader, 
philosophical debates, directly pitting 
the interests of consumers against 
manufactures, consensus cannot be 
reached. It is my hope that the Senate 
will keep this lesson in mind when the 
Y2K legislation goes to conference. 

As the work of the Senate’s Y2K 
Committee and the President’s Council 
on the Year 2000 Conversion have 
shown, the millennium bug will cause 
disruptions. These disruptions will in-
flict costs on individuals and busi-
nesses. The question is: how will we ad-
judicate who will bear the burden of 
these costs? 

Thus far, as demonstrated by a re-
cent report by the Congressional Re-
search Service, there have been only 48 
Y2K related lawsuits filed. Recently, 
the Gartner Group, a consulting firm 
specializing in Y2K redress, reported 
that a quarter of all Y2K failures have 
already occurred. Given the paucity of 
Y2K lawsuits today, one could question 
whether the dire predictions of billions 
of dollars in Y2K litigation is overesti-
mated. At the very least, it is certain 
that the current 48 suits have not pro-
vided much in the way of proof con-
cerning the inequities in our legal sys-
tem that will allow attorneys to com-
pound and exacerbate the costs associ-
ated with the Y2K problem. 

Some of these 48 lawsuits are class 
actions against inexpensive software 
manufactured several years ago. The 
merit of such suits is dubious, given 
that no harm has yet occurred and the 
‘‘reasonableness’’ of a consumer’s ex-
pectation that $30 software would last 
several years and withstand the millen-
nium bug. 

These 48 lawsuits also contain exam-
ples, however, of companies attempting 
to improperly profit from their own 
Y2K unpreparedness. For example, one 
software company sold a product to 
small business men and women for 
$13,000 in 1996 with implied warrantees 
for proper use for a decade. A year 
later the company sent its customers 

notice that the software was not Y2K 
compatible. The software, would, 
therefore, not work in two years. The 
company offered its customers a $25,000 
‘‘upgrade’’ which would ensure that the 
software would work properly for half 
the time it was warranted. Needless to 
say, a free fix was quickly offered by 
this software manufacturer once a 
class action lawsuit was filed. 

The question the Senate must ad-
dress in this legislation is what 
changes in our legal system will en-
courage everyone to address Y2K prob-
lems before they strike while allowing 
defrauded consumers continued oppor-
tunity to obtain redress. Indeed, the 
greatest danger would seem to be that 
this legislation unintentionally re-
wards bad faith companies that fail to 
address Y2K problems. Again, accord-
ing to the Gartner Group, some $600 
billion will be spent by the end of the 
year in trying to find, patch, and test 
computer systems at risk of fault. Bad 
faith companies that have not taken 
these responsible steps should not be 
rewarded. 

I supported legislation put forward 
by Senators KERRY, ROBB, BREAUX, 
REID and Leader DASCHLE which en-
courages redress not litigation, deters 
frivolous lawsuits, provides good-faith 
actors with additional protections if 
they are sued, and allows individual 
consumers the protections they are af-
forded under current law. Specifically, 
the amendment requires that plaintiffs 
provide defendants with notice of a 
lawsuit and time for the defendant to 
respond with proposed redress to the 
problem. Additionally, plaintiffs would 
have to cite with specificity the mate-
rial defect of their product as well as 
the damages incurred. Class action 
lawsuits are limited to those involving 
material harm. Current redress of Y2K 
problems is encouraged by the provi-
sion of the amendment which requires 
immediate mitigation and limits dam-
ages for those who fail in this regard. 
The amendment provides commercial 
transactions with the benefit of their 
express contract, while omitting con-
sumers, who do not have the economic 
bargaining power or legal departments 
of large corporations, from the scope of 
the legislation. The amendment also 
discourages plaintiffs from simply 
suing the defendant with the ‘‘deepest 
pockets’’ by providing proportionate li-
ability for companies that have acted 
responsibly in addressing Y2K problems 
in their products. 

On balance, the Kerry/Daschle 
amendment is a fair method of address-
ing identifiable problems in our litiga-
tion system as they relate to potential 
Y2K litigation. 

I must also acknowledge that the 
McCain legislation has markedly im-
proved from its original form due in no 
small part to the efforts of Senator 
DODD. As first introduced, the bill ap-
peared to be a wish-list for those who 
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have attempted over the past decades, 
without success, to completely over-
haul our litigation system. S. 96, how-
ever, continues to contain provisions 
that simply appear to transfer Y2K 
costs from defendants to plaintiffs 
without equitable cause. The bill pro-
vides protections to plaintiffs not af-
forded defendants, caps punitive dam-
ages for bad faith actors, limits joint 
and several liability for bad faith busi-
nesses, prohibits states like Rhode Is-
land from awarding non-economic dam-
ages even in instances of fraud, federal-
izes all class action lawsuits, and fails 
to distinguish between consumers and 
large corporations. 

Perhaps just as importantly as its 
substantive problems, the Clinton Ad-
ministration has threatened a veto of 
S. 96. With six months until the end of 
the year, we do not have two, three, or 
four months to negotiate compromises. 

It is my hope that those of us who 
are truly in support of reforming the 
current system will prevail in soft-
ening some of S. 96’s provisions to ar-
rive at legislation that the Administra-
tion can and will support. While this 
will not result in legislation that orga-
nizations can use to fuel their drive to 
overhaul the entire tort system, it will 
allow us to mitigate Y2K litigation 
costs while protecting those who have 
been wronged. 

f 

COMMENDING THE REPUBLIC OF 
CHINA ON TAIWAN FOR AID TO 
KOSOVO 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I bring 
to the attention of this body the efforts 
of the Republic of China on Taiwan on 
behalf of the Kosovar refugees. As a 
member of the world community com-
mitted to protecting and promoting 
human rights, the Republic of China on 
Taiwan is deeply concerned about the 
plight of the Kosovars and hopes to 
contribute to the reconstruction of 
their war-torn land. To that end, Presi-
dent Lee Tung-hui announced on June 
7, 1999 that Taiwan will grant $300 mil-
lion in an aid package to the Kosovars. 
The aid package will consist of the fol-
lowing: 

1. Emergency support for food, shel-
ters, medical care and education, etc. 
for Kosovar refugees living in exile in 
neighboring countries. 

2. Short-term accommodations for 
some of the Kosovar refugees in Tai-
wan with opportunities for job training 
to enable them to be better equipped 
for the restoration of their homeland 
upon their return. 

3. Support for the restoration of 
Kosovo in coordination with inter-
national long-term recovery programs 
once a peace plan is implemented. 

I commend the Republic of China on 
Taiwan for their commitment to hu-
manitarian assistance for these victims 
of the war in Yugoslavia. Their aid will 
contribute to the promotion of the 

peace plan for Kosovo and will help the 
refugees return safety to their homes 
as soon as possible. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Wednes-
day, June 15, 1999, the federal debt 
stood at $5,579,687,074,229.55 (Five tril-
lion, five hundred seventy nine billion, 
six hundred eighty seven million, sev-
enty four thousand, two hundred twen-
ty-nine dollars and fifty five cents). 

One year ago, June 15, 1998, the fed-
eral debt stood at $5,484,471,000,000 
(Five trillion, four hundred eighty four 
billion, four hundred seventy-one mil-
lion). 

Five years ago, June 15, 1994, the fed-
eral debt stood at $4,607,232,000,000 
(Four trillion, six hundred seven bil-
lion, two hundred thirty-two million). 

Ten years ago, June 15, 1989, the fed-
eral debt stood at $2,782,363,000,000 (Two 
trillion, seven hundred eighty two bil-
lion, three hundred sixty-three mil-
lion). 

Fifteen years ago, June 15, 1984, the 
federal debt stood at $1,519,266,000,000 
(One trillion, five hundred nineteen bil-
lion, two hundred sixty-six million) 
which reflects a debt increase of more 
than $4 trillion—$4,060,421,074,229.55 
(Four trillion, sixty billion, four hun-
dred twenty-one million, seventy-four 
thousand, two hundred twenty-nine 
dollars and fifty-five cents) during the 
past 15 years. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 12:18 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hanrahan, 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. 17. An act to amend the Agricultural 
Trade Act of 1978 to require the President to 
report to Congress on any selective embargo 
on agricultural commodities, to provide a 
termination date for the embargo, to provide 
greater assurances for contract sanctity, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 973. An act to modify authorities with 
respect to the provision of security assist-
ance under the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 and the Arms Export Control Act, and 
for other purposes. 

H.R. 1000. An act to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to reauthorize programs of the 
Federal Aviation Administration, and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolution, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 75. Concurrent Resolution con-
demning the National Islamic Front (NIF) 
government for its genocidal war in southern 
Sudan, support for terrorism, and continued 
human rights violations, and for other pur-
poses. 

The message further announced that 
the House has passed the following bill, 

with an amendment, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

S. 1059. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2000 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and second time by unanimous consent 
and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 973. An act to modify authorities with 
respect to the provision of security assist-
ance under the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 and the Arms Export Control Act, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. 

H.R. 1000. An act to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to reauthorize programs of the 
Federal Aviation Administration, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

The following concurrent resolution 
was read and referred as indicated: 

H. Con. Res. 75. Concurrent resolution con-
demning the National Islamic Front (NIF) 
government for its genocidal war in southern 
Sudan, support for terrorism, and continued 
human rights violations, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–3630. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Fish and Wildlife Service, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Endangered 
and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; Threat-
ened status for the plant Thelypodium 
howellii ssp. spectabilis (Howell’s spectac-
ular thelypody)’’ (RIN1018-AE52), received 
June 4, 1999; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

EC–3631. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Congressional Affairs, Office of 
the General Counsel, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Formal and In-
formal Adjudicatory Hearing Procedures; 
Clarification of Eligibility to Participate’’ 
(RIN3150-AG27), received June 8, 1999; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–3632. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Air Quality Implementation Plans; 
Revised Format for Materials Being Incor-
porated by Reference for Florida; Approval 
of Recodification of the Florida Administra-
tive Code’’ (FRL # 6352-9), received June 9, 
1999; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC–3633. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
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Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Air Quality Plans; Delware; Reason-
ably Available Control Technology Require-
ments for Nitrogen Oxides’’ (FRL # 6357-7), 
received June 9, 1999; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC–3634. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Implementation Plans; Florida: Ap-
proval of Revisions to the Florida State Im-
plementation Plan’’ (FRL # 6352-3), received 
June 9, 1999; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

EC–3635. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Recordkeeping Require-
ments for Low Volume Exemption and Low 
Release and Exposure Exemption; Technical 
Correction’’ (FRL # 6085-5), received June 9, 
1999; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC–3636. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of two rules entitled ‘‘Aminoethoxyvinyl-
glycine; Temporary Pesticide Tolerance’’ 
(FRL #6080–4) and ‘‘Sulfosate; Pesticide Tol-
erance (FRL #6086–6), received June 9, 1999; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–3637. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Policy Pro-
gram Development, Regulatory Analysis and 
Development, Animal and Plant Health In-
spection Service, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Karnal Bunt Regulated 
Areas’’ (96–016–24), received June 2, 1999; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–3638. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Policy and 
Program Development, Regulatory Analysis 
and Development, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Mediterranean 
Fruit Fly; Removal of Quarantined Area’’ 
(98–083–4), received June 2, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–3639. A communication from the Acting 
Executive Director, Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Eco-
nomic and Public Interest Requirements for 
Contract Market Designation’’ (RIN3038– 
AB33), received June 4, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–3640. A communication from the Acting 
Executive Director, Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Amend-
ments to Recordkeeping Requirements of 
Regulation 1.31’’, received June 4, 1999; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

EC–3641. A communication from the Acting 
Executive Director, Commodity Futures 
Trading Commission, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Rep-
resentations and Disclosures Required by 

Certain Introducing Brokers, Commodity 
Pool Operators and Commodity Trading Ad-
visors’’, received June 4, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–3642. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, National Credit Union Admin-
istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Share Insurance 
and Appendix’’, received June 4, 1999; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC–3643. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Changes in 
Flood Elevation Determinations’’ (64 FR 
28931) (05/28/99), received June 8, 1999; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC–3644. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Changes in 
Flood Elevation Determinations’’ (64 FR 
28933) (05/28/99), received June 8, 1999; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and seb 
/6086/Urban Affairs. 

EC–3645. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Final Flood 
Elevation Determinations’’ (64 FR 28935) (05/ 
28/99), received June 8, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs. 

EC–3646. A communication from the Acting 
Regulations Officer, Social Security Admin-
istration, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Old-Age, 
Survivors and Disability Insurance; Deter-
mining Disability and Blindness; Extensions 
of Expiration Dates for Several Body Sys-
tems Listings’’ (RIN0960–AF02), received 
June 4, 1999; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–3647. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Revenue Ruling 99–27, Quarterly Interest 
Rates Beginning July 1, 1999’’, received June 
2, 1999; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–3648. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks, Department of the Interior, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Addition of Bigleaf Mahogany to Ap-
pendix III under the Convention on Inter-
national Trade in Endangered Species of 
Wild Fauna and Flora by the Government of 
Mexico’’ (RIN1018–AF58), received June 8, 
1999; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC–3649. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management 
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Secondary Direct Food Addi-
tives Permitted in Food for Human Con-
sumption; Boiler Water Additives’’ (97F– 
0450), received June 4, 1999; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–3650. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management 
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Indirect Food Additives: Ad-
juvants Production Aids, and Sanitizers; 
Technical Amendment’’ (97F–0421), received 
June 8, 1999; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–3651. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management 

Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Indirect Food Additives: Ad-
hesives and Components of Coatings’’ (98F– 
0823), received June 8, 1999; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–3652. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management 
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Food Additives for Direct 
Addition to Food for Human Consumption; 
Sucrose Acetate Isobutyrate’’ (91F–0228), re-
ceived June 8, 1999; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–3653. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Regulations Policy and Management 
Staff, Food and Drug Administration, De-
partment of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Indirect Food Additives: Ad-
juvants, Production Aids, and Sanitizers’’, 
received May 26, 1999; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–3654. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Corporate Policy and Research Depart-
ment, Pension Benefit Guaranty Corpora-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Allocation of Assets 
in Single-Employer Plans; Interest Assump-
tions for Valuing Benefits’’, received June 9, 
1999; to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–3655. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulations, Special 
Education and Rehabilitative Services, De-
partment of Education, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Of-
fice of Special Education’’ (84.328), received 
June 4, 1999; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–3656. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulations Management, Vet-
erans Benefits Administration, Department 
of Veterans Affairs, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Rein-
statement of Benefits Eligibility Based Upon 
Terminated Marital Relationships’’ 
(RIN2900–AJ53), received June 4, 1999; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

EC–3657. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulations Management, Vet-
erans Benefits Administration, Department 
of Veterans Affairs, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Service 
Connection Of Dental Conditions For Treat-
ment Purposes’’ (RIN2900–AH41), received 
June 2, 1999; to the Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

EC–3658. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulations Management, Vet-
erans Benefits Administration, Department 
of Veterans Affairs, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Sur-
viving Spouse’s Benefit for Month of Vet-
eran’s Death’’ (RIN2900–AJ64), received June 
2, 1999; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. 

EC–3659. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulations Management, Vet-
erans Benefits Administration, Department 
of Veterans Affairs, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘VA Ac-
quisition Regulation Part 803, Improper 
Business Practices and Personal Conflicts of 
Interest, and Part 852, Solicitation Provi-
sions and Contract Clauses’’ (RIN2900–AJ06), 
received June 2, 1999; to the Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. 

EC–3660. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Services, 
Office of Inspector General, Department of 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:19 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00088 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S16JN9.003 S16JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 13037 June 16, 1999 
Education, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Privacy Act 
Regulations’’ (RIN1880–AA78), received June 
4, 1999; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC–3661. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director, Committee For Purchase 
From People Who Are Blind or Severely Dis-
abled, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Procurement List, 
Additions and Deletions’’, received June 8, 
1999; to the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–3662. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Federal Retirement Thrift In-
vestment Board, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Expansion 
and Continuation of Thrift Savings Plan Eli-
gibility; Death Benefits; Methods of With-
drawing Funds from the Thrift Savings Plan; 
and Miscellaneous Regulations’’, received 
June 8, 1999; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–3663. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulations Management, Na-
tional Cemetery Administration, Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘National Cemetery Administration; Title 
Changes’’ (RIN 2900-AJ79), received June 8, 
1999; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

EC–3664. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the 
Economic Exclusive Zone Off Alaska; 
Groundfish Fisheries by Vessels using Hook- 
and-Line Gear in the Gulf of Alaska’’, re-
ceived June 8, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3665. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the 
Economic Exclusive Zone Off Alaska; Deep- 
water Species Fishery by Vessels using 
Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alaska’’, received 
June 8, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3666. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the 
Economic Exclusive Zone Off Alaska; By-
catch Rate Standards for the Second Half of 
1999’’, received June 8, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3667. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the 
Economic Exclusive Zone Off Alaska; Other 
Nontrawl Fisheries in the Bering Sea and 
Aleutian Islands’’, received June 8, 1999; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3668. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries of the 
Economic Exclusive Zone Off Alaska; 
Groundfish of the Bering Sea and Aleutian 
Islands Management Area; Exempted Fishing 
Permit’’, received June 8, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3669. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-

tional Marine Fisheries Service, Department 
of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fisheries off 
West Coast States and in the Western Pa-
cific; Pacific Coast Groundfish Fishery; 
Whiting Closure for the Mothership Sector’’, 
received June 8, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3670. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Modification of Class E Airspace; Santa 
Rosa, CA; Docket No. 99–AWP–3 {6–7/6–7}’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0187), received June 8, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3671. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Pratt & Whitney 
T8D–1, –1A, –1B, –7, –7A, –7B, –9, –9A, –9B, 11, 
–15, –15A, –17, –17A, –17R, and –17AR Series 
Turbofan Engines; Docket No. 98–ANE–48 {6– 
8/6–7}’’ (RIN2120–AA64) (1999–0239), received 
June 8, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3672. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Pratt & Whitney 
JT8D–200 Series Turbofan Engines; Docket 
No. 98–ANE–43 {6–8/6–7}’’ (RIN2120–AA64) 
(1999–0240), received June 8, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3673. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing Model 
727–400 Series Airplanes Powered by Pratt & 
Whitney PW4000 Engines; Docket No. 97–NM– 
89 {5–26/6–3}’’ (RIN2120–AA64) (1999–0238), re-
ceived June 4, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3674. A communication from the Chair-
man, Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Electronic Service of 
Documents, Order No. 604, 87 FERC 61,205 
(May 26, 1999)’’, received June 8, 1999; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

EC–3675. A communication from the Chair-
man, Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Final Rule on Open 
Access Same-Time Information System 
(OASIS), Order No. 605, 87 FERC 61,224 
(1999)’’, received June 8, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC–3676. A communication from the Chair-
man, Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Revisions of Existing 
Regulations Governing the Filing of Applica-
tions for the Construction and Operation of 
Facilities to Provide Service or to Abandon 
Facilities or Service under Section 7 of the 
Natural Gas Act, Order No. 603, 64 FERC 
26572 (April 29, 1999)’’, received June 8, 1999; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

EC–3677. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant General Counsel for Regulatory 
Law, Office of Safeguards and Security, De-
partment of Energy, transmitting, pursuant 

to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Manual 
for Nuclear Materials Management and Safe-
guards System Reporting and Data Submis-
sion’’ (DOE M 474–1–2), received June 1, 1999; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

EC–3678. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant General Counsel for Regulatory 
Law, Office of Safeguards and Security, De-
partment of Energy, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Classi-
fied Matter Protection and Control Manual’’ 
(DOE M 471.2–1B), received May 27, 1999; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

EC–3679. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator, Office of Diver-
sion Control, Drug Enforcement Agency, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Special 
Surveillance List of Chemicals, Products, 
Materials and Equipment used in the clan-
destine production of controlled substances 
or listed chemicals’’ (DEA–172N), received 
June 8, 1999; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

EC–3680. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Food Safety and Inspection 
Service, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Use of Soy Protein Concentrate, 
Modified Food Starch and Carrageenan as 
Binders in Certain Meat Products’’ (RIN0583– 
AB82), received June 4, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–3681. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro-
mulgation of Air Quality Implementation 
Plans; Maryland; Control of VOC Emissions 
from Decorative Surfaces, Brake Shoe Coat-
ings, Structural Steel Coatings, and Digital 
Imaging’’ (FRL #6357–5), received June 11, 
1999; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC–3682. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro-
mulgation of Air Quality Implementation 
Plans; Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; 
Motor Vehicle Inspection and Maintenance 
Program’’ (FRL #6354–9), received June 11, 
1999; to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works. 

EC–3683. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro-
mulgation of Implementation Plans; Cali-
fornia State Implementation Plan Revision, 
South Coast Air Quality Management Dis-
trict’’ (FRL #6358–3), received June 11, 1999; 
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works. 

EC–3684. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Pro-
mulgation of Implementation Plans for Des-
ignated Facilities and Pollutants; Control of 
Emissions From Hospital/Medical/Infectious 
Waste Incinerators; State of Iowa’’ (FRL # 
6358–3), received June 11, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–3685. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Environmental Protection 
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Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Clean Air Act Ap-
proval and Promulgation of State Implemen-
tation Plan; Colorado; Revisions Regarding 
Negligibly Reactive Volatile Organic Com-
pounds and Other Regulatory Revisions’’ 
(FRL # 6358–6), received June 11, 1999; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–3686. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Clean Air Act Full 
Approval of 40 CFR Part 70 Operating Permit 
Program; State of North Dakota’’ (FRL 
#6358–6), received June 11, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–3687. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks, Fish and Wildlife Service, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Migra-
tory Bird Hunting; Withdrawal of Regula-
tions Designed to Reduce the Mid-continent 
Light Goose Population’’ (RIN1018–AF05), re-
ceived June 11, 1999; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC–3688. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Air Quality Implementation Plans; 
Pennsylvania; 1990 NOX Base Year Emission 
Inventory for the Philadelphia Ozone Non-
attainment Area’’ (FRL # 6361–5), received 
June 11, 1999; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

EC–3689. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of State Implementation Plans for Des-
ignated Facilities and Pollutants; Texas’’ 
(FRL # 6361–4), received June 11, 1999; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC–3690. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of State Plans for Designated Facilities 
and Pollutants; Louisiana’’ (FRL # 6360–84), 
received June 11, 1999; to the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works. 

EC–3691. A communication from the Spe-
cial Assistant to the Chief, Mass Media Bu-
reau, Federal Communications Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Section 
73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast 
Stations (Tumon, Guam)’’ (MM Docket No. 
98–113), received June 9, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–3692. A communication from the Spe-
cial Assistant to the Chief, Mass Media Bu-
reau, Federal Communications Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Section 
73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast 
Stations (Cannon Ball, ND, Velva, ND, Delhi, 
NY, Flasher, ND, Berthold, ND, Ranier, OR, 
Richardton, ND, Wimbledon, ND)’’ [MM 
Docket Nos. 99–4, 99–5, 99–7, 99–37, 99–38, 99–39, 
99–40, 99–41), received June 9, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3693. A communication from the Spe-
cial Assistant to the Chief, Mass Media Bu-
reau, Federal Communications Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Section 
73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast 
Stations Deer Lodge, Hamilton and Shelby, 
Montana’’ [MM Docket No. 99–70; RM–9380), 
received June 9, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3694. A communication from the Spe-
cial Assistant to the Chief, Mass Media Bu-
reau, Federal Communications Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Section 
73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast 
Stations (Leesville, Louisiana)’’ [MM Docket 
No. 98–191; RM–9351), received June 9, 1999; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3695. A communication from the Chief, 
Accounting Policy Division, Common Car-
rier Bureau, Federal Communications Com-
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule received on June 9, 1999 (CC 
Docket Nos. 96–45, and 96–262, FCC99–119); to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3696. A communication from the Chief, 
Accounting Policy Division, Common Car-
rier Bureau, Federal Communications Com-
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘In the Matter of 
Changes to the Board of Directors of the Na-
tional Exchange Carrier Association, Fed-St. 
Joint Board of Universal Service’’ (CC Dock-
et Nos. 97–21 and 96–45, FCC99–49), received 
June 9, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3697. A communication from the Chief, 
Accounting Policy Division, Common Car-
rier Bureau, Federal Communications Com-
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal-State 
Joint Board on Universal Service’’ (CC Dock-
et No. 96–45, FCC99–121), received June 9, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3698. A communication from the Assist-
ant Director, Division of Enforcement, Bu-
reau of Consumer Protection, Division of En-
forcement, Federal Trade Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Rule Concerning Disclosures 
Regarding Energy Consumption and Water 
Use of Certain Home Appliances and Other 
Products Required Under the Energy Policy 
and Conservation Act (Appliance Labeling 
Rule)’’ (RIN3084–AA26, 16 CFR Part 305), re-
ceived June 11, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3699. A communication from the Chief, 
Office of Regulations and Administrative 
Law, U.S. Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Draw-
bridge Regulations; Back Bay of Biloxi, 
MS(CGD8–96–049)’’ (RIN2115–AE47) (1999–0020), 
received June 10, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3700. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Establishment of the San Juan High Off-
shore Airspace Area, PR; Docket No. 97–ASI– 
21 {6–9/6–10}’’ (RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0197), re-
ceived June 10, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3701. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-

suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace; Cresco, 
IA; Direct final rule; confirmation of effec-
tive date; Docket No. 99–ACE–13 {6–10/6–10}’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0197), received June 10, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3702. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace; West 
Union, IA; Direct final rule; confirmation of 
effective date; Docket No. 99–ACE–12 {6–10/6– 
10}’’ (RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0197), received 
June 10, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3703. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace; Ottawa, 
KS; Direct final rule; Request for comments; 
Docket No. 99–ACE–21 {6–10/6–10}’’ (RIN2120– 
AA66) (1999–0193), received June 10, 1999; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3704. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace; Rolla/ 
Vichy, MO; Direct final rule; request for 
comments; Docket No. 99–ACE–26 {6–10/6–10}’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0194), received June 10, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3705. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace; Lebanon, 
MO; Direct final rule; confirmation of effec-
tive date; Docket No. 99–ACE–26 {6–10/6–10}’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0191), received June 10, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3706. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace; Shen-
andoah, IA; Direct final rule; confirmation of 
effective date; Docket No. 99–ACE–26 {6–10/6– 
10}’’ (RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0191), received 
June 10, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3707. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace; Neosho, 
MO; Direct final rule; confirmation of effec-
tive date; Docket No. 99–ACE–11 {6–10/6–10}’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0190), received June 10, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3708. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace; Wash-
ington, IA; Direct final rule, confirmation of 
effective date; Docket No. 99–ACE–18 {6–10/6– 
10}’’ (RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0189), received 
June 10, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 
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EC–3709. A communication from the Pro-

gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Class E Airspace; Thedford, 
NE; Direct Final Rule, Request for Com-
ments; Docket No. 99–ACE–23 {6–10/6–10}’’ 
(RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0188), received June 10, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3710. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Standard Instrument Approach Procedures; 
Miscellaneous Amendments (32); Amdt. No. 
1932 {6–10/6–10}’’ (RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0029), 
received June 10, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3711. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Standard Instrument Approach Procedures; 
Miscellaneous Amendments (42); Amdt. No. 
1933 {6–9/6–10}’’ (RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0028), re-
ceived June 10, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3712. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Standard Instrument Approach Procedures; 
Miscellaneous Amendments (102); Amdt. No. 
1934 {6–10/6–10}’’ (RIN2120–AA66) (1999–0027), 
received June 10, 1999; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3713. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘IFR Altitudes; Miscellaneous Amendments 
(64); Amdt. No. 416 {6–9/6–10}’’ (RIN2120–AA66) 
(1999–0002), received June 10, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–3714. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Rev. Rul. 99–28, Medical Expense Deduction 
for Smoking-Cessation Programs’’, received 
June 11, 1999; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–3715. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Surface Mining, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Indiana Regu-
latory Program’’ (SPATS # IN–145–FOR), re-
ceived June 9, 1999; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

EC–3716. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Policy and 
Program Development, Regulatory Analysis 
and Development, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Mexican Fruit Fly 
Regulations; Removal of Regulated Area’’ 
(98–082–4), received June 10, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–3717. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Policy and 
Program Development, Regulatory Analysis 
and Development, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Oriental Fruit Fly; 
Designation of Quarantined Area’’ (98–044–1), 

received June 10, 1999; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–3718. A communication from the Under 
Secretary, Rural Development, Department 
of Agriculture, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘7 CFR part 
3570, subpart B, Community Facilities 
Grants’’, received June 9, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–3719. A communication from the Presi-
dent and Chairman, Export-Import Bank of 
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report relative to a transaction in-
volving U.S. exports to Indonesia; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC–3720. A communication from the Dep-
uty Secretary, Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report entitled ‘‘HUD Procurement 
Reform: Substantial Progress Underway’’; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC–3721. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of an export license relative 
to Saudi Arabia; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. 

EC–3722. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, a draft of proposed legislation 
to authorize appropriations for the United 
States contribution to the HIPC Trust Fund, 
administered by the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

EC–3723. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Department of the Treasury, 
transmitting, a draft of proposed legislation 
to authorize the transfer of certain resources 
to the Enhanced Structural Adjustment Fa-
cility/Heavily Indebted Poor Countries Trust 
Fund; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. 

EC–3724. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Labor, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the annual report for fiscal year 1997 of 
the Office of Workers’ Compensation Pro-
grams; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–3725. A communication from the Direc-
tor, National Institute on Aging, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, a report relative to the demography 
and economics of aging; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–3726. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, a draft 
of proposed legislation entitled ‘‘The Sta-
bilization Act of 1999’’; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–3727. A communication from the Chair-
man, Federal Trade Commission, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of the Of-
fice of Inspector General for the period of Oc-
tober 1, 1998, through March 31, 1999; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–3728. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of the 
Office of Inspector General for the period of 
October 1, 1998, through March 31, 1999; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–3729. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Personnel Management, trans-
mitting, a draft of proposed legislation rel-
ative to early retirement offers by Federal 
agencies; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–3730. A communication from the Chair-
man, Board of Governors, United States 
Postal Service, transmitting, pursuant to 

law, the report of the Office of Inspector 
General for the period of October 1, 1998, 
through March 31, 1999; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC–3731. A communication from the Chair-
man, National Science Board, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of the Office of 
Inspector General for the period of October 1, 
1998, through March 31, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–3732. A communication from the In-
spector General, Railroad Retirement Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report for 
the period of October 1, 1998, through March 
31, 1999; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

EC–3733. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report relative to audit follow-up 
for the period October 1, 1998 to March 31, 
1999; to the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–3734. A communication from the Comp-
troller General of the United States, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of the 
list of General Accounting Office reports for 
April 1999; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

EC–3735. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report for calendar year 1997 rel-
ative to the Cooperative Threat Reduction 
(CTR) Program; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC–3736. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting, a draft of proposed legislation rel-
ative to managing military strengths during 
time of war or national emergency; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–3737. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting, the report of 
a retirement; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

EC–3738. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Administration and Management, Office 
of the Secretary of Defense, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report relative to a va-
cancy in the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC–3739. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting, a draft of proposed legislation rel-
ative to the disability evaluation system for 
certain members of the Armed Forces; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

EC–3740. A communication from the Assist-
ant Attorney General, Office of Justice Pro-
grams, and the Acting Assistant Attorney 
General, Office of Legislative Affairs, trans-
mitting jointly, the Office of Justice Pro-
grams annual report for fiscal year 1998; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC–3741. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legis-
lative Affairs, Department of Justice, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
prisoners and their access to interactive 
computer services; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EC–3742. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legis-
lative Affairs, Department of Justice, trans-
mitting, a draft of proposed legislation 
amending the Foreign Agents Registration 
Act (FARA) of 1938; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EC–3743. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legis-
lative Affairs, Department of Justice, trans-
mitting, a draft of proposed legislation rel-
ative to the removal of dangerous criminal 
aliens from our communities and our coun-
try; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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EC–3744. A communication from the Presi-

dent, American Academy of Arts and Let-
ters, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report 
of activities during calendar year 1998; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC–3745. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, National Highway Traffic Safe-
ty Administration, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to a program to combat drowsy 
driving; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions. 

EC–3746. A communication from the Chair, 
Medicare Payment Advisory Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti-
tled ‘‘Selected Medicare Issues’’, dated June 
1999; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–3747. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, a report entitled ‘‘National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration Chesa-
peake Bay Office Activities’’, dated April 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3748. A communication from the Gen-
eral Counsel, Department of Commerce, 
transmitting, a draft of proposed legislation 
entitled ‘‘National Marine Sanctuaries Pres-
ervation Act of 1999’’; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–3749. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Commerce, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
civil aviation security in calendar year 1997; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

f 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memo-

rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred and ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM–187. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Nevada relative 
to the Employee Retirement Income Secu-
rity Act of 1974; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 15 
Whereas, On May 19, 1998, testimony was 

presented to members of the United States 
Senate Committee on Labor and Human Re-
sources by the Honorable Marilyn R. Gold-
water, Deputy Majority Whip in the Mary-
land House of Delegates, urging members of 
Congress to strengthen requirements for the 
appeals processes for plans covered by the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
of 1974 (ERISA); and 

Whereas, In her presentation, Ms. Gold-
water noted that it is important to have 
strong, effective and responsive internal 
grievance and appeal mechanisms in place; 
and 

Whereas, Every state requires managed 
care entities to have an internal appeals 
process in place; and 

Whereas, If it is determined that a federal 
external appeals process is appropriate, it 
should be administered by the Federal Gov-
ernment according to rules established by 
federal law, with states managing those 
plans under their regulatory authority; and 

Whereas, Several states have enacted legis-
lation to revise and refine both the internal 
and external appeals processes; and 

Whereas, In Maryland, legislation was en-
acted to strengthen the state’s internal 
grievance and appeals processes, establish an 
external appeal mechanism and provide addi-
tional regulatory authority to the state’s in-
surance commissioner over medical directors 
in health maintenance organizations; and 

Whereas, In Florida, the nation’s first ex-
ternal review process was created in 1985, 
and Florida continues to fine tune its proc-
ess by utilizing a panel of six state employ-
ees for the external review process, with ex-
plicit time frames from ‘‘extreme emer-
gency’’ cases to ‘‘nonurgent’’ cases; and 

Whereas, New Jersey enacted legislation in 
1997 that requires health maintenance orga-
nizations to establish an external appeal 
process and now operates a consumer hot 
line for consumer questions and complaints; 
and 

Whereas, Texas enacted landmark legisla-
tion in 1998 that permits managed care en-
rollees to sue their health plans for mal-
practice in cases where they have been 
harmed by a plan’s decision to delay or deny 
treatment; and 

Whereas, According to ‘‘The Best From the 
States II: The Text of Key State HMO Con-
sumer Protection Provisions’’ by Families 
USA Foundation (October 1998), key con-
sumer protection provisions include the es-
tablishment of explicit time frames for ap-
peal of decisions, implementation of methods 
for expediting the review of emergency and 
urgent care situations, acceptance of oral ap-
peals and adoption of laws that require re-
viewers to be health care providers with ex-
pertise in the clinical area being reviewed 
and that prohibits reviewers from partici-
pating in the review of cases in which they 
were involved in the original decisions; and 

Whereas, On February 9, 1999, in a letter to 
the editor of the Las Vegas Sun, Marie 
Soldo, immediate past Chairman of the Ne-
vada Association of Health Plans, wrote 
that, because the state has limited jurisdic-
tion regarding the regulation of health in-
surance plans, more than two-thirds of Ne-
vadans, including state and federal employ-
ees, Medicare and Medicaid enrollees and 
others whose employers are self-insured, are 
not affected by state legislative action such 
as mandated benefits, improved grievance 
and appeals processes and the proposed om-
budsman office; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of the 
State of Nevada, Jointly, That the Nevada 
Legislature hereby urges Congress to take 
steps to ensure that those plans which are 
exempt from state regulation provide ade-
quate protection provisions for persons cov-
ered by such health plans; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly prepare and transmit a copy of this 
resolution to the Vice President of the 
United States as the presiding officer of the 
Senate, the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives and each member of the Nevada 
Congressional Delegation; and be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution becomes ef-
fective upon passage and approval. 

POM–188. A petition from a citizen of the 
State of Florida relative to tobacco; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

POM–189. A petition from a citizen of the 
State of Florida relative to federal income 
tax laws; to the Committee on Finance. 

POM–190. A petition from a citizen of the 
State of Florida relative to Social Security 
and Medicare laws; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

POM–191. A petition from a citizen of the 
State of Florida relative to water sources; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

POM–192. A petition from a citizen of the 
State of Florida relative to court reform; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

POM–193. A petition from a citizen of the 
State of Florida relative to campaign financ-

ing reform; to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 

POM–194. A petition from a citizen of the 
State of Florida relative to paper money; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

POM–195. A resolution adopted by the 
Board of Directors, Puerto Rico Bar Associa-
tion relative to navy war practices at the is-
land of Vieques; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

POM–196. A petition from a citizen of the 
State of Indiana relative to highway safety 
and the trucking industry; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. MCCAIN, from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation, 
with amendments: 

S. 342. A bill to authorize appropriations 
for the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration for fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 
2002, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 106– 
77). 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, without 
amendment: 

S. 607. A bill to reauthorize and amend the 
National Geologic Mapping Act of 1992 (Rept. 
No. 106–78). 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

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

By Ms. SNOWE: 
S. 1224. A bill to amend the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to en-
courage students, including young women, to 
pursue demanding careers and higher edu-
cation degrees in mathematics, science, en-
gineering and technology; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
GREGG, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. HAGEL, and Mr. HUTCH-
INSON): 

S. 1225. A bill to provide for a rural edu-
cation initiative, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions. 

By Mr. MACK: 
S. 1226. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide that interest on 
indebtedness used to finance the furnishing 
or sale of rate-regulated electric energy or 
natural gas in the United States shall be al-
located solely to sources within the United 
States; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, and Mr. JEFFORDS): 

S. 1227. A bill to amend title IV of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act of 1996 to provide States 
with the option to allow legal immigrant 
pregnant women and children to be eligible 
for medical assistance under the medical 
program, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. LOTT, and Mr. 
CONRAD): 

S. 1228. A bill to provide for the develop-
ment, use, and enforcement of a system for 
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labeling violent content in audio and visual 
media products, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

By Mr. BURNS: 
S. 1229. A bill to amend the Federal Insec-

ticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act to 
permit a State to register a foreign pesticide 
for distribution and use within that State; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

By Mrs. BOXER: 
S. 1230. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to encourage the produc-
tion and use of clean-fuel vehicles, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Ms. SNOWE: 
S. 1224. A bill to amend the Elemen-

tary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 to encourage students, including 
young women, to pursue demanding ca-
reers and higher education degrees in 
mathematics, science, engineering and 
technology; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions. 
∑ Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation that will 
ensure our nation’s students, and 
young women in particular, are encour-
aged to pursue degrees and careers in 
math, science, engineering, and tech-
nology. 

Mr. President, if our children are to 
be prepared for the globally competi-
tive economy of the next century, they 
must not only have access to the tech-
nologies that will dominate the work-
force and job market that they will 
enter—but they should also be encour-
aged to pursue degrees in the fields 
that underlie these technologies. 

We simply cannot ignore that six out 
of ten new jobs require technological 
skills—skills that are seriously lacking 
in our workforce today. The impact of 
this technological illiteracy is dev-
astating for our nation’s businesses, 
with an estimated loss in productivity 
of $30 billion every year, and the inabil-
ity of companies across the nation to 
fill an estimated 190,000 technology 
jobs in mid- to large-sized companies. 
In fact, these very job vacancies led to 
Congress passing legislation last year 
that increased the number of H1–B 
visas that could be issued to foreign 
workers to enter the United States. 

Furthermore, according to a 1994 re-
port by the American School Coun-
selors Association, 65 percent of all 
jobs will require technical skills in the 
year 2000, with 20 percent being profes-
sional and only 15 percent relying on 
unskilled labor. In addition, between 
1996 and 2006, all occupations expect a 
14 percent increase in jobs, but Infor-
mation Technology occupations should 
jump by 75 percent. As this data im-
plies, today’s students must gain a dif-
ferent knowledge base than past gen-
erations of students if they are to be 

prepared for, and competitive in, the 
global job market of the 21st Century. 

Mr. President, even as we should seek 
to increase student access and exposure 
to advanced technologies in our na-
tion’s schools and classrooms through 
the E-rate and other programs, we 
should also seek to increase the inter-
est of our students in the fields that 
are the backbone of these technologies: 
namely, math, science, engineering, 
and other technology-related fields. 
Clearly, if technology will be the cor-
nerstone of the job market of the fu-
ture, then it is vital that our nation’s 
students—who will be tomorrow’s 
workers—be the architects that build 
that cornerstone. 

Accordingly, the legislation I am of-
fering today is designed to ensure that 
our nation’s students are encouraged 
to pursue degrees in these demanding 
fields. In particular, my legislation 
will ensure that young girls—who are 
currently less likely to enter these 
fields than their male counterparts—be 
encouraged to enter these fields of 
study. 

Mr. President, as was highlighted in 
the American Association of Univer-
sity Women report, ‘‘Gender Gaps: 
Where Schools Still Fail Our Chil-
dren,’’ when compared to boys, girls 
might be at a significant disadvantage 
as technology is increasingly incor-
porated into the classroom. Not only 
do girls tend to come into the class-
room with less exposure to computers 
and other technology, but they also 
tend to believe that they are less adept 
at using technology than boys. 

In light of these findings, it should 
come as no surprise that girls are dra-
matically underrepresented in ad-
vanced computer science courses after 
graduation from high school. Further-
more, it should come as no surprise 
that girls tend to gravitate toward the 
fields of social sciences, health serv-
ices, and education, while boys dis-
proportionately gravitate toward the 
fields of engineering and business. 

In fact, data gathered in 1997 on the 
intended majors of college-bound stu-
dents found that a larger proportion of 
female than male SAT test-takers in-
tended to major in visual and per-
forming arts, biological sciences, edu-
cation, foreign or classical languages, 
health and allied services, language 
and lierature, and the social sciences. 
In contrast, a larger portion of boys 
than girls intended to major in agri-
culture and natural resources, business 
and commerce, engineering, mathe-
matics, and physical sciences. 

While all of these fields are invalu-
able—and students should always be 
encouraged to choose the fields of 
study and careers that interest them 
most—I believe it is critical that we 
ensure students do not balk at entering 
a particular field of study or career 
simply because it has typically been 
associated with ‘‘males’’ or ‘‘females.’’ 

Instead, all students should be aware of 
the multitude of opportunities that are 
available to them, and encouraged to 
enter those fields that they find of in-
terest. 

Mr. President, young women should 
not shy away from technical careers 
simply because they are more often as-
sociated with men—and they should 
not avoid higher education courses 
that would give them the knowledge 
and skills they need for these jobs sim-
ply because they are more typically 
taken by young men. Accordingly, my 
legislation will ensure that fields rely-
ing on skills in math, science, engi-
neering, and technology will be pro-
moted to all students—and especially 
girls—to ensure that the numerous op-
portunities and demands of the job 
market in the 21st Century are met. 

Specifically, the ‘‘High Technology 
for Girls Act’’ will expand the possible 
uses of monies provided under the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
(ESEA) of 1965 to ensure young women 
are encouraged to pursue demanding 
careers and higher education degrees in 
mathematics, science, engineering, and 
technology. As a result, monies pro-
vided for Professional Development Ac-
tivities, the National Teacher Training 
Project, and the Technology for Edu-
cation programs can be used by schools 
to ensure these fields of study and ca-
reers are presented in a favorable man-
ner to all students. 

Of critical importance, schools will 
be able to use these monies for the de-
velopment of mentoring programs, 
model programs, or other appropriate 
programs in partnership with local 
businesses or institutions of higher 
education. As a result, programs will 
be created that meld the best ideas 
from educators and the private sector, 
thereby improving the manner in 
which these fields are presented and 
taught—and ultimately putting a posi-
tive ‘‘face’’ on fields that may other-
wise be shunned by young women. 

Mr. President, as Congress moves for-
ward in its effort to reauthorize the 
ESEA, I believe the provisions con-
tained in this legislation would be a 
positive and much-needed step toward 
preparing our students for the jobs of 
the 21st Century. We cannot afford to 
let any of our nation’s students over-
look the fields of study that will be the 
cornerstone of the global job market of 
the future, and my legislation will help 
ensure that does not happen. 

Accordingly, I urge that my col-
leagues support the ‘‘High Technology 
for Girls Act,’’ and look forward to 
working for its adoption during the 
consideration of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act.∑ 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 
GREGG, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. BURNS, 
Mr. KERREY, Mr. HAGEL, and 
Mr. HUTCHINSON): 
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S. 1225. A bill to provide for a rural 

education initiative, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

RURAL EDUCATION INITIATIVE ACT 
Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce the Rural Edu-
cation Initiative Act. I am very pleased 
to be joined by my colleagues Senators 
GREGG, CONRAD, KERREY, BURNS, 
HUTCHINSON, and HAGEL as original co-
sponsors of this commonsense, bipar-
tisan proposal to help rural schools 
make better use of Federal education 
dollars. I also want to acknowledge the 
valuable assistance provided by the 
American Association of School Ad-
ministrators in the drafting of this leg-
islation. 

The Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act authorizes formula and 
competitive grants that allow many of 
our local school districts to improve 
the education of their students. These 
Federal grants support efforts to pro-
mote such laudable goals as the profes-
sional development of teachers, the in-
corporation of technology into the 
classroom, gifted and talented pro-
grams and class-size reduction. Schools 
receive several categorical grants sup-
porting these programs, each with its 
own authorized activities and regula-
tions and each with its own redtape 
and paperwork. Unfortunately, as valu-
able as these programs may be for 
thousands of predominantly urban and 
suburban school districts, they simply 
do not work well in rural areas. 

The Rural Education Initiative Act 
will make these Federal grant pro-
grams more flexible in order to help 
school districts in rural communities 
with fewer than 600 students. Six hun-
dred may not sound like many students 
to some of my colleagues from more 
populous or urban States, but they 
may be surprised to learn that more 
than 35 percent of all school districts 
in the United States have 600 or fewer 
students. In my State of Maine, 56 per-
cent, or 158 of its 284 school districts, 
have fewer than 600 students. The two 
education initiatives contained in our 
legislation will overcome some of the 
most challenging obstacles that these 
districts face in participating in Fed-
eral education programs. 

The first rural education initiative 
deals with four formula grants. For-
mula-driven grants from some edu-
cation programs simply do not reach 
small rural schools in amounts that 
are sufficient to improve curriculum 
and teaching in the same way that 
they do for larger suburban or urban 
schools. 

This is because the grants are based 
on school district enrollment. Unfortu-
nately, these individual grants con-
front smaller schools with a dilemma; 
namely, they simply may not receive 
enough funding from any single grant 
to carry out meaningful activity. Our 
legislation will allow a district to com-

bine the funds from four categorical 
programs. 

Under the Rural Education Initiative 
Act, rural districts will be permitted to 
combine the funds from these programs 
and use the money to support reform 
efforts of their own choice to improve 
the achievement of their students and 
the quality of the instruction. Instead 
of receiving grants from four inde-
pendent programs, each insufficient to 
accomplish the program’s objectives, 
these rural districts will have the flexi-
bility to combine the grants and the 
dollars to support locally chosen edu-
cational goals. 

I want to emphasize that the rural 
initiative I have just described does not 
change the level of funding a district 
receives under these formula grant pro-
grams. It simply gives these rural dis-
tricts the flexibility they need to use 
the funds far more effectively. 

The second rural initiative in our 
legislation involves several competi-
tive grant programs that present small 
rural schools with a different problem. 
Because many rural school districts 
simply do not have the resources re-
quired to hire grant writers and to 
manage a grant, they are essentially 
shut out of those programs where 
grants are competitively awarded. 

The Rural Education Initiative Act 
will give small, rural districts a for-
mula grant in lieu of eligibility for the 
competitive programs of the ESEA. A 
district will be able to combine this 
new formula grant with the funds from 
the regular formula grants and use the 
combined moneys for any purpose that 
will improve student achievement or 
teaching quality. 

Districts might use these funds, for 
example, to hire a new reading or math 
teacher, to fund important professional 
development, to offer a program for 
gifted and talented students, to pur-
chase high technology, or to upgrade a 
science lab, or to pay for any other ac-
tivity that meets the district’s prior-
ities and needs. 

Let me give you a specific example of 
what these two initiatives will mean 
for one Maine school district, School 
Administrative District 33. This dis-
trict serves two northern Maine com-
munities, Frenchville and St. Agatha. 
Each of these communities has about 
200 school-age children. SAD 33 re-
ceives four separate formula grants 
ranging from about $1,900 from the Safe 
and Drug Free Schools Program to 
$9,500 under the Class Size Reduction 
Act. 

You can see the problem right there. 
The amounts of the grants under these 
programs are so small that they really 
are not useful in accomplishing the 
goals of the program. The total re-
ceived by this small school district for 
all four of the programs is just under 
$16,000. But each grant must be applied 
for separately, used for different—and 
federally mandated—purposes, and ac-
counted for independently. 

Under our legislation, this school dis-
trict will be freed from the multiple 
applications and reports, and it will 
have $16,000 to use for locally identified 
education priorities. In addition, since 
SAD 33 does not have the resources 
needed to apply for the current com-
petitively awarded grant programs, our 
legislation will allow this school dis-
trict to receive a supplemental formula 
grant of $34,000. The bottom line is, 
under my legislation this district will 
have about $50,000 and the flexibility to 
use these Federal funds to address its 
most pressing educational needs. 

But with this flexibility and addi-
tional funding comes responsibility. In 
return for the advantages and flexi-
bility that our legislation provides, 
participating districts will be held ac-
countable for demonstrating improved 
student performance. Each partici-
pating school district will be required 
to administer the same test of its 
choice annually during the 5-year pe-
riod of this program. Based on the re-
sults of this test, a district will have to 
show that student achievement has im-
proved in order to continue its partici-
pation beyond the 5-year period. 

Since Maine and many other States 
already administer annual education 
assessments, districts will not incur 
any significant administrative burden 
in accounting and complying with this 
accountability provision. More impor-
tant, the schools will be held respon-
sible for what is really important, and 
that is improved student achievement, 
rather than for time-consuming paper-
work in the form of applications and 
reports. 

As one rural Maine superintendent 
told me: ‘‘Give me the resources I need 
plus the flexibility to use them, and I 
am happy to be held accountable for 
improved student performance. It will 
happen.’’ 

The Federal Government has an im-
portant role to play in improving edu-
cation in our schools. But it has a sup-
porting role, whereas States and com-
munities have the lead role. We must 
improve our education system, we 
must enhance student achievement, 
without requiring every school in this 
Nation to adopt a plan designed in 
Washington and without imposing bur-
densome and costly regulations in re-
turn for Federal assistance. 

The two initiatives contained in our 
bill will accomplish those goals. They 
will allow rural schools to use their 
own strategies for improvement with-
out the encumbrance of onerous regu-
lations and unnecessary paperwork. It 
is my hope that we will be able to 
enact this important and bipartisan 
legislation this year. 

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, today, I 
join my esteemed colleagues Senator 
COLLINS and CONRAD in introducing the 
Rural Education Initiative Act (REA). 
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This Act represents a bipartisan ap-
proach to address the unique needs of 
35% of school districts in the United 
States, specifically small, rural school 
districts. It does not authorize any new 
money. Rather, REA amends the Rural 
Education Demonstration Grants 
under Part J, of Title X, of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act 
(ESEA) and retains the current ESEA 
authorization of up to $125 million for 
rural education programs. 

Rural school districts are at a dis-
tinct disadvantage when it comes to 
both receiving and using federal edu-
cation funds. They either don’t receive 
enough federal funds to run the pro-
gram for which the funds are allocated 
or don’t receive federal funds for pro-
grams for which they have to fill out 
applications. Small rural school dis-
tricts rarely apply for federal competi-
tive grants because they lack the re-
sources and expertise required to fill 
out complicated and time intensive ap-
plications for federal education grants, 
which means that rural school districts 
lose out on millions of federal edu-
cation dollars each year. 

The Rural Education Initiative Act 
addresses both the problem of rural 
school districts’ inability to generate 
enough money under federal formula 
grants to run a program and the prob-
lem of rural school districts’ inability 
to compete for federal discretionary 
grants. 

With regard to federal education for-
mula grants, REA permits rural school 
districts to merge funds from the 
President’s 100,000 New Teachers pro-
gram and several Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act programs, spe-
cifically Eisenhower Professional De-
velopment, Safe and Drug Free 
Schools, Innovative Education Pro-
gram Strategies. Under REA, school 
districts can pool funds from these fed-
eral education programs and use the 
money for a variety of activities that 
the district believes will contribute to 
improved student achievement. 

With regard to federal discretionary 
grants for which rural grants have to 
compete, the bill stipulates that small 
rural school districts who decline to 
apply for federal discretionary grants 
are eligible to receive money under a 
rural education formula grant. As a re-
sult, school districts would no longer 
have to go through the application 
process to receive federal funds. School 
districts that had to forgo applying for 
discretionary grants simply because 
they did not have the resources to do 
so, would no longer be penalized. As 
with their other federal grant money, a 
school district would have broad flexi-
bility on how to use funds provided 
under this new grant to improve stu-
dent achievement and the quality of in-
struction. 

A local school district can combine 
their other formula grant money with 
this new direct grant to create a large 

flexible grant at the school district 
level to: hire a new teacher, purchase a 
computer, provide professional devel-
opment, offer advanced placement or 
vocational education courses or just 
about any other activity that would 
contribute to increased student 
achievement and higher quality of in-
struction. 

In addition to the aforementioned 
changes, REA has a strong account-
ability piece. The bill stipulates that 
rural school districts may only con-
tinue to receive the rural education 
initiative grant and have enormous 
flexibility over other federal education 
dollars if in fact they can show a 
marked improvement in student 
achievement. 

In conclusion, this bill not only 
builds momentum for driving more fed-
eral dollars directly down to rural 
school districts but marks an impor-
tant sea change in federal education 
policy in that it cedes unprecedented 
authority to school districts to use fed-
eral funds as they see fit, not as the 
federal government prescribes and it 
links increased flexibility and in-
creased federal funds directly to stu-
dent achievement. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased to join my distinguished 
colleagues from Maine, New Hamp-
shire, and Nebraska in introducing the 
Rural Education Initiative Act. Over 
the past five years, Congress and the 
Administration have significantly in-
creased education funding for States 
and local school districts. They have 
also undertaken a number of new ini-
tiatives in response to educational con-
cerns including Class Size Reduction 
and the 21st Century Community 
Learning Centers Program. 

Unfortunately, rural schools are not 
benefiting from these new initiatives 
or from funding increases to the same 
degree as many urban and suburban 
schools. In fact, on the basis of discus-
sions with educators in North Dakota, 
Federal education laws are discour-
aging many rural schools from making 
the best use of funds that are currently 
allocated by formula from the Depart-
ment of Education. 

The formulas developed to allocate 
education funding, formulas which 
take into consideration a number of 
factors including student enrollment, 
in many cases do not result in suffi-
cient funding to permit the smaller 
school to most effectively use the funds 
for local educational priorities. 

Many small, rural schools, for exam-
ple, don’t have the enrollment numbers 
or special categories of students that 
result in sufficient revenue under the 
education formulas to hire a new 
teacher under the Class Size Reduction 
initiative, or to participate in a more 
specialized education program like the 
21st Century Community Learning 
Centers Program. 

Additionally, these schools are not 
able to compete as effectively as larger 

districts for funding under some De-
partment of Education competitive 
grant programs. Limited resources do 
not permit smaller districts to hire 
specialists to prepare and submit grant 
applications. In some cases, the only 
option for a smaller school district is 
to form a consortium with other rural 
districts to qualify for sufficient fund-
ing. 

No more clearly are the concerns of 
rural school educators expressed than 
in a letter that I received from ElRoy 
Burkle, Superintendent for the 
Starkweather Public School District, 
in Starkweather, North Dakota, a 
school district with 131 students. In his 
letter, ElRoy expressed the difficulty 
that smaller, rural schools are having 
in accessing Federal education funds. 

ElRoy remarked, ‘‘. . . school dis-
tricts have lost their ability to access 
funds directly, and as a result of form-
ing these consortiums in order to ac-
cess these monies, it is my opinion, we 
have lost our individual ability to uti-
lize these monies in an effective man-
ner that would be conducive to pro-
moting the educational needs of our in-
dividual schools.’’ 

Mr. President, the Rural Education 
Initiative Act responds to the unique 
needs of rural school districts by ena-
bling these districts to more fully par-
ticipate in Department of Education 
formula and competitive grant pro-
grams. 

Under Section 4 of the proposed legis-
lation, school districts with less than 
600 students would be eligible to pool 
resources from four DOE formula pro-
grams, and use the funding for quality 
of instruction or student achievement 
priorities determined by the local 
school district. 

These programs include the DOE’s 
Class-Size Reduction, Eisenhower Pro-
fessional Development, Title VI (Inno-
vative Education Strategies), and Safe 
and Drug Free Schools, Title I GOALS 
2000, Individuals With Disabilities Edu-
cation, and Impact Aid are not in-
cluded in this legislation. 

Additionally, to qualify for funding 
under the Rural Education Initiative 
Act, a school district would elect not 
to apply for competitive grant funding 
from seven programs including Gifted 
and Talented Children Grants; State 
and Local Programs for Technology 
Resources; 21st Century Community 
Learning Centers; Grants under the 
Fund for the Improvement of Edu-
cation; Bilingual Education Profes-
sional Development Grants; Bilingual 
Education Capacity and Demonstration 
Grants; and Bilingual Education Re-
search, Evaluation, and Dissemination 
Grants. 

In opting out of these competitive 
grant programs, the rural school dis-
trict would be entitled to a formula 
grant, based on student enrollment, to 
use for education reform efforts to im-
prove class instruction and student 
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achievements. The grant amount would 
be reduced by the level of funding re-
ceived by the School district under the 
formula grant programs outlined in 
Section 4. 

To remain in the Rural Education 
Initiative, school districts, after five 
years, would be required to assess the 
academic achievement of students 
using a statewide test, or in the case 
where there is no statewide test, a test 
selected by the local education agency. 

Additionally, the Rural Education 
Initiative Act will not abolish or re-
duce funding for any DOE education 
program including the eleven grant 
programs discussed in this initiative. 

Mr. President, It’s very important 
that we consider the Rural Education 
Initiative Act as part of the re-author-
ization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act during the 106th 
Congress. No issue is more important 
for rural America than the future of 
our schools. In North Dakota 86 per-
cent of school districts, 198 schools, 
have less than 600 students. 

Additionally, many of these school 
districts are facing declining enroll-
ments. According to the Report Card 
for North Dakota’s Future (1998) pre-
pared by the North Dakota Department 
of Public Instruction, over the past two 
decades school districts in the State 
have declined from 364 to 214, almost 40 
percent. 

This decline in student population is 
not unique to North Dakota. Many 
other states have a significant percent-
age of rural school districts, and many 
are also experiencing a decline in rural 
student population. While the quality 
of education, including smaller classes, 
in many of these smaller communities 
remains excellent, the more limited re-
sources of smaller, rural schools, cou-
pled with the declining student enroll-
ments, pose extraordinarily challenges 
for rural schools across America. 

These factors along with current 
Federal education formulas have lim-
ited the ability of smaller districts to 
take full advantage of federal edu-
cation grants. In some instances, they 
have limited educational opportunities 
for students such as distance learning, 
or advanced academic and vocational 
courses. Rural schools are unique and 
have educational needs that are not 
being met. 

Mr. President, I want to commend 
the American Association of School 
Administrators (AASA) for the key 
role they have played in the develop-
ment of this rural schools initiative. 
AASA has a remarkable record of 
achievement on behalf of the education 
community, parents, and students. For 
several years, they have been exam-
ining the difficulties that rural schools 
were experiencing in applying and 
qualifying for Federal education fund-
ing. The proposal developed by AASA 
would have a significant impact on al-
most 200 school districts in North Da-
kota. 

I also want to commend the Organi-
zations Concerned About Rural Edu-
cation for their efforts on behalf of this 
initiative, and the exemplary work on 
behalf of other educational issues for 
rural America. 

Again, I congratulate Senator COL-
LINS for taking the lead on this impor-
tant education initiative, and I strong-
ly urge the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions to care-
fully consider this legislation and the 
educational needs of rural schools dur-
ing the reauthorization of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter from Mr. Burkle, a 
summary of the bill, and a description 
of the rural schools formula under the 
Rural Education Initiative Act, pre-
pared by the American Association of 
School Administrators be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

RURAL EDUCATION INITIATIVE ACT 
QUALIFYING DISTRICTS 

A district eligible to elect to receive its 
funding through this initiative must have 599 
students or fewer and have a Beale Code rat-
ing of 6, 7, 8, or 9. The Beale Codes are used 
by the U.S. Department of Agriculture to de-
termine how relatively rural or urban a 
county is. Beale Codes range from 0 to 9, 
with 0 being most urban and 9 being most 
rural. A county-by-county listing may be 
found at: http://www.econ.ag.gov/epubs/other/ 
typolog/index.html. 

FLEXIBLE USE OF FORMULA GRANTS 
If a district qualifies and elects to partici-

pate in this initiative, it will have flexibility 
with regard to Titles II (Eisenhower profes-
sional development), IV (Safe and Drug-Free 
Schools), and VI (Innovative Education Pro-
gram Strategies) of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act and the Class Size Re-
duction Act. Districts would be able to com-
bine the funds from these programs and use 
the money to support reform efforts intended 
to improve the achievement of students and 
the quality of instruction provided. 

ALTERNATIVE TO COMPETITIVE GRANT 
PROGRAMS 

If an eligible district elects not to compete 
the discretionary grants programs listed 
below, it will receive a formula grant based 
on student enrollment (see following table), 
less the amount they received from the for-
mula grant programs included in the flexible 
use of formula grants program (Titles II, IV 
and Vi of ESEA and the Class Size Reduction 
Act). This alternative formula grant may be 
combined with the funds from the flexible 
formula grant program and used for the 
same purposes. 

State and Local Programs for School Tech-
nology Resources (Subpart 2 of part A of 
title III of ESEA); 

Bilingual Education Capacity and Dem-
onstration Grants (Subpart 1 of part A of 
title VII of ESEA); 

Bilingual Education Research, Evaluation, 
and Dissemination Grants (Subpart 2 of part 
A of title VII of ESEA); 

Bilingual Education Professional Develop-
ment Grants (Subpart 3, Section 7142 of part 
A of title VII of ESEA); 

Fund for the Improvement of Education 
(Part A of Title X of ESEA); 

Gifted and Talented Grants (Part B of 
Title X of ESEA); 

21st Century Community Learning Centers (Part 
I of title X of ESEA) 

Number of K–12 Students Amount 
in District: of grant 

1 to 49 ................................ 1 $20,000 
50 to 149 ............................. 1 30,000 
150 to 299 ............................ 1 40,000 
300 to 449 ............................ 1 50,000 
450 to 599 ............................ 1 60,000 

1 Reduced by the amount the district receives from 
the listed formula grants. 

ACCOUNTABILITY 
School districts participating in this ini-

tiative would have to meet high account-
ability standards. They would have to show 
significant statistical improvement in as-
sessment test scores based on state and/or 
local assessments. Schools failing to show 
demonstrable progress will not be eligible for 
continued participation in the initiative. 

STARKWEATHER PUBLIC SCHOOL 
DISTRICT NO. 44, 

Starkweather, ND, April 15, 1999. 
Hon. KENT CONRAD, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CONRAD: The purpose of this 
letter is to voice several concerns that are 
facing rural districts in North Dakota and 
ask for your assistance as the reauthoriza-
tion process for various educational legisla-
tion is currently being addressed by con-
gress. I currently serve as a shared super-
intendent for both the Starkweather and 
Munich Public School Districts. At this par-
ticular time these two districts are two inde-
pendent districts, with the Starkweather 
District serving 131 students and Munich 
serving 154 students. Each district covers in 
excess of 200 square miles. 

The first issue that I have deals with the 
recently approved Class-Size Reduction Pro-
gram. I support the primary legislative in-
tent of this legislation, however, this office 
disagrees with the way in which the funds 
can be accessed. Please allow me to explain. 

This office received information at a re-
cent regional meeting that the allocation for 
the Starkweather District is $5,003, and $6,020 
for Munich. It was also shared that in order 
to access these funds our individual district 
allocations must be equal to or greater than 
the cost of hiring a first-year teacher at our 
schools. This equates to approximately 
$23,000. If a school allocation is less than 
that, the school district can create or join a 
consortium to access these dollars, so long 
as the aggregate amount equals or exceeds 
that cost of a first-year teacher. Therefore, 
as you can see, the two school districts that 
I serve would be forced to enter into another 
consortium in order to obtain these allo-
cated funds through this program. 

Currently, both the Munich and 
Starkweather School Districts are members 
of various consortiums in order to access our 
federal allocated monies. These consortiums 
include Title II, Lake Area Carl-Perkins, and 
Goals 2000. This is in addition to having con-
sortiums for special education and school 
improvement. My point is that each of my 
respective school districts have lost their in-
dividual ability to access funds directly, and 
as a direct result of forming these consor-
tiums in order to access our entitled monies, 
it is of my opinion, we have lost our indi-
vidual ability to utilize these monies in an 
effective manner that would be conducive to 
promoting the educational needs of our indi-
vidual schools. Let me cite an example of 
how this loss of effectiveness has occurred 
for my districts. 
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3. Legislation for rural school districts. 

Something needs to be done for us. Rural dis-
tricts with low student enrollments and high 
square miles have to form consortiums to ac-
cess federal funds. If legislation were created 
as cited above, my two districts could better 
utilize allocated funds and still be in-line 
with federal education goals. 

In closing, I understand that it is difficult 
to write legislation to meet everyone’s 
needs. However, I do believe that we need to 
address our educational needs as our chil-
dren deserve the same opportunity as those 
in larger districts. Our issues may be dif-
ferent, but we all hold the common thread of 
providing the best education for each child. 

Thank you for your time and consideration 
regarding the issues shared. Your office has 
my permission to share this letter with any 
individual who may need to review the con-
cerns voiced. Your office may feel free to 
contact me at the address and telephone pro-
vided, or e-mail messages to me at 
elburkle@sendit.nodak.edu (work) or my 
home e-mail stburkle@stellarnet.com. 

Respectfully, 
ELROY BURKLE, 

Superintendent. 

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the Rural Education Initia-
tive introduced by Senator COLLINS 
today, and I am pleased to be a cospon-
sor of this important piece of legisla-
tion. 

The Rural Education Initiative takes 
a significant step toward ensuring that 
all young people have a shot at the 
American Dream. It addresses an im-
portant problem that many rural 
schools face: Often they receive small 
amounts of funding for a variety of 
programs, but they don’t have the 
budget and personnel to develop and 
sustain multiple programs. Yet they 
still have students who need our help 
to raise their achievement levels and 
become productive, successful citizens. 

The Rural Education Initiative asks 
us to make a $125 million investment 
in rural schools. And it allows small 
rural districts to pool funds from a 
handful of federal programs and target 
funding in those areas where they see 
the greatest need and where the fund-
ing will have the greatest impact. 

But this legislation also ensures that 
districts remain accountable—in ex-
change for increased flexibility, they 
must demonstrate improved perform-
ance. 

Over 70 percent of Nebraska’s school 
districts are small, rural districts, as 
defined by this legislation. Currently 
Nebraska receives approximately $92 
million in federal funds for elementary 
and secondary education. The Rural 
Education Initiative would increase 
that contribution by more than $10 
million. 

Mr. President, recently I contacted 
Jim Havelka, superintendent of both 
Dodge and Howells Public Schools in 
Nebraska. Dodge has 175 students K–12, 
and Howells has 225 students K–12. I 
said, ‘‘Jim, what do you need to do a 
better job of educating your kids?’’ 

Jim said, ‘‘You know, it’s awfully 
hard to start a new initiative on $900. 

But if I could pool funds from a few 
programs, I could hire an experienced 
instructional technology teacher to 
help us make even better use of com-
puter hardware and software that is so 
crucial in improving learning opportu-
nities for our students. And I could 
share that instructor with 2 or 3 other 
schools. Keep Title I, special edu-
cation, and other major programs in-
tact, but give me a little flexibility 
with a few other programs, and I’ll give 
you results.’’ 

Mr. President, I intend to do what I 
can to help Jim and his students 
produce results. I believe that in addi-
tion to this initiative, we should in-
crease our investment in Title I and in 
education technology, both of which 
are especially important to rural 
schools. I look forward to working with 
Senator COLLINS and the other cospon-
sors of this legislation to accomplish 
these goals as we move this legislation 
through Congress. 

By Mr. MACK: 
S. 1226. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to provide that 
interest on indebtedness used to fi-
nance the furnishing or sale of rate- 
regulated electric energy or natural 
gas in the United States shall be allo-
cated solely to sources within the 
United States; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 
ALLOCATION TO SOURCES WITHIN THE UNITED 

STATES OF INTEREST EXPENSE ON INDEBTED-
NESS FINANCING RATE-REGULATED ELECTRIC 
ENERGY OR NATURAL GAS INFRASTRUCTURE 
INVESTMENTS 
Mr. MACK. Mr. President, today I am 

introducing legislation to remedy a 
problem in the way the U.S. taxes the 
foreign operations of U.S. electric and 
gas utilities. With the 1992 passage of 
the National Energy Policy Act, Con-
gress gave a green light to U.S. utili-
ties wishing to do business abroad, lift-
ing a long-standing prohibition. U.S. 
utilities were allowed to compete for 
the foreign business opportunities cre-
ated by the privatization of national 
utilities and the need for the construc-
tion of facilities to meet increased en-
ergy demands abroad. 

Since 1992, U.S. utility companies 
have made significant investments in 
utility operations in the United King-
dom, Australia, Eastern Europe, the 
Far East and South America. These in-
vestments in foreign utilities have cre-
ated domestic jobs in the fields of de-
sign, architecture, engineering, con-
struction, and heavy equipment manu-
facturing. They also allow U.S. utili-
ties an opportunity to diversify and 
grow. 

Unfortunately, the Internal Revenue 
Code penalizes these investments by 
subjecting them to double-taxation. 
U.S. companies with foreign operations 
receive tax credits for a portion of the 
taxes they pay to foreign countries, to 
reduce the double-taxation that would 
otherwise result from the U.S. policy of 

taxing worldwide income. The size of 
these foreign tax credits are affected 
by a number of factors, as U.S. tax laws 
recalculate the amount of foreign in-
come that is recognized for tax credit 
purposes. 

Section 864 of the tax code allocates 
deductible interest expenses between 
the U.S. and foreign operations based 
on the relative book values of assets lo-
cated in the U.S. and abroad. By ignor-
ing business realities and the peculiar 
circumstances of U.S. utilities, this al-
location rule overtaxes them. Because 
U.S. utilities were until recently pre-
vented from operating abroad, their 
foreign plants and equipment have 
been recently-acquired and con-
sequently have not been much depre-
ciated, in contrast to their domestic 
assets which are in most cases fully-de-
preciated. Thus, a disproportionate 
amount of interest expenses are allo-
cated to foreign income, reducing the 
foreign income base that is recognized 
for U.S. tax purposes thus the size of 
the corresponding foreign tax credits. 

The allocation rules increase the 
double-taxation of foreign income by 
reducing foreign tax credits, thereby 
increasing domestic taxation. The un-
fairness of this result is magnified by 
the fact that the interest expenses— 
which are the reason the foreign tax 
credit shrinks—are usually associated 
with domestically-regulated debt, 
which is tied to domestic production 
and is not as fungible as the tax code 
assumes. 

The result of this economically-irra-
tional taxation scheme is a very high 
effective tax rate on certain foreign in-
vestment and a loss of U.S. foreign tax 
credits. Rather than face this double- 
tax penalty, some U.S. utilities have 
actually chosen not to invest overseas 
and others have pulled back from their 
initial investments. 

One solution to this problem is found 
in the legislation that I am introducing 
today. This remedy is to exempt from 
the interest allocation rules of Section 
864 the debt associated with a U.S. util-
ity’s furnishing and sale of electricity 
or natural gas in the United States. 
This proposed rule is similar to the 
rule governing ‘‘non-recourse’’ debt, 
which is not subjected to foreign allo-
cation. In both cases, lenders look to 
specific cash flows for repayment and 
specific assets as collateral. These 
loans are thus distinguishable from the 
typical risks of general credit lending 
transactions. 

The specific cash flow aspect of non- 
recourse financing is a critical element 
of the non-recourse debt exception, and 
logic requires that the same tax treat-
ment should be given to analogous util-
ity debt. Thus, my bill would exempt 
from allocation to foreign source in-
come the interest on debt incurred in 
the trade or business of furnishing or 
selling electricity or natural gas in the 
United States. The current situation is 
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a very real problem that must be rem-
edied, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the solution I am proposing. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1226 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. ALLOCATION TO SOURCES WITHIN 

THE UNITED STATES OF INTEREST 
EXPENSE ON INDEBTEDNESS FI-
NANCING RATE-REGULATED ELEC-
TRIC ENERGY OR NATURAL GAS IN-
FRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (e) of section 
864 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to rules for allocating interest, etc.) is 
amended by redesignating paragraphs (6) and 
(7) as paragraphs (7) and (8), respectively, 
and by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(6) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN INTEREST EX-
PENSE RELATING TO QUALIFIED INFRASTRUC-
TURE INDEBTEDNESS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Interest on any quali-
fied infrastructure indebtedness shall be al-
located and apportioned solely to sources 
within the United States, and such indebted-
ness shall not be taken into account in allo-
cating and apportioning other interest ex-
pense. 

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED INFRASTRUCTURE INDEBTED-
NESS.—For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘qualified infrastructure indebtedness’ 
means any indebtedness incurred— 

‘‘(i) to carry on the trade or business of the 
furnishing or sale of electric energy or nat-
ural gas in the United States, or 

‘‘(ii) to acquire, construct, or otherwise fi-
nance property used predominantly in such 
trade or business. 

‘‘(C) RATE REGULATION.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If only a portion of the 

furnishing or sale referred to in subpara-
graph (B)(i) in a trade or business is rate reg-
ulated, the term ‘qualified infrastructure in-
debtedness’ shall not include nonqualified in-
debtedness. 

‘‘(ii) NONQUALIFIED INDEBTEDNESS.—For 
purposes of clause (i), the term ‘nonqualified 
indebtedness’ means so much of the indebt-
edness which would (but for clause (i)) be 
qualified infrastructure indebtedness as ex-
ceeds the amount which bears the same ratio 
to the aggregate indebtedness of the tax-
payer as the value of the assets used in the 
furnishing or sale referred to in subpara-
graph (B)(i) which is rate-regulated bears to 
the value of the total assets of the taxpayer. 

‘‘(iii) RATE-REGULATED DEFINED.—For pur-
poses of this subparagraph, furnishing or sale 
is rate-regulated if the rates for the fur-
nishing or sale, as the case may be, have 
been established or approved by a State or 
political subdivision thereof, by an agency or 
instrumentality of the United States, or by a 
public service or public utility commission 
or other similar body of the District of Co-
lumbia or of any State or political subdivi-
sion thereof. 

‘‘(iv) ASSET VALUES.—For purposes of 
clause (ii), assets shall be treated as having 
a value equal to their adjusted bases (within 
the meaning of section 1016) unless the tax-
payer elects to use fair market value for all 
assets. Such an election, once made, shall be 
irrevocable. 

‘‘(v) TIME FOR MAKING DETERMINATION.— 
The determination of whether indebtedness 

is qualified infrastructure indebtedness or 
nonqualified indebtedness shall be made at 
the time the indebtedness is incurred. 

‘‘(vi) SEPARATE APPLICATION TO ELECTRIC 
ENERGY AND NATURAL GAS.—This subpara-
graph shall be applied separately to electric 
energy and natural gas.’’ 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by 

this section shall apply to indebtedness in-
curred in taxable years beginning after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) OUTSTANDING DEBT.—In the case of in-
debtedness outstanding as of the date of en-
actment of this Act, the determination of 
whether such indebtedness constitutes quali-
fied infrastructure indebtedness shall be 
made by applying the rules of subparagraphs 
(B) and (C) of section 864(e)(6) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, as added by this sec-
tion, on the date such indebtedness was in-
curred. 

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
MACK, Mr. MOYNIHAN, and Mr. 
JEFFORDS): 

S. 1227. A bill to amend title IV of the 
Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 to 
provide States with the option to allow 
legal immigrant pregnant women and 
children to be eligible for medical as-
sistance under the medical program, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 
IMMIGRANT CHILDREN’S HEALTH IMPROVEMENT 

ACT OF 1999 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to introduce the Immigrant 
Children’s Health Improvement Act of 
1999. I also want to thank Senators 
MCCAIN, GRAHAM, MACK, MOYNIHAN, 
and JEFFORDS for their support and co-
sponsorship of this important legisla-
tion. 

In 1996, legal immigrants in this 
country lost critical public benefits be-
cause of changes made under welfare 
reform. While I supported the under-
lying goals of welfare reform—self suf-
ficiency and individual responsibility— 
I continue to believe that the cuts 
made to immigrants’ benefits as part of 
the 1996 reforms were unwarranted. 
While some of those cuts were reversed 
in 1997 and again in 1998, we still have 
a long way to improve the lives of the 
millions of immigrants who are legally 
in this country. The Immigrant Chil-
dren’s Health Improvement Act is one 
small but important step toward this 
goal. 

While cash benefits such as Supple-
mental Security Income (SSI) and food 
stamps are critical to the well-being of 
low-income immigrants, access to 
health care is their largest concern. 
Immigrants who were legally in the 
country before the enactment of the 
welfare reform legislation are still eli-
gible for Medicaid. However, those im-
migrants—including children and preg-
nant women—who arrived after August 
22, 1996, the enactment date of the wel-
fare bill, are barred for five years from 
receiving health benefits under Med-
icaid or the State Children’s Health In-

surance Program (SCHIP). While these 
individuals may still get emergency 
medical care, they are ineligible for 
the basic medical services that may re-
duce the need for such emergency care. 
This makes no sense. 

The legislation we are introducing 
today would fix this problem by giving 
states the option to lift the five-year 
bar for pregnant women and children, 
allowing this narrow group of legal im-
migrants to receive health care serv-
ices under either SCHIP or Medicaid. I 
want to emphasize that this legislation 
does not require states to cover these 
immigrant children—it merely allows 
the state to do so if it chooses. This ap-
proach is consistent with Congress’ 
shift toward more state flexibility and 
will provide needed relief to states, 
such as Rhode Island, with high immi-
grant populations. 

I hope that my colleagues will join 
me in support of this important meas-
ure. I ask unanimous consent that the 
legislation be printed in the RECORD. 

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

S. 1227 
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 ‘‘Immigrant 
Children’s Health Improvement Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. OPTIONAL ELIGIBILITY OF CERTAIN 

ALIEN PREGNANT WOMEN AND 
CHILDREN FOR MEDICAID. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle A of title IV of 
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 
1611–1614) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 
‘‘SEC. 405. OPTIONAL ELIGIBILITY OF CERTAIN 

ALIENS FOR MEDICAID. 
‘‘(a) OPTIONAL MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY FOR 

CERTAIN ALIENS.—A State may elect to 
waive (through an amendment to its State 
plan under title XIX of the Social Security 
Act) the application of sections 401(a), 402(b), 
403, and 421 with respect to eligibility for 
medical assistance under the program de-
fined in section 402(b)(3)(C) (relating to the 
medicaid program) of aliens who are lawfully 
residing in the United States (including bat-
tered aliens described in section 431(c)), 
within any or all (or any combination) of the 
following categories of individuals: 

‘‘(1) PREGNANT WOMEN.—Women during 
pregnancy (and during the 60-day period be-
ginning on the last day of the pregnancy). 

‘‘(2) CHILDREN.—Children (as defined under 
such plan), including optional targeted low- 
income children described in section 
1905(u)(2)(B).’’. 

(b) APPLICABILITY OF AFFIDAVITS OF SUP-
PORT.—Section 213A(a) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1183a(a)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(4) INAPPLICABILITY TO BENEFITS PROVIDED 
UNDER A STATE WAIVER.—For purposes of this 
section, the term ‘means-tested public bene-
fits’ does not include benefits provided pur-
suant to a State election and waiver de-
scribed in section 405 of the Personal Respon-
sibility and Work Opportunity Reconcili-
ation Act of 1996.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 401(a) of the Personal Responsi-

bility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation 
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Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1611(a)) is amended by 
inserting ‘‘and section 405’’ after ‘‘subsection 
(b)’’. 

(2) Section 402(b)(1) of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612(b)(1)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘, section 405,’’ after 
‘‘403’’. 

(3) Section 403(a) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 
1613(a)) is amended by inserting ‘‘section 405 
and’’ after ‘‘provided in’’. 

(4) Section 421(a) of such Act (8 U.S.C. 
1631(a)) is amended by inserting ‘‘except as 
provided in section 405,’’ after ‘‘Notwith-
standing any other provision of law,’’. 

(5) Section 1903(v)(1) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396b(v)(1)) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘and except as permitted under a 
waiver described in section 405(a) of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act of 1996,’’ after ‘‘paragraph 
(2),’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section take effect on October 
1, 1999. 
SEC. 3. OPTIONAL ELIGIBILITY OF IMMIGRANT 

CHILDREN FOR SCHIP. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 405 of the Per-

sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act of 1996, as added by sec-
tion 2(a), is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘and 
SCHIP’’ before the period; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(b) OPTIONAL SCHIP ELIGIBILITY FOR CER-
TAIN ALIENS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
a State may also elect to waive the applica-
tion of sections 401(a), 402(b), 403, and 421 
with respect to eligibility of children for 
child health assistance under the State child 
health plan of the State under title XXI of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1397aa et 
seq.), but only with respect to children who 
are lawfully residing in the United States 
(including children who are battered aliens 
described in section 431(c)). 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENT FOR ELECTION.—A waiver 
under this subsection may only be in effect 
for a period in which the State has in effect 
an election under subsection (a) with respect 
to the category of individuals described in 
subsection (a)(2) (relating to children).’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) applies to child 
health assistance for coverage provided for 
periods beginning on or after October 1, 1999. 

∑ Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today, along with Senators CHAFEE, 
MACK, MCCAIN, and MOYNIHAN, to intro-
duce the Immigrant Children Health 
Improvement Act of 1999. I believe that 
these efforts are necessary in order to 
guarantee a healthy generation of chil-
dren. 

This legislation is simple. It provides 
states the option to provide health care 
coverage to legal immigrant children 
through Medicaid and the State Chil-
dren’s Health Insurance Program 
(SCHIP)—in essence eliminating the 
arbitrary designation of August 22, 1996 
as the cutoff date for benefits eligi-
bility to children. The welfare reform 
legislation passed in 1996 prohibits 
states from covering these immigrant 
children during their first five years in 
the United States. This prohibition has 
serious consequences. 

Children without health insurance do 
not get important care for preventable 

diseases. Many uninsured children are 
hospitalized for acute asthma attacks 
that could have been prevented, or suf-
fer from permanent hearing loss from 
untreated ear infections. Without ade-
quate health care, common illnesses 
can turn into life-long crippling dis-
ease, whereas appropriate treatment 
and care can help children with dis-
eases like diabetes live relatively nor-
mal lives. A lack of adequate medical 
care will also hinder the social and 
educational development of children, 
as children who are sick and left un-
treated are less ready to learn. 

In addition to allowing extended cov-
erage of legal immigrant children, this 
initiative aims to provide Medicaid to 
legal immigrant pregnant women who 
are also barred from receiving services 
as a result of the 1996 welfare reform 
law. 

This legislation attempts to diminish 
the arbitrary cutoff date used in the 
1996 welfare law to determine the eligi-
bility of legal immigrants to benefits 
they desperately need. Our nation was 
built by people who came to our shores 
seeking opportunity and a better life, 
and America has greatly benefitted 
from the talent, resourcefulness, deter-
mination, and work ethic of many gen-
erations of legal immigrants. Time and 
time again, they have restored our 
faith in the American Dream. We 
should not discriminate between these 
important members of our community 
based on nothing more than an arbi-
trary date. 

As our nation enters what promises 
to be a dynamic century, the United 
States needs a prudent, fair immigra-
tion policy to ensure that avenues of 
refuge and opportunity remain open for 
those seeking freedom, justice, and a 
better life.∑ 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am 
proud to join my colleague Senator 
CHAFEE in introducing the Immigrant 
Children’s Health Improvement Act of 
1999. This legislation would help pro-
vide access to health care through the 
Medicaid system for pregnant women 
and children who are legal immigrants. 

In 1996, Congress passed and Presi-
dent Clinton signed into law the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act making crit-
ical reforms to our nation’s welfare 
system. This greatly needed piece of 
legislation is dramatically improving 
our nation’s welfare system by requir-
ing able-bodied welfare recipients to 
work and encouraging individuals to 
become self-sufficient. 

As my colleagues know, the welfare 
reform law limits most means-tested 
benefits for legal residents who are not 
citizens. The specific provision affect-
ing these benefits is based on the prin-
ciple that those who immigrate to this 
nation pledge to be self-sufficient, and 
should comply with that agreement. 
However, I have been concerned that 
this provision is having a negative im-

pact on a vulnerable segment of our 
population, children and pregnant 
women. 

My concern is not new. While Con-
gress was considering this legislation, I 
raised concerns regarding several pro-
visions which could have negative im-
pact on certain vulnerable populations 
including children, pregnant women, 
the elderly and disabled. I believe our 
nation has a responsibility to provide 
assistance, when necessary, to our 
most vulnerable citizens, regardless of 
whether they were born here or in an-
other country. I am pleased that Con-
gress has addressed many of these con-
cerns and implemented a number of 
changes to the 1996 welfare reform law. 
However, my concern for the pregnant 
women and children who are legal im-
migrants but were not protected by the 
changes implemented since 1996 still 
remains. 

The consequences of lack of insur-
ance are problematic for everyone, but 
they are particularly serious for chil-
dren. Uninsured and low income chil-
dren are less likely to receive vital pri-
mary and preventative care services. 
This is quite discouraging since it is re-
peatedly demonstrated that regular 
health care visits facilitate the con-
tinuity of care which plays a critical 
role in the development of a healthy 
child. For example, one analysis found 
that children living in families with in-
comes below the poverty line were 
more likely to go without a physician 
visit than those with Medicaid cov-
erage or those with other insurance. 
The result is many uninsured, low-in-
come children not seeking health care 
services until they are seriously sick. 
These dismal consequences of lack of 
access to quality health care also have 
disastrous impacts on pregnant women 
and their unborn children. 

Studies have further demonstrated 
that many of these children are more 
likely to be hospitalized or receive 
their care in emergency rooms, which 
means higher health care costs for con-
ditions that could have been treated 
with appropriate outpatient services or 
prevented through regular checkups. 
Receiving the appropriate prenatal 
care is essential for the health delivery 
and development for the unborn child 
which can help stave off future, more 
costly health care needs. 

Under our bill, states would be given 
the option to allow legal immigrant 
children and pregnant women to have 
access to medical services under the 
Medicaid program. Again, let me reit-
erate—this is completely optional for 
the states and is not mandatory This 
bill would provide our states with the 
flexibility to address the health care 
needs of some of our most vulnerable— 
our children and pregnant women. 

I urge our colleagues to support this 
important legislation. 
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 

today, I am proud to cosponsor the Im-
migrant Children’s Health Improve-
ment Act of 1999, introduced by my 
good friend and colleague Senator 
CHAFEE. We are joined by our col-
leagues Senators MCCAIN, JEFFORDS, 
and MACK, and by Senator GRAHAM, 
who has long been a leader on this 
issue. 

This bill includes three provisions 
which are part of the Fairness for 
Legal Immigrants Act of 1999 (S. 792), 
which I introduced, along with Senator 
GRAHAM, on April 14th of this year. 
They would restore health coverage to 
legal immigrants—mostly children— 
whose eligibility for benefits is denied 
to them by the Personal Responsibility 
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation 
Act of 1996. It is a crucial step we 
should take. I will continue to work to 
move forward the broader Fairness for 
Legal Immigrants Act as well because 
it contains important provisions to 
prevent hunger and help the elderly 
and disabled. 

The Immigrant Children’s Health Im-
provement Act would: Permit states to 
provide Medicaid coverage to all eligi-
ble legal immigrant children; permit 
states to provide Medicaid coverage to 
all eligible legal immigrant pregnant 
women; and permit states to provide 
coverage under the Children’s Health 
Insurance Program (CHIP) to all eligi-
ble legal immigrant children. 

Note that these provisions are op-
tional. There are no mandates in this 
bill. It would merely allow states to 
take common sense steps to aid legal 
immigrant children. 

The problem is that under current 
law, states are not allowed to extend 
such health care coverage—which is so 
important for the development of 
healthy children—to families who have 
come to the U.S. after August 22, 1996, 
until the families have been here for 
five years. Five years is a very long 
time in the life of a child. Such a bar 
makes little sense for them, and is non-
sensical for pregnant women. It is com-
mon knowledge that access to health 
care is essential for early childhood de-
velopment. We should, at a minimum, 
permit states to extend coverage to all 
poor legal immigrant children, no mat-
ter when they have arrived here. Let 
me emphasize that under the 1996 law, 
states cannot use federal funds for 
this—and we are restoring this option 
to them. This builds upon our recent 
achievements in promoting health care 
for children—legal immigrant children 
should not be neglected in these ef-
forts. 

The provisions of that 1996 law con-
cerning legal immigrants were based 
on the false premise that immigrants 
are a financial burden to American tax-
payers. On the contrary. A recent com-
prehensive study by the National Acad-
emy of Sciences concluded that immi-
gration actually benefits the U.S. econ-

omy. In fact, the study found that the 
average legal immigrant contributes 
$1,800 more in taxes than he or she re-
ceives in government benefits. 

Many Americans may not realize 
this, but legal immigrants pay income 
and payroll taxes. And without contin-
ued legal immigration, the long-term 
financial condition of Social Security 
and Medicare would be worsened. Ac-
cording to the most recent Social Se-
curity trustees report, a decline in net 
immigration of 150,000 per year will re-
duce payroll tax revenues and require a 
0.1% payroll tax increase to replace. 

It is in our interest to see that these 
immigrant families have healthy chil-
dren. And it is not merely wise, it is 
just. These immigrants have come here 
under the rules we have established 
and they have abided by those rules. 

The 1996 law did grevious harm to the 
safety net for immigrants. Some states 
have begun their own efforts—without 
federal funding—to assist immigrants 
to make up the difference. Yet a new 
Urban Institute study concluded that 
‘‘[d]espite the federal benefit restora-
tions and the many states that have 
chosen to assist immigrants, the social 
safety net for immigrants remains 
weaker than before welfare reform and 
noncitizens generally have less access 
to assistance than citizens.’’ The Urban 
study also notes that ‘‘[b]y barring 
many immigrants from federal assist-
ance, the federal government shifted 
costs to states, many of which already 
bore a fiscal burden for providing as-
sistance to immigrants.’’ We in Wash-
ington should do our fair share. 

Mr. President, simple decency re-
quires us to continue to provide a 
measure of a safety net to legal immi-
grant families. I urge the enactment of 
this legislation to ensure that we do so. 

By Mr. MCCAIN (for himself, Mr. 
LIEBERMAN, Mr. LOTT, and Mr. 
CONRAD): 

S. 1228. A bill to provide for the de-
velopment, use, and enforcement of a 
system for labeling violent content in 
audio and visual media products, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

MEDIA VIOLENCE LABELING ACT OF 1999 
∑ Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I join my 
colleagues today in introducing the 
21st Century Media Responsibility Act. 
This bill would establish a uniform 
product labeling system for violent 
content by requiring the manufactur-
ers of motion pictures, video programs, 
interactive video games, and music re-
cording products, provide plain-English 
labels on product packages and adver-
tising so that parents can make in-
formed purchasing decisions. 

The most basic and profound respon-
sibility that our culture—any culture— 
has, is raising its children. We are fail-
ing that responsibility, and the extent 
of our failure is being measured in the 

deaths, and injuries of our kids in the 
schoolyard and on the streets of our 
neighborhoods and communities. 

Primary responsibility lies with fam-
ilies. As a country, we are not par-
enting our children. This is our job, our 
paramount responsibility, and most 
unfortunately, we are failing. We must 
get our priorities straight, and that 
means putting our kids first. 

However, parents need help, because 
our homes and our families—our chil-
dren’s minds, are being flooded by a 
tide of violence. this dehumanizing vio-
lence pervades our society: our movies 
depict graphic violence; our children 
are taught to kill and maim by inter-
active video games; much of the music 
that inundates our children’s lives de-
livers messages of hate and violence. 
Our culture is dominated by media, and 
our children, more so than any genera-
tion before them, is vulnerable to the 
images of violence that, unfortunately, 
are dominant themes in so much of 
what they see, and hear. 

It is beyond debate that exposure to 
media violence is harmful to children. 
Study after scientific study, beginning 
with the Surgeon General’s report in 
the early 1970’s, has established this. 
Certainly, there is a hard consensus in 
our society that something must be 
done. What this bill makes clear is that 
the manufacturers and producers of 
these consumer products should have a 
legal responsibility to provide plain- 
english so that parents can make truly 
informed decisions about what their 
children consume. 

This is not a rating system. It is a la-
beling system. it is not censorship. We 
are not talking about limiting free 
speech. Rather, we are talking about 
providing content labels on highly so-
phisticated, highly targeted, and high-
ly promoted consumer products. This is 
common sense.∑ 
∑ Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to join my distinguished col-
league and friend, the chairman of the 
Commerce Committee, Senator 
MCCAIN, and my colleague from North 
Dakota, Senator CONRAD, in intro-
ducing legislation that we believe will 
move us another step forward in ame-
liorating the culture of violence sur-
rounding our children, and in helping 
parents protect their kids from harm. 

This is a problem that has been much 
on our minds in the wake of the school 
massacre in Littleton and the other 
tragic shootings that preceded it, a se-
ries of events which has continued to 
reverberate through the national con-
sciousness, which has in particular 
heightened our awareness as a nation 
to the violent images and messages 
bombarding our children, and which 
has in turn spurred a renewed debate 
about the entertainment media’s con-
tributing role in the epidemic of youth 
violence we are experiencing across the 
nation, not just in suburban schools 
but on the streets and in homes in 
every community. 
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We made an initial attempt to re-

spond to this problem through the ju-
venile justice bill that the Senate re-
cently passed, and I believe it was a 
good start. Senator MCCAIN and I 
joined Senators BROWNBACK and HATCH 
in cosponsoring a bipartisan amend-
ment that would, among other things, 
authorize an investigation of the enter-
tainment industry’s marketing prac-
tices to determine the extent to which 
they are targeting the sale of 
ultraviolent, adult-rated products di-
rectly to kids. 

This amendment, which was ap-
proved unanimously, would also facili-
tate the development of stronger codes 
of conduct for the various entertain-
ment media and thereby encourage 
them to accept greater responsibility 
for the products they distribute. 

The bill we are introducing today, 
the 21st Century Media Responsibility 
Act, would build on that initial re-
sponse and significantly improve our 
efforts in the future to limit children’s 
success to inappropriate and poten-
tially harmful products. 

Specifically, it calls for the creation 
of a uniform labeling system for vio-
lent entertainment media products, to 
provide parents with clear, easy-to-un-
derstand warnings about the amount 
and degree of violence contained in the 
movies, music, television shows, and 
video games that are being mass-mar-
keted today. Beyond that, it would re-
quire the businesses where these prod-
ucts are sold or distributed—the movie 
theaters, record and software stores, 
and rental outlets—to strictly enforce 
these new ratings, and thus prohibit 
children from buying or renting mate-
rial that is meant for adults and may 
pose a risk to kids. 

This proposal is premised in many re-
spects on our concerted efforts to keep 
cigarettes out of the hands of minors, 
and with good reason. As with tobacco, 
decades of research have shown defini-
tively that media violence can be seri-
ously harmful to children, that heavy, 
sustained exposure to violent images, 
particularly those that glamorize mur-
der and mayhem and that fail to show 
any consequences, tends to desensitize 
young viewers and increase the poten-
tial they will become violent them-
selves. As with tobacco, and its mascot 
Joe Camel, we are beginning to see sub-
stantial evidence indicating that the 
entertainment industry is not satisfied 
with mass marketing mass murder, but 
that it is actually targeting products 
to children that the producers them-
selves admit are not appropriate for 
minors. 

And as with tobacco, we are seeking 
to change the behavior of a multi-bil-
lion dollar industry that too often 
seems locked in deep denial, that has 
shown little inclination to acknowl-
edge there is a problem with its prod-
ucts, let alone work with us to find 
reasonable solutions to reduce the 
threat of media violence to children. 

Of course, there are differences be-
tween the tobacco and entertainment 
industries and the products they make. 
Cigarettes are filled with physical sub-
stances that have been proven to cause 
cancer in longtime smokers. Violent 
entertainment products have a less 
visible and physical effect on longtime 
viewers and listeners, and, more sig-
nificantly, they are forms of speech 
that enjoy protection under the First 
Amendment. 

It is because of our devotion to the 
First Amendment that Senator MCCAIN 
and I, along with many other con-
cerned critics, have been reluctant to 
call for government restrictions on the 
content of movies, music, television 
and video games. All along, we have 
urged entertainment industry leaders 
to police themselves, to draw lines and 
set higher standards, to balance their 
right to free expression with their re-
sponsibilities to the larger community 
to which they belong. We repeated 
these pleas with a new sense of urgency 
in the days following the shooting at 
Columbine High School, asking the 
most influential media voices to attend 
the White House summit meeting the 
President convened and to engage in 
open dialogue about what all of us can 
do to reduce the likelihood of another 
Littleton. 

And there has been a smattering of 
encouraging responses emanating from 
the entertainment media. For example, 
the Interactive Digital Software Asso-
ciation, which represents the video 
game manufacturers, has acknowl-
edged that the grotesque and perverse 
violence used in some advertisements 
crosses the line, and it is reexamining 
its marketing code to respond to some 
of the concerns we have raised. Disney 
for its part announced that it would no 
longer house violent coin-operated 
video games in its amusement parks. 
The National Association of Theater 
Owners pledged to tighten the enforce-
ment of its policies restricting the ac-
cess of children to R-rated movies. And 
several prominent screenwriters, 
speaking at a recent forum sponsored 
by the Writers Guild of America, raised 
concerns about the level of violence in 
today’s movies and called on the indus-
try to rethink its fascination with 
murder and mayhem. 

But overall the silence from the men 
and women who make the decisions 
that shape our culture has been deaf-
ening, their denials extremely dis-
appointing. Not one CEO from the 
major entertainment conglomerates— 
Sony, Disney, Seagram, Time Warner, 
Viacom, and Fox—accepted the Presi-
dent’s invitation to attend the White 
House summit meeting. And since 
then, not one has made a statement ac-
cepting some responsibility for the cul-
ture of violence surrounding our chil-
dren, or indicating their willingness to 
address their part of the lethal mix 
that is turning kids into killers. What 

we have heard, from Seagram’s Edgar 
Bronfman and Time Warner’s Gerald 
Levin and Viacom’s Sumner Redstone, 
are more shrill denials and diversions, 
along with attacks on those of us in 
Congress who are concerned about 
what they are doing to our country and 
our kids. 

This is the responsibility vacuum in 
which we are operating, and this is the 
vacuum we are trying to fill with the 
legislation we are introducing today. 
Ideally, our bill would be unnecessary. 
Ideally, the various segments of the en-
tertainment industry would agree to 
adopt and implement a set of common- 
sense, uniform standards that would 
provide for clear and concise labeling 
of media products, that would prohibit 
the marketing and sales of adult-rated 
products to children, and that would 
hold producers or retail outlets that 
violate the code accountable for their 
irresponsibility. But there is no sign 
that is going to happen any time soon, 
which is why we feel compelled to go 
forward with this proposal today. 

We are not advocating censorship, or 
placing restrictions on the kind of en-
tertainment products that can be made 
and sold commercially. What we are 
doing through this bill is treating vio-
lent media like tobacco and other prod-
ucts that pose risks to children, requir-
ing producers to provide explicit warn-
ings to parents about potentially 
harmful content, and requiring retail-
ers to take reasonable steps to limit 
the availability of adult-rated products 
with high doses of violence to audi-
ences for which they are designed. That 
is why we have chosen to amend the 
Federal Cigarette Labeling and Adver-
tising Act, to accentuate the fact that 
we are not regulating artistic expres-
sion but the marketing and distribu-
tion of commercial products, and that 
we are not criminalizing speech, but 
demanding truth in labeling and en-
forcement. 

If a video game company is telling 
parents a game is not appropriate for 
children under 17, then parents should 
have a realistic expectation that this 
game will not be marketed or sold to 
that audience. Unfortunately, that is 
often not the case these days, and we 
would correct that by authorizing the 
Federal Trade Commission to inves-
tigate and punish retailers and rental 
outlets and movie theaters that in ef-
fect deceive parents about the products 
they are selling or renting to their 
kids. Specifically, it would authorize 
the FTC to levy fines of up to $10,000 
per violation of the act’s provisions 
prohibiting the sale or rental of adult- 
rated products to children. 

This bill does not just respond to 
concerns of today, but anticipates the 
media landscape of tomorrow. Accord-
ing to most experts, as technologies 
converge over the next few years, more 
and more of our entertainment is going 
to be delivered through a single wire 
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into the home over the Internet. In 
this radically different universe, it 
only makes sense to modernize the rat-
ings concept to fit the new contours of 
the Information Age, and develop a 
standard labeling system for the video, 
audio, and interactive games we will 
consume through a common portal. 
Our legislation will move us in that di-
rection and prod the entertainment in-
dustry to help parents meet the new 
challenges of this new era, and hope-
fully usher in a new ethic of media re-
sponsibility, a goal that is reflected in 
the bill’s title. 

In closing, Mr. President, I want to 
make clear that I do not consider this 
legislation to be ‘‘the’’ answer to the 
threat of media violence or the solu-
tion to repairing our culture. It won’t 
singlehandedly stop media standards 
from falling, or substitute for industry 
self-restraint. No one bill or combina-
tion of laws could replace the exercise 
of corporate citizenship, particularly 
given our respect for the First Amend-
ment. We must continue to push the 
entertainment industry to embrace its 
responsibilities. But this bill is a com-
mon-sense, forward looking response 
that will in fact help reduce the harm-
ful influences reaching our children 
and thereby reduce the risk of youth 
violence. That makes it more than 
worthwhile, and I ask my colleagues to 
join us in supporting it.∑ 

By Mr. BURNS: 
S. 1229. A bill to amend the Federal 

Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act to permit a State to register a for-
eign pesticide for distribution and use 
within that State; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise 
today as a proud sponsor of this pes-
ticide harmonization legislation. As 
many of you are aware, there are a 
number of trade imbalances facing the 
agricultural industry. 

In my home State of Montana and 
many other western and mid-western 
states, trade imbalances occur pri-
marily between Canada and the United 
States. However, disparities occur be-
tween the United States and many for-
eign countries. 

One of those trade imbalances is pes-
ticide harmonization, which is a seri-
ous issue for American farmers. There 
are numerous disparities between 
chemicals and pesticides that are al-
lowed in foreign countries and those 
that are allowed here in the United 
States. 

In many cases a chemical will have 
the identical chemical structure in 
both countries but be named and priced 
differently. Why should an American 
producer be expected to pay twice the 
amount for an identical chemical 
available in a foreign country for less? 

In order for free trade to truly occur, 
this issue must be addressed. Farmers 
have dealt with several years of de-

pressed prices with no immediate end 
in sight. To compound the economic 
crunch American farmers are feeling, 
American agricultural producers must 
pay nearly twice the amount that for-
eign producers pay in their country for 
nearly the same chemical. 

This leads to a huge disparity be-
tween the break-even price on crop pro-
duction between foreign and American 
farmers, and gives foreign producers an 
unfair advantage. It is unfair for Amer-
ican producers to pay twice the 
amount for pesticides and chemicals as 
many of our trading partners. 

Furthermore, it is against the law for 
American producers to purchase an 
identical chemical in a foreign country 
and bring it across the border. The En-
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
must be held accountable to American 
producers and assure that producers 
have the same advantages in this coun-
try in regards to pesticides and chemi-
cals that foreign producers enjoy. 

My bill assures that the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) will 
be held accountable to domestic agri-
cultural producers. Primarily, it man-
dates that the EPA give mutual rec-
ognition to the same chemical struc-
tures, on both existing and new prod-
ucts, in the United States and com-
peting foreign countries. 

It does this by several provisions. 
First, it permits any agricultural indi-
vidual or group, within a state, to put 
forth a request through the State Ag 
Commissioner (Head of the Department 
of Agriculture) to the EPA to register 
chemicals with substantially similar 
make-up to those registered in a for-
eign country. 

Within 60 days of receiving that re-
quest the EPA would be held respon-
sible to either accept or deny that re-
quest. They must then give the same 
recognition to American producers for 
chemical structures that are substan-
tially similar to cheaper products 
available in competing foreign coun-
tries. 

Additionally, my bill will ensure that 
the Administrator of the EPA will take 
into account both NAFTA and the Can-
ada/U.S. Trade Agreement, in making 
these determinations. 

These provisions will level the pric-
ing structure by making sure that 
chemicals with the same (or substan-
tially similar) structures are priced 
fairly in the United States. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues on this important issue to 
American farmers and ranchers. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

By Mrs. BOXER: 
S. 1230. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1986 to encourage the 
production and use of clean-fuel vehi-
cles, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

THE ELECTRIC VEHICLE CONSUMER INCENTIVE 
TAX ACT OF 1999 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing the ‘‘Electric Vehicle 

Consumer Incentive Tax Act of 1999’’ to 
provide new incentives and extend pre-
vious ones to spark the zero emission 
vehicle market. This legislation is 
similar to previous bills that I have in-
troduced in the 104th and 105th Con-
gresses. 

I am pleased to see that already the 
market for electric vehicles is emerg-
ing. All major domestic automakers 
and most of foreign automakers have 
zero emission vehicles in the market. 
However, we still need to provide tax 
incentives to help lower the cost of the 
new technology vehicles. Despite the 
what appears to be a new under-
standing from our automakers that 
they must begin to produce environ-
mentally friendly vehicles, the costs of 
these new generation of vehicles are 
still steep for most Americans. 

The need to decrease automobile pol-
lution is still critical. Since 1970, total 
U.S. population increased 31 percent 
and vehicle miles traveled—that’s our 
best measure of vehicle use—increased 
127 percent. During that time, emis-
sions for most of the key pollutants 
have decreased from the introduction 
of new technologies. But we are still 
failing to meet air quality standards in 
many areas. In fact, the emissions of 
one key pollutant—nitrogen oxides— 
actually increased 11 percent from 1970 
to 1997. Nitrogen oxides, produced 
largely from automobile fuel combus-
tion, is the building block for smog. 
About 107 million Americans were re-
siding in counties that did not meet 
the air quality standards for at least 
one of the National Ambient Air Qual-
ity Standards pollutants in 1997. 

These emissions still produce pro-
found and troubling impacts on the 
health of Americans, particularly the 
young. 

That is why I believe Congress should 
help and encourage Americans to pur-
chase or lease zero emission vehicles. 
Electric vehicles, which produce no 
pollution from their engines, will not 
become the preferred automobile for 
all Americans, but for many it can be-
come the preferred commuter vehicle 
or city car. Electric vehicles can also 
help state and local governments, and 
private fleet operators, meet new and 
future air quality requirements. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to say 
that previous provisions of my clean 
fuel vehicle legislation have become 
law. The lowering of the excise tax on 
liquified natural gas will help spur the 
market for that fuel for heavy duty ve-
hicles. The repeal of the luxury tax on 
electric vehicles also helps remove or 
lessen market barriers. But more needs 
to be done. That is why I have intro-
duced the ‘‘Electric Vehicle Consumer 
Incentive Tax Act of 1999.’’ U.S. Rep-
resentative MAC COLLINS of Georgia 
has introduced the companion bill in 
the House, H.R. 1108. 
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The bill provides four major incen-

tives. First, it removes the govern-
mental use restrictions for electric ve-
hicles. At present, the Internal Rev-
enue Code prohibits any tax credit 
taken for property (in this case electric 
vehicles) used by the United States or 
any state or local government. Remov-
ing this bar will encourage the leasing 
of electric vehicles for state and local 
use. By removing restriction on gov-
ernmental use of electric vehicles, 
owners of electric vehicle fleets could 
‘‘pass on’’ any cost savings from tax 
credits to the government. 

Second, the bill makes large electric 
trucks, vans, and buses eligible for the 
same tax deduction available now for 
other clean-fuel vehicles under the En-
ergy Policy Act of 1992. Large electric 
trucks, vans and buses currently are 
limited to the maximum tax credit of 
$4,000 under the Code. Other clean-fuel 
vehicles, however, may receive a $50,000 
tax deduction. This section of the bill 
would remove the unfair distinction be-
tween large electric and other large 
clean-fuel vehicles. Each would qualify 
for the tax deduction incentive which 
would serve to promote the greatest 
use of clean-fuel vehicles. The bill 
would end the tax credit for large elec-
tric vehicles and provide a tax deduc-
tion instead. 

Third, the bill provides a flat $4,000 
tax credit on the purchase of an elec-
tric vehicle. Under current law, elec-
tric vehicles are eligible under the 
Code for a 10 percent tax credit for the 
cost of qualified electric vehicles, up to 
a maximum of $4,000. The bill would 
modify that section to provide for a 
flat $4,000 tax credit (rather than 10 
percent of the purchase price up to 
$4,000) in order to maximize the tax in-
centive. 

Fourth, the bill extends the sunset 
period for the tax credit. Current law 
phases out the electric vehicle tax 
credit beginning in the year 2002. The 
Energy Policy Act of 1992 anticipated 
that electric vehicles would be avail-
able commercially in 1992. The first 
electric vehicles were not available to 
the public until 1997. All major auto-
makers now have electric vehicles on 
the market. However, that market is 
still very small. Therefore, the bill ex-
tends the phase out for four years with 
the credit sunsetting December 31, 2008, 
instead of December 31, 2004. The phase 
out provisions are conformed by 
amending the Code to provide that the 
credit will be phased out, at a 25 per-
cent annual cumulative rate, for each 
of the three years preceding termi-
nation. 

I believe these provisions can provide 
important market incentives for Amer-
icans to purchase automobiles that do 
not contribute to urban smog or other 
pollution and at a modest cost in re-
duced Federal taxes. I ask that my col-
leagues join me in supporting this leg-
islation and making way for a clean 
fuel future in the 21st Century. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

S. 1230 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; AMENDMENT OF 1986 

CODE. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 

the ‘‘Electric Vehicle Consumer Incentive 
Tax Act of 1999’’. 

(b) REFERENCE TO 1986 CODE.—Except as 
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in 
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re-
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a 
section or other provision of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 
SEC. 2. GOVERNMENTAL USE RESTRICTION 

MODIFIED FOR ELECTRIC VEHI-
CLES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section 
30(d) (relating to special rules) is amended by 
inserting ‘‘(without regard to paragraph 
(4)(A)(i) thereof)’’ after ‘‘section 50(b)’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph 
(5) of section 179A(e) (relating to other defi-
nitions and special rules) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘(without regard to paragraph 
(4)(A)(i) thereof in the case of a qualified 
electric vehicle described in subclause (I) or 
(II) of subsection (b)(1)(A)(iii) of this sec-
tion)’’ after ‘‘section 50(b)’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to property 
placed in service on or after the date of en-
actment of this Act. 
SEC. 3. LARGE ELECTRIC TRUCKS, VANS, AND 

BUSES ELIGIBLE FOR DEDUCTION 
FOR CLEAN-FUEL VEHICLES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section 
179A(c) (defining qualified clean-fuel vehicle 
property) is amended by inserting ‘‘, other 
than any vehicle described in subclause (I) or 
(II) of subsection (b)(1)(A)(iii)’’ after ‘‘section 
30(c))’’. 

(b) DENIAL OF CREDIT.—Subsection (c) of 
section 30 (relating to credit for qualified 
electric vehicles)is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) DENIAL OF CREDIT FOR VEHICLES FOR 
WHICH DEDUCTION ALLOWABLE.—The term 
‘qualified electric vehicle’ shall not include 
any vehicle described in subclause (I) or (II) 
of section 179A(b)(1)(A)(iii).’’ 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to property 
placed in service on or after the date of en-
actment of this Act. 
SEC. 4. ELECTRIC VEHICLE CREDIT AMOUNT AND 

APPLICATION AGAINST ALTER-
NATIVE MINIMUM TAX. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 
30 (relating to credit for qualified electric ve-
hicles) is amended by striking ‘‘10 percent 
of’’. 

(b) APPLICATION AGAINST ALTERNATIVE 
MINIMUM TAX.—Section 30(b) (relating to 
limitations) is amended by striking para-
graph (3). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1998. 
SEC. 5. EXTENSION OF CREDIT FOR QUALIFIED 

ELECTRIC VEHICLES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 30(e) (relating to 

the termination of the credit) is amended by 
striking ‘‘December 31, 2004’’ and inserting 
‘‘December 31, 2008’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
30(b)(2) (relating to the phaseout of the cred-
it) is amended by striking ‘‘December 31, 
2001’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2005’’ and 
by striking ‘‘2002’’, ‘‘2003’’, and ‘‘2004’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2006’’, ‘‘2007’’, and ‘‘2008’’, respec-
tively. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 13 
At the request of Mr. SESSIONS, the 

name of the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. ALLARD) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 13, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide addi-
tional tax incentives for education. 

S. 115 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 115, a bill to require that 
health plans provide coverage for a 
minimum hospital stay for 
mastectomies and lymph node dissec-
tion for the treatment of breast cancer 
and coverage for secondary consulta-
tions. 

S. 222 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 

the names of the Senator from New 
York (Mr. MOYNIHAN), the Senator 
from Maryland (Mr. SARBANES), and 
the Senator from New York (Mr. SCHU-
MER) were added as cosponsors of S. 222, 
a bill to amend title 23, United States 
Code, to provide for a national stand-
ard to prohibit the operation of motor 
vehicles by intoxicated individuals. 

S. 256 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
256, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to promote the use 
of universal product numbers on claims 
forms submitted for reimbursement 
under the medicare program. 

S. 331 
At the request of Mr. THURMOND, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
331, a bill to amend the Social Security 
Act to expand the availability of 
health care coverage for working indi-
viduals with disabilities, to establish a 
Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency 
Program in the Social Security Admin-
istration to provide such individuals 
with meaningful opportunities to work, 
and for other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. CRAIG, his name 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 331, 
supra. 

S. 345 
At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the 

name of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
AKAKA) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
345, a bill to amend the Animal Welfare 
Act to remove the limitation that per-
mits interstate movement of live birds, 
for the purpose of fighting, to States in 
which animal fighting is lawful. 
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S. 386 

At the request of Mr. GORTON, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY), the Senator from 
California (Mrs. BOXER), the Senator 
from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING), the Sen-
ator from Tennessee (Mr. THOMPSON), 
and the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. 
MCCONNELL) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 386, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for tax- 
exempt bond financing of certain elec-
tric facilities. 

S. 459 
At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the 

name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
459, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the State 
ceiling on private activity bonds. 

S. 487 
At the request of Mr. GRAMS, the 

names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
INOUYE) and the Senator from Arkan-
sas (Mr. HUTCHINSON) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 487, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide additional retirement savings op-
portunities for small employers, in-
cluding self-employed individuals. 

S. 495 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 

of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
495, a bill to amend the Clean Air Act 
to repeal the highway sanctions. 

S. 631 
At the request of Mr. DEWINE, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. WELLSTONE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 631, a bill to amend the 
Social Security Act to eliminate the 
time limitation on benefits for im-
munosuppressive drugs under the medi-
care program, to provide continued en-
titlement for such drugs for certain in-
dividuals after medicare benefits end, 
and to extend certain medicare sec-
ondary payer requirements. 

S. 784 
At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 

the name of the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 784, a bill to establish a 
demonstration project to study and 
provide coverage of routine patient 
care costs for medicare beneficiaries 
with cancer who are enrolled in an ap-
proved clinical trial program. 

S. 808 
At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 808, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide tax in-
centives for land sales for conservation 
purposes. 

S. 894 
At the request of Mr. CLELAND, the 

names of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
REID) and the Senator from Virginia 
(Mr. WARNER) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 894, a bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to provide for the estab-

lishment of a program under which 
long-term care insurance is made 
available to Federal employees and an-
nuitants, and for other purposes. 

S. 896 
At the request of Mr. GRAMS, the 

name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
BROWNBACK) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 896, a bill to abolish the Depart-
ment of Energy, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 926 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 

of the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. 
FEINGOLD) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 926, a bill to provide the people of 
Cuba with access to food and medicines 
from the United States, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 947 
At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the 

name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mr. HUTCHINSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 947, a bill to amend fed-
eral law regarding the tolling of the 
Interstate Highway System. 

S. 965 
At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 

names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Senator from 
New Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG), and the 
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. KOHL) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 965, a 
bill to restore a United States vol-
untary contribution to the United Na-
tions Population Fund. 

S. 978 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 

name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 978, a bill to specify that the 
legal public holiday known as Washing-
ton’s Birthday be called by that name. 

S. 1038 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1038, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exempt small issue 
bonds for agriculture from the State 
volume cap. 

S. 1070 
At the request of Mr. BOND, the name 

of the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. 
INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1070, a bill to require the Secretary of 
Labor to wait for completion of a Na-
tional Academy of Sciences study be-
fore promulgating a standard, regula-
tion or guideline on ergonomics. 

S. 1167 
At the request of Mr. GORTON, the 

name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1167, a bill to amend the Pacific North-
west Electric Power Planning and Con-
servation Act to provide for expanding 
the scope of the Independent Scientific 
Review Panel. 

S. 1176 
At the request of Mr. ROBB, the name 

of the Senator from Maryland (Ms. MI-
KULSKI) was added as a cosponsor of S. 

1176, a bill to provide for greater access 
to child care services for Federal em-
ployees. 

S. 1180 
At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 

names of the Senator from Maryland 
(Ms. MIKULSKI) and the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1180, a bill to 
amend the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, to reauthorize 
and make improvements to that Act, 
and for other purposes. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 32 
At the request of Mr. CONRAD, the 

name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of Senate Concurrent Resolution 32, 
a concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of Congress regarding the guar-
anteed coverage of chiropractic serv-
ices under the Medicare+Choice pro-
gram. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 59 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 

the name of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a 
cosponsor of Senate Resolution 59, a 
resolution designating both July 2, 
1999, and July 2, 2000, as ‘‘National Lit-
eracy Day.’’ 

SENATE RESOLUTION 87 
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 

name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
CLELAND) was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Resolution 87, a resolution com-
memorating the 60th Anniversary of 
the International Visitors Program 

AMENDMENT NO. 648 
At the request of Mr. BRYAN, his 

name was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 648 proposed to S. 1186, 
an original bill making appropriations 
for energy and water development for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2000. 

At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 
names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
GRASSLEY), the Senator from Maine 
(Ms. COLLINS), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. BOXER), the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. CLELAND), the Senator 
from New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), the 
Senator from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), 
the Senator from Maine (Ms. SNOWE), 
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
HAGEL), the Senator from Washington 
(Mrs. MURRAY), the Senator from 
Rhode Island (Mr. CHAFEE), and the 
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
WELLSTONE) were added as cosponsors 
of amendment No. 648 proposed to S. 
1186, supra. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

WORK INCENTIVES IMPROVEMENT 
ACT OF 1999 

ROTH AND BINGAMAN 
AMENDMENT NO. 671 

Mr. ROTH (for himself and Mr. 
BINGAMAN) proposed an amendment to 
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the bill (S. 331) to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to expand the availability of 
health care coverage for working indi-
viduals with disabilities, to establish a 
Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency 
Program in the Social Security Admin-
istration to provide such individuals 
with meaningful opportunities to work, 
and for other purposes; as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Work Incentives Improvement Act of 
1999’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings and purposes. 
TITLE I—EXPANDED AVAILABILITY OF 

HEALTH CARE SERVICES 
Sec. 101. Expanding State options under the 

medicaid program for workers 
with disabilities. 

Sec. 102. Continuation of medicare coverage 
for working individuals with 
disabilities. 

Sec. 103. Grants to develop and establish 
State infrastructures to sup-
port working individuals with 
disabilities. 

Sec. 104. Demonstration of coverage under 
the medicaid program of work-
ers with potentially severe dis-
abilities. 

Sec. 105. Election by disabled beneficiaries 
to suspend medigap insurance 
when covered under a group 
health plan. 

TITLE II—TICKET TO WORK AND SELF- 
SUFFICIENCY AND RELATED PROVI-
SIONS 

Subtitle A—Ticket to Work and Self- 
Sufficiency 

Sec. 201. Establishment of the Ticket to 
Work and Self-Sufficiency Pro-
gram. 

Subtitle B—Elimination of Work 
Disincentives 

Sec. 211. Work activity standard as a basis 
for review of an individual’s 
disabled status. 

Sec. 212. Expedited reinstatement of dis-
ability benefits. 

Subtitle C—Work Incentives Planning, 
Assistance, and Outreach 

Sec. 221. Work incentives outreach program. 
Sec. 222. State grants for work incentives 

assistance to disabled bene-
ficiaries. 

TITLE III—DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 
AND STUDIES 

Sec. 301. Permanent extension of disability 
insurance program demonstra-
tion project authority. 

Sec. 302. Demonstration projects providing 
for reductions in disability in-
surance benefits based on earn-
ings. 

Sec. 303. Studies and reports. 
TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS AND 

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 
Sec. 401. Technical amendments relating to 

drug addicts and alcoholics. 
Sec. 402. Treatment of prisoners. 
Sec. 403. Revocation by members of the cler-

gy of exemption from Social Se-
curity coverage. 

Sec. 404. Additional technical amendment 
relating to cooperative research 
or demonstration projects 
under titles II and XVI. 

Sec. 405. Authorization for State to permit 
annual wage reports. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Health care is important to all Ameri-
cans. 

(2) Health care is particularly important to 
individuals with disabilities and special 
health care needs who often cannot afford 
the insurance available to them through the 
private market, are uninsurable by the plans 
available in the private sector, and are at 
great risk of incurring very high and eco-
nomically devastating health care costs. 

(3) Americans with significant disabilities 
often are unable to obtain health care insur-
ance that provides coverage of the services 
and supports that enable them to live inde-
pendently and enter or rejoin the workforce. 
Personal assistance services (such as attend-
ant services, personal assistance with trans-
portation to and from work, reader services, 
job coaches, and related assistance) remove 
many of the barriers between significant dis-
ability and work. Coverage for such services, 
as well as for prescription drugs, durable 
medical equipment, and basic health care are 
powerful and proven tools for individuals 
with significant disabilities to obtain and re-
tain employment. 

(4) For individuals with disabilities, the 
fear of losing health care and related serv-
ices is one of the greatest barriers keeping 
the individuals from maximizing their em-
ployment, earning potential, and independ-
ence. 

(5) Individuals with disabilities who are 
beneficiaries under title II or XVI of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq., 1381 
et seq.) risk losing medicare or medicaid cov-
erage that is linked to their cash benefits, a 
risk that is an equal, or greater, work dis-
incentive than the loss of cash benefits asso-
ciated with working. 

(6) Currently, less than 1⁄2 of 1 percent of 
social security disability insurance and sup-
plemental security income beneficiaries 
cease to receive benefits as a result of em-
ployment. 

(7) Beneficiaries have cited the lack of ade-
quate employment training and placement 
services as an additional barrier to employ-
ment. 

(8) If an additional 1⁄2 of 1 percent of the 
current social security disability insurance 
(DI) and supplemental security income (SSI) 
recipients were to cease receiving benefits as 
a result of employment, the savings to the 
Social Security Trust Funds in cash assist-
ance would total $3,500,000,000 over the 
worklife of the individuals. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are as follows: 

(1) To provide health care and employment 
preparation and placement services to indi-
viduals with disabilities that will enable 
those individuals to reduce their dependency 
on cash benefit programs. 

(2) To encourage States to adopt the option 
of allowing individuals with disabilities to 
purchase medicaid coverage that is nec-
essary to enable such individuals to main-
tain employment. 

(3) To provide individuals with disabilities 
the option of maintaining medicare coverage 
while working. 

(4) To establish a return to work ticket 
program that will allow individuals with dis-
abilities to seek the services necessary to ob-
tain and retain employment and reduce their 
dependency on cash benefit programs. 

TITLE I—EXPANDED AVAILABILITY OF 
HEALTH CARE SERVICES 

SEC. 101. EXPANDING STATE OPTIONS UNDER 
THE MEDICAID PROGRAM FOR 
WORKERS WITH DISABILITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) STATE OPTION TO ELIMINATE INCOME, AS-

SETS, AND RESOURCE LIMITATIONS FOR WORK-
ERS WITH DISABILITIES BUYING INTO MED-
ICAID.—Section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)) is 
amended— 

(A) in subclause (XIII), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(B) in subclause (XIV), by adding ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(XV) who, but for earnings in excess of 

the limit established under section 
1905(q)(2)(B), would be considered to be re-
ceiving supplemental security income, who 
is at least 16, but less than 65, years of age, 
and whose assets, resources, and earned or 
unearned income (or both) do not exceed 
such limitations (if any) as the State may 
establish;’’. 

(2) STATE OPTION TO PROVIDE OPPORTUNITY 
FOR EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS WITH A MEDICALLY 
IMPROVED DISABILITY TO BUY INTO MEDICAID.— 

(A) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 1902(a)(10) (A)(ii) 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)), as amended by paragraph 
(1), is amended— 

(i) in subclause (XIV), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(ii) in subclause (XV), by adding ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; and 

(iii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(XVI) who are employed individuals with 

a medically improved disability described in 
section 1905(v)(1) and whose assets, re-
sources, and earned or unearned income (or 
both) do not exceed such limitations (if any) 
as the State may establish, but only if the 
State provides medical assistance to individ-
uals described in subclause (XV);’’. 

(B) DEFINITION OF EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS 
WITH A MEDICALLY IMPROVED DISABILITY.— 
Section 1905 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1396d) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(v)(1) The term ‘employed individual with 
a medically improved disability’ means an 
individual who— 

‘‘(A) is at least 16, but less than 65, years 
of age; 

‘‘(B) is employed (as defined in paragraph 
(2)); 

‘‘(C) ceases to be eligible for medical as-
sistance under section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV) 
because the individual, by reason of medical 
improvement, is determined at the time of a 
regularly scheduled continuing disability re-
view to no longer be eligible for benefits 
under section 223(d) or 1614(a)(3); and 

‘‘(D) continues to have a severe medically 
determinable impairment, as determined 
under regulations of the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), an indi-
vidual is considered to be ‘employed’ if the 
individual— 

‘‘(A) is earning at least the applicable min-
imum wage requirement under section 6 of 
the Fair Labor Standards Act (29 U.S.C. 206) 
and working at least 40 hours per month; or 

‘‘(B) is engaged in a work effort that meets 
substantial and reasonable threshold criteria 
for hours of work, wages, or other measures, 
as defined by the State and approved by the 
Secretary.’’. 

(C) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1905(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d(a)) is 
amended in the matter preceding paragraph 
(1)— 
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(i) in clause (x), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 

end; 
(ii) in clause (xi), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the 

end; and 
(iii) by inserting after clause (xi), the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(xii) employed individuals with a medi-

cally improved disability (as defined in sub-
section (v)),’’. 

(3) STATE AUTHORITY TO IMPOSE INCOME-RE-
LATED PREMIUMS AND COST-SHARING.—Section 
1916 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1396o) is amend-
ed— 

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘The 
State plan’’ and inserting ‘‘Subject to sub-
section (g), the State plan’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(g) With respect to individuals provided 

medical assistance only under subclause 
(XV) or (XVI) of section 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)— 

‘‘(1) a State may (in a uniform manner for 
individuals described in either such sub-
clause)— 

‘‘(A) require such individuals to pay pre-
miums or other cost-sharing charges set on a 
sliding scale based on income that the State 
may determine; and 

‘‘(B) require payment of 100 percent of such 
premiums for such year in the case of such 
an individual who has income for a year that 
exceeds 250 percent of the income official 
poverty line (referred to in subsection (c)(1)) 
applicable to a family of the size involved, 
except that in the case of such an individual 
who has income for a year that does not ex-
ceed 450 percent of such poverty line, such 
requirement may only apply to the extent 
such premiums do not exceed 7.5 percent of 
such income; and 

‘‘(2) such State shall require payment of 
100 percent of such premiums for a year by 
such an individual whose adjusted gross in-
come (as defined in section 62 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986) for such year exceeds 
$75,000, except that a State may choose to 
subsidize such premiums by using State 
funds which may not be federally matched 
under this title. 
In the case of any calendar year beginning 
after 2000, the dollar amount specified in 
paragraph (2) shall be increased in accord-
ance with the provisions of section 
215(i)(2)(A)(ii).’’. 

(4) PROHIBITION AGAINST SUPPLANTATION OF 
STATE FUNDS AND STATE FAILURE TO MAINTAIN 
EFFORT.—Section 1903(i) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1396b(i)) is amended— 

(A) by striking the period at the end of 
paragraph (18) and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(B) by inserting after such paragraph the 
following: 

‘‘(19) with respect to amounts expended for 
medical assistance provided to an individual 
described in subclause (XV) or (XVI) of sec-
tion 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii) for a fiscal year unless 
the State demonstrates to the satisfaction of 
the Secretary that the level of State funds 
expended for such fiscal year for programs to 
enable working individuals with disabilities 
to work (other than for such medical assist-
ance) is not less than the level expended for 
such programs during the most recent State 
fiscal year ending before the date of enact-
ment of this paragraph.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) Section 1903(f)(4) of the Social Security 

Act (42 U.S.C. 1396b(f)(4) is amended in the 
matter preceding subparagraph (A) by insert-
ing ‘‘1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV), 
1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XVI)’’ after 
‘‘1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(X),’’. 

(2) Section 1903(f)(4) of such Act, as amend-
ed by paragraph (1), is amended by inserting 
‘‘1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XIII),’’ before 
‘‘1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV)’’. 

(c) GAO REPORT.—Not later than 3 years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit a report to Congress regarding 
the amendments made by this section that 
examines— 

(1) the extent to which higher health care 
costs for individuals with disabilities at 
higher income levels deter employment or 
progress in employment; 

(2) whether such individuals have health 
insurance coverage or could benefit from the 
State option established under such amend-
ments to provide a medicaid buy-in; and 

(3) how the States are exercising such op-
tion, including— 

(A) how such States are exercising the 
flexibility afforded them with regard to in-
come disregards; 

(B) what income and premium levels have 
been set; 

(C) the degree to which States are sub-
sidizing premiums above the dollar amount 
specified in section 1916(g)(2) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396o(g)(2)); and 

(D) the extent to which there exists any 
crowd-out effect. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section apply to medical assistance for items 
and services furnished on or after October 1, 
1999. 

(2) RETROACTIVITY OF CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—The amendment made by subsection 
(b)(2) takes effect as if included in the enact-
ment of the Balanced Budget Act of 1997. 
SEC. 102. CONTINUATION OF MEDICARE COV-

ERAGE FOR WORKING INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DISABILITIES. 

(a) CONTINUATION OF COVERAGE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 226 of the Social 

Security Act (42 U.S.C. 426) is amended— 
(A) in the third sentence of subsection (b), 

by inserting ‘‘, except as provided in sub-
section (j)’’ after ‘‘but not in excess of 24 
such months’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(j) The 24-month limitation on deemed 

entitlement under the third sentence of sub-
section (b) shall not apply— 

‘‘(1) for months occurring during the 6-year 
period beginning with the first month that 
begins after the date of enactment of this 
subsection; and 

‘‘(2) for subsequent months, in the case of 
an individual who was entitled to benefits 
under subsection (b) as of the last month of 
such 6-year period and would continue (but 
for such 24-month limitation) to be so enti-
tled.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1818A(a)(2)(C) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395i–2a(a)(2)(C)) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘solely’’; and 
(B) by inserting ‘‘or the expiration of the 

last month of the 6-year period described in 
section 226(j)’’ before the semicolon. 

(b) GAO REPORT.—Not later than 4 years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit a report to Congress that— 

(1) examines the effectiveness and cost of 
subsection (j) of section 226 of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 426); 

(2) examines the necessity and effective-
ness of providing the continuation of medi-
care coverage under that subsection to indi-
viduals whose annual income exceeds the 
contribution and benefit base (as determined 
under section 230 of the Social Security Act); 

(3) examines the viability of providing the 
continuation of medicare coverage under 
that subsection based on a sliding scale pre-

mium for individuals whose annual income 
exceeds such contribution and benefit base; 

(4) examines the interrelation between the 
use of the continuation of medicare coverage 
under that subsection and the use of private 
health insurance coverage by individuals 
during the 6-year period; and 

(5) recommends whether that subsection 
should continue to be applied beyond the 6- 
year period described in the subsection. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) apply to months be-
ginning with the first month that begins 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(d) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS.— 
An individual enrolled under section 1818A of 
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395i–2a) 
shall be treated with respect to premium 
payment obligations under such section as 
though the individual had continued to be 
entitled to benefits under section 226(b) of 
such Act for— 

(1) months described in section 226(j)(1) of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 426(j)(1)) (as added by sub-
section (a)); and 

(2) subsequent months, in the case of an in-
dividual who was so enrolled as of the last 
month described in section 226(j)(2) of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 426(j)(2)) (as so added). 
SEC. 103. GRANTS TO DEVELOP AND ESTABLISH 

STATE INFRASTRUCTURES TO SUP-
PORT WORKING INDIVIDUALS WITH 
DISABILITIES. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services (in this section referred 
to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) shall award grants de-
scribed in subsection (b) to States to support 
the design, establishment, and operation of 
State infrastructures that provide items and 
services to support working individuals with 
disabilities. 

(2) APPLICATION.—In order to be eligible for 
an award of a grant under this section, a 
State shall submit an application to the Sec-
retary at such time, in such manner, and 
containing such information as the Sec-
retary shall require. 

(3) DEFINITION OF STATE.—In this section, 
the term ‘‘State’’ means each of the 50 
States, the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, Guam, the United States Virgin Is-
lands, American Samoa, and the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. 

(b) GRANTS FOR INFRASTRUCTURE AND OUT-
REACH.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Out of the funds appro-
priated under subsection (e), the Secretary 
shall award grants to States to— 

(A) support the establishment, implemen-
tation, and operation of the State infrastruc-
tures described in subsection (a); and 

(B) conduct outreach campaigns regarding 
the existence of such infrastructures. 

(2) ELIGIBILITY FOR GRANTS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—No State may receive a 

grant under this subsection unless the 
State— 

(i) has an approved amendment to the 
State plan under title XIX of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.) that pro-
vides medical assistance under such plan to 
individuals described in section 
1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV)); and 

(ii) demonstrates to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary that the State makes personal as-
sistance services available under the State 
plan under title XIX of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.) to the extent nec-
essary to enable individuals described in 
clause (i) to remain employed (as determined 
under section 1905(v)(2) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d(v)(2))). 
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(B) DEFINITION OF PERSONAL ASSISTANCE 

SERVICES.—In this paragraph, the term ‘‘per-
sonal assistance services’’ means a range of 
services, provided by 1 or more persons, de-
signed to assist an individual with a dis-
ability to perform daily activities on and off 
the job that the individual would typically 
perform if the individual did not have a dis-
ability. Such services shall be designed to in-
crease the individual’s control in life and 
ability to perform everyday activities on or 
off the job. 

(3) DETERMINATION OF AWARDS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(B), the Secretary shall determine a formula 
for awarding grants to States under this sec-
tion that provides special consideration to 
States that provide medical assistance under 
title XIX of the Social Security Act to indi-
viduals described in section 
1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XVI) of that Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XVI)). 

(B) AWARD LIMITS.— 
(i) MINIMUM AWARDS.— 
(I) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subclause (II), 

no State with an approved application under 
this section shall receive a grant for a fiscal 
year that is less than $500,000. 

(II) PRO RATA REDUCTIONS.—If the funds ap-
propriated under subsection (e) for a fiscal 
year are not sufficient to pay each State 
with an application approved under this sec-
tion the minimum amount described in sub-
clause (I), the Secretary shall pay each such 
State an amount equal to the pro rata share 
of the amount made available. 

(ii) MAXIMUM AWARDS.—No State with an 
application that has been approved under 
this section shall receive a grant for a fiscal 
year that exceeds 15 percent of the total ex-
penditures by the State (including the reim-
bursed Federal share of such expenditures) 
for medical assistance for individuals eligi-
ble under subclause (XV) and (XVI) of sec-
tion 1902(a)(10)(A)(ii) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)), as esti-
mated by the State and approved by the Sec-
retary. 

(c) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.— 
(1) FUNDS AWARDED TO STATES.—Funds 

awarded to a State under a grant made under 
this section for a fiscal year shall remain 
available until expended. 

(2) FUNDS NOT AWARDED TO STATES.—Funds 
not awarded to States in the fiscal year for 
which they are appropriated shall remain 
available in succeeding fiscal years for 
awarding by the Secretary. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—A State that is 
awarded a grant under this section shall sub-
mit an annual report to the Secretary on the 
use of funds provided under the grant. Each 
report shall include the percentage increase 
in the number of title II disability bene-
ficiaries, as defined in section 1148(k)(3) of 
the Social Security Act (as amended by sec-
tion 201) in the State, and title XVI dis-
ability beneficiaries, as defined in section 
1148(k)(4) of the Social Security Act (as so 
amended) in the State who return to work. 

(e) APPROPRIATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Out of any funds in the 

Treasury not otherwise appropriated, there 
is appropriated to make grants under this 
section— 

(A) for fiscal year 2000, $20,000,000; 
(B) for fiscal year 2001, $25,000,000; 
(C) for fiscal year 2002, $30,000,000; 
(D) for fiscal year 2003, $35,000,000; 
(E) for fiscal year 2004, $40,000,000; and 
(F) for each of fiscal years 2005 through 

2010, the amount appropriated for the pre-
ceding fiscal year increased by the percent-
age increase (if any) in the Consumer Price 

Index for All Urban Consumers (United 
States city average) for the preceding fiscal 
year. 

(2) BUDGET AUTHORITY.—This subsection 
constitutes budget authority in advance of 
appropriations Acts and represents the obli-
gation of the Federal Government to provide 
for the payment of the amounts appropriated 
under paragraph (1). 

(f) RECOMMENDATION.—Not later than Octo-
ber 1, 2009, the Secretary, in consultation 
with the Work Incentives Advisory Panel es-
tablished under section 201(f), shall submit a 
recommendation to the Committee on Com-
merce of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Finance of the Senate re-
garding whether the grant program estab-
lished under this section should be continued 
after fiscal year 2010. 
SEC. 104. DEMONSTRATION OF COVERAGE 

UNDER THE MEDICAID PROGRAM OF 
WORKERS WITH POTENTIALLY SE-
VERE DISABILITIES. 

(a) STATE APPLICATION.—A State may 
apply to the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services (in this section referred to as the 
‘‘Secretary’’) for approval of a demonstra-
tion project (in this section referred to as a 
‘‘demonstration project’’) under which up to 
a specified maximum number of individuals 
who are workers with a potentially severe 
disability (as defined in subsection (b)(1)) are 
provided medical assistance equal to that 
provided under section 1905(a) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d(a)) to individ-
uals described in section 
1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV) of that Act (42 U.S.C. 
1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV)). 

(b) WORKER WITH A POTENTIALLY SEVERE 
DISABILITY DEFINED.—For purposes of this 
section— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘worker with a 
potentially severe disability’’ means, with 
respect to a demonstration project, an indi-
vidual who— 

(A) is at least 16, but less than 65, years of 
age; 

(B) has a specific physical or mental im-
pairment that, as defined by the State under 
the demonstration project, is reasonably ex-
pected, but for the receipt of items and serv-
ices described in section 1905(a) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396d(a)), to become 
blind or disabled (as defined under section 
1614(a) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1382c(a))); and 

(C) is employed (as defined in paragraph 
(2)). 

(2) DEFINITION OF EMPLOYED.—An indi-
vidual is considered to be ‘‘employed’’ if the 
individual— 

(A) is earning at least the applicable min-
imum wage requirement under section 6 of 
the Fair Labor Standards Act (29 U.S.C. 206) 
and working at least 40 hours per month; or 

(B) is engaged in a work effort that meets 
substantial and reasonable threshold criteria 
for hours of work, wages, or other measures, 
as defined under the demonstration project 
and approved by the Secretary. 

(c) APPROVAL OF DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (3), 
the Secretary shall approve applications 
under subsection (a) that meet the require-
ments of paragraph (2) and such additional 
terms and conditions as the Secretary may 
require. The Secretary may waive the re-
quirement of section 1902(a)(1) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(1)) to allow 
for sub-State demonstrations. 

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF DEMONSTRA-
TION PROJECTS.—The Secretary may not ap-
prove a demonstration project under this 
section unless the State provides assurances 

satisfactory to the Secretary that the fol-
lowing conditions are or will be met: 

(A) ELECTION OF OPTIONAL CATEGORY.—The 
State has elected to provide coverage under 
its plan under title XIX of the Social Secu-
rity Act of individuals described in section 
1902(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(10)(A)(ii)(XV)). 

(B) MAINTENANCE OF STATE EFFORT.—Fed-
eral funds paid to a State pursuant to this 
section must be used to supplement, but not 
supplant, the level of State funds expended 
for workers with potentially severe disabil-
ities under programs in effect for such indi-
viduals at the time the demonstration 
project is approved under this section. 

(C) INDEPENDENT EVALUATION.—The State 
provides for an independent evaluation of the 
project. 

(3) LIMITATIONS ON FEDERAL FUNDING.— 
(A) APPROPRIATION.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Out of any funds in the 

Treasury not otherwise appropriated, there 
is appropriated to carry out this section— 

(I) for fiscal year 2000, $72,000,000; 
(II) for fiscal year 2001, $74,000,000; 
(III) for fiscal year 2002, $78,000,000; and 
(IV) for fiscal year 2003, $81,000,000. 
(ii) BUDGET AUTHORITY.—Clause (i) con-

stitutes budget authority in advance of ap-
propriations Acts and represents the obliga-
tion of the Federal Government to provide 
for the payment of the amounts appropriated 
under clause (i). 

(B) LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS.—In no case 
may— 

(i) except as provided in clause (ii), the ag-
gregate amount of payments made by the 
Secretary to States under this section ex-
ceed $300,000,000; 

(ii) the aggregate amount of payments 
made by the Secretary to States for adminis-
trative expenses relating to annual reports 
required under subsection (d) exceed 
$5,000,000; or 

(iii) payments be provided by the Sec-
retary for a fiscal year after fiscal year 2005. 

(C) FUNDS ALLOCATED TO STATES.—The Sec-
retary shall allocate funds to States based 
on their applications and the availability of 
funds. Funds allocated to a State under a 
grant made under this section for a fiscal 
year shall remain available until expended. 

(D) FUNDS NOT ALLOCATED TO STATES.— 
Funds not allocated to States in the fiscal 
year for which they are appropriated shall 
remain available in succeeding fiscal years 
for allocation by the Secretary using the al-
location formula established under this sec-
tion. 

(E) PAYMENTS TO STATES.—The Secretary 
shall pay to each State with a demonstration 
project approved under this section, from its 
allocation under subparagraph (C), an 
amount for each quarter equal to the Federal 
medical assistance percentage (as defined in 
section 1905(b) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395d(b)) of expenditures in the quar-
ter for medical assistance provided to work-
ers with a potentially severe disability. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—A State with a dem-
onstration project approved under this sec-
tion shall submit an annual report to the 
Secretary on the use of funds provided under 
the grant. Each report shall include enroll-
ment and financial statistics on— 

(1) the total population of workers with po-
tentially severe disabilities served by the 
demonstration project; and 

(2) each population of such workers with a 
specific physical or mental impairment de-
scribed in subsection (b)(1)(B) served by such 
project. 
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(e) RECOMMENDATION.—Not later than Octo-

ber 1, 2002, the Secretary shall submit a rec-
ommendation to the Committee on Com-
merce of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Finance of the Senate re-
garding whether the demonstration project 
established under this section should be con-
tinued after fiscal year 2003. 

(f) STATE DEFINED.—In this section, the 
term ‘‘State’’ has the meaning given such 
term for purposes of title XIX of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.). 
SEC. 105. ELECTION BY DISABLED BENE-

FICIARIES TO SUSPEND MEDIGAP 
INSURANCE WHEN COVERED UNDER 
A GROUP HEALTH PLAN. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1882(q) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395ss(q)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5)(C), by inserting ‘‘or 
paragraph (6)’’ after ‘‘this paragraph’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(6) Each medicare supplemental policy 
shall provide that benefits and premiums 
under the policy shall be suspended at the re-
quest of the policyholder if the policyholder 
is entitled to benefits under section 226(b) 
and is covered under a group health plan (as 
defined in section 1862(b)(1)(A)(v)). If such 
suspension occurs and if the policyholder or 
certificate holder loses coverage under the 
group health plan, such policy shall be auto-
matically reinstituted (effective as of the 
date of such loss of coverage) under terms 
described in subsection (n)(6)(A)(ii) as of the 
loss of such coverage if the policyholder pro-
vides notice of loss of such coverage within 
90 days after the date of such loss.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) apply with respect to 
requests made after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

TITLE II—TICKET TO WORK AND SELF- 
SUFFICIENCY AND RELATED PROVISIONS 

Subtitle A—Ticket to Work and Self- 
Sufficiency 

SEC. 201. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE TICKET TO 
WORK AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY PRO-
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part A of title XI of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.) is 
amended by adding after section 1147 (as 
added by section 8 of the Noncitizen Benefit 
Clarification and Other Technical Amend-
ments Act of 1998 (Public Law 105–306; 112 
Stat. 2928)) the following: 

‘‘TICKET TO WORK AND SELF-SUFFICIENCY 
PROGRAM 

‘‘SEC. 1148. (a) IN GENERAL.—The Commis-
sioner shall establish a Ticket to Work and 
Self-Sufficiency Program, under which a dis-
abled beneficiary may use a ticket to work 
and self-sufficiency issued by the Commis-
sioner in accordance with this section to ob-
tain employment services, vocational reha-
bilitation services, or other support services 
from an employment network which is of the 
beneficiary’s choice and which is willing to 
provide such services to the beneficiary. 

‘‘(b) TICKET SYSTEM.— 
‘‘(1) DISTRIBUTION OF TICKETS.—The Com-

missioner may issue a ticket to work and 
self-sufficiency to disabled beneficiaries for 
participation in the Program. 

‘‘(2) ASSIGNMENT OF TICKETS.—A disabled 
beneficiary holding a ticket to work and 
self-sufficiency may assign the ticket to any 
employment network of the beneficiary’s 
choice which is serving under the Program 
and is willing to accept the assignment. 

‘‘(3) TICKET TERMS.—A ticket issued under 
paragraph (1) shall consist of a document 

which evidences the Commissioner’s agree-
ment to pay (as provided in paragraph (4)) an 
employment network, which is serving under 
the Program and to which such ticket is as-
signed by the beneficiary, for such employ-
ment services, vocational rehabilitation 
services, and other support services as the 
employment network may provide to the 
beneficiary. 

‘‘(4) PAYMENTS TO EMPLOYMENT NET-
WORKS.—The Commissioner shall pay an em-
ployment network under the Program in ac-
cordance with the outcome payment system 
under subsection (h)(2) or under the out-
come-milestone payment system under sub-
section (h)(3) (whichever is elected pursuant 
to subsection (h)(1)). An employment net-
work may not request or receive compensa-
tion for such services from the beneficiary. 

‘‘(c) STATE PARTICIPATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each State agency ad-

ministering or supervising the administra-
tion of the State plan approved under title I 
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 may elect 
to participate in the Program as an employ-
ment network with respect to a disabled ben-
eficiary. If the State agency does elect to 
participate in the Program, the State agency 
also shall elect to be paid under the outcome 
payment system or the outcome-milestone 
payment system in accordance with sub-
section (h)(1). With respect to a disabled ben-
eficiary that the State agency does not elect 
to have participate in the Program, the 
State agency shall be paid for services pro-
vided to that beneficiary under the system 
for payment applicable under section 222(d) 
and subsections (d) and (e) of section 1615. 
The Commissioner shall provide for periodic 
opportunities for exercising such elections 
(and revocations). 

‘‘(2) EFFECT OF PARTICIPATION BY STATE 
AGENCY.— 

‘‘(A) STATE AGENCIES PARTICIPATING.—In 
any case in which a State agency described 
in paragraph (1) elects under that paragraph 
to participate in the Program, the employ-
ment services, vocational rehabilitation 
services, and other support services which, 
upon assignment of tickets to work and self- 
sufficiency, are provided to disabled bene-
ficiaries by the State agency acting as an 
employment network shall be governed by 
plans for vocational rehabilitation services 
approved under title I of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973. 

‘‘(B) STATE AGENCIES ADMINISTERING MA-
TERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH SERVICES PRO-
GRAMS.—Subparagraph (A) shall not apply 
with respect to any State agency admin-
istering a program under title V of this Act. 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO 
CROSS-REFERRAL TO CERTAIN STATE AGEN-
CIES.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In any case in which an 
employment network has been assigned a 
ticket to work and self-sufficiency by a dis-
abled beneficiary, no State agency shall be 
deemed required, under this section, title I of 
the Workforce Investment Act of 1998, title I 
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, or a State 
plan approved under such title, to accept any 
referral of such disabled beneficiary from 
such employment network unless such em-
ployment network and such State agency 
have entered into a written agreement that 
meets the requirements of subparagraph (B). 
Any beneficiary who has assigned a ticket to 
work and self-sufficiency to an employment 
network that has not entered into such a 
written agreement with such a State agency 
may not access vocational rehabilitation 
services under title I of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973 until such time as the beneficiary 

is reassigned to a State vocational rehabili-
tation agency by the Program Manager. 

‘‘(B) TERMS OF AGREEMENT.—An agreement 
required by subparagraph (A) shall specify, 
in accordance with regulations prescribed 
pursuant to subparagraph (C)— 

‘‘(i) the extent (if any) to which the em-
ployment network holding the ticket will 
provide to the State agency— 

‘‘(I) reimbursement for costs incurred in 
providing services described in subparagraph 
(A) to the disabled beneficiary; and 

‘‘(II) other amounts from payments made 
by the Commissioner to the employment 
network pursuant to subsection (h); and 

‘‘(ii) any other conditions that may be re-
quired by such regulations. 

‘‘(C) REGULATIONS.—The Commissioner and 
the Secretary of Education shall jointly pre-
scribe regulations specifying the terms of 
agreements required by subparagraph (A) 
and otherwise necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this paragraph. 

‘‘(D) PENALTY.—No payment may be made 
to an employment network pursuant to sub-
section (h) in connection with services pro-
vided to any disabled beneficiary if such em-
ployment network makes referrals described 
in subparagraph (A) in violation of the terms 
of the agreement required under subpara-
graph (A) or without having entered into 
such an agreement. 

‘‘(d) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COMMIS-
SIONER.— 

‘‘(1) SELECTION AND QUALIFICATIONS OF PRO-
GRAM MANAGERS.—The Commissioner shall 
enter into agreements with 1 or more organi-
zations in the private or public sector for 
service as a program manager to assist the 
Commissioner in administering the Pro-
gram. Any such program manager shall be 
selected by means of a competitive bidding 
process, from among organizations in the 
private or public sector with available exper-
tise and experience in the field of vocational 
rehabilitation and employment services. 

‘‘(2) TENURE, RENEWAL, AND EARLY TERMI-
NATION.—Each agreement entered into under 
paragraph (1) shall provide for early termi-
nation upon failure to meet performance 
standards which shall be specified in the 
agreement and which shall be weighted to 
take into account any performance in prior 
terms. Such performance standards shall in-
clude— 

‘‘(A) measures for ease of access by bene-
ficiaries to services; and 

‘‘(B) measures for determining the extent 
to which failures in obtaining services for 
beneficiaries fall within acceptable param-
eters, as determined by the Commissioner. 

‘‘(3) PRECLUSION FROM DIRECT PARTICIPA-
TION IN DELIVERY OF SERVICES IN OWN SERVICE 
AREA.—Agreements under paragraph (1) shall 
preclude— 

‘‘(A) direct participation by a program 
manager in the delivery of employment serv-
ices, vocational rehabilitation services, or 
other support services to beneficiaries in the 
service area covered by the program man-
ager’s agreement; and 

‘‘(B) the holding by a program manager of 
a financial interest in an employment net-
work or service provider which provides serv-
ices in a geographic area covered under the 
program manager’s agreement. 

‘‘(4) SELECTION OF EMPLOYMENT NET-
WORKS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner shall 
select and enter into agreements with em-
ployment networks for service under the 
Program. Such employment networks shall 
be in addition to State agencies serving as 
employment networks pursuant to elections 
under subsection (c). 
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‘‘(B) ALTERNATE PARTICIPANTS.—In any 

State where the Program is being imple-
mented, the Commissioner shall enter into 
an agreement with any alternate participant 
that is operating under the authority of sec-
tion 222(d)(2) in the State as of the date of 
enactment of this section and chooses to 
serve as an employment network under the 
Program. 

‘‘(5) TERMINATION OF AGREEMENTS WITH EM-
PLOYMENT NETWORKS.—The Commissioner 
shall terminate agreements with employ-
ment networks for inadequate performance, 
as determined by the Commissioner. 

‘‘(6) QUALITY ASSURANCE.—The Commis-
sioner shall provide for such periodic reviews 
as are necessary to provide for effective 
quality assurance in the provision of services 
by employment networks. The Commissioner 
shall solicit and consider the views of con-
sumers and the program manager under 
which the employment networks serve and 
shall consult with providers of services to de-
velop performance measurements. The Com-
missioner shall ensure that the results of the 
periodic reviews are made available to bene-
ficiaries who are prospective service recipi-
ents as they select employment networks. 
The Commissioner shall ensure that the peri-
odic surveys of beneficiaries receiving serv-
ices under the Program are designed to 
measure customer service satisfaction. 

‘‘(7) DISPUTE RESOLUTION.—The Commis-
sioner shall provide for a mechanism for re-
solving disputes between beneficiaries and 
employment networks, between program 
managers and employment networks, and be-
tween program managers and providers of 
services. The Commissioner shall afford a 
party to such a dispute a reasonable oppor-
tunity for a full and fair review of the mat-
ter in dispute. 

‘‘(e) PROGRAM MANAGERS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A program manager 

shall conduct tasks appropriate to assist the 
Commissioner in carrying out the Commis-
sioner’s duties in administering the Pro-
gram. 

‘‘(2) RECRUITMENT OF EMPLOYMENT NET-
WORKS.—A program manager shall recruit, 
and recommend for selection by the Commis-
sioner, employment networks for service 
under the Program. The program manager 
shall carry out such recruitment and provide 
such recommendations, and shall monitor all 
employment networks serving in the Pro-
gram in the geographic area covered under 
the program manager’s agreement, to the ex-
tent necessary and appropriate to ensure 
that adequate choices of services are made 
available to beneficiaries. Employment net-
works may serve under the Program only 
pursuant to an agreement entered into with 
the Commissioner under the Program incor-
porating the applicable provisions of this 
section and regulations thereunder, and the 
program manager shall provide and maintain 
assurances to the Commissioner that pay-
ment by the Commissioner to employment 
networks pursuant to this section is war-
ranted based on compliance by such employ-
ment networks with the terms of such agree-
ment and this section. The program manager 
shall not impose numerical limits on the 
number of employment networks to be rec-
ommended pursuant to this paragraph. 

‘‘(3) FACILITATION OF ACCESS BY BENE-
FICIARIES TO EMPLOYMENT NETWORKS.—A pro-
gram manager shall facilitate access by 
beneficiaries to employment networks. The 
program manager shall ensure that each ben-
eficiary is allowed changes in employment 
networks for good cause, as determined by 
the Commissioner, without being deemed to 

have rejected services under the Program. 
The program manager shall establish and 
maintain lists of employment networks 
available to beneficiaries and shall make 
such lists generally available to the public. 
The program manager shall ensure that all 
information provided to disabled bene-
ficiaries pursuant to this paragraph is pro-
vided in accessible formats. 

‘‘(4) ENSURING AVAILABILITY OF ADEQUATE 
SERVICES.—The program manager shall en-
sure that employment services, vocational 
rehabilitation services, and other support 
services are provided to beneficiaries 
throughout the geographic area covered 
under the program manager’s agreement, in-
cluding rural areas. 

‘‘(5) REASONABLE ACCESS TO SERVICES.—The 
program manager shall take such measures 
as are necessary to ensure that sufficient 
employment networks are available and that 
each beneficiary receiving services under the 
Program has reasonable access to employ-
ment services, vocational rehabilitation 
services, and other support services. Services 
provided under the Program may include 
case management, work incentives planning, 
supported employment, career planning, ca-
reer plan development, vocational assess-
ment, job training, placement, followup serv-
ices, and such other services as may be speci-
fied by the Commissioner under the Pro-
gram. The program manager shall ensure 
that such services are available in each serv-
ice area. 

‘‘(f) EMPLOYMENT NETWORKS.— 
‘‘(1) QUALIFICATIONS FOR EMPLOYMENT NET-

WORKS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Each employment net-

work serving under the Program shall con-
sist of an agency or instrumentality of a 
State (or a political subdivision thereof) or a 
private entity that assumes responsibility 
for the coordination and delivery of services 
under the Program to individuals assigning 
to the employment network tickets to work 
and self-sufficiency issued under subsection 
(b). 

‘‘(B) ONE-STOP DELIVERY SYSTEMS.—An em-
ployment network serving under the Pro-
gram may consist of a one-stop delivery sys-
tem established under subtitle B of title I of 
the Workforce Investment Act of 1998. 

‘‘(C) COMPLIANCE WITH SELECTION CRI-
TERIA.—No employment network may serve 
under the Program unless it meets and main-
tains compliance with both general selection 
criteria (such as professional and edu-
cational qualifications (where applicable)) 
and specific selection criteria (such as sub-
stantial expertise and experience in pro-
viding relevant employment services and 
supports). 

‘‘(D) SINGLE OR ASSOCIATED PROVIDERS AL-
LOWED.—An employment network shall con-
sist of either a single provider of such serv-
ices or of an association of such providers or-
ganized so as to combine their resources into 
a single entity. An employment network 
may meet the requirements of subsection 
(e)(4) by providing services directly, or by 
entering into agreements with other individ-
uals or entities providing appropriate em-
ployment services, vocational rehabilitation 
services, or other support services. 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO PROVISION 
OF SERVICES.—Each employment network 
serving under the Program shall be required 
under the terms of its agreement with the 
Commissioner to— 

‘‘(A) serve prescribed service areas; and 
‘‘(B) take such measures as are necessary 

to ensure that employment services, voca-
tional rehabilitation services, and other sup-

port services provided under the Program by, 
or under agreements entered into with, the 
employment network are provided under ap-
propriate individual work plans meeting the 
requirements of subsection (g). 

‘‘(3) ANNUAL FINANCIAL REPORTING.—Each 
employment network shall meet financial 
reporting requirements as prescribed by the 
Commissioner. 

‘‘(4) PERIODIC OUTCOMES REPORTING.—Each 
employment network shall prepare periodic 
reports, on at least an annual basis, 
itemizing for the covered period specific out-
comes achieved with respect to specific serv-
ices provided by the employment network. 
Such reports shall conform to a national 
model prescribed under this section. Each 
employment network shall provide a copy of 
the latest report issued by the employment 
network pursuant to this paragraph to each 
beneficiary upon enrollment under the Pro-
gram for services to be received through 
such employment network. Upon issuance of 
each report to each beneficiary, a copy of the 
report shall be maintained in the files of the 
employment network. The program manager 
shall ensure that copies of all such reports 
issued under this paragraph are made avail-
able to the public under reasonable terms. 

‘‘(g) INDIVIDUAL WORK PLANS.— 
‘‘(1) REQUIREMENTS.—Each employment 

network shall— 
‘‘(A) take such measures as are necessary 

to ensure that employment services, voca-
tional rehabilitation services, and other sup-
port services provided under the Program by, 
or under agreements entered into with, the 
employment network are provided under ap-
propriate individual work plans that meet 
the requirements of subparagraph (C); 

‘‘(B) develop and implement each such in-
dividual work plan in partnership with each 
beneficiary receiving such services in a man-
ner that affords the beneficiary the oppor-
tunity to exercise informed choice in select-
ing an employment goal and specific services 
needed to achieve that employment goal; 

‘‘(C) ensure that each individual work plan 
includes at least— 

‘‘(i) a statement of the vocational goal de-
veloped with the beneficiary; 

‘‘(ii) a statement of the services and sup-
ports that have been deemed necessary for 
the beneficiary to accomplish that goal; 

‘‘(iii) a statement of any terms and condi-
tions related to the provision of such serv-
ices and supports; and 

‘‘(iv) a statement of understanding regard-
ing the beneficiary’s rights under the Pro-
gram (such as the right to retrieve the ticket 
to work and self-sufficiency if the bene-
ficiary is dissatisfied with the services being 
provided by the employment network) and 
remedies available to the individual, includ-
ing information on the availability of advo-
cacy services and assistance in resolving dis-
putes through the State grant program au-
thorized under section 1150; 

‘‘(D) provide a beneficiary the opportunity 
to amend the individual work plan if a 
change in circumstances necessitates a 
change in the plan; and 

‘‘(E) make each beneficiary’s individual 
work plan available to the beneficiary in, as 
appropriate, an accessible format chosen by 
the beneficiary. 

‘‘(2) EFFECTIVE UPON WRITTEN APPROVAL.— 
A beneficiary’s individual work plan shall 
take effect upon written approval by the 
beneficiary or a representative of the bene-
ficiary and a representative of the employ-
ment network that, in providing such writ-
ten approval, acknowledges assignment of 
the beneficiary’s ticket to work and self-suf-
ficiency. 
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‘‘(h) EMPLOYMENT NETWORK PAYMENT SYS-

TEMS.— 
‘‘(1) ELECTION OF PAYMENT SYSTEM BY EM-

PLOYMENT NETWORKS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Program shall pro-

vide for payment authorized by the Commis-
sioner to employment networks under either 
an outcome payment system or an outcome- 
milestone payment system. Each employ-
ment network shall elect which payment 
system will be utilized by the employment 
network, and, for such period of time as such 
election remains in effect, the payment sys-
tem so elected shall be utilized exclusively 
in connection with such employment net-
work (except as provided in subparagraph 
(B)). 

‘‘(B) NO CHANGE IN METHOD OF PAYMENT FOR 
BENEFICIARIES WITH TICKETS ALREADY AS-
SIGNED TO THE EMPLOYMENT NETWORKS.—Any 
election of a payment system by an employ-
ment network that would result in a change 
in the method of payment to the employ-
ment network for services provided to a ben-
eficiary who is receiving services from the 
employment network at the time of the elec-
tion shall not be effective with respect to 
payment for services provided to that bene-
ficiary and the method of payment pre-
viously selected shall continue to apply with 
respect to such services. 

‘‘(2) OUTCOME PAYMENT SYSTEM.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The outcome payment 

system shall consist of a payment structure 
governing employment networks electing 
such system under paragraph (1)(A) which 
meets the requirements of this paragraph. 

‘‘(B) PAYMENTS MADE DURING OUTCOME PAY-
MENT PERIOD.—The outcome payment system 
shall provide for a schedule of payments to 
an employment network in connection with 
each individual who is a beneficiary for each 
month during the individual’s outcome pay-
ment period for which benefits (described in 
paragraphs (3) and (4) of subsection (k)) are 
not payable to such individual because of 
work or earnings. 

‘‘(C) COMPUTATION OF PAYMENTS TO EMPLOY-
MENT NETWORK.—The payment schedule of 
the outcome payment system shall be de-
signed so that— 

‘‘(i) the payment for each of the 60 months 
during the outcome payment period for 
which benefits (described in paragraphs (3) 
and (4) of subsection (k)) are not payable is 
equal to a fixed percentage of the payment 
calculation base for the calendar year in 
which such month occurs; and 

‘‘(ii) such fixed percentage is set at a per-
centage which does not exceed 40 percent. 

‘‘(3) OUTCOME-MILESTONE PAYMENT SYS-
TEM.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The outcome-milestone 
payment system shall consist of a payment 
structure governing employment networks 
electing such system under paragraph (1)(A) 
which meets the requirements of this para-
graph. 

‘‘(B) EARLY PAYMENTS UPON ATTAINMENT OF 
MILESTONES IN ADVANCE OF OUTCOME PAYMENT 
PERIODS.—The outcome-milestone payment 
system shall provide for 1 or more mile-
stones with respect to beneficiaries receiving 
services from an employment network under 
the Program that are directed toward the 
goal of permanent employment. Such mile-
stones shall form a part of a payment struc-
ture that provides, in addition to payments 
made during outcome payment periods, pay-
ments made prior to outcome payment peri-
ods in amounts based on the attainment of 
such milestones. 

‘‘(C) LIMITATION ON TOTAL PAYMENTS TO EM-
PLOYMENT NETWORK.—The payment schedule 

of the outcome-milestone payment system 
shall be designed so that the total of the 
payments to the employment network with 
respect to each beneficiary is less than, on a 
net present value basis (using an interest 
rate determined by the Commissioner that 
appropriately reflects the cost of funds faced 
by providers), the total amount to which 
payments to the employment network with 
respect to the beneficiary would be limited if 
the employment network were paid under 
the outcome payment system. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
‘‘(A) PAYMENT CALCULATION BASE.—The 

term ‘payment calculation base’ means, for 
any calendar year— 

‘‘(i) in connection with a title II disability 
beneficiary, the average disability insurance 
benefit payable under section 223 for all 
beneficiaries for months during the pre-
ceding calendar year; and 

‘‘(ii) in connection with a title XVI dis-
ability beneficiary (who is not concurrently 
a title II disability beneficiary), the average 
payment of supplemental security income 
benefits based on disability payable under 
title XVI (excluding State supplementation) 
for months during the preceding calendar 
year to all beneficiaries who have attained 
age 18 but have not attained age 65. 

‘‘(B) OUTCOME PAYMENT PERIOD.—The term 
‘outcome payment period’ means, in connec-
tion with any individual who had assigned a 
ticket to work and self-sufficiency to an em-
ployment network under the Program, a pe-
riod— 

‘‘(i) beginning with the first month, ending 
after the date on which such ticket was as-
signed to the employment network, for 
which benefits (described in paragraphs (3) 
and (4) of subsection (k)) are not payable to 
such individual by reason of engagement in 
substantial gainful activity or by reason of 
earnings from work activity; and 

‘‘(ii) ending with the 60th month (consecu-
tive or otherwise), ending after such date, for 
which such benefits are not payable to such 
individual by reason of engagement in sub-
stantial gainful activity or by reason of 
earnings from work activity. 

‘‘(5) PERIODIC REVIEW AND ALTERATIONS OF 
PRESCRIBED SCHEDULES.— 

‘‘(A) PERCENTAGES AND PERIODS.—The Com-
missioner shall periodically review the per-
centage specified in paragraph (2)(C), the 
total payments permissible under paragraph 
(3)(C), and the period of time specified in 
paragraph (4)(B) to determine whether such 
percentages, such permissible payments, and 
such period provide an adequate incentive 
for employment networks to assist bene-
ficiaries to enter the workforce, while pro-
viding for appropriate economies. The Com-
missioner may alter such percentage, such 
total permissible payments, or such period of 
time to the extent that the Commissioner 
determines, on the basis of the Commis-
sioner’s review under this paragraph, that 
such an alteration would better provide the 
incentive and economies described in the 
preceding sentence. 

‘‘(B) NUMBER AND AMOUNTS OF MILESTONE 
PAYMENTS.—The Commissioner shall periodi-
cally review the number and amounts of 
milestone payments established by the Com-
missioner pursuant to this section to deter-
mine whether they provide an adequate in-
centive for employment networks to assist 
beneficiaries to enter the workforce, taking 
into account information provided to the 
Commissioner by program managers, the 
Work Incentives Advisory Panel established 
under section 201(f) of the Work Incentives 
Improvement Act of 1999, and other reliable 

sources. The Commissioner may from time 
to time alter the number and amounts of 
milestone payments initially established by 
the Commissioner pursuant to this section 
to the extent that the Commissioner deter-
mines that such an alteration would allow 
an adequate incentive for employment net-
works to assist beneficiaries to enter the 
workforce. Such alteration shall be based on 
information provided to the Commissioner 
by program managers, the Work Incentives 
Advisory Panel established under section 
201(f) of the Work Incentives Improvement 
Act of 1999, or other reliable sources. 

‘‘(i) SUSPENSION OF DISABILITY REVIEWS.— 
During any period for which an individual is 
using, as defined by the Commissioner, a 
ticket to work and self-sufficiency issued 
under this section, the Commissioner (and 
any applicable State agency) may not ini-
tiate a continuing disability review or other 
review under section 221 of whether the indi-
vidual is or is not under a disability or a re-
view under title XVI similar to any such re-
view under section 221. 

‘‘(j) ALLOCATION OF COSTS.— 
‘‘(1) PAYMENTS TO EMPLOYMENT NET-

WORKS.—Payments to employment networks 
(including State agencies that elect to par-
ticipate in the Program as an employment 
network) shall be made from the Federal 
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund 
or the Federal Disability Insurance Trust 
Fund, as appropriate, in the case of ticketed 
title II disability beneficiaries who return to 
work, or from the appropriation made avail-
able for making supplemental security in-
come payments under title XVI, in the case 
of title XVI disability beneficiaries who re-
turn to work. With respect to ticketed bene-
ficiaries who concurrently are entitled to 
benefits under title II and eligible for pay-
ments under title XVI who return to work, 
the Commissioner shall allocate the cost of 
payments to employment networks to which 
the tickets of such beneficiaries have been 
assigned among such Trust Funds and appro-
priation, as appropriate. 

‘‘(2) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—The costs 
of administering this section (other than 
payments to employment networks) shall be 
paid from amounts made available for the 
administration of title II and amounts made 
available for the administration of title XVI, 
and shall be allocated among those amounts 
as appropriate. 

‘‘(k) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘Commis-

sioner’ means the Commissioner of Social 
Security. 

‘‘(2) DISABLED BENEFICIARY.—The term ‘dis-
abled beneficiary’ means a title II disability 
beneficiary or a title XVI disability bene-
ficiary. 

‘‘(3) TITLE II DISABILITY BENEFICIARY.—The 
term ‘title II disability beneficiary’ means 
an individual entitled to disability insurance 
benefits under section 223 or to monthly in-
surance benefits under section 202 based on 
such individual’s disability (as defined in 
section 223(d)). An individual is a title II dis-
ability beneficiary for each month for which 
such individual is entitled to such benefits. 

‘‘(4) TITLE XVI DISABILITY BENEFICIARY.— 
The term ‘title XVI disability beneficiary’ 
means an individual eligible for supple-
mental security income benefits under title 
XVI on the basis of blindness (within the 
meaning of section 1614(a)(2)) or disability 
(within the meaning of section 1614(a)(3)). An 
individual is a title XVI disability bene-
ficiary for each month for which such indi-
vidual is eligible for such benefits. 
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‘‘(5) SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME BEN-

EFIT UNDER TITLE XVI.—The term ‘supple-
mental security income benefit under title 
XVI’ means a cash benefit under section 1611 
or 1619(a), and does not include a State sup-
plementary payment, administered federally 
or otherwise. 

‘‘(l) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this section, 
the Commissioner shall prescribe such regu-
lations as are necessary to carry out the pro-
visions of this section.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE II.— 
(A) Section 221(i) of the Social Security 

Act (42 U.S.C. 421(i)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(5) For suspension of reviews under this 
subsection in the case of an individual using 
a ticket to work and self-sufficiency, see sec-
tion 1148(i).’’. 

(B) Section 222(a) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 422(a)) is repealed. 

(C) Section 222(b) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 422(b)) is repealed. 

(D) Section 225(b)(1) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 425(b)(1)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘a program of vocational rehabilitation 
services’’ and inserting ‘‘a program con-
sisting of the Ticket to Work and Self-Suffi-
ciency Program under section 1148 or an-
other program of vocational rehabilitation 
services, employment services, or other sup-
port services’’. 

(2) AMENDMENTS TO TITLE XVI.— 
(A) Section 1615(a) of the Social Security 

Act (42 U.S.C. 1382d(a)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘SEC. 1615. (a) In the case of any blind or 
disabled individual who— 

‘‘(1) has not attained age 16, and 
‘‘(2) with respect to whom benefits are paid 

under this title, 
the Commissioner of Social Security shall 
make provision for referral of such indi-
vidual to the appropriate State agency ad-
ministering the State program under title 
V.’’. 

(B) Section 1615(c) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1382d(c)) is repealed. 

(C) Section 1631(a)(6)(A) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1383(a)(6)(A)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘a program of vocational reha-
bilitation services’’ and inserting ‘‘a pro-
gram consisting of the Ticket to Work and 
Self-Sufficiency Program under section 1148 
or another program of vocational rehabilita-
tion services, employment services, or other 
support services’’. 

(D) Section 1633(c) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1383b(c)) is amended— 

(i) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(c)’’; and 
(ii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) For suspension of continuing dis-

ability reviews and other reviews under this 
title similar to reviews under section 221 in 
the case of an individual using a ticket to 
work and self-sufficiency, see section 
1148(i).’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subject to subsection 
(d), the amendments made by subsections (a) 
and (b) shall take effect with the first month 
following 1 year after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 

(d) GRADUATED IMPLEMENTATION OF PRO-
GRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Com-
missioner of Social Security shall commence 
implementation of the amendments made by 
this section (other than paragraphs (1)(C) 
and (2)(B) of subsection (b)) in graduated 
phases at phase-in sites selected by the Com-
missioner. Such phase-in sites shall be se-

lected so as to ensure, prior to full imple-
mentation of the Ticket to Work and Self- 
Sufficiency Program, the development and 
refinement of referral processes, payment 
systems, computer linkages, management 
information systems, and administrative 
processes necessary to provide for full imple-
mentation of such amendments. Subsection 
(c) shall apply with respect to paragraphs 
(1)(C) and (2)(B) of subsection (b) without re-
gard to this subsection. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Implementation of the 
Program at each phase-in site shall be car-
ried out on a wide enough scale to permit a 
thorough evaluation of the alternative meth-
ods under consideration, so as to ensure that 
the most efficacious methods are determined 
and in place for full implementation of the 
Program on a timely basis. 

(3) FULL IMPLEMENTATION.—The Commis-
sioner shall ensure that the ability to pro-
vide tickets and services to individuals 
under the Program exists in every State as 
soon as practicable on or after the effective 
date specified in subsection (c) but not later 
than 3 years after such date. 

(4) ONGOING EVALUATION OF PROGRAM.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner shall 

design and conduct a series of evaluations to 
assess the cost-effectiveness of activities 
carried out under this section and the 
amendments made thereby, as well as the ef-
fects of this section and the amendments 
made thereby on work outcomes for bene-
ficiaries receiving tickets to work and self- 
sufficiency under the Program. 

(B) CONSULTATION.—The Commissioner 
shall design and carry out the series of eval-
uations after receiving relevant advice from 
experts in the fields of disability, vocational 
rehabilitation, and program evaluation and 
individuals using tickets to work and self- 
sufficiency under the Program and con-
sulting with the Work Incentives Advisory 
Panel established under section 201(f), the 
Comptroller General of the United States, 
other agencies of the Federal Government, 
and private organizations with appropriate 
expertise. 

(C) METHODOLOGY.— 
(i) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Commissioner, 

in consultation with the Work Incentives 
Advisory Panel established under section 
201(f), shall ensure that plans for evaluations 
and data collection methods under the Pro-
gram are appropriately designed to obtain 
detailed employment information. 

(ii) SPECIFIC MATTERS TO BE ADDRESSED.— 
Each such evaluation shall address (but is 
not limited to)— 

(I) the annual cost (including net cost) of 
the Program and the annual cost (including 
net cost) that would have been incurred in 
the absence of the Program; 

(II) the determinants of return to work, in-
cluding the characteristics of beneficiaries 
in receipt of tickets under the Program; 

(III) the types of employment services, vo-
cational rehabilitation services, and other 
support services furnished to beneficiaries in 
receipt of tickets under the Program who re-
turn to work and to those who do not return 
to work; 

(IV) the duration of employment services, 
vocational rehabilitation services, and other 
support services furnished to beneficiaries in 
receipt of tickets under the Program who re-
turn to work and the duration of such serv-
ices furnished to those who do not return to 
work and the cost to employment networks 
of furnishing such services; 

(V) the employment outcomes, including 
wages, occupations, benefits, and hours 
worked, of beneficiaries who return to work 

after receiving tickets under the Program 
and those who return to work without re-
ceiving such tickets; 

(VI) the characteristics of providers whose 
services are provided within an employment 
network under the Program; 

(VII) the extent (if any) to which employ-
ment networks display a greater willingness 
to provide services to beneficiaries with a 
range of disabilities; 

(VIII) the characteristics (including em-
ployment outcomes) of those beneficiaries 
who receive services under the outcome pay-
ment system and of those beneficiaries who 
receive services under the outcome-mile-
stone payment system; 

(IX) measures of satisfaction among bene-
ficiaries in receipt of tickets under the Pro-
gram; and 

(X) reasons for (including comments solic-
ited from beneficiaries regarding) their 
choice not to use their tickets or their in-
ability to return to work despite the use of 
their tickets. 

(D) PERIODIC EVALUATION REPORTS.—Fol-
lowing the close of the third and fifth fiscal 
years ending after the effective date under 
subsection (c), and prior to the close of the 
seventh fiscal year ending after such date, 
the Commissioner shall transmit to the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate a report containing the 
Commissioner’s evaluation of the progress of 
activities conducted under the provisions of 
this section and the amendments made 
thereby. Each such report shall set forth the 
Commissioner’s evaluation of the extent to 
which the Program has been successful and 
the Commissioner’s conclusions on whether 
or how the Program should be modified. 
Each such report shall include such data, 
findings, materials, and recommendations as 
the Commissioner may consider appropriate. 

(5) EXTENT OF STATE’S RIGHT OF FIRST RE-
FUSAL IN ADVANCE OF FULL IMPLEMENTATION 
OF AMENDMENTS IN SUCH STATE.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any State 
in which the amendments made by sub-
section (a) have not been fully implemented 
pursuant to this subsection, the Commis-
sioner shall determine by regulation the ex-
tent to which— 

(i) the requirement under section 222(a) of 
the Social Security Act for prompt referrals 
to a State agency, and 

(ii) the authority of the Commissioner 
under section 222(d)(2) of the Social Security 
Act to provide vocational rehabilitation 
services in such State by agreement or con-
tract with other public or private agencies, 
organizations, institutions, or individuals, 
shall apply in such State. 

(B) EXISTING AGREEMENTS.—Nothing in 
subparagraph (A) or the amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall be construed to limit, 
impede, or otherwise affect any agreement 
entered into pursuant to section 222(d)(2) of 
the Social Security Act before the date of 
enactment of this Act with respect to serv-
ices provided pursuant to such agreement to 
beneficiaries receiving services under such 
agreement as of such date, except with re-
spect to services (if any) to be provided after 
3 years after the effective date provided in 
subsection (c). 

(e) SPECIFIC REGULATIONS REQUIRED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner of So-

cial Security shall prescribe such regula-
tions as are necessary to implement the 
amendments made by this section. 

(2) SPECIFIC MATTERS TO BE INCLUDED IN 
REGULATIONS.—The matters which shall be 
addressed in such regulations shall include— 
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(A) the form and manner in which tickets 

to work and self-sufficiency may be distrib-
uted to beneficiaries pursuant to section 
1148(b)(1) of the Social Security Act; 

(B) the format and wording of such tickets, 
which shall incorporate by reference any 
contractual terms governing service by em-
ployment networks under the Program; 

(C) the form and manner in which State 
agencies may elect participation in the Tick-
et to Work and Self-Sufficiency Program 
(and revoke such an election) pursuant to 
section 1148(c)(1) of the Social Security Act 
and provision for periodic opportunities for 
exercising such elections (and revocations); 

(D) the status of State agencies under sec-
tion 1148(c)(1) at the time that State agen-
cies exercise elections (and revocations) 
under that section; 

(E) the terms of agreements to be entered 
into with program managers pursuant to sec-
tion 1148(d) of the Social Security Act, in-
cluding— 

(i) the terms by which program managers 
are precluded from direct participation in 
the delivery of services pursuant to section 
1148(d)(3) of the Social Security Act; 

(ii) standards which must be met by qual-
ity assurance measures referred to in para-
graph (6) of section 1148(d) and methods of re-
cruitment of employment networks utilized 
pursuant to paragraph (2) of section 1148(e); 
and 

(iii) the format under which dispute resolu-
tion will operate under section 1148(d)(7); 

(F) the terms of agreements to be entered 
into with employment networks pursuant to 
section 1148(d)(4) of the Social Security Act, 
including— 

(i) the manner in which service areas are 
specified pursuant to section 1148(f)(2)(A) of 
the Social Security Act; 

(ii) the general selection criteria and the 
specific selection criteria which are applica-
ble to employment networks under section 
1148(f)(1)(C) of the Social Security Act in se-
lecting service providers; 

(iii) specific requirements relating to an-
nual financial reporting by employment net-
works pursuant to section 1148(f)(3) of the 
Social Security Act; and 

(iv) the national model to which periodic 
outcomes reporting by employment net-
works must conform under section 1148(f)(4) 
of the Social Security Act; 

(G) standards which must be met by indi-
vidual work plans pursuant to section 1148(g) 
of the Social Security Act; 

(H) standards which must be met by pay-
ment systems required under section 1148(h) 
of the Social Security Act, including— 

(i) the form and manner in which elections 
by employment networks of payment sys-
tems are to be exercised pursuant to section 
1148(h)(1)(A); 

(ii) the terms which must be met by an 
outcome payment system under section 
1148(h)(2); 

(iii) the terms which must be met by an 
outcome-milestone payment system under 
section 1148(h)(3); 

(iv) any revision of the percentage speci-
fied in paragraph (2)(C) of section 1148(h) of 
the Social Security Act or the period of time 
specified in paragraph (4)(B) of such section 
1148(h); and 

(v) annual oversight procedures for such 
systems; and 

(I) procedures for effective oversight of the 
Program by the Commissioner of Social Se-
curity, including periodic reviews and re-
porting requirements. 

(f) WORK INCENTIVES ADVISORY PANEL.— 
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 

within the Social Security Administration a 

panel to be known as the ‘‘Work Incentives 
Advisory Panel’’ (in this subsection referred 
to as the ‘‘Panel’’). 

(2) DUTIES OF PANEL.—It shall be the duty 
of the Panel to— 

(A) advise the President, Congress, and the 
Commissioner of Social Security on issues 
related to work incentives programs, plan-
ning, and assistance for individuals with dis-
abilities, including work incentive provi-
sions under titles II, XI, XVI, XVIII, and XIX 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et 
seq., 1301 et seq., 1381 et seq., 1395 et seq., 1396 
et seq.); and 

(B) with respect to the Ticket to Work and 
Self-Sufficiency Program established under 
section 1148 of the Social Security Act— 

(i) advise the Commissioner of Social Secu-
rity with respect to establishing phase-in 
sites for such Program and fully imple-
menting the Program thereafter, the refine-
ment of access of disabled beneficiaries to 
employment networks, payment systems, 
and management information systems, and 
advise the Commissioner whether such meas-
ures are being taken to the extent necessary 
to ensure the success of the Program; 

(ii) advise the Commissioner regarding the 
most effective designs for research and dem-
onstration projects associated with the Pro-
gram or conducted pursuant to section 302; 

(iii) advise the Commissioner on the devel-
opment of performance measurements relat-
ing to quality assurance under section 
1148(d)(6) of the Social Security Act; and 

(iv) furnish progress reports on the Pro-
gram to the Commissioner and each House of 
Congress. 

(3) MEMBERSHIP.— 
(A) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—The Panel 

shall be composed of 12 members appointed 
as follows: 

(i) 4 members appointed by the President. 
(ii) 2 members appointed by the Speaker of 

the House of Representatives, in consulta-
tion with the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Representa-
tives. 

(iii) 2 members appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the House of Representatives, in 
consultation with the ranking member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives. 

(iv) 2 members appointed by the Majority 
Leader of the Senate, in consultation with 
the chairman of the Committee on Finance 
of the Senate. 

(v) 2 members appointed by the Minority 
Leader of the Senate, in consultation with 
the ranking member of the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate. 

(B) REPRESENTATION.—All members ap-
pointed to the Panel shall have experience or 
expert knowledge in the fields of, or related 
to, work incentive programs, employment 
services, vocational rehabilitation services, 
health care services, and other support serv-
ices for individuals with disabilities. At least 
one-half of the members described in each 
clause of subparagraph (A) shall be individ-
uals with disabilities, or representatives of 
individuals with disabilities, with consider-
ation to current or former title II disability 
beneficiaries or title XVI disability bene-
ficiaries (as such terms are defined in section 
1148(k) of the Social Security Act (as added 
by subsection (a)). 

(C) TERMS.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Each member shall be ap-

pointed for a term of 4 years (or, if less, for 
the remaining life of the Panel), except as 
provided in clauses (ii) and (iii). The initial 
members shall be appointed not later than 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(ii) TERMS OF INITIAL APPOINTEES.—As des-
ignated by the Commissioner at the time of 
appointment, of the members first ap-
pointed— 

(I) one-half of the members appointed 
under each clause of subparagraph (A) shall 
be appointed for a term of 2 years; and 

(II) the remaining members appointed 
under each such clause shall be appointed for 
a term of 4 years. 

(iii) VACANCIES.—Any member appointed to 
fill a vacancy occurring before the expira-
tion of the term for which the member’s 
predecessor was appointed shall be appointed 
only for the remainder of that term. A mem-
ber may serve after the expiration of that 
member’s term until a successor has taken 
office. A vacancy in the Panel shall be filled 
in the manner in which the original appoint-
ment was made. 

(D) BASIC PAY.—Members shall each be 
paid at a rate, and in a manner, that is con-
sistent with guidelines established under sec-
tion 7 of the Federal Advisory Committee 
Act (5 U.S.C. App.). 

(E) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member shall 
receive travel expenses, including per diem 
in lieu of subsistence, in accordance with 
sections 5702 and 5703 of title 5, United States 
Code. 

(F) QUORUM.—Eight members of the Panel 
shall constitute a quorum but a lesser num-
ber may hold hearings. 

(G) CHAIRPERSON.—The Chairperson of the 
Panel shall be designated by the President. 
The term of office of the Chairperson shall be 
4 years. 

(H) MEETINGS.—The Panel shall meet at 
least quarterly and at other times at the call 
of the Chairperson or a majority of its mem-
bers. 

(4) DIRECTOR AND STAFF OF PANEL; EXPERTS 
AND CONSULTANTS.— 

(A) DIRECTOR.—The Panel shall have a Di-
rector who shall be appointed by the Com-
missioner and paid at a rate, and in a man-
ner, that is consistent with guidelines estab-
lished under section 7 of the Federal Advi-
sory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.). 

(B) STAFF.—Subject to rules prescribed by 
the Commissioner, the Director may appoint 
and fix the pay of additional personnel as the 
Director considers appropriate. 

(C) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—Subject to 
rules prescribed by the Commissioner, the 
Director may procure temporary and inter-
mittent services under section 3109(b) of title 
5, United States Code. 

(D) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.—Upon re-
quest of the Panel, the head of any Federal 
department or agency may detail, on a reim-
bursable basis, any of the personnel of that 
department or agency to the Panel to assist 
it in carrying out its duties under this sub-
section. 

(5) POWERS OF PANEL.— 
(A) HEARINGS AND SESSIONS.—The Panel 

may, for the purpose of carrying out its du-
ties under this subsection, hold such hear-
ings, sit and act at such times and places, 
and take such testimony and evidence as the 
Panel considers appropriate. 

(B) POWERS OF MEMBERS AND AGENTS.—Any 
member or agent of the Panel may, if au-
thorized by the Panel, take any action which 
the Panel is authorized to take by this sub-
section. 

(C) MAILS.—The Panel may use the United 
States mails in the same manner and under 
the same conditions as other departments 
and agencies of the United States. 

(6) REPORTS.— 
(A) INTERIM REPORTS.—The Panel shall sub-

mit directly to the President and Congress 
interim reports at least annually. 
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(B) FINAL REPORT.—The Panel shall trans-

mit a final report directly to the President 
and Congress not later than 8 years after the 
date of enactment of this Act. The final re-
port shall contain a detailed statement of 
the findings and conclusions of the Panel, to-
gether with its recommendations for legisla-
tion and administrative actions which the 
Panel considers appropriate. 

(7) TERMINATION.—The Panel shall termi-
nate 30 days after the date of the submission 
of its final report under paragraph (6)(B). 

(8) ALLOCATION OF COSTS.—The costs of car-
rying out this subsection shall be paid from 
amounts made available for the administra-
tion of title II of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 401 et seq.) and amounts made avail-
able for the administration of title XVI of 
that Act (42 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.), and shall be 
allocated among those amounts as appro-
priate. 

Subtitle B—Elimination of Work 
Disincentives 

SEC. 211. WORK ACTIVITY STANDARD AS A BASIS 
FOR REVIEW OF AN INDIVIDUAL’S 
DISABLED STATUS. 

Section 221 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 421) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(m)(1) In any case where an individual en-
titled to disability insurance benefits under 
section 223 or to monthly insurance benefits 
under section 202 based on such individual’s 
disability (as defined in section 223(d)) has 
received such benefits for at least 24 
months— 

‘‘(A) no continuing disability review con-
ducted by the Commissioner may be sched-
uled for the individual solely as a result of 
the individual’s work activity; 

‘‘(B) no work activity engaged in by the in-
dividual may be used as evidence that the in-
dividual is no longer disabled; and 

‘‘(C) no cessation of work activity by the 
individual may give rise to a presumption 
that the individual is unable to engage in 
work. 

‘‘(2) An individual to which paragraph (1) 
applies shall continue to be subject to— 

‘‘(A) continuing disability reviews on a 
regularly scheduled basis that is not trig-
gered by work; and 

‘‘(B) termination of benefits under this 
title in the event that the individual has 
earnings that exceed the level of earnings es-
tablished by the Commissioner to represent 
substantial gainful activity.’’. 
SEC. 212. EXPEDITED REINSTATEMENT OF DIS-

ABILITY BENEFITS. 
(a) OASDI BENEFITS.—Section 223 of the 

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 423) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (i) as sub-
section (j); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (h) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘Reinstatement of Entitlement 

‘‘(i)(1)(A) Entitlement to benefits described 
in subparagraph (B)(i)(I) shall be reinstated 
in any case where the Commissioner deter-
mines that an individual described in sub-
paragraph (B) has filed a request for rein-
statement meeting the requirements of para-
graph (2)(A) during the period prescribed in 
subparagraph (C). Reinstatement of such en-
titlement shall be in accordance with the 
terms of this subsection. 

‘‘(B) An individual is described in this sub-
paragraph if— 

‘‘(i) prior to the month in which the indi-
vidual files a request for reinstatement— 

‘‘(I) the individual was entitled to benefits 
under this section or section 202 on the basis 

of disability pursuant to an application filed 
therefore; and 

‘‘(II) such entitlement terminated due to 
the performance of substantial gainful activ-
ity; 

‘‘(ii) the individual is under a disability 
and the physical or mental impairment that 
is the basis for the finding of disability is the 
same as (or related to) the physical or men-
tal impairment that was the basis for the 
finding of disability that gave rise to the en-
titlement described in clause (i); and 

‘‘(iii) the individual’s disability renders the 
individual unable to perform substantial 
gainful activity. 

‘‘(C)(i) Except as provided in clause (ii), the 
period prescribed in this subparagraph with 
respect to an individual is 60 consecutive 
months beginning with the month following 
the most recent month for which the indi-
vidual was entitled to a benefit described in 
subparagraph (B)(i)(I) prior to the entitle-
ment termination described in subparagraph 
(B)(i)(II). 

‘‘(ii) In the case of an individual who fails 
to file a reinstatement request within the pe-
riod prescribed in clause (i), the Commis-
sioner may extend the period if the Commis-
sioner determines that the individual had 
good cause for the failure to so file. 

‘‘(2)(A)(i) A request for reinstatement shall 
be filed in such form, and containing such in-
formation, as the Commissioner may pre-
scribe. 

‘‘(ii) A request for reinstatement shall in-
clude express declarations by the individual 
that the individual meets the requirements 
specified in clauses (ii) and (iii) of paragraph 
(1)(B). 

‘‘(B) A request for reinstatement filed in 
accordance with subparagraph (A) may con-
stitute an application for benefits in the case 
of any individual who the Commissioner de-
termines is not entitled to reinstated bene-
fits under this subsection. 

‘‘(3) In determining whether an individual 
meets the requirements of paragraph 
(1)(B)(ii), the provisions of subsection (f) 
shall apply. 

‘‘(4)(A)(i) Subject to clause (ii), entitle-
ment to benefits reinstated under this sub-
section shall commence with the benefit 
payable for the month in which a request for 
reinstatement is filed. 

‘‘(ii) An individual whose entitlement to a 
benefit for any month would have been rein-
stated under this subsection had the indi-
vidual filed a request for reinstatement be-
fore the end of such month shall be entitled 
to such benefit for such month if such re-
quest for reinstatement is filed before the 
end of the twelfth month immediately suc-
ceeding such month. 

‘‘(B)(i) Subject to clauses (ii) and (iii), the 
amount of the benefit payable for any month 
pursuant to the reinstatement of entitle-
ment under this subsection shall be deter-
mined in accordance with the provisions of 
this title. 

‘‘(ii) For purposes of computing the pri-
mary insurance amount of an individual 
whose entitlement to benefits under this sec-
tion is reinstated under this subsection, the 
date of onset of the individual’s disability 
shall be the date of onset used in deter-
mining the individual’s most recent period of 
disability arising in connection with such 
benefits payable on the basis of an applica-
tion. 

‘‘(iii) Benefits under this section or section 
202 payable for any month pursuant to a re-
quest for reinstatement filed in accordance 
with paragraph (2) shall be reduced by the 
amount of any provisional benefit paid to 

such individual for such month under para-
graph (7). 

‘‘(C) No benefit shall be payable pursuant 
to an entitlement reinstated under this sub-
section to an individual for any month in 
which the individual engages in substantial 
gainful activity. 

‘‘(D) The entitlement of any individual 
that is reinstated under this subsection shall 
end with the benefits payable for the month 
preceding whichever of the following months 
is the earliest: 

‘‘(i) The month in which the individual 
dies. 

‘‘(ii) The month in which the individual at-
tains retirement age. 

‘‘(iii) The third month following the month 
in which the individual’s disability ceases. 

‘‘(5) Whenever an individual’s entitlement 
to benefits under this section is reinstated 
under this subsection, entitlement to bene-
fits payable on the basis of such individual’s 
wages and self-employment income may be 
reinstated with respect to any person pre-
viously entitled to such benefits on the basis 
of an application if the Commissioner deter-
mines that such person satisfies all the re-
quirements for entitlement to such benefits 
except requirements related to the filing of 
an application. The provisions of paragraph 
(4) shall apply to the reinstated entitlement 
of any such person to the same extent that 
they apply to the reinstated entitlement of 
such individual. 

‘‘(6) An individual to whom benefits are 
payable under this section or section 202 pur-
suant to a reinstatement of entitlement 
under this subsection for 24 months (whether 
or not consecutive) shall, with respect to 
benefits so payable after such twenty-fourth 
month, be deemed for purposes of paragraph 
(1)(B)(i)(I) and the determination, if appro-
priate, of the termination month in accord-
ance with subsection (a)(1) of this section, or 
subsection (d)(1), (e)(1), or (f)(1) of section 
202, to be entitled to such benefits on the 
basis of an application filed therefore. 

‘‘(7)(A) An individual described in para-
graph (1)(B) who files a request for reinstate-
ment in accordance with the provisions of 
paragraph (2)(A) shall be entitled to provi-
sional benefits payable in accordance with 
this paragraph, unless the Commissioner de-
termines that the individual does not meet 
the requirements of paragraph (1)(B)(i) or 
that the individual’s declaration under para-
graph (2)(A)(ii) is false. Any such determina-
tion by the Commissioner shall be final and 
not subject to review under subsection (b) or 
(g) of section 205. 

‘‘(B) The amount of a provisional benefit 
for a month shall equal the amount of the 
last monthly benefit payable to the indi-
vidual under this title on the basis of an ap-
plication increased by an amount equal to 
the amount, if any, by which such last 
monthly benefit would have been increased 
as a result of the operation of section 215(i). 

‘‘(C)(i) Provisional benefits shall begin 
with the month in which a request for rein-
statement is filed in accordance with para-
graph (2)(A). 

‘‘(ii) Provisional benefits shall end with 
the earliest of— 

‘‘(I) the month in which the Commissioner 
makes a determination regarding the indi-
vidual’s entitlement to reinstated benefits; 

‘‘(II) the fifth month following the month 
described in clause (i); 

‘‘(III) the month in which the individual 
performs substantial gainful activity; or 

‘‘(IV) the month in which the Commis-
sioner determines that the individual does 
not meet the requirements of paragraph 
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(1)(B)(i) or that the individual’s declaration 
made in accordance with paragraph (2)(A)(ii) 
is false. 

‘‘(D) In any case in which the Commis-
sioner determines that an individual is not 
entitled to reinstated benefits, any provi-
sional benefits paid to the individual under 
this paragraph shall not be subject to recov-
ery as an overpayment unless the Commis-
sioner determines that the individual knew 
or should have known that the individual did 
not meet the requirements of paragraph 
(1)(B).’’. 

(b) SSI BENEFITS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1631 of the Social 

Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1383) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 
‘‘Reinstatement of Eligibility on the Basis of 

Blindness or Disability 
‘‘(p)(1)(A) Eligibility for benefits under this 

title shall be reinstated in any case where 
the Commissioner determines that an indi-
vidual described in subparagraph (B) has 
filed a request for reinstatement meeting the 
requirements of paragraph (2)(A) during the 
period prescribed in subparagraph (C). Rein-
statement of eligibility shall be in accord-
ance with the terms of this subsection. 

‘‘(B) An individual is described in this sub-
paragraph if— 

‘‘(i) prior to the month in which the indi-
vidual files a request for reinstatement— 

‘‘(I) the individual was eligible for benefits 
under this title on the basis of blindness or 
disability pursuant to an application filed 
therefore; and 

‘‘(II) the individual thereafter was ineli-
gible for such benefits due to earned income 
(or earned and unearned income) for a period 
of 12 or more consecutive months; 

‘‘(ii) the individual is blind or disabled and 
the physical or mental impairment that is 
the basis for the finding of blindness or dis-
ability is the same as (or related to) the 
physical or mental impairment that was the 
basis for the finding of blindness or dis-
ability that gave rise to the eligibility de-
scribed in clause (i); 

‘‘(iii) the individual’s blindness or dis-
ability renders the individual unable to per-
form substantial gainful activity; and 

‘‘(iv) the individual satisfies the nonmed-
ical requirements for eligibility for benefits 
under this title. 

‘‘(C)(i) Except as provided in clause (ii), the 
period prescribed in this subparagraph with 
respect to an individual is 60 consecutive 
months beginning with the month following 
the most recent month for which the indi-
vidual was eligible for a benefit under this 
title (including section 1619) prior to the pe-
riod of ineligibility described in subpara-
graph (B)(i)(II). 

‘‘(ii) In the case of an individual who fails 
to file a reinstatement request within the pe-
riod prescribed in clause (i), the Commis-
sioner may extend the period if the Commis-
sioner determines that the individual had 
good cause for the failure to so file. 

‘‘(2)(A)(i) A request for reinstatement shall 
be filed in such form, and containing such in-
formation, as the Commissioner may pre-
scribe. 

‘‘(ii) A request for reinstatement shall in-
clude express declarations by the individual 
that the individual meets the requirements 
specified in clauses (ii) through (iv) of para-
graph (1)(B). 

‘‘(B) A request for reinstatement filed in 
accordance with subparagraph (A) may con-
stitute an application for benefits in the case 
of any individual who the Commissioner de-
termines is not eligible for reinstated bene-
fits under this subsection. 

‘‘(3) In determining whether an individual 
meets the requirements of paragraph 
(1)(B)(ii), the provisions of section 1614(a)(4) 
shall apply. 

‘‘(4)(A) Eligibility for benefits reinstated 
under this subsection shall commence with 
the benefit payable for the month following 
the month in which a request for reinstate-
ment is filed. 

‘‘(B)(i) Subject to clause (ii), the amount of 
the benefit payable for any month pursuant 
to the reinstatement of eligibility under this 
subsection shall be determined in accordance 
with the provisions of this title. 

‘‘(ii) The benefit under this title payable 
for any month pursuant to a request for rein-
statement filed in accordance with para-
graph (2) shall be reduced by the amount of 
any provisional benefit paid to such indi-
vidual for such month under paragraph (7). 

‘‘(C) Except as otherwise provided in this 
subsection, eligibility for benefits under this 
title reinstated pursuant to a request filed 
under paragraph (2) shall be subject to the 
same terms and conditions as eligibility es-
tablished pursuant to an application filed 
therefore. 

‘‘(5) Whenever an individual’s eligibility 
for benefits under this title is reinstated 
under this subsection, eligibility for such 
benefits shall be reinstated with respect to 
the individual’s spouse if such spouse was 
previously an eligible spouse of the indi-
vidual under this title and the Commissioner 
determines that such spouse satisfies all the 
requirements for eligibility for such benefits 
except requirements related to the filing of 
an application. The provisions of paragraph 
(4) shall apply to the reinstated eligibility of 
the spouse to the same extent that they 
apply to the reinstated eligibility of such in-
dividual. 

‘‘(6) An individual to whom benefits are 
payable under this title pursuant to a rein-
statement of eligibility under this sub-
section for twenty-four months (whether or 
not consecutive) shall, with respect to bene-
fits so payable after such twenty-fourth 
month, be deemed for purposes of paragraph 
(1)(B)(i)(I) to be eligible for such benefits on 
the basis of an application filed therefore. 

‘‘(7)(A) An individual described in para-
graph (1)(B) who files a request for reinstate-
ment in accordance with the provisions of 
paragraph (2)(A) shall be eligible for provi-
sional benefits payable in accordance with 
this paragraph, unless the Commissioner de-
termines that the individual does not meet 
the requirements of paragraph (1)(B)(i) or 
that the individual’s declaration under para-
graph (2)(A)(ii) is false. Any such determina-
tion by the Commissioner shall be final and 
not subject to review under paragraph (1) or 
(3) of subsection (c). 

‘‘(B)(i) Except as otherwise provided in 
clause (ii), the amount of a provisional ben-
efit for a month shall equal the amount of 
the monthly benefit that would be payable 
to an eligible individual under this title with 
the same kind and amount of income. 

‘‘(ii) If the individual has a spouse who was 
previously an eligible spouse of the indi-
vidual under this title and the Commissioner 
determines that such spouse satisfies all the 
requirements of section 1614(b) except re-
quirements related to the filing of an appli-
cation, the amount of a provisional benefit 
for a month shall equal the amount of the 
month benefit that would be payable to an 
eligible individual and eligible spouse under 
this title with the same kind and amount of 
income. 

‘‘(C)(i) Provisional benefits shall begin 
with the month following the month in 

which a request for reinstatement is filed in 
accordance with paragraph (2)(A). 

‘‘(ii) Provisional benefits shall end with 
the earliest of— 

‘‘(I) the month in which the Commissioner 
makes a determination regarding the indi-
vidual’s eligibility for reinstated benefits; 

‘‘(II) the fifth month following the month 
for which provisional benefits are first pay-
able under clause (i); or 

‘‘(III) the month in which the Commis-
sioner determines that the individual does 
not meet the requirements of paragraph 
(1)(B)(i) or that the individual’s declaration 
made in accordance with paragraph (2)(A)(ii) 
is false. 

‘‘(D) In any case in which the Commis-
sioner determines that an individual is not 
eligible for reinstated benefits, any provi-
sional benefits paid to the individual under 
this paragraph shall not be subject to recov-
ery as an overpayment unless the Commis-
sioner determines that the individual knew 
or should have known that the individual did 
not meet the requirements of paragraph 
(1)(B). 

‘‘(8) For purposes of this subsection other 
than paragraph (7), the term ‘benefits under 
this title’ includes State supplementary pay-
ments made pursuant to an agreement under 
section 1616(a) or section 212(b) of Public Law 
93–66.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) Section 1631(j)(1) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 

1383(j)(1)) is amended by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘, or has filed a request for re-
instatement of eligibility under subsection 
(p)(2) and been determined to be eligible for 
reinstatement.’’. 

(B) Section 1631(j)(2)(A)(i)(I) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1383(j)(2)(A)(i)(I)) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘(other than pursuant to a request 
for reinstatement under subsection (p))’’ 
after ‘‘eligible’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall take effect on the first day 
of the thirteenth month beginning after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(2) LIMITATION.—No benefit shall be pay-
able under title II or XVI of the Social Secu-
rity Act on the basis of a request for rein-
statement filed under section 223(i) or 1631(p) 
of such Act before the effective date de-
scribed in paragraph (1). 

Subtitle C—Work Incentives Planning, 
Assistance, and Outreach 

SEC. 221. WORK INCENTIVES OUTREACH PRO-
GRAM. 

Part A of title XI of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.), as amended by 
section 201, is amended by adding after sec-
tion 1148 the following: 

‘‘WORK INCENTIVES OUTREACH PROGRAM 

‘‘SEC. 1149. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner, in 

consultation with the Work Incentives Advi-
sory Panel established under section 201(f) of 
the Work Incentives Improvement Act of 
1999, shall establish a community-based work 
incentives planning and assistance program 
for the purpose of disseminating accurate in-
formation to disabled beneficiaries on work 
incentives programs and issues related to 
such programs. 

‘‘(2) GRANTS, COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS, 
CONTRACTS, AND OUTREACH.—Under the pro-
gram established under this section, the 
Commissioner shall— 

‘‘(A) establish a competitive program of 
grants, cooperative agreements, or contracts 
to provide benefits planning and assistance, 
including information on the availability of 
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protection and advocacy services, to disabled 
beneficiaries, including individuals partici-
pating in the Ticket to Work and Self-Suffi-
ciency Program established under section 
1148, the program established under section 
1619, and other programs that are designed to 
encourage disabled beneficiaries to work; 

‘‘(B) conduct directly, or through grants, 
cooperative agreements, or contracts, ongo-
ing outreach efforts to disabled beneficiaries 
(and to the families of such beneficiaries) 
who are potentially eligible to participate in 
Federal or State work incentive programs 
that are designed to assist disabled bene-
ficiaries to work, including— 

‘‘(i) preparing and disseminating informa-
tion explaining such programs; and 

‘‘(ii) working in cooperation with other 
Federal, State, and private agencies and non-
profit organizations that serve disabled 
beneficiaries, and with agencies and organi-
zations that focus on vocational rehabilita-
tion and work-related training and coun-
seling; 

‘‘(C) establish a corps of trained, acces-
sible, and responsive work incentives spe-
cialists within the Social Security Adminis-
tration who will specialize in disability work 
incentives under titles II and XVI for the 
purpose of disseminating accurate informa-
tion with respect to inquiries and issues re-
lating to work incentives to— 

‘‘(i) disabled beneficiaries; 
‘‘(ii) benefit applicants under titles II and 

XVI; and 
‘‘(iii) individuals or entities awarded 

grants under subparagraphs (A) or (B); and 
‘‘(D) provide— 
‘‘(i) training for work incentives special-

ists and individuals providing planning as-
sistance described in subparagraph (C); and 

‘‘(ii) technical assistance to organizations 
and entities that are designed to encourage 
disabled beneficiaries to return to work. 

‘‘(3) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROGRAMS.— 
The responsibilities of the Commissioner es-
tablished under this section shall be coordi-
nated with other public and private pro-
grams that provide information and assist-
ance regarding rehabilitation services and 
independent living supports and benefits 
planning for disabled beneficiaries including 
the program under section 1619, the plans for 
achieving self-support program (PASS), and 
any other Federal or State work incentives 
programs that are designed to assist disabled 
beneficiaries, including educational agencies 
that provide information and assistance re-
garding rehabilitation, school-to-work pro-
grams, transition services (as defined in, and 
provided in accordance with, the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 
1400 et seq.)), a one-stop delivery system es-
tablished under subtitle B of title I of the 
Workforce Investment Act of 1998, and other 
services. 

‘‘(b) CONDITIONS.— 
‘‘(1) SELECTION OF ENTITIES.— 
‘‘(A) APPLICATION.—An entity shall submit 

an application for a grant, cooperative 
agreement, or contract to provide benefits 
planning and assistance to the Commissioner 
at such time, in such manner, and con-
taining such information as the Commis-
sioner may determine is necessary to meet 
the requirements of this section. 

‘‘(B) STATEWIDENESS.—The Commissioner 
shall ensure that the planning, assistance, 
and information described in paragraph (2) 
shall be available on a statewide basis. 

‘‘(C) ELIGIBILITY OF STATES AND PRIVATE 
ORGANIZATIONS.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner may 
award a grant, cooperative agreement, or 

contract under this section to a State or a 
private agency or organization (other than 
Social Security Administration Field Offices 
and the State agency administering the 
State medicaid program under title XIX, in-
cluding any agency or entity described in 
clause (ii), that the Commissioner deter-
mines is qualified to provide the planning, 
assistance, and information described in 
paragraph (2)). 

‘‘(ii) AGENCIES AND ENTITIES DESCRIBED.— 
The agencies and entities described in this 
clause are the following: 

‘‘(I) Any public or private agency or orga-
nization (including Centers for Independent 
Living established under title VII of the Re-
habilitation Act of 1973, protection and advo-
cacy organizations, client assistance pro-
grams established in accordance with section 
112 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,and 
State Developmental Disabilities Councils 
established in accordance with section 124 of 
the Developmental Disabilities Assistance 
and Bill of Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 6024)) that 
the Commissioner determines satisfies the 
requirements of this section. 

‘‘(II) The State agency administering the 
State program funded under part A of title 
IV. 

‘‘(D) EXCLUSION FOR CONFLICT OF INTER-
EST.—The Commissioner may not award a 
grant, cooperative agreement, or contract 
under this section to any entity that the 
Commissioner determines would have a con-
flict of interest if the entity were to receive 
a grant, cooperative agreement, or contract 
under this section. 

‘‘(2) SERVICES PROVIDED.—A recipient of a 
grant, cooperative agreement, or contract to 
provide benefits planning and assistance 
shall select individuals who will act as plan-
ners and provide information, guidance, and 
planning to disabled beneficiaries on the— 

‘‘(A) availability and interrelation of any 
Federal or State work incentives programs 
designed to assist disabled beneficiaries that 
the individual may be eligible to participate 
in; 

‘‘(B) adequacy of any health benefits cov-
erage that may be offered by an employer of 
the individual and the extent to which other 
health benefits coverage may be available to 
the individual; and 

‘‘(C) availability of protection and advo-
cacy services for disabled beneficiaries and 
how to access such services. 

‘‘(3) AMOUNT OF GRANTS, COOPERATIVE 
AGREEMENTS, OR CONTRACTS.— 

‘‘(A) BASED ON POPULATION OF DISABLED 
BENEFICIARIES.—Subject to subparagraph (B), 
the Commissioner shall award a grant, coop-
erative agreement, or contract under this 
section to an entity based on the percentage 
of the population of the State where the en-
tity is located who are disabled beneficiaries. 

‘‘(B) LIMITATION PER GRANT.—No entity 
shall receive a grant, cooperative agreement, 
or contract under this section for a fiscal 
year that is less than $50,000 or more than 
$300,000. 

‘‘(ii) TOTAL AMOUNT FOR ALL GRANTS, COOP-
ERATIVE AGREEMENTS, AND CONTRACTS.—The 
total amount of all grants, cooperative 
agreements, and contracts awarded under 
this section for a fiscal year may not exceed 
$23,000,000. 

‘‘(4) ALLOCATION OF COSTS.—The costs of 
carrying out this section shall be paid from 
amounts made available for the administra-
tion of title II and amounts made available 
for the administration of title XVI, and shall 
be allocated among those amounts as appro-
priate. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

‘‘(1) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘Commis-
sioner’ means the Commissioner of Social 
Security. 

‘‘(2) DISABLED BENEFICIARY.—The term ‘dis-
abled beneficiary’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 1148(k)(2). 

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $23,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2000 through 2004.’’. 
SEC. 222. STATE GRANTS FOR WORK INCENTIVES 

ASSISTANCE TO DISABLED BENE-
FICIARIES. 

Part A of title XI of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1301 et seq.), as amended by 
section 221, is amended by adding after sec-
tion 1149 the following: 

‘‘STATE GRANTS FOR WORK INCENTIVES 
ASSISTANCE TO DISABLED BENEFICIARIES 

‘‘SEC. 1150. (a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to 
subsection (c), the Commissioner may make 
payments in each State to the protection 
and advocacy system established pursuant to 
part C of title I of the Developmental Dis-
abilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act (42 
U.S.C. 6041 et seq.) for the purpose of pro-
viding services to disabled beneficiaries. 

‘‘(b) SERVICES PROVIDED.—Services pro-
vided to disabled beneficiaries pursuant to a 
payment made under this section may in-
clude— 

‘‘(1) information and advice about obtain-
ing vocational rehabilitation and employ-
ment services; and 

‘‘(2) advocacy or other services that a dis-
abled beneficiary may need to secure or re-
gain gainful employment. 

‘‘(c) APPLICATION.—In order to receive pay-
ments under this section, a protection and 
advocacy system shall submit an application 
to the Commissioner, at such time, in such 
form and manner, and accompanied by such 
information and assurances as the Commis-
sioner may require. 

‘‘(d) AMOUNT OF PAYMENTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the amount 

appropriated for a fiscal year for making 
payments under this section, a protection 
and advocacy system shall not be paid an 
amount that is less than— 

‘‘(A) in the case of a protection and advo-
cacy system located in a State (including the 
District of Columbia and Puerto Rico) other 
than Guam, American Samoa, the United 
States Virgin Islands, and the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, the 
greater of— 

‘‘(i) $100,000; or 
‘‘(ii) 1⁄3 of 1 percent of the amount available 

for payments under this section; and 
‘‘(B) in the case of a protection and advo-

cacy system located in Guam, American 
Samoa, the United States Virgin Islands, and 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands, $50,000. 

‘‘(2) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—For each fis-
cal year in which the total amount appro-
priated to carry out this section exceeds the 
total amount appropriated to carry out this 
section in the preceding fiscal year, the 
Commissioner shall increase each minimum 
payment under subparagraphs (A) and (B) of 
paragraph (1) by a percentage equal to the 
percentage increase in the total amount ap-
propriated to carry out this section between 
the preceding fiscal year and the fiscal year 
involved. 

‘‘(e) ANNUAL REPORT.—Each protection and 
advocacy system that receives a payment 
under this section shall submit an annual re-
port to the Commissioner and the Work In-
centives Advisory Panel established under 
section 201(f) of the Work Incentives Im-
provement Act of 1999 on the services pro-
vided to individuals by the system. 
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‘‘(f) FUNDING.— 
‘‘(1) ALLOCATION OF PAYMENTS.—Payments 

under this section shall be made from 
amounts made available for the administra-
tion of title II and amounts made available 
for the administration of title XVI, and shall 
be allocated among those amounts as appro-
priate. 

‘‘(2) CARRYOVER.—Any amounts allotted 
for payment to a protection and advocacy 
system under this section for a fiscal year 
shall remain available for payment to or on 
behalf of the protection and advocacy system 
until the end of the succeeding fiscal year. 

‘‘(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) COMMISSIONER.—The term ‘Commis-

sioner’ means the Commissioner of Social 
Security. 

‘‘(2) DISABLED BENEFICIARY.—The term ‘dis-
abled beneficiary’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 1148(k)(2). 

‘‘(3) PROTECTION AND ADVOCACY SYSTEM.— 
The term ‘protection and advocacy system’ 
means a protection and advocacy system es-
tablished pursuant to part C of title I of the 
Developmental Disabilities Assistance and 
Bill of Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 6041 et seq.). 

‘‘(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section $7,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2000 through 2004.’’. 

TITLE III—DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 
AND STUDIES 

SEC. 301. PERMANENT EXTENSION OF DIS-
ABILITY INSURANCE PROGRAM DEM-
ONSTRATION PROJECT AUTHORITY. 

(a) PERMANENT EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.— 
Title II of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
401 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘DEMONSTRATION PROJECT AUTHORITY 
‘‘SEC. 234. (a) AUTHORITY.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner of So-

cial Security (in this section referred to as 
the ‘Commissioner’) shall develop and carry 
out experiments and demonstration projects 
designed to determine the relative advan-
tages and disadvantages of— 

‘‘(A) various alternative methods of treat-
ing the work activity of individuals entitled 
to disability insurance benefits under sec-
tion 223 or to monthly insurance benefits 
under section 202 based on such individual’s 
disability (as defined in section 223(d)), in-
cluding such methods as a reduction in bene-
fits based on earnings, designed to encourage 
the return to work of such individuals; 

‘‘(B) altering other limitations and condi-
tions applicable to such individuals (includ-
ing lengthening the trial work period (as de-
fined in section 222(c)), altering the 24-month 
waiting period for hospital insurance bene-
fits under section 226, altering the manner in 
which the program under this title is admin-
istered, earlier referral of such individuals 
for rehabilitation, and greater use of employ-
ers and others to develop, perform, and oth-
erwise stimulate new forms of rehabilita-
tion); and 

‘‘(C) implementing sliding scale benefit off-
sets using variations in— 

‘‘(i) the amount of the offset as a propor-
tion of earned income; 

‘‘(ii) the duration of the offset period; and 
‘‘(iii) the method of determining the 

amount of income earned by such individ-
uals, 
to the end that savings will accrue to the 
Trust Funds, or to otherwise promote the ob-
jectives or facilitate the administration of 
this title. 

‘‘(2) AUTHORITY FOR EXPANSION OF SCOPE.— 
The Commissioner may expand the scope of 
any such experiment or demonstration 

project to include any group of applicants for 
benefits under the program established under 
this title with impairments that reasonably 
may be presumed to be disabling for purposes 
of such demonstration project, and may 
limit any such demonstration project to any 
such group of applicants, subject to the 
terms of such demonstration project which 
shall define the extent of any such presump-
tion. 

‘‘(b) REQUIREMENTS.—The experiments and 
demonstration projects developed under sub-
section (a) shall be of sufficient scope and 
shall be carried out on a wide enough scale 
to permit a thorough evaluation of the alter-
native methods under consideration while 
giving assurance that the results derived 
from the experiments and projects will ob-
tain generally in the operation of the dis-
ability insurance program under this title 
without committing such program to the 
adoption of any particular system either lo-
cally or nationally. 

‘‘(c) AUTHORITY TO WAIVE COMPLIANCE 
WITH BENEFITS REQUIREMENTS.—In the case 
of any experiment or demonstration project 
conducted under subsection (a), the Commis-
sioner may waive compliance with the ben-
efit requirements of this title, and the Sec-
retary may (upon the request of the Commis-
sioner) waive compliance with the benefits 
requirements of title XVIII, insofar as is nec-
essary for a thorough evaluation of the alter-
native methods under consideration. No such 
experiment or project shall be actually 
placed in operation unless at least 90 days 
prior thereto a written report, prepared for 
purposes of notification and information 
only and containing a full and complete de-
scription thereof, has been transmitted by 
the Commissioner to the Committee on Ways 
and Means of the House of Representatives 
and to the Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate. Periodic reports on the progress of such 
experiments and demonstration projects 
shall be submitted by the Commissioner to 
such committees. When appropriate, such re-
ports shall include detailed recommenda-
tions for changes in administration or law, 
or both, to carry out the objectives stated in 
subsection (a). 

‘‘(d) REPORTS.— 
‘‘(1) INTERIM REPORTS.—On or before June 9 

of each year, the Commissioner shall submit 
to the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives and to the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate an interim 
report on the progress of the experiments 
and demonstration projects carried out 
under this subsection together with any re-
lated data and materials that the Commis-
sioner may consider appropriate. 

‘‘(2) FINAL REPORTS.—Not later than 90 
days after the termination of any experi-
ment or demonstration project carried out 
under this section, the Commissioner shall 
submit to the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives and 
to the Committee on Finance of the Senate 
a final report with respect to that experi-
ment and demonstration project.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS; TRANSFER OF 
PRIOR AUTHORITY.— 

(1) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(A) REPEAL OF PRIOR AUTHORITY.—Para-

graphs (1) through (4) of subsection (a) and 
subsection (c) of section 505 of the Social Se-
curity Disability Amendments of 1980 (42 
U.S.C. 1310 note) are repealed. 

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT REGARDING 
FUNDING.—Section 201(k) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 401(k)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘section 505(a) of the Social Secu-
rity Disability Amendments of 1980’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 234’’. 

(2) TRANSFER OF PRIOR AUTHORITY.—With 
respect to any experiment or demonstration 
project being conducted under section 505(a) 
of the Social Security Disability Amend-
ments of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 1310 note) as of the 
date of enactment of this Act, the authority 
to conduct such experiment or demonstra-
tion project (including the terms and condi-
tions applicable to the experiment or dem-
onstration project) shall be treated as if that 
authority (and such terms and conditions) 
had been established under section 234 of the 
Social Security Act, as added by subsection 
(a). 
SEC. 302. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS PRO-

VIDING FOR REDUCTIONS IN DIS-
ABILITY INSURANCE BENEFITS 
BASED ON EARNINGS. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—The Commissioner of So-
cial Security shall conduct demonstration 
projects for the purpose of evaluating, 
through the collection of data, a program for 
title II disability beneficiaries (as defined in 
section 1148(k)(3) of the Social Security Act) 
under which each $1 of benefits payable 
under section 223, or under section 202 based 
on the beneficiary’s disability, is reduced for 
each $2 of such beneficiary’s earnings that is 
above a level to be determined by the Com-
missioner. Such projects shall be conducted 
at a number of localities which the Commis-
sioner shall determine is sufficient to ade-
quately evaluate the appropriateness of na-
tional implementation of such a program. 
Such projects shall identify reductions in 
Federal expenditures that may result from 
the permanent implementation of such a 
program. 

(b) SCOPE AND SCALE AND MATTERS TO BE 
DETERMINED.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The demonstration 
projects developed under subsection (a) shall 
be of sufficient duration, shall be of suffi-
cient scope, and shall be carried out on a 
wide enough scale to permit a thorough eval-
uation of the project to determine— 

(A) the effects, if any, of induced entry 
into the project and reduced exit from the 
project; 

(B) the extent, if any, to which the project 
being tested is affected by whether it is in 
operation in a locality within an area under 
the administration of the Ticket to Work 
and Self-Sufficiency Program established 
under section 1148 of the Social Security Act; 
and 

(C) the savings that accrue to the Federal 
Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust 
Fund, the Federal Disability Insurance Trust 
Fund, and other Federal programs under the 
project being tested. 
The Commissioner shall take into account 
advice provided by the Work Incentives Ad-
visory Panel pursuant to section 
201(f)(2)(B)(ii). 

(2) ADDITIONAL MATTERS.—The Commis-
sioner shall also determine with respect to 
each project— 

(A) the annual cost (including net cost) of 
the project and the annual cost (including 
net cost) that would have been incurred in 
the absence of the project; 

(B) the determinants of return to work, in-
cluding the characteristics of the bene-
ficiaries who participate in the project; and 

(C) the employment outcomes, including 
wages, occupations, benefits, and hours 
worked, of beneficiaries who return to work 
as a result of participation in the project. 
The Commissioner may include within the 
matters evaluated under the project the mer-
its of trial work periods and periods of ex-
tended eligibility. 

(c) WAIVERS.—The Commissioner may 
waive compliance with the benefit provisions 
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of title II of the Social Security Act, and the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services 
may waive compliance with the benefit re-
quirements of title XVIII of that Act, insofar 
as is necessary for a thorough evaluation of 
the alternative methods under consideration. 
No such project shall be actually placed in 
operation unless at least 90 days prior there-
to a written report, prepared for purposes of 
notification and information only and con-
taining a full and complete description 
thereof, has been transmitted by the Com-
missioner to the Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives and 
to the Committee on Finance of the Senate. 
Periodic reports on the progress of such 
projects shall be submitted by the Commis-
sioner to such committees. When appro-
priate, such reports shall include detailed 
recommendations for changes in administra-
tion or law, or both, to carry out the objec-
tives stated in subsection (a). 

(d) INTERIM REPORTS.—Not later than 2 
years after the date of enactment of this 
Act, and annually thereafter, the Commis-
sioner of Social Security shall submit to 
Congress an interim report on the progress 
of the demonstration projects carried out 
under this subsection together with any re-
lated data and materials that the Commis-
sioner of Social Security may consider ap-
propriate. 

(e) FINAL REPORT.—The Commissioner of 
Social Security shall submit to Congress a 
final report with respect to all demonstra-
tion projects carried out under this section 
not later than 1 year after their completion. 

(f) EXPENDITURES.—Expenditures made for 
demonstration projects under this section 
shall be made from the Federal Disability In-
surance Trust Fund and the Federal Old-Age 
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund, as de-
termined appropriate by the Commissioner 
of Social Security, and from the Federal 
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund and the Fed-
eral Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust 
Fund, as determined appropriate by the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, to the 
extent provided in advance in appropriation 
Acts. 
SEC. 303. STUDIES AND REPORTS. 

(a) STUDY BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
OF EXISTING DISABILITY-RELATED EMPLOY-
MENT INCENTIVES.— 

(1) STUDY.—As soon as practicable after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General of the United States shall un-
dertake a study to assess existing tax credits 
and other disability-related employment in-
centives under the Americans with Disabil-
ities Act of 1990 and other Federal laws. In 
such study, the Comptroller General shall 
specifically address the extent to which such 
credits and other incentives would encourage 
employers to hire and retain individuals 
with disabilities. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General shall transmit to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate a written report pre-
senting the results of the Comptroller Gen-
eral’s study conducted pursuant to this sub-
section, together with such recommenda-
tions for legislative or administrative 
changes as the Comptroller General deter-
mines are appropriate. 

(b) STUDY BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
OF EXISTING COORDINATION OF THE DI AND SSI 
PROGRAMS AS THEY RELATE TO INDIVIDUALS 
ENTERING OR LEAVING CONCURRENT ENTITLE-
MENT.— 

(1) STUDY.—As soon as practicable after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-

troller General of the United States shall un-
dertake a study to evaluate the coordination 
under current law of the disability insurance 
program under title II of the Social Security 
Act and the supplemental security income 
program under title XVI of that Act, as such 
programs relate to individuals entering or 
leaving concurrent entitlement under such 
programs. In such study, the Comptroller 
General shall specifically address the effec-
tiveness of work incentives under such pro-
grams with respect to such individuals and 
the effectiveness of coverage of such individ-
uals under titles XVIII and XIX of the Social 
Security Act. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General shall transmit to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate a written report pre-
senting the results of the Comptroller Gen-
eral’s study conducted pursuant to this sub-
section, together with such recommenda-
tions for legislative or administrative 
changes as the Comptroller General deter-
mines are appropriate. 

(c) STUDY BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 
OF THE IMPACT OF THE SUBSTANTIAL GAINFUL 
ACTIVITY LIMIT ON RETURN TO WORK.— 

(1) STUDY.—As soon as practicable after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General of the United States shall un-
dertake a study of the substantial gainful ac-
tivity level applicable as of that date to re-
cipients of benefits under section 223 of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 423) and under 
section 202 of that Act (42 U.S.C. 402) on the 
basis of a recipient having a disability, and 
the effect of such level as a disincentive for 
those recipients to return to work. In the 
study, the Comptroller General also shall ad-
dress the merits of increasing the substan-
tial gainful activity level applicable to such 
recipients of benefits and the rationale for 
not yearly indexing that level to inflation. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General shall transmit to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate a written report pre-
senting the results of the Comptroller Gen-
eral’s study conducted pursuant to this sub-
section, together with such recommenda-
tions for legislative or administrative 
changes as the Comptroller General deter-
mines are appropriate. 

(d) REPORT ON DISREGARDS UNDER THE DI 
AND SSI PROGRAMS.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Commissioner of Social Security shall sub-
mit to the Committee on Ways and Means of 
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate a report 
that— 

(1) identifies all income, assets, and re-
source disregards (imposed under statutory 
or regulatory authority) that are applicable 
to individuals receiving benefits under title 
II or XVI of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 401 et seq., 1381 et seq.); 

(2) with respect to each such disregard— 
(A) specifies the most recent statutory or 

regulatory modification of the disregard; and 
(B) recommends whether further statutory 

or regulatory modification of the disregard 
would be appropriate; and 

(3) with respect to the disregard described 
in section 1612(b)(7) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1382a(b)(7)) (relating to grants, 
scholarships, or fellowships received for use 
in paying the cost of tuition and fees at any 
educational (including technical or voca-
tional education) institution)— 

(A) identifies the number of individuals re-
ceiving benefits under title XVI of such Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1381 et seq.) who have attained age 
22 and have not had any portion of any 
grant, scholarship, or fellowship received for 
use in paying the cost of tuition and fees at 
any educational (including technical or vo-
cational education) institution excluded 
from their income in accordance with that 
section; 

(B) recommends whether the age at which 
such grants, scholarships, or fellowships are 
excluded from income for purposes of deter-
mining eligibility under title XVI of the So-
cial Security Act should be increased to age 
25; and 

(C) recommends whether such disregard 
should be expanded to include any such 
grant, scholarship, or fellowship received for 
use in paying the cost of room and board at 
any such institution. 

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS AND 
TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 

SEC. 401. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS RELATING 
TO DRUG ADDICTS AND ALCO-
HOLICS. 

(a) CLARIFICATION RELATING TO THE EFFEC-
TIVE DATE OF THE DENIAL OF SOCIAL SECU-
RITY DISABILITY BENEFITS TO DRUG ADDICTS 
AND ALCOHOLICS.—Section 105(a)(5) of the 
Contract with America Advancement Act of 
1996 (Public Law 104–121; 110 Stat. 853) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘by 
the Commissioner of Social Security’’ and 
‘‘by the Commissioner’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) For purposes of this paragraph, an in-

dividual’s claim, with respect to benefits 
under title II of the Social Security Act 
based on disability, which has been denied in 
whole before the date of enactment of this 
Act, may not be considered to be finally ad-
judicated before such date if, on or after such 
date— 

‘‘(i) there is pending a request for either 
administrative or judicial review with re-
spect to such claim, or 

‘‘(ii) there is pending, with respect to such 
claim, a readjudication by the Commissioner 
of Social Security pursuant to relief in a 
class action or implementation by the Com-
missioner of a court remand order. 

‘‘(E) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
this paragraph, with respect to any indi-
vidual for whom the Commissioner of Social 
Security does not perform the entitlement 
redetermination before the date prescribed 
in subparagraph (C), the Commissioner shall 
perform such entitlement redetermination in 
lieu of a continuing disability review when-
ever the Commissioner determines that the 
individual’s entitlement is subject to rede-
termination based on the preceding provi-
sions of this paragraph, and the provisions of 
section 223(f) of the Social Security Act shall 
not apply to such redetermination.’’. 

(b) CORRECTION TO EFFECTIVE DATE OF PRO-
VISIONS CONCERNING REPRESENTATIVE PAYEES 
AND TREATMENT REFERRALS OF SOCIAL SECU-
RITY BENEFICIARIES WHO ARE DRUG ADDICTS 
AND ALCOHOLICS.—Section 105(a)(5)(B) of the 
Contract with America Advancement Act of 
1996 (42 U.S.C. 405 note) is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(B) The amendments made by paragraphs 
(2) and (3) shall take effect on July 1, 1996, 
with respect to any individual— 

‘‘(i) whose claim for benefits is finally ad-
judicated on or after the date of enactment 
of this Act; or 

‘‘(ii) whose entitlement to benefits is based 
on an entitlement redetermination made 
pursuant to subparagraph (C).’’. 
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(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—The amendments 

made by this section shall take effect as if 
included in the enactment of section 105 of 
the Contract with America Advancement 
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–121; 110 Stat. 852 
et seq.). 
SEC. 402. TREATMENT OF PRISONERS. 

(a) IMPLEMENTATION OF PROHIBITION 
AGAINST PAYMENT OF TITLE II BENEFITS TO 
PRISONERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(3) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(3)) is 
amended— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(3)’’; and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B)(i) The Commissioner shall enter into 

an agreement under this subparagraph with 
any interested State or local institution 
comprising a jail, prison, penal institution, 
or correctional facility, or comprising any 
other institution a purpose of which is to 
confine individuals as described in paragraph 
(1)(A)(ii). Under such agreement— 

‘‘(I) the institution shall provide to the 
Commissioner, on a monthly basis and in a 
manner specified by the Commissioner, the 
names, Social Security account numbers, 
dates of birth, confinement commencement 
dates, and, to the extent available to the in-
stitution, such other identifying information 
concerning the individuals confined in the 
institution as the Commissioner may require 
for the purpose of carrying out paragraph (1); 
and 

‘‘(II) the Commissioner shall pay to the in-
stitution, with respect to information de-
scribed in subclause (I) concerning each indi-
vidual who is confined therein as described 
in paragraph (1)(A), who receives a benefit 
under this title for the month preceding the 
first month of such confinement, and whose 
benefit under this title is determined by the 
Commissioner to be not payable by reason of 
confinement based on the information pro-
vided by the institution, $400 (subject to re-
duction under clause (ii)) if the institution 
furnishes the information to the Commis-
sioner within 30 days after the date such in-
dividual’s confinement in such institution 
begins, or $200 (subject to reduction under 
clause (ii)) if the institution furnishes the in-
formation after 30 days after such date but 
within 90 days after such date. 

‘‘(ii) The dollar amounts specified in clause 
(i)(II) shall be reduced by 50 percent if the 
Commissioner is also required to make a 
payment to the institution with respect to 
the same individual under an agreement en-
tered into under section 1611(e)(1)(I). 

‘‘(iii) There is authorized to be transferred 
from the Federal Old-Age and Survivors In-
surance Trust Fund and the Federal Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Fund, as appro-
priate, such sums as may be necessary to en-
able the Commissioner to make payments to 
institutions required by clause (i)(II). 

‘‘(iv) The Commissioner is authorized to 
provide, on a reimbursable basis, informa-
tion obtained pursuant to agreements en-
tered into under clause (i) to any agency ad-
ministering a Federal or federally assisted 
cash, food, or medical assistance program for 
eligibility purposes.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO THE PRIVACY 
ACT.—Section 552a(a)(8)(B) of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(A) in clause (vi), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(B) in clause (vii), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(viii) matches performed pursuant to sec-

tion 202(x)(3)(B) or 1611(e)(1)(I) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(3)(B), 
1382(e)(1)(I));’’. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to indi-
viduals whose period of confinement in an in-
stitution commences on or after the first day 
of the fourth month beginning after the 
month in which this Act is enacted. 

(b) ELIMINATION OF TITLE II REQUIREMENT 
THAT CONFINEMENT STEM FROM CRIME PUN-
ISHABLE BY IMPRISONMENT FOR MORE THAN 1 
YEAR.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(1)(A) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(1)(A)) is 
amended— 

(A) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 
striking ‘‘during’’ and inserting ‘‘through-
out’’; 

(B) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘an offense 
punishable by imprisonment for more than 1 
year (regardless of the actual sentence im-
posed)’’ and inserting ‘‘a criminal offense’’; 
and 

(C) in clause (ii)(I), by striking ‘‘an offense 
punishable by imprisonment for more than 1 
year’’ and inserting ‘‘a criminal offense’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to indi-
viduals whose period of confinement in an in-
stitution commences on or after the first day 
of the fourth month beginning after the 
month in which this Act is enacted. 

(c) CONFORMING TITLE XVI AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) FIFTY PERCENT REDUCTION IN TITLE XVI 

PAYMENT IN CASE INVOLVING COMPARABLE 
TITLE II PAYMENT.—Section 1611(e)(1)(I) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1382(e)(1)(I)) is 
amended— 

(A) in clause (i)(II), by inserting ‘‘(subject 
to reduction under clause (ii))’’ after ‘‘$400’’ 
and after ‘‘$200’’; 

(B) by redesignating clauses (ii) and (iii) as 
clauses (iii) and (iv), respectively; and 

(C) by inserting after clause (i) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(ii) The dollar amounts specified in clause 
(i)(II) shall be reduced by 50 percent if the 
Commissioner is also required to make a 
payment to the institution with respect to 
the same individual under an agreement en-
tered into under section 202(x)(3)(B).’’. 

(2) EXPANSION OF CATEGORIES OF INSTITU-
TIONS ELIGIBLE TO ENTER INTO AGREEMENTS 
WITH THE COMMISSIONER.—Section 
1611(e)(1)(I)(i) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1382(e)(1)(I)(i)) is amended in the mat-
ter preceding subclause (I) by striking ‘‘in-
stitution’’ and all that follows through ‘‘sec-
tion 202(x)(1)(A),’’ and inserting ‘‘institution 
comprising a jail, prison, penal institution, 
or correctional facility, or with any other in-
terested State or local institution a purpose 
of which is to confine individuals as de-
scribed in section 202(x)(1)(A)(ii),’’. 

(3) ELIMINATION OF OVERLY BROAD EXEMP-
TION.—Section 1611(e)(1)(I)(iii) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1382(e)(1)(I)(iii)) (as redesignated by 
paragraph (1)(B), is amended by striking ‘‘(I) 
The provisions’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘(II)’’. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall take effect as 
if included in the enactment of section 203(a) 
of the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public 
Law 104–193; 110 Stat. 2186). The reference to 
section 202(x)(1)(A)(ii) of the Social Security 
Act in section 1611(e)(1)(I)(i) of the Social Se-
curity Act as amended by paragraph (2) shall 
be deemed a reference to such section 
202(x)(1)(A)(ii) as amended by subsection 
(b)(1)(C). 

(d) CONTINUED DENIAL OF BENEFITS TO SEX 
OFFENDERS REMAINING CONFINED TO PUBLIC 
INSTITUTIONS UPON COMPLETION OF PRISON 
TERM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 202(x)(1)(A) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 402(x)(1)(A)) is 
amended— 

(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(B) in clause (ii)(IV), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘, or’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iii) immediately upon completion of con-

finement as described in clause (i) pursuant 
to conviction of a criminal offense an ele-
ment of which is sexual activity, is confined 
by court order in an institution at public ex-
pense pursuant to a finding that the indi-
vidual is a sexually dangerous person or a 
sexual predator or a similar finding.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
202(x)(1)(B)(ii) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 402(x)(1)(B)(ii)) is amended by striking 
‘‘clause (ii)’’ and inserting ‘‘clauses (ii) and 
(iii)’’. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply with re-
spect to benefits for months ending after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 403. REVOCATION BY MEMBERS OF THE 

CLERGY OF EXEMPTION FROM SO-
CIAL SECURITY COVERAGE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
1402(e)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986, any exemption which has been received 
under section 1402(e)(1) of such Code by a 
duly ordained, commissioned, or licensed 
minister of a church, a member of a religious 
order, or a Christian Science practitioner, 
and which is effective for the taxable year in 
which this Act is enacted, may be revoked by 
filing an application therefore (in such form 
and manner, and with such official, as may 
be prescribed by the Commissioner of the In-
ternal Revenue Service), if such application 
is filed no later than the due date of the Fed-
eral income tax return (including any exten-
sion thereof) for the applicant’s second tax-
able year beginning after December 31, 1999. 
Any such revocation shall be effective (for 
purposes of chapter 2 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 and title II of the Social Secu-
rity Act), as specified in the application, ei-
ther with respect to the applicant’s first tax-
able year beginning after December 31, 1999, 
or with respect to the applicant’s second tax-
able year beginning after such date, and for 
all succeeding taxable years; and the appli-
cant for any such revocation may not there-
after again file application for an exemption 
under such section 1402(e)(1). If the applica-
tion is filed after the due date of the appli-
cant’s Federal income tax return for a tax-
able year and is effective with respect to 
that taxable year, it shall include or be ac-
companied by payment in full of an amount 
equal to the total of the taxes that would 
have been imposed by section 1401 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 with respect to 
all of the applicant’s income derived in that 
taxable year which would have constituted 
net earnings from self-employment for pur-
poses of chapter 2 of such Code (notwith-
standing paragraph (4) or (5) of section 
1402(c) of such Code) except for the exemp-
tion under section 1402(e)(1) of such Code. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Subsection (a) shall 
apply with respect to service performed (to 
the extent specified in such subsection) in 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 
1999, and with respect to monthly insurance 
benefits payable under title II of the Social 
Security Act on the basis of the wages and 
self-employment income of any individual 
for months in or after the calendar year in 
which such individual’s application for rev-
ocation (as described in such subsection) is 
effective (and lump-sum death payments 
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payable under such title on the basis of such 
wages and self-employment income in the 
case of deaths occurring in or after such cal-
endar year). 
SEC. 404. ADDITIONAL TECHNICAL AMENDMENT 

RELATING TO COOPERATIVE RE-
SEARCH OR DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS UNDER TITLES II AND 
XVI. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1110(a)(3) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1310(a)(3)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘title XVI’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘title II or XVI’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect as if 
included in the enactment of the Social Se-
curity Independence and Program Improve-
ments Act of 1994 (Public Law 103–296; 108 
Stat. 1464). 
SEC. 405. AUTHORIZATION FOR STATE TO PER-

MIT ANNUAL WAGE REPORTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1137(a)(3) of the 

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1320b–7(a)(3)) 
is amended by inserting before the semicolon 
the following: ‘‘, and except that in the case 
of wage reports with respect to domestic 
service employment, a State may permit em-
ployers (as so defined) that make returns 
with respect to such employment on a cal-
endar year basis pursuant to section 3510 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to make 
such reports on an annual basis’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—Section 
1137(a)(3) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1320b–7(a)(3)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘(as defined in section 
453A(a)(2)(B)(iii))’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘(as defined in section 
453A(a)(2)(B))’’ after ‘‘employers’’ . 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to wage re-
ports required to be submitted on and after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

REID AMENDMENT NO. 672 

Mr. REID proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 629 proposed by Mr. 
BOND to the bill, S. 1186, supra; as fol-
lows: 

On line 2, strike ‘‘, of which $8,100,000’’ and 
insert: ‘‘, of which $3,000,000 shall be used for 
Boston College research in high temperature 
superconductivity and of which $5,000,000’’. 

REID AMENDMENT NO. 673 

Mr. REID proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 631 proposed by Mr. 
TORRICELLI to the bill, S. 1186, supra; as 
follows: 

On line 4, strike ‘‘$4,000,000’’ and insert: 
‘‘$1,500,000’’. 

DOMENICI AMENDMENT NO. 674 

Mr. DOMENICI proposed an amend-
ment to amendment No. 634 proposed 
by Mr. ABRAHAM to the bill, S. 1186, 
supra; as follows: 

Strike: ‘‘Metro Beach, Michigan, $422,500 
for aquatic ecosystem restoration.’’ 

And insert: ‘‘Lake St. Clair, Metro Beach, 
Michigan, section 206 project, $100,000:’’. 

REID AMENDMENT NO. 675 

Mr. REID proposed an amendment to 
amendment No. 642 proposed by Mrs. 
BOXER to the bill, S. 1186, supra; as fol-
lows: 

Strike ‘‘line 16, strike all that follows ‘‘ex-
pended:’’ to the end of line 24.’’, and insert 

the following: ‘‘line 23, strike all that follows 
‘‘tious’’ through ‘‘Act’’ on line 24.’’. 

DOMENICI AMENDMENT NO. 676 

Mr. DOMENICI proposed an amend-
ment to amendment No. 642 proposed 
by Mr. DORGAN to the bill, S. 1186, 
supra; as follows: 

On line 4 strike: ‘‘may use funding pre-
viously appropriated’’ and insert: ‘‘may use 
Construction, General funding as directed in 
Public Law 105–62 and Public Law 105–245’’. 

GORTON AMENDMENT NO. 677 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. GORTON) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1186, supra; as follows: 

Strike line 2 and all thereafter, and insert 
the following: 
SEC. 3 . LIMITING THE INCLUSION OF COSTS OF 

PROTECTION OF, MITIGATION OF 
DAMAGE TO, AND ENHANCEMENT OF 
FISH, WITHIN RATES CHARGED BY 
THE BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINIS-
TRATION, TO THE RATE PERIOD IN 
WHICH THE COSTS ARE INCURRED. 

Section 7 of the Pacific Northwest Electric 
Power Planning and Conservation Act (16 
U.S.C. 839e) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(n) LIMITING THE INCLUSION OF COSTS OF 
PROTECTION OF, MITIGATION OF DAMAGE TO, 
AND ENHANCEMENT OF FISH, WITHIN RATES 
CHARGED BY THE BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINIS-
TRATION, TO THE RATE PERIOD IN WHICH THE 
COSTS ARE INCURRED.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this section, rates estab-
lished by the Administrator, in accordance 
with established fish funding principles, 
under this section shall recover costs for pro-
tection, mitigation and enhancement of fish, 
whether under the Pacific Northwest Elec-
tric Power Planning and Conservation Act or 
any other act, not to exceed such amounts 
the Administrator forecasts will be expended 
during the period for which such rates are es-
tablished.’’. 

DASCHLE AMENDMENTS NOS. 678– 
679 

Mr. REID (for Mr. DASCHLE) proposed 
two amendments to the bill, S. 1186, 
supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 678 
On page 13, between lines 15 and 16, insert 

the following: 
SEC. 1 . CHEYENNE RIVER SIOUX TRIBE, LOWER 

BRULE SIOUX TRIBE, AND STATE OF 
SOUTH DAKOTA TERRESTRIAL WILD-
LIFE HABITAT RESTORATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 
Army shall continue to fund wildlife habitat 
mitigation work for the Cheyenne River 
Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux Tribe, and 
State of South Dakota at levels previously 
funded through the Pick-Sloan operations 
and maintenance account. 

(b) CONTRACTS.—With $3,000,000 made avail-
able under the heading ‘‘CONSTRUCTION, GEN-
ERAL’’, the Secretary of the Army shall fund 
activities authorized under title VI of divi-
sion C of Public Law 105–277 (112 Stat. 2681– 
660) through contracts with the Cheyenne 
River Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux Tribe, 
and State of South Dakota. 

AMENDMENT NO. 679 

On page 15, line 1, after ‘‘expended,’’ insert 
‘‘of which $150,000 shall be available for the 
Lake Andes-Wagner/Marty II demonstration 

program authorized by the Lake Andes-Wag-
ner/Marty II Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 4677),’’. 

REID AMENDMENT NO. 680 

Mr. REID proposed an amendment to 
the bill, S. 1186, supra; as follows: 

On page 2, between line 20 and 21 insert the 
following after the colon: ‘‘Yellowstone 
River at Glendive, Montana Study, $150,000; 
and’’. 

DOMENICI AMENDMENT NO. 681 

Mr. DOMENICI proposed an amend-
ment to the bill, S. 1186, supra; as fol-
lows: 

On page 3, line 14, strike ‘‘$1,113,227,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$1,086,586,000’’. 

JEFFORDS AMENDMENT NO. 682 

Mr. JEFFORDS proposed an amend-
ment to the motion to recommit pro-
posed by him to the bill, S. 1186, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 20, strike lines 21 through 24 and 
insert ‘‘$791,233,000, of which $821,000 shall be 
derived by transfer from the Geothermal Re-
sources Development Fund and $5,000,000 
shall be derived by transfer from the United 
States Enrichment Corporation Fund, and of 
which $75,000,000 shall be derived from ac-
counts for which this Act makes funds avail-
able Department of Energy contractor travel 
expenses (of which not less than $4,450,000 
shall be available for solar building tech-
nology research, not less than $82,135,000 
shall be available for photovoltaic energy 
systems, not less than $17,600,000 shall be 
available for concentrating solar systems, 
not less than $37,700,000 shall be available for 
power systems in biomass/biofuels energy 
systems, not less than $48,000,000 shall be 
available for transportation in biomass/ 
biofuels energy systems (of which not less 
than $1,500,000 shall be available for the Con-
sortium for Plant Biotechnology Research), 
not less than $42,265,000 shall be available for 
wind energy systems, not less than $4,000,000 
shall be available for the renewable energy 
production incentive program, not less than 
$7,600,000 shall be available for support of 
solar programs, not less than $5,100,000 shall 
be available for the international solar en-
ergy program, not less than $5,000,000 shall 
be available for the National Renewable En-
ergy Laboratory, not less than $27,850,000 
shall be available for geothermal technology 
development, not less than $27,700,000 shall 
be available for hydrogen research, not less 
than $6,400,000 shall be available for hydro-
power research, not less than $32,000,000 shall 
be available for high temperature super-
conducting research and development, not 
less than $3,000,000 shall be available for en-
ergy storage systems, and not less than 
$18,500,000 shall be available for direction of 
programs).’’. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 
APPROPRIATIONS 

DODD AMENDMENT NO. 683 

Mr. BENNETT (for Mr. DODD) pro-
posed an amendment to the bill (S. 
1206) making appropriations for the 
legislative branch excluing House 
items for fiscal year ending September 
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30, 2000, and for other purposes; as fol-
lows: 

On page 38, insert between lines 21 and 22 
the following: 
SEC. 313. CREDITABLE SERVICE WITH CONGRES-

SIONAL CAMPAIGN COMMITTEES. 
Section 8332(m)(1)(A) of title 5, United 

States Code, is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(A) such employee has at least 4 years 

and 6 months of service on such committees 
as of December 12, 1980; and’’. 

FEINGOLD AMENDMENT NO. 684 

Mr. BENNETT (for Mr. FEINGOLD) 
proposed an amendment to the bill S. 
1206, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 

SEC. ll. Section 207(e) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking paragraphs (1), (2), (3), and 
(4) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(1) MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AND ELECTED 
OFFICERS.—Any person who is a Member of 
Congress or an elected officer of either House 
of Congress and who, within 2 years after 
that person leaves office, knowingly makes, 
with the intent to influence, any commu-
nication to or appearance before any Mem-
ber, officer, or employee of either House of 
Congress, or any employee of any other leg-
islative office of Congress, on behalf of any 
other person (except the United States) in 
connection with any matter on which such 
former Member of Congress or elected officer 
seeks action by a Member, officer, or em-
ployee of either House of Congress, in his or 
her official capacity, shall be punished as 
provided in section 216 of this title. 

‘‘(2) CONGRESSIONAL EMPLOYEES.—(A) Any 
person who is an employee of the Senate or 
an employee of the House of Representatives 
who, within 2 years after termination of such 
employment, knowingly makes, with the in-
tent to influence, any communication to or 
appearance before any person described 
under subparagraph (B), on behalf of any 
other person (except the United States) in 
connection with any matter on which such 
former employee seeks action by a Member, 
officer, or employee of either House of Con-
gress, in his or her official capacity, shall be 
punished as provided in section 216 of this 
title. 

‘‘(B) The persons referred to under sub-
paragraph (A) with respect to appearances or 
communications by a former employee are 
any Member, officer, or employee of the 
House of Congress in which such former em-
ployee served.’’; 

(2) in paragraph (6)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘para-

graphs (2), (3), and (4)’’ and inserting ‘‘para-
graph (2)’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘para-
graph (5)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (3)’’; 

(3) in paragraph (7)(G), by striking ‘‘, (2), 
(3), or (4)’’ and inserting ‘‘or (2)’’; and 

(4) by redesignating paragraphs (5), (6), and 
(7) as paragraphs (3), (4), and (5), respec-
tively. 

f 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the public that a 
hearing has been scheduled before the 
Subcommittee on Forests and Public 
Land Management of the Senate Com-

mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

The hearing will take place Wednes-
day, June 23, 1999 at 2:15 p.m. in room 
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building in Washington, DC. 

The purpose of this hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on S. 503, the Spanish 
Peaks Wilderness Act of 1999; S. 953, 
the Terry Peaks Land Conveyance Act 
of 1999; S. 977, the Miwaleta Park Ex-
pansion Act; and S. 1088, the Arizona 
National Forest Improvement Act of 
1999. 

Those who wish to submit written 
statements should write to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC 
20510. For further information, please 
call Mark Rey at (202) 224–6170. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the public the ad-
dition of two bills to the hearing which 
has been scheduled for Wednesday, 
June 23, 1999 at 2:15 p.m. in room SD– 
366 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing in Washington, DC, before the Sub-
committee on Forests and Public Land 
Management. 

The bills are H.R. 15, The Otay Moun-
tain Wilderness Act of 1999, and S. 848, 
Otay Mountain Wilderness Act of 1999. 

Those who wish to submit written 
statements should write to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC 
20510. For further information, please 
call Mark Rey at (202) 224–6170. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be granted permission to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, June 16, for purposes of 
conducting a Full Committee business 
meeting which is scheduled to begin at 
9:30 a.m. The purpose of this business 
meeting is to consider pending cal-
endar business. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Finance be permitted to 
meet Wednesday, June 16, 1999 begin-
ning at 9:30 a.m. until 1 p.m. in room 
SD–215, to conduct a markup. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, June 16, 1999 at 
2:30 p.m. to hold a hearing. 

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

COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS. 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
Committee on Indian Affairs be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, June 16, 1999 at 
2:30 p.m. to mark up the following: S. 
28, the Four Corners Interpretive Act, 
S. 400, to amend the Native American 
Housing Assistance and Self-Deter-
mination Act (NAHASDA); S. 401, Busi-
ness Development and Trade Pro-
motion for Native Americans, S. 613, to 
encourage Indian Economic Develop-
ment, S. 614, Indian Regulatory Reform 
and Business Development Act, and S. 
944, Oklahoma Mineral Leasing. The 
Committee will meet in Room 485, Rus-
sell Senate Building. 

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to meet for a hearing re Judicial Nomi-
nations, during the session of the Sen-
ate on Wednesday, June 16, 1999, at 3 
p.m. in SD226. 

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

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to conduct a hear-
ing of the Joint Economic Committee 
in Hart 216 beginning at 9:35 on June 16. 

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Wednesday, June 16, 1999 at 
2 p.m. to hold a closed hearing on intel-
ligence matters. 

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

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TAIWANESE AID TO KOSOVO 
∑ Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
last week, President Lee Teng-hui of 
Taiwan announced that Taiwan would 
be giving $300 million in an aid package 
to the Kosovars. I want to rise today 
and pay tribute and thank the Govern-
ment of the Republic of China on Tai-
wan for this very generous gift of eco-
nomic assistance. This aid includes 
emergency support for food, shelters, 
and medical care which is so des-
perately needed to return a sense of 
normalcy to the Albanian Kosovars. 
Also included in the aid package is 
funds for job-training and rehabilita-
tion programs to help promote the re-
construction of Kosovo in the long run. 

This is just another remarkable ex-
ample of the thoughtfulness and gen-
erosity of the people in Taiwan and 
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should serve as a model for the entire 
international community. I would like 
to ask my colleagues to join me in ex-
pressing our deep appreciation to 
President Lee and the people of Taiwan 
for this compassionate offer. Hopefully, 
this act will encourage other nations 
to aid in rebuilding the Balkans so that 
the people there can move past the hor-
rible atrocities that have been com-
mitted over the past few months and 
begin rebuilding their lives and fami-
lies in peace.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CLARENCE LIEN, 
PURPLE HEART RECIPIENT 

∑ Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Clarence Lien 
of Forest Lake, Minnesota. On June 7, 
1999, I had the great honor of pre-
senting a belated Purple heart to Clar-
ence. He is most deserving of this long 
overdue recognition. I take this oppor-
tunity to congratulate Clarence and 
thank him for his service and sacrifice. 

Mr. President, I ask to have printed 
in the RECORD remarks by Clarence 
Lien made at his award presentation. 

The remarks follow: 
REMARKS BY CLARENCE LIEN 

I am a bit overwhelmed. I honestly didn’t 
think this would ever happen, but I’m glad it 
did. And I’m really amazed that all of you 
would take time to come here today to be 
part of this. I feel lucky, I feel honored. 

And you know that I’m not a speech 
maker, or a big talker for that matter. But 
there is one thing that I would talk about, 
and that one thing is ‘‘freedom’’. 

Next to family, freedom is the most pre-
cious thing that you have. When I was in 
Stalag 17, I had a lot of time to think. And 
when you are in a situation where every-
thing is taken away from you, you quickly 
realize where your priorities are. I can tell 
you, as if it was yesterday, that the things 
that I missed the most were my family and 
my freedom. 

Freedom is a word we all know and to 
many of us, take for granted. But, boy, if you 
don’t have it for a year or so, you realize 
what a gift it is. Imagine, if you can, being 
told when or if you can eat, and what you 
can eat. Imagine someone else dictating 
when you can speak, and what you can say. 
Try to visualize being afraid for your life 
every waking moment. 

Freedom gives you the ability to make de-
cisions, right and wrong ones. When you 
have that taken away, it makes you feel like 
an animal, a caged animal at that. 

Freedom to me is a treasure. 
There is something odd to me about the 

word ‘‘free’’. In every day living, we think 
free means ‘‘At no cost.’’ But that is so far 
from the truth. There is a huge cost associ-
ated with being free. And we should never 
forget that. 

I will always remember a certain moment 
back in 1945. I was being shipped home after 
the war ended, and we entered New York har-
bor. In the distance I could see the Statue of 
Liberty. I tell you, I was so happy and so 
thankful to be coming home, and Lady Lib-
erty was the symbol that I had arrived. And 
that I was once again free. 

Yep, Stalag 17 taught me a lot about free-
dom. 

So I’d like to challenge you today to appre-
ciate every decision you are allowed to 

make—even the hard ones. And to appreciate 
the veterans of today and tomorrow for pro-
tecting the freedom we all enjoy. And to 
never forget that this country we live in is 
truly ‘‘the land of the free.’’ Thank you.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO SHIRLEY COCHRAN 

∑ Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is my 
pleasure to recognize Ms. Shirley Coch-
ran, a person who has made a signifi-
cant contribution to the education of 
our children. 

Ms. Cochran’s outstanding efforts 
during her 28 years as a special educa-
tor have helped countless individuals 
live productive, successful lives. In her 
current position at the Camelot Care 
Center in Palatine, IL, she continues to 
assist students who have enrolled to 
get the special attention they need. 
Ms. Cochran’s kindness and commit-
ment are commendable. 

As an educator with an under-
graduate degree in psychology and a 
master’s degree in special education, 
Ms. Cochran is well-equipped to serve 
as a teacher and administrator. But it 
is her genuine kindness, sincerity, and 
devotion to her students that make her 
the remarkable educator she has prov-
en to be throughout the past 28 years. 

Ms. Cochran is an example of profes-
sional dedication for all teachers in the 
state of Illinois and the nation. I con-
gratulate her on her years of edu-
cational achievement, and wish her the 
best of luck in the years to come.∑ 

f 

HONORABLE ULYSSES WHITTAKER 
BOYKIN INVESTITURE 

∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today to congratulate the Honorable 
Ulysses Whittaker Boykin on his ap-
pointment as a new judge of the 3rd Ju-
dicial Circuit Court of Michigan. On 
Friday, June 18 he will be invested and 
begin his official duties. 

Judge Boykin is very deserving of 
this appointment. Throughout his ca-
reer, he has maintained the strongest 
of commitments to the highest legal 
standards. From his early days as an 
associate attorney in some of Michi-
gan’s finest law firms to his most re-
cent position as a Partner and Share-
holder in the firm of Lewis, White & 
Clay, Judge Boykin has always distin-
guished himself and received recogni-
tion by his peers for his excellent 
knowledge of the law and his legal abil-
ity. 

Additionally, Judge Boykin is very 
involved with his community. From his 
role with the Detroit Civil Service 
Commission to his work in mentoring 
high school and college students, his 
involvement in these activities and so 
many more have well prepared him for 
this appointment. 

It gives me great pleasure to wel-
come Judge Boykin to the bench. His 
reputation as being fair-minded pre-
cedes him, and I am confident the 3rd 

Judicial Circuit Court and the State of 
Michigan will benefit from his tenure.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO PHILIP SIMMONS 

∑ Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, today 
it is my great privilege and honor to 
salute one of my home state’s leg-
endary craftsmen, Philip Simmons, on 
his 87th birthday. Mr. Simmons retired 
in 1990 after more than 60 years as a 
master blacksmith in Charleston, SC. 
Despite his retirement, Mr. Simmons 
takes great pride in checking in on his 
shop each day, saying hello to the 
many workers he trained, some of 
them for more than 30 years, as they 
carry on the craft. 

Philip Simmons’ renowned ironwork 
is on display throughout South Caro-
lina, including the symbolic gates to 
the city outside the Meeting Street 
Visitors Center in Charleston, at the 
S.C. State Museum in Columbia, and he 
has been inducted into the S.C. Hall of 
Fame in Myrtle Beach. I am also proud 
to say that Mr. Simmons work can be 
viewed here in our nation’s capitol at 
the Smithsonian Museum. 

The dedication, love and pride in 
craftsmanship displayed by Philip Sim-
mons and passed on to his apprentices 
is to be saluted. Mr. Simmons is an ap-
propriately admired member of the 
South Carolina family and I join his 
relatives, friends and admirers in wish-
ing him a happy birthday and health 
and happiness in the years to come.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO THE CABOT CREAM-
ERY COOPERATIVE ON THE OC-
CASION OF ITS 80TH ANNIVER-
SARY 

∑ Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that this weekend I will be 
helping to celebrate the eightieth anni-
versary of Vermont’s farmer owned 
Cabot Creamery Cooperative. 

The Cabot Creamery Cooperative was 
founded in 1919 by 94 farmers, who 
came together with a vision of a better 
way to operate a dairy. The original 
farmers each pledged $5 per cow and a 
cord of firewood to fire the boiler. The 
total investment was $3,700. Today, 
over 1,600 farm families from all of the 
New England States and upstate New 
York belong to the cooperative. The 
creamery and the Cabot brand name 
are internationally known, having been 
named ‘‘World’s Best Cheddar’’ in 1997 
and ‘‘Best Cheddar in the USA’’ in 1998. 
Their outstanding products can be 
found in stores across the country. 

The cooperative is a shining example 
of farmers working together for a com-
mon good. Together they control their 
own financial destiny by owning a 
brand name, the facilities to produce a 
high quality product and a cooperative 
to supply the needed milk. Their way 
of doing business continues to secure a 
sound future for their family farms and 
the unique rural way of life of their 
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communities. Just as the original 94 
farmers were visionary in the early 
part of the century, 80 years later their 
cooperative has taken the leading role 
in working for the Northeast Dairy 
Compact, ensuring a bright future for 
the dairy industry in the Northeast. 

During its history, the profits, size 
and scope of Cabot Creamery Coopera-
tive may have grown, but its small 
town values and sense of community 
have continued to dictate the way it 
does business. These values have kept 
the original purpose and intent of the 
cooperative intact over the years and 
have allowed it to remain a locally 
owned creamery. 

For all of these reasons, I couldn’t 
think of a more appropriate way to cel-
ebrate Cabot’s eightieth anniversary 
than through the upcoming ‘‘Cabot 
Creamery Heritage Festival,’’ in con-
junction with the Vermont Heritage 
Weekend. I am delighted that the 
Vermont Historical Society, along with 
thirty-six community historical soci-
eties, will be helping Cabot celebrate 
by showcasing Vermont’s community 
treasures. These communities will pro-
vide examples of the best of Vermont’s 
history, traditions and scenery, rang-
ing from granite artisans, Morgan 
horses, agricultural exhibits, small 
town museums, covered bridges, and 
the beautiful Green Mountains. 

I want to extend my heartfelt con-
gratulations to the Cabot Creamery 
Cooperative on its eightieth anniver-
sary and commend it for its positive in-
fluence on the past, present, and future 
of Vermont.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO KELO-TV, SIOUX 
FALLS, SOUTH DAKOTA, FOR ITS 
OUTSTANDING RESPONSE TO 
THE SPENCER TORNADO 

∑ Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to KELO tele-
vision in Sioux Falls, which has earned 
the ‘‘Friend in Need’’ Service to Amer-
ica Award from The National Associa-
tion of Broadcasters (NAB). The sta-
tion is being recognized for its out-
standing efforts before, during, and 
after the devastating tornado which 
struck the town of Spencer, South Da-
kota last spring. 

As weather conditions deteriorated 
on May 30, 1998, KELO provided quick, 
expert warnings to the Spencer area, 
giving viewers 20 minutes of advance 
warning. While we lost six citizens in 
the tornado, the losses could have been 
much worse if not for the advance 
warning that gave the community the 
critical time needed to take cover. 
KELO provided continual coverage 
throughout the night of the storm, 
without regard to the advertising reve-
nues that would surely be lost. 

KELO did not stop there. After the 
tornado ripped through Spencer, KELO 
documented the widespread destruction 
of homes, businesses, and infrastruc-

ture. The community desperately need-
ed help, and KELO turned their cam-
eras on themselves to host a telethon 
which raised more than $750,000 to as-
sist victims as they struggled to re-
build their homes and lives. During the 
rebuilding efforts, KELO continued ex-
tended coverage that helped bring clo-
sure to the tragedy. 

Our broadcast stations provide many 
important community services, but 
none as important as tracking severe 
weather and providing warnings. KELO 
has proven it is a true community 
partner, and South Dakota will be for-
ever grateful to KELO and our other 
broadcasters who often put themselves 
in harm’s way to serve others. I con-
gratulate KELO on this very special 
recognition from the National Associa-
tion of Broadcasters and extend my 
personal thanks for a job well done.∑ 

f 

KANSAS RECIPIENTS OF THE 1999 
SCHOLASTIC ART AND WRITING 
AWARDS 

∑ Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, it 
gives me extreme pleasure to have the 
honor of recognizing the Kansas recipi-
ents of the Scholastic Art & Writing 
Award. These nineteen students have 
excelled in the use of visual arts and 
the written word. This year’s recipi-
ents are Matt Anderson, Ebony 
Blackmon, Mathew Calcara, Martha 
Clifford, Lisa Coogias, Audrey Dennis, 
Josephine Herr, Amy Kleinschmidt, 
Paris Levin, Angela Mai, Curtis Mourn, 
Nathan Novack, Cody Palmer, Hank 
Peltzer, Joanna Spaulding, Mattew 
Stewart, Adriene Swisher, Andrew 
Tanner, Sarah Wertzberger. 

To earn a Scholastic Art & Writing 
Award, these 19 students were chosen 
out of 250,000 applicants from across 
the United States, Canada, U.S. Terri-
tories, and U.S. sponsored schools 
abroad. Their talent illustrates some of 
the best work in student art and writ-
ing. These students should be com-
mended, as should all those responsible 
for inspiring them and fostering their 
success. 

I congratulate all of the students on 
their success. As outstanding rep-
resentatives of Kansas, their work well 
represents the youth of our State. 

Again, congratulations on your out-
standing work and I wish you the best 
in all of your future endeavors.∑ 

f 

NORWICH NATIVE SON, DR. 
WILLIAM R. WILSON JR. 

∑ Mr. DODD. Mr. President, few touch 
the lives of others in so personal a 
manner as doctors, and this relation-
ship takes on an even more special 
meaning when the patients are chil-
dren. Dr. William Wilson Jr. has 
worked to ensure that young children 
with severe heart ailments receive the 
very finest medical care available. He 
has been instrumental in advancing 

many of the recent breakthroughs in 
heart surgery, and it gives me great 
pleasure to recognize the achievements 
of this remarkable man as he is award-
ed the 1999 Norwich Native Son award 
for his work within the medical profes-
sion. 

The Norwich Native Son award is 
presented to that native of Norwich, 
Connecticut who has made significant 
contributions to his or her field outside 
of the state of Connecticut. As a pedi-
atric cardiovascular surgeon in Mis-
souri, Dr. Wilson has established him-
self as a leader within the medical pro-
fession and continues to enlighten the 
field with his knowledge and expertise. 
His innovative procedures are used 
throughout the country to educate new 
generations of doctors helping to en-
sure that this country remains a leader 
in medical advances. 

Born, raised, and educated in Nor-
wich, Dr. Wilson ventured beyond Con-
necticut’s borders to earn his bach-
elor’s degree in biology from Kenyon 
College. He soon returned to the state 
to attend the University of Con-
necticut where he received his doc-
torate in anatomy and cell biology and, 
eventually, his medical degree in 1983. 

Currently making his home in Mis-
souri, he is the Chief of Pediatric Car-
diovascular Surgery at the Children’s 
Hospital, University Hospital and Clin-
ics in Columbia. It is at the University 
Hospital and Clinics that Dr. Wilson 
has changed hundreds of children’s 
lives. Dr. Wilson performs delicate pro-
cedures on infants and young children 
with severe heart defects giving count-
less children an opportunity for 
healthy normal lives. 

Dr. Wilson began performing his ad-
vanced heart procedures while serving 
as the Chief of the Pediatric Cardiac 
Surgery Division of the Medical Col-
lege of Ohio in Toledo. Dr. Wilson’s 
breakthrough techniques helped to 
transform the Medical College of Ohio 
into the regional leader in performing 
these surgeries. He has also expanded 
his work to include heart transplan-
tation, and to date, he has performed 
this procedure on over 125 adults and 
children. 

Dr. Wilson has also distinguished 
himself internationally through sev-
eral outreach programs. Twice he has 
organized mobile surgical teams and 
traveled to countries where these vital 
procedures are unavailable to those in 
need. 

In 1996, Dr. Wilson journeyed to Peru 
where he performed surgery on 15 local 
children. He most recently led a med-
ical mission to the children’s hospital 
in Tbilisi in the Republic of Georgia, 
where he operated on 11 children. More-
over, he has brought children from 
other countries to medical facilities in 
the United States to undergo surgery 
in modern hospitals. His humanitarian 
efforts have helped shed light on the 
over one million children worldwide 
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who suffer from heart ailments and on 
the desperate need for these procedures 
in other countries. 

Mr. President, I take special pride, 
along with the Wilson family, in recog-
nizing the wonderful accomplishments 
of Dr. William Wilson. While he may no 
longer live in Norwich, he has never 
forgotten the lessons learned from this 
close-knit community. Dr. William 
Wilson is being honored for his noble 
efforts within the medical field by 
friends and neighbors who fondly re-
member the spirited young boy who 
grew up in Norwich and who are so 
proud of the caring healer he has be-
come. I wish him much success as he 
continues to leave his mark on the 
medical community, and I congratu-
late him for being honored with this 
most deserved award.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CHAPLAIN (MG) 
DONALD W. SHEA 

∑ Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I wish 
to take this opportunity to recognize 
and say farewell to an outstanding 
military officer, Chaplain Donald W. 
Shea, upon his retirement from the 
Army after more than 33 years of dedi-
cated service. Throughout his career, 
Chaplain Shea has served with distinc-
tion, and it is my privilege to recognize 
his many accomplishments and to com-
mend him for the superb service he has 
provided the United States Army and 
our nation. 

Chaplain Shea’s retirement on 30 
June 1999 will bring to a close over 
three decades of dedicated service to 
the United States Army. Born and 
raised in Butte, Montana, Chaplain 
Shea attended Carroll College in Hel-
ena, Montana and graduated from The 
Saint Paul Seminary in St. Paul, Min-
nesota. He was ordained a Roman 
Catholic priest in 1962 for the Diocese 
of Helena and commissioned as a U.S. 
Army chaplain and entered active duty 
in August 1966. 

During his career Chaplain Shea has 
contributed to every available facet of 
religious ministry in our armed forces. 
Entering active duty during a very dif-
ficult period for our military and Na-
tion, he provided the leadership and 
ministering that was invaluable to our 
forces in the Vietnam conflict. Fol-
lowing this conflict, during which he 
distinguished himself to seniors and 
peers alike, Chaplain Shea went on to 
serve in a variety of positions through 
his career. He was nominated on May 
20, 1994 by President Clinton for pro-
motion to Major General and following 
his Senate confirmation was appointed 
Chief of Army Chaplains on September 
1, 1994. 

As Chief of Chaplains he held the 
Army staff responsible for the reli-
gious, moral, and spiritual welfare for 
the total Army. He focused and advised 
the Army leadership in dealing with 
and resolving a number of difficult 

issues facing today’s force. Of note was 
his establishment of a Chaplain Re-
cruiting Program within the US Army 
Recruiting Command to aggressively 
recruit the best-qualified candidates 
from all denominations, the successful 
relocation of the Army Chaplain Cen-
ter and School from Fort Monmouth, 
NJ to Fort Jackson, SC and as Presi-
dent of the Armed Forces Chaplain 
Board, he shaped joint methodologies 
by which Service Chiefs of Chaplain 
and their staffs approached common 
issues. 

Chaplain Shea has been awarded the 
Distinguished Service Medal, Defense 
Superior Service Medal, Legion of 
Merit, Bronze Star with ‘‘V’’ device 
and two Oak Leaf Clusters, Meritorious 
Service Medal with two Oak Leaf Clus-
ters, Army Commendation Medal with 
two Oak Leaf Clusters, Purple Heart, 
Vietnam Service Medal with six Cam-
paign Stars, Vietnam Civil Actions 
Medal (First Class), Armed Forces Ex-
peditionary Medal, National Defense 
Service Medal, Vietnam Campaign 
Medal, Army Service Ribbon, Army 
Overseas Medal (with ‘‘3’’ device), Sen-
ior Parachute Badge, Special Forces 
Tab, Bundeswehr Parachute Badge, and 
the Vietnamese Parachute Badge. 

Chaplain Shea will retire from the 
Department of the Army June 30, 1999, 
after thirty-three years of dedicated 
service. On behalf of my colleagues I 
wish Chaplain Shea fair winds and fol-
lowing seas. Congratulations on an 
outstanding career.∑ 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF JOE BEYRLE 

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
recognize Joe Beyrle, a World War II 
veteran and long-time friend from Nor-
ton Shores, Michigan. Joe Beyrle’s 
service during the war was truly ex-
traordinary. 

As an eighteen-year-old in 1942, Joe 
Beyrle enlisted in the Army, later vol-
unteering for the parachute infantry. 
Joe quickly distinguished himself as a 
member of the 101st Airborne Division 
stationed in England. Early in his serv-
ice Joe was twice chosen to make dan-
gerous jumps into Nazi-occupied 
France while fitted with bandoliers 
filled with gold for the French Resist-
ance. Joe’s last jump into France was 
on the night before D-Day with the ob-
jective of destroying two wooden 
bridges behind Utah Beach. However, 
while on his way to accomplish this 
mission, Joe was captured by the Ger-
mans. 

On June 10, 1944, the parents of Joe 
Beryle received a letter from the 
United States Government informing 
them that their son had perished while 
serving his country in France. On Sep-
tember 17, 1944, family and friends held 
a funeral mass for Joe at St. Joseph’s 
Church in Muskegon, Michigan. How-
ever, Joe was still alive and being held 
in a POW camp. A dead German soldier 

wearing an American uniform and 
Joe’s dog tags had been mistakenly 
identified as Joe. 

Joe was eventually able to escape 
from his captors and later joined a 
Russian tank unit to continue the fight 
against the Germans. Joe fought with 
the Russians until an injury forced him 
to be sent to a Moscow hospital. When 
he finally regained his strength, Joe 
went to the American Embassy in Mos-
cow and was eventually sent back to 
the United States. On September 14, 
1946, almost two years after the funeral 
mass in his honor, Joe Beyrle married 
his wife, JoAnne, in the very same 
church. 

I ask to have printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD an article which ap-
peared recently in the Detroit Free 
Press regarding Joe Beyrle. The article 
highlights in greater detail the ex-
traordinary experience of Joe Beryle 
during World War II. I know my Senate 
Colleagues will join me in honoring Joe 
Beyrle on his tremendous sacrifice and 
service to our nation. 

The article follows: 
WORLD WAR II VET HOLDS ON TO A SPECIAL 

APPRECIATION OF LIFE 
(By Ron Dzwonkowski) 

Memorial Day has to be a little strange for 
Joe Beyrle, even after all these years. He 
pays tribute to the nation’s war dead know-
ing that, for a time, he was among them. 
Even had a funeral with full honors. 

‘‘Oh, what parents went through,’’ says 
Beyrle, (pronounced buy early.) ‘‘My mother 
would never talk about it. My dad wouldn’t 
at first. But I finally talked to him at some 
length. The emotions . . . well, it was quite 
a talk.’’ 

Beyrle, who will turn 76 this summer and 
lives in Norton Shores, south of Muskegon, 
was among the hundreds of thousands of 
young Americans who enlisted in the Armed 
Forces to fight World War II. A strapping 18- 
year-old, he passed up a scholarship to the 
University of Notre Dame and volunteered in 
June 1942 for what was then called the para-
chute infantry. 

By September of ’43, Beyrle was in England 
with the 101st Airborne Division. 

His commanders must have seen something 
of the rough-and-ready in the young man 
from western Michigan, for Beyrle was twice 
chosen to parachute into Nazi-occupied 
France wearing bandoliers laden with gold 
for the French Resistance. After each jump, 
he had to hide for more than a week until he 
could be returned to his unit in England. 

Then came D-Day. Beyrle’s unit jumped 
into France on the night before the invasion, 
assigned to disrupt Nazi defenses for the 
huge frontal assault. 

The going was rough. Beyrle saw several 
planes full of his comrades go down in flames 
before he hit the silk from 400 feet up, land-
ing on the roof of a church. Under fire from 
the steeple, he slid down into a cemetery and 
set out for his demolition objective, two 
wooden bridges behind Utah Beach. 

Beyrle never made it. He was on the loose 
for about 20 hours while the battle raged on 
the beaches, and he did manage to blow up a 
power station and some trucks, slash the 
tires on the other Nazi vehicles and lob some 
grenades into clusters of Hitler’s finest. But 
then he crawled over a hedgerow, fell into a 
German machine gun nest and was captured. 
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What followed was a long ordeal of bru-

tality and terror as the Germans herded the 
American POWs inland while being ham-
mered by Allied bombs and artillery. Beyrle 
was hit by shrapnel, but had to shake it off 
so he could apply tourniquets to two men 
whose legs were blown off. He escaped once 
for about 16 hours, but ran back into a Ger-
man patrol. 

Somewhere in all this chaos, Beyrle lost 
his dog tags, those little metal necklaces 
that identify military personnel. They ended 
up around the neck of a German soldier who 
was killed in France on June 10, wearing an 
American uniform, probably an infiltrator. 

In early September, the dreaded telegram 
arrived for Beyrle’s parents in Muskegon, 
the one that includes the nation’s ‘‘deep 
sympathy for your loss.’’ 

The body believed to be Joe Beyrle was 
buried in France under a grave marker bear-
ing his name. A funeral mass was held on 
Sept. 17, 1994, at St. Joseph’s Church in Mus-
kegon. Beyrle’s name was inscribed on a 
plaque honoring the community’s war dead. 

Joe Beyrle, meantime, was being hauled by 
train all over Europe, locked in about a half- 
dozen POW camps, beaten, interrogated and 
nearly starved. But he never quit trying to 
escape, and finally managed it in January 
1945, as the Nazi war machine was starting to 
crumble under the onslaught of Americans 
on the west and Russians from the east. 
Beyrle hooked up with a Russian tank unit 
and fought with them for a month before he 
was wounded and shipped to a hospital out-
side Moscow. 

When he was able, Beyrle made his way to 
the U.S. embassy in the Russian capital, but 
he had a terrible time convincing officials of 
his identity, especially since he was listed as 
dead. He was actually arrested and grew so 
frustrated that he jumped one of his guards 
in an attempt to escape. 

Fingerprints finally proved that Joe Beyrle 
was alive and well. 

The next telegram to Muskegon carried a 
much happier message. 

On Sept. 14, 1946, Joe Beyrle married his 
wife, JoAnne, in the same church where his 
funeral mass was held two years earlier. The 
same priest presided at both. Almost 53 years 
later, JoAnne says with a smile that her hus-
band’s war stories ‘‘get better every year.’’ 

This weekend, Beyrle will rejoin the 101st 
for ceremonies honoring its war dead at Ar-
lington National Cemetery. Then he’s off to 
Europe to walk once again over the ground 
where he fought and bled for freedom. He 
will even visit the grave that for months was 
thought to hold his body. 

‘‘Some of them aren’t’s even sure what war 
I’m talking about,’’ he said. ‘‘They really 
don’t understand that I felt it was my duty 
to volunteer, and what went on and what it 
was like. I tell them that if it wasn’t for 
what we did, they would all be marching the 
goose-step today, and the first question is, 
‘what’s the goose-step?’ 

‘‘I grew up real fast. We all had to,’’ Beyrle 
said. ‘‘You just learn to believe that some-
body up there is looking out for you. . . . I 
came home with such an appreciation of life, 
and I don’t think I’ve ever lost it.’’ 

He came home with a handful of medals, 
too, but doesn’t consider himself a hero. 

‘‘There were 200 guys in my unit that 
jumped into Normandy, and 50 or 60 were 
killed in action right there, maybe 40 were 
wounded; five or six were captured,’’ Beryle 
says. ‘‘I’m just one of the lucky ones. The he-
roes are the guys who didn’t make it back.’’∑ 

RETIREMENT OF JOHN P. 
REZENDES, PRINCIPAL OF ED-
WARD R. MARTIN JUNIOR HIGH 
SCHOOL 

∑ Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, on June 
21st, family, friends and colleagues will 
gather to honor John P. Rezendes, who 
has served East Providence public 
schools for 30 years, and is retiring as 
Principal of Edward R. Martin Junior 
High School. 

John Rezendes built his career in 
Rhode Island, just as he received his 
education in our state. He graduated 
from East Providence Senior High 
School in 1965, received a bachelor’s 
and a master’s degree from Providence 
College, and later pursued additional 
studies at Rhode Island College. 

Over the years, John Rezendes has 
amassed an impressive record of public 
service. During his tenure in the East 
Providence public school system, John 
has worked with students in a variety 
of capacities, including as a classroom 
teacher, a ‘‘House Leader,’’ and a prin-
cipal. 

Early in his career, John served as a 
history and civics teacher at Central 
Junior High School. In 1977, when a 
new facility was constructed to replace 
Central Junior High School, John was 
one of the first faculty members to oc-
cupy this new ‘‘four house facility.’’ 
That same year, he was promoted to 
House Leader where he continued a 
close relationship with his students 
and built a strong working relationship 
with the teachers he supervised. 

In 1983, John was appointed Principal 
of Riverside Junior High School. In 
this capacity, he brought many per-
sonal touches to the school. His work 
on revamping student schedules and 
creating ‘‘teaching teams’’ within indi-
vidual grades are just a couple of the 
positive marks he left on the Riverside 
community. 

However, John Rezendes did not stop 
there. In 1986, Principal Rezendes was 
transferred to Martin Junior High 
School where he remained for the next 
thirteen years. During this time, John 
worked diligently on the educational 
needs of his students. In fact, in 1998, 
he began molding the East Providence 
Educational Development Center. This 
Center serves as an alternative high 
school for non-traditional students and 
focuses on the development of aca-
demic schedules to meet their indi-
vidual needs. 

John Rezendes’ work in the East 
Providence public school system cer-
tainly is well known. For over thirty 
years, John has made a lasting impact 
on thousands of students. He has treat-
ed his job as both a challenge and a 
privilege. 

As John prepares for his private life 
away from the duties of his terribly de-
manding job, I want to congratulate 
and thank him for all that he has given 
to his community.∑ 

TRIBUTE TO DR. JOHN F. 
MCCARTHY 

∑ Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to bring to the attention of the 
Senate the retirement of Dr. John F. 
McCarthy, Vice President, Global Sci-
entific and Regulatory Affairs, for the 
American Crop Protection Association. 
He is retiring after 13 years of service 
with ACPA where he served as the 
chief advisor on scientific and tech-
nical matters. He was named Vice 
President in 1988. 

Prior to joining the American Crop 
Protection Association, Dr. McCarthy 
spent 23 years with the Agricultural 
Chemicals Group of FMC Corporation. 
At FMC he was involved in all aspects 
of agricultural chemicals research and 
development, starting as a synthesis 
chemist and rising to the position of 
Director of Product Development and 
Registrations. 

John testified many times before the 
House Agriculture Committee when I 
served as chairman. He was always 
available to provide technical expertise 
when our Committee was considering 
amendments to FIFRA. He also testi-
fied in the Senate answering endless 
questions about difficult scientific and 
policy issues. John was always able to 
put the issues in perspective and kept 
the protection of public health at the 
forefront of his presentation. His re-
tirement will leave a void in the agri-
cultural crop protection community 
which can not be easily filled. 

He received his B.S. degree in Phar-
macy from the Albany College of Phar-
macy in 1958 and his Ph.D in Medicinal 
Chemistry from the University of Wis-
consin in 1962. Previous to joining 
FMC, he did research at Roswell Park 
Memorial Institute in Buffalo, N.Y. 

John is very family oriented and his 
wife, Ann, should also be recognized for 
her willingness to loan John to us for 
all these years. Without her commit-
ment and understanding, those long 
hours and late evenings would not have 
been possible. Please join me in wish-
ing John the best for a well deserved 
and fulfilling retirement.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO GARY ARRUDA 
∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President I rise today to pay tribute to 
Gary Arruda of Hollis, NH for the crit-
ical assistance he provided with the aid 
of a wireless phone to save another in-
dividual’s life. Gary, along with indi-
viduals from each state across Amer-
ica, the District of Columbia and Puer-
to Rico, received the ‘‘VITA Wireless 
Samaritan Award.’’ 

This award, which is awarded by the 
Cellular Telecommunications Industry 
Association (CTIA) is presented to 
honor the contributions heroic individ-
uals make to their communities. Gary, 
who is an emergency medical techni-
cian (EMT), responded to a page to as-
sist an injured mountain biker, who 
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was too deep in the woods for an ambu-
lance to reach. The biker, who had 
been stung by bees and was having a 
severe allergic reaction, was unable to 
make it out of the woods on her own, 
Gary went in the woods with his four- 
wheel drive vehicle, emergency medical 
equipment and his wireless phone. He 
and two other EMTs were able to sta-
bilize the biker while maintaining con-
tact with emergency dispatch and the 
ambulance that was waiting at the 
edge of the woods. Gary kept both dis-
patchers and ambulance attendants ap-
prised of the victim’s condition, ena-
bling them to prepare to take over the 
rescue as soon as he got the woman out 
of the woods. 

I commend Gary for his excellent re-
action in a situation that called for im-
mediate attention. He is a true hero. I 
am proud to represent him in the Sen-
ate.∑ 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION COM-
MENDING THE PRESIDENT AND 
THE ARMED FORCES FOR THE 
SUCCESS OF OPERATION ALLIED 
FORCE 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have 

been working with the leadership on 
the other side of the aisle for the last 
several days on a resolution dealing 
with the operation in Kosovo. The ne-
gotiations—that is too harsh a word. 
We have been working together, as you 
know, in negotiating; working together 
to come up with language that both 
sides would approve on a concurrent 
resolution. We have one printed in the 
RECORD as of last Thursday. I ask 
unanimous consent this concurrent 
resolution that we submitted today be 
printed in the RECORD, just for the sake 
of continuity. 

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

S. CON. RES. — 
Whereas United States and North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization (NATO) military forces 
succeeded in forcing the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia to accept NATO’s conditions to 
halt the air campaign; 

Whereas this accomplishment has been 
achieved at a minimal loss of life and num-
ber of casualties among American and NATO 
forces; 

Whereas to date two Americans have been 
killed in the line of duty; 

Whereas hundreds of thousands of Kosovar 
civilians have been ethnically cleansed, de-
ported, detained, or killed by Serb security 
forces: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That: 

(1) The Congress expresses the appreciation 
of the Nation to: 

(A) President Clinton, Commander in Chief 
of all American Armed Forces, for his leader-
ship during Operation Allied Force. 

(B) Secretary of Defense William Cohen, 
Chairman of the Joint Chief of Staff Henry 
Shelton and Supreme Allied Commander-Eu-
rope Wesley Clark, for their planning and 
implementation of Operation Allied Force. 

(C) Secretary Albright, National Security 
Adviser Berger and other Administration of-

ficials engaged in diplomatic efforts to re-
solve the Kosovo conflict. 

(D) The United States Armed Forces who 
participated in Operation Allied Force and 
served and succeeded in the highest tradi-
tions of the Armed Forces of the United 
States. 

(E) All of the forces from our NATO allies, 
who served with distinction and success. 

(F) The families of American service men 
and women participating in Operation Allied 
Force, who have bravely borne the burden of 
separation from their loved ones, and 
staunchly supported them during the con-
flict. 

(2) The Congress notes with deep sadness 
the loss of life on all sides in Operation Al-
lied Force. 

(3) The Congress demands from Slobodan 
Milosevic: 

(A) The withdrawal of all Yugoslav and 
Serb forces from Kosovo according to rel-
evant provisions of the Military-Technical 
Agreement between NATO and the Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia. 

(B) A permanent end to the hostilities in 
Kosovo by Yugoslav and Serb forces. 

(C) The unconditional return to their 
homes of all Kosovar citizens displaced by 
Serb aggression. 

(D) Unimpeded access for humanitarian re-
lief operations in Kosovo. 

(4) The Congress urges the leadership of 
the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) to ensure 
KLA compliance with the ceasefire and de-
militarization obligations. 

(5) The Congress urges and expects all na-
tions to cooperate fully with the Inter-
national Criminal Tribunal for the Former 
Yugoslavia and to assist in bringing indicted 
war criminals, including Slobodan Milosevic 
and other Serb military and political lead-
ers, to justice. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS—S. 386 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Mr. KERRY of 
Massachusetts, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
BUNNING, Mr. THOMPSON, and Mr. 
MCCONNELL be added as cosponsors of 
S. 386, the Bond Fairness and Protec-
tion Act of 1999. 

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

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR—S. 1167 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Mr. CRAPO of 
Idaho be added as a cosponsor of S. 
1167, a bill to amend the Pacific North-
west Electric Power and Conservation 
Act to provide for expanding the scope 
of the Independent Scientific Review 
Panel. 

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

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, seeing 
no Senator seeking recognition, I make 
a point of order a quorum is not 
present. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

f 

J.J. ‘‘JAKE’’ PICKLE FEDERAL 
BUILDING 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate now 
proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar No. 111, S. 559. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 559) to designate the Federal 
building located at 300 East 8th Street in 
Austin, Texas, as the ‘‘J.J. ‘Jake’ Pickle 
Federal Building.’’ 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the bill be consid-
ered read a third time and passed, the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, and that any statements relating 
to the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, and I will not object, it is a pleas-
ure for me to not object in this matter. 
I had the pleasure of serving in the 
House of Representatives with Con-
gressman Pickle. He was a senior Mem-
ber at the time. He was one of the 
ranking members, one of the senior 
members of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee; a very fine Texan and a great 
American. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of my 
distinguished good friend and col-
league, the assistant Democratic lead-
er. I also knew the Congressman. I 
think this is a most fitting tribute to a 
long and dedicated public servant. 

Mr. REID. Again reserving the right 
to object, which I will not, he came 
here as an aide to President Johnson 
when President Johnson was a Member 
of the Senate, a staff member. 

Mr. WARNER. Very interesting. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The bill (S. 559) was ordered to be en-

grossed for a third reading, was read 
the third time, and passed; as follows: 

S. 559 

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

SECTION 1. DESIGNATION. 

The Federal Building located at 300 East 
8th Street in Austin, Texas, shall be known 
and designated as the ‘‘J.J. ‘Jake’ Pickle 
Federal Building’’. 

SEC. 2. REFERENCES. 

Any reference in a law, map, regulation, 
document, paper, or other record of the 
United States to the Federal building re-
ferred to in section 1 shall be deemed to be 
a reference to the ‘‘J.J. ‘Jake’ Pickle Federal 
Building’’. 
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EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent the Senate imme-
diately proceed to executive session to 
consider the following nominations on 
the Executive Calendar, Calendar Nos. 
92, 93, and 94. 

I finally ask unanimous consent that 
the nominations be confirmed, the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, any statements relating to the 
nominations be printed in the RECORD, 
the President be immediately notified 
of the Senate’s action, and the Senate 
then return to legislative session 

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

The nominations considered and con-
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION 
Thomas J. Erickson, of the District of Co-

lumbia, to be a Commissioner of the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission for the 
term expiring April 13, 2003. 

ARMY 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment as the Chief of Staff United States 
Army, and appointment to the grade indi-
cated while assigned to a position of impor-
tance and responsibility under title 10, 
U.S.C., sections 601 and 3033: 

To be general 

Gen. Eric K. Shinseki, 0000. 
MARINE CORPS 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment as Commandant of the Marine Corps, 
and appointment to the grade indicated 
while assigned to a position of importance 
and responsibility under title 10, U.S.C., sec-
tions 601 and 5043: 

To be general 

Lt. Gen. James L. Jones, Jr., 0000. 
NOMINATION OF GEN. ERIC K. SHINSEKI 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
Senate Armed Services Committee re-
viewed the qualifications of General 
Shinseki. It was a memorable day. One 
of our most distinguished and revered 
colleagues, the senior Senator from Ha-
waii, introduced General Shinseki. I 
have said previously that it was one of 
the most moving statements I have 
ever heard by a Senator in my 21 years. 
I placed the statement of Senator 
INOUYE in the RECORD of Wednesday, 
June 9, 1999, at Page S6813, and I urge 
all Senators to look at that. It was, in-
deed, one of the most extraordinary 
statements on behalf of another indi-
vidual that I have ever witnessed. 

Basically, Senator INOUYE referred 
back to 1942, the year in which General 
Shinseki was born. At that time, Sen-
ator INOUYE was volunteering to serve 
in the U.S. Army. It was a very per-
sonal and moving statement, and I 
urge all Senators to look at it. 

As chairman, I asked Senator 
CLELAND to note his signature on the 
nomination of the Chief of Staff of the 
U.S. Army, given his most distin-
guished career as a soldier serving this 
Nation in the cause of freedom. 

NOMINATION OF LT. GEN. JAMES L. JONES, JR. 
Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I had 

the privilege of introducing on the 
same day General Jones to become the 
next Commandant of the Marine Corps, 
succeeding General Krulak who dis-
charged the responsibilities of the Of-
fice of Commandant with great credit 
to the Nation and to himself. He is a 
most distinguished officer. His father 
served in World War II in the Marine 
Corps. His father served in the Pacific 
as a senior three-star Marine officer 
just before I became Under Secretary 
of the Navy. The Krulak family is a 
proud family, and they have done much 
for our Nation and, indeed, for the Ma-
rine Corps. 

General Jones served in the Senate in 
the Marine Corps liaison office. There-
after, he continued a most distin-
guished career. His last post as a lieu-
tenant general was the principal mili-
tary adviser—of course, the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs is the principal 
military adviser—but General Jones on 
the immediate staff of the Secretary of 
Defense, our former colleague, Mr. 
Cohen, was the principal adviser on his 
personal staff. 

This is recognition, again, of a distin-
guished marine who likewise had a 
family member, an uncle, who was a 
highly decorated marine in World War 
II. It is continuity in the Corps for 
those like myself, I say with great hu-
mility, who had the opportunity to 
serve at one time in the Marine Corps. 
It is a proud day today for the U.S. Ma-
rine Corps, for the soon retirement of 
the most distinguished Commandant 
and succession of General Jones whose 
potential equals any Commandant who 
ever served in that office in the history 
of this country. 

I asked that Senator ROBERTS pen his 
signature on the nomination of General 
Jones to be Commandant. Again, Sen-
ator ROBERTS is a former marine. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
return to legislative session. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES— 
S. 96 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that with respect 
to the Y2K legislation, the Senate in-
sist on its amendment, request a con-
ference with the House, and the Chair 
be authorized to appoint conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

There being no objection, the Pre-
siding Officer appointed, from the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation, Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. STE-
VENS, Mr. BURNS, Mr. GORTON, Mr. HOL-
LINGS, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. WYDEN; 
from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. THURMOND, and Mr. 
LEAHY; from the Special Committee on 

the Year 2000 Technology Problems, 
Mr. BENNETT and Mr. DODD conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, JUNE 17, 
1999 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 10 a.m. 
Thursday, June 17. I further ask that 
on Thursday, immediately following 
the prayer, the Journal of proceedings 
be approved to date, the morning hour 
be deemed to have expired, the time for 
the two leaders be reserved for their 
use later in the day, and that the Sen-
ate stand in a period of morning busi-
ness until 11 a.m., with Senators speak-
ing for up to 10 minutes each, with the 
following exceptions: Senator GREGG, 
30 minutes; Senator DASCHLE or his 
designee, 30 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am won-
dering if it would be possible for the 
acting leader today to—while I have 
been standing here, I have had a couple 
phone calls. We have 30 minutes per 
side. Would it be possible to raise that 
to 40 minutes per side? 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have 
no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the proposal is modified. Is 
there objection to the unanimous con-
sent request? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. WARNER. For the information of 
all Senators, tomorrow the Senate will 
convene at 10 a.m. and be in a period of 
morning business until 11 a.m, as ad-
justed by the unanimous consent re-
quest just agreed to. Following morn-
ing business, the Senate will resume 
debate on H.R. 1664, the steel, oil, and 
gas appropriations legislation. Amend-
ments will be offered to that bill. 
Therefore, Senators can expect votes 
throughout the day. As a reminder, it 
is the intention of the leader to begin 
consideration of the State Department 
authorization bill on Friday. There-
fore, votes will take place during Fri-
day’s session. 

Now I yield to my distinguished 
friend and colleague, the assistant 
Democratic leader, if he has anything 
further. 

Mr. REID. I have nothing further. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. WARNER. If there is no further 
business to come before the Senate, I 
now ask unanimous consent the Senate 
stand in adjournment under the pre-
vious order. 
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There being no objection, the Senate, 

at 5:47 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
June 17, 1999, at 10 a.m. 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate June 16, 1999: 
COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION 

THOMAS J. ERICKSON, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
TO BE A COMMISSIONER OF THE COMMODITY FUTURES 

TRADING COMMISSION FOR THE TERM EXPIRING APRIL 
13, 2003. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATION WAS APPROVED SUBJECT TO 
THE NOMINEE’S COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE-
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS THE CHIEF OF STAFF, UNITED STATES ARMY, AND 
APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED WHILE AS-
SIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSI-
BILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 601 AND 3033: 

To be general 

GEN. ERIC K. SHINSEKI 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS COMMANDANT OF THE MARINE CORPS, AND APPOINT-
MENT TO THE GRADE INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A 
POSITION OF IMPORTANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 601 AND 5043: 

To be general 

LT. GEN. JAMES L. JONES, JR. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday, June 16, 1999 
The House met at 10 a.m. 
Father Steve Planning, Order of the 

Society of Jesus, Alexandria, Virginia, 
offered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Almighty and Eternal God, we give 

You thanks and praise today for the 
many blessings which You have be-
stowed upon our country. You have 
given us the gifts of freedom and de-
mocracy so that we might build a Na-
tion based on the highest human prin-
ciples. We humbly ask Your blessing 
upon us as we do the work for which we 
were elected. Help us to create a Na-
tion in which justice, prosperity and 
peace form a part of every citizen’s 
life. Give us the gift of wisdom so that 
we might make decisions which benefit 
all people, especially those most in 
need. 

We ask this in Your name who lives 
and reigns forever and ever. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

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

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

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

Mr. CUMMINGS led the Pledge of Al-
legiance 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 

WELCOMING REV. STEPHEN W. 
PLANNING, S.J. 

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

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to welcome Father Stephen Planning 
and to thank him for delivering our 
opening prayer this morning. 

Father Planning is a member of the 
Society of Jesus and was ordained to 
the priesthood this past Saturday, 
June 12. 

He and his family are longtime resi-
dents of northern Virginia, where he 
began his Catholic education. Fol-
lowing his novitiate experience at 
Wernersville, Pennsylvania, Father 

Planning taught high school in Nigeria 
and ministered in a nearby leprosy vil-
lage. Upon returning to the United 
States, he received a master’s degree in 
philosophy from Fordham University 
and spiritually advised indigent AIDS 
patients at a nearby Bronx hospital. 

Father Planning also has ministered 
and taught English in Santiago, Chile, 
studied at the Jesuit School of The-
ology in Berkeley, California, where he 
completed a master’s of divinity de-
gree, and served in a local parish, and 
spent this year in Chicago, Illinois, 
where he finished a master’s degree in 
education at Loyola University and 
worked at Christo Rey Jesuit High 
School, where he now will return to 
serve as assistant principal. 

Our colleagues would be interested to 
know that this inner city high school 
has a unique corporate intern program 
which requires students to attend 
classes 4 days a week and hold down an 
8-hour-per-week job with a corporate 
sponsor to help pay their tuition. 
Christo Rey’s pioneering concept this 
past year saw 89 percent of its seniors 
graduate, 73 percent enroll in college. 

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues 
join me in congratulating Father Plan-
ning on his ordination and wish him 
continued success wherever he is led in 
the future to serve the cause of Jesus 
Christ. 

f 

LOOPHOLES LEAD TO NOTHING 
BUT BULLET HOLES 

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

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, low 
fat, light on substance and without ad-
ditives. These are the phrases that 
should describe a good diet. Unfortu-
nately, these terms are better applied 
to the mockery of a proposal that the 
Republicans of this Congress have sent 
forward as gun safety provisions to this 
House floor. 

Shame on us for allowing precious 
time to pass, lives to be lost, funerals 
to be held and tears to be shed before 
deciding to come to grips with a prob-
lem that has plagued us for years. 
Shame on us for allowing special inter-
est groups to wield artificial power and 
influence over us when we direct the 
power flow of our country. Shame on 
us for repeatedly appeasing special in-
terest groups at the cost and sacrifice 
of our youth. Shame on us. 

Under the proposed legislation in the 
Juvenile Justice Act of 1999 it is con-
ceivable that a visitor to the Nation’s 

Capital traveling from building to 
building is subject to face more secu-
rity than a criminal trying to buy a 
firearm at a gun show. The Senate has 
realized the pressing nature of this sit-
uation and has acted. It is now our 
turn. 

Mr. Speaker, our loopholes lead to 
nothing but bullet holes, and, my col-
leagues, I strongly urge swift passage 
of gun safety provisions. 

f 

HE WHO SACRIFICES LIBERTY FOR 
SAFETY WILL HAVE NEITHER 
LIBERTY NOR SAFETY 

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

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, today we 
take up the Consequence For Juvenile 
Offenders Act. It is my hope that all of 
us here in America will realize that 
more laws will not mean more safety. 
We seem so willing to give up our free-
dom for just a feeling of a little more 
safety. The truth is we will not be 
more safe until we deal with the real 
problem, the root problem, the human 
heart. 

Two young men in Colorado broke 
more than 23 laws by brutally mur-
dering 13 students, one teacher, and 
then took their own lives. One more 
law, a dozen more laws, would not have 
stopped them. They needed a change of 
heart. 

Ben Franklin said he who sacrifices 
liberty for safety will have neither lib-
erty nor safety. 

As parents, as neighbors, let us not 
give up our personal freedoms. Instead 
let us deal with the real problem. Lis-
ten to the children, be a good neighbor, 
get involved in the community, and to-
gether let us make a better America. 

f 

GOP STANDS FOR ‘‘GUNS OVER 
PEOPLE’’ 

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

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Many Republicans 
who fiercely fight any common sense 
gun safety measures will try to amend 
the juvenile crime bill to encourage 
schools to place the Ten Command-
ments in their classrooms. That makes 
sense. After all, it is free publicity for 
the gun lobby, a good way to reach 
young people, kids. My colleagues have 
seen the poster, now see the movie 
starring Charlton Heston, President of 
the National Rifle Association. 
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Now I have read the Ten Command-

ments, I did not merely watch the Hol-
lywood version, and I seem to recall 
that they teach us thou shall not kill, 
and yet assault weapons which the 
NRA fought to keep on our streets kill. 
Saturday night specials, the small 
cheap guns favored by criminals, kill. 
Weapons purchased unchecked today at 
gun shows or in the future bought in 
the parking lots of gun shows, thanks 
to a loophole wider than the part in the 
Red Sea, kill. 

The man who played Moses and his 
supporting cast here in Congress 
should go back and read their script: 
Thou shall not kill. 

Once again it is clear what the let-
ters GOP stand for: Guns over people. 

f 

TURNING OUR PUBLIC LANDS 
INTO A MUSEUM? 

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, here we 
go again. The Clinton administration is 
planning to ban the public use on over 
5 million acres of public land in six 
States. ‘‘Why?’’, my colleagues ask? 
Well, it seems to appease the liberal 
extremists, the environmentalists and 
specific special environmental inter-
ests before the 2000 presidential elec-
tions. 

Why would this administration deny 
all Americans, young and old, the right 
to recreate on their public lands? Why 
would they want to stop recreation, 
hunting, fishing, horseback riding and 
biking? Is there a goal to turn our pub-
lic lands into a museum? 

The President wants to use his au-
thority under the Antiquities Act to 
stop and prohibit every type of rec-
reational use except walking and, get 
this, meditating, on these 5 million 
acres. The Clinton administration 
claims to know what is best for our 
public lands, but it’s plain to see that 
they know nothing about management, 
about multiple use, about the right of 
my constituents to use their public 
lands for recreational purposes. The ad-
ministration should be ashamed for 
using our Nation’s environmental laws 
as political tools and, not to mention, 
a means to preserve the assets across 
this country. 

f 

GUNS PREVENT MORE CRIME 
THAN ANYTHING ELSE 

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I 
voted for the Brady bill. I voted to ban 
certain semiautomatic weapons. I hon-
estly tried to help. But enough is 
enough. Guns are a two-edge sword, 
dangerous for sure, but guns prevent 

more crime than anything else in 
America, and no one is saying it. 

Mr. Speaker, armed robbers just do 
not fear the welcome wagon, and all 
the policemen in the world, and I used 
to be one, may never get there in time. 

I say be careful, Congress. Certainly 
guns are a symptom of great problems 
in America. But guns are not the root 
causation of all these problems in 
America. 

f 

GUN CONTROL DEBATE DRIVEN BY 
POLITICS 

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

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, yesterday I 
talked about this same issue, and I 
talked about politics, politics, politics, 
and, yes, I believe that politics are 
driving the agenda on this debate. We 
are going to hear vitriolic attacks from 
the Democratic side of the aisle when 
we ought to be settling down to discuss 
what we can do to improve our laws, to 
improve the regulations, and, yes, to 
improve the enforcement of the laws on 
the books. 

Mr. Speaker, it does no good to pass 
another law if we are not going to do 
anything about it. Over 6000 incidents 
since 1996 through 1998 reported of ju-
veniles with possession of firearms at 
school; only 17 were prosecuted. 

Mr. Speaker, I have to refer to the 
language of our Vice President when he 
distorts the facts and says one can 
walk into a gun shop and a pawn shop 
anywhere in America and buy a hand-
gun if they are 18. 

Not so. Let us tone it down. Let us 
work together. 

f 

STOP IMPORT OF HIGH CAPACITY 
GUN CLIPS 

(Ms. DEGETTE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks and include therein extraneous 
material.) 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, in 1997 
Officer Bruce Vanderjagt in Denver was 
gunned down by a gun using a semi-
automatic weapon clip that held far 
more than 10 rounds of ammunition. 
People were shocked. We thought we 
banned these clips in 1995 when we 
passed the Crime Control Act, but un-
fortunately these clips, which have the 
only purpose as killing a human being, 
are widely available and legally avail-
able in gun shops throughout this 
country because of a loophole in that 
act. That loophole allows the unre-
stricted import of these high capacity 
magazines from countries like China, 
Russia and Eastern Europe. 

The Senate had the wisdom to pass 
legislation stopping this loophole and 
banning these clips that have the only 
purpose as killing humans. I urge in 

the next few days that the House do 
the same and enact this sensible piece 
of legislation which will stop these 
clips that only kill human beings. 

f 

SERGEANT BOB BRYANT AND LUC 
COUTURE EXEMPLIFY NEW 
HAMPSHIRE’S COMMUNITY SPIR-
IT 
(Mr. BASS asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to pay tribute to the New Hampshire 
Fish and Game Sergeant Bob Bryant 
and Luc Couture of the New Hampshire 
Department of Transportation and 
more than 550 friends and neighbors 
who searched the woods of Berlin, New 
Hampshire, through the early morning 
hours on May 25 to find 3-year-old 
Cameron Patry. Sergeant Bryant and 
Mr. Couture found the young boy after 
he had been lost for more than 20 cold 
and rainy hours in the dense woods. 
These 2 State of New Hampshire em-
ployees, along with hundreds of volun-
teers who helped with the search, best 
exemplify our community’s spirit, ca-
maraderie, compassion in New Hamp-
shire and all of America. Although 
cold, wet and tired, young Cameron 
was found in good shape and returned 
to his worried parents. 

To Sergeant Bryant, Mr. Couture and 
all those who gave their time, prayers 
and comfort to the Patry family I 
would like to express my sincere appre-
ciation, as does the grateful State of 
New Hampshire and Congress. 

f 

POINT REYES FARMLAND 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1999 

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I am 
back. I am back because our country 
continues to lose farmland at an 
alarming rate. I am back because I 
again have introduced legislation to 
protect the beautiful farmland near the 
Point Reyes National Seashore in my 
congressional district just north of San 
Francisco, across the Golden Gate 
Bridge. 

b 1015 
This land is 40 miles from San Fran-

cisco. It is under heavy threat for de-
velopment, and because of that, I am 
introducing the Point Reyes Farmland 
Protection Act of 1999, H.R. 2202. 

This bill establishes that a local-Fed-
eral partnership, completely voluntary, 
will make it possible for landowners to 
sell their conservation easements, and 
that these local landowners are willing 
sellers. The goal is to protect the pro-
ductive and pristine family farms that 
are a way of life in my district. 

In the last Congress I had similar leg-
islation that was supported by 228 bi-
partisan cosponsors. Please join me to 
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protect agriculture. Sign onto the 
Point Reyes Farmland Protection Act, 
H.R. 2202. 

f 

URGING MEMBERS TO SUPPORT 
VALIANT MEN AND WOMEN 
FASTING FOR DEMOCRACY IN 
CUBA 

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
the courageous fasts that began last 
week in Havana are gaining momen-
tum as dozens of dissidents across the 
enslaved island of Cuba join the public 
protest started in Tamarindo 34, peace-
fully demanding freedom of expression 
and the release of hundreds of political 
prisoners. 

One of the heroines currently fasting 
is Magaly de Armas, wife of Vladimiro 
Roca, one of the four opposition mem-
bers imprisoned earlier this year for 
criticizing a communist party docu-
ment that they dared to say did not 
present solutions to Cuba’s problems. 

Roca is also fasting, his will 
unshaken by Castro’s torturous prison 
in Cienfuegos, and has asked his coun-
trymen to join him in what is becom-
ing a national movement. 

On behalf of Vladimiro Roca, Felix 
Bonne, Rene Gomez Manzano, Marta 
Beatriz Roque Cabello, and all of the 
other political prisoners unjustly 
shackled by Fidel Castro, I ask my col-
leagues to support the valiant men and 
women currently fasting. We pray that 
their courageous democracy efforts be-
come the beginning of true liberty on 
the island. 

f 

DISAPPOINTING LEGISLATION 
FROM THE HOUSE LEADERSHIP 
ON GUN SAFETY AND SCHOOL 
VIOLENCE 

(Ms. SANCHEZ asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. SANCHEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today, disappointed in this House. I 
come from the district in California 
with the highest gun registration. Four 
years ago, when I ran for Congress and 
I walked 60,000 households door-to- 
door, I came across a lot of those gun 
owners, hunters, people who liked to go 
down to the range and shoot their 
guns, people who collect guns. 

But they agreed with me, they agreed 
that decent people who want to own 
guns do not mind waiting to have their 
background checked. They agreed that 
there were too many weapons in crimi-
nals’ hands, especially in an urban area 
like the one I represent. 

That was before Jonesboro, that was 
before Littleton, and that was before 
last week, just this past weekend, when 
one of our deputy sheriffs in Orange 

County was sitting in his patrol car 
and was gunned down, riddled by some-
one with a machine gun who was mad 
because this officer had stopped him 3 
weeks before. 

Mr. Speaker, we need real legislation 
to help America. 

f 

ELDER BASEBALL TEAM EXTENDS 
INCREDIBLE TITLE STREAK 

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

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, Cin-
cinnati’s Elder High School took it 
down to the wire last week when their 
great baseball team traveled to Can-
ton, Ohio, to play for the State cham-
pionship. When the smoke cleared, the 
Panthers had accomplished a truly ex-
traordinary feat. They had succeeded 
in winning a State title in 6 consecu-
tive decades with 11 championships 
overall. 

My brother, Ron, is a 1965 Elder grad-
uate. I am an alumnus of arch rival La-
Salle. I have to give credit where credit 
is due, Elder’s accomplishment is phe-
nomenal, and all of us who reside in 
Cincinnati’s Western Hills are proud of 
their great achievement. Their com-
mitment to excellence and their tradi-
tion of hard work have paid off. Once 
again they have made all of Cincinnati 
proud. 

To coach Mark Thompson, the Pan-
ther squad, and all their families and 
fans, I offer my heartfelt congratula-
tions. 

From an old Lancer to all the Pan-
thers, well done. 

f 

CALLING ATTENTION TO WEBSITE 
AND FAMILY INTERNET TOOLBOX 

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

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, as a member 
of the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, I know an important part 
of controlling youth violence is con-
trolling the violence that children are 
exposed to. 

These days a lot of violence is hitch-
ing a ride on the information super-
highway. Parents are concerned about 
the violent influences of the Internet. 
A recent poll shows that 75 percent of 
high school students believe the Inter-
net responsible for the shootings in 
Littleton. 

I propose that Internet service pro-
viders be required to provide their cus-
tomers with the necessary filtering 
software. The other body has already 
approved legislation to that end. I urge 
my colleagues in the House to do the 
same. 

In the interim, I would like to draw 
Members’ attention to my web site. It 
is Family Internet Toolbox, which of-

fers software, tips, and links to safer 
surfing at www.house.gov/rholt. I hope 
Members and their constituents will 
find it useful. 

f 

REPUBLICANS BELIEVE THAT LOW 
TAXES ARE FAIRER THAN HIGH 
TAXES, AND PEOPLE SHOULD BE 
ENTITLED TO THE FRUITS OF 
THEIR LABOR 

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

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, too many Americans liberals 
have a strange concept of fairness. 
When it comes to taxes, the liberals’ 
idea of fairness strikes me and most 
Americans as very unfair. 

If one person works twice as hard as 
another, most people do not think it is 
unfair if he earns twice as much. A lib-
eral would disagree. As a matter of 
fact, the liberal tends to demonize the 
harder working person. 

Most people do not think it is unfair 
that people who sacrifice income 
through long and difficult years in col-
lege and even graduate school expect to 
find jobs which pay higher than other 
jobs for their efforts. Yet, we find lib-
erals constantly railing against people 
who are rewarded for their educational 
sacrifices as the rich, and presumably 
not entitled to the rewards they 
worked so hard to obtain. 

I find the tax on the rich and any 
class of people profoundly un-Amer-
ican. 

Republicans believe that low taxes, 
low taxes on all Americans, rich or 
poor, are more fair than high taxes. 
Should not freedom mean that people 
are entitled to the fruits of their labor? 

f 

CHARACTER EDUCATION 

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

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to call on this House to pass a 
new investment in character edu-
cation. As the former superintendent of 
my State schools, I know firsthand 
that character education can make a 
difference in teaching our children val-
ues and to make sure our children are 
well rounded and prepared to become 
good citizens. 

Across my Congressional District, 
school leaders have developed char-
acter education initiatives that can 
make a difference in strong schools and 
better communities. In Wake County, 
North Carolina, they have become a 
leader through an innovative effort 
called ‘‘Uniting for Character.’’ In 
Johnston County, the principal of 
Selma Elementary School attributes 59 
fewer suspensions between the ’95 and 
’96 school years due to their character 
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education program. And CBS News re-
cently profiled a successful character 
education program in the Nash-Rocky 
Mount school system. 

Mr. Speaker, character education 
works because it teaches our children 
to see the world through a moral lens. 
Children learn that actions have con-
sequences. Teachers work with parents 
and the entire community to instill the 
spirit of shared responsibility. Char-
acter education emphasizes values such 
as character, good judgment, integrity, 
kindness, perseverance, respect, and 
self-discipline. This Congress needs to 
act on this and act now. 

f 

A NATION’S TAX POLICY 
REFLECTS ITS VALUES 

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

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, one rea-
son why taxes are such an important 
issue is because a Nation’s tax policy 
reflects its values. A system of low 
taxes rewards hard work, rewards edu-
cational achievement, rewards pru-
dence, rewards long-term planning, re-
wards risk-taking, rewards entrepre-
neurship, rewards diligence, and most 
of all, is an endorsement of freedom, 
the idea that a person is truly entitled 
to the fruits of his labor. 

A system of high taxation punishes 
these very same virtues. It discourages 
work, discourages job creation, and re-
duces freedom. It buys into the idea 
that the more productive a person is, 
the more he should be punished, and 
the less entitled he is to those fruits. It 
is based on the belief that government 
knows best. 

This in my view is a bizarre value 
system. I find the liberal value system 
to be contrary to freedom, contrary to 
common sense, and the exact opposite 
of the values that made America great. 

f 

WHAT HAS THE HOUSE DONE TO 
MAKE AMERICA’S CHILDREN 
SAFER FROM GUN VIOLENCE? 
(Mr. WEINER asked and was given 

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

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been a month since the tragedy at Col-
umbine. The Senate quickly acted to 
make children safer. But what has this 
House done? What has this leadership 
done? Have we closed the gun show 
loophole? Today we will get the an-
swer: No. Are we going to hold parents 
responsible for securing their weapons 
to keep them out of the hands of chil-
dren? Today we are going to find out 
that the answer is no. Are we going to 
do anything to invest in smart gun 
technology, so only people who own the 
guns can fire the guns? Today we are 
going to find out that under this lead-
ership, the answer is no. 

Instead, we are going to be doing the 
bidding of the National Rifle Associa-
tion. But the Republicans have come 
up with a bill today, and among their 
brilliant strokes, they are going to re-
quire that every record store have the 
lyrics to every CD on display at every 
store. 

If Members want to know what it was 
that Pavarotti was singing, now they 
will know. But if they want to make 
our kids safer, they will have to wait 
until the Democrats take back the 
House. 

f 

DEMOCRATS ARE CONSISTENT: 
THEY ALL WANT HIGHER TAXES 

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

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, 
not counting the social security, the 
Congressional Budget Office projects 
$824 billion in budget surpluses over 
the next 10 years. Again, that is not 
counting the temporary surplus in the 
social security trust fund. 

What does the Democratic leadership 
intend to do with these surpluses? 
Well, the President stated last January 
that he does not trust Americans to 
‘‘spend it right.’’ Yes, that is an exact 
quote. 

Earlier this month we had the House 
Minority Leader, the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), state for the 
record twice that he would consider 
raising taxes to pay for an expansion in 
Federal programs. Members heard that 
right, raise taxes, not cut them. 

Now we have the minority leader in 
the other body, Mr. DASCHLE, who is on 
record with this exchange on CNN’s 
Evans and Novak. Asked his opinion 
about raising taxes, Mr. DASCHLE said, 
‘‘It’s an option. Of course, it’s on the 
table. . . .’’ 

Think about that. At least the Demo-
cratic leadership is consistent. They all 
want higher taxes. 

f 

EXPAND THE COMMUNITY 
REINVESTMENT ACT 

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

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to share an example of how 
banks and community groups are using 
the Community Reinvestment Act, an 
act now under attack, to expand access 
to the financial mainstream. 

Last summer First National Bank of 
Chicago made an agreement with the 
Chicago CRA Coalition to invest $4.1 
billion in low- and moderate-income 
Chicago communities over the next 6 
years. The bank recently opened a new 
full service branch in Dominick’s Su-
permarket in the North Lawndale 
neighborhood on Chicago’s West Side. 

First National began pilot projects in 
North Lawndale and two other 
branches to expand low-cast checking 
accounts. At the same time, the bank 
and community groups sponsored fi-
nancial literacy workshops for area 
residents. 

In the last few months, dozens of per-
sons who previously would have been 
denied the opportunity to open a bank 
account have opened checking and sav-
ings accounts, depositing thousands of 
dollars. 

The Community Reinvestment Act is 
under attack. Why? I do not know the 
answer to that question, but I know 
that what we should be doing is pro-
tecting, expanding, and strengthening 
CRA. 

f 

RENEWAL WEEK 

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

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, we talk a 
lot in this body about achieving the 
American dream, but even in the most 
prosperous economic expansion in re-
cent history, many of our fellow Amer-
icans still struggle to make it out of 
poverty. 

That is why the Renewal Alliance, a 
bicameral group of legislators here in 
Congress, seeks to highlight both civic 
and legislative solutions to the plights 
of so many low-income Americans who 
desperately want to make it. They 
want safe communities and they want 
honest jobs. 

I want to encourage my colleagues to 
join the many members of the Renewal 
Alliance this week, Renewal Week, and 
to renew our efforts to pass legislation 
critical to improving our low-income 
communities. 

The American Community Renewal 
Act, the Charity Tax Credit, and edu-
cation scholarship opportunities all 
combine to use a market-driven and 
even private sector approach to bring 
about real hope and opportunity 
through tax incentives for investment, 
for capital formation, for community 
reinvestment, and for contributing to 
charities of our choice, as well as op-
portunity scholarships. We reward 
what works. 

Join us in working for our Nation’s 
low-income communities. 

f 

b 1030 

PENNY CHANG WAS THE TYPICAL 
AMERICAN GIRL 

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

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
Penny Chang was the typical American 
girl. That is what her father said about 
his daughter after Penny was shot to 
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death on her way to school. She lived 
in my district, a freshman at Shaker 
Heights High School. 

Penny’s promising young life was 
ended by a 21-year-old man as she 
walked to school one morning. She was 
shot twice at close range with a semi-
automatic pistol. As she lay on the 
ground dying, she was shot twice more. 
She loved computers, had done well in 
school. 

After this despicable act, this trou-
bled young man turned himself in to 
police shortly after, admitting to the 
crime. He had been a patient in a psy-
chiatric unit. He had set Penny 
Chang’s house on fire. 

How could someone like this get 
ahold of a gun? How could a person 
with this kind of record of behavior 
come into possession of a semiauto-
matic handgun? Today the House has 
an opportunity to enact gun legisla-
tion, gun safety legislation, gun con-
trol legislation. I pray we will act to 
protect our young girls from this type 
of behavior so that we can save other 
Pennys in this Nation. 

f 

SMALL BUSINESS SUPERFUND 
FAIRNESS ACT OF 1999 

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, the 
Superfund law was created in 1980 to 
clean up hazardous waste sites and 
hold polluters responsible. Unfortu-
nately, small businesses have suffered 
the most as a result. 

Last February, hundreds of innocent 
small businesses in Quincy, Illinois, re-
ceived a notice from the U.S. EPA that 
they were required to pay $3 million to 
clean up waste they had legally 
dumped in a landfill for years. 

In a process close to extortion, the $3 
million payoff is to safeguard small 
businesses against suits by the major 
polluters. Saving small businesses by 
breaking them makes no sense to me. 

I am introducing the Small Business 
Superfund Fairness Act of 1999 to en-
sure that a situation like we had in 
Quincy will not repeat itself in other 
communities across this country. 

f 

IT IS TIME TO STOP SCHEMING 

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

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, it is 
clear that Republicans have time for 
the NRA. The Republican leadership 
gave the gun lobby nearly a month to 
twist arms and try to derail a gun safe-
ty bill. In fact, the New York Times 
said this morning, and I quote, Repub-
lican leaders have worked out a scheme 
to make it easier for lawmakers who 
take their cue from the National Rifle 

Association to vote against meaningful 
reform. 

First, Republicans say they need 
time to consider a bill in committee, 
and then they bring a bill to the floor 
that skips the committee process. Then 
Republicans say they want to work out 
a bipartisan solution. Instead, they 
split the bill in two parts so the NRA 
can try to kill the gun safety provi-
sions. 

Mr. Speaker, scheming with the NRA 
while our children’s lives are at stake 
is a disgrace. It is time Republicans 
stop scheming and plotting political 
strategy with the gun lobby and start 
working on solutions to save our chil-
dren from the epidemic of gun violence. 
It is time to have the Republican lead-
ership stop pandering to the radical 
right in their party and start fighting 
for American parents who want to send 
their kids to school safely each day. 

f 

THE ECONOMY IS BOOMING BE-
CAUSE PRESIDENT REAGAN CUT 
TAXES IN THE 1980’S 

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

Mr. COOKSEY. Mr. Speaker, who 
gets credit for the good economy we 
are now experiencing? Although many 
people believe that it should not mat-
ter who gets the credit, it is an impor-
tant question because it is important 
to understand how we arrived where we 
are if we want to understand how to 
maintain and improve our current 
prosperity. 

America is, compared to other coun-
tries, a low tax, low regulation coun-
try. Although our tax burden is way 
too high, our regulatory empire is 
clearly excessive, still the United 
States is the best place to invest, the 
best place to start a business, the best 
place to find a job, the best place to 
come if one wants to get ahead and 
chase their dreams. 

The primary reason our economy is 
booming right now is because Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan cut taxes signifi-
cantly in the 1980s, ushering in a period 
of strong economic growth that is still 
with us today. 

Our economy at the end of the 1970s 
was in the ditch and liberals howled 
and protested against President Rea-
gan’s economic program, but it 
worked. That is the lesson of the 1980s. 

f 

COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL-BASED 
PROGRAMS NEED TO BE EX-
PANDED 

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

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, the response 
of the House Committee on Rules to 
the events at Columbine High School 

will be to allow the House to vote on 
treating 13-year-olds as adults in court, 
but they refuse to allow my amend-
ment to be voted on, which would have 
greatly expanded comprehensive 
school-based programs to provide for 
early identification and intervention 
with emotionally troubled youth who 
give indication that they might be 
prone to violent acts. 

I would make one point. Those two 
kids at Columbine would not have been 
deterred by the threat to be tried as an 
adult in court. They were willing to be 
killed to make their twisted state-
ment. They might have responded to 
early mental health counseling and 
intervention. 

This House unfortunately today will 
not pass thoughtful legislation affect-
ing school violence. It will, instead, 
pass political press releases. We ought 
to be able to do better. 

f 

WHAT WOULD THE TAX BURDEN 
BE TODAY WERE IT NOT FOR 
REPUBLICANS? 
(Mr. SCHAFFER asked and was given 

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

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, what 
would the tax burden be today were it 
not for Republicans? Just think about 
that for a second. 

The Reagan tax cuts, 25 percent 
across the board, would never have 
taken place. In fact, diehard liberals 
still rail with bitterness against the 
Reagan tax cut even to this day. It is 
almost as if they are completely obliv-
ious to the hardships of sky high infla-
tion and devastatingly high unemploy-
ment brought to American families. 

The 1997 tax cuts passed by a Repub-
lican Congress also would never have 
taken place. 

Yes, the verdict of history is in. If 
Democrats had their way, taxes would 
move in one direction and one direc-
tion only: Up. 

I refer my colleagues to the comment 
by the minority leader of the Democrat 
Party just a few weeks ago. He said, 
‘‘You have got to have a combination 
of taking it out of the defense budget 
and raising revenue. We can argue 
about how to do that, closing loopholes 
or even raising taxes to do it.’’ 

Taxpayers can thank the Republican 
Party. For without us, taxes would 
surely be much higher. 

f 

REQUEST FOR IMMEDIATE CON-
SIDERATION OF H. RES. 209, PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1501, CONSEQUENCES FOR 
JUVENILE OFFENDERS ACT OF 
1999, AND H.R. 2122, MANDATORY 
GUN SHOW BACKGROUND CHECK 
ACT 
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I was 

just wondering if the Republicans are 
ready, finished writing the rule. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

KOLBE). The Chair is waiting for the 
chairman of the Committee on Rules to 
call up the rule. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up the rule, House Resolution 209. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman is out of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is not eligible to do that and is 
not recognized. 

Mr. GEKAS. May I ask why? 
Mr. MOAKLEY. The gentleman is not 

a member of the Committee on Rules. 
Mr. GEKAS. I am just trying to ac-

commodate. 
Mr. MOAKLEY. The gentleman is not 

a member of the Committee on Rules. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair will recognize the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DREIER). 

Mr. GEKAS. The gentleman is not a 
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. I would not object to his starting 
a Committee on the Judiciary hearing. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman is out of order. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 1501, CONSEQUENCES FOR 
JUVENILE OFFENDERS ACT OF 
1999, AND H.R. 2122, MANDATORY 
GUN SHOW BACKGROUND CHECK 
ACT 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 209 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 209 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1501) to pro-
vide grants to ensure increased account-
ability for juvenile offenders. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispersed with. Gen-
eral debate shall be confined to the bill and 
the amendments made in order by this reso-
lution and shall not exceed one hour equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on the Judiciary. After general debate the 
bill shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. The bill shall be consid-
ered as read. No amendment to the bill shall 
be in order except those printed in part A of 
the report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. Except as otherwise 
specified in this resolution, each amendment 
may be offered only in the order printed in 
part A of the report. Each amendment may 
be offered only by a Member designated in 
the report, shall be considered as read, shall 
be debatable for the time specified in the re-
port equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and an opponent, shall not be sub-
ject to amendment except as specified in the 
report, and shall not be subject to a demand 
for division of the question in the House or 
in the Committee of the Whole. All points of 
order against the amendments printed in the 
report are waived. The chairman of the Com-

mittee of the Whole may recognize for con-
sideration of any amendment printed in part 
A of the report out of the order printed, but 
not sooner than one hour after the chairman 
of the Committee on the Judiciary or a des-
ignee announces from the floor a request to 
that effect. The chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole may: (1) postpone until a time 
during further consideration in the Com-
mittee of the Whole a request for a recorded 
vote on any amendment; and (2) reduce to 
five minutes the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on any postponed question that 
follows another electronic vote without in-
tervening business, provided that the min-
imum time for electronic voting on the first 
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
The previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. 

SEC. 2. At any time after the adoption of 
this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 2122) to require back-
ground checks at gun shows, and for other 
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. General debate shall be 
confined to the bill and the amendments 
made in order by this resolution and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on the Judici-
ary. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. The bill shall be considered as 
read. No amendment to the bill shall be in 
order except those printed in part B of the 
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. Each amendment 
may be offered only in the order printed in 
part B of the report, may be offered only by 
a Member designated in the report, shall be 
considered as read, shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment, 
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the 
Committee of the Whole. All points of order 
against the amendments printed in the re-
port are waived. The Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may: (1) postpone until 
a time during further consideration in the 
Committee of the Whole a request for a re-
corded vote on any amendment; and (2) re-
duce to five minutes the minimum time for 
electronic voting on any postponed question 
that follows another electronic vote without 
intervening business, provided that the min-
imum time for electronic voting on the first 
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
The previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. 

SEC. 3. (a) In the engrossment of H.R. 1501, 
the Clerk shall— 

(1) await the disposition of H.R. 2122; 
(2) add the text of H.R. 2122, as passed by 

the House, as new matter at the end of H.R. 
1501; 

(3) conform the title of H.R. 1501 to reflect 
the addition of the text of H.R. 2122 to the 
engrossment; 

(4) assign appropriate designations to pro-
visions within the engrossment; and 

(5) conform provisions for short titles with-
in the engrossment. 

(b) Upon the addition of the text of H.R. 
2122 to the engrossment of H.R. 1501, H.R. 
2122 shall be laid on the table. 

b 1045 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, for pur-

poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Boston, Massachusetts (Mr. 
MOAKLEY), my very good friend, pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. Mr. Speaker, all time 
yielded is for the purpose of debate 
only. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule makes in order 
two separate bills, each under a struc-
tured amendment process. They are 
H.R. 1501, the Consequences for Juve-
nile Offenders Act of 1999, and H.R. 
2122, the Mandatory Gun Show Back-
ground Check of 1999. Let me state at 
the outset, the rule does not specify 
the order of consideration of the two 
bills. That is left to the discretion of 
the Speaker. 

The rule provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate for each bill divided equally 
between the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on 
Judiciary. The rule provides for consid-
eration of 44 amendments to H.R. 1501 
printed in part A of the Committee on 
Rules report and 11 amendments print-
ed in part B of the report. 

Except as otherwise specified, the 
amendments to each bill will be consid-
ered only in the order specified in each 
part of the report, may be offered only 
by a Member designated in the report, 
shall be considered as read, shall be de-
batable for the time specified in the re-
port, equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and an opponent, and 
shall not be subject to a demand for 
the division of the question. 

Except for certain amendments to 
H.R. 1501 specified in part A of the re-
port, the amendments printed in the 
report shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and all points of order against 
the amendments are waived. 

The rule permits the Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole to recognize 
for consideration of any amendment to 
H.R. 1501, which are printed in part A 
of the report, out of the order in which 
it is printed, but not sooner than 1 
hour after the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary or a designee 
announces from the floor a request to 
that effect. This authority applies only 
to amendments offered to H.R. 1501, 
not to amendments offered to H.R. 
2122. 

The rule allows the Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole to postpone 
votes on questions during the consider-
ation of both bills and to reduce voting 
time to 5 minutes on a postponed ques-
tion if the vote follows a 15-minute 
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vote. With respect to each bill, the rule 
provides one motion to recommit with 
or without instructions. 

Finally, the rule provides that in the 
engrossment of H.R. 1501, the Clerk 
shall add the text of H.R. 2122, as 
passed by the House, as a new matter 
at the end of H.R. 1501, and then lay 
H.R. 2122 on the table. 

In other words, Mr. Speaker, if both 
bills are passed by the House, the Clerk 
of the House is simply instructed to 
combine or engross the two bills into 
one bill before being transmitted to the 
Senate. 

This is not, I say again, this is not an 
unprecedented rule. There are a num-
ber of instances in recent years where 
the House has adopted single rules 
making in order multiple bills, which 
were then combined into one bill upon 
their passage. Examples include H. Res. 
159 in the 10th Congress, and H. Res. 440 
in the 104th Congress. Again this is 
done so we can have a full airing of a 
wide range of issues. 

Mr. Speaker, as we take stock of the 
national community that is preparing 
to enter the 21st century, the issue of 
youth crime is both troubling and con-
founding. The statisticians tell us that 
juvenile crime and violence are at 30- 
year lows. Let me say that again. We 
get the reports that juvenile crime and 
violence are at 30-year lows. At the 
same time, several tragedies have 
struck a chord that resonates across 
the United States. 

The fact is, when kids kill classmates 
and teachers over problems that have 
always confronted teenagers, people 
recognize that something is wrong. 

I believe that while we will debate 
and vote on dozens of different ideas of 
good faith and sound intentions to ad-
dress this national concern, we all 
agree on one essential truth: Each and 
every one of us is fully committed to 
keeping children safe. 

In fact, all Americans need to look 
inside themselves for answers to the 
troubling societal questions raised by 
these violent incidents. While in most 
cases those questions must be answered 
outside the halls of government, today 
we begin to do our part to tackle this 
problem. 

While we are united in our goals, 
make no mistake about the variety of 
the opinions and proposals to reach 
those ends. Over 175 amendments sub-
mitted to the Committee on Rules can 
attest to that. 

This rule attempts to provide the 
House with a full, fair, and focused de-
bate that allows votes in a large num-
ber of these varied proposals. Of course, 
the amendments come from both sides 
of the political divide, Democrats and 
Republicans. 

Although the issue of youth violence 
has led people to search for answers in 
many places, one issue, legal restric-
tions on the possession of firearms, has 
taken a particularly prominent place 
in the rhetorical debate. 

The rule will ensure the opportunity 
to vote up or down on a number of fire-
arms restrictions and safety measures, 
including mandatory trigger locks, 
banning youth possession of so-called 
assault weapons, and background 
checks at gun shows. 

When the House works its will on 
guns, whatever that might be, the out-
come will be included in the final 
version of the juvenile justice legisla-
tion. That is both fair and clear. 

Of course, serious people agree that 
this problem goes beyond guns, and 
this rule will permit the House to deal 
with a range of measures dealing with 
prevention, law enforcement, and pop-
ular culture. 

While we must search for answers in 
the wake of Columbine and Conyers 
and other tragedies, we cannot lose 
faith in America’s families. Our chil-
dren are not reflected in the twisted 
rage of Columbine’s killers, Eric Harris 
and Dylan Klebold, but rather in the 
diverse, energetic, and religious lives 
of victims such as Cassie Bernall, 
whose faith in God was stronger than 
the fear of death. 

Again, the statisticians give us good 
news. Young people are more religious 
and do more volunteer work than ear-
lier generations. Just a few weeks ago, 
I was honored to present local Youth 
Volunteer Awards to high school stu-
dents in southern California who spend 
time volunteering in hospitals, police 
departments, at homeless shelters, and 
a wide range of other community 
projects. They are the types of kids we 
find if we walk through any school li-
brary or flip through the pages of any 
high school yearbook. 

As we move forward on these bills, 
let us not forget that young people, 
their parents, and all Americans expect 
to find appropriate, firm, and targeted 
measures that address youth violence 
and child safety. The most troubling 
questions we face, Mr. Speaker, arise 
from the reality that our society was 
able to give rise to such different kids, 
and that we do not really know why. 
However, I am confident that this rule 
will give us a fair and orderly process 
to begin to answer those questions and 
to help make our children safer. 

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

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DREIER), my very 
dear friend, my chairman, for yielding 
me the customary 30 minutes. I was 
afraid that something may have be-
fallen him when he did not show up on 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, all eyes are on the 
House of Representatives today just to 
see what we are going to do with the 
long-awaited juvenile justice bill. 

After the horrible massacre at Col-
umbine High School, the entire coun-
try cried out for Congress to pass legis-

lation to stop the scourge of violence 
in our schools. Unfortunately, Mr. 
Speaker, all they are getting this 
morning from the Republican leader-
ship is a skewed process which will 
please only some people. It will cer-
tainly please the right wing militia 
groups. It will certainly please the Na-
tional Rifle Association, which today’s 
Post states that this bill addresses all 
of their concerns. 

But, Mr. Speaker, in the end, it will 
virtually do nothing for the safety of 
American school children and the anxi-
eties plaguing their parents. Because, 
despite the nearly 2 months that have 
passed since the Columbine massacre, 
despite the country’s clamoring for ac-
tion, despite the Senate’s passage of a 
bipartisan safety bill, the House Re-
publican leadership has decided that 
bill is not good enough, and a better 
approach is to divide and conquer. 

So this rule, Mr. Speaker, cuts in 
half the bipartisan juvenile justice bill 
for which nearly everyone would have 
voted. It separates gun safety legisla-
tion from the rest of the bill in order to 
expose it to the full onslaught of the 
NRA’s lobbying fusillade. It prohibits 
democratic ideas on school safety, and 
it also introduces a horrifying attack 
on the first amendment under the guise 
of stopping violence. 

So instead of allowing a vote on the 
Senate school safety bill, the Repub-
lican leadership has decided to carve it 
up so that the various parts of it are 
easier to kill, especially the Demo-
cratic parts. 

Mr. Speaker, American children de-
serve better. American children de-
serve after-school programs. American 
children deserve more police officers 
protecting them in school. American 
children deserve crisis prevention 
counselors who raise an alarm about 
potential dangers before any lives are 
lost. But because Democrats started 
those solutions, they will not be part of 
the answer. They will not be part of 
the answer, Mr. Speaker, because they 
might pass. 

Mr. Speaker, I for one think 13 Amer-
ican children killed by guns every sin-
gle solitary day is 13 American chil-
dren too many. I for one think schools 
should be havens for learning, not 
places of fear. I for one think the well- 
being of our children should be put be-
fore partisan politics. But that is not 
going to happen today, Mr. Speaker. 
No, that will not happen, Mr. Speaker, 
because partisan politics won out over 
common sense. The only people to suf-
fer will be the American children and 
their parents. 

The Republican leadership had a 
great chance to move this country to-
ward the days when schools were safe 
and children were innocent. Because no 
matter what the NRA says, Mr. Speak-
er, that is the way it should be. I am 
sorry they decided not to take that 
chance. 
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I will read just the first paragraph 

from the New York Times editorial en-
titled, ‘‘Republican Mischief on Gun 
Control.’’ 

House Republican leaders have already for-
gotten Speaker DENNIS HASTERT’s pledge last 
month to support ‘‘common-sense’’ gun con-
trol. Instead of moving to strengthen and ex-
pand upon the handful of gun control initia-
tives heading for votes on the House floor 
this week, G.O.P. leaders have worked out a 
scheme to make it easier for lawmakers who 
take their cue from the National Rifle Asso-
ciation to vote against meaningful reform. 

Mr. Speaker, today’s rule reminds me 
of a line in Genesis 27 when Isaac says: 
‘‘The voice is the voice of Jacob, but 
the hands are the hands of Esau.’’ 

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
happy to yield 4 minutes to the distin-
guished gentleman from Sanibel, Flor-
ida (Mr. GOSS), Vice Chairman on the 
Committee on Rules. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the gentleman from California (Chair-
man DREIER) for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
comprehensive, complex, but very fair 
rule. It makes in order over 50 amend-
ments from both sides of the aisle, in-
cluding one very important bipartisan 
amendment that I will offer later 
today. 

The Goss amendment mirrors lan-
guage in the Senate bill to create 4 new 
Federal judgeships in the Middle Dis-
trict of Florida, 3 in Arizona, and 2 in 
Nevada. These States have hit critical 
caseload level, and I encourage col-
leagues to support these emergency 
amendments. 

However, today we have the oppor-
tunity to take a balanced approach to 
curbing juvenile crime and closing the 
loopholes in our gun laws. I want to 
commend the gentleman from Illinois 
(Chairman HYDE) for not taking the po-
litically expedient route, but, instead, 
crafting a thoughtful, deliberative ap-
proach to vexing social problems. 

b 1100 

It is an approach that recognizes that 
the symptoms of teenage violence, in-
volving firearms or not, speak to a 
larger and more difficult issue of far 
greater import, the coarsening, permis-
siveness the self-indulgence of our cul-
ture. 

Several years ago, I supported the 
Brady Act in hopes of keeping guns out 
of the hands of violent convicted fel-
ons. There is evidence the implementa-
tion of an instant background check 
has been successful, but it did inadvert-
ently leave a loophole that has been ex-
ploited. 

It is time to close that loophole by 
requiring instant background checks at 
gun shows. The majority of the folks 
who attend gun shows are law abiding 
citizens who do not need to be overbur-
dened with regulation. However, we 
cannot allow gun shows to become a 

magnet for criminals who know that 
they can easily obtain weapons. 

More importantly, though, we must 
ensure that the gun laws on the books 
right now are being enforced. It is sim-
ply not fair to ask millions of legiti-
mate American gun owners to submit 
to further restrictions without vigor-
ously enforcing existing law. Too often, 
gun laws are ignored, like the incident 
in Littleton, Colorado, a tragic inci-
dent, where more than 22 Federal and 
State laws were broken. We must get 
serious about punishing criminals and 
realize that stump speeches and par-
tisan vitriol are very poor substitutes 
for responsible law enforcement. 

Society must demand strict and swift 
justice when our laws are broken. But 
society has become too complacent. It 
is tragic that it takes an unspeakable 
crime, like the one at Columbine be-
fore the public feels a sense of outrage. 
This is not just about law enforcement 
or public officials, this is about each 
one of us, like Pogo, taking responsi-
bility every day for making sure that 
the laws we have on the books are, in 
fact, upheld. 

Then we can look for ways to make 
our laws more effective. It makes sense 
to implement tough sanctions for juve-
nile offenders. This legislation will pro-
vide States with greater resources to 
come down hard, fair but hard, on 
youth that break the law, especially 
repeat offenders. Our kids need to 
know and see that bad choices and bad 
actions have bad consequences. But, of 
course, this problem is more complex 
than that. Just look at Littleton 
again. There it was clear that the two 
young people involved, tragically, were 
prepared to accept the consequences of 
their actions: Violent death. Society 
has become so bent that some kids just 
will not respond to the threat of pun-
ishment. 

The folks in my district know that 
the problem of teen violence will never 
ultimately be solved in Washington, 
D.C. What we can do is provide our 
communities with the resources to do 
their job better and empower the peo-
ple that can best respond to this prob-
lem. We have to take a hard look at 
ourselves, our leadership, our celebrity 
role models, and our way of life to de-
termine why it is that some of our 
young people choose the wrong course 
with such tragic results. 

This is a big challenge. I believe this 
rule provides for that debate. I encour-
age a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the rule. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 
MAKING IN ORDER CONYERS AMENDMENT TO H.R. 

1501, CONSEQUENCES FOR JUVENILE OFFEND-
ERS ACT OF 1999 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

my friend for yielding. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that, notwith-
standing any other provisions of the 

pending resolution, the Conyers 
amendment that I have placed at the 
desk shall be deemed to have been in-
cluded as the last amendment printed 
in part B of House Report 106–186, may 
be offered only by Representative CON-
YERS of Michigan or his designee, and 
shall be debatable for 30 minutes. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the right to object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KOLBE). The Clerk will designate the 
amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE 

TO H.R. 2122 

OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS OF MICHIGAN 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 

TITLE I—GENERAL FIREARM PROVISIONS 
SECTION. 101. EXTENSION OF BRADY BACK-

GROUND CHECKS TO GUN SHOWS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) more than 4,400 traditional gun shows 

are held annually across the United States, 
attracting thousands of attendees per show 
and hundreds of Federal firearms licensees 
and nonlicensed firearms sellers; 

(2) traditional gun shows, as well as flea 
markets and other organized events, at 
which a large number of firearms are offered 
for sale by Federal firearms licensees and 
nonlicensed firearms sellers, form a signifi-
cant part of the national firearms market; 

(3) firearms and ammunition that are ex-
hibited or offered for sale or exchange at gun 
shows, flea markets, and other organized 
events move easily in and substantially af-
fect interstate commerce; 

(4) in fact, even before a firearm is exhib-
ited or offered for sale or exchange at a gun 
show, flea market, or other organized event, 
the gun, its component parts, ammunition, 
and the raw materials from which it is man-
ufactured have moved in interstate com-
merce; 

(5) gun shows, flea markets, and other or-
ganized events at which firearms are exhib-
ited or offered for sale or exchange, provide 
a convenient and centralized commercial lo-
cation at which firearms may be bought and 
sold anonymously, often without background 
checks and without records that enable gun 
tracing; 

(6) at gun shows, flea markets, and other 
organized events at which guns are exhibited 
or offered for sale or exchange, criminals and 
other prohibited persons obtain guns without 
background checks and frequently use guns 
that cannot be traced to later commit 
crimes; 

(7) many persons who buy and sell firearms 
at gun shows, flea markets, and other orga-
nized events cross State lines to attend these 
events and engage in the interstate transpor-
tation of firearms obtained at these events; 

(8) gun violence is a pervasive, national 
problem that is exacerbated by the avail-
ability of guns at gun shows, flea markets, 
and other organized events; 

(9) firearms associated with gun shows 
have been transferred illegally to residents 
of another State by Federal firearms licens-
ees and nonlicensed firearms sellers, and 
have been involved in subsequent crimes in-
cluding drug offenses, crimes of violence, 
property crimes, and illegal possession of 
firearms by felons and other prohibited per-
sons; and 
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(10) Congress has the power, under the 

interstate commerce clause and other provi-
sions of the Constitution of the United 
States, to ensure, by enactment of this Act, 
that criminals and other prohibited persons 
do not obtain firearms at gun shows, flea 
markets, and other organized events. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 921(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(35) GUN SHOW.—The term ‘gun show’ 
means any event— 

‘‘(A) at which 50 or more firearms are of-
fered or exhibited for sale, transfer, or ex-
change, if 1 or more of the firearms has been 
shipped or transported in, or otherwise af-
fects, interstate or foreign commerce; and 

‘‘(B) at which— 
‘‘(i) not less than 20 percent of the exhibi-

tors are firearm exhibitors; 
‘‘(ii) there are not less than 10 firearm ex-

hibitors; or 
‘‘(iii) 50 or more firearms are offered for 

sale, transfer, or exchange. 
‘‘(36) GUN SHOW PROMOTER.—The term ‘gun 

show promoter’ means any person who orga-
nizes, plans, promotes, or operates a gun 
show. 

‘‘(37) GUN SHOW VENDOR.—The term ‘gun 
show vendor’ means any person who exhibits, 
sells, offers for sale, transfers, or exchanges 
1 or more firearms at a gun show, regardless 
of whether or not the person arranges with 
the gun show promoter for a fixed location 
from which to exhibit, sell, offer for sale, 
transfer, or exchange 1 or more firearms.’’ 

(c) REGULATION OF FIREARMS TRANSFERS AT 
GUN SHOWS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 44 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘§ 931. Regulation of firearms transfers at 

gun shows 
‘‘(a) REGISTRATION OF GUN SHOW PRO-

MOTERS.—It shall be unlawful for any person 
to organize, plan, promote, or operate a gun 
show unless that person— 

‘‘(1) registers with the Secretary in accord-
ance with regulations promulgated by the 
Secretary; and 

‘‘(2) pays a registration fee, in an amount 
determined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(b) RESPONSIBILITIES OF GUN SHOW PRO-
MOTERS.—It shall be unlawful for any person 
to organize, plan, promote, or operate a gun 
show unless that person— 

‘‘(1) before commencement of the gun 
show, verifies the identity of each gun show 
vendor participating in the gun show by ex-
amining a valid identification document (as 
defined in section 1028(d)(1)) of the vendor 
containing a photograph of the vendor; 

‘‘(2) before commencement of the gun 
show, requires each gun show vendor to 
sign— 

‘‘(A) a ledger with identifying information 
concerning the vendor; and 

‘‘(B) a notice advising the vendor of the ob-
ligations of the vendor under this chapter; 
and 

‘‘(3) notifies each person who attends the 
gun show of the requirements of this chap-
ter, in accordance with such regulations as 
the Secretary shall prescribe; and 

‘‘(4) maintains a copy of the records de-
scribed in paragraphs (1) and (2) at the per-
manent place of business of the gun show 
promoter for such period of time and in such 
form as the Secretary shall require by regu-
lation. 

‘‘(c) RESPONSIBILITIES OF TRANSFERORS 
OTHER THAN LICENSEES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If any part of a firearm 
transaction takes place at a gun show, it 

shall be unlawful for any person who is not 
licensed under this chapter to transfer a fire-
arm to another person who is not licensed 
under this chapter, unless the firearm is 
transferred through a licensed importer, li-
censed manufacturer, or licensed dealer in 
accordance with subsection (e). 

‘‘(2) CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECKS.—A per-
son who is subject to the requirement of 
paragraph (1)— 

‘‘(A) shall not transfer the firearm to the 
transferee until the licensed importer, li-
censed manufacturer, or licensed dealer 
through which the transfer is made under 
subsection (e) makes the notification de-
scribed in subsection (e)(3)(A); and 

‘‘(B) notwithstanding subparagraph (A), 
shall not transfer the firearm to the trans-
feree if the licensed importer, licensed manu-
facturer, or licensed dealer through which 
the transfer is made under subsection (e) 
makes the notification described in sub-
section (e)(3)(B). 

‘‘(3) ABSENCE OF RECORDKEEPING REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Nothing in this section shall permit 
or authorize the Secretary to impose record-
keeping requirements on any nonlicensed 
vendor. 

‘‘(d) RESPONSIBILITIES OF TRANSFEREES 
OTHER THAN LICENSEES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If any part of a firearm 
transaction takes place at a gun show, it 
shall be unlawful for any person who is not 
licensed under this chapter to receive a fire-
arm from another person who is not licensed 
under this chapter, unless the firearm is 
transferred through a licensed importer, li-
censed manufacturer, or licensed dealer in 
accordance with subsection (e). 

‘‘(2) CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECKS.—A per-
son who is subject to the requirement of 
paragraph (1)— 

‘‘(A) shall not receive the firearm from the 
transferor until the licensed importer, li-
censed manufacturer, or licensed dealer 
through which the transfer is made under 
subsection (e) makes the notification de-
scribed in subsection (e)(3)(A); and 

‘‘(B) notwithstanding subparagraph (A), 
shall not receive the firearm from the trans-
feror if the licensed importer, licensed manu-
facturer, or licensed dealer through which 
the transfer is made under subsection (e) 
makes the notification described in sub-
section (e)(3)(B). 

‘‘(e) RESPONSIBILITIES OF LICENSEES.—A li-
censed importer, licensed manufacturer, or 
licensed dealer who agrees to assist a person 
who is not licensed under this chapter in car-
rying out the responsibilities of that person 
under subsection (c) or (d) with respect to 
the transfer of a firearm shall— 

‘‘(1) enter such information about the fire-
arm as the Secretary may require by regula-
tion into a separate bound record; 

‘‘(2) record the transfer on a form specified 
by the Secretary; 

‘‘(3) comply with section 922(t) as if trans-
ferring the firearm from the inventory of the 
licensed importer, licensed manufacturer, or 
licensed dealer to the designated transferee 
(although a licensed importer, licensed man-
ufacturer, or licensed dealer complying with 
this subsection shall not be required to com-
ply again with the requirements of section 
922(t) in delivering the firearm to the non-
licensed transferor), and notify the non-
licensed transferor and the nonlicensed 
transferee— 

‘‘(A) of such compliance; and 
‘‘(B) if the transfer is subject to the re-

quirements of section 922(t)(1), of any receipt 
by the licensed importer, licensed manufac-
turer, or licensed dealer of a notification 

from the national instant criminal back-
ground check system that the transfer would 
violate section 922 or would violate State 
law; 

‘‘(4) not later than 10 days after the date on 
which the transfer occurs, submit to the Sec-
retary a report of the transfer, which re-
port— 

‘‘(A) shall be on a form specified by the 
Secretary by regulation; and 

‘‘(B) shall not include the name of or other 
identifying information relating to any per-
son involved in the transfer who is not li-
censed under this chapter; 

‘‘(5) if the licensed importer, licensed man-
ufacturer, or licensed dealer assists a person 
other than a licensee in transferring, at 1 
time or during any 5 consecutive business 
days, 2 or more pistols or revolvers, or any 
combination of pistols and revolvers totaling 
2 or more, to the same nonlicensed person, in 
addition to the reports required under para-
graph (4), prepare a report of the multiple 
transfers, which report shall be— 

‘‘(A) prepared on a form specified by the 
Secretary; and 

‘‘(B) not later than the close of business on 
the date on which the transfer occurs, for-
warded to— 

‘‘(i) the office specified on the form de-
scribed in subparagraph (A); and 

‘‘(ii) the appropriate State law enforce-
ment agency of the jurisdiction in which the 
transfer occurs; and 

‘‘(6) retain a record of the transfer as part 
of the permanent business records of the li-
censed importer, licensed manufacturer, or 
licensed dealer. 

‘‘(f) RECORDS OF LICENSEE TRANSFERS.—If 
any part of a firearm transaction takes place 
at a gun show, each licensed importer, li-
censed manufacturer, and licensed dealer 
who transfers 1 or more firearms to a person 
who is not licensed under this chapter shall, 
not later than 10 days after the date on 
which the transfer occurs, submit to the Sec-
retary a report of the transfer, which re-
port— 

‘‘(1) shall be in a form specified by the Sec-
retary by regulation; 

‘‘(2) shall not include the name of or other 
identifying information relating to the 
transferee; and 

‘‘(3) shall not duplicate information pro-
vided in any report required under sub-
section (e)(4). 

‘‘(g) FIREARM TRANSACTION DEFINED.—In 
this section, the term ‘firearm transaction’— 

‘‘(1) includes the offer for sale, sale, trans-
fer, or exchange of a firearm; and 

‘‘(2) does not include the mere exhibition of 
a firearm.’’. 

(2) PENALTIES.—Section 924(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(7)(A) Whoever knowingly violates sec-
tion 931(a) shall be fined under this title, im-
prisoned not more than 5 years, or both. 

‘‘(B) Whoever knowingly violates sub-
section (b) or (c) of section 931, shall be— 

‘‘(i) fined under this title, imprisoned not 
more than 2 years, or both; and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a second or subsequent 
conviction, such person shall be fined under 
this title, imprisoned not more than 5 years, 
or both. 

‘‘(C) Whoever willfully violates section 
931(d), shall be— 

‘‘(i) fined under this title, imprisoned not 
more than 2 years, or both; and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a second or subsequent 
conviction, such person shall be fined under 
this title, imprisoned not more than 5 years, 
or both. 
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‘‘(D) Whoever knowingly violates sub-

section (e) or (f) of section 931 shall be fined 
under this title, imprisoned not more than 5 
years, or both. 

‘‘(E) In addition to any other penalties im-
posed under this paragraph, the Secretary 
may, with respect to any person who know-
ingly violates any provision of section 931— 

‘‘(i) if the person is registered pursuant to 
section 931(a), after notice and opportunity 
for a hearing, suspend for not more than 6 
months or revoke the registration of that 
person under section 931(a); and 

‘‘(ii) impose a civil fine in an amount equal 
to not more than $10,000.’’. 

(3) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—Chapter 44 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(A) in the chapter analysis, by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘931. Regulation of firearms transfers at 
gun shows.’’; 

and 
(B) in the first sentence of section 923(j), by 

striking ‘‘a gun show or event’’ and inserting 
‘‘an event’’; and 

(d) INSPECTION AUTHORITY.—Section 
923(g)(1) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(E) Notwithstanding subparagraph (B), 
the Secretary may enter during business 
hours the place of business of any gun show 
promoter and any place where a gun show is 
held for the purposes of examining the 
records required by sections 923 and 931 and 
the inventory of licensees conducting busi-
ness at the gun show. Such entry and exam-
ination shall be conducted for the purposes 
of determining compliance with this chapter 
by gun show promoters and licensees con-
ducting business at the gun show and shall 
not require a showing of reasonable cause or 
a warrant.’’. 

(e) INCREASED PENALTIES FOR SERIOUS REC-
ORDKEEPING VIOLATIONS BY LICENSEES.—Sec-
tion 924(a)(3) of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(3)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), any licensed dealer, licensed importer, 
licensed manufacturer, or licensed collector 
who knowingly makes any false statement 
or representation with respect to the infor-
mation required by this chapter to be kept in 
the records of a person licensed under this 
chapter, or violates section 922(m) shall be 
fined under this title, imprisoned not more 
than 1 year, or both. 

‘‘(B) If the violation described in subpara-
graph (A) is in relation to an offense— 

‘‘(i) under paragraph (1) or (3) of section 
922(b), such person shall be fined under this 
title, imprisoned not more than 5 years, or 
both; or 

‘‘(ii) under subsection (a)(6) or (d) of sec-
tion 922, such person shall be fined under this 
title, imprisoned not more than 10 years, or 
both.’’. 

(f) INCREASED PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS 
OF CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECK REQUIRE-
MENTS.— 

(1) PENALTIES.—Section 924 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (s) or (t) of section 922’’ and inserting 
‘‘section 922(s)’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(8) Whoever knowingly violates section 

922(t) shall be fined under this title, impris-
oned not more than 5 years, or both.’’. 

(2) ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN ELEMENTS OF 
OFFENSE.—Section 922(t)(5) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘and, at 
the time’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘State law’’. 

(g) GUN OWNER PRIVACY AND PREVENTION 
OF FRAUD AND ABUSE OF SYSTEM INFORMA-
TION.—Section 922(t)(2)(C) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting before 
the period at the end the following: ‘‘, as 
soon as possible, consistent with the respon-
sibility of the Attorney General under sec-
tion 103(h) of the Brady Handgun Violence 
Prevention Act to ensure the privacy and se-
curity of the system and to prevent system 
fraud and abuse, but in no event later than 90 
days after the date on which the licensee 
first contacts the system with respect to the 
transfer’’. 

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the 
amendments made by this section shall take 
effect 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

TITLE II—RESTRICTING JUVENILE 
ACCESS TO CERTAIN FIREARMS 

SEC. 201. PROHIBITION ON FIREARMS POSSES-
SION BY VIOLENT JUVENILE OF-
FENDERS. 

(a) DEFINITION.—Section 921(a)(20) of title 
18, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(20)’’; 
(2) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 

(B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively; 
(3) by inserting after subparagraph (A) the 

following: 
‘‘(B) For purposes of subsections (d) and (g) 

of section 922, the term ‘act of violent juve-
nile delinquency’ means an adjudication of 
delinquency in Federal or State court, based 
on a finding of the commission of an act by 
a person prior to his or her eighteenth birth-
day that, if committed by an adult, would be 
a serious or violent felony, as defined in sec-
tion 3559(c)(2)(F)(i) had Federal jurisdiction 
existed and been exercised (except that sec-
tion 3559(c)(3)(A) shall not apply to this sub-
paragraph).’’; and 

(4) in the undesignated paragraph following 
subparagraph (B) (as added by paragraph (3) 
of this subsection), by striking ‘‘What con-
stitutes’’ and all that follows through ‘‘this 
chapter,’’ and inserting the following: 

‘‘(C) What constitutes a conviction of such 
a crime or an adjudication of an act of vio-
lent juvenile delinquency shall be deter-
mined in accordance with the law of the ju-
risdiction in which the proceedings were 
held. Any State conviction or adjudication of 
an act of violent juvenile delinquency that 
has been expunged or set aside, or for which 
a person has been pardoned or has had civil 
rights restored, by the jurisdiction in which 
the conviction or adjudication of an act of 
violent juvenile delinquency occurred shall 
not be considered to be a conviction or adju-
dication of an act of violent juvenile delin-
quency for purposes of this chapter,’’. 

(b) PROHIBITION.—Section 922 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (d)— 
(A) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 

the end; 
(B) in paragraph (9), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 
(C) by inserting after paragraph (9) the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(10) has committed an act of violent juve-

nile delinquency.’’; and 
(2) in subsection (g)— 
(A) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 

the end; 
(B) in paragraph (9), by striking the 

comma at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 
(C) by inserting after paragraph (9) the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(10) who has committed an act of violent 

juvenile delinquency,’’. 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE OF ADJUDICATION PRO-

VISIONS.—The amendments made by this sec-

tion shall only apply to an adjudication of an 
act of violent juvenile delinquency that oc-
curs after the date that is 30 days after the 
date on which the Attorney General certifies 
to Congress and separately notifies Federal 
firearms licensees, through publication in 
the Federal Register by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, that the records of such adjudica-
tions are routinely available in the national 
instant criminal background check system 
established under section 103(b) of the Brady 
Handgun Violence Prevention Act. 
SEC. 202. PENALTIES FOR UNLAWFUL ACTS BY 

JUVENILES. 
(a) JUVENILE WEAPONS PENALTIES.—Sec-

tion 924(a) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4) by striking ‘‘Whoever’’ 
at the beginning of the first sentence, and in-
serting in lieu thereof, ‘‘Except as provided 
in paragraph (6) of this subsection, who-
ever’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (6), by amending it to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(6)(A) A juvenile who violates section 
922(x) shall be fined under this title, impris-
oned not more than 1 year, or both, except— 

‘‘(i) a juvenile shall be sentenced to proba-
tion on appropriate conditions and shall not 
be incarcerated unless the juvenile fails to 
comply with a condition of probation, if— 

‘‘(I) the offense of which the juvenile is 
charged is possession of a handgun, ammuni-
tion, large capacity ammunition feeding de-
vice or a semiautomatic assault weapon in 
violation of section 922(x)(2); and 

‘‘(II) the juvenile has not been convicted in 
any court of an offense (including an offense 
under section 922(x) or a similar State law, 
but not including any other offense con-
sisting of conduct that if engaged in by an 
adult would not constitute an offense) or ad-
judicated as a juvenile delinquent for con-
duct that if engaged in by an adult would 
constitute an offense; or 

‘‘(ii) a juvenile shall be fined under this 
title, imprisoned not more than 20 years, or 
both, if— 

‘‘(I) the offense of which the juvenile is 
charged is possession of a handgun, ammuni-
tion, large capacity ammunition feeding de-
vice or a semiautomatic assault weapon in 
violation of section 922(x)(2); and 

‘‘(II) during the same course of conduct in 
violating section 922(x)(2), the juvenile vio-
lated section 922(q), with the intent to carry 
or otherwise possess or discharge or other-
wise use the handgun, ammunition, large ca-
pacity ammunition feeding device or a semi-
automatic assault weapon in the commission 
of a violent felony. 

‘‘(B) A person other than a juvenile who 
knowingly violates section 922(x)— 

‘‘(i) shall be fined under this title, impris-
oned not more than 1 year, or both; and 

‘‘(ii) if the person sold, delivered, or other-
wise transferred a handgun, ammunition, 
large capacity ammunition feeding device or 
a semiautomatic assault weapon to a juve-
nile knowing or having reasonable cause to 
know that the juvenile intended to carry or 
otherwise possess or discharge or otherwise 
use the handgun, ammunition, large capac-
ity ammunition feeding device or semiauto-
matic assault weapon in the commission of a 
violent felony, shall be fined under this title, 
imprisoned not more than 20 years, or both. 

‘‘(C) For purposes of this paragraph a ‘vio-
lent felony’ means conduct as described in 
section 924(e)(2)(B) of this title. 

‘‘(D) Except as otherwise provided in this 
chapter, in any case in which a juvenile is 
prosecuted in a district court of the United 
States, and the juvenile is subject to the 
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penalties under clause (ii) of paragraph (A), 
the juvenile shall be subject to the same 
laws, rules, and proceedings regarding sen-
tencing (including the availability of proba-
tion, restitution, fines, forfeiture, imprison-
ment, and supervised release) that would be 
applicable in the case of an adult. No juve-
nile sentenced to a term of imprisonment 
shall be released from custody simply be-
cause the juvenile reaches the age of 18 
years.’’. 

(b) UNLAWFUL WEAPONS TRANSFERS TO JU-
VENILES.—Section 922(x) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(x)(1) It shall be unlawful for a person to 
sell, deliver, or otherwise transfer to a per-
son who the transferor knows or has reason-
able cause to believe is a juvenile— 

‘‘(A) a handgun; 
‘‘(B) ammunition that is suitable for use 

only in a handgun; 
‘‘(C) a semiautomatic assault weapon; or 
‘‘(D) a large capacity ammunition feeding 

device. 
‘‘(2) It shall be unlawful for any person who 

is a juvenile to knowingly possess— 
‘‘(A) a handgun; 
‘‘(B) ammunition that is suitable for use 

only in a handgun; 
‘‘(C) a semiautomatic assault weapon; or 
‘‘(D) a large capacity ammunition feeding 

device. 
‘‘(3) This subsection does not apply to— 
‘‘(A) a temporary transfer of a handgun, 

ammunition, large capacity ammunition 
feeding device or a semiautomatic assault 
weapon to a juvenile or to the possession or 
use of a handgun, ammunition, large capac-
ity ammunition feeding device or a semi-
automatic assault weapon by a juvenile— 

‘‘(i) if the handgun, ammunition, large ca-
pacity ammunition feeding device or semi-
automatic assault weapon are possessed and 
used by the juvenile— 

‘‘(I) in the course of employment, 
‘‘(II) in the course of ranching or farming 

related to activities at the residence of the 
juvenile (or on property used for ranching or 
farming at which the juvenile, with the per-
mission of the property owner or lessee, is 
performing activities related to the oper-
ation of the farm or ranch), 

‘‘(III) for target practice, 
‘‘(IV) for hunting, or 
‘‘(V) for a course of instruction in the safe 

and lawful use of a firearm; 
‘‘(ii) clause (i) shall apply only if the juve-

nile’s possession and use of a handgun, am-
munition, large capacity ammunition feed-
ing device or a semiautomatic assault weap-
on under this subparagraph are in accord-
ance with State and local law, and the fol-
lowing conditions are met— 

‘‘(I) except when a parent or guardian of 
the juvenile is in the immediate and super-
visory presence of the juvenile, the juvenile 
shall have in the juvenile’s possession at all 
times when a handgun, ammunition, large 
capacity ammunition feeding device or semi-
automatic assault weapon is in the posses-
sion of the juvenile, the prior written con-
sent of the juvenile’s parent or guardian who 
is not prohibited by Federal, State, or local 
law from possessing a firearm or ammuni-
tion; and 

‘‘(II) during transportation by the juvenile 
directly from the place of transfer to a place 
at which an activity described in clause (i) is 
to take place the firearm shall be unloaded 
and in a locked container or case, and during 
the transportation by the juvenile of that 
firearm, directly from the place at which 
such an activity took place to the transferor, 
the firearm shall also be unloaded and in a 
locked container or case; or 

‘‘(III) with respect to employment, ranch-
ing or farming activities as described in 
clause (i), a juvenile may possess and use a 
handgun, ammunition, large capacity ammu-
nition feeding device or a semiautomatic as-
sault rifle with the prior written approval of 
the juvenile’s parent or legal guardian, if 
such approval is on file with the adult who is 
not prohibited by Federal, State, or local law 
from possessing a firearm or ammunition 
and that person is directing the ranching or 
farming activities of the juvenile; 

‘‘(B) a juvenile who is a member of the 
Armed Forces of the United States or the 
National Guard who possesses or is armed 
with a handgun, ammunition, large capacity 
ammunition feeding device or semiauto-
matic assault weapon in the line of duty; 

‘‘(C) a transfer by inheritance of title (but 
not possession) of a handgun, ammunition, 
large capacity ammunition feeding device or 
a semiautomatic assault weapon to a juve-
nile; or 

‘‘(D) the possession of a handgun, ammuni-
tion, large capacity ammunition feeding de-
vice or a semiautomatic assault weapon 
taken in lawful defense of the juvenile or 
other persons in the residence of the juvenile 
or a residence in which the juvenile is an in-
vited guest. 

‘‘(4) A handgun, ammunition, large capac-
ity ammunition feeding device or a semi-
automatic assault weapon, the possession of 
which is transferred to a juvenile in cir-
cumstances in which the transferor is not in 
violation of this subsection, shall not be sub-
ject to permanent confiscation by the Gov-
ernment if its possession by the juvenile sub-
sequently becomes unlawful because of the 
conduct of the juvenile, but shall be returned 
to the lawful owner when such handgun, am-
munition, large capacity ammunition feed-
ing device or semiautomatic assault weapon 
is no longer required by the Government for 
the purposes of investigation or prosecution. 

‘‘(5) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘juvenile’ means a person who is less 
than 18 years of age. 

‘‘(6)(A) In a prosecution of a violation of 
this subsection, the court shall require the 
presence of a juvenile defendant’s parent or 
legal guardian at all proceedings. 

‘‘(B) The court may use the contempt 
power to enforce subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(C) The court may excuse attendance of a 
parent or legal guardian of a juvenile defend-
ant at a proceeding in a prosecution of a vio-
lation of this subsection for good cause 
shown. 

‘‘(7) For purposes of this subsection only, 
the term ‘large capacity ammunition feeding 
device’ has the same meaning as in section 
921(a)(31) of title 18 and includes similar de-
vices manufactured before the effective date 
of the Violent Crime Control and Law En-
forcement Act of 1994.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the 
amendments made by this section shall take 
effect 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

TITLE III—ASSAULT WEAPONS 
SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Juvenile 
Assault Weapon Loophole Closure Act of 
1999’’. 
SEC. 302. BAN ON IMPORTING LARGE CAPACITY 

AMMUNITION FEEDING DEVICES. 
Section 922(w) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended— 
(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘(1) Except 

as provided in paragraph (2)’’ and inserting 
‘‘(1)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B)’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘(2) Para-
graph (1)’’ and inserting ‘‘(B) Subparagraph 
(A)’’; 

(3) by inserting before paragraph (3) the 
following new paragraph (2): 

‘‘(2) It shall be unlawful for any person to 
import a large capacity ammunition feeding 
device.’’; and 

(4) in paragraph (4)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘(1)’’ each place it appears 

and inserting ‘‘(1)(A)’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘(1)(B)’’. 

SEC. 303. DEFINITION OF LARGE CAPACITY AM-
MUNITION FEEDING DEVICE. 

Section 921(a)(31) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘manufactured 
after the date of enactment of the Violent 
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 
1994’’. 

TITLE IV—CHILD HANDGUN SAFETY 
SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Safe Hand-
gun Storage and Child Handgun Safety Act 
of 1999’’. 
SEC. 402. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this title are as follows: 
(1) To promote the safe storage and use of 

handguns by consumers. 
(2) To prevent unauthorized persons from 

gaining access to or use of a handgun, in-
cluding children who may not be in posses-
sion of a handgun, unless it is under one of 
the circumstances provided for in the Safe 
Handgun Storage and Child Handgun Safety 
Act of 1999. 

(3) To avoid hindering industry from sup-
plying law abiding citizens firearms for all 
lawful purposes, including hunting, self-de-
fense, collecting and competitive or rec-
reational shooting. 
SEC. 403. FIREARMS SAFETY. 

(a) UNLAWFUL ACTS.— 
(1) MANDATORY TRANSFER OF SECURE GUN 

STORAGE OR SAFETY DEVICE.—Section 922 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after subsection (y) the following: 

‘‘(z) SECURE GUN STORAGE OR SAFETY DE-
VICE.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), it shall be unlawful for any li-
censed manufacturer, licensed importer, or 
licensed dealer to sell, deliver, or transfer 
any handgun to any person who is not li-
censed under section 923, unless the licensee 
provides the transferee with a secure gun 
storage or safety device for the handgun. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply to the— 

‘‘(A)(i) manufacture for, transfer to, or pos-
session by, the United States or a depart-
ment or agency of the United States, or a 
State or a department, agency, or political 
subdivision of a State, of a handgun; or 

‘‘(ii) transfer to, or possession by, a law en-
forcement officer employed by an entity re-
ferred to in clause (i) of a handgun for law 
enforcement purposes (whether on or off 
duty); or 

‘‘(B) transfer to, or possession by, a rail po-
lice officer employed by a rail carrier and 
certified or commissioned as a police officer 
under the laws of a State of a handgun for 
purposes of law enforcement (whether on or 
off duty); 

‘‘(C) transfer to any person of a handgun 
listed as a curio or relic by the Secretary 
pursuant to section 921(a)(13); or 

‘‘(D) transfer to any person of a handgun 
for which a secure gun storage or safety de-
vice is temporarily unavailable for the rea-
sons described in the exceptions stated in 
section 923(e): Provided, That the licensed 
manufacturer, licensed importer, or licensed 
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dealer delivers to the transferee within 10 
calendar days from the date of the delivery 
of the handgun to the transferee a secure 
gun storage or safety device for the handgun. 

‘‘(3) LIABILITY FOR USE.—(A) Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, a person 
who has lawful possession and control of a 
handgun, and who uses a secure gun storage 
or safety device with the handgun, shall be 
entitled to immunity from a civil liability 
action as described in this paragraph. 

‘‘(B) PROSPECTIVE ACTIONS.—A qualified 
civil liability action may not be brought in 
any Federal or State court. The term ‘quali-
fied civil liability action’ means a civil ac-
tion brought by any person against a person 
described in subparagraph (A) for damages 
resulting from the unlawful misuse of the 
handgun by a third party, if— 

‘‘(i) the handgun was accessed by another 
person without authorization of the person 
so described; and 

‘‘(ii) when the handgun was so accessed, 
the handgun had been made inoperable by 
use of a secure gun storage or safety device. 
A ‘qualified civil liability action’ shall not 
include an action brought against the person 
having lawful possession and control of the 
handgun for negligent entrustment or neg-
ligence per se.’’. 

(b) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Section 924 of title 
18, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), by inserting ‘‘, or 
(p)’’ before ‘‘this section’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(p) PENALTIES RELATING TO SECURE GUN 

STORAGE OR SAFETY DEVICE.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(A) SUSPENSION OR REVOCATION OF LI-

CENSE; CIVIL PENALTIES.—With respect to 
each violation of section 922(z)(1) by a li-
censed manufacturer, licensed importer, or 
licensed dealer, the Secretary may, after no-
tice and opportunity for hearing— 

‘‘(i) suspend for up to six months, or re-
voke, the license issued to the licensee under 
this chapter that was used to conduct the 
firearms transfer; or 

‘‘(ii) subject the licensee to a civil penalty 
in an amount equal to not more than $2,500. 

‘‘(B) REVIEW.—An action of the Secretary 
under this paragraph may be reviewed only 
as provided in section 923(f). 

‘‘(2) ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES.—The sus-
pension or revocation of a license or the im-
position of a civil penalty under paragraph 
(1) does not preclude any administrative 
remedy that is otherwise available to the 
Secretary.’’. 

(c) LIABILITY; EVIDENCE.— 
(1) LIABILITY.—Nothing in this chapter 

shall be construed to— 
(A) create a cause of action against any 

Federal firearms licensee or any other per-
son for any civil liability; or 

(B) establish any standard of care. 
(2) EVIDENCE.—Notwithstanding any other 

provision of law, evidence regarding compli-
ance or noncompliance with the amendments 
made by this chapter shall not be admissible 
as evidence in any proceeding of any court, 
agency, board, or other entity, except with 
respect to an action to enforce paragraphs (1) 
and (2) of section 922(z), or to give effect to 
paragraph (3) of section 922(z). 

(3) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed to bar a gov-
ernmental action to impose a penalty under 
section 924(p) of title 18, United States Code, 
for a failure to comply with section 922(z) of 
that title. 
SEC. 404. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This title and the amendments made by 
this title shall take effect 180 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY) reserves the right to object and is 
recognized under his reservation. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to inquire of my chairman, my 
friend the gentleman from California 
(Mr. DREIER), if this is the same 
amendment that I proposed last night 
that was voted down 8 to 4. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOAKLEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, in re-
sponse to the inquiry of my colleague, 
let me say this is the exact same 
amendment, and I want to congratu-
late my friend for his vision and his en-
couragement. I think it is important 
that we do what we can to accommo-
date some of those concerns. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Reclaiming my time, 
Mr. Speaker, evidently my chairman 
was visited by some great thoughts 
while he was sleeping last night. Does 
he have any other amendments that 
were voted against that I proposed. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will continue to yield, at this 
juncture we plan to move ahead with 
what is a very fair, balanced and fo-
cused rule, and we will be, as I said, 
making in order the Conyers amend-
ment. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOAKLEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I think we should congratu-
late the chairman of the Committee on 
Rules for his progress in counting. 
Clearly, what happened was they voted 
my colleague down last night by a 
party majority. They then counted and 
found they did not have enough votes 
for the rule. And having lost a couple 
of rules already, they did not want to 
complete that. 

So I congratulate the gentleman 
from California who managed to count 
enough votes for the rule before this 
time, reverse himself and then take the 
amendment only because they have to, 
and that is why we have this. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOAKLEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
simply like to correct my friend, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK) and say that we have not lost a 
single rule in the 106th Congress. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOAKLEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I hope 
the standard of completion is better. It 
is true there was never a vote to reject 
the rule. That is because prudence 
being the rule on the rules, they have 
withdrawn rules before they were voted 
on. 

Now, we remember what happened on 
the Armed Services rule. It came for-
ward, there was some discussion, and it 
disappeared. So the gentleman is cor-
rect, it was not actually defeated. The 
gentleman ran away before it was de-
feated. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOAKLEY. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, if we 
are adding amendments to the rule, as 
a member of the Committee on Rules 
in, I assume, good standing, I would 
very much like to inquire whether my 
amendment can be made in order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY) has the time under his reservation 
of objection. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
need to inquire of the gentleman from 
the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOAKLEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to respond and say that we be-
lieve that we are going to have a very 
clear and focused debate on a wide 
range of issues, and inclusion of this 
Conyers amendment will allow us to do 
that further, and that is the reason I 
propounded the unanimous consent re-
quest, in the hope that my friends 
would not object to our offering the 
Conyers amendment. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, if 
the gentleman will continue to yield, if 
I may say, we are getting accustomed 
to rewriting the rules on the floor, and 
I just thought if there was an oppor-
tunity to add another amendment, I 
would very much like it to be mine be-
cause it does address the problem of vi-
olence. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for her message. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I am very glad my 
chairman has had a restful night and 
had a chance to really assess this. It is 
probably his best hours of thinking. 
And after spending two evenings, two 
late nights going over the rules, I am 
glad we have this addendum. 

And, actually, if the gentleman 
wants to go home and take another 
nap, he may come back with something 
else that might be pleasant, too. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

amendment to the resolution is adopt-
ed. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. FROST). 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time, 
and I rise in opposition to this rule. 
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With this rule, the Republican major-

ity has demonstrated it is more inter-
ested in keeping order in the Repub-
lican Conference than in keeping 
American schools safe for our children. 
Incredibly, this rule sets up a process 
that ignores prevention in the schools 
themselves. This rule sets up a process 
that does little or nothing to help 
make schools safer or head off trouble 
before it starts. This is Alice in Won-
derland at its worst. 

With my colleagues, the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) and 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
BONIOR), I submitted four substantive 
amendments to the Committee on 
Rules. These amendments deal square-
ly and directly with what we in the 
Congress can do to prevent school vio-
lence. But, Mr. Speaker, they were re-
jected by the Republican majority on 
the Committee on Rules, although 
parts of them were lumped into a larg-
er Democratic substitute that the Re-
publicans intend to defeat. 

For example, the Republican major-
ity has rejected an amendment which 
would provide grants to local school 
districts to help put 50,000 new coun-
selors in our schools to help students 
who are troubled or who have been 
threatened by violence. These grants 
would also help pay for training for 
these counselors in conflict resolution 
and could also be used to enhance 
school safety programs. 

Mr. Speaker, school administrators 
in my district have told me providing 
more counselors is the single most im-
portant thing we can do for school safe-
ty. Yet the Republican majority re-
fused to make this common sense 
amendment in order. 

Mr. Speaker, the Republican major-
ity also refused to make in order an 
amendment which would have provided 
up to 10,000 new uniformed school safe-
ty officers as well as 10,000 additional 
police officers to be hired by local com-
munities through the COPS program. 
In my district, uniformed public safety 
officers have proven to be an effective 
way of heading off trouble before it 
starts. Yet the Republican majority re-
fused to allow the House the oppor-
tunity to debate that proposal. 

My colleagues and I also proposed an 
amendment which would fund local 
after-school programs which would pro-
vide a safe haven for children in the 
hours when most juvenile crime takes 
place, between 3 and 6 p.m. The com-
mittee refused to make this amend-
ment in order, an amendment which 
might prevent crime and which might 
keep kids out of trouble. 

There is a huge demand for these 
kind of programs, programs which are 
cost effective and which can keep juve-
niles out of a jail cell and in a class-
room. But the Republican majority re-
fused to allow this amendment to be 
heard. 

Finally, we offered an amendment 
that would direct the Department of 

Education and the Department of Jus-
tice to develop a model violence pro- 
prevention program for the use of 
school districts around the country and 
to create an information clearinghouse 
within the Education Department. 

Mr. Speaker, our amendments are 
just plain common sense. We have a na-
tional crisis in our schools, and when 
they reopen in the fall, all of us would 
feel better knowing that we have done 
something to make those schools cen-
ters of learning, not havens of fear. The 
programs that would be created by 
these four amendments would go a long 
way toward making that a reality. 

There are many things wrong with 
this rule, Mr. Speaker, not the least of 
which is the failure to include these 
amendments. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GEKAS), an able member 
of the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I offered 
an amendment for the consideration of 
the Committee on Rules which was re-
jected. It would have made abundantly 
clear the important relationship be-
tween the Federal law enforcement 
agencies, in the person of the U.S. At-
torney, and the local law enforcement, 
in the person of the district attorney, 
police chief, and other officers of the 
local law enforcement community. 

It is not clear yet whether the cur-
rent language of the bill that will be 
considered by the House makes that re-
lationship one that is as strong as we 
would like to see it become. But it may 
be that in future hearings that will be 
conducted in our committee, the Sub-
committee on Commercial and Admin-
istrative Law of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, that that voice of the U.S. 
Attorney, consistent with the voice of 
the district attorney and local law en-
forcement, will be even stronger than 
it now is and must be. 

What we are concerned about is that 
if there is an interpretation placed on 
the current language that mandates 
the U.S. attorneys to handle all gun 
charges, without regard to whether or 
not law enforcement has a stake in the 
pursuit or investigation and prosecu-
tion of a gun-wielding criminal, it 
might damage that relationship. But, 
worse, it might damage a case that has 
been put together by a local law en-
forcement agency that the Federal in-
volvement would only seek to, by its 
involvement, destroy. 

So these relationships are so impor-
tant that we intend to have further 
hearings on these questions, and suffice 
it to say that when this bill passes, if 
it should, we will reexamine it to see 
how the U.S. Attorney’s Office may be 
adversely impacted, if at all; and, if so, 
we will then hone in on remedies that 
can be applied to this law. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would like to clarify its state-
ment of a few moments ago about the 

amendment to the resolution, and 
would clarify that the order by unani-
mous consent that was entered into at 
that time was just that and not stated 
as itself an amendment to the resolu-
tion. It was a unanimous consent 
agreement. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER). 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, the recent school trage-
dies in Colorado and Georgia were a cry 
for help, and my friends on the other 
side have answered with an NRA wish 
list and a near-to-far-Right agenda. 

The bill is full of solutions in search 
of a problem, while the real challenges 
go unmet. I offered an amendment to 
reach out to those children who are liv-
ing in the shadows, to give them a 
chance to learn that someone does care 
about them, by using the school facili-
ties that we have all paid for in our 
communities that sit idle during after- 
school hours. We even had a way to pay 
for it from the juvenile justice budget, 
but I was not allowed to offer that 
amendment. 

Instead, this rule says, put the Ten 
Commandments on the wall and hush. 

b 1115 
The people of America want to con-

trol gun violence, and the leadership on 
the other side offers us two amend-
ments to put more guns on the streets 
of the national capital of Washington, 
D.C. Talk about offering a drowning 
man a glass of water. 

We ask for more police in the 
schools. No, says today’s amendment, 
just pray more in school. Well, I be-
lieve that God helps those that help 
themselves, Mr. Speaker, and we are 
obligated to do what only we in Con-
gress can do. 

Mr. Speaker, our children are pray-
ing. They are praying for relief from 
the terror of violence bursting through 
their school doors. Please defeat this 
rule and this bill and let them know 
and their families know that we sup-
port their prayers. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 4 minutes to my good 
friend, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
PAUL). 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
chairman for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, today I rise in support 
of the rule. I believe 2 days of debate on 
this very important issue is about as 
fair as we can get. I know a lot of peo-
ple are not satisfied with the rule. But 
I think under the circumstances it is 
fair, and I will support the rule. 

However, I am not optimistic that 
much good will come out of the next 2 
days of debate. I think there is a lot of 
mischief going on here. I see that one- 
half of this Congress is quite capable 
and anxious to defend the First Amend-
ment, and I think that is good. I see 
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the other half of the Congress is quite 
anxious and capable of defending the 
second amendment, and I think that is 
good. But it seems strange because I 
see these two groups coming together 
in a coalition to pass a bill that will 
undermine the first amendment and 
undermine the second amendment. 

That does not make a whole lot of 
sense to me because I think that we are 
obligated here in the Congress to de-
fend both the first and the second 
amendment and were not here for the 
purpose of undermining both amend-
ments. 

We should be reminded, though, that 
traditionally, up until the middle part 
of this century, crime control was al-
ways considered a local issue. That is 
the way the Constitution designed it. 
That is the way it should be. But every 
day we write more laws here in the 
Congress building a national police 
force. We now have more than 80,000 
bureaucrats in this country carrying 
guns. We are an armed society, but it is 
the Federal Government that is armed. 

So I think we should think seriously 
before we pass more laws whether they 
undermine the first amendment or 
whether we pass more laws under-
mining the second amendment. We do 
not need more Federal laws. 

Recently there was a bipartisan 
study put out and chaired by Ed Meese, 
and he is not considered a radical liber-
tarian. He was quoted in an editorial in 
the Washington Post as to what we 
here in the Congress are doing with na-
tionalizing our police force. The edi-
torial states: ‘‘The basic contention of 
the report, which was produced by a bi-
partisan group headed by former Attor-
ney General Edward Meese, is that 
Congress’ tendency in recent decades 
to make Federal crimes out of offenses 
that have historically been State mat-
ters has dangerous implications both 
for the fair administration of justice 
and for the principle that States are 
something more than mere administra-
tive districts of a national govern-
ment.’’ 

Along with this, we have also heard 
Supreme Court Justice Rehnquist say 
the same thing. ‘‘The trend to fed-
eralize crimes that traditionally have 
been handled in State courts threatens 
to change entirely the nature of our 
Federal system.’’ 

We are unfortunately bound and de-
termined to continue this trend. It 
looks like we are going to do so today. 
We are going to place a lot more rules 
and regulations restricting both the 
first and second amendment. 

We are bound and determined to 
write more rules and regulations deal-
ing with the first and the second 
amendment, and I do not see this as a 
good trend. It is said today that those 
who want to undermine the first 
amendment, that it is already estab-
lished that pornography is not pro-
tected under the first amendment. And 

today the goal is to make sure that the 
depiction of violence is not protected 
under the first amendment. But do my 
colleagues know that the major cause 
of violence in the world throughout 
history have been abuse of religion and 
the abuse of philosophy? 

So, therefore, the next step will be, if 
we can limit the depiction of pornog-
raphy and then violence, be the limita-
tion of the depiction of a philosophy 
that deals with religion or political 
systems such as Communism or other 
fascism. 

I say, today we should move carefully 
and not undermine either the first or 
the second amendment. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from 
Worcester, Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOV-
ERN). 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong opposition to this rule. 

Congratulations are in order to the 
National Rifle Association. They are 
attempting to destroy vital and sen-
sible gun safety legislation with the 
help of a disorganized Republican lead-
ership. 

This is not a game, Mr. Speaker. We 
are talking about protecting the lives 
of our kids. This should not be an op-
portunity for Congress to bring up leg-
islation that appeases the gun lobby 
but does very little to seriously address 
the problem of gun violence in this 
country. We need meaningful legisla-
tion. The rhetoric is not going to cut 
it. Walking away, this is not going to 
cut it. We owe it to our communities 
and to our country to do the right 
thing. 

There is a lot about this rule that is 
offensive, from keeping out good 
amendments to allowing amendments 
designed to obliterate the first amend-
ment. But regardless of where my col-
leagues stand on these issues or on the 
issue of gun control, the least we 
should be able to expect from the Re-
publican leadership is fairness. 

This rule is many things, but it is 
certainly not fair. We should reject 
this rule, go back to the drawing board, 
and start over, keeping our children’s 
best interests in mind, not the gun 
lobby’s best interests. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am very 
happy to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Yorkville, Illinois (Mr. 
HASTERT) the very distinguished and 
hard-working Speaker of the House. 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
DREIER) for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
rule; and I urge my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to support it. 

When this rule came before the com-
mittee, there were well over 100, al-
most 150, amendments that were re-
quested. There were 55 amendments, I 
believe, made in order from all points 
of belief and perspective. This rule 
gives the House the most open debate 

possible regarding the issues sur-
rounding violence in our schools and 
violence with our children. 

As a former public school teacher, I 
worked almost my whole career to 
make sure that there is good education 
both as a practitioner, then in the 
State legislature, and here in the Con-
gress. What makes too many of our 
students do these things to their class-
mates, their teachers, and their 
friends? How can we stop it? Those are 
the questions. 

Our colleague, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma (Mr. WATTS) put it well 
when he said, we should explore not 
only these things and how they happen 
but also why these things happen. 

Earlier this year, legislation au-
thored by my colleague, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD), 
would start the process of answering 
the questions of why. This legislation 
assembles experts from around the 
country who will investigate the com-
mon reasons why so many children act 
so violently. 

In this debate we attempt to provide 
some answers to both of these ques-
tions. But let us not kid ourselves. 
Congress cannot quickly and easily 
provide complete answers that will 
solve the complex problems of juvenile 
violence. So we can only try to high-
light some of those issues that we as a 
society should work to solve. We will 
debate options regarding guns in our 
society. 

I believe that there are common- 
sense steps that we can take to keep 
guns out of the hands of unsupervised 
children. This rule sets up a fair proc-
ess that lets the House speak on gun 
legislation. We should look at the dis-
parity between gun shops and gun 
shows. It makes no sense to put re-
strictions on the gun shops if a juvenile 
or a criminal can easily purchase a gun 
at a gun show. 

The gun debate helps us to partially 
answer the ‘‘how’’ question. The juve-
nile justice debate will help us answer 
the ‘‘why’’ question. Why have our 
children lost sense of the value for 
human life? Why do they not know the 
difference between right and wrong? 
What in our culture promotes this kind 
of reprehensible conduct from our very 
children? 

This debate will help to address these 
questions. We will have a debate about 
our justice system and how it deals 
with young people. We will have a de-
bate on prayer in the schools and how 
that might help children understand 
the difference between right and 
wrong. We will have a debate on ob-
scenity in our culture. And if sexual 
obscenity is left unprotected by the 
Constitution, why should violent ob-
scenity be protected when studies al-
ready show the damage it does to our 
young people? 

This will be a long debate, but it will 
be a good debate that reflects the many 
opinions of this great Nation. 
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Many have asked why this rule al-

lows for two different debates on two 
different bills. The answer is simple. 
This strategy allows the House to work 
its will on two separate issues joined 
by one common tragedy. The House 
will work its will on the issue of gun 
restrictions. We cannot and should not 
hide from this issue that occupies the 
attention of the American people. And 
the House will work its will on the 
wider issues surrounding our culture 
and our society and its impact on our 
children. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
rule and to join with me in starting the 
process of finding solutions to the 
problems surrounding the violence of 
youth in our schools. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. BLAGOJEVICH). 

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH. Mr. Speaker, if 
one is a child in the United States, 
they are 12 times more likely to die 
from gun violence than a child in any 
other industrialized country in the 
world. Each day in America, Mr. 
Speaker, 14 children die because of gun 
violence. And every year in America, 
38,000 Americans lose their lives be-
cause of gun violence. 

The Committee on Rules has allowed 
14 of 70 amendments offered by Demo-
crats relating to gun control to see the 
light of day on the House floor. And 
the Committee on Rules has only al-
lowed 4 hours to debate these very im-
portant issues. 

Among those amendments on the 
cutting room floor is a bill that would 
increase the age of possession for hand-
guns from 18 to 21. In the United States 
18-, 19- and 20-year-olds are the most 
likely to commit murders with guns. 
Eighteen-year-olds rank first. Nine-
teen-year-olds rank second. Twenty- 
year-olds rank third among those who 
commit homicides with firearms in our 
society. Yet the Committee on Rules 
will not allow that amendment to see 
the light of day on this House floor for 
a full debate. 

Mr. Speaker, we need a better rule. 
We need an open debate. And we should 
have a full and free debate on all the 
issues of amendments relating to this 
important issue. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER) the 
very distinguished chairman of Sub-
committee on Rules and Organization 
of the House. 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I represent Conyers, 
Georgia, where the last school shooting 
occurred. And over the next several 
hours, every major TV network invited 
me to be on their morning talk shows 
to discuss the problem, and I politely 
declined in each instance. Because I 
think it is unseemly for political lead-
ers to get on TV that surround per-

sonal tragedies to further a personal 
political agenda. 

The agenda here is the action the 
President said is to register all guns. 
We will have to pass more gun laws, we 
are told, so kids cannot shoot each 
other in school yards. And yet we have 
20,000 gun laws on the books in this 
country. 

In Littleton, they broke 17 gun laws, 
Federal gun laws, and 7 State gun laws. 
And one more is supposed to help? Why 
do we not enforce the gun laws we 
have? Over the last many months, 6,000 
young people were caught illegally 
bringing guns into schools and 9 have 
been prosecuted. What good does it do 
to have more laws on the books if we 
refuse to prosecute the ones that we 
have? 

Let me tell my colleagues something 
that is not being addressed here. I read 
on two occasions in the last 2 weeks 
that of the last 8 kids shooting up 
school yards, 7 were on drugs, either 
Ritalin or Prozac or mind-altering 
drugs, legally on drugs, prescribed 
drugs. This is a very high percentage, 7 
out of 8. There might be some connec-
tion here. 

But nobody wants to talk about that. 
They want to talk about guns. 

Well, in Conyers, I stayed off the tel-
evision and stayed out of people’s lives. 
Because the local officials, the sheriff, 
the school board chairman, the school 
superintendent, did just fine. They 
quelled the anger and the fear, and 
they did not do it with school psy-
chologists and they did not do it with 
more school cops. They did it in the 
churches. They took the kids to the 
churches and they talked about values 
and trust and the value of life, all life. 

I am happy to report that Conyers is 
doing just fine without my help. We 
need to focus on other things than 
guns, and we need to enforce the gun 
laws that are on the books, and we 
need not to continue to take advantage 
of personal tragedy to further political 
agendas. 

b 1130 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. BONIOR). 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding this time 
to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I come here this morn-
ing disappointed, deeply disappointed. 
The tragedy at Littleton followed a 
year of school shootings, and it ham-
mered home a terrible truth, and that 
truth is that all across our Nation our 
schools are suffering through an epi-
demic of violence and alienation. The 
threats continue. They continue in 
Conyers, Georgia; they continued in 
my own home of Port Huron, Michigan; 
and to address this crisis, we needed to 
come together as a community of peo-
ple who were elected to represent our 
constituents and face a crisis in a coop-

erative manner. The country is looking 
for real leadership here, but the major-
ity in this House is failing to provide 
that leadership. 

Mr. Speaker, the proposals that are 
brought to the floor under this rule 
today are confusing, they are divisive, 
and they do not address the real issues. 
There was a bipartisan agreement out 
of the committee on a good bill that 
was put together by both sides. That 
has been thrown out the window. In-
stead of embracing that and building 
on that, we now are in combat at three 
or four different levels. 

This rule loads down this bill with 
controversial amendments and divisive 
amendments that are sponsored and 
advocated by special interest groups, 
and it disallows measures that enjoy 
broad public support. My colleagues, 
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms. 
SLAUGHTER), myself, the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ), the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST), we 
have offered in the committee an op-
portunity to deal with this question of 
school violence. I used to be a proba-
tion officer. I worked with juvenile 
delinquents. I know when the problems 
occur. They occur when no one is at 
home, between 3 and 7. 

So we put together a proposal that 
would have allowed a number of things, 
that we would have after-school pro-
grams so there would be a safe haven 
for children, they would not be out on 
the streets, so they could mesh with 
seniors and other adults and be 
mentored in the school. Schools should 
be opened. They should be a citadel of 
protection where values are cherished 
and learned like the home, like the 
church, through synagogue, the 
mosque. The school is a place where 
kids spend most of their time. It ought 
to be a place where they can get these 
values inculcated into them and have 
adult leadership and have people there 
who care and love them and will show 
them the way. 

We asked that that be in order; it was 
not made in order. We asked for school 
resource officers to be in school to stop 
the violence. It was not made in order. 
We asked for a number of things that 
deal with this question. Guidance coun-
selors. We do not have guidance coun-
selors any more in America. That was 
not made in order. We have put these 
things in our substitute, but let me tell 
my colleagues. These issues deserve to 
be debated on their own, and they de-
serve an opportunity to be heard in 
this country. 

So I say to my colleagues vote 
against this rule, vote against this 
rule, send it back to the Committee on 
Rules so we can have a more open, a 
more cooperative debate on this funda-
mental issue. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I think we 
ought to start off with a discussion of 
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how this process started. It started 
with two bipartisan bills, one in the 
Committee on Education, one on the 
Committee on the Judiciary that were 
based on deliberation and research, 
both were reported from subcommittee 
without opposition. That process has 
now degenerated into a political cha-
rade with dozens of amendments, many 
of which have severe constitutional im-
plications and none of which have gone 
through the committee process. 

If we are serious about crime, we 
should reject that rule and send all of 
these amendments back to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary where they 
may receive appropriate consideration. 
Otherwise we are going to spend the 
next two days slinging sound bites at 
each other without any serious at-
tempt in reducing juvenile crime. 

Mr. Speaker, that is a sorry response 
to the events in Littleton, Colorado 
and Conyers, Georgia. I would hope 
that we would reject the rule and go 
back to a deliberative process where we 
can do something about juvenile crime. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN). 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, there is 
something terribly wrong going on in 
this House today. We will spend more 
time today discussing why a child 
should not even see a handgun on TV 
rather than debating how we prevent a 
handgun from getting into his hands in 
the first place. 

The other body did its part, and it 
did it quickly. It passed reasonable leg-
islation to protect our children includ-
ing background checks at gun shows 
and safety locks on handguns to pro-
tect our children. It turned to this 
body to finish the work. The country 
turned to this body to finish the work. 
And then suddenly something went 
wrong. Republican leadership said we 
could not use an expedited process, we 
had to go through the normal com-
mittee process, and then they abrogate 
the committee process by this rule and 
do not even listen to what has hap-
pened within our body. They do not 
even allow an up or down vote on what 
the other body passed. That is wrong. 
We should be able to vote on what the 
Senate passed. 

This is a wrong way, Mr. Speaker. 
The process insults the Columbine vic-
tims, it insults the American public, 
and insults the Members of this body 
who will have to explain to their con-
stituents why this body chose politics 
over debate on a reasonable gun safety 
and juvenile justice measure. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. LATHAM), who is an author of one 
of the 55 amendments that have been 
made in order as we proceed with what 
will be clearly a very fair and open de-
bate. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
very much the Speaker and the chair-

man, number one, for allowing my 
amendment to be made in order today, 
but also I think it very important to 
understand that today we are going to 
focus on what is the real issue, and 
that is what is happening in our soci-
ety as far as our families, the control 
that we have at the local level in our 
schools, and we have got to have legis-
lation that allows families, empowers 
them, empowers the local school dis-
trict, the teachers, gives them the re-
sources to solve this very, very dif-
ficult situation that we are in. 

I just had the opportunity to visit 
with 48 students from Carroll, Iowa, 
seventh and eighth graders or middle 
school, and to see those young people, 
the kind of quality people that we have 
that want to do well in the future, who 
want to have a bright, safe, secure fu-
ture. That is what this legislation is all 
about, and I am just very, very pleased 
that we are moving ahead today with 
legislation that is going to be very 
positive for these young folks from 
Carroll, Iowa, and all young folks in 
our schools. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. PELOSI). 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding this time to 
me and rise in opposition to the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, today the House will 
take action on legislation which is sup-
posed to reduce violence in our coun-
try. Instead the Republican majority 
has chosen to do violence to the gun 
issue by its tactics of delay and process 
manipulation. Today we are here to 
make legislation. Instead the Repub-
lican majority is here to make mis-
chief on this issue. 

The American people expect and our 
children deserve a timely and open de-
bate. Instead we have a delayed debate 
camouflaged by a convoluted legisla-
tive mischief. It is amazing to see how 
far the Republican majority will go to 
do the bidding of the NRA. 

Just so we know what is happening, 
here today the House bypassed its tra-
ditional order, and debate takes place 
without the benefit of authorizing com-
mittee action. Last month the Repub-
lican leadership promised committee 
action, and today’s floor action breaks 
that promise. The House leadership de-
nied the Committee on the Judiciary 
members the opportunity to debate 
these issues and instead has allowed 
the National Rifle Association the time 
to mobilize and deflect America’s pro 
gun control sentiment with a multi 
million-dollar lobbying campaign and 
recently drafted legislative maneuvers. 

If we were serious about this, we 
would have allowed the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. OBEY) to come up. I urge my col-
leagues to vote no. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, James 
Madison and Thomas Jefferson debated 
the issues of church State separation 
and religious liberty for 10 years in the 
Virginia legislature. Our Founding Fa-
thers dedicated the first 16 words of the 
Bill of Rights to the principle of reli-
gious freedom. But the Republican 
leadership in this House through this 
rule will limit amendment, debate on 
issues that go directly to the core prin-
ciple of religious freedom to 10 minutes 
a side. Ten years for Madison and Jef-
ferson, 10 minutes per side in this 
House today. 

That is an insult to this House, it is 
an insult to the Bill of Rights, and it 
shows disrespect to the principle, the 
important principle of religious lib-
erty. If the school prayer, Ten Com-
mandments and religious funding 
amendments in this bill are serious, I 
would ask my Republican colleagues to 
say why they limited the debate to 10 
minutes a side. If they are not serious, 
why do they show disrespect to the 
principles of the first amendment to 
the Constitution by letting them be de-
bated on such a superficial basis on the 
floor of this House. The Republican 
leadership that is not listening now 
owes this House an answer why they 
are denying us the right to debate 
these important issues. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
Texas, Ms. JACKSON-LEE. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, this morning I want to say to 
the American people that I am deeply 
saddened. Going to the Committee on 
Rules as a member of the Committee 
on the Judiciary and Subcommittee on 
Crime, led to believe that there would 
be a fair assessment of our amend-
ments, acknowledged as a person who 
is deliberative in thinking along with 
my colleagues, I guess I was just sent 
down a primrose path, and I am dis-
appointed in the Committee on Rules 
and its leadership because I believe 
truly that this was a serious oppor-
tunity for all of us to engage in a real 
discussion for America’s children. 

I had an amendment to address the 
question of unaccompanied minors into 
gun shows, traveling circuses around 
this country; 10-year-olds, 12-year-olds, 
and 6-year-olds can go into these 
shows, and yet we were not allowed a 
debate. 

I answered the question about assist-
ing children with their troubles, with a 
mental health amendment that would 
provide school counselors and nurses 
and guidance counselors to address the 
needs of our children, and yet we were 
rejected. I am sorry today, Mr. Speak-
er, that this will be a circus, frivolous, 
wrong, misdirected and controlled by 
the National Rifle Association. I wish I 
could have been here applauding the 
Committee on Rules and its leadership. 
I guess I will get no amendments for 
the rest of the 2 years I am here, but I 
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am standing for principle. I do not 
care. They did not do what they were 
supposed to do. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to this rule, 
which frames the debate on the issue of juve-
nile justice and gun control. I rise in opposition 
to this rule because it represents the near 
completion of a process which held great 
promise in the beginning, but that has been 
mired in partisan politics ever since. 

Just over a month ago, H.R. 1501, the Con-
sequences for Juvenile Offenders Act of 1999 
was introduced with the support of both the 
Chairmen and the Ranking Members of the 
Committee on the Judiciary and the Sub-
committee on Crime. It was a bill that was a 
bipartisan effort to address some of our na-
tion’s most serious juvenile delinquency prob-
lems—a bill that was cosponsored by all the 
Members of the Subcommittee, Republicans 
and Democrats alike. 

The bill passed through the Subcommittee 
on Crime unanimously and unscathed. It has 
provisions that aim to improve enforcement, 
but at the same time prevent juveniles from 
entering the juvenile justice system. Part of 
that prevention effort includes mental health 
services for children, something that I have 
been a strong proponent of in my capacity as 
the Chair and Founder of the Congressional 
Children’s Caucus. 

Just a short time after the passage of H.R. 
1501 in the Subcommittee, the bill was sched-
uled to be marked up by the Full Committee. 
In the meantime, however, we heard of the 
tragic events in Littleton, Colorado—and the 
American public demanded that this Congress 
do something about children’s access to guns. 

But the markup for H.R. 1501 was contin-
ually delayed in the face of progressive and 
constructive gun amendments by the Demo-
cratic Members of the Judiciary Committee. Fi-
nally, the week before the Memorial Day Re-
cess, the Chairman of the Committee issued a 
letter which stated that we would have to un-
dergo a substantive and thorough process in 
Committee so that we can fully work through 
the issues presented by juvenile justice re-
form—including a debate on guns. 

During the following week’s district work pe-
riod, the Republican plan changed. Instead of 
‘‘give and take’’ with the Democrats in the 
Committee, we had ‘‘hide the ball.’’ It was not 
until the following week that we understood 
that the intent of the Majority, in spite of the 
Hyde letter, was to bring this bill free-form to 
the floor of the House this week! Even then, 
we had no idea what bill we were amending 
because it was unclear whether H.R. 1501 
would be the actual vehicle that would be 
used to debate the issues of juvenile justice 
and gun control. 

With that understanding, or shall I say mis-
understanding, we entered our debate in 
Rules. At least partially the result of not having 
undergone the markup process, over 170 
amendments were filed in the Rules Com-
mittee—four of them by me. We strongly en-
couraged the Rules Committee to allow a full 
and robust debate on each of the issues of ju-
venile justice and gun control, including the 
use of trigger locks, closing the loopholes for 
gun shows, and banning the importation of 
high-capacity gun magazines. 

It seems that only some of those issues are 
to be willingly and fully discussed today. And 

when they are discussed, they will be only 
done so with a partisan tenor. Of the 44 
amendments to be debated on the floor, only 
11 of them are Democratic. This flies in the 
face of the fact that we Democrats are only six 
seats short of having a majority in this House. 
And the American public knows this—they can 
do the math: we have approximately 48% of 
the seats, yet we only have 25% of the 
amendments. 

I submitted an amendment, along with Con-
gresswomen JULIA CARSON and JUANITA 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD that would have di-
rected the Secretary of the Treasury to de-
velop regulations governing the manufacture 
of child safety locks for firearms. It also would 
have promoted the safe storage and use of 
handguns by consumers by providing for a 
gun safety education program to be conducted 
by local law enforcement agencies. 

The statistics on injuries and fatalities for 
children by firearms are startling. In the 10 
years from 1987 to 1996, nearly 2,200 chil-
dren in the United States ages 14 and under 
died from unintentional shootings. The U.S. 
leads the world in the rates of children killed 
by firearms. 

Our amendment would have required min-
imum safety standards to govern the design, 
manufacture and performance for trigger 
locks. These standards would be used to en-
sure that no firearms that are unsafe would be 
sold in the United States. 

The amendment also would have authorized 
the Attorney General to provide grants to local 
law enforcement agencies to sponsor gun 
safety classes for parents and their children. 
This provision encourages parents and their 
children to develop a responsible attitude to-
ward firearms. I firmly believe that if parents 
choose to own firearms, then every member of 
the household should be taught gun safety. 

I also offered a more modest amendment 
jointly with my colleague Congresswoman 
ROSA DELAURO, also on the issue of safety 
locks. The amendment is similar to the 
amendment that was offered by Senator KOHL 
to S. 254, and which passed with over 70 
votes. 

The amendment would have promoted the 
safe storage and use of handguns by con-
sumers by requiring that each gun transferred 
or sold in this country by a licensed dealer 
should include secure gun storage or safety 
device. This requirement is minimal to pro-
mote gun safety. It protects the gun owner 
from any accidental or unintentional shootings 
that might occur without safety devices or stor-
age included. 

I also offered an amendment which would 
have increased our ability to control the sale 
of illicit firearms. The amendment would have 
increased the number of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearm (ATF) agents by 1000 over the next 
five years. These are the agents whose pri-
mary focus is to keep illegal firearms off our 
streets. 

We hear from all sides of this gun control 
issue that we have gun laws that are not ade-
quately enforced, and by increasing the num-
ber of ATF agents this amendment would 
have provided a solution. 

Currently there are about 1,800 ATF agents 
that work to enforce the current gun laws. This 
is wholly inadequate to deal with the illegal 

gun sales and transfers. For example, here 
are a few cases: 

In Milwaukee, Wisconsin, a retired security 
officer for the U.S. Army purchased a handgun 
and a semiautomatic pistol which had been re-
covered from a gang member. ATF traced the 
weapon through its illegal tracking information 
system. 

In El Paso, Texas, an individual bought and 
sold numerous firearms at gun shows through-
out Texas, Arizona, Nevada and New Mexico. 
He was a straw purchaser for over 800 guns 
and had supplied over 1200 firearms to a nar-
cotics trafficking organization in Mexico. 

In Rhode Island, a gun dealer directed a 
purchaser to falsify the required paperwork 
and on another occasion, the dealer sold two 
long guns without requiring the purchaser to 
complete any paperwork at all. 

If we are serious about enforcing the gun 
laws to prevent illegal transfers of guns, then 
we need to properly equip the ATF with the 
manpower to carry out these responsibilities. 

I also offered a constructive amendment 
would require that no child under 18 would be 
admitted to a gun show without being accom-
panied by a parent or legal guardian. Just as 
we prevent our children from attending R-rated 
movies without being accompanied by an 
adult, this amendment would have kept unsu-
pervised children away from gun shows where 
they have unlimited access to guns. 

For the past few weeks, we have discussed 
the impact that the depiction of violence in the 
media has had on desensitizing children to vi-
olence. I believe there are several amend-
ments being offered today that address this 
issue. But are conceding that being at a gun 
show does not have a similar affect? 

It is obvious that if our children are unsuper-
vised at gun shows there may be an implicit 
message that it is okay for children to possess 
or play with guns. We do not want our children 
to view guns in a flippant way, but to under-
stand that it is a serious weapon. Supervision 
by a parent is crucial to ensure that children 
understand that concept. 

I see that amendment as extending some of 
the same protections we already have in place 
for restricting children from places like night 
clubs and bars. It does not take away the right 
of a parent to take a child to one of these 
shows, but it does protect the child who may 
wander alone into such an event out of curi-
osity. It is a simple and unassuming amend-
ment that I believed, would receive bipartisan 
support—yet we will not have the time to de-
bate this amendment on the floor. 

Finally, I also sought to amend this bill to in-
clude comprehensive mental health for our 
children in schools. It would assist to bring 
staff, like school counselors, social workers 
and psychologists, that can help detect chil-
dren who will have problems before they get 
into trouble. The amendment would have 
made grants available for schools with an en-
rollment of more than 400 students, so that 
they can each afford to bring in this necessary 
staff. At the same time, the measure would re-
quire that those counselors hired would have 
the credentials required for them to be able to 
do their task successfully. It is the quintessen-
tial preventive approach to the problem of 
youth crime and youth violence. One that we 
should have the opportunity to debate today. 
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I urged the Committee on the Rules to give 

this House the opportunity to pass a juvenile 
justice bill, with my amendments, which will 
balance punishment and prevention of youth 
crime and that will also address one symptom 
of the problem, guns in the hands of children. 
We will not have that opportunity today. By ac-
cepting this rule, we will continue the tradition 
of short-circuiting this debate, and short- 
changing the American people. I urge all of 
my colleagues to vote against the rule, and 
give our families a chance to better protect our 
children from harm. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER). 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, this is a place in America 
where debate is supposed to be the 
freest and the most open. This is the 
place where the first amendment pro-
tects all speech made on the floor of 
the Congress, and yet we find each and 
every time that we come next to it, to 
an important issue that confronts our 
country, in this case, the safety and 
the future of our children, the role of 
violence in our society and the future, 
the future of this country, and the in-
creased violence in our society, we see 
the Republicans once again want to 
close down debate, want to limit free 
and open debate, want to limit the 
amendments, not make in order 
amendments that they are afraid 
might pass. 

That should not be the hallmark of 
the Congress of the United States, but 
unfortunately the Republicans have de-
cided that they will let the NRA, the 
National Rifle Association, design this 
debate, design the amendments, say 
what amendments will be in order and 
what amendments will not be in order. 
They have chosen to side with the NRA 
against free and open debate. 

As my colleagues know, this is the 
House of Congress which this year has 
mastered working 2 and 3 days a week, 
1 and 2 hours a day, but now we are 
told that all of this has to happen in a 
very brief period of time without free 
and open debate. It is a travesty again 
the first amendment, and it is a trav-
esty against the Members of this 
House. 

b 1145 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself 30 seconds simply to respond to 
my very good friend from Martinez, 
California. There were 178 amendments 
submitted to the Committee on Rules 
for consideration of this bill. We have 
made in order 55 amendments. We have 
considered basically every conceivable 
option that was out there, and we have 
broken this bill up. Why? So that we 
can have a full and fair debate. 

So we have not closed this rule down. 
This is a structured rule. It is put into 
place so that virtually every Member 
who had an idea will have a chance to 
have that heard, and I believe that it is 
a rule that is very worthy of our sup-
port. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. WATT). 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I have been in this House for 
7 years now, and this is the most out-
rageous process I have seen in the 7 
years I have been here. 

Just before the Memorial Day break, 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) and I, in the Judiciary Com-
mittee, sided with the Republicans to 
go through a deliberative process for 
this bill. Two weeks later, the same 
people who sat in the committee and 
argued that the bill should go through 
the deliberative judiciary process 
pulled the rug from under us, took it to 
the Committee on Rules, and are bring-
ing the bill directly to the floor. 

My colleagues heard the gentleman: 
178 amendments offered in the Com-
mittee on Rules, amendments that 
should have been debated in the delib-
erative process in the Committee on 
the Judiciary. And of the 178 amend-
ments offered in the committee, 14 
Democratic amendments made in order 
to be debated on the floor of the House. 
How can we have a deliberative process 
about such an important issue without 
deliberation? 

We should reject this rule and reject 
these bills. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time, because my speakers are being 
used up much more than my Chair-
man’s, I would like to inquire as to the 
time remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KOLBE). The gentleman from California 
(Mr. DREIER), the Chairman of the 
Committee on Rules, has 31⁄4 minutes 
remaining; the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) has 81⁄2 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to my very good friend, the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. 
WALSH). 

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Rules for yielding me this time and for 
doing such a great job on providing 
this rule that gives us the opportunity 
of a full and open debate. 

One of my colleagues just raised the 
issue that the Committee on Rules did 
not provide the Democratic minority 
with enough amendments. It has come 
to my attention that, in fact, a Demo-
cratic Member of the Committee on 
Rules tried to deny one of those Demo-
cratic amendments. Two of them, rath-
er; I stand corrected. 

So I think we have done a good job 
giving everybody the opportunity to 
present their amendments. We have to 
move this debate along. I think we are 
giving the opportunity for a thought-
ful, thorough debate on issues that go 
far deeper than just guns; that go right 
to the heart of our society, of our cul-
ture, of the direction that this country 
is headed in, and it is a far more com-

plex issue than just violence. Violence 
in the schools is the tip of the iceberg. 
But we are trying to deal with this in 
an honest and fair way and I think this 
rule provides us with the parameters to 
do that. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from New York (Mrs. LOWEY). 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to this restricted 
rule. 

In the weeks after the terrible trag-
edy at Columbine High School, the 
American people cried out for leader-
ship from this House. They demanded 
that we do something to stop the vio-
lence that has invaded our schools and 
is killing our children. The response 
from the Republican leadership was to 
delay. We were told we could not move 
forward quickly. We were told that we 
needed to address this issue in regular 
order, starting with the subcommittee, 
and then the committee, then the 
House floor. 

But what has happened to that reg-
ular order? The Committee on the Ju-
diciary was not allowed to consider 
this bill, and the closed rule we are de-
bating right now locks dozens of 
amendments to address the crisis of 
gun violence in this country. It does 
not even allow a sensible vote on these 
proposals. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule is a sham. This 
day was supposed to be about Members 
of the House coming together across 
the aisle to pass common-sense gun 
safety measures. It was supposed to 
demonstrate nonpartisan courage and 
leadership in the face of a crisis. In-
stead, sadly, the Republican leadership 
in this House has turned its back on 
the American people and embraced the 
NRA instead. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this terrible rule. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MEEHAN). 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to speak against the rule and 
against the procedure that has gov-
erned the debate of this juvenile jus-
tice legislation. 

I am a cosponsor of H.R. 1501, the un-
derlying juvenile justice bill. In fact, 
every member of the Subcommittee on 
Crime is a cosponsor of the underlying 
1501 legislation. 

From time to time, people across 
America say, why can Democrats and 
Republicans not work together on 
major pieces of legislation? This was 
an opportunity where the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) 
got together and worked for months on 
a compromise juvenile justice bill. We 
urged within the subcommittee, within 
the committee, to get this bill debated 
on the floor right away, with bipar-
tisan consensus. 

But why did we not do it? We did not 
do it because the Republican leadership 
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had to figure out a way to deal with 
the tricky issue of guns and violence in 
schools. They capitulated and delayed 
and played games because they did not 
have the courage to just report this bill 
to the floor and allow an open discus-
sion about guns. 

The next time people in America are 
looking for an opportunity to vote on 
bipartisan legislation, they will look to 
the crime bill and what the Republican 
leadership did with this bill. This bill 
should have been passed before Memo-
rial Day. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. WEXLER). 

Mr. WEXLER. Mr. Speaker, 192 mil-
lion guns flood our streets. The Little-
ton tragedy galvanized Americans to 
action. And what is this Congress 
doing? Instead of gun control, we are 
doing remote control. Instead of wor-
rying about kids and gun shows, we are 
worried about TV shows. Every parent 
in America understands that kids are 
exposed to too much violence. But to 
only condemn the entertainment in-
dustry and not the gun industry is 
deadly. 

So let us get this straight, America. 
Instead of going after the NRA, Con-
gress is going after NBC. Mr. Speaker, 
10,000 people were murdered by hand-
guns in America in 1996. Only 30 in 
Great Britain, 15 in Japan. Those coun-
tries have violent entertainment too, 
but they have something we do not: 
real gun control. 

So wake up, Congress. It is not just 
the entertainment. It is the guns. 

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

While some of the people at the 
microphone say we have to study the 
causes and the whys, and that is true, 
but when firemen arrive at the scene of 
a fire, they do not sit down and say, I 
wonder how this started; they put out 
the fire first and then they decide what 
started the fire. Well, what we have to 
do is get rid of the guns and then talk 
about some of the other social pro-
grams. 

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

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of this rule. We are dealing with what 
is obviously a very, very troubling and 
complex issue. It is clear to me that 
there are problems that exist in our so-
ciety. They are at the edges. Basically, 
our society is good. We have young 
people who are out there who are vol-
unteering, who work hard, who study 
hard, and I think are going to lead this 
country into the 21st century. I am 
very proud of what it is that they have 
done. But, we also do have some prob-
lems, as I said, at the edges. 

It is not easy for us to tackle those 
questions, but I believe that the rule 
that we are about to vote on is going to 

provide us with the opportunity to ad-
dress virtually every concern that is 
there. 

There were 178 amendments sub-
mitted to the Committee on Rules, and 
we have made in order 55 of those 
amendments. My good friend from 
south Boston just talked about the 
issue of guns. And when we look at the 
gun bill that we will be considering, 
one-half of the amendments that we 
made in order have Democrats as spon-
sors of those amendments. So the 
Democrats are clearly going to have 
their opportunity to be heard. 

I listened to what quite frankly was 
at a very, very high volume, a lot of 
stuff come from the other side of the 
aisle over the past hour, and it came 
from people who have amendments 
made in order, and yet they talked 
about how outrageous this rule is. We 
are going to have a clear and focused 
debate to try and help the greatest de-
liberative body known to man do our 
part in dealing with this societal chal-
lenge that we face as a Nation. 

So I urge my colleagues to support 
this rule. It is very fair; it is very bal-
anced, and then let us move ahead with 
what will be 2 full days, not a closed- 
down debate, 2 full days of debate. 
Hours and hours and hours we will be 
considering these questions, and I hope 
my colleagues will allow us to move 
ahead with it. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong opposition to the rule on H.R. 1501 and 
H.R. 2122. On May 25, the Speaker stated 
that we should consider this bill in a ‘‘timely 
yet responsible way’’ and that ‘‘rushing it to 
the floor . . . will not result in a better product 
in the long run.’’ The actions of the Rules 
Committee late last night has been anything 
but timely and responsible. After the majority 
pledged to work together to draft a bipartisan 
bill that contained the reasonable gun-safety 
legislation in the Senate, the Judiciary Com-
mittee canceled the scheduled mark-up and 
took the juvenile justice and gun violence pro-
posals directly to the floor. 

Now, just twelve hours after passing the 
rule, we are debating two bills that Members 
and staffs have had inadequate time to pre-
pare for. 

Mr. Speaker, after the events of the past 
two months, this should not become a partisan 
debate. We must take as many steps as we 
can to eliminate the environment of violence 
and reduce risk to our children, families and 
neighbors. The culture of violence is magnified 
every day by rapidly expanding communica-
tion technology. Television, movies, the inter-
net, violent video games all conspire to make 
violence a part of the lives of each of us every 
day. 

The Senate has done its part to provide 
sensible legislation, and it is now up to us to 
adopt a package of legislation that addresses 
the violence that has frightened families and 
communities across the Nation. No legislation 
alone is potent enough to stop youth violence, 
but it is truly unfortunate that we could not 
come up with one bill that addresses both the 
need for juvenile justice programs and sen-
sible gun safety provisions. 

As the Ranking Member on the Appropria-
tions Treasury-Postal Subcommittee, I was 
prepared to introduce an amendment in the 
Treasury Postal Appropriations Bill that would 
close the gun-show loophole just as the Sen-
ate bill did. But a last minute decision by the 
Republican leadership that gun violence would 
be addressed in a timely and substantive 
manner kept me from offering my amendment. 
We were reassured that this issue would be 
addressed swiftly and cooperatively. 

But here we are today debating a pair of 
bills that never made it through Committee de-
bate and were brought to the floor in a hap-
hazard and truly partisan fashion. 

I urge members to vote against this rule. 
Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-

port of the Rule providing for consideration of 
H.R. 1501, the Consequences for Juvenile Of-
fenders Act of 1999, and amendments thereto. 

As many of my colleagues know, we have 
been trying for several years to pass legisla-
tion addressing the growing problem of juve-
nile crime in the United States. It is time that 
we take definitive action. 

The Committee on Education and the Work-
force has responsibility for programs directed 
at preventing juvenile crime. I will be offering 
an amendment to modify the current Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act to 
provide States and local communities with the 
resources they need to operate effective delin-
quency prevention programs. 

This amendment is based on legislation au-
thored by Congressman JIM GREENWOOD, 
H.R. 1501, the Juvenile Crime Control and 
Delinquency Prevention Act. A similar version 
of this legislation, H.R. 1818 passed the 
House twice during the 105th Congress. 
Changes made to H.R. 1150 and included in 
the amendment have been worked out in a bi-
partisan basis with Minority Members on the 
Committee. 

MIKE CASTLE, the Chairman of the Sub-
committee on Early Childhood, Youth and 
Families, Congressman GREENWOOD, Ranking 
Minority member BILL CLAY, Congressmen 
DALE KILDEE and BOBBY SCOTT deserve a 
great deal of credit for all of the time they 
have devoted to crafting this legislation. I 
would also be remiss if I did not thank Con-
gresswoman ROUKEMA, and Congressmen 
SCHAFFER, TANCREDO, SOUDER, FORD and MIL-
LER for their efforts to work with us in putting 
together a bipartisan bill. Last, but not least, I 
would like to thank Congressman MARTINEZ, 
who helped craft the original version of H.R. 
1818, which passed the House twice last Con-
gress. 

I note that a number of these amendments 
supported by Members of the House address 
issues that have already been taken care of in 
our bill. For example, our bill allows the use of 
funds in both the formula grant program and 
the Prevention Block Grant Program for after- 
school programs. There is also a study on 
after-school programs. Congressman CASTLE, 
who is a strong supporter of after-school pro-
grams, crafted these provisions. Funds may 
also be used for programs directed at pre-
venting school violence. In addition, the Pre-
vention Block Grant includes language allow-
ing local grantees to use funds for a toll-free 
school violence hotline. Congressman 
TANCREDO, who represents Littleton, Colorado, 
is the author of this provision. 
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The amendment I am offering also includes 

several provisions dealing with the delivery of 
mental health services to youth in the juvenile 
justice system. These provisions include: al-
lowing the use of funds in the formula and 
block grant programs for mental health serv-
ices, training and technical assistance for 
service providers, and a study on the provision 
of mental health services to juveniles. Con-
gresswoman ROUKEMA has provided the Com-
mittee with vital information on the importance 
of mental health services for at-risk juveniles 
and juvenile offenders and should be com-
mended for her work in this area. 

I have also noticed that a number of pro-
posed amendments attempt to direct that a 
portion of funding under the Prevention Block 
Grant Program be used for specific purposes. 
The Committee created the block grant by 
combining a number of existing discretionary 
programs. We did this to provide States and 
local communities with broad flexibility in de-
signing programs to meet their local needs. 
Putting any restrictions on the use of these 
funds would tie the hands of local commu-
nities who are in the best position to know 
how to address their unique problems with ju-
venile crime. 

Mr. Speaker, there are few programs at the 
federal level which provide services directed at 
preventing juvenile crime, particularly pro-
grams to provide assistance to juvenile offend-
ers. 

It is my hope that we can keep the focus of 
my amendment on providing assistance to this 
high-risk population and other juveniles at risk 
of involvement in delinquent activities. 

I urge my Colleagues to support my amend-
ment when it is offered and to support the 
Rule under which this legislation is being con-
sidered. 

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

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

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

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

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

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 240, nays 
189, not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No. 210] 

YEAS—240 

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 

Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 

Bonilla 
Bono 
Boucher 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 

Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 

Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kasich 
Kelly 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paul 
Pease 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 

Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skeen 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—189 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Capuano 

Cardin 
Carson 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 

Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 
Green (TX) 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hastings (FL) 
Hill (IN) 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 

Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E.B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Larson 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 

Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Phelps 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 

Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sisisky 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—6 

Brown (CA) 
Davis (IL) 

Gordon 
Houghton 

Lantos 
Owens 

b 1218 

Mr. ROEMER changed his vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to insert extraneous mate-
rial into the RECORD on H.R. 1501 and 
H.R. 2122, the legislation we are about 
to consider. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

CONSEQUENCES FOR JUVENILE 
OFFENDERS ACT OF 1999 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KOLBE). Pursuant to House Resolution 
209 and rule XVIII, the Chair declares 
the House in the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill, H.R. 
1501. 

b 1218 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
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House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1501) to 
provide grants to ensure increased ac-
countability for juvenile offenders, 
with Mr. THORNBERRY in the chair. 

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

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

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) 
each will control 30 minutes. 

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

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise this morning in 
strong support of H.R. 1501, the Con-
sequences of Juvenile Offenders Act of 
1999. On a day when there may be more 
than occasional partisanship, I think it 
is important to note that the base text 
for our deliberations today and the 
base text for what we will probably be 
considering tomorrow and maybe even 
the next day is truly bipartisan. 

Indeed, all the members of the Sub-
committee on Crime, Republican and 
Democrat alike, are original cospon-
sors of this bill, as are the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), 
the chairman and the ranking member 
of the full Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is the 
outcome of years of field hearings, 
committee hearings and earlier legisla-
tive efforts. It reflects the input of 
countless men and women who are 
daily in the trenches of juvenile justice 
around the country; the juvenile court 
judges, probation officers, prosecutors, 
police officers and educators who have 
the tremendous challenge of trying to 
make juvenile justice a reality by re-
directing the lives of troubled young-
sters into productive paths. 

Perhaps most importantly, this legis-
lation responds directly and in a posi-
tive common sense way to the central 
question that we are all grappling with 
today. What can we do about youth and 
violence? How can we, as legislators, 
contribute to safer, healthier commu-
nities for our kids and our families? 

Our youth are America’s finest re-
source. We have an obligation to pro-
tect this valuable national treasure. As 
a Congress, we may disagree on how to 
accomplish this objective. However, we 
are all focused on one thing. We must 
protect our young people. 

Mr. Chairman, the tragic events at 
Columbine High School on April 20 
have left us all asking tough questions, 
looking for real answers. The senseless 
suicidal rampage by those two teen-
agers leading to the brutal deaths of 12 
of their classmates and one teacher 
cast a fearful shadow over our country. 

As a father of three sons, one of them 
a high school graduate only three 
weeks ago, my wife and I have known 

the weighty concerns of school violence 
and, sadly, I think we all know that 
the determined acts of individuals on a 
massacre and suicide mission are rare-
ly preventable through even the best of 
laws. 

We have now learned that these two 
teenagers felt rejection by their peers, 
were filled with hatred and had been 
planning their violent massacre and 
suicide for a year. It seems to me that 
the key to preventing such tragedies is 
to foster and strengthen those values 
and convictions that make even con-
templating such madness inconceiv-
able. 

Yes, our Nation’s laws do play a part 
in fostering such values, but I think 
the role our laws play in all of this 
pales in comparison to the combined 
roles of family, churches, civic institu-
tions and the media. These are what 
truly shape the character of our youth. 

This very important point was elo-
quently made at the Subcommittee on 
Crime hearing last month by Darrell 
Scott, whose daughter Rachel was 
killed in the Columbine shooting and 
whose son Craig was wounded there. 

Mr. Scott said, and I quote, no 
amount of gun laws can stop somebody 
who spends months planning this type 
of massacre. 

As we begin consideration of meas-
ures to better protect our children on 
the school grounds, playgrounds and 
the streets of America, and to stop the 
violent youth movement that seems to 
be going on in this country, we need to 
put our endeavors and the tragedy of 
Columbine in perspective. The vast ma-
jority of our teenagers are healthy, 
bright kids who have been instilled 
with basic values and in our great, free 
Nation will have the opportunity to 
have a good education and seek to 
achieve their highest aspirations. 

There are an alarming and growing 
number of disturbed and often rejected 
and isolated youth who are turning to 
violence, which is not only self-de-
structive but puts at risk all of our 
children. Our job is to understand the 
causes of this youth violence, and 
while recognizing their limits use our 
laws in a constructive manner to help 
our families and communities identify 
and redirect these disturbed teenagers 
before they engage in some violent and 
tragic act. 

Mr. Chairman, since the tragedy at 
Columbine, many have focused almost 
exclusively on restricting teenagers’ 
access to guns and gun control. I share 
virtually everyone’s belief that no 
child should have access to a gun. No 
doubt, some of our gun laws are too lax 
and loopholes need to be closed, and we 
will properly address these matters in 
the next day or two. 

It is also true that gun laws already 
on the books have not been adequately 
enforced by the Justice Department, 
but youth violence is about a whole lot 
more than gun issues and we do a dis-

service to the American public and our 
children if we fail to recognize and ad-
dress the more fundamental underlying 
causes of teenage violence. 

Lack of proper parental attention, 
lack of discipline and overcrowding in 
our schools, exposure to repetitive, ex-
treme violence on television, in the 
movies, in video games and over the 
Internet, and a broken juvenile justice 
system are among the root causes of 
this epidemic of juvenile violence. 

Of all of these, the one that by legis-
lation we can have the most impact on 
is repairing our Nation’s broken juve-
nile justice system, which is the sub-
ject of the base text of H.R. 1501; and 
yet all of the debate, since Littleton, in 
all of this time, this bipartisan product 
which sociologists and expert after ex-
pert have told us is one of the most 
crucial and important steps that we 
can take to protect America’s children, 
has gone virtually unnoticed. 

In most of our urban and suburban 
communities today first-time teenage 
vandalism goes unpunished. Police who 
catch kids slashing tires, key scratch-
ing cars or spray painting graffiti on 
warehouse walls often do not even take 
these kids before juvenile authorities 
because they do not expect that they 
will receive any meaningful punish-
ment. This is so because our juvenile 
courts around the Nation are over-
worked and understaffed. There simply 
are not enough juvenile judges, proba-
tionary officers, diversion programs 
and detention facilities. 

Most of our juvenile courts are fo-
cused principally on repeat offenders 
and the very bad. As a result, the kids 
do not get the messages that there are 
any consequences for their criminal 
acts. These kids do not get disciplined 
at home or in the school or in the juve-
nile justice system. 

Juvenile judges, probation officers, 
police officers, educators and sociolo-
gists have all told the Subcommittee 
on Crime again and again that kids 
who receive little or no consequences 
for their misbehavior are far more like-
ly candidates for teenage violence as 
they get older. 

H.R. 1501 addresses this problem. It 
establishes a grant program over 3 
years to provide much needed resources 
to State and local juvenile justice sys-
tems to help them do more to focus on 
the youthful first-time offender. It goes 
to the States based upon their popu-
lation and their rate of juvenile crime. 
They can use this money any way they 
see fit to improve their juvenile justice 
systems, including hiring more judges 
or probation officers or creating more 
diversion programs or building more 
juvenile detention facilities, or pro-
viding more safety measures in 
schools. 

It ties these additional resources to 
graduated sanctions, an approach that 
seeks to ensure meaningful propor-
tional consequences for juvenile wrong-
doing, starting with the first offense 
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and intensifying with each subsequent, 
more serious offense. Each State’s 
funding would be based on its juvenile 
population. 

I want to make this point very clear-
ly. There is only one condition that 
States must meet in order to receive 
the funds under this program, and that 
is to establish a system of graduating 
sanctions. The system must ensure 
that sanctions are imposed on juvenile 
offenders for the very first offense, 
starting with the first misdemeanor, 
and that sanctions escalate in inten-
sity with each subsequent, more seri-
ous delinquent offense. 

Common sense and research both 
make it clear that ensuring early ap-
propriate sanctions for wrongdoing is 
the best way to direct youngsters away 
from a life of crime and into a life of 
productive citizenship. 

At the same time, the bill calls for 
graduated sanctions. It provides flexi-
bility. It ensures that a court’s disposi-
tion is tailored to the individual juve-
nile. It allows for the imposition of 
graduated sanctions to be discre-
tionary. That is, a State or locality 
can still qualify even if its system of 
graduated sanctions allows juvenile 
courts to opt out. The bill simply pro-
vides that when there are such opt-outs 
a record must be sent at the end of the 
year explaining why a sanction was not 
imposed. This is working well in cer-
tain States and localities and is not an 
undue burden. 

The juvenile justice systems of the 
Nation are principally a State respon-
sibility. The Federal Government can-
not begin to adequately fund these long 
neglected programs, but we can provide 
the seed money in the incentive grants 
in H.R. 1501 that will hopefully stimu-
late all 50 States to repair their broken 
juvenile justice systems. There is noth-
ing more important to addressing the 
question of child safety and youth vio-
lence that we can do today than to pass 
this bill. 

b 1230 
I am convinced that whatever else we 

do in the next couple of days, it will 
pale in comparison to the significance 
of enacting this base bipartisan bill 
that was drafted long before Littleton. 

Holding youth accountable for their 
acts, giving them consequences, is the 
best prevention possible that we as leg-
islators can enact to stop the flood of 
youth violence and restore a safe envi-
ronment for our children in our 
schools, on the playgrounds, and on our 
streets. 

Mr. Chairman, meaningful juvenile 
justice reform is within our reach. Our 
young people deserve nothing less. 

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself as much time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I am deeply dis-
appointed to see the abandonment of 

bipartisanship with reference to the ju-
venile justice legislation, that we 
abandon the orderly process to pursue 
legislation by ambush, and abandon 
our commitment to the American peo-
ple, and follow instead the lead of spe-
cial interests. 

Now, how do we know the Republican 
majority has played politics with juve-
nile justice? They now advocate poli-
cies that, just weeks ago, they even ac-
knowledged lack merit. In March, the 
Subcommittee on Crime chairman 
stated, ‘‘Taking consequences seriously 
is not a call for locking all juveniles 
up, nor does it imply the housing of ju-
veniles, even violent hardened juve-
niles, with adults. I for one am opposed 
to such commingling.’’ 

Yet, today, the majority is pushing 
legislation which tries more children 
as adults, houses more juveniles as 
adults, imposes a whole slew of new 
mandatory minimum penalties, and, 
yes, the death penalty that Repub-
licans shunned only a month ago and 
which clearly will not work. 

What is really extraordinary about 
these proposals is just how meaningless 
they are. There are fewer than 150 pros-
ecutions in the Federal system each 
year, and such changes are likely to af-
fect only a small percentage of these 
cases. 

So these proposals do not represent 
serious attempts at legislation. Rather, 
they are a transparent attempt to leg-
islate by sound bite and kill a bill that 
they themselves only recently agreed 
was the best approach to juvenile jus-
tice. 

Housing juveniles in adult prison fa-
cilities means more kids likely to com-
mit suicide, to be murdered, physically 
or sexually abused, than their counter-
parts in juvenile facilities. As a matter 
of fact, children in adult jails or prison 
have been shown to be 5 times more 
likely to be assaulted and 8 times more 
likely to commit suicide than children 
in juvenile facilities. 

So the repeated studies of pros-
ecuting juveniles as adults indicate 
that rather than serving as a deterrent 
to juvenile crime, prosecuting more ju-
veniles as adults merely leads to great-
er and more serious recidivism. 

If we are truly interested in juvenile 
justice reform, we must begin by re-
jecting unprincipled amendments al-
lowed by the rule that would cut the 
heart out of this bill and stick to the 
principles of H.R. 1501. This was the 
bill produced by a bipartisan process, 
unanimously approved by the Sub-
committee on Crime. 

In the wake of the recent school trag-
edies in Littleton, Colorado, Conyers, 
Georgia, and other places, the Amer-
ican people now deserve and expect re-
form. We cannot and should not allow 
false arguments about getting tough on 
crime and prosecuting juveniles as 
adults to prevent us from achieving 
these important goals. 

Let us carefully review and reject 
most of these amendments that will 
send us further backwards instead of 
moving us forward as the American 
people would wish. 

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

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, if I might, I want to 
make sure it is very clear that the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), 
despite his criticism and concern about 
pending amendments, he does and has 
all along supported this underlying 
bill, H.R. 1501, that is out here right 
now, unamended. Am I not correct? 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, he is absolutely 
correct. We support H.R. 1501. But we 
have never had hearings on any of the 
other accompanying amendments. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I just wanted to 
make the point again that we start 
today with a very bipartisan product 
that Democrats, Republicans alike, 
support on juvenile justice. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY), the majority whip. 

Mr. DeLAY. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman from Florida 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I just think it is sort 
of ironic that the very ones that want-
ed us to come straight from the Senate 
with a bill to the floor with no consid-
eration are now complaining because 
there was not enough consideration. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say that 
the truth will make us free if we admit 
what the truth is. Every once in a 
while, I read something or hear some-
thing that blows away all that smoke 
that clouds a particular issue. A letter 
written by a Mr. Addison Dawson to 
the San Angelo Standard-Times is just 
such a statement. In fact, after I make 
this statement, I do not think anybody 
else needs to speak. We just need to 
vote. 

The following is Mr. Dawson’s letter, 
which Paul Harvey read on his radio 
show: ‘‘For the life of me, I can’t un-
derstand what could have gone wrong 
in Littleton, Colorado. If only the par-
ents had kept their children away from 
the guns, we wouldn’t have had such a 
tragedy. Yeah, it must have been the 
guns. 

‘‘It couldn’t have been because half 
our children are being raised in broken 
homes. It couldn’t have been because 
our children get to spend an average of 
30 seconds in meaningful conversation 
with their parents each day. 

‘‘After all, we give our children qual-
ity time. It couldn’t have been because 
we treat our children as pets and our 
pets as children. 

‘‘It couldn’t have been because we 
place our children in day care centers 
where they learn their socialization 
skills among their peers under the law 
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of the jungle, while employees who 
have no vested interest in the children 
look on and make sure that no blood is 
spilled. 

It couldn’t have been because we 
allow our children to watch, on aver-
age, 7 hours of television a day filled 
with the glorification of sex and vio-
lence that isn’t even fit for adult con-
sumption. 

‘‘It couldn’t have been because we 
allow (or even encourage) our children 
to enter into virtual worlds in which, 
to win the game, one must kill as 
many opponents as possible in the 
most sadistic way possible. 

‘‘It couldn’t have been because we 
have sterilized and contracepted our 
families down to sizes so small that the 
children we do have are so spoiled with 
material things that they come to 
equate the receiving of the material 
with love. 

‘‘It couldn’t have been because our 
children, who historically have been 
seen as a blessing from God, are now 
being viewed as either a mistake cre-
ated when contraception fails or incon-
veniences that parents try to raise in 
their spare time. It couldn’t have been 
because we give 2-year prison sentences 
to teenagers who kill their newborns. 

‘‘It couldn’t have been because our 
school systems teach the children that 
they are nothing but glorified apes who 
have evolutionized out of some pri-
mordial soup of mud. 

‘‘It couldn’t have been because we 
teach our children that there are no 
laws of morality that transcend us, 
that everything is relative and that ac-
tions do not have consequences. What 
the heck, the President gets away with 
it. 

‘‘Nah, it must have been the guns.’’ 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 

pleased to yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK), the senior member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, this has been a hard bill to 
follow because the majority has been 
kind of playing a legislative shell 
game. We started with this bill and 
that bill, and this bill became part of 
that bill, and that bill went into that 
bill, and this amendment was pulled 
out to be offered by a Member who 
might have a little political difficulty. 

So I am not familiar with everything 
that is in here. But after listening to 
the majority whip, I have to read it 
more closely, because I may have 
missed the part in which we ban the 
teaching of evolution. 

I know we have had a lot of discus-
sion of what was causing the problems 
here, but I just heard the majority 
whip say it was Charles Darwin’s fault. 
It is apparently evolution. It is teach-
ing children that they are the products 
of evolution that is the cause of this. 

So I will have to watch more care-
fully for the amendments when we get 

the amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY), the majority whip, 
correcting the teaching of evolution. 

I have to say, as I listened to him, I 
have not heard such an angry denun-
ciation of the American people since 
SDS used to pick at me 30 years ago. I 
guess there is a degree of anti-Ameri-
canism here that I had not anticipated. 
It is the American people’s fault. They 
are involved in family planning. They 
are teaching evolution. They are doing 
all these things. 

Plus, I guess somebody ought to arise 
to defend the States. The gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) said the 
States’ juvenile justice is broken down. 
The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY) is mad at the States. The poor 
States. I guess the States rights move-
ment we should officially inter today. 

What we have today is an announce-
ment. Hey, States, you do not know to 
handle your local criminal business. 
We, the all-knowing Congress, will 
take care of it. So we will abolish the 
teaching of evolution, and we will di-
minish States rights, and we will solve 
the problem. 

I guess I wished they had stopped at 
that, though, because I am now looking 
at the amendment that has been made 
in order by the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HYDE), the chairman of the com-
mittee, and I must say I am impressed 
by the gentleman’s discretion. I have 
not seen him here all morning. I am 
not surprised that he does not want to 
be associated with all of this. 

But the gentleman’s amendment, I 
was going to ask, Mr. Chairman, if we 
could have the debate on the Hyde 
amendment after 10 o’clock tonight. I 
know we are going to be in late. As I 
read this amendment, I do not think it 
is a fit subject to be discussing when 
children are listening. There are some 
graphic physical descriptions here of 
the human body that I do not know 
that we will want to talk about. 

I must say, I think if anybody simply 
read this bill on the floor of the House 
during family viewing hours, if it were 
not for our constitutional immunity of 
which we have really heard, he or she 
could be in trouble. But I have some 
problems. 

It does say that one cannot show, for 
instance, and it includes sculpture. One 
cannot show sculpture of the breast 
below the top of the nipple. I have seen 
some statues which I think do that. 
Now, it says one cannot show them to 
a minor. So I guess we are going to 
start having 17 or over only into sculp-
ture gardens. 

One cannot show other physical 
parts. I suppose old enough statues to 
have parts broken off may be okay. But 
intact statues are probably going to be 
a problem. We are discriminating 
against modern sculptures because one 
can only show these kids a statue that 
has fallen apart. 

It says one cannot show to someone 
under 17 a narrative description of sex-

ual activity. I guess Mr. Starr may be 
in trouble. I do not know about his 
prosecutorial immunity. But as I read 
the Hyde amendment, we will have to 
stop selling the Starr report. 

Now, it does say it is okay to sell it 
if it has serious literary, artistic, polit-
ical, or scientific value. I guess in the 
case of the Starr report, people 
thought it was going to have some po-
litical value for their side. It turned 
out not to have any. 

But if someone under 17 read that be-
cause of his or her prurient, shameful, 
or morbid interest, so now we are out-
lawing shameful interest, it is not 
shown. I mean, this is really very, very 
serious. 

The problem is this, the original 
version of this sweeping censorship was 
introduced on June 8. No unit of the 
House Committee on the Judiciary has 
been able to vote on it, to amend it, to 
study it. We now, 8 days later, have a 
new version. I think it is about the 
third version. 

We are no longer going to mandate 
that every seller of recorded music in 
America give out copies of the lyrics. 
Congress is only going to recommend 
this to every retailer in America in our 
infinite wisdom and disregard for local 
autonomy. 
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I do not think we understand this 
fully. This is a broad assault on the 
first amendment. We cannot show in 
here, for instance, physical contact 
with a person’s clothed buttocks. So all 
those pats of congratulations in ath-
letic contests I guess we will have to 
avert the cameras for. Now, maybe 
that is not true, but there is nothing in 
here that says it is not. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand the po-
litical bind the other side is in, but to 
use the first amendment to get out of 
it on 8 days notice is very inappro-
priate. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from Washington 
(Ms. DUNN). 

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and I also want to thank the 
chairman for working with me in this 
last year and including the Schoolyard 
Safety Act in the outlines of this bill. 

After the shooting in Springfield, Or-
egon, the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
DEFAZIO) and I teamed up to introduce 
this legislation, the Schoolyard Safety 
Act, which provides a 24-hour holding 
period for students who bring guns to 
school. 

In my State, these students are auto-
matically expelled, but the Schoolyard 
Safety Act would also require that 
they be detained. This holding period is 
incredibly important. It provides for 
the protection and the safety of both 
our children in the classroom and rel-
atives at home who might be targets of 
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the student’s anger, as happened in the 
Springfield, Oregon, shooting. It also 
provides an intervention for those juve-
niles who bring a gun to school but who 
may need mental health treatment or 
counseling. 

Yesterday, I had a visit from some 
very special women in my district. 
They belong to a group called Mothers 
Against Violence in America. There 
was a young woman and her mother in 
this group. The young woman, Rachel, 
was shot at Garfield High School in Se-
attle, Washington. The other mothers 
who came to my office had lost sons or 
daughters in school shootings, includ-
ing one mother whose son was killed in 
the school shooting in Moses Lake, 
Washington. And these women are the 
reason that the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO) and I introduced the 
Schoolyard Safety Act and why I 
worked so hard to get this 24-hour 
holding provision into the juvenile jus-
tice bill. 

In addition to this effort at the Fed-
eral level, the State of Washington re-
cently passed a new law requiring a 24- 
hour holding period for young people 
who bring guns on to school grounds. I 
simply in this colloquy, Mr. Chairman, 
want to thank the chairman and clar-
ify this new Washington State law will 
be consistent with the provisions that 
are included in this bill. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. DUNN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
would certainly say that they are con-
sistent. The gentlewoman has done ad-
mirable service in providing the base 
legislation of what she has just de-
scribed, and that under the various 
purposes that a State or local commu-
nity is allowed to use the grant money 
in 1501 to improve the juvenile justice 
system, those purposes would include 
those which she has described in her 
legislation. They would be included 
particularly under the 13th provision in 
the present bill. 

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for those assurances. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. BARCIA). 

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman, my colleague from 
Michigan and the ranking member, for 
yielding me this time. 

I am pleased to see the level of inter-
est in juvenile justice on this floor 
today. I strongly support these efforts 
to address the increasing problems of 
youth violence. With an estimated 1500 
gangs and 120,000 gang members, juve-
nile crime is a genuine concern and it 
is critical that the Congress address 
this issue. 

For a number of years, we have sup-
ported providing funds to the Boys and 
Girls Clubs of America, which have 
been so instrumental in keeping kids 

off the streets and out of trouble. Since 
1995, $95 million has been provided by 
Congress to help expand the program 
to reach as many children as possible. 
And I am proud to say that much of 
this money came about because we in 
the Congress fought for it. We did put 
our money where our mouth is. 

I would like to especially thank the 
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS), the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN), and members of 
the Subcommittee on Commerce, Jus-
tice, State, and Judiciary of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations who not only 
supported these funds but fought to in-
crease the amount we provide to this 
incredibly successful program. 

As a result of our support, and 
through the dedicated efforts of Robbie 
Calloway, Senior Vice President for the 
Boys and Girls Clubs of America, four 
new clubs have opened each week for 
the past 3 years, and an additional 
200,000 young people were served each 
year. 

Certainly we all know that young 
people need meaningful and caring 
guidance. They need to find outlets 
that help insulate them from inappro-
priate peer pressure, while at the same 
time work to change the culture that 
results in that inappropriate peer pres-
sure. Programs like the Boys and Girls 
Clubs have made a difference, and we 
can do much more if we help them. 

Some of my colleagues have worked with 
me on this issue in the past, and I welcome 
all of those others who join us today in a con-
structive effort to be sure that our young peo-
ple have the right opportunities to be produc-
tive individuals. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ROGAN), a member of 
the committee. 

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Crime for yielding this time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, the halls of Congress 
are hallowed. The men and women who 
preceded us left a legislative heritage 
for the ages: landmark civil rights leg-
islation, education reform bills, dec-
larations of war and of peace. Often 
these bills opened doors paving the way 
for great change in our country. Today, 
we come together knowing that our 
work on juvenile justice may well save 
lives in the future, but it regrettably 
cannot change the outcome of recent 
tragedies in our Nation’s schools. 

While the wounds inflicted in Little-
ton and Conyers still leave us reeling, 
we can do something now. We can join 
together with schools, churches, par-
ents and students to work to prevent 
similar tragedies from ever again oc-
curring. As we move forward this 
morning, I echo the sentiments of the 
distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, who yesterday re-
minded us that our legislative focus 
must be to protect our Nation’s stu-
dents now and in the future. 

Young people today are required to 
work harder and learn faster. They 
grapple with more than we ever did at 
their age, yet they still make time for 
their faith, their families and their 
neighborhoods. The isolated tragic 
headlines aside, young people give us 
hope. Today, Congress is called upon to 
act in their name. 

Mr. Chairman, I am proud to join 
with the distinguished chairman of the 
full Committee on the Judiciary, and 
the distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Crime to support this 
important legislation. 

H.R. 1501 will attack the problem of 
youth violence at the source. This bill 
will send the resources of the Federal 
Government directly to State and local 
officials and bypass unnecessary bu-
reaucracies. This legislation will em-
power local officials to hire more pros-
ecutors, more counselors and more 
intervention experts. It will provide for 
additional law enforcement training, 
drug rehabilitation programs, and in-
novative school safety programs. This 
legislation will also provide resources 
for correctional facilities. 

Mr. Chairman, for 10 years I was a 
prosecutor and a judge in Los Angeles 
County. I saw more often than I prefer 
to recall the effects of violence in the 
home, in the schools and on our 
streets. It is right to punish criminals 
swiftly and severely to send a message 
that this violence will not be tolerated. 
But we must not stop there. 

We must attack youth violence from 
all fronts. One of the best ways we can 
do this is at the local level. ‘‘Band- 
Aid’’ Federal bureaucratic policies are 
worth little when violence infects a 
local community. H.R. 1501 gives local 
experts the tools to ensure safe schools 
and safe communities. 

Communities are working together 
to beat the problem of drugs and gangs 
and violence. I have seen local pro-
grams that give me hope, from the 
Hillsides Home in Pasadena to the 
after-school programs at the Burbank 
YMCA in my district. Neighborhoods 
are teaming with schools and teachers 
who work with students to ensure that 
they appreciate the effects of anti-
social behavior before it escalates into 
tragedy. This proposed legislation em-
powers these programs and will give 
State and local programs new weapons 
in their violence prevention arsenals. 

Mr. Chairman, the Consequences for 
Juvenile Offenders Act received broad 
bipartisan support in committee and is 
supported by families across this coun-
try. I support it as a member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, as a Mem-
ber of Congress, but most importantly 
I support it as the father of two young 
children. I look forward to seeing this 
bill make its way to the President’s 
desk. I urge my colleagues to join us 
today to support this landmark legisla-
tion. 
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

3 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT), the ranking member 
of the subcommittee, who is the co-
author of the underlying bill, H.R. 1501. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to point out that 1501 was actually 
cosponsored by all of the members of 
the subcommittee, both Democratic 
and Republican, and it came through a 
deliberative process. 

We had hearings and discussions 
about what needed to be done to reduce 
juvenile crime. We had hearings, and in 
one hearing judges and advocates and 
researchers pointed out that graduated 
sanctions would be very helpful to 
judges in helping with the reducing of 
juvenile crime. 

What they said was that many judges 
are relegated to a choice between in-
carceration and probation with very 
little in between, and what they needed 
were other services and punishments 
that could be individualized. In the bill 
it says that drug rehabilitation and 
counseling and community services 
and other punishments could be used 
and funded through this bill, and that 
the punishment or additional services 
had to be individualized for the par-
ticular child. That is the bill. That is 
what went through the regular order of 
hearings and subcommittee markup, 
and it was unanimously adopted. 

Now look at where we are. We are 
considering additional amendments 
that did not go through the regular 
process. And the reason they could not 
have made it through the regular proc-
ess is they could not have withstood 
scrutiny. 

Look at the idea that we are going to 
try more juveniles as adults. That is in 
one of the amendments. It ignores the 
studies. We have many studies that 
show that the adult time that they 
would get in adult court would actu-
ally be shorter than the juvenile time. 
All of the studies show that the crime 
rate will go up if we treat for juveniles 
as adults. We could not have gone 
through a regular process with that, 
because it would have been defeated in 
the committee. But if we are out here 
just slinging sound bites at each other, 
then obviously there is a chance of get-
ting that provision through. 

Like mandatory minimums. We 
could not get that through a regular 
process because we would have to de-
fend against the studies, like the 
RAND study that showed that manda-
tory minimums are a waste of the tax-
payers’ money. There is a lot we can do 
with the taxpayers’ money other than 
mandatory minimums if our goal is to 
reduce crime. Also, that attacks the 
very foundation of what we heard in 
subcommittee, and that is that the 
punishment must be individualized to 
the particular child. Mandatory min-
imum is a one-size-fits-all. This is what 
everybody gets regardless of the par-
ticular needs. 

Then we add on to that all the con-
stitutional amendments posing as 
amendments to a bill that have signifi-
cant speech and religious implications. 
None of those received deliberation. 

We ought not consider this kind of 
legislation; sound bites going back and 
forth without any deliberation. We 
started out and ought to go back to the 
original bill, 1501, and after that the bi-
partisan bill that was reported out of 
the education subcommittee, 1150, and 
stick with those rather than this proc-
ess that is totally out of control. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, may 
I inquire how much time remains on 
each side? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) has 10 
minutes remaining; and the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) has 151⁄2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WATERS), a member of 
the Committee on the Judiciary and 
the past chairperson of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to commend the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), our ranking 
member, and the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT) for the tremendous 
work they did in the Committee on the 
Judiciary on H.R. 1501 to really put 
forth before this House a real bill to 
deal with the problems of young people 
and the juvenile justice system. 

Unfortunately, it is now all threat-
ened because there is some attempt to 
try and divert people’s attention away 
from the gun safety issue and to lit-
erally take this piece of legislation and 
pile on it everybody’s wild thoughts 
about every issue that they have been 
concerned about, I guess, all of their 
lives. 

We have people who would destroy 
the Constitution by piling on here all 
kinds of amendments that will under-
mine our first amendment rights. We 
have people who have decided they are 
going to take this bill and force the 
Ten Commandments to be posted some-
where. We have every kind of thought 
in over 40 amendments piled on top of 
this bill that will simply destroy the 
bill. 
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The American public and families 
want some assistance. They want some 
help. We can do a better job of crime 
prevention. And we do not need to do it 
with these kinds of outrageous amend-
ments, nor do we need to talk about 
locking up young people and killing 
them with mandatory minimum sen-
tencing. I think we are better public 
policymakers than that and we can do 
a better job. 

I think the New York Times got it 
right when it said, ‘‘Republican mis-
chief on gun control.’’ What they basi-
cally describe is how they have under-

mined the system of this House and 
how they have confused everybody, di-
vided these bills, taken a good bill and 
destroyed it, and they are attempting 
to do the work of the NRA with a sec-
ond bill where they will water down 
what was done on the Senate side. 

This is outrageous. We should not 
have to put up with it. We should not 
destroy the work of the committee 
that was done in order to have a good 
juvenile justice bill. And we need to 
stop it right now. We need to stop it. 
We need to take the juvenile justice 
bill that was heard in committee and 
hear it and pass it out without all of 
these amendments, and then we need 
to deal with the gun safety legislation 
coming from the Senate side and vote 
it up or down. 

I am absolutely outraged by the idea 
that mandatory minimum sentencing 
for 13- or 14-year-olds in this bill would 
create not only new Federal crimes but 
simply take away the discretion of 
judges, lock up kids 14 years old, put 
them in the Federal system, create 
more people in our prisons, and do 
nothing to reduce crime. 

We know what mandatory minimum 
sentencing is doing. It is simply filling 
up the prisons and throwing away 
America’s youth. We can do better 
than this. This is outrageous. Please do 
not let them get away with this. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
31⁄4 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON- 
LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I think it is important to 
focus on what we are trying to do here 
on behalf of America’s children. 

So many of us have gathered around 
these issues in our capacity as mem-
bers of the Committee on the Judici-
ary, members of organizations that 
promote children’s issues. I work with 
Members who are interested in chil-
dren’s issues on a national level, Mem-
bers of Congress who have joined to-
gether in the Congressional Children’s 
Caucus. 

Just a week ago, many of us spent 
time with Mrs. Tipper Gore, with indi-
viduals from around this Nation, in the 
first ever in the history of this Na-
tion’s White House Conference on Men-
tal Health. I co-chaired the meeting 
section that dealt with children’s men-
tal health. 

It was clear there by experts from 
around the Nation that there were 
other ways to address the concerns of 
our troubled youth throughout this 
country. I was gratified that, even be-
fore that conference and the wisdom of 
Mrs. Gore, the excellence of that con-
ference, the focus on children, the de-
liberation around children and pro-
viding resources to listen to children, 
as was told to many of us who engaged 
our young people in our districts, went 
to the schools, that we had to do some-
thing other than locking children up. 
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We know the tragedy of Eric Harris 

and his associate and the tragedy of 
Columbine. But we also know the trag-
edy of killing young people in our 
urban centers for years and years. And 
clearly, we find out that trying juve-
niles as adults will suggest not a de-
crease in crime but an increase in 
crime. It endangers kids. It federalizes 
State juvenile offenses. 

When we went through the com-
mittee process, it was very clear that 
the myriad of studies and witnesses on 
H.R. 1501 told us that locking up juve-
niles in Federal penitentiaries was not 
the way to solve the problem. They are 
subject to rape and abuse. It is tragic. 

I thought that we had a meeting of 
the minds that would focus us on pre-
vention programs like athletics and 
mentoring programs, job training, 
community-based activities such as the 
Fifth Ward Enrichment Program that 
takes children out of inner-city Hous-
ton and gives them an opportunity, in-
asmuch as they will be traveling to Af-
rica this summer, giving them an in-
centive to be something else. 

I thought that we had focused our-
selves on mental health resources, 
guidance counselors, school nurses, and 
individuals who are available to listen 
to children, hot lines. I thought that 
we could work on the study by the Sur-
geon General to determine whether or 
not our children are torpedoed with 
violent entertainment and so we could 
come up with reliable solutions. I 
thought that we would understand, as 
we had done before, that prisons, Fed-
eral prisons, and juveniles do not work. 

Unfortunately, we have an amend-
ment offered by the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Crime, with whom I 
have worked and who I have respect 
for, that takes all of our opportunity 
to solve these problems, deal with vio-
lence and guns, and particularly this 
1501, away from us. It locks up our ju-
veniles. It throws away the key. And it 
does not focus us on rehabilitation and 
preventive programs. 

I rise here today to speak in support of the 
Juvenile Justice bill, H.R. 1501, the Con-
sequences for Juvenile Offenders Act of 1999. 
This bill was a bipartisan effort in the Judiciary 
Committee. I am a cosponsor of this bill, 
which passed unanimously out of the Sub-
committee on Crime. 

H.R. 1501 offers a balanced approach that 
encompasses both punishment and prevention 
of juvenile offenders. We must enact stiff pen-
alties for repeat violent offenders, but we must 
not forget the needs of other youth who can 
be rehabilitated through means other than 
punishment. 

I am a strong supporter of prevention pro-
grams for young people who are risk. I believe 
that these programs—after school athletics, 
mentoring programs, job training, community- 
based activities and mental health services 
are vital to keeping children away from crime. 

There is strong evidence to support that 
prevention programs work. Athletic programs 
prepare young people for success in life 

through encouraging teamwork, leadership 
and personal development. Mentoring pro-
grams pair young people with adults who work 
to encourage individuals to develop to their 
fullest potential. 

Job training programs instill responsibility 
and encourage a strong work ethic. Commu-
nity-based activities encourage respect for oth-
ers and the local environment. 

Each of these prevention methods provide 
alternatives to criminal activity. If young people 
are taught to respect themselves and their 
communities, they are less likely to get in-
volved in violent behavior. 

I am particularly interested in providing more 
mental health services for children. Mental 
health programs that screen, detect and treat 
disorders are crucial to preventing children 
from ending up in the juvenile justice system. 
Almost 60% of teenagers in juvenile detention 
have behavioral, mental or emotional dis-
orders. 

It is estimated that two-thirds of all young 
people are not getting the mental health treat-
ment they need. There are 13.7 million or 20% 
of America’s children with diagnosable mental 
or emotional disorder. These disorders range 
from attention deficit disorder and depression 
to bipolar disorder and schizophrenia. 

We also need to put mental health profes-
sionals in the schools—counselors, psycholo-
gists and social workers that can help recog-
nize the needs before it is too late. I am cur-
rently working on a bill that will place mental 
health services in the schools. By making 
these services available in the schools, we 
can spot mental health issues in children early 
before we have escalated incidents in the 
schools. 

Each of these methods of prevention pro-
vides alternatives to simply warehousing juve-
niles in prison. Again, we clearly want to send 
a message to America that we want to de-
velop productive, responsible citizens. Young 
people who commit violent crime must be pun-
ished, but we must do our part to make crime 
unattractive. 

Given the recent violent incidences in Little-
ton, Colorado and Conyers, Georgia, the time 
could not be more urgent for this Congress to 
pass this legislation. 

This debate should be centered on how we 
can save our children from violence and from 
committing violent acts. This legislation is a 
first step in that direction. 

This first step gives us the chance to offer 
some solutions for preventing crime. It also 
enables us to articulate punishments for vio-
lent offenders. But, alone this bill is not 
enough. We also need to adopt provisions that 
will address the issue of guns in the hands of 
our children and the effect of our popular cul-
ture. 

I thank you for the opportunity to speak on 
this bill. As I stated earlier, I was an original 
cosponsor of this legislation in the Sub-
committee on Crime. It is unfortunate that we 
were unable to present this bill through the 
proper Committee channels, namely through a 
markup. 

However, we must use this opportunity to 
pass meaningful Juvenile Justice legislation. 
We cannot afford to waste this opportunity. If 
we do, it could be a matter of life and death 
for our children. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arkansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON), a distin-
guished member of the committee. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. I want to express my deep ap-
preciation to him for his leadership on 
this very, very important issue. 

Before I go into the substance of the 
legislation, I want to respond first of 
all to the gentlewoman from California 
who put out the idea that, under this 
legislation, there is going to be manda-
tory minimums for 13- and 14-year-olds 
that are going to go to prison. And the 
gentlewoman from Texas raised, basi-
cally, the same argument that we can-
not lock up juveniles. 

And, of course, that is not in the base 
bill that we are speaking of today, but 
it will be offered later on in an amend-
ment. But that amendment, which the 
chairman certainly can address more 
appropriately than me, it requires be-
fore there is any prosecution of a juve-
nile in the Federal system that the At-
torney General of the United States 
has to approve that. 

I believe, whether it is Attorney Gen-
eral Janet Reno or another attorney 
general, that they would use their dis-
cretion very carefully so that, in the 
normal case where we have got a delin-
quent juvenile, that they are going to 
be handled in the juvenile court sys-
tem, as they always have been. 

So I think we have to be careful in 
this debate not to go down that path of 
fear of just putting out that we are 
going to be locking up juveniles, be-
cause that is not the design of this. 

We are getting ahead of ourselves in 
this debate. We need to come back to 
the accountability block grant pro-
posal that is in H.R. 1501. There are 
going to be a number of amendments 
that are going to be offered down the 
road. In fact, I had my staff put to-
gether the whole stack of them. It is 
going to be a fair debate. The Demo-
crats offered amendments. The Repub-
licans offered amendments. 

The will of this House will work, just 
like we did in campaign finance re-
form, when there were over 200 amend-
ments offered. I believe that is how de-
mocracy works, and we will be able to 
work that through the will of this 
House with what I believe will be a 
very good product. If people do not like 
an amendment, they get to vote 
against it. If it is something that is 
good, they get to vote for it. 

Now let us come back to what is 
very, very important; and that is what 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MCCOLLUM) has prepared for us in this 
bill, the juvenile accountability block 
grant proposal. 

First of all, it deals with the serious 
problem of violent juvenile crime. It 
gives the flexibility to the States to 
address this issue. It gives resources to 
them. We all want to deal with the 
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problem of violence, as we saw in Col-
umbine High School in Colorado. 

One of the problems, I think, about 
that difficult circumstance of the pro-
bation officer who had these young 
people to deal with who were errant, 
who were a problem and they ulti-
mately resorted to violence, if that 
person perhaps had had more resources, 
less of a caseload, perhaps he could 
have done more. 

What this bill does is to provide $1.5 
billion in grant money so the States 
can apply for that money. They can 
apply what works in their jurisdiction. 
It gives them creativity. It gives them 
flexibility. It gives them resources so 
they can deal with the juveniles, not 
by sending them to prison, locking 
them up, but by having accountability 
in the juvenile court system. And ac-
countability is important. 

I went to a county, Washington 
County, Arkansas, and talked to the 
juvenile delinquents who were actually 
incarcerated there; and it was clear to 
me in talking to them that what 
caught their attention was whenever 
they knew they could not manipulate 
the system anymore. And so, whenever 
they are held accountable, it makes a 
difference and they start getting their 
lives straightened out. 

I look at this bill that the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) has au-
thored and it says that one criteria for 
getting this grant money is that we 
have a system of graduated sanctions. 
And I read the bill and it says that the 
States should ensure that the sanc-
tions are imposed on juvenile offenders 
for every offence. That is right, that 
sanctions escalate in intensity with 
each subsequent, more serious delin-
quent or criminal offence. 

That is the way it should be. When 
we deal with our teenagers, we have 
one offence. If they do it again, it is a 
stronger offence. And that is exactly 
what this block grant program will en-
courage the States to do. It is a terrific 
start to dealing with the culture of vio-
lence, the difficulty that our teenagers 
face day in and day out. But again, it 
does give them the flexibility in each 
State to address the programs as they 
see fit. 

If my colleagues look in Arkansas, it 
dramatizes the seriousness of this prob-
lem. In 1998, almost 10 percent of all 
criminal arrests in Arkansas were juve-
niles. But what is even more fright-
ening, when we compare that 10 per-
cent of all arrests for juveniles, 24 per-
cent of the arrests for violent crime, 
including murder, rape and aggravated 
assault, were juveniles. Twenty-four 
percent of violent crime in my State 
was committed by juveniles. 

And for that reason, this bill, this 
block grant program, gives Arkansas, 
gives New York, the authority to tailor 
the programs, to have the resources to 
address this. This is a staggering prob-
lem that needs to be addressed, and 
this legislation will do this. 

I will later on offer an amendment 
that will provide restorative justice 
programs for these juveniles, and I ask 
my colleagues to consider this as well. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. ROTH-
MAN). 

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

Mr. Chairman, I am a cosponsor of 
H.R. 1501. I cosponsored this legislation 
because I believe that the grant pro-
grams it contains will be effective in 
helping our States and local govern-
ments combat juvenile crime. It adds 
the money necessary for antidrug, 
youth gang and youth violence pro-
grams. It provides more money for 
youth probation officers and prosecu-
tors, more money for drug courts and 
gun courts, and more money for valu-
able after-school programs. 

But, unfortunately, there are those 
in this body who would try to amend 
this bill with poison pill amendments 
that should be, at the very least, de-
bated and voted on separately from our 
juvenile justice bill. 

I do applaud what my chairman, the 
gentleman from Illinois Mr. HYDE), is 
trying to do by offering amendment 
number 112. I respect the gentleman 
from Illinois Mr. HYDE) greatly. Unfor-
tunately, that bill goes too far in try-
ing to protect our children from ex-
plicit sexual or violent material. 

On the whole, it does some good 
things. But its cure is so extreme as to 
practically kill the patient. It does not 
strike the common-sense balance be-
tween protections for our children and 
retaining our constitutional liberties. 
It is so broad as to be unconstitutional 
and unenforceable. 

We cannot ban parents from singing 
‘‘Rockabye Baby’’ because it contains 
the image of a child falling out of a 
tree. Nor can we ban books like Tom 
Sawyer or Huckleberry Finn because 
they contain some levels of violence. 

No, I do believe that there is too 
much violence, cruelty, and sadism in 
our culture; and I do believe that it oc-
curs too frequently on television, in 
movies, in video games, and even in the 
lyrics of songs on the radio. 

But parents have to get involved and 
do their jobs to monitor what our kids 
watch on television and how long they 
can watch television, to keep children 
out of movies that they are not old 
enough to see in the first place, to keep 
them from renting R-rated or PG–13- 
rated movies if they are not old 
enough, to install smut-blocking cen-
soring devices on their own home com-
puters, and to keep guns out of their 
own children’s hands. 

Yes, we must get the parents in-
volved as one key element in address-
ing youth violence, as well as keeping 
guns out of the kids’ hands. We can 
protect our children without outlawing 

everything from nursery rhymes to 
classic books and movies. 

The juvenile justice bill that I co-
sponsored did so many wonderful and 
important things. It was adopted in a 
bipartisan fashion by Democrats and 
Republicans. 

Unfortunately, my Republican col-
leagues are now about to impose poison 
pill amendments on a bipartisan juve-
nile justice bill for some ideological 
reason or perhaps some other good- 
faith reason. But it is the wrong thing 
to do. 

Let us debate these other amend-
ments separately and pass a clean, bi-
partisan juvenile justice bill. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Mrs. FOWLER), the vice- 
chairman of the Republican Con-
ference. 

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, as we 
discuss our competing solutions to this 
serious problem of violence in our soci-
ety, we must remember what is truly 
important: our children. 

It is our children who are at ground 
zero of this epidemic of violence. As a 
mother, I cannot think of anything 
more frightening than just that image. 

b 1315 

We must consider the consequences 
for their future. There are too many 
negative forces acting on our children 
and our families today. 

Years ago the words and actions that 
we see so casually used today in music, 
television, movies and everyday con-
versation would have horrified this Na-
tion. As Senator DANIEL MOYNIHAN 
noted in a 1993 article, we have defined 
deviancy down. The easy answer, of 
course, is to focus solely on weapons, 
but easy answers are rarely the com-
plete solution. We must look at the en-
tire picture, which clearly includes ex-
amining these negative influences and 
discovering a way to eliminate or coun-
teract them while enforcing the con-
cept of right and wrong and holding 
people responsible for their actions. 

Let us remove politics from the equa-
tion and focus on our children and on 
instilling responsibility while counter-
acting these negative influences. 

I want to commend the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) for intro-
ducing this excellent bill which will 
provide critical resources to our States 
to assist in their efforts to combat ju-
venile crime. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT), a member 
of the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I 
think today is really a sad day. It is a 
sad day for this institution, and it is a 
sad day for America. 

In 1 year firearms killed not a single 
child in Japan, 19 in Britain, 57 in Ger-
many, 109 in France, 153 in Canada and 
5,285 in the United States. We had an 
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opportunity to do something about 
that. The gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PASCRELL) had introduced an 
amendment, an amendment which 
would have initiated and authorized 
the funding and the resources for the 
development of technology which 
would have created and designed a fire-
arm which could not have been dis-
charged by anyone other than the 
owner, by anyone other than the 
owner. 

Now out of that more than 5,000 chil-
dren that are killed every year in this 
Nation by firearms, 1,800 of them, 1800 
children, our children, are killed either 
accidentally or by self-inflicted 
wounds, and we, the majority in this 
Congress, the Committee on Rules, 
could not find it, did not have the po-
litical will to make that amendment in 
order, and yet we see amendment after 
amendment, such as mandatory sen-
tences which have again and again 
proved ineffective in terms of deterring 
crime and reducing violence in the 
United States, but we could not find it 
in this institution to save 1,800 chil-
dren a year who die as a result of self- 
inflicted wounds because of accidental 
shootings. We could not do it. 

Mr. Chairman, it says something 
about the priorities of this institution. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM). 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to speak to my colleagues, 
and I do not think they will disagree 
with what I am going to say. The ma-
jority of people in our jails today, most 
of them is drug related. 

First of all, I want to thank my col-
leagues, including the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), that when my 
own son was involved with it, many of 
my colleagues from the other side of 
the aisle in the Judiciary came forward 
and offered to help, and I cannot tell 
my colleagues what that meant. And I 
do support strong minimum 
mandatories, the gentleman spoke a 
minute ago, even though it is on my 
own son, and I hope that it is the most 
important thing that has ever hap-
pened and life threatening in his life, 
and I think it will make a change, 
talking to him, and I do not think he 
will ever do it again. 

But when we are talking about gun 
legislation, there are things that are 
reasonable. I made a statement once 
that I used to fly an F–14. It would put 
out 3,000 rounds a minute. In a half a 
second I could disintegrate this build-
ing, with a half-a-second burst, and I 
was trusted with that. I have never 
killed anybody outside of war, never 
robbed a bank, never shot anybody, and 
I want to protect the rights of people 
like myself that lawfully want to own 
a handgun. 

I went to Mr. SCHUMER’s district, and 
I understand why he hates guns. They 
have all the projects, and they shoot 

each other, and they do drugs, and they 
kill each other, and that is bad. But 
the answer is not just to be negative, 
but to look and see what is reasonable. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN), a member of 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the ranking member for having yielded 
this time to me. 

I rise in opposition to the McCollum 
amendment to H.R. 1501. I think this 
amendment undermines the bipartisan 
consensus reached on this bill, a bill 
that was cosponsored by every single 
member of the Subcommittee on Crime 
and reported unanimously to the full 
committee where unfortunately we 
never considered this bill. Can my col-
leagues imagine the Committee on the 
Judiciary Subcommittee on Crime 
meets, all the Members cosponsor a 
bill, report it out unanimously, and we 
cannot get a vote in the full com-
mittee. It is kind of puzzling why this 
would happen, but rather than leave 
this very good piece of juvenile justice 
legislation alone, the Republicans have 
taken the opportunity to introduce 
poison pill amendments to guarantee 
its defeat, and I must admit that I find 
this strategy frustrating. If the bill 
was good enough 8 months ago when it 
was first drafted by the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) and the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), 
then why is it suddenly not good 
enough now? Why do we need to ruin a 
good bipartisan bill that includes the 
right amount of prevention dollars for 
the States while not attaching too 
many conditions to the States’ use of 
that money? In a momentary fit of bi-
partisanship did the Republicans forget 
to include all of their mean-spirited, 
counterproductive, juvenile justice 
measures now that they want to add to 
the bill? 

First, this bill transfers too many ju-
veniles to adult court even though 
studies have shown that transferring 
juveniles to adult court can increase 
juvenile crime. Now a 1996 study in 
Florida found that youth transferred to 
adult prisons re-offended approxi-
mately 30 percent more frequently 
than youth who stayed in the juvenile 
justice system. So if the goal is to 
move more juveniles to adult prisons 
and it is to target violent offenders, 
then studies prove that this has not 
worked. More juveniles are transferred 
for nonviolent offenses than for violent 
offenses, and that is exactly the wrong 
outcome. If we can see that at least 
some of the nonviolent juvenile offend-
ers can be rehabilitated, then placing 
more of them in adult prisons is stand-
ing logic on its head. 

In addition, holding juveniles in 
adult facilities is dangerous. Children 
in adult facilities are five times more 
likely to be sexually assaulted, twice 
as likely to be beaten by staff and 50 

percent more likely to be attacked 
with a weapon and eight times more 
likely to commit suicide than juveniles 
in a juvenile facility. 

There are too many examples of hor-
rible results by locking up kids with 
adults, but I will provide just one ex-
ample. Seventeen-year-old Christopher 
Peterman was held in an adult jail in 
Boise, Idaho, for failing to pay $73 in 
traffic fine. For over 14 days he was 
tortured and finally murdered by other 
prisoners, a death penalty for $73 in 
traffic tickets. 

We can do better than this, we have 
got to treat kids appropriately. This 
amendment should be defeated. 

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

Mr. Chairman, if we are truly inter-
ested in juvenile justice reform, we 
must begin by rejecting the amend-
ments that have been stuck on to the 
very fine principles contained in H.R. 
1501, a bipartisan bill that came out of 
the Subcommittee on Crime, and I re-
mind the gentleman, the chairman of 
the committee, and I praise this bill, 
this is a measure that has been very 
carefully vetted, but all of the other 
amendments that have been approved, 
some 44, have never been in the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. In other 
words, the Committee on Rules has be-
come the original committee of juris-
diction for a juvenile justice bill, and 
for that reason those amendments 
must be rejected. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of the time 
that I have remaining. 

We have had quite a debate here on 
the general debate today on 1501. Many 
of the topics brought up were about 
amendments rather than about the 
base bill. We have heard a number of 
myths, including one I just heard then, 
that somehow this legislation or subse-
quent amendment will involve incar-
cerating juveniles with adults. No 
amendment I know of that I am going 
to offer, has anything to do with, would 
do that, and certainly this base bill 
does not touch that subject. 

I come back to the fact that what-
ever else is discussed out here, the sin-
gle most important thing we are going 
to be doing in my judgment with re-
spect to protecting our children, the 
safety of our children on the streets 
and the schools and the playgrounds of 
this Nation and to prevent violence by 
youth, is the underlying proposition in 
1501, the bill we are considering, that is 
bipartisan, that everybody supports, 
that all the experts say we should pass, 
and that is the grant program to the 
States to help them improve broken ju-
venile justice systems. They need the 
money for more probation officers, 
judges, diversion programs and so 
forth. They do not have it. And because 
they do not have those judges and pro-
bation officers in diversion programs 
we have got a lot of problems. We do 
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not have kids that are receiving any 
kind of consequence or accountability 
for the most minor of crimes that they 
used to always receive some punish-
ment for. 

This bill will say to the States here 
is money to hire more of these judges, 
et cetera, if you just agree to one 
thing, and that is to punish from the 
very first misdemeanor crime every ju-
venile in this country, and if they 
agree in your state to do that and to 
institute a system of graduated sanc-
tions where we intensify for the more 
serious offense then you can have the 
money to improve the system. That is 
what everybody says will send a mes-
sage of consequences to kids so they do 
not start down the path of believing 
that when they do something bad noth-
ing is going to happen because the ex-
perts say when they get to believing 
that, then it is going to lead on to vio-
lent crime later very frequently and 
that is the root cause and one of the 
most significant root causes of violent 
crime in the Nation. 

So 1501, the underlying bill we are de-
bating today, getting little attention 
because of all the other discussions 
after Littleton about guns and every-
thing else, is by all experts I have 
talked to as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Crime and heard from 
over the past few most, the single most 
important thing we can do to help our 
kids, to make sure there is child safety 
and to make sure that we prevent vio-
lent youth crime in the future. So I 
strongly urge the adoption of this bill, 
and I look forward to debating the 
amendments as they come out here. 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, I share the 
strong concerns of all my colleagues about the 
rise in youth violence, as evidenced by the 
tragedy at Columbine High School recently. 

I am also concerned, however, that our re-
action to such tragedies be appropriate and 
measured. It seems to me that many of the 
amendments that we are considering today 
border on a knee-jerk reaction, designed more 
for political appeal than solid law-making. 

A number of these amendments fall within 
the jurisdiction of my committee but unfortu-
nately have not had the benefit of the normal 
committee process and procedures. For in-
stance, I have concerns that the Franks/Pick-
ering amendment, which deals with Internet fil-
tering for schools and libraries, is being dealt 
with outside the jurisdiction of the Commerce 
Committee. The committee has been con-
ducting aggressive oversight of this program, 
known as the E-rate program, and we intend 
to continue that oversight. The committee has 
also been involved in myriad issues related to 
the growth and development of the Internet 
and electronic commerce. I anticipate that the 
committee will be addressing this issue of pro-
tecting children online later this Congress, with 
the goal of creating sound, sensible, and ra-
tional policy that protects children while recog-
nizing the vast potential of the Internet in aid-
ing education. 

Similarly, an amendment to be offered by 
Mr. WAMP would grant the FTC expansive new 

authority to approve or establish labeling 
standards for all audio and video products. 
There may be constitutional problems with this 
amendment—problems that would have been 
eliminated, I am sure, if the legislation had 
proceeded under regular order. 

In addition to the filtering and labeling 
amendments, a number of amendments were 
made in order that call for studies and com-
missions on a variety of society’s ills. None of 
these ideas has passed through my com-
mittee, which has the expertise to determine 
whether Federal tax dollars should be put to 
use for these purposes. 

As this legislation goes to conference with 
the other body, I will insist that my committee 
be appointed conferees on provisions within 
its jurisdiction. In conference, I will seek to en-
sure that the Congress not only responds to 
the public call for action, but also crafts sound 
public policy as well. 

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, today’s problem 
of juvenile crime is so complex that it defies 
easy solutions. However, in the drive to in-
crease public safety and reduce juvenile 
crime, several of the amendments offered to 
this piece of legislation have lost sight, not 
only of the complexity of the juvenile crime 
problem, but also the success of existing local 
enforcement agencies and community initia-
tives in keeping juveniles out of gangs and 
crime free. 

There are numerous policy choices that we 
could implement to combat juvenile crime and 
delinquency if Congress chooses to provide 
funds and help. We must continue to focus on 
early intervention and prevention programs 
rather than ‘‘get tough’’ punitive measures that 
do little to reduce crime or address its root 
causes. Our primary goal should be a 
proactive approach rather than reactionary 
measures. 

Given the alarming rate of crime and the 
disproportionate amount committed by juve-
niles, punitive provisions and ‘‘get tough’’ pro-
visions are widely attractive and politically ap-
pealing. Yet, such ‘‘get tough’’ measures fail to 
deliver the results promised by their pro-
ponents. Evidence points out that trials of ju-
veniles as adults actually result in repeat 
criminal behavior and activities. For example, 
states with higher rates of transferring children 
to adult court do not have lower rates of juve-
nile homicide. Finally, children in adult institu-
tions are five times more likely to be sexually 
assaulted, twice as likely to be beaten by staff, 
and 50 percent more likely to be attacked with 
a weapon that children in a juvenile facility. 
Treating more children as adults in the crimi-
nal justice system does not move us any clos-
er to our common goal—it does not create 
safer communities. The consequence of such 
action is surely not positive. 

I think that Members on both sides of the 
aisle should agree with the common facts; that 
when it comes to addressing the unique public 
safety concerns of our districts, the programs 
and responses must be built on the unique sit-
uations within our community. Different prob-
lems and populations require specific solu-
tions. Prescribing inflexible federal solutions 
does not resolve issues that are specific prob-
lems of state or local jurisdictions. Local gov-
ernments need more flexibility, not more fed-
eral mandates which imply the same solution 

for every jurisdiction. Federally imposed strate-
gies which limit the ability of local govern-
ments to respond to community needs, ensure 
that the war on crime is not fought with the ef-
ficiency or effectiveness that is necessary to 
reduce the incidence of crime and attain the 
safe environment our constituents seek. 

I will continue to support legislation that rec-
ognizes that states and localities are taking 
the lead in implementing innovative solutions 
to local crime problems, and provides for cost 
effective and proven initiatives. Such legisla-
tion would enable local governments to ac-
complish what the federal government has lim-
ited ability to do—reduce the rate and inci-
dence of juvenile crime. 

The one thing that the federal government 
can do is assist state and local governments 
in any way possible to make sure their solu-
tions are achievable, with programs that put 
police on the street and take the guns off the 
street. I believe we have an obligation to do all 
that is possible to make our communities safe. 
This includes helping to get guns off the 
streets and out of the hands of juveniles and 
criminals. It is unfortunate that events such as 
the tragedy in Colorado had to occur in order 
to spur congressional action, however the 
availability of assault weapons used by the 
students to inflict this violence and death upon 
this community and many others must be cur-
tailed. 

With the combined efforts of federal, state, 
and local governments we can successfully 
combat juvenile delinquency and crime. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
to express my support for the amendment of-
fered by Representative STUPAK and Rep-
resentative WISE to H.R. 1501, ‘‘Child Safety 
and Protection Act.’’ This important amend-
ment builds on legislation which I introduced, 
H.R. 1898, which would authorize a national 
hotline for reporting school violence. 

While I offered my bill as an amendment to 
H.R. 1501, it was not made in order. There-
fore, I would like to express my strong support 
for this amendment. This important initiative 
will provide tremendous support to our states 
by authorizing them to develop and operate 
confidential toll-free telephone hotlines. These 
hotlines will operate 24 hours a day, seven 
days a week in order to provide students, 
school officials and others the ability to report 
specific threats of imminent school violence or 
other suspicious or criminal conduct by juve-
niles. These reports would be directed to the 
state or local authorities to be addressed. Mr. 
Speaker, with the recent school shootings we 
must do everything we an to provide our 
states the tools they need to handle school vi-
olence. The amendment offered my col-
leagues from Michigan takes an important 
step toward not only addressing violence in 
our schools, but preventing it. By giving stu-
dents a direct line to report violence we have 
the opportunity to intervene before an act of 
violence occurs in our communities. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe the best way to con-
front violence in our schools is to commit the 
resources we have available at the federal 
level to our states and local communities. 
There is no more important issue at stake 
than the welfare of our children. One way we 
can ensure their safety is to provide states 
with tools to confront violence in schools. This 
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hotline is important because it builds on exist-
ing programs and calls for partnerships be-
tween state and local units of government. 

While it is unfortunate that I was not able to 
offer my amendment, I am grateful that this 
important program was adopted as part of 
H.R. 1501. 

Education is the key to a productive future 
for our children. We need to make sure our 
schools are safe so that our children have the 
skills they need to succeed in the competitive 
global economy of the 21st century, and I be-
lieve that this initiative will move us toward this 
goal. 

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Chairman, today’s children 
face more obstacles and danger than ever be-
fore. Often children are singled out by adult 
predators because they are weak and unable 
to defend themselves. We owe it to our chil-
dren to do all we can to protect them. 

That is why I strongly support the 
Cunningham amendment, which will amend 
federal sentencing guidelines to increase the 
penalties for those violent offenders who com-
mit crimes against children. Additionally, the 
amendment will help local law enforcement to 
catch and convict criminals by authorizing the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation to assist local 
and state authorities in murder investigations 
involving children. Matthew’s Law, named after 
a little boy who was brutally murdered in Cali-
fornia, sends a strong message to those who 
prey on innocent children. It sends a message 
that we will not tolerate crimes of violence 
against children and predators who prey on 
those innocent victims deserve severe punish-
ment. 

In combination with the truth in sentencing 
resolutions that have passed this House, this 
amendment will keep violent offenders away 
from our children. It makes our streets safer. 
It makes our neighborhoods safer and most 
importantly, it makes our children safer. 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, all American 
children have the right to receive a quality 
education in a safe learning environment. 
Teachers and principals should be given the 
tools needed to provide their students with 
that quality education and safe learning envi-
ronment. Unfortunately, federal regulations are 
standing in the way of allowing education offi-
cials in our communities from doing just that. 

Under current discipline provisions in the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA), a special-needs student who is in pos-
session of a weapon at school may only be 
suspended for up to 10 days or be placed in 
an alternative education setting for up to 45 
days. If the student’s behavior is determined 
to be a direct result of his or her disability, the 
student could return to school immediately. 

Over the past year and a half, I have been 
meeting with school administrators, principals, 
and teachers throughout Iowa’s 2nd District to 
discuss this problem. Time and time again, 
they have told me how difficult it is to provide 
a safe learning environment for their students 
because of the two separate discipline codes 
they must live under—one for the main-stream 
students and one for the special-needs stu-
dents. Together, we worked to write the Free-
dom to Learn Act which is very similar to this 
amendment we are discussing. 

For instance, if my son, Mark, who is a 
main-stream student, were to bring a gun into 

school he could be expelled from school im-
mediately. If my daughter, Sarah, who is a 
special-needs student, were to bring a gun 
into school she could either be suspended for 
a short time or return back to her classroom. 
But at home, there is only one set of rules for 
both of my children. If Sarah and Mark get into 
a fight, they both receive the same punish-
ment. What I am trying to teach my kids at 
home is being contradicted with how they are 
treated at school. A two-track discipline sys-
tem does not work at home—and it does not 
work at school either. 

I offer this amendment with my colleagues 
because it will allow state and local education 
officials to establish uniform discipline policies 
that will apply to all students who bring weap-
ons to school. This amendment will give 
school officials the freedom to protect the 
safety of every student in their charge without 
interference from the federal government. 

We must amend the burdensome, bureau-
cratic control over our local school agencies. 
We must allow school officials to establish dis-
ciplinary procedures and consequences that 
would best meet their individual needs. And, 
most importantly, we must provide all students 
with the right to learn in a safe education envi-
ronment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 
time for general debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill is con-
sidered read for amendment under the 
5-minute rule. 

The text of H.R. 1501 is as follows: 
H.R. 1501 

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 ‘‘Con-
sequences for Juvenile Offenders Act of 
1999’’. 
SEC. 2. GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part R of title I of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796 et seq.) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘PART R—JUVENILE ACCOUNTABILITY 
BLOCK GRANTS 

‘‘SEC. 1801. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General is 

authorized to provide grants to States, for 
use by States and units of local government, 
and in certain cases directly to specially 
qualified units. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Amounts 
paid to a State or a unit of local government 
under this part shall be used by the State or 
unit of local government for the purpose of 
strengthening the juvenile justice system, 
which includes— 

‘‘(1) developing, implementing, and admin-
istering graduated sanctions for juvenile of-
fenders; 

‘‘(2) building, expanding, renovating, or op-
erating temporary or permanent juvenile 
correction, detention, or community correc-
tions facilities; 

‘‘(3) hiring juvenile court judges, probation 
officers, and court-appointed defenders and 
special advocates, and funding pretrial serv-
ices for juvenile offenders, to promote the ef-
fective and expeditious administration of the 
juvenile justice system; 

‘‘(4) hiring additional prosecutors, so that 
more cases involving violent juvenile offend-
ers can be prosecuted and case backlogs re-
duced; 

‘‘(5) providing funding to enable prosecu-
tors to address drug, gang, and youth vio-
lence problems more effectively and for tech-
nology, equipment, and training to assist 
prosecutors in identifying and expediting the 
prosecution of violent juvenile offenders; 

‘‘(6) establishing and maintaining training 
programs for law enforcement and other 
court personnel with respect to preventing 
and controlling juvenile crime; 

‘‘(7) establishing juvenile gun courts for 
the prosecution and adjudication of juvenile 
firearms offenders; 

‘‘(8) establishing drug court programs for 
juvenile offenders that provide continuing 
judicial supervision over juvenile offenders 
with substance abuse problems and the inte-
grated administration of other sanctions and 
services for such offenders; 

‘‘(9) establishing and maintaining a system 
of juvenile records designed to promote pub-
lic safety; 

‘‘(10) establishing and maintaining inter-
agency information-sharing programs that 
enable the juvenile and criminal justice sys-
tem, schools, and social services agencies to 
make more informed decisions regarding the 
early identification, control, supervision, 
and treatment of juveniles who repeatedly 
commit serious delinquent or criminal acts; 

‘‘(11) establishing and maintaining ac-
countability-based programs designed to re-
duce recidivism among juveniles who are re-
ferred by law enforcement personnel or agen-
cies. 

‘‘(12) establishing and maintaining pro-
grams to conduct risk and need assessments 
of juvenile offenders that facilitate the effec-
tive early intervention and the provision of 
comprehensive services, including mental 
health screening and treatment and sub-
stance abuse testing and treatment to such 
offenders; and 

‘‘(13) establishing and maintaining ac-
countability-based programs that are de-
signed to enhance school safety. 
‘‘SEC. 1802. GRANT ELIGIBILITY. 

‘‘(a) STATE ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to 
receive a grant under this section, a State 
shall submit to the Attorney General an ap-
plication at such time, in such form, and 
containing such assurances and information 
as the Attorney General may require by rule, 
including assurances that the State and any 
unit of local government to which the State 
provides funding under section 1803(b), has in 
effect (or shall have in effect, not later than 
1 year after the date that the State submits 
such application) laws, or has implemented 
(or shall implement, not later than 1 year 
after the date that the State submits such 
application) policies and programs, that pro-
vide for a system of graduated sanctions de-
scribed in subsection (c). 

‘‘(b) LOCAL ELIGIBILITY.— 
‘‘(1) SUBGRANT ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible 

to receive a subgrant, a unit of local govern-
ment, other than a specially qualified unit, 
shall provide such assurances to the State as 
the State shall require, that, to the max-
imum extent applicable, the unit of local 
government has in effect (or shall have in ef-
fect, not later than 1 year after the date that 
the unit submits such application) laws, or 
has implemented (or shall implement, not 
later than 1 year after the date that the unit 
submits such application) policies and pro-
grams, that provide for a system of grad-
uated sanctions described in subsection (c). 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—The requirements of 
paragraph (1) shall apply to a specially quali-
fied unit that receives funds from the Attor-
ney General under section 1803(e), except 
that information that is otherwise required 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:22 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00030 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H16JN9.001 H16JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE13106 June 16, 1999 
to be submitted to the State shall be sub-
mitted to the Attorney General. 

‘‘(c) GRADUATED SANCTIONS.—A system of 
graduated sanctions, which may be discre-
tionary as provided in subsection (d), shall 
ensure, at a minimum, that— 

‘‘(1) sanctions are imposed on juvenile of-
fenders for every offense; 

‘‘(2) sanctions escalate in intensity with 
each subsequent, more serious delinquent or 
criminal offense; 

‘‘(3) there is sufficient flexibility to allow 
for individualized sanctions and services 
suited to the individual juvenile offender; 
and 

‘‘(4) appropriate consideration is given to 
public safety and victims of crime. 

‘‘(d) DISCRETIONARY USE OF SANCTIONS.— 
‘‘(1) VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION.—A State or 

unit of local government may be eligible to 
receive a grant under this part if— 

‘‘(A) its system of graduated sanctions is 
discretionary; and 

‘‘(B) it demonstrates that it has promoted 
the use of a system of graduated sanctions 
by taking steps to encourage implementa-
tion of such a system by juvenile courts. 

‘‘(2) REPORTING REQUIREMENT IF GRADUATED 
SANCTIONS NOT USED.— 

‘‘(A) JUVENILE COURTS.—A State or unit of 
local government in which the imposition of 
graduated sanctions is discretionary shall re-
quire each juvenile court within its jurisdic-
tion— 

‘‘(i) which has not implemented a system 
of graduated sanctions, to submit an annual 
report that explains why such court did not 
implement graduated sanctions; and 

‘‘(ii) which has implemented a system of 
graduated sanctions but has not imposed 
graduated sanctions in 1 or more specific 
cases, to submit an annual report that ex-
plains why such court did not impose grad-
uated sanctions in each such case. 

‘‘(B) UNITS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—Each 
unit of local government, other than a spe-
cially qualified unit, that has 1 or more juve-
nile courts that use a discretionary system 
of graduated sanctions shall collect the in-
formation reported under subparagraph (A) 
for submission to the State each year. 

‘‘(C) STATES.—Each State and specially 
qualified unit that has 1 or more juvenile 
courts that use a discretionary system of 
graduated sanctions shall collect the infor-
mation reported under subparagraph (A) for 
submission to the Attorney General each 
year. A State shall also collect and submit 
to the Attorney General the information col-
lected under subparagraph (B). 

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion: 

‘‘(1) The term ‘discretionary’ means that a 
system of graduated sanctions is not re-
quired to be imposed by each and every juve-
nile court in a State or unit of local govern-
ment. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘sanctions’ means tangible, 
proportional consequences that hold the ju-
venile offender accountable for the offense 
committed. A sanction may include coun-
seling, restitution, community service, a 
fine, supervised probation, or confinement. 
‘‘SEC. 1803. ALLOCATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF 

FUNDS. 
‘‘(a) STATE ALLOCATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with regu-

lations promulgated pursuant to this part 
and except as provided in paragraph (3), the 
Attorney General shall allocate— 

‘‘(A) 0.25 percent for each State; and 
‘‘(B) of the total funds remaining after the 

allocation under subparagraph (A), to each 
State, an amount which bears the same ratio 

to the amount of remaining funds described 
in this subparagraph as the population of 
people under the age of 18 living in such 
State for the most recent calendar year in 
which such data is available bears to the 
population of people under the age of 18 of all 
the States for such fiscal year. 

‘‘(2) PROHIBITION.—No funds allocated to a 
State under this subsection or received by a 
State for distribution under subsection (b) 
may be distributed by the Attorney General 
or by the State involved for any program 
other than a program contained in an ap-
proved application. 

‘‘(3) INCREASE FOR STATE RESERVE.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(B), if a State demonstrates and certifies to 
the Attorney General that the State’s law 
enforcement expenditures in the fiscal year 
preceding the date in which an application is 
submitted under this part is more than 25 
percent of the aggregate amount of law en-
forcement expenditures by the State and its 
eligible units of local government, the per-
centage referred to in paragraph (1)(A) shall 
equal the percentage determined by dividing 
the State’s law enforcement expenditures by 
such aggregate. 

‘‘(B) LAW ENFORCEMENT EXPENDITURES OVER 
50 PERCENT.—If the law enforcement expendi-
tures of a State exceed 50 percent of the ag-
gregate amount described in subparagraph 
(A), the Attorney General shall consult with 
as many units of local government in such 
State as practicable regarding the State’s 
proposed uses of funds. 

‘‘(b) LOCAL DISTRIBUTION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subsection (a)(3), each State which receives 
funds under subsection (a)(1) in a fiscal year 
shall distribute not less than 75 percent of 
such amounts received among units of local 
government, for the purposes specified in 
section 1801. In making such distribution the 
State shall allocate to such units of local 
government an amount which bears the same 
ratio to the aggregate amount of such funds 
as— 

‘‘(A) the sum of— 
‘‘(i) the product of— 
‘‘(I) three-quarters; multiplied by 
‘‘(II) the average law enforcement expendi-

ture for such unit of local government for 
the 3 most recent calendar years for which 
such data is available; plus 

‘‘(ii) the product of— 
‘‘(I) one-quarter; multiplied by 
‘‘(II) the average annual number of part 1 

violent crimes in such unit of local govern-
ment for the 3 most recent calendar years for 
which such data is available, bears to— 

‘‘(B) the sum of the products determined 
under subparagraph (A) for all such units of 
local government in the State. 

‘‘(2) EXPENDITURES.—The allocation any 
unit of local government shall receive under 
paragraph (1) for a payment period shall not 
exceed 100 percent of law enforcement ex-
penditures of the unit for such payment pe-
riod. 

‘‘(3) REALLOCATION.—The amount of any 
unit of local government’s allocation that is 
not available to such unit by operation of 
paragraph (2) shall be available to other 
units of local government that are not af-
fected by such operation in accordance with 
this subsection. 

‘‘(c) UNAVAILABILITY OF DATA FOR UNITS OF 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—If the State has reason 
to believe that the reported rate of part 1 
violent crimes or law enforcement expendi-
tures for a unit of local government is insuf-
ficient or inaccurate, the State shall— 

‘‘(1) investigate the methodology used by 
the unit to determine the accuracy of the 
submitted data; and 

‘‘(2) if necessary, use the best available 
comparable data regarding the number of 
violent crimes or law enforcement expendi-
tures for the relevant years for the unit of 
local government. 

‘‘(d) LOCAL GOVERNMENT WITH ALLOCATIONS 
LESS THAN $5,000.—If under this section a 
unit of local government is allocated less 
than $5,000 for a payment period, the amount 
allotted shall be expended by the State on 
services to units of local government whose 
allotment is less than such amount in a 
manner consistent with this part. 

‘‘(e) DIRECT GRANTS TO SPECIALLY QUALI-
FIED UNITS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If a State does not qual-
ify or apply for funds reserved for allocation 
under subsection (a) by the application dead-
line established by the Attorney General, the 
Attorney General shall reserve not more 
than 75 percent of the allocation that the 
State would have received under subsection 
(a) for such fiscal year to provide grants to 
specially qualified units which meet the re-
quirements for funding under section 1802. 

‘‘(2) AWARD BASIS.—In addition to the qual-
ification requirements for direct grants for 
specially qualified units the Attorney Gen-
eral may use the average amount allocated 
by the States to units of local government as 
a basis for awarding grants under this sec-
tion. 
‘‘SEC. 1804. REGULATIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 
shall issue regulations establishing proce-
dures under which a State or unit of local 
government that receives funds under sec-
tion 1803 is required to provide notice to the 
Attorney General regarding the proposed use 
of funds made available under this part. 

‘‘(b) ADVISORY BOARD.—The regulations re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall include a re-
quirement that such eligible State or unit of 
local government establish and convene an 
advisory board to review the proposed uses of 
such funds. The board shall include represen-
tation from, if appropriate— 

‘‘(1) the State or local police department; 
‘‘(2) the local sheriff’s department; 
‘‘(3) the State or local prosecutor’s office; 
‘‘(4) the State or local juvenile court; 
‘‘(5) the State or local probation officer; 
‘‘(6) the State or local educational agency; 
‘‘(7) a State or local social service agency; 

and 
‘‘(8) a nonprofit, religious, or community 

group. 
‘‘SEC. 1805. PAYMENT REQUIREMENTS. 

‘‘(a) TIMING OF PAYMENTS.—The Attorney 
General shall pay to each State or unit of 
local government that receives funds under 
section 1803 that has submitted an applica-
tion under this part not later than— 

‘‘(1) 90 days after the date that the amount 
is available, or 

‘‘(2) the first day of the payment period if 
the State has provided the Attorney General 
with the assurances required by subsection 
(c), 
whichever is later. 

‘‘(b) REPAYMENT OF UNEXPENDED 
AMOUNTS.— 

‘‘(1) REPAYMENT REQUIRED.—From amounts 
awarded under this part, a State or specially 
qualified unit shall repay to the Attorney 
General, or a unit of local government shall 
repay to the State by not later than 27 
months after receipt of funds from the Attor-
ney General, any amount that is not ex-
pended by the State within 2 years after re-
ceipt of such funds from the Attorney Gen-
eral. 
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‘‘(2) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO REPAY.—If 

the amount required to be repaid is not re-
paid, the Attorney General shall reduce pay-
ment in future payment periods accordingly. 

‘‘(3) DEPOSIT OF AMOUNTS REPAID.— 
Amounts received by the Attorney General 
as repayments under this subsection shall be 
deposited in a designated fund for future 
payments to States and specially qualified 
units. 

‘‘(c) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—A State or 
unit of local government that receives funds 
under this part may use not more than 5 per-
cent of such funds to pay for administrative 
costs. 

‘‘(d) NONSUPPLANTING REQUIREMENT.— 
Funds made available under this part to 
States and units of local government shall 
not be used to supplant State or local funds 
as the case may be, but shall be used to in-
crease the amount of funds that would, in 
the absence of funds made available under 
this part, be made available from State or 
local sources, as the case may be. 

‘‘(e) MATCHING FUNDS.—The Federal share 
of a grant received under this part may not 
exceed 90 percent of the costs of a program 
or proposal funded under this part. 
‘‘SEC. 1806. UTILIZATION OF PRIVATE SECTOR. 

‘‘Funds or a portion of funds allocated 
under this part may be utilized to contract 
with private, nonprofit entities, or commu-
nity-based organizations to carry out the 
purposes specified under section 1801(a)(2). 
‘‘SEC. 1807. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A State or specially 
qualified unit that receives funds under this 
part shall— 

‘‘(1) establish a trust fund in which the 
government will deposit all payments re-
ceived under this part; 

‘‘(2) use amounts in the trust fund (includ-
ing interest) during a period not to exceed 2 
years from the date the first grant payment 
is made to the State or specially qualified 
unit; 

‘‘(3) designate an official of the State or 
specially qualified unit to submit reports as 
the Attorney General reasonably requires, in 
addition to the annual reports required 
under this part; and 

‘‘(4) spend the funds only for the purposes 
under section 1801(b). 

‘‘(b) TITLE I PROVISIONS.—Except as other-
wise provided, the administrative provisions 
of part H shall apply to this part and for pur-
poses of this section any reference in such 
provisions to title I shall be deemed to in-
clude a reference to this part. 
‘‘SEC. 1808. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘For purposes of this part: 
‘‘(1) The term ‘unit of local government’ 

means— 
‘‘(A) a county, township, city, or political 

subdivision of a county, township, or city, 
that is a unit of local government as deter-
mined by the Secretary of Commerce for 
general statistical purposes; and 

‘‘(B) the District of Columbia and the rec-
ognized governing body of an Indian tribe or 
Alaskan Native village that carries out sub-
stantial governmental duties and powers. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘specially qualified unit’ 
means a unit of local government which may 
receive funds under this part only in accord-
ance with section 1803(e). 

‘‘(3) The term ‘State’ means any State of 
the United States, the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Vir-
gin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and the 
Northern Mariana Islands, except that Amer-
ican Samoa, Guam, and the Northern Mar-
iana Islands shall be considered as 1 State 
and that, for purposes of section 1803(a), 33 

percent of the amounts allocated shall be al-
located to American Samoa, 50 percent to 
Guam, and 17 percent to the Northern Mar-
iana Islands. 

‘‘(4) The term ‘juvenile’ means an indi-
vidual who is 17 years of age or younger. 

‘‘(5) The term ‘law enforcement expendi-
tures’ means the expenditures associated 
with prosecutorial, legal, and judicial serv-
ices, and corrections as reported to the Bu-
reau of the Census for the fiscal year pre-
ceding the fiscal year for which a determina-
tion is made under this part. 

‘‘(6) The term ‘part 1 violent crimes’ means 
murder and nonnegligent manslaughter, 
forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated as-
sault as reported to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation for purposes of the Uniform 
Crime Reports. 
‘‘SEC. 1809. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS. 
‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this part— 

‘‘(1) $500,000,000 for fiscal year 2000; 
‘‘(2) $500,000,000 for fiscal year 2001; and 
‘‘(3) $500,000,000 for fiscal year 2002. 
‘‘(b) OVERSIGHT ACCOUNTABILITY AND AD-

MINISTRATION.—Not more than 3 percent of 
the amount authorized to be appropriated 
under subsection (a), with such amounts to 
remain available until expended, for each of 
the fiscal years 2000 through 2002 shall be 
available to the Attorney General for evalua-
tion and research regarding the overall effec-
tiveness and efficiency of the provisions of 
this part, assuring compliance with the pro-
visions of this part, and for administrative 
costs to carry out the purposes of this part. 
The Attorney General shall establish and 
execute an oversight plan for monitoring the 
activities of grant recipients. 

‘‘(c) FUNDING SOURCE.—Appropriations for 
activities authorized in this part may be 
made from the Violent Crime Reduction 
Trust Fund.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—The table of 
contents of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is amended 
by striking the item relating to part R and 
inserting the following: 
‘‘PART R—JUVENILE ACCOUNTABILITY BLOCK 

GRANTS 
‘‘Sec. 1801. Program authorized. 
‘‘Sec. 1802. Grant eligibility. 
‘‘Sec. 1803. Allocation and distribution of 

funds. 
‘‘Sec. 1804. Regulations. 
‘‘Sec. 1805. Payment requirements. 
‘‘Sec. 1806. Utilization of private sector. 
‘‘Sec. 1807. Administrative provisions. 
‘‘Sec. 1808. Definitions. 
‘‘Sec. 1809. Authorization of appropria-

tions.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment is in 
order except those printed in part A of 
House Report 106–186. Except as other-
wise specified in House Resolution 209, 
each amendment may be offered only 
in the order printed in part A of the re-
port, may be offered only by a Member 
designated in the report, shall be con-
sidered read, debatable for the time 
specified in the report, equally divided 
and controlled by the proponent and an 
opponent, shall not be subject to 
amendment except as specified in the 
report and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division on the question. 

b 1330 
The Chairman of the Committee of 

the Whole may recognize for consider-

ation of any amendment printed in 
part A of the report out of the order 
printed, but not sooner than 1 hour 
after the Chairman of the Committee 
on the Judiciary or a designee an-
nounces from the floor a request to 
that effect. 

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

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, pur-
suant to the rule you have just out-
lined for us, I hereby give 1 hour’s no-
tice of my request to consider the 
amendment No. 31, the Hyde amend-
ment, out of order, immediately after 
consideration of the McCollum amend-
ment No. 6, and any amendments 
thereto. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 1 printed in 
part A of House report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH 
Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. 

KUCINICH: 
Page 3, strike lines 23 and 24, and insert 

the following: 
‘‘(9) establishing and maintaining an auto-

mated system of records relating to any ad-
judication of juveniles less than 18 years of 
age who are adjudicated delinquent for con-
duct that would be a violent crime if com-
mitted by an adult, that— 

‘‘(A) is equivalent to the system of records 
that would be kept of adults arrested for 
such conduct, including fingerprint records 
and photograph records; 

‘‘(B) provides for submitting such juvenile 
records to the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion in the same manner as adult criminal 
records are so submitted; 

‘‘(C) requires the retention of juvenile 
records for a period of time that is equal to 
the period of time for which adult criminal 
records are retained; and 

‘‘(D) makes available, on an expedited 
basis, to law enforcement agencies, to 
courts, and to school officials who shall be 
subject to the same standards and penalties 
that apply under Federal and State law to 
law enforcement and juvenile justice per-
sonnel with respect to handling such records 
and disclosing information contained in such 
records; 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
resolution 209, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). 

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

I wish to offer an amendment to this 
bill that would assist States in com-
piling the records of juveniles and es-
tablishing statewide computer systems 
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for their records. In addition, States 
would have the option of making these 
records available to the NCIC at the 
FBI where they would be accessed by 
law enforcement officials from other 
States. Similar language for such a 
system of records already exists in the 
Senate-passed juvenile justice bill. 

The reason I offer this amendment is 
a tragic story from my own district. A 
Cleveland police detective, Robert 
Clark, was killed in July 1998 while at-
tempting to arrest a drug dealer. The 
individual who shot Detective Clark 
had accumulated a considerable crimi-
nal record between Ohio and Florida. 
Although he was only 19 years old at 
the time of the shooting, he had been 
arrested 150 times since the age of 8. 
There had been 62 felony charges laid 
against him between 1995 and 1998. 
However, officials in Ohio were un-
aware of his criminal activities in 
Florida, and vice versa. In addition, 
there was an outstanding warrant for 
this individual’s arrest in Florida at 
the time of the shooting. Had an auto-
mated records system been in place 
when he first appeared before a juve-
nile court in Ohio, law enforcement of-
ficials in Ohio would have had access to 
this extensive criminal record in Flor-
ida. 

I remain a strong supporter of civil 
liberties for all citizens. Therefore, it 
is important that access to these 
records be strictly controlled to main-
tain the privacy rights of every citizen. 
In addition, States should not be man-
dated to share juvenile records infor-
mation with the FBI. Rather, they 
would have the option of sharing their 
juvenile records information should 
they choose. 

My amendment has received the en-
dorsement of the Fraternal Order of 
Police in which they say, ‘‘The ability 
to share and obtain information about 
criminals’ records is crucial to the law 
enforcement mission. This legislation 
addresses the pressing need for better 
and more efficient recordkeeping on 
violent juveniles, information that 
would stop crimes and save lives.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, at this time I will in-
clude the above-referenced letter for 
the RECORD. 

FRATERNAL ORDER OF POLICE, 
Washington, DC, June 15, 1999. 

Hon. DENNIS KUCINICH, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN KUCINICH: I am writing 
on behalf of the more than 277,000 members 
of the Fraternal Order of Police to advise 
you of our strong support for your amend-
ment to H.R. 1501, the ‘‘Consequences for Ju-
venile Offenders Act of 1999.’’ Your amend-
ment will enable law enforcement officials to 
improve record-keeping and record-sharing 
on juvenile offenders. 

Your bill would enable States to apply for 
Federal grants to establish, develop, update 
or upgrade State and local criminal history 
record systems to include the conviction 
records of violent juveniles. These grants 
will assist State and local law enforcement 
authorities in compiling and computerizing 

statewide systems with the records of vio-
lent juvenile offenders with the option to 
make this data available to the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation and law enforcement 
authorities in other States. 

The ability to share and obtain informa-
tion about criminals’ records is critical to 
the law enforcement mission. Your legisla-
tion addresses the pressing need for better 
and more efficient recordkeeping on violent 
juveniles—information which could stop 
crimes and save lives. 

On 1 July 1998, Detective Robert Clark of 
the Cleveland Police Department and Correy 
Major, a 19-year-old from Florida were killed 
in a gun battle. Major was first arrested at 
the age of eight. By the time he was killed 
last July, he had amassed over one hundred 
and fifty prior incidents with police on his 
record. Major was arrested on yet another of-
fense the night before he killed Detective 
Clark, but because law enforcement officers 
in Cleveland, Ohio were unaware of his ex-
tensive criminal record as a juvenile in Flor-
ida, he was released from custody. Because 
Ohio and Florida were unable to share infor-
mation about this dangerous and violent 
criminal, only hours later a brave and dedi-
cated officer was dead. 

I commend you for your leadership on this 
important issue on behalf of the membership 
of the Fraternal Order of Police. If I can be 
of any further help, please do not hesitate to 
contact me or Executive Director Jim Pasco 
through my Washington office at (202) 547– 
8189. 

Sincerely, 
GILBERT G. GALLEGOS, 

National President. 

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

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not oppose the amendment; however, I 
ask unanimous consent to take the 5 
minutes if no Member is opposing it. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to sup-
port the amendment of the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) and take the 
time to say what it really does in my 
view, which is a very positive thing. It 
takes one of the conditions of use of 
the money in grant program for these 
improvements of the juvenile justice 
system, which are very broadly writ-
ten; there are 13 of them in the bill, 
and it very specifically tailors that one 
use which has to do with having juve-
nile records available by saying that 
not only do we establish and maintain 
those juvenile records in the case of 
public safety, but that we have an 
automated system of records that we 
establish and maintain for juveniles 
less than 18 years of age or who are ad-
judicated delinquent for conduct that 
would be a violent crime if committed 
by an adult. 

In other words, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) spells out what we 

are concerned with here and then goes 
into detail, very similar to what was in 
legislation that I authored in the last 
Congress on this subject matter and 
did not include in this particular bill, 
H.R. 1501, as a specific provision in that 
much detail because I thought the gen-
eral language covered it. 

Mr. Chairman, I really believe that 
the gentleman is doing a service to put 
this specific language in. I think this is 
a good amendment because it does out-
line these details, and does spell out 
that which the rules would be, and we 
will not have any questions about it 
after that, I believe. 

So it is again in furtherance of a bi-
partisan bill that throughout this has 
been that way. 

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

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MCCOLLUM) for his kind remarks 
regarding this amendment. It seeks to 
build on the intentions that he had in 
the last Congress, and I certainly ap-
preciate his support and the support of 
all of my colleagues on this. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 2 printed in 
part A of House Report 106–186. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. HUTCHINSON 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. 
HUTCHINSON: 

Page 4, after line 21, insert the following: 
(14) establishing and maintaining restora-

tive justice programs. 
(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, the term ‘‘restorative justice program’’ 
means a program that emphasizes the moral 
accountability of an offender toward the vic-
tim and the affected community, and may 
include community reparations boards, res-
titution, and mediation between victim and 
offender,’’ 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
resolution 209, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON). 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment adds a 
new category of permissive uses for the 
grant money authorized under the ju-
venile accountability block grants in 
H.R. 1501. This new authority will 
allow States and localities to use funds 
in the bill to implement restorative 
justice programs. 
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Restorative justice is a concept that 

incorporates the community, the vic-
tim, and the offender in the restitution 
and rehabilitation process. Programs 
in existence today include local com-
munity reparation boards, offender res-
titution programs, and victim-offender 
mediation. This new authorized use of 
funds will provide judges with an im-
portant tool to hold juveniles account-
able for their wrongdoing. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is impor-
tant not only to hold juveniles ac-
countable to the State for their wrong-
doing, but also to their victims. Res-
titution programs and mediation pro-
grams emphasize the responsibility of 
the offender, in this case the juvenile, 
to those he or she has wronged. 

The Senate-passed juvenile crime bill 
includes similar language, but does not 
define the term ‘‘restorative justice.’’ 
So my amendment improves upon the 
Senate approach by defining restora-
tive justice to mean a program that 
emphasizes the moral accountability of 
an offender toward the victim and the 
affected community. I might add, Mr. 
Chairman, that the American Bar As-
sociation has previously adopted a res-
olution recommending that the govern-
ment look into these types of victim- 
offender mediation programs in the 
criminal justice system and possibly 
incorporating them. 

An example of this also would be 
Marty Price, who mediated a session 
between juvenile offenders who had 
thrown rocks from an overpass and ac-
tually caused physical harm, but also 
some personal injuries. That was medi-
ated, the victims participated in it, 
there was not any recidivism. The juve-
niles learned from that experience, and 
the victims were happy as well. I will 
not go into all the details of this, but 
it is something that really works. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Colorado (Ms. DEGETTE). 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Chairman, we 
have no objection to this amendment. 
However, I would like to yield when it 
is appropriate to the gentleman from 
Maine (Mr. BALDACCI). 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MCCOLLUM). 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
just want to rise in support of this 
amendment. It establishes a new cri-
teria under the uses for the grant mon-
ies in this bill. It is the 14th one. We 
just talked about amending one of the 
earlier ones in the list of 13. This 14th 
one is in no way restrictive and actu-
ally adds to the opportunity for the 
local authorities and States to be able 
to improve their juvenile justice sys-
tems. As the gentleman so eloquently 
explained, it does so by establishing 
and maintaining restorative justice 
programs, and the gentleman has de-
fined those to mean a program that 
emphasizes the moral accountability of 

an offender toward the victim and the 
affected community. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is very 
significant. I think that it is a good 
clarification of the broad-based nature 
of what we are proposing in that there 
are lot of things, as long as it is within 
the juvenile justice system of a State, 
that one can use this grant money for. 
So I commend the gentleman for offer-
ing it and I urge its adoption. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman, and I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition, although I do not oppose 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 

from Colorado (Ms. DEGETTE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Maine 
(Mr. BALDACCI). 

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to thank the gentlewoman 
from Colorado for yielding me this 
time. I am not in opposition to the 
amendment that has been offered, but 
because of the constraints that have 
been presented, it will allow us an op-
portunity to be able to speak in re-
gards to this issue at this time. 

I do support the efforts of the gen-
tleman from Arkansas in trying to cre-
ate this opportunity for restorative 
justice, and I would look to support it. 

But at this time also, on the larger 
issue, I wanted to point out that there 
are no easy answers to the problems of 
youth violence. Tightening gun laws, 
providing increased mental health 
counseling to youth and placing re-
newed emphasis on family values may 
all be part of the solution, but no one 
of these steps alone will be enough. I 
think a few guiding principles are in 
order. 

First, increased communication must 
be a focus. Students need to be able to 
report incidences or rumors that con-
cern them. Education and law enforce-
ment officials need to be able to share 
information about troubled or trouble-
some youth, and parents need to be 
able to talk to their kids and children 
and friends of teachers and teachers 
themselves. 

Second, we must start thinking and 
acting like families and communities, 
rather than solely as individuals. I 
think in some of the cases we have lost 
sight of the common good and we need 
to regain that. Third, we must take 
prudent steps to ensure that guns are 
not in the hands of our youth. While we 
must maintain a careful balance, I do 
believe that some modest further regu-
lation may be in order. 

Finally, and perhaps most impor-
tantly, we need to take increased steps 

to ensure that our youth have the re-
sources to deal with the challenges 
they face. Whether they find strength 
in their families, in their church, or in 
their teachers or simply in themselves, 
young people need to be able to face 
the rejection, the volatility and pres-
sures that can accompany adolescence. 

Time and again, I have heard from 
people in my district that the best way 
to deal with juvenile delinquency is to 
prevent it from happening in the first 
place. The boys and girls club, after 
school activities, sports programs, 
mentoring and programs like Outward 
Bound have all proven effective in 
keeping kids out of trouble. They help 
youth to build the skills they need and 
provide caring, nurtured environments 
for children to spend their time in. 

We have all heard the adage that an 
ounce of prevention is worth a pound of 
cure, and when it comes to dealing 
with our youth, I do not believe that 
any phrase could be more true. I com-
mend the committee for focusing on 
prevention in the underlying legisla-
tion, and I urge my colleagues not to 
lose that focus as we go through the 
amendment process. 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Chairman, as I 
stated, we have no objection to this 
amendment. We thank the gentleman 
for raising it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY), who has 
been very supportive of this effort. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Arkansas has 1 minute remaining. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tlewoman be given 2 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would in-
form the gentleman that under the 
rule, such a request cannot be granted 
by the Committee of the Whole. 

Does the gentleman seek to yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Or-
egon? 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Yes, I would like 
to do that, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Oregon is recognized for 1 minute. 

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the gentle-
man’s amendment. 

This amendment stresses that juve-
niles must be held accountable for 
their actions and allows communities 
to engage in innovative and nontradi-
tional ways of holding juveniles ac-
countable. 

Too often our juvenile system pro-
vides delayed accountability to our 
people by not acting for 2 or 3 months, 
or by not acting until after a person 
has committed a second or third or 
even fourth violation. 

Accountability programs have been 
enormously successful in my district in 
Oregon. In Clackamas County, the 
local juvenile authorities have been 
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working with nonviolent first- and sec-
ond-time juvenile offenders to come up 
with punishments that do not justify, 
fit the crime, but fit the offender. 

County officials assess and evaluate 
the offender and work with parents, 
local police, and school officials to 
come up with proper sanctions, treat-
ment, and an immediate consequence 
to that offense, so that the offender un-
derstands that there is a connection. 
As a result, juveniles are often required 
to provide restitution, to meet with 
their victims and provide service to the 
community. 

b 1345 

Providing these types of immediate 
sanctions have been so successful in 
my district. This is the kind of pro-
gram this would fund, and I would sup-
port this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 3 printed in 
Part A of House Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. DREIER 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 3 offered by Mr. 
DREIER: 

Page 4, line 11, strike the period and insert 
the following: ‘‘, and accountability-based, 
proactive programs, including anti-gang pro-
grams, developed by law enforcement agen-
cies to combat juvenile crime;’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. DREIER) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. DREIER). 

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

Mr. Chairman, let me at the outset 
say that I am very pleased to be joined 
in offering this amendment with my 
good friend, the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. HAYWORTH) and my good 
friend, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. HORN). 

This issue really centers around the 
question of local control. As we con-
front the issue of violent juvenile 
crime, it seems to me that it is very 
important for us to do everything we 
possibly can to empower local commu-
nity-based agencies, particularly sher-
iffs and police, to fight gang crime. 

We all know how these horrible gangs 
that have been out there have been in-
volving themselves in illegal com-
merce, primarily in the area of drug 
trafficking, and it goes across both 
State lines and national borders. 

This proposal first came to me from 
Lee Baca, who is the Chairman of Los 

Angeles County. They have spent a 
great deal of time looking for creative, 
locally-based solutions to what obvi-
ously is a very serious problem. 

I hope very much my colleagues will 
join in strong support of this effort. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM), distinguished 
chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Crime. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. I want to support this amend-
ment. I compliment the gentleman on 
it. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to assure ev-
erybody, from what I understand from 
the discussions and from reading the 
amendment, the gentleman is adding 
to already existing number 11.1 for the 
conditions for the use of the money, 
and in that process, all the gentleman 
is doing is saying if a kid comes in con-
tact, a juvenile, with some portion of 
the system, in this case, the law en-
forcement portion, before the judge 
ever sees the case, and it is one of these 
anti-gang programs or whatever, they 
can receive some of this money. 

That is part of the system, by defini-
tion. I assure the gentleman it is. 

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

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman is absolutely right. So basically 
what we are doing is providing another 
opportunity, a greater degree of flexi-
bility, so we can deal with this very 
pressing problem. 

Again, this came to our attention 
from the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s 
department. In my State, Pasadena, 
California, has been very involved in 
this. We have, I think, what is a cre-
ative, flexible solution, or at least a 
help for a very serious problem. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to my good friend, the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
HAYWORTH), with whom I am pleased to 
be joined as a cosponsor of this amend-
ment. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my friend, the honored chairman 
of the Committee on Rules, for yielding 
time to me. 

I would simply address my colleagues 
by reminding them of the situation we 
find ourselves in the Sixth Congres-
sional District in Arizona, an area in 
square mileage almost as big as the 
commonwealth of Pennsylvania, a dis-
trict of many contrasts, part of urban 
Phoenix, and a sprawling rural area in 
which the counties are actually larger 
than many States on the East Coast. 

While in the past, and as my col-
league from California capably pointed 
out, while urban areas we often asso-
ciate with gang violence and the rise of 
street crime and gang activity, we also 
see it in the rural areas of States like 
Arizona. 

Just yesterday a young man from 
Winkelman, Arizona, there on the 
Pinal-Gila county line came to see me. 
He spoke of incredible activities in his 
rural community, concentrations of 
gangs, concentrations of drug activity. 
That was followed up with a visit from 
another rural county by a narcotics of-
ficer saying the same thing. 

What we are doing in this amend-
ment is allowing local law enforcement 
agencies to use some of the $1.5 billion 
in Federal assistance that is set aside 
over the next 3 years to help combat 
juvenile crime. 

As my friend, the distinguished sub-
committee chairman from Florida just 
pointed out, this allows a portion of 
those proceeds to go to anti-gang ac-
tivities which are so essential to com-
batting youth violence, so essential to 
combatting the scourge of drugs, and 
so essential to rural law enforcement, 
where we have seen the incredible rise 
of gangs along the interstates now in 
Arizona, even going into what we 
would consider more pastoral and plac-
id scenes. There crime is rising, gang 
activity is up. 

This amendment allows flexibility, 
and the underlying principle is this: 
That those closest to the problem, 
those who have to fight the problem, 
should be given maximum flexibility to 
do so. 

That is why I am so pleased to join 
my colleague, the chairman of the 
Committee on Rules and my other col-
league, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. HORN), as well in offering this 
amendment. I urge its passage by this 
body. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) seek to 
control the time in opposition? 

Mr. CONYERS. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. LOFGREN), a member of 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, as a 
member of the committee, I certainly 
do not object to the proposed amend-
ment because I think, in fact, although 
the amendment makes clear this is an 
eligible activity, I think that is al-
ready clear from the underlying bill. 

We want to do this, the amenders 
want to do this. Therefore there is no 
harm in saying it still again, that we 
want this to be an eligible activity. 

However, I do think it is important 
to put in context what it is we are 
doing here today in the House of Rep-
resentatives. We have struggled on the 
Committee on the Judiciary with a ju-
venile justice bill that was way too ex-
treme, and due to the efforts of the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOL-
LUM) and the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. SCOTT), the ranking member, we 
came up with a bipartisan bill, H.R. 
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1501, that all of us agree would help in 
the juvenile justice arena. 

We had hoped in the committee that 
we would take that bipartisan bill that 
we knew would pass, we knew the 
President would sign, and added the 
simple gun safety measures that the 
other body approved prior to the re-
cess. 

Instead, what we have here in this 
process today is that bipartisan bill 
and some innocuous amendments, such 
as the current one, that I believe are 
being used as cover for the killer 
amendments that will be offered later 
in the day that will sink the entire 
measure. I think that is a darned 
shame. 

This is being done as prelude to what 
I fear will be a very unproductive effort 
tomorrow, unproductive from the point 
of view of those who want gun safety 
measures, modest ones, commonsense 
ones such as the Senate has passed, but 
productive for those who wish to kill 
commonsense gun safety measures. 

This amendment is fine, but let us 
not be fooled by what we are doing here 
today. This entire effort is devised by 
those who oppose any efforts to adopt 
what the American people want, which 
is modest, moderate, commonsense gun 
safety measures. I think that is a ter-
rible shame, and really, in so doing we 
will disappoint the legitimate hopes of 
the American people for these modest 
steps. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
certainly consistent with the under-
lying bill, especially one of the amend-
ments that will be presented later, 
which would incorporate H.R. 1150. The 
localities would do a plan and deter-
mine whether or not this particular 
program would fit into their plan, if 
they have determined they need this 
kind of program. 

It would certainly be eligible under 
that portion of the bill. It is forward- 
thinking, and I would urge its adop-
tion. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
simply like to express my appreciation, 
not only to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MCCOLLUM) for accepting the 
amendment, but to my chief colleague, 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LOFGREN) and the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT) and the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS). 

We were very pleased to make the 
gentleman’s amendment in order as we 
proceeded with this rule. I appreciate 
the gentleman’s kindness in accepting 
this very, very balanced amendment 
that the gentleman from California 

(Mr. HORN) and the gentleman from Ar-
izona (Mr. HAYWORTH) and I are offer-
ing. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to let the 
gentleman from California (Chairman 
DREIER) know that I appreciate the 
courtesy that he afforded me in terms 
of a substitute on the other bill. Had he 
not come forward as he did, it would 
have created almost a precedent in the 
House, that we on our side could not 
bring forward a substitute, and I am 
happy that the rethinking or rereview 
of that led the gentleman to his unpar-
alleled generosity. I want the gen-
tleman to know that I thank him for 
it. 

I also support the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from California (Mr. 
DREIER), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules, and his two col-
leagues. 

This amendment, dealing with juve-
nile accountability, block grants, and 
dealing with a proactive program that 
really interacts among youngsters and 
gangs developed by law enforcement 
agencies to combat juvenile crime, is 
clearly on the money. I hope that it 
will be agreed to by all of the member-
ship. 

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
thank the gentleman from California, Mr. 
DREIER, for ensuring consideration of this 
amendment, and the gentleman from Arizona, 
Mr. HAYWORTH, for cosponsoring it. 

As currently written, H.R. 1501 provides 
$1.5 billion in grants for use by states and 
local governments to strengthen the juvenile 
justice system through a wide variety of pro-
grams and initiatives. This amendment would 
ensure that anti-gang programs run by local 
law-enforcement agencies are eligible for 
these grants. Under this amendment, federal 
assistance would be available for proactive 
programs, including anti-gang programs, 
based on the principle of accountability and 
developed by law enforcement to combat juve-
nile crime. This amendment has been en-
dorsed by the National Sheriffs’ Association. 

Local anti-gang programs play a critical role 
in reducing juvenile crime in our nation’s urban 
areas. The city of Downey has an excellent 
Gangs Out of Downey program. Los Angeles 
County, which includes my district and the dis-
trict represented by Mr. DREIER, has more 
than one thousand gangs. Gang-related crime 
often requires a different law-enforcement ap-
proach compared to other types of crime. 
Gangs—their activities, their internal culture, 
their way of life—can vary from city to city, 
even from neighborhood to neighborhood, 
making a localized approach critical to any 
anti-gang effort. Moreover, anti-gang programs 
must address the role that gangs play in the 
lives of their members. Many gang members 
come from broken homes, and their gang acts 
as a surrogate family for them. Anti-gang ef-
forts must be proactive in providing alter-
natives to gang life, in keeping young men 
and women from joining a gang before they 
get pulled into one. A most effective program 
is the Police Athletic League [PAL]. They have 
been effective throughout the United States. 

The threat that gangs pose to our urban 
communities—and to the young men and 
women who join them—makes it critical that 
this bill specifically allow funding for anti-gang 
programs. I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER). 

The amendment was agreed to 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 4 printed in 
Part A of House Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. CAPUANO 
Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 4 offered by Mr. 

CAPUANO: Page 3, after line 10, insert the fol-
lowing (and redesignate any subsequent 
paragraphs accordingly): 

‘‘(6) providing funding to prosecutors for 
the purpose of establishing and maintaining 
juvenile witness assistance programs;’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. CAPUANO) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. CAPUANO). 

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

Mr. Chairman, earlier this year 
Jason Sadler, a 14-year-old from my 
district, witnessed an armed robbery. 
When questioned by the police, he did 
what his mother told him to do. He 
stood up and he told the truth. He iden-
tified the perpetrators and he agreed to 
testify. 

In return for his actions, Jason has 
received death threats, along with the 
rest of his family, from the perpetra-
tors and their cohorts. Because funding 
for juvenile witness assistance pro-
grams must compete for priority with 
the need to hire assistant district at-
torneys, investigators, stenographers, 
and the like, Jason’s mother has been 
forced to remove her son from school 
for the last 51⁄2 months and place him 
in hiding. 

For doing the right thing, Jason will 
have to repeat the eighth grade, and 
for quite a while will have to hide in 
fear for his life. 

Shortly before Jason’s case, in Janu-
ary of this year, another young boy, 
Leroy B.J. Brown from Bridgeport, 
Connecticut, stepped forth to do the 
right thing in his time, to assist local 
authorities in prosecuting drug dealers. 

Eight-year-old B.J. was scheduled to 
testify about a shooting that he had 
witnessed, but before he could testify, 
he and his mother were murdered. 

Both of these kids were good, law- 
abiding citizens who were willing to 
step forth and do something many 
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adults are not ready to do, stand up 
against crime in their community. 

Our State and local prosecutors 
should be encouraged to develop pro-
grams to support such kids when they 
do the right thing. This amendment 
will do just that, and I hope it is adopt-
ed. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) seek rec-
ognition? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
to claim the time in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes in opposition. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not oppose this 
amendment, I support it. I just want to 
clarify a few things about it. 

First of all, it is a big problem right 
now in this country, witness intimida-
tion. It is a problem not only with ju-
veniles, but across-the-board. A signifi-
cant section in my amendment, a larg-
er comprehensive amendment I am 
going to offer in a few minutes, deals 
with witness intimidation, bribery, 
crossing State lines. It even has a 
death penalty if you murder somebody 
in a witness intimidation setting under 
those circumstances. 

b 1400 
What the gentleman is offering here 

perhaps is included in our already ex-
isting No. 5 provision in our grant pro-
gram, the underlying 1501 use provi-
sions; that is, what the States can use 
the money for. But I think it amplifies 
and makes it very clear that we are not 
just doing what provision No. 5 says; 
that is, States may do more than sim-
ply provide funds to enable prosecutors 
to address drug, gang and youth vio-
lence problems more effectively, and 
for the technology, equipment and 
training to assist the prosecutors in 
identifying and expediting the prosecu-
tion of violent juvenile offenders, 
which No. 5 provides for in the existing 
bill, but it also will now, with the gen-
tleman’s amendment that I support, 
make certain that States can use the 
money to provide funding to prosecu-
tors for the purpose of establishing and 
maintaining juvenile witness assist-
ance programs. 

That might have been interpreted to 
be included in the one I read earlier, 
No. 5, but it is not clear, as clear as 
now with this amendment. So I think 
this is a good amendment. We should 
be helping prosecutors protect wit-
nesses in juvenile programs. 

I encourage the adoption of this 
amendment. 

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

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, following 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MCCOLLUM), this amendment I think if 
we had had an opportunity to consider 
it in committee, although we did not 
have an opportunity but had we had an 
opportunity, I think it certainly would 
have been included because this kind of 
activity was anticipated to be covered 
by the bill. 

I thank the gentleman for offering it 
and only wish that we had had an op-
portunity to consider it in committee, 
but we did not have a full committee 
consideration so the gentleman had to 
introduce it on the floor, and I thank 
him for that. 

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
CAPUANO). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 5 printed in 
part A of House Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. WISE 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, on behalf 
of the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
STUPAK) and myself, I offer an amend-
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. 
Wise: 

Page 4, line 18, strike ‘‘and’’ at the end. 
Page 4, line 21, strike the period at the end 

and insert a semicolon. 
Page 4, after line 21, insert the following 

(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 

‘‘(14) supporting the independent State de-
velopment and operation of confidential, 
toll-free telephone hotlines that will operate 
7 days per week, 24 hours per day, in order to 
provide students, school officials, and other 
individuals with the opportunity to report 
specific threats of imminent school violence 
or to report other suspicious or criminal con-
duct by juveniles to appropriate State and 
local law enforcement entities for investiga-
tion; 

‘‘(15) ensuring proper State training of per-
sonnel who answer and respond to telephone 
calls to hotlines described in paragraph (14); 

‘‘(16) assisting in the acquisition of tech-
nology necessary to enhance the effective-
ness of hotlines described in paragraph (14), 
including the utilization of Internet web- 
pages or resources; 

‘‘(17) enhancing State efforts to offer ap-
propriate counseling services to individuals 
who call a hotline described in paragraph (14) 
threatening to do harm to themselves or oth-
ers; and 

‘‘(18) furthering State efforts to publicize 
the services offered by the hotlines described 
in paragraph (14) and to encourage individ-
uals to utilize those services. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
West Virginia (Mr. WISE) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia (Mr. WISE). 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. STUPAK), the cosponsor of the 
amendment. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. 
WISE) for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to support 
my amendment to create new school 
violence hotlines. Both the gentleman 
from West Virginia (Mr. WISE) and I 
have been working on this important 
amendment to help our communities 
prevent acts of violence at schools. I 
thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from West Virginia (Mr. WISE) for his 
efforts and his hard work on this and 
urge my colleagues to adopt this 
amendment. 

Our amendment allows States to cre-
ate and operate confidential, toll free, 
telephone hotlines that operate 24 
hours a day, 7 days per week, in order 
to provide students, parents, school of-
ficials and others the opportunity to 
report specific threats of imminent 
school violence to appropriate State 
and law enforcement entities. 

Our amendment also ensures that the 
States properly train people to answer 
and respond to telephone calls and as-
sist States in the acquisition of tech-
nology to administer the hotlines. 

Mr. Chairman, hotlines will provide 
parents and students an important tool 
in our effort to reduce school violence. 
As chair of the Democratic Crime and 
Drug Task Force, we have met over the 
last year with school officials and they 
have detailed to us how these hotlines 
are particularly valuable because they 
allow students to report anonymously, 
avoiding much of the peer pressure 
that so often affects their behavior. 

No kid wants to be considered a 
snitch in their school and many times 
potential acts of violence go unre-
ported because of the pressure students 
feel from their peers. 

Additionally and most importantly, 
students often fail to report potential 
violence because of fear that the weap-
ons or the violence that they are to re-
port may be used against them if they 
are found out to be the one who re-
ported to authorities. These hotlines 
will eliminate the pressure and allow 
kids to come forward without fear of 
retaliation. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support this important amendment. 
The Senate adopted a similar provision 
sponsored by Senators ROBB and SES-
SIONS. We can make this easier for our 
children to report potential violent 
acts at school and we can provide a val-
uable tool to our communities to help 
reduce school violence. 

I would like to thank my staff, in 
particular Dave Buchanan, for all of 
his hard work on this. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I support this amend-
ment. I think it is a good amendment. 
It adds one more provision to this bill 
that is really a complimentary thing 
with respect to what the funds in the 
grant program for the juvenile justice 
systems improvement can be used for. 
In other words, there is a very impor-
tant hotline issue here about schools 
and training folks to be able to use 
that hotline to report potential vio-
lence in the school and criminal con-
duct in the school among juveniles, and 
it strikes me that that is indeed at this 
point, whenever one sees something 
such as a threat of violence by a teen-
ager in a school occurring, at that 
point in time the juvenile justice sys-
tem is enacted, it is in contact, it is a 
part of this system at that point that 
we want to see these funds used to im-
prove. 

So it strikes me, again, that this is 
at the very initial stage of where we 
want the line to be drawn for the 
money to be used in this legislation. 
That is, when the juvenile justice sys-
tem first comes into play, when that 
first telephone ring comes about, 911 or 
through the hotline that is established 
here as a special hotline, to the local 
authorities about something that is 
going on in a school, I think that is ex-
tremely important. So I support this 
amendment and urge its adoption to 
make sure that the use of money in 
this respect under this bill is allowable. 
I think it is already, but if it is not 
that certainly clarifies it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS), the distinguished 
ranking member. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. WISE) for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this is an ex-
cellent amendment. I wanted to praise 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
STUPAK) for joining the gentleman 
from West Virginia (Mr. WISE) on it. He 
is one of the Members in the Michigan 
delegation that is standing up to in-
credible scrutiny and he is standing 
tall as we consider juvenile justice and 
gun safety measures here during the 
week and into next week. I thought 
that this would be an appropriate place 
to make that observation. 

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self the balance of the time. 

Mr. Chairman, as I listened to people 
across the State at four school violence 
hearings last summer, several good 
ideas emerged and one of them is the 

creation of a statewide toll free school 
violence hotline. Today the amend-
ment that the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. STUPAK) and I are offering to 
the juvenile justice bill specifies that 
the block grant funds in this bill can be 
used to create a hotline and to train 
and support the personnel to operate 
it. 

This toll free hotline is a place where 
students and teachers or anyone else 
can call to report suspicious behavior, 
to make this call anonymously, with-
out fear of exposure or retaliation. 

Students have told me that many 
times they hesitate to alert others of 
potentially violent situations because 
they are afraid of being labeled a 
snitch or they are afraid of retaliation. 
This hotline would allow authorities to 
review the information without put-
ting the person passing it along in dan-
ger. This is going to be vital for many 
of our smaller counties that might not 
be able to take this on by themselves. 
But check with Harrison County in 
West Virginia, for instance, or Berke-
ley County or others that have imple-
mented such a hotline to see how im-
portant they think it is, as other 
States have done across the country. 

We have investigated many ways 
that one can have such a hotline and 
each State can take its own means, but 
it is important that we put this in the 
bill so that States know that they can 
use these block grant monies to create 
a toll free, statewide school violence 
hotline that can protect many of our 
young people from violence and give 
them the opportunity to report what 
they consider to be a violent situation. 

When our school doors reopen this 
fall, with this in the bill, we will have 
made our schools safer, and I appre-
ciate greatly the chairman of the sub-
committee and the chairman of the full 
committee for agreeing to this amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. WISE). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 6 printed in 
part A of House Report 106–186. 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. MCCOLLUM. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 6 offered by Mr. 
MCCOLLUM: 

Page 1, beginning on line 4, strike ‘‘Con-
sequences for Juvenile Offenders’’ and insert 
‘‘Child Safety and Youth Violence Preven-
tion’’. 

Page 1, after line 5, insert the following: 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents of this Act is as fol-
lows: 
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 

TITLE I—CONSEQUENCES FOR JUVENILE 
OFFENDERS ACT OF 1999 

Sec. 101. Short title. 
Sec. 102. Grant program. 

TITLE II—JUVENILE JUSTICE REFORM 
Sec. 201. Delinquency proceedings or crimi-

nal prosecutions in district 
courts. 

Sec. 202. Custody prior to appearance before 
judicial officer. 

Sec. 203. Technical and conforming amend-
ments to section 5034. 

Sec. 204. Detention prior to disposition or 
sentencing. 

Sec. 205. Speedy trial. 
Sec. 206. Disposition; availability of in-

creased detention, fines and su-
pervised release for juvenile of-
fenders. 

Sec. 207. Juvenile records and 
fingerprinting. 

Sec. 208. Technical amendments of sections 
5031 and 5034. 

Sec. 209. Clerical amendments to table of 
sections for chapter 403. 

TITLE III—EFFECTIVE ENFORCEMENT 
OF FEDERAL FIREARMS LAWS 

Sec. 301. Armed criminal apprehension pro-
gram. 

Sec. 302. Annual reports. 
Sec. 303. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 304. Cross-designation of Federal pros-

ecutors. 
TITLE IV—LIMITING JUVENILE ACCESS 

TO FIREARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 
Sec. 401. Increased penalties for unlawful ju-

venile possession of firearms. 
Sec. 402. Increased penalties and mandatory 

minimum sentence for unlawful 
transfer of firearm to juvenile. 

Sec. 403. Prohibiting possession of explo-
sives by juveniles and young 
adults. 

TITLE V—PREVENTING CRIMINAL 
ACCESS TO FIREARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 
Sec. 501. Criminal prohibition on distribu-

tion of certain information re-
lating to explosives, destructive 
devices, and weapons of mass 
destruction. 

Sec. 502. Requiring thefts from common car-
riers to be reported. 

Sec. 503. Voluntary submission of dealer’s 
records. 

Sec. 504. Grant program for juvenile records. 
TITLE VI—PUNISHING AND DETERRING 

CRIMINAL USE OF FIREARMS AND EX-
PLOSIVES 

Sec. 601. Mandatory minimum sentence for 
discharging a firearm in a 
school zone. 

Sec. 602. Apprehension and procedural treat-
ment of armed violent crimi-
nals. 

Sec. 603. Increased penalties for possessing 
or transferring stolen firearms. 

Sec. 604. Increased mandatory minimum 
penalties for using a firearm to 
commit a crime of violence or 
drug trafficking crime. 

Sec. 605. Increased penalties for misrepre-
sented firearms purchase in aid 
of a serious violent felony. 

Sec. 606. Increasing penalties on gun king-
pins. 

Sec. 607. Serious recordkeeping offenses that 
aid gun trafficking. 

Sec. 608. Termination of firearms dealer’s li-
cense upon felony conviction. 

Sec. 609. Increased penalty for transactions 
involving firearms with obliter-
ated serial numbers. 
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Sec. 610. Forfeiture for gun trafficking. 
Sec. 611. Increased penalty for firearms con-

spiracy. 
Sec. 612. Gun convictions as predicate 

crimes for Armed Career Crimi-
nal Act. 

Sec. 613. Serious juvenile drug trafficking 
offenses as Armed Career 
Criminal Act predicates. 

Sec. 614. Forfeiture of firearms used in 
crimes of violence and felonies. 

Sec. 615. Separate licenses for gunsmiths. 
Sec. 616. Permits and background checks for 

purchases of explosives. 
Sec. 617. Persons prohibited from receiving 

or possessing explosives. 
TITLE VII—PUNISHING GANG VIOLENCE 

AND DRUG TRAFFICKING TO MINORS 
Sec. 701. Increased mandatory minimum 

penalties for using minors to 
distribute drugs. 

Sec. 702. Increased mandatory minimum 
penalties for distributing drugs 
to minors. 

Sec. 703. Increased mandatory minimum 
penalties for drug trafficking in 
or near a school or other pro-
tected location. 

Sec. 704. Criminal street gangs. 
Sec. 705. Increase in offense level for partici-

pation in crime as a gang mem-
ber. 

Sec. 706. Interstate and foreign travel or 
transportation in aid of crimi-
nal gangs. 

Sec. 707. Gang-related witness intimidation 
and retaliation. 

TITLE I—CONSEQUENCES FOR JUVENILE 
OFFENDERS ACT OF 1999 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Con-

sequences for Juvenile Offenders Act of 
1999’’. 

Page 2, line 1, strike ‘‘2’’ and insert ‘‘102’’. 
Page 4, line 11, strike the period and insert 

a semicolon. 
Page 6, line 10, strike ‘‘juvenile’’ and all 

that follows through ‘‘every’’ on line 11 and 
insert the following: ‘‘a juvenile offender for 
each delinquent’’. 

Page 6, line 13, strike ‘‘or criminal’’. 
Page 16, line 16, strike ‘‘utilized’’ and in-

sert the following: ‘‘used by a State or unit 
of local government that receives a grant 
under this part’’. 

Page 16, line 18, strike ‘‘(a)(2)’’ and insert 
‘‘(b)’’. 

Page 20, strike line 4, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

Section 1001(a)(16) of the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1965 is 
amended by striking subparagraph (E). 

(2) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 

TITLE II—JUVENILE JUSTICE REFORM 
SEC. 201. DELINQUENCY PROCEEDINGS OR 

CRIMINAL PROSECUTIONS IN DIS-
TRICT COURTS. 

Section 5032 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘§ 5032. Delinquency proceedings or criminal 
prosecutions in district courts 
‘‘(a)(1) A juvenile alleged to have com-

mitted an offense against the United States 
or an act of juvenile delinquency may be sur-
rendered to State or Indian tribal authori-
ties, but if not so surrendered, shall be pro-
ceeded against as a juvenile under this sub-
section or tried as an adult in the cir-

cumstances described in subsections (b) and 
(c). 

‘‘(2) A juvenile may be proceeded against 
as a juvenile in a court of the United States 
under this subsection if— 

‘‘(A) the alleged offense or act of juvenile 
delinquency is committed within the special 
maritime and territorial jurisdiction of the 
United States and is one for which the max-
imum authorized term of imprisonment does 
not exceed 6 months; or 

‘‘(B) the Attorney General, after investiga-
tion, certifies to the appropriate United 
States district court that— 

‘‘(i) the juvenile court or other appropriate 
court of a State or Indian tribe does not have 
jurisdiction or declines to assume jurisdic-
tion over the juvenile with respect to the al-
leged act of juvenile delinquency, or 

‘‘(ii) there is a substantial Federal interest 
in the case or the offense to warrant the ex-
ercise of Federal jurisdiction. 

‘‘(3) If the Attorney General does not so 
certify or does not have authority to try 
such juvenile as an adult, such juvenile shall 
be surrendered to the appropriate legal au-
thorities of such State or tribe. 

‘‘(4) If a juvenile alleged to have com-
mitted an act of juvenile delinquency is pro-
ceeded against as a juvenile under this sec-
tion, any proceedings against the juvenile 
shall be in an appropriate district court of 
the United States. For such purposes, the 
court may be convened at any time and place 
within the district, and shall be open to the 
public, except that the court may exclude all 
or some members of the public, other than a 
victim unless the victim is a witness in the 
determination of guilt or innocence, if re-
quired by the interests of justice or if other 
good cause is shown. The Attorney General 
shall proceed by information or as author-
ized by section 3401(g) of this title, and no 
criminal prosecution shall be instituted ex-
cept as provided in this chapter. 

‘‘(b)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
a juvenile shall be prosecuted as an adult— 

‘‘(A) if the juvenile has requested in writ-
ing upon advice of counsel to be prosecuted 
as an adult; or 

‘‘(B) if the juvenile is alleged to have com-
mitted an act after the juvenile attains the 
age of 14 years which if committed by an 
adult would be a serious violent felony or a 
serious drug offense described in section 
3559(c) of this title, or a conspiracy or at-
tempt to commit that felony or offense, 
which is punishable under section 406 of the 
Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 846), or 
section 1013 of the Controlled Substances Im-
port and Export Act (21 U.S.C. 963). 

‘‘(2) The requirements of paragraph (1) do 
not apply if the Attorney General certifies to 
the appropriate United States district court 
that the interests of public safety are best 
served by proceeding against the juvenile as 
a juvenile. 

‘‘(c)(1) A juvenile may also be prosecuted 
as an adult if the juvenile is alleged to have 
committed an act after the juvenile has at-
tained the age of 13 years which if com-
mitted by a juvenile after the juvenile at-
tained the age of 14 years would require that 
the juvenile be prosecuted as an adult under 
subsection (b), upon approval of the Attor-
ney General. 

‘‘(2) The Attorney General shall not dele-
gate the authority to give the approval re-
quired under paragraph (1) to an officer or 
employee of the Department of Justice at a 
level lower than a Deputy Assistant Attor-
ney General. 

‘‘(3) Such approval shall not be granted, 
with respect to a juvenile who has not at-

tained the age of 14 and who is subject to the 
criminal jurisdiction of an Indian tribal gov-
ernment and who is alleged to have com-
mitted an act over which, if committed by 
an adult, there would be Federal jurisdiction 
based solely on its commission in Indian 
country (as defined in section 1151), unless 
the governing body of the tribe having juris-
diction over the place in which the alleged 
act was committed has before such act noti-
fied the Attorney General in writing of its 
election that prosecution may take place 
under this subsection. 

‘‘(4) A juvenile may also be prosecuted as 
an adult if the juvenile is alleged to have 
committed an act which is not described in 
subsection (b)(1)(B) after the juvenile has at-
tained the age of 14 years and which if com-
mitted by an adult would be— 

‘‘(A) a crime of violence (as defined in sec-
tion 3156(a)(4)) that is a felony; 

‘‘(B) an offense described in section 844(d), 
(k), or (l), or subsection (a)(4) or (6), (b), (g), 
(h), (j), (k), or (l) of section 924; 

‘‘(C) a violation of section 922(o) that is an 
offense under section 924(a)(2); 

‘‘(D) a violation of section 5861 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 that is an offense 
under section 5871 of such Code (26 U.S.C. 
5871); 

‘‘(E) a conspiracy to commit an offense de-
scribed in any of subparagraphs (A) through 
(D); or 

‘‘(F) an offense described in section 401 or 
408 of the Controlled Substances Act (21 
U.S.C. 841, 848) or a conspiracy or attempt to 
commit that offense which is punishable 
under section 406 of the Controlled Sub-
stances Act (21 U.S.C. 846), or an offense pun-
ishable under section 409 or 419 of the Con-
trolled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 849, 860), or 
an offense described in section 1002, 1003, 
1005, or 1009 of the Controlled Substances Im-
port and Export Act (21 U.S.C. 952, 953, 955, or 
959), or a conspiracy or attempt to commit 
that offense which is punishable under sec-
tion 1013 of the Controlled Substances Im-
port and Export Act (21 U.S.C. 963). 

‘‘(d) A determination to approve or not to 
approve, or to institute or not to institute, a 
prosecution under subsection (b) or (c), and a 
determination to file or not to file, and the 
contents of, a certification under subsection 
(a) or (b) shall not be reviewable in any 
court. 

‘‘(e) In a prosecution under subsection (b) 
or (c), the juvenile may be prosecuted and 
convicted as an adult for any other offense 
which is properly joined under the Federal 
Rules of Criminal Procedure, and may also 
be convicted of a lesser included offense. 

‘‘(f) The Attorney General shall annually 
report to Congress— 

‘‘(1) the number of juveniles adjudicated 
delinquent or tried as adults in Federal 
court; 

‘‘(2) the race, ethnicity, and gender of 
those juveniles; 

‘‘(3) the number of those juveniles who 
were abused or neglected by their families, 
to the extent such information is available; 
and 

‘‘(4) the number and types of assault 
crimes, such as rapes and beatings, com-
mitted against juveniles while incarcerated 
in connection with the adjudication or con-
viction. 

‘‘(g) As used in this section— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘State’ includes a State of 

the United States, the District of Columbia, 
any commonwealth, territory, or possession 
of the United States and, with regard to an 
act of juvenile delinquency that would have 
been a misdemeanor if committed by an 
adult, a federally recognized tribe; and 
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‘‘(2) the term ‘serious violent felony’ has 

the same meaning given that term in section 
3559(c)(2)(F)(i).’’. 
SEC. 202. CUSTODY PRIOR TO APPEARANCE BE-

FORE JUDICIAL OFFICER. 
Section 5033 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 5033. Custody prior to appearance before 

judicial officer 
‘‘(a) Whenever a juvenile is taken into cus-

tody, the arresting officer shall immediately 
advise such juvenile of the juvenile’s rights, 
in language comprehensible to a juvenile. 
The arresting officer shall promptly take 
reasonable steps to notify the juvenile’s par-
ents, guardian, or custodian of such custody, 
of the rights of the juvenile, and of the na-
ture of the alleged offense. 

‘‘(b) The juvenile shall be taken before a 
judicial officer without unreasonable 
delay.’’. 
SEC. 203. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENTS TO SECTION 5034. 
Section 5034 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘The’’ each place it appears 

at the beginning of a paragraph and insert-
ing ‘‘the’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘If’’ at the beginning of the 
3rd paragraph and inserting ‘‘if’’; 

(3)(A) by designating the 3 paragraphs as 
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3), respectively; and 

(B) by moving such designated paragraphs 
2 ems to the right; and 

(4) by inserting at the beginning of such 
section before those paragraphs the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘In a proceeding under section 5032(a)—’’. 
SEC. 204. DETENTION PRIOR TO DISPOSITION OR 

SENTENCING. 
Section 5035 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 5035. Detention prior to disposition or sen-

tencing 
‘‘(a) A juvenile alleged to be delinquent or 

a juvenile being prosecuted as an adult, if de-
tained at any time prior to sentencing, shall 
be detained in such suitable place as the At-
torney General may designate. Whenever ap-
propriate, detention shall be in a foster home 
or community based facility. Preference 
shall be given to a place located within, or 
within a reasonable distance of, the district 
in which the juvenile is being prosecuted. 

‘‘(b) To the maximum extent feasible, a ju-
venile prosecuted pursuant to subsection (b) 
or (c) of section 5032 shall not be detained 
prior to sentencing in any facility in which 
the juvenile has regular contact with adult 
persons convicted of a crime or awaiting 
trial on criminal charges. 

‘‘(c) A juvenile who is proceeded against 
under section 5032(a) shall not be detained 
prior to disposition in any facility in which 
the juvenile has regular contact with adult 
persons convicted of a crime or awaiting 
trial on criminal charges. 

‘‘(d) Every juvenile who is detained prior 
to disposition or sentencing shall be provided 
with reasonable safety and security and with 
adequate food, heat, light, sanitary facili-
ties, bedding, clothing, recreation, edu-
cation, and medical care, including nec-
essary psychiatric, psychological, or other 
care and treatment.’’. 
SEC. 205. SPEEDY TRIAL. 

Section 5036 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by— 

(1) striking ‘‘If an alleged delinquent’’ and 
inserting ‘‘If a juvenile proceeded against 
under section 5032(a)’’; 

(2) striking ‘‘thirty’’ and inserting ‘‘45’’; 
and 

(3) striking ‘‘the court,’’ and all that fol-
lows through the end of the section and in-
serting ‘‘the court. The periods of exclusion 
under section 3161(h) of this title shall apply 
to this section.’’. 
SEC. 206. DISPOSITION; AVAILABILITY OF IN-

CREASED DETENTION, FINES AND 
SUPERVISED RELEASE FOR JUVE-
NILE OFFENDERS. 

(a) DISPOSITION.—Section 5037 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
‘‘§ 5037. Disposition 

‘‘(a) In a proceeding under section 5032(a), 
if the court finds a juvenile to be a juvenile 
delinquent, the court shall hold a hearing 
concerning the appropriate disposition of the 
juvenile no later than 40 court days after the 
finding of juvenile delinquency, unless the 
court has ordered further study pursuant to 
subsection (e). A predisposition report shall 
be prepared by the probation officer who 
shall promptly provide a copy to the juve-
nile, the juvenile’s counsel, and the attorney 
for the Government. Victim impact informa-
tion shall be included in the report, and vic-
tims, or in appropriate cases their official 
representatives, shall be provided the oppor-
tunity to make a statement to the court in 
person or present any information in rela-
tion to the disposition. After the 
dispositional hearing, and after considering 
the sanctions recommended pursuant to sub-
section (f), the court shall impose an appro-
priate sanction, including the ordering of 
restitution pursuant to section 3556 of this 
title. The court may order the juvenile’s par-
ent, guardian, or custodian to be present at 
the dispositional hearing and the imposition 
of sanctions and may issue orders directed to 
such parent, guardian, custodian regarding 
conduct with respect to the juvenile. With 
respect to release or detention pending an 
appeal or a petition for a writ of certiorari 
after disposition, the court shall proceed 
pursuant to chapter 207. 

‘‘(b) The term for which probation may be 
ordered for a juvenile found to be a juvenile 
delinquent may not extend beyond the max-
imum term that would be authorized by sec-
tion 3561(c) if the juvenile had been tried and 
convicted as an adult. Sections 3563, 3564, and 
3565 are applicable to an order placing a juve-
nile on probation. 

‘‘(c) The term for which official detention 
may be ordered for a juvenile found to be a 
juvenile delinquent may not extend beyond 
the lesser of— 

‘‘(1) the maximum term of imprisonment 
that would be authorized if the juvenile had 
been tried and convicted as an adult; 

‘‘(2) ten years; or 
‘‘(3) the date when the juvenile becomes 

twenty-six years old. 
Section 3624 is applicable to an order placing 
a juvenile in detention. 

‘‘(d) The term for which supervised release 
may be ordered for a juvenile found to be a 
juvenile delinquent may not extend beyond 5 
years. Subsections (c) through (i) of section 
3583 apply to an order placing a juvenile on 
supervised release. 

‘‘(e) If the court desires more detailed in-
formation concerning a juvenile alleged to 
have committed an act of juvenile delin-
quency or a juvenile adjudicated delinquent, 
it may commit the juvenile, after notice and 
hearing at which the juvenile is represented 
by counsel, to the custody of the Attorney 
General for observation and study by an ap-
propriate agency or entity. Such observation 
and study shall be conducted on an out-
patient basis, unless the court determines 
that inpatient observation and study are 

necessary to obtain the desired information. 
In the case of an alleged juvenile delinquent, 
inpatient study may be ordered only with 
the consent of the juvenile and the juvenile’s 
attorney. The agency or entity shall make a 
study of all matters relevant to the alleged 
or adjudicated delinquent behavior and the 
court’s inquiry. The Attorney General shall 
submit to the court and the attorneys for the 
juvenile and the Government the results of 
the study within 30 days after the commit-
ment of the juvenile, unless the court grants 
additional time. Time spent in custody under 
this subsection shall be excluded for pur-
poses of section 5036. 

‘‘(f)(1) The United States Sentencing Com-
mission, in consultation with the Attorney 
General, shall develop a list of possible sanc-
tions for juveniles adjudicated delinquent. 

‘‘(2) Such list shall— 
‘‘(A) be comprehensive in nature and en-

compass punishments of varying levels of se-
verity; 

‘‘(B) include terms of confinement; and 
‘‘(C) provide punishments that escalate in 

severity with each additional or subsequent 
more serious delinquent conduct.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The Sentencing Com-
mission shall develop the list required pursu-
ant to section 5037(f), as amended by sub-
section (a), not later than 180 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT TO ADULT SEN-
TENCING SECTION.—Section 3553 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(g) LIMITATION ON APPLICABILITY OF STAT-
UTORY MINIMUMS IN CERTAIN PROSECUTIONS 
OF PERSONS UNDER THE AGE OF 16.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, in the 
case of a defendant convicted for conduct 
that occurred before the juvenile attained 
the age of 16 years, the court shall impose a 
sentence without regard to any statutory 
minimum sentence, if the court finds at sen-
tencing, after affording the Government an 
opportunity to make a recommendation, 
that the juvenile has not been previously ad-
judicated delinquent for or convicted of an 
offense described in section 5032(b)(1)(B).’’. 
SEC. 207. JUVENILE RECORDS AND 

FINGERPRINTING. 
Section 5038 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 5038. Juvenile records and fingerprinting 

‘‘(a)(1) Throughout and upon the comple-
tion of the juvenile delinquency proceeding 
under section 5032(a), the court shall keep a 
record relating to the arrest and adjudica-
tion that is— 

‘‘(A) equivalent to the record that would be 
kept of an adult arrest and conviction for 
such an offense; and 

‘‘(B) retained for a period of time that is 
equal to the period of time records are kept 
for adult convictions. 

‘‘(2) Such records shall be made available 
for official purposes, including communica-
tions with any victim or, in the case of a de-
ceased victim, such victim’s representative, 
or school officials, and to the public to the 
same extent as court records regarding the 
criminal prosecutions of adults are avail-
able. 

‘‘(b) The Attorney General shall establish 
guidelines for fingerprinting and 
photographing a juvenile who is the subject 
of any proceeding authorized under this 
chapter. Such guidelines shall address the 
availability of pictures of any juvenile taken 
into custody but not prosecuted as an adult. 
Fingerprints and photographs of a juvenile 
who is prosecuted as an adult shall be made 
available in the manner applicable to adult 
offenders. 
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‘‘(c) Whenever a juvenile has been adju-

dicated delinquent for an act that, if com-
mitted by an adult, would be a felony or for 
a violation of section 924(a)(6), the court 
shall transmit to the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation the information concerning the 
adjudication, including name, date of adju-
dication, court, offenses, and sentence, along 
with the notation that the matter was a ju-
venile adjudication. 

‘‘(d) In addition to any other authorization 
under this section for the reporting, reten-
tion, disclosure, or availability of records or 
information, if the law of the State in which 
a Federal juvenile delinquency proceeding 
takes place permits or requires the report-
ing, retention, disclosure, or availability of 
records or information relating to a juvenile 
or to a juvenile delinquency proceeding or 
adjudication in certain circumstances, then 
such reporting, retention, disclosure, or 
availability is permitted under this section 
whenever the same circumstances exist.’’. 
SEC. 208. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS OF SEC-

TIONS 5031 AND 5034. 
(a) ELIMINATION OF PRONOUNS.—Sections 

5031 and 5034 of title 18, United States Code, 
are each amended by striking ‘‘his’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘the juve-
nile’s’’. 

(b) UPDATING OF REFERENCE.—Section 5034 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the heading of such section, by strik-
ing ‘‘magistrate’’ and inserting ‘‘judicial offi-
cer’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘magistrate’’ each place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘judicial officer’’. 
SEC. 209. CLERICAL AMENDMENTS TO TABLE OF 

SECTIONS FOR CHAPTER 403. 
The heading and the table of sections at 

the beginning of chapter 403 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 
‘‘CHAPTER 403—JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 
‘‘Sec. 
‘‘5031. Definitions. 
‘‘5032. Delinquency proceedings or criminal 

prosecutions in district courts. 
‘‘5033. Custody prior to appearance before ju-

dicial officer. 
‘‘5034. Duties of judicial officer. 
‘‘5035. Detention prior to disposition or sen-

tencing. 
‘‘5036. Speedy trial. 
‘‘5037. Disposition. 
‘‘5038. Juvenile records and fingerprinting. 
‘‘5039. Commitment. 
‘‘5040. Support. 
‘‘5041. Repealed. 
‘‘5042. Revocation of probation.’’. 

TITLE III—EFFECTIVE ENFORCEMENT OF 
FEDERAL FIREARMS LAWS 

SEC. 301. ARMED CRIMINAL APPREHENSION PRO-
GRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Attorney General shall establish in the office 
of each United States Attorney a program 
that meets the requirements of subsections 
(b) and (c). The program shall be known as 
the ‘‘Armed Criminal Apprehension Pro-
gram’’. 

(b) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—In the office 
of each United States Attorney, the program 
established under subsection (a) shall— 

(1) provide for coordination with State and 
local law enforcement officials in the identi-
fication of violations of Federal firearms 
laws; 

(2) provide for the establishment of agree-
ments with State and local law enforcement 
officials for the referral to the Bureau of Al-
cohol, Tobacco, and Firearms and the United 

States Attorney for prosecution of persons 
arrested for violations of chapter 44 of title 
18, United States Code, or section 5861(d) or 
5861(h) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, 
relating to firearms; 

(3) require that the United States Attorney 
designate not less than 1 Assistant United 
States Attorney to prosecute violations of 
Federal firearms laws; 

(4) provide for the hiring of agents for the 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms to 
investigate violations of the provisions re-
ferred to in paragraph (2); and 

(5) ensure that each person referred to the 
United States Attorney under paragraph (2) 
be charged with a violation of the most seri-
ous Federal firearm offense consistent with 
the act committed. 

(c) PUBLIC EDUCATION CAMPAIGN.—As part 
of the program, each United States Attorney 
shall carry out, in cooperation with local 
civic, community, law enforcement, and reli-
gious organizations, an extensive media and 
public outreach campaign focused in high- 
crime areas to— 

(1) educate the public about the severity of 
penalties for violations of Federal firearms 
laws; and 

(2) encourage law-abiding citizens to report 
the possession of illegal firearms to authori-
ties. 

(d) WAIVER AUTHORITY.— 
(1) REQUEST FOR WAIVER.—A United States 

attorney may request the Attorney General 
to waive the requirements of subsection (b) 
with respect to the United States attorney. 

(2) PROVISION OF WAIVER.—The Attorney 
General may waive the requirements of sub-
section (b) pursuant to a request made under 
paragraph (1), in accordance with guidelines 
which shall be established by the Attorney 
General. In establishing the guidelines, the 
Attorney General shall take into consider-
ation the number of assistant United States 
attorneys in the office of the United States 
attorney making the request and the level of 
violent youth crime committed in the dis-
trict for which the United States attorney is 
appointed. 
SEC. 302. ANNUAL REPORTS. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of en-
actment of this Act, and annually thereafter, 
the Attorney General shall submit to the 
Committees on the Judiciary of Senate and 
House of Representatives a report containing 
the following information: 

(1) The number of Assistant United States 
Attorneys deisgnated under the program 
under section 301 and cross-deisgnated under 
section 304 during the year preceding the 
year in which the report is submitted in 
order to prosecute violations of Federal fire-
arms laws in Federal court. 

(2) The number of individuals indicted for 
such violations during that year by reason of 
the program. 

(3) The increase or decrease in the number 
of individuals indicted for such violations 
during that year by reason of the program 
when compared with the year preceding that 
year. 

(4) The number of individuals held without 
bond in anticipation of prosecution by rea-
son of the program. 

(5) The average length of prison sentence of 
the individuals convicted of violations of 
Federal firearms laws by reason of the pro-
gram. 
SEC. 303. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out the program under section 301 
$50,000,000 for fiscal year 2000, of which— 

(1) $40,000,000 shall be used for salaries and 
expenses of Assistant United States Attor-

neys and Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and 
Firearms agents; and 

(2) $10,000,000 shall be available for the pub-
lic relations campaign required by sub-
section (c) of that section. 

(b) USE OF FUNDS.— 
(1) The Assistant United States Attorneys 

hired using amounts appropriated pursuant 
to the authorization of appropriations in 
subsection (a) shall prosecute violations of 
Federal firearms laws in accordance with 
section 301(b)(3). 

(2) The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and 
Firearms agents hired using amounts appro-
priated pursuant to the authorization of ap-
propriations in subsection (a) shall, to the 
maximum extent practicable, concentrate 
their investigations on violations of Federal 
firearms laws in accordance with section 
301(b)(4). 

(3) It is the sense of Congress that amounts 
made available under this section for the 
public education campaign required by sec-
tion 301(c) should, to the maximum extent 
practicable, be matched with State or local 
funds or private donations. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF ADDITIONAL APPRO-
PRIATIONS.—In addition to amounts made 
available under subsection (a), there is au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Adminis-
trative Office of the United States Courts 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
this title. 
SEC. 304. CROSS-DESIGNATION OF FEDERAL 

PROSECUTORS. 
To better assist state and local law en-

forcement agencies in the investigation and 
prosecution of firearms offenses, each United 
States Attorney may cross-designate one or 
more Assistant United States Attorneys to 
prosecute firearms offenses under State law 
that are similar to those listed in section 
301(b)(2) in State and local courts. 

TITLE IV—LIMITING JUVENILE ACCESS 
TO FIREARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 

SEC. 401. INCREASED PENALTIES FOR UNLAWFUL 
JUVENILE POSSESSION OF FIRE-
ARMS. 

Section 924(a) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (4) by striking ‘‘Whoever’’ 
and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in para-
graph (6) of this subsection, whoever’’; and 

(2) by striking paragraph (6) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(6)(A) A juvenile who violates section 
922(x) shall be fined under this title, impris-
oned not more than 1 year, or both, except— 

‘‘(i) the juvenile shall be fined under this 
title, imprisoned not more than 5 years, or 
both, if— 

‘‘(I) the offense of which the juvenile is 
charged is a violation of section 922(x); and 

‘‘(II) the violation was also with the intent 
to possess the handgun, ammunition, large 
capacity ammunition feeding device, or 
semiautomatic assault weapon giving rise to 
the violation in a school zone, or knowing 
that another juvenile intends to possess the 
handgun, ammunition, large capacity feed-
ing device, or semiautomatic assault weapon 
giving rise to the violation in a school zone; 

‘‘(ii) the juvenile shall be fined under this 
title, imprisoned not more than 20 years, or 
both, if— 

‘‘(I) the offense of which the juvenile is 
charged is a violation of section 922(x); and 

‘‘(II) the violation was also with the intent 
also to use the handgun, ammunition, large 
capacity ammunition feeding device, or 
semiautomatic assault weapon giving rise to 
the violation in the commission of a violent 
felony, or knowing that another juvenile in-
tends to use the handgun, ammunition, large 
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capacity ammunition feeding device, or 
semiautomatic assault weapon giving rise to 
the violation in the commission of a serious 
violent felony. 

‘‘(B) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘serious violent felony’ has the mean-
ing given the term in section 3559(c)(2)(F). 

‘‘(C) Except as otherwise provided in this 
chapter, in any case in which a juvenile is 
prosecuted in a district court of the United 
States, and the juvenile is subject to pen-
alties under subparagraph (A)(ii), the juve-
nile shall be subject to the same laws, rules, 
and proceedings regarding sentencing (in-
cluding the availability of probation, res-
titution, fines, forfeiture, imprisonment, and 
supervised release) that would be applicable 
in the case of an adult. No juvenile sentenced 
to a term of imprisonment shall be released 
from custody simply because the juvenile at-
tains 18 years of age.’’. 

SEC. 402. INCREASED PENALTIES AND MANDA-
TORY MINIMUM SENTENCE FOR UN-
LAWFUL TRANSFER OF FIREARM TO 
JUVENILE. 

Section 924(a)(6) of title 18, United States 
Code, is further amended by redesignating 
subparagraphs (B) and (C) as subparagraphs 
(C) and (D), respectively, and by inserting 
after subparagraph (A) the following: 

‘‘(B) A person other than a juvenile who 
knowingly violates section 922(x)— 

‘‘(i) shall be fined under this title, impris-
oned not more than 5 years, or both; 

‘‘(ii) if the person violated section 922(x)(1) 
knowing that a juvenile intended to possess 
the handgun, ammunition, large capacity 
ammunition feeding device, or semiauto-
matic assault weapon giving rise to the vio-
lation of section 922(x)(1) in a school zone, 
shall be fined under this title and imprisoned 
not less than 3 years and not more than 20 
years; and 

‘‘(iii) if the person violated section 922(x)(1) 
knowing that a juvenile intended to use the 
handgun, ammunition, large capacity ammu-
nition feeding device, or semiautomatic as-
sault weapon giving rise to the violation of 
section 922(x)(1) in the commission of a seri-
ous violent felony, shall be imprisoned not 
less than 10 years and not more than 20 years 
and fined under this title.’’. 

SEC. 403. PROHIBITING POSSESSION OF EXPLO-
SIVES BY JUVENILES AND YOUNG 
ADULTS. 

Section 842 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(r)(1) It shall be unlawful for any person 
who has not attained 21 years of age to ship 
or transport any explosive materials in 
interstate or foreign commerce or to receive 
or possess any explosive materials which has 
been shipped or transported in interstate or 
foreign commerce. 

‘‘(2) This subsection shall not apply to 
commercially manufactured black powder in 
bulk quantities not to exceed five pounds, 
and if the person is less than 18 years of age, 
the person has the prior written consent of 
the person’s parents or guardian who is not 
prohibited by Federal, State, or local law 
from possessing explosive materials, and the 
person has the prior written consent in the 
person’s possession at all times when the 
black powder is in the possession of the per-
son.’’. 

TITLE V—PREVENTING CRIMINAL ACCESS 
TO FIREARMS AND EXPLOSIVES 

SEC. 501. CRIMINAL PROHIBITION ON DISTRIBU-
TION OF CERTAIN INFORMATION RE-
LATING TO EXPLOSIVES, DESTRUC-
TIVE DEVICES, AND WEAPONS OF 
MASS DESTRUCTION. 

(a) UNLAWFUL CONDUCT.—Section 842 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(p)(1) For purposes of this subsection: 
‘‘(A) The term ‘destructive device’ has the 

same meaning as in section 921(a)(4). 
‘‘(B) The term ‘explosive’ has the same 

meaning as in section 844(j). 
‘‘(C) The term ‘weapon of mass destruc-

tion’ has the same meaning as in section 
2332a(c)(2). 

‘‘(2) It shall be unlawful for any person— 
‘‘(A) to teach or demonstrate the making 

or use of an explosive, a destructive device, 
or a weapon of mass destruction, or to dis-
tribute by any means information pertaining 
to, in whole or in part, the manufacture or 
use of an explosive, destructive device, or 
weapon of mass destruction, with the intent 
that the teaching, demonstration, or infor-
mation be used for, or in furtherance of, an 
activity that constitutes a Federal crime of 
violence; or 

‘‘(B) to teach or demonstrate to any person 
the making or use of an explosive, a destruc-
tive device, or a weapon of mass destruction, 
or to distribute to any person, by any means, 
information pertaining to, in whole or in 
part, the manufacture or use of an explosive, 
destructive device, or weapon of mass de-
struction, knowing that such person intends 
to use the teaching, demonstration, or infor-
mation for, or in furtherance of, an activity 
that constitutes a Federal crime of vio-
lence.’’. 

(b) PENALTIES.—Section 844 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘person 
who violates any of subsections’’ and insert-
ing the following: ‘‘person who— 

‘‘(1) violates any of subsections’’; 
(2) by striking the period and inserting ‘‘; 

and’’; 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) violates section 842(p)(2), shall be fined 

under this title, imprisoned not more than 20 
years, or both.’’; and 

(4) in subsection (j), by inserting ‘‘and sec-
tion 842(p),’’ after ‘‘this section,’’. 
SEC. 502. REQUIRING THEFTS FROM COMMON 

CARRIERS TO BE REPORTED. 
(a) Section 922(f) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(3)(A) It shall be unlawful for any com-
mon or contract carrier to fail to report the 
theft or loss of a firearm within 48 hours 
after the theft or loss is discovered. The 
theft or loss shall be reported to the Sec-
retary and to the appropriate local authori-
ties. 

‘‘(B) The Secretary may impose a civil fine 
of not more than $10,000 on any person who 
knowingly violates subparagraph (A).’’. 

(b) Section 924(a)(1)(B) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘(f),’’ 
and inserting ‘‘(f)(1), (f)(2),’’. 
SEC. 503. VOLUNTARY SUBMISSION OF DEALER’S 

RECORDS. 
Section 923(g)(4) of title 18, United States 

Code, is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(4) Where a firearms or ammunition busi-

ness is discontinued and succeeded by a new 
licensee, the records required to be kept by 
this chapter shall appropriately reflect such 
facts and shall be delivered to the successor. 
Upon receipt of such records the successor li-

censee may retain the records of the discon-
tinued business or submit the discontinued 
business records to the Secretary. Addition-
ally, a licensee while maintaining a firearms 
business may voluntarily submit the records 
required to be kept by this chapter to the 
Secretary if such records are at least 20 
years old. Where discontinuance of the busi-
ness is absolute, such records shall be deliv-
ered within thirty days after the business is 
discontinued to the Secretary. Where State 
law or local ordinance requires the delivery 
of records to another responsible authority, 
the Secretary may arrange for the delivery 
of such records to such other responsible au-
thority.’’. 
SEC. 504. GRANT PROGRAM FOR JUVENILE 

RECORDS. 
(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION.—The Attor-

ney General is authorized to provide grants 
to States to improve the quality and accessi-
bility of juvenile records and to ensure juve-
nile records are routinely available for back-
ground checks performed in connection with 
the transfer of a firearm. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—A State that wishes to re-

ceive a grant under this section shall submit 
an application to the Attorney General that 
meets the requirements of paragraph (2). 

(2) ASSURANCE.—The application referred 
to in paragraph (1) shall include an assur-
ance that the State has in place a system of 
records that ensures that juvenile records 
are available for background checks per-
formed in connection with the transfer of a 
firearm, in which such system provides 
that— 

(A) an adjudication of an act of violent ju-
venile delinquency as defined in section 
921(a)(20)(B) is not expunged or set aside 
after a juvenile reaches the age of majority; 
and 

(B) such a juvenile record is available and 
retained as if it were an adult record. 

(c) ALLOCATION.—Of the total funds appro-
priated under subsection (e), each State that 
meets the requirements of subsection (b), 
shall be allocated an amount which bears the 
same ratio to the amount of funds so appro-
priated as the population of individuals 
under the age of 18 living in such State for 
the most recent calendar year in which such 
data is available bears to the population of 
such individuals of all the States that meet 
the requirements of subsection (b) for such 
fiscal year. 

(d) USES OF FUNDS.—A State that receives 
a grant award under this section may use 
such funds to support the administrative 
record system referred to in subsection 
(b)(2). 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this section, $25,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2000 and such sums as may be necessary 
for each of the 4 succeeding fiscal years. 
TITLE VI—PUNISHING AND DETERRING 

CRIMINAL USE OF FIREARMS AND EX-
PLOSIVES 

SEC. 601. MANDATORY MINIMUM SENTENCE FOR 
DISCHARGING A FIREARM IN A 
SCHOOL ZONE. 

Section 924(a)(4) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘922(q) shall be fined’’ and 
inserting ‘‘922(q)(2) shall be fined’’; and 

(2) by inserting after the first sentence the 
following: ‘‘Whoever violates section 922(q)(3) 
with reckless disregard for the safety of an-
other shall be fined under this title, impris-
oned not more than 20 years, or both, except 
that if serious bodily injury results, shall be 
fined under this title, imprisoned not more 
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than 25 years, or both, or if death results and 
the person has attained 16 years of age but 
has not attained 18 years of age, shall be 
fined under this title, sentenced to imprison-
ment for life or for any term of years, or 
both, or if death results and the person has 
attained 18 years of age, shall be fined under 
this title, sentenced to death or to imprison-
ment for any term of years or for life, or 
both. Whoever knowingly violates section 
922(q)(3) shall be fined under this title, im-
prisoned not less than 10 years and not more 
than 20 years, or both, except that if serious 
bodily injury results, shall be fined under 
this title, imprisoned not less than 15 years 
and not more than 25 years, or both, or if 
death results and the person has attained 16 
years of age but has not attained 18 years of 
age, shall be fined under this title, sentenced 
to imprisonment for life, or both, or if death 
results and the person has attained 18 years 
of age, shall be fined under this title, sen-
tenced to death or to imprisonment for life, 
or both.’’. 
SEC. 602. APPREHENSION AND PROCEDURAL 

TREATMENT OF ARMED VIOLENT 
CRIMINALS. 

(a) PRETRIAL DETENTION FOR POSSESSION 
OF FIREARMS OR EXPLOSIVES BY CONVICTED 
FELONS.—Section 3156(a)(4) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B); 

(2) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (C) and inserting ‘‘or’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) an offense that is a violation of sec-

tion 842(i) or 922(g) (relating to possession of 
explosives or firearms by convicted felons); 
and’’. 

(b) FIREARMS POSSESSION BY VIOLENT FEL-
ONS AND SERIOUS DRUG OFFENDERS.—Section 
924(a)(2) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Whoever’’ and inserting 
‘‘(A) Except as provided in subparagraph (B), 
any person who’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) Notwithstanding any other provision 

of law, the court shall not grant a proba-
tionary sentence for such a violation to a 
person who has more than 1 previous convic-
tion for a violent felony (as defined in sub-
section (e)(2)(B)) or a serious drug offense (as 
defined in subsection (e)(2)(A)), committed 
under different circumstances.’’. 
SEC. 603. INCREASED PENALTIES FOR POS-

SESSING OR TRANSFERRING STO-
LEN FIREARMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 924 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘(i), (j),’’; 

and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(8) Whoever knowingly violates sub-

section (i) or (j) of section 922 shall be fined 
under this title, imprisoned not more than 15 
years, or both.’’; 

(2) in subsection (i)(1), by striking ‘‘10’’ and 
inserting ‘‘15’’; and 

(3) in subsection (l), by striking ‘‘10’’ and 
inserting ‘‘15’’. 

(b) SENTENCING COMMISSION.—The United 
States Sentencing Commission shall amend 
the Federal sentencing guidelines to reflect 
the amendments made by subsection (a). 
SEC. 604. INCREASED MANDATORY MINIMUM 

PENALTIES FOR USING A FIREARM 
TO COMMIT A CRIME OF VIOLENCE 
OR DRUG TRAFFICKING CRIME. 

Section 924 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (c)(1)(A)— 
(A) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 

end; 

(B) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘10 years.’’ 
and inserting ‘‘12 years; and’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(iv) if the firearm is used to injure an-

other person, be sentenced to a term of im-
prisonment of not less than 15 years.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (h), by striking ‘‘impris-
oned not more than 10 years’’ and inserting 
‘‘imprisoned not less than 5 years and not 
more than 10 years’’. 
SEC. 605. INCREASED PENALTIES FOR MISREPRE-

SENTED FIREARMS PURCHASE IN 
AID OF A SERIOUS VIOLENT FELONY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 924(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(7)(A) Notwithstanding paragraph (2), 
whoever knowingly violates section 922(a)(6) 
for the purpose of selling, delivering, or oth-
erwise transferring a firearm, knowing or 
having reasonable cause to know that an-
other person will carry or otherwise possess 
or discharge or otherwise use the firearm in 
the commission of a serious violent felony, 
shall be— 

‘‘(i) fined under this title, imprisoned not 
more than 15 years, or both; or 

‘‘(ii) imprisoned not less than 10 and not 
more than 20 years and fined under this title, 
if the procurement is for a juvenile. 

‘‘(B) For purposes of this paragraph— 
‘‘(i) the term ‘juvenile’ has the meaning 

given the term in section 922(x); and 
‘‘(ii) the term ‘serious violent felony’ has 

the meaning given the term in section 
3559(c)(2)(F).’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect 180 
days after the date of enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 606. INCREASING PENALTIES ON GUN KING-

PINS. 

(a) INCREASING THE PENALTY FOR ENGAGING 
IN AN ILLEGAL FIREARMS BUSINESS.—Section 
924(a)(2) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ‘‘, or willfully violates 
section 922(a)(1),’’ after ‘‘section 922’’. 

(b) SENTENCING GUIDELINES INCREASE FOR 
CERTAIN VIOLATIONS AND OFFENSES.—Pursu-
ant to its authority under section 994(p) of 
title 28, United States Code, the United 
States Sentencing Commission shall— 

(1) review and amend the Federal sen-
tencing guidelines to provide an appropriate 
enhancement for a violation of section 
922(a)(1) of title 18, United States Code; and 

(2) review and amend the Federal sen-
tencing guidelines to provide additional sen-
tencing increases, as appropriate, for of-
fenses involving more than 50 firearms. 

The Commission shall promulgate the 
amendments provided for under this sub-
section as soon as is practicable in accord-
ance with the procedure set forth in section 
21(a) of the Sentencing Act of 1987, as though 
the authority under that Act had not ex-
pired. 
SEC. 607. SERIOUS RECORDKEEPING OFFENSES 

THAT AID GUN TRAFFICKING. 

Section 924(a)(3) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking the period and 
inserting ‘‘; but if the violation is in relation 
to an offense under subsection (a)(6) or (d) of 
section 922, shall be fined under this title, 
imprisoned not more than 10 years, or 
both.’’. 
SEC. 608. TERMINATION OF FIREARMS DEALER’S 

LICENSE UPON FELONY CONVIC-
TION. 

Section 925(b) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘until any con-
viction pursuant to the indictment becomes 
final’’ and inserting ‘‘until the date of any 
conviction pursuant to the indictment’’. 

SEC. 609. INCREASED PENALTY FOR TRANS-
ACTIONS INVOLVING FIREARMS 
WITH OBLITERATED SERIAL NUM-
BERS. 

Section 924(a) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(B), by striking ‘‘(k),’’; 
and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘(k),’’ 
after ‘‘(j),’’. 
SEC. 610. FORFEITURE FOR GUN TRAFFICKING. 

Section 982(a) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(9) The court, in imposing a sentence on a 
person convicted of a gun trafficking offense, 
as defined in section 981(a)(1)(G), or a con-
spiracy to commit such offense, shall order 
the person to forfeit to the United States 
any conveyance used or intended to be used 
to commit such offense, and any property 
traceable to such conveyance.’’. 
SEC. 611. INCREASED PENALTY FOR FIREARMS 

CONSPIRACY. 
Section 924 of title 18, United States Code, 

is further amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(q) Except as otherwise provided in this 
section, a person who conspires to commit 
an offense defined in this chapter shall be 
subject to the same penalties (other than the 
penalty of death) as those prescribed for the 
offense the commission of which is the ob-
ject of the conspiracy.’’. 
SEC. 612. GUN CONVICTIONS AS PREDICATE 

CRIMES FOR ARMED CAREER CRIMI-
NAL ACT. 

(a) Section 924(e)(1) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘violent felony or a serious 
drug offense, or both,’’ and inserting ‘‘vio-
lent felony, a serious drug offense or a viola-
tion of section 922(g)(1), or a combination of 
such offenses,’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘No 
more than two convictions for violations of 
section 922(g)(1) shall be considered in deter-
mining whether a person has three previous 
convictions for purposes of this subsection.’’. 
SEC. 613. SERIOUS JUVENILE DRUG TRAF-

FICKING OFFENSES AS ARMED CA-
REER CRIMINAL ACT PREDICATES. 

Section 924(e)(2)(C) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘or se-
rious drug offense’’ after ‘‘violent felony’’. 
SEC. 614. FORFEITURE OF FIREARMS USED IN 

CRIMES OF VIOLENCE AND FELO-
NIES. 

(a) CRIMINAL FORFEITURE.—Section 982(a) 
of title 18, United States Code, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(10) The court, in imposing a sentence on 
a person convicted of any crime of violence 
(as defined in section 16 of this title) or any 
felony under Federal law, shall order that 
the person forfeit to the United States any 
firearm (as defined in section 921(a)(3) of this 
title) used or intended to be used to commit 
or to facilitate the commission of the of-
fense.’’. 

(b) DISPOSAL OF PROPERTY.—Section 981(c) 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following flush sen-
tence: 
‘‘Any firearm forfeited pursuant to sub-
section (a)(1)(H) of this section or section 
982(a)(10) of this title shall be disposed of by 
the seizing agency in accordance with law.’’. 

(c) AUTHORITY TO FORFEIT PROPERTY 
UNDER SECTION 924(d).—Section 924(d) of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘(4) Whenever any firearm is subject to 
forfeiture under this section, the Secretary 
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of the Treasury shall have the authority to 
seize and forfeit, in accordance with the pro-
cedures of the applicable forfeiture statute, 
any property otherwise forfeitable under the 
laws of the United States that was involved 
in or derived from the crime of violence or 
drug trafficking crime described in sub-
section (c) in which the forfeited firearm was 
used or carried.’’. 

(d) 120-DAY RULE FOR ADMINISTRATIVE FOR-
FEITURE.—Section 924(d)(1) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding ‘‘adminis-
trative’’ after ‘‘Any’’ in the last sentence. 

(e) SECTION 3665.—Section 3665 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating the first undesignated 
paragraph as subsection (a)(1) and the second 
undesignated paragraph as subsection (a)(2); 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) The forfeiture of property under this 

section, including any seizure and disposi-
tion of the property and any related adminis-
trative or judicial proceeding, shall be gov-
erned by the provisions of section 413 of the 
Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and 
Control Act of 1970 (21 U.S.C. 853), except for 
subsection 413(d) which shall not apply to 
forfeitures under this section.’’. 
SEC. 615. SEPARATE LICENSES FOR GUNSMITHS. 

(a) Section 921(a)(11) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(11) The term ‘dealer’ means (A) any per-
son engaged in the business as a firearms 
dealer, (B) any person engaged in the busi-
ness as a gunsmith, or (C) any person who is 
a pawnbroker. The term ‘licensed dealer’ 
means any dealer who is licensed under the 
provisions of this chapter.’’. 

(b) Section 921(a) of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by redesignating para-
graphs (12) through (33) as paragraphs (14) 
through (35), and by inserting after para-
graph (11) the following: 

‘‘(12) The term ‘firearms dealer’ means any 
person who is engaged in the business of sell-
ing firearms at wholesale or retail. 

‘‘(13) The term ‘gunsmith’ means any per-
son, other than a licensed manufacturer, li-
censed importer, or licensed dealer, who is 
engaged in the business of repairing firearms 
or of making or fitting special barrels, 
stocks or trigger mechanisms to firearms.’’. 

(c) Section 923(a)(3) of title 18, United 
States Code is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(3) If the applicant is a dealer who is— 
‘‘(A) a dealer in destructive devices or am-

munition for destructive devices, a fee of 
$1,000 per year; 

‘‘(B) a dealer in firearms who is not a deal-
er in destructive devices, a fee of $200 for 3 
years, except that the fee for renewal of a 
valid license shall be $90 for 3 years; or 

‘‘(C) a gunsmith, a fee of $100 for 3 years, 
except that the fee for renewal of a valid li-
cense shall be $50 for 3 years.’’. 
SEC. 616. PERMITS AND BACKGROUND CHECKS 

FOR PURCHASES OF EXPLOSIVES. 
(a) PERMITS FOR PURCHASE OF EXPLOSIVES 

IN GENERAL.—Section 842 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended— 

(1) by amending subparagraphs (A) and (B) 
of subsection (a)(3) to read as follows: 

‘‘(A) to transport, ship, cause to be trans-
ported, or receive any explosive materials; or 

‘‘(B) to distribute explosive materials to 
any person other than a licensee or per-
mittee.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of paragraph 

(1); 
(B) by striking ‘‘; or’’ at the end of para-

graph (2) and inserting a period; and 
(C) by striking paragraph (3). 

(b) BACKGROUND CHECKS.—Section 842 of 
title 18, United States Code, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(q)(1) A licensed importer, licensed manu-
facturer, or licensed dealer shall not transfer 
explosive materials to any other person who 
is not a licensee under section 843 of this 
title unless— 

‘‘(A) before the completion of the transfer, 
the licensee contacts the national instant 
criminal background check system estab-
lished under section 103(d) of the Brady 
Handgun Violence Prevention Act; 

‘‘(B)(i) the system provides the licensee 
with a unique identification number; or 

‘‘(ii) 5 business days (meaning a day on 
which State offices are open) have elapsed 
since the licensee contacted the system, and 
the system has not notified the licensee that 
the receipt of explosive materials by such 
other person would violate subsection (i) of 
this section; 

‘‘(C) the transferor has verified the iden-
tity of the transferee by examining a valid 
identification document (as defined in sec-
tion 1038(d)(1) of this title) of the transferee 
containing a photograph of the transferee; 
and 

‘‘(D) the transferor has examined the per-
mit issued to the transferee pursuant to sec-
tion 843 of this title and recorded the permit 
number on the record of the transfer. 

‘‘(2) If receipt of explosive materials would 
not violate section 842(i) of this title or 
State law, the system shall— 

‘‘(A) assign a unique identification number 
to the transfer; and 

‘‘(B) provide the licensee with the number. 
‘‘(3) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to the 

transfer of explosive materials between a li-
censee and another person if on application 
of the transferor, the Secretary has certified 
that compliance with paragraph (1)(A) is im-
practicable because— 

‘‘(A) the ratio of the number of law en-
forcement officers of the State in which the 
transfer is to occur to the number of square 
miles of land area of the State does not ex-
ceed 0.0025; 

‘‘(B) the business premises of the licensee 
at which the transfer is to occur are ex-
tremely remote in relation to the chief law 
enforcement officer (as defined in section 
922(s)(8)); and 

‘‘(C) there is an absence of telecommuni-
cations facilities in the geographical area in 
which the business premises are located. 

‘‘(4) If the national instant criminal back-
ground check system notifies the licensee 
that the information available to the system 
does not demonstrate that the receipt of ex-
plosive materials by such other person would 
violate subsection (i) or State law, and the 
licensee transfers explosive materials to 
such other person, the licensee shall include 
in the record of the transfer the unique iden-
tification number provided by the system 
with respect to the transfer. 

‘‘(5) If the licensee knowingly transfers ex-
plosive materials to such other person and 
knowingly fails to comply with paragraph (1) 
of this subsection with respect to the trans-
fer, the Secretary may, after notice and op-
portunity for a hearing, suspend for not 
more than 6 months or revoke any license 
issued to the licensee under section 843 and 
may impose on the licensee a civil fine of not 
more than $5,000. 

‘‘(6) Neither a local government nor an em-
ployee of the Federal Government or of any 
State or local government, responsible for 
providing information to the national in-
stant criminal background check system 
shall be liable in an action at law for dam-
ages— 

‘‘(A) for failure to prevent the sale or 
transfer of explosive materials to a person 
whose receipt or possession of the explosive 
materials is unlawful under this section; or 

‘‘(B) for preventing such a sale or transfer 
to a person who may lawfully receive or pos-
sess explosive materials.’’. 

(c) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS.—Section 
103 of the Brady Handgun Violence Preven-
tion Act (18 U.S.C. 922 note) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (f), by inserting ‘‘or explo-
sive materials’’ after ‘‘firearm’’; and 

(2) in subsection (g), by inserting ‘‘or that 
receipt of explosive materials by a prospec-
tive transferee would violate section 842(i) of 
such title, or State law,’’ after ‘‘State law,’’. 

(d) REMEDY FOR ERRONEOUS DENIAL OF EX-
PLOSIVE MATERIALS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 40 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 843 the following: 
‘‘§ 843A. Remedy for erroneous denial of ex-

plosive materials 
‘‘Any person denied explosive materials 

pursuant to section 842(q)— 
‘‘(1) due to the provision of erroneous in-

formation relating to the person by any 
State or political subdivision thereof, or by 
the national instant criminal background 
check system established under section 103 
of the Brady Handgun Violence Prevention 
Act; or 

‘‘(2) who was not prohibited from receipt of 
explosive materials pursuant to section 
842(i), 
may bring an action against the State or po-
litical subdivision responsible for providing 
the erroneous information, or responsible for 
denying the transfer, or against the United 
States, as the case may be, for an order di-
recting that the erroneous information be 
corrected or that the transfer be approved, 
as the case may be. In any action under this 
section, the court, in its discretion, may 
allow the prevailing party a reasonable at-
torney’s fee as part of the costs.’’. 

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The section 
analysis for chapter 40 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 843 the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘843A. Remedy for erroneous denial of explo-

sive materials.’’. 
(e) REGULATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 6 months 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall issue 
final regulations with respect to the amend-
ments made by subsection (a). 

(2) NOTICE TO STATES.—On the issuance of 
regulations pursuant to paragraph (1), the 
Secretary of the Treasury shall notify the 
States of the regulations so that the States 
may consider revising their explosives laws. 

(f) LICENSES AND USER PERMITS.—Section 
843(a) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘, including fingerprints 
and a photograph of the applicant’’ before 
the period at the end of the first sentence; 
and 

(2) by striking the second sentence and in-
serting, ‘‘Each applicant for a license shall 
pay for each license a fee established by the 
Secretary that shall not exceed $300. Each 
applicant for a permit shall pay for each per-
mit a fee established by the Secretary that 
shall not exceed $100.’’. 

(g) PENALTIES.—Section 844 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (a) as sub-
section (a)(1); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a)(1) the 
following new paragraph: 
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‘‘(2) Any person who violates section 842(q) 

shall be fined under this title, imprisoned for 
not more than 5 years, or both.’’. 

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsections (a), (b), (c), (d), and (g) 
shall take effect 18 months after the date of 
enactment of the Act. 
SEC. 617. PERSONS PROHIBITED FROM RECEIV-

ING OR POSSESSING EXPLOSIVES. 
(a) DISTRIBUTION OF EXPLOSIVES.—Section 

842(d) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(2) in paragraph (6), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘or who has been committed to 
a mental institution;’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(7) being an alien— 
‘‘(A) is illegally or unlawfully in the 

United States; or 
‘‘(B) except as provided in subsection (q)(2), 

has been admitted to the United States 
under a nonimmigrant visa (as that term is 
defined in section 101(a)(26) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(26))); 

‘‘(8) has been discharged from the Armed 
Forces under dishonorable conditions; 

‘‘(9) having been a citizen of the United 
States, has renounced his citizenship; 

‘‘(10) is subject to a court order that— 
‘‘(A) was issued after a hearing of which 

such person received actual notice, and at 
which such person had an opportunity to 
participate; 

‘‘(B) restrains such person from harassing, 
stalking, or threatening an intimate partner 
of such person or child of such intimate part-
ner or person, or engaging in other conduct 
that would place an intimate partner in rea-
sonable fear of bodily injury to the partner 
or child; and 

‘‘(C)(i) includes a finding that such person 
represents a credible threat to the physical 
safety of such intimate partner or child; or 

‘‘(ii) by its terms explicitly prohibits the 
use, attempted use, or threatened use of 
physical force against such intimate partner 
or child that would reasonably be expected 
to cause bodily injury; 

‘‘(11) has been convicted in any court of a 
misdemeanor crime of domestic violence; or 

‘‘(12) has been adjudicated delinquent.’’. 
(b) POSSESSION OF EXPLOSIVES.—Section 

842(i) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(5) who, being an alien— 
‘‘(A) is illegally or unlawfully in the 

United States; or 
‘‘(B) except as provided in subsection (q)(2), 

has been admitted to the United States 
under a non-immigrant visa (as that term is 
defined in section 101(a)(26) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(26))); 

‘‘(6) who has been discharged from the 
Armed Forces under dishonorable conditions; 

‘‘(7) who, having been a citizen of the 
United States, has renounced his citizenship; 

‘‘(8) who is subject to a court order that— 
‘‘(A) was issued after a hearing of which 

such person received actual notice, and at 
which such person had an opportunity to 
participate; 

‘‘(B) restrains such person from harassing, 
stalking, or threatening an intimate partner 
of such person or child of such intimate part-
ner or person, or engaging in other conduct 
that would place an intimate partner in rea-
sonable fear of bodily injury to the partner 
or child; and 

‘‘(C)(i) includes a finding that such person 
represents a credible threat to the physical 
safety of such intimate partner or child; or 

‘‘(ii) by its terms explicitly prohibits the 
use, attempted use, or threatened use of 
physical force against such intimate partner 
or child that would reasonably be expected 
to cause bodily injury; 

‘‘(9) who has been convicted in any court of 
a misdemeanor crime of domestic violence; 
or 

‘‘(10) who has been adjudicated delin-
quent.’’. 

(c) DEFINITION.—Section 841 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(r)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
‘misdemeanor crime of domestic violence’ 
means an offense that— 

‘‘(A) is a misdemeanor under Federal or 
State law; and 

‘‘(B) has, as an element, the use or at-
tempted use of physical force, or the threat-
ened use of a deadly weapon, committed by a 
current or former spouse, parent, or guard-
ian of the victim, by a person with whom the 
victim shares a child in common, by a person 
who is cohabiting with or has cohabited with 
the victim as a spouse, parent, or guardian, 
or by a person similarly situated to a spouse, 
parent, or guardian of the victim. 

‘‘(2)(A) A person shall not be considered to 
have been convicted of such an offense for 
purposes of this chapter, unless— 

‘‘(i) the person was represented by counsel 
in the case, or knowingly and intelligently 
waived the right to counsel in the case; and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a prosecution for an of-
fense described in this paragraph for which a 
person was entitled to a jury trial in the ju-
risdiction in which the case was tried— 

‘‘(I) the case was tried by a jury; or 
‘‘(II) the person knowingly and intel-

ligently waived the right to have the case 
tried by jury, by guilty plea or otherwise. 

‘‘(B) A person shall not be considered to 
have been convicted of such an offense for 
purposes of this chapter if the conviction has 
been expunged or set aside, or is an offense 
for which the person has been pardoned or 
has had civil rights restored (if the law of 
the applicable jurisdiction provides for the 
loss of civil rights under such an offense) un-
less the pardon, expungement, or restoration 
of civil rights expressly provides that the 
person may not ship, transport, possess, or 
receive firearms. 

‘‘(s) ‘Adjudicated delinquent’ means an ad-
judication of delinquency based upon a find-
ing of the commission of an act by a person 
prior to his or her eighteenth birthday that, 
if committed by an adult, would be a serious 
drug offense or violent felony (as defined in 
section 3559(c)(2) of this title), on or after the 
date of enactment of this paragraph.’’. 

(d) ALIENS ADMITTED UNDER NONIMMIGRANT 
VISAS.—Section 842 is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(r)(1) For purposes of this subsection— 
‘‘(A) the term ‘alien’ has the same meaning 

as in section 101(a)(3) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(3)); and 

‘‘(B) the term ‘nonimmigrant visa’ has the 
same meaning as in section 101(a)(26) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1101(a)(26)). 

‘‘(2) Sections (d)(7)(B) and (i)(5)(B) do not 
apply to any alien who has been lawfully ad-
mitted to the United States under a non-
immigrant visa, if that alien is a foreign law 
enforcement officer of a friendly foreign gov-
ernment entering the United States on offi-
cial law enforcement business. 

‘‘(3)(A) Any individual who has been admit-
ted to the United States under a non-

immigrant visa may receive a waiver from 
the requirements of subsection (i)(5)(B), if— 

‘‘(i) the individual submits to the Attorney 
General a petition that meets the require-
ments of subparagraph (C); and 

‘‘(ii) the Attorney General approves the pe-
tition. 

‘‘(B) Each petition under subparagraph (B) 
shall— 

‘‘(i) demonstrate that the petitioner has 
resided in the United States for a continuous 
period of not less than 180 days before the 
date on which the petition is submitted 
under this paragraph; and 

‘‘(ii) include a written statement from the 
embassy or consulate of the petitioner, au-
thorizing the petitioner to acquire explosives 
and certifying that the alien would not, ab-
sent the application of subsection (i)(5)(B), 
otherwise be prohibited from such an acqui-
sition under subsection (i). 

‘‘(C) The Attorney General shall approve a 
petition submitted in accordance with this 
paragraph, if the Attorney General deter-
mines that waiving the requirements of sub-
section (i)(5)(B) with respect to the peti-
tioner— 

‘‘(i) would be in the interests of justice; 
and 

‘‘(ii) would not jeopardize the public safe-
ty.’’. 

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 845 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(d) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, no person convicted of a mis-
demeanor crime of domestic violence may 
ship or transport any explosive materials in 
interstate or foreign commerce or to receive 
or possess any explosive materials which 
have been shipped or transported in inter-
state or foreign commerce.’’. 

TITLE VII—PUNISHING GANG VIOLENCE 
AND DRUG TRAFFICKING TO MINORS 

SEC. 701. INCREASED MANDATORY MINIMUM 
PENALTIES FOR USING MINORS TO 
DISTRIBUTE DRUGS. 

Section 420 of the Controlled Substances 
Act (21 U.S.C. 861) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘one 
year’’ and inserting ‘‘3 years’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘one 
year’’ and inserting ‘‘5 years’’. 
SEC. 702. INCREASED MANDATORY MINIMUM 

PENALTIES FOR DISTRIBUTING 
DRUGS TO MINORS. 

Section 418 of the Controlled Substances 
Act (21 U.S.C. 859) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘one 
year’’ and inserting ‘‘3 years’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘one 
year’’ and inserting ‘‘5 years’’. 
SEC. 703. INCREASED MANDATORY MINIMUM 

PENALTIES FOR DRUG TRAFFICKING 
IN OR NEAR A SCHOOL OR OTHER 
PROTECTED LOCATION. 

Section 419 of the Controlled Substances 
Act (21 U.S.C. 860) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘one 
year’’ and inserting ‘‘3 years’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘three 
years’’ each place that term appears and in-
serting ‘‘5 years’’. 
SEC. 704. CRIMINAL STREET GANGS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 521 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), in the second undesig-
nated paragraph— 

(A) by striking ‘‘5’’ and inserting ‘‘3’’; 
(B) by inserting ‘‘, whether formal or infor-

mal’’ after ‘‘or more persons’’; and 
(C) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘or 

activities’’ after ‘‘purposes’’; 
(2) in subsection (b), by inserting after ‘‘10 

years’’ the following: ‘‘and such person shall 
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be subject to the forfeiture prescribed in sec-
tion 412 of the Controlled Substances Act (21 
U.S.C. 853)’’; 

(3) in subsection (c)— 
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(B) in paragraph (3), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting a semicolon; 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) that is a violation of section 522 (relat-

ing to the recruitment of persons to partici-
pate in criminal gang activity); 

‘‘(4) that is a violation of section 844, 875, 
or 876 (relating to extortion and threats), 
section 1084 (relating to gambling), section 
1955 (relating to gambling), or chapter 73 (re-
lating to obstruction of justice); 

‘‘(5) that is a violation of section 1956 (re-
lating to money laundering), to the extent 
that the violation of such section is related 
to a Federal or State offense involving a con-
trolled substance (as that term is defined in 
section 102 of the Controlled Substances Act 
(21 U.S.C. 802)); or 

‘‘(6) that is a violation of section 
274(a)(1)(A), 277, or 278 of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324(a)(1)(A), 
1327, or 1328) (relating to alien smuggling); 
and 

‘‘(7) a conspiracy, attempt, or solicitation 
to commit an offense described in para-
graphs (1) through (6).’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENT.—Section 3663(c)(4) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘chap-
ter 46’’ and inserting ‘‘section 521, chapter 
46,’’. 
SEC. 705. INCREASE IN OFFENSE LEVEL FOR PAR-

TICIPATION IN CRIME AS A GANG 
MEMBER. 

(a) DEFINITION OF CRIMINAL STREET GANG.— 
In this section, the term ‘‘criminal street 
gang’’ has the meaning given that term in 
section 521(a) of title 18, United States Code. 

(b) AMENDMENT OF SENTENCING GUIDE-
LINES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Pursuant to its authority 
under section 994(p) of title 28, United States 
Code, the United States Sentencing Commis-
sion shall amend the Federal Sentencing 
Guidelines to provide an appropriate en-
hancement for any Federal offense described 
in section 521(c) of title 18, United States 
Code, if the offense was both committed in 
connection with, or in furtherance of, the ac-
tivities of a criminal street gang and the de-
fendant was a member of the criminal street 
gang at the time of the offense. 

(2) FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED.—In deter-
mining an appropriate enhancement under 
this section, the United States Sentencing 
Commission shall give great weight to the 
seriousness of the offense, the offender’s rel-
ative position in the criminal gang, and the 
risk of death or serious bodily injury to any 
person posed by the offense. 

(c) CONSTRUCTION WITH OTHER GUIDE-
LINES.—The amendment made by subsection 
(b) shall provide that the increase in the of-
fense level shall be in addition to any other 
adjustment under chapter 3 of the Federal 
Sentencing Guidelines. 
SEC. 706. INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN TRAVEL OR 

TRANSPORTATION IN AID OF CRIMI-
NAL GANGS. 

(a) TRAVEL ACT AMENDMENT.—Section 1952 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended to 
read as follows: 
‘‘§ 1952. Interstate and foreign travel or trans-

portation in aid of racketeering enterprises 
‘‘(a) PROHIBITED CONDUCT AND PENALTIES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Whoever— 
‘‘(A) travels in interstate or foreign com-

merce or uses the mail or any facility in 

interstate or foreign commerce, with intent 
to— 

‘‘(i) distribute the proceeds of any unlawful 
activity; or 

‘‘(ii) otherwise promote, manage, establish, 
carry on, or facilitate the promotion, man-
agement, establishment, or carrying on, of 
any unlawful activity; and 

‘‘(B) after travel or use of the mail or any 
facility in interstate or foreign commerce 
described in subparagraph (A), performs, at-
tempts to perform, or conspires to perform 
an act described in clause (i) or (ii) of sub-
paragraph (A); 
shall be fined under this title, imprisoned 
not more than 10 years, or both. 

‘‘(2) CRIMES OF VIOLENCE.—Whoever— 
‘‘(A) travels in interstate or foreign com-

merce or uses the mail or any facility in 
interstate or foreign commerce, with intent 
to commit any crime of violence to further 
any unlawful activity; and 

‘‘(B) after travel or use of the mail or any 
facility in interstate or foreign commerce 
described in subparagraph (A), commits, at-
tempts to commit, or conspires to commit 
any crime of violence to further any unlaw-
ful activity; 

shall be fined under this title, imprisoned for 
not more than 20 years, or both, and if death 
results shall be sentenced to death or be im-
prisoned for any term of years or for life. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE.—The term 

‘controlled substance’ has the meaning given 
that term in section 102(6) of the Controlled 
Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 802(6)). 

‘‘(2) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means a 
State of the United States, the District of 
Columbia, and any commonwealth, territory, 
or possession of the United States. 

‘‘(3) UNLAWFUL ACTIVITY.—The term ‘un-
lawful activity’ means— 

‘‘(A) any business enterprise involving 
gambling, liquor on which the Federal excise 
tax has not been paid, narcotics or con-
trolled substances, or prostitution offenses 
in violation of the laws of the State in which 
the offense is committed or of the United 
States; 

‘‘(B) extortion, bribery, arson, burglary if 
the offense involves property valued at not 
less than $10,000, assault with a deadly weap-
on, assault resulting in bodily injury, shoot-
ing at an occupied dwelling or motor vehicle, 
or retaliation against or intimidation of wit-
nesses, victims, jurors, or informants, in vio-
lation of the laws of the State in which the 
offense is committed or of the United States; 
or 

‘‘(C) any act that is indictable under sec-
tion 1956 or 1957 of this title or under sub-
chapter II of chapter 53 of title 31.’’. 

(b) AMENDMENT OF SENTENCING GUIDE-
LINES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Pursuant to its authority 
under section 994(p) of title 28, United States 
Code, the United States Sentencing Commis-
sion shall amend chapter 2 of the Federal 
Sentencing Guidelines to provide an appro-
priate increase in the offense levels for trav-
eling in interstate or foreign commerce in 
aid of unlawful activity. 

(2) UNLAWFUL ACTIVITY DEFINED.—In this 
subsection, the term ‘‘unlawful activity’’ has 
the meaning given that term in section 
1952(b) of title 18, United States Code, as 
amended by this section. 

(3) SENTENCING ENHANCEMENT FOR RECRUIT-
MENT ACROSS STATE LINES.—Pursuant to its 
authority under section 994(p) of title 28, 
United States Code, the United States Sen-
tencing Commission shall amend the Federal 
Sentencing Guidelines to provide an appro-

priate enhancement for a person who, in vio-
lating section 522 of title 18, United States 
Code, recruits, solicits, induces, commands, 
or causes another person residing in another 
State to be or to remain a member of a 
criminal street gang, or crosses a State line 
with the intent to recruit, solicit, induce, 
command, or cause another person to be or 
to remain a member of a criminal street 
gang. 

SEC. 707. GANG-RELATED WITNESS INTIMIDA-
TION AND RETALIATION. 

(a) INTERSTATE TRAVEL TO ENGAGE IN WIT-
NESS INTIMIDATION OR OBSTRUCTION OF JUS-
TICE.—Section 1952 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (b) and (c) 
as subsections (c) and (d), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(b) Whoever travels in interstate or for-
eign commerce with intent by bribery, force, 
intimidation, or threat, directed against any 
person, to delay or influence the testimony 
of or prevent from testifying a witness in a 
State criminal proceeding or by any such 
means to cause any person to destroy, alter, 
or conceal a record, document, or other ob-
ject, with intent to impair the object’s integ-
rity or availability for use in such a pro-
ceeding, and thereafter engages or endeavors 
to engage in such conduct, shall be fined 
under this title or imprisoned not more than 
10 years, or both; and if serious bodily injury 
(as defined in section 1365 of this title) re-
sults, shall be so fined or imprisoned for not 
more than 20 years, or both; and if death re-
sults, shall be so fined and imprisoned for 
any term of years or for life, or both, and 
may be sentenced to death.’’. 

(b) CONSPIRACY PENALTY FOR OBSTRUCTION 
OF JUSTICE OFFENSES INVOLVING VICTIMS, 
WITNESSES, AND INFORMANTS.—Section 1512 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(j) Whoever conspires to commit any of-
fense defined in this section or section 1513 of 
this title shall be subject to the same pen-
alties as those prescribed for the offense the 
commission of which was the object of the 
conspiracy.’’. 

(c) WITNESS RELOCATION SURVEY AND 
TRAINING PROGRAM.— 

(1) SURVEY.—The Attorney General shall 
survey all State and selected local witness 
protection and relocation programs to deter-
mine the extent and nature of such programs 
and the training needs of those programs. 
Not later than 270 days after the date of the 
enactment of this section, the Attorney Gen-
eral shall report the results of this survey to 
Congress. 

(2) TRAINING.—Based on the results of such 
survey, the Attorney General shall make 
available to State and local law enforcement 
agencies training to assist those law enforce-
ment agencies in developing and managing 
witness protection and relocation programs. 

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out paragraphs (1) and (2) for fiscal 
year 2000 not to exceed $500,000. 

(d) FEDERAL-STATE COORDINATION AND CO-
OPERATION REGARDING NOTIFICATION OF 
INTERSTATE WITNESS RELOCATION.— 

(1) ATTORNEY GENERAL TO PROMOTE INTER-
STATE COORDINATION.—The Attorney General 
shall engage in activities, including the es-
tablishment of a model Memorandum of Un-
derstanding under paragraph (2), which pro-
mote coordination among State and local 
witness interstate relocation programs. 
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(2) MODEL MEMORANDUM OF UNDER-

STANDING.—The Attorney General shall es-
tablish a model Memorandum of Under-
standing for States and localities that en-
gage in interstate witness relocation. Such a 
model Memorandum of Understanding shall 
include a requirement that notice be pro-
vided to the jurisdiction to which the reloca-
tion has been made by the State or local law 
enforcement agency that relocates a witness 
to another State who has been arrested for 
or convicted of a crime of violence as de-
scribed in section 16 of title 18, United States 
Code. 

(3) BYRNE GRANT ASSISTANCE.—The Attor-
ney General is authorized to expend up to 10 
percent of the total amount appropriated 
under section 511 of subpart 2 of part E of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968 for purposes of making grants pursu-
ant to section 510 of that Act to those juris-
dictions that have interstate witness reloca-
tion programs and that have substantially 
followed the model Memorandum of Under-
standing. 

(4) GUIDELINES AND DETERMINATION OF ELI-
GIBILITY.—The Attorney General shall estab-
lish guidelines relating to the implementa-
tion of paragraph (4) and shall determine, 
consistent with such guidelines, which juris-
dictions are eligible for grants under para-
graph (4). 

(d) BYRNE GRANTS.—Section 501(b) of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968 is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (25); 

(2) by striking the period at the end para-
graph (26) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(27) developing and maintaining witness 

security and relocation programs, including 
providing training of personnel in the effec-
tive management of such programs.’’. 

(e) DEFINITION.—As used in this section, 
the term ‘‘State’’ includes the District of Co-
lumbia, Puerto Rico, and any other common-
wealth, territory, or possession of the United 
States. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM), and a Member 
opposed, each will control 20 minutes. 

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

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, over the last several 
weeks there has been a great deal of de-
bate about ways to protect our chil-
dren from violence. We have talked 
about provisions to keep guns out of 
the hands of criminals, and that is the 
right thing to do. We have talked about 
the influence of our culture on kids and 
how we can encourage responsibility 
from those who have the potential to 
influence them, and that is the right 
thing to do. 

We have talked about reaching kids 
early when they make mistakes so that 
they will not fall into a spiral of in-
creasing crime, and that is also the 
right thing to do. 

We must also not lose sight of the 
fact that there have always been and 
always will be people who ignore the 
laws. We have to admit that there are 
people in this country whose hate for 

those around them is so overpowering 
they will commit acts of violence on 
their neighbors, on children, in our 
schools, even on the houses of worship 
in their own communities. We have to 
face the fact that there are people 
whose greed for money and power lead 
them to poison our children with drugs 
and destroy our families through vio-
lence. 

We cannot simply allow those who 
would destroy our communities to do 
so. We must deter them, if we can, by 
making them aware that there will be 
severe punishment for their crimes, 
and we have to impose those punish-
ments if they commit those crimes. We 
must do this if we are to protect our 
children and our grandchildren. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment I offer 
adds provisions to H.R. 1501 to ensure 
that those who violate our laws and en-
danger our children and families will 
be punished. My amendment will in-
crease the punishment for criminals 
who put guns in the hands of our chil-
dren and those who commit crimes 
using firearms. It will increase the pen-
alties on juveniles who use guns to 
harm others. It will increase the pun-
ishments on gang members who com-
mit serious crimes and those who push 
drugs on to our young people, and it 
will punish those who put explosives 
into the hands of juveniles. 

We have to send a message. If some-
one intends to harm our children, we 
will punish them and punish them se-
verely. 

Here is what this amendment will do. 
It will strengthen the present Federal 
juvenile justice system by providing 
increased protection for the commu-
nity and holding juveniles accountable 
for their actions. 

I must say at the outset that there 
are very few children who are ever 
tried in a juvenile setting in the Fed-
eral system, but those on Indian res-
ervations and elsewhere are, and this 
particular provision, this set of provi-
sions, deal only with that limited Fed-
eral role and not with the State or the 
grant program we have been discussing 
under the underlying bill. 

The amendment strengthens the ju-
venile system that the Federal Govern-
ment deals with by the following: Giv-
ing prosecutors rather than the courts 
the discretion to charge a juvenile al-
leged to have committed certain seri-
ous felonies as an adult or as a juve-
nile, which is consistent with what 
most States do; by making fines and 
supervised release which are not pres-
ently sentencing options in the Federal 
system available for adjudicated 
delinquents in addition to probation 
and detention; and by providing that 
the records of juvenile proceedings are 
public records to the same extent that 
the records of adult criminal pro-
ceedings will be public and that such 
records are to be made available for of-
ficial purposes, including disclosure to 
victims and school officials. 

The second area my amendment 
deals with will encourage the Justice 
Department to prosecute gun crimes. 
We have found at hearings recently, 
unfortunately, that many times the 
Federal Government has not been pros-
ecuting the crimes already on the 
books dealing with guns. I think that 
is very, very sad and it is a very seri-
ous problem. 

So this amendment will require the 
Justice Department to establish a pro-
gram in each United States Attorney’s 
Office where one or more Federal pros-
ecutors are designated to prosecute 
firearms offenses and to coordinate 
with State and local authorities for 
more effective enforcement, and permit 
U.S. attorneys to use Federal prosecu-
tors to prosecute State firearms of-
fenses in State courts. 

The third area that my amendment 
deals with will help ensure that juve-
niles do not gain access to firearms and 
explosives illegally. It does this by in-
creasing the maximum penalty that 
may be imposed on juveniles who pos-
sess a firearm. Also, it increases the 
maximum penalty for illegal posses-
sion of a firearm with the intent to 
take it to a school zone or knowing 
that another juvenile will take it to a 
school zone. 

It increases the maximum penalty 
that may be imposed on adults who il-
legally transfer firearms to juveniles. 

b 1415 

It provides for a mandatory min-
imum sentence for an adult who ille-
gally transfers a firearm to a juvenile, 
knowing that a juvenile intended to 
take it to a school zone or commit a se-
rious violent felony. 

It enacts a new provision to prohibit 
any person under 21 from sending, re-
ceiving, or possessing explosive mate-
rials. Under current law, the distribu-
tion of explosive materials to persons 
under 21 is prohibited, but there is no 
punishment for the possession of such 
materials for persons under 21. 

The next area this amendment deals 
with will help deter criminals from 
gaining access to firearms and explo-
sives by prohibiting the distribution 
through the Internet and elsewhere of 
information relating to explosives, de-
structive devices, and weapons of mass 
destruction when the person distrib-
uting the information knows that the 
recipient intends to use them to harm 
others; and by requiring common car-
riers like UPS or FedEx or a number of 
others, or other contract carriers such 
as trucking companies, to report the 
theft or loss of a firearm it is shipping 
within 48 hours after the theft or loss is 
discovered. 

Another part of this amendment will 
help to ensure that criminals are held 
accountable for their use of firearms 
and explosives and to deter others from 
illegally possessing and using these 
weapons by increasing the penalties for 
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the discharge of a firearm in a school 
zone and by providing for mandatory 
minimum punishments for the knowing 
discharge of a firearm in a school zone. 
It increases those punishments if phys-
ical harm results, and it allows for the 
death penalty if somebody uses a gun 
to kill in a school zone. 

Secondly, it increases the maximum 
penalties for transporting stolen fire-
arms in interstate commerce and for 
selling, receiving, and possessing stolen 
firearms. 

It increases the mandatory minimum 
penalty for discharging a firearm dur-
ing a Federal crime of violence or drug 
trafficking crime and establishes a 
mandatory minimum penalty if the 
firearm is used to injure another per-
son. 

It increases the maximum punish-
ment for making false statements to a 
licensed dealer in order to illegally ob-
tain a firearm if the purchase was to 
enable another person to carry or pos-
sess it in the commission of a serious 
violent felony. It provides for a min-
imum mandatory punishment if the 
person procuring the firearm did so for 
a juvenile. 

It prohibits Federal firearm licensees 
to continue to operate their licensed 
businesses after a felony conviction. 

It increases the penalty for persons 
who illegally deal in firearms. 

It raises the maximum penalty for 
knowingly transporting, shipping, pos-
sessing, or receiving a firearm with an 
obliterated or altered serial number. 

It establishes, for the first time, 
criminal background checks prior to 
the sale of explosive materials by non-
licensed purchasers by licensed dealers. 

These checks, similar to the Brady 
gun background checks, will reduce the 
availability of explosives to felons. 

This is another instant-check type of 
system, but this one is designed as it 
should be for explosives and the sale of 
explosives. 

We all know from the Columbine ex-
perience that there were not just guns 
involved there, but there were cer-
tainly explosives as well. 

In the last provisions in my amend-
ment, we address further the punish-
ment of gang violence and drug traf-
ficking to minors and witness intimi-
dation. It will increase, this amend-
ment, the existing mandatory min-
imum penalty that is imposed on 
adults convicted of using minors to dis-
tribute drugs. 

It will increase the existing manda-
tory minimum penalty that must be 
imposed on adults convicted of distrib-
uting drugs to minors. 

It will increase the existing manda-
tory minimum penalty that must be 
imposed on any person convicted of dis-
tributing, possessing with the intent to 
distribute, or manufacturing drugs in 
or within 100 feet of a school zone. 

It will increase the punishment in 
current law for certain crimes if they 

were committed by a person as a part 
of a criminal street gang and adds new 
crimes for which the increase may be 
applied; among them, crimes involving 
extortion and threats, gambling, ob-
struction of justice, money laundering, 
and alien smuggling. 

It addresses the problem of gang-re-
lated witness intimidation by making 
it a crime to travel in interstate or for-
eign commerce with the intent to delay 
or influence the testimony of a witness 
in a State criminal proceeding by brib-
ery, force, intimidation, or threat. It 
allows for the death penalty if a person 
kills another to keep them from testi-
fying in such a setting. 

I think this is extremely important. 
We have a lot of witness intimidation, 
unfortunately, in this country today, 
and we do not have good law provisions 
at the Federal level to deal with it. 

We also have in this legislation pro-
visions encouraging a memorandum of 
understanding as sort of a suggested 
format, a model format that States 
might use for witness protection pro-
grams among the States to avoid some 
complications we have seen such as ex-
isted in my State of Florida recently 
with respect to it and Puerto Rico. 

These are tough provisions, all of 
them that I have outlined. They are in-
tended to be. But the harm that is 
being done through illegal guns, 
through explosives, and through drugs 
cannot be ignored. Our young people 
deserve nothing but our fullest efforts 
to protect our children at home, at 
school, and during play. 

I ask all of my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) seek to con-
trol the time in opposition? 

Mr. SCOTT. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) for 20 minutes. 

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, this 
proposal by the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MCCOLLUM), the subcommittee 
chairman, actually openly reneges on 
his pledge to pursue a substantive bi-
partisan juvenile justice bill. 

He is now, with one amendment, 
loading this bill, H.R. 1501, up with 
more than two dozen criminal pen-
alties, including the death sentence. It 
is now clear that these provisions were 
rejected and certainly not supported 
during the orderly subcommittee proc-
ess that he himself chaired. 

I want to bring forward now one part 
of this that cannot be unremarked as 
we go forward. I want to thank Senator 
PAUL WELLSTONE and David Cole for 
their assistance. 

Because what the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) is doing is re-
pealing the Federal law that requires 
States to identify and improve dis-
proportionate incarceration of mem-
bers of minority groups, a law that has 
been in place since 1992 and has had 
more than 40 States develop programs 
to reduce minority involvement in the 
juvenile justice system. It is now under 
attack. 

The resulting Republican juvenile 
justice bill with this amendment would 
repeal the existing mandate, effec-
tively closing our collective eyes to ra-
cial disparity in the juvenile justice 
system. Consider with me for one mo-
ment, although African American juve-
niles ages 10 through 17 are 15 percent 
of the population, they are 26 percent 
of the arrests, 32 percent of the refer-
rals to juvenile court, 41 percent of the 
juveniles detained in delinquency 
cases, 46 percent of juveniles in correc-
tional institutions, and 52 percent of 
juveniles transferred to adult criminal 
courts after judicial hearings. In short, 
African American youths start off 
overrepresented in juvenile justice, and 
the problem gets worse at every step. 
With this amendment, it will continue 
to proceed in the wrong direction. 

This policy of creating a long-term 
custody rate for African American 
youth five times the rate of white 
youth must stop in the House of Rep-
resentatives. I suggest to my col-
leagues that we do not even address the 
problems but plan to make them far 
worse. 

In addition, and I will conclude on 
this note, the McCollum amendment 
requires the implementation of the 
armed criminal apprehension program, 
similar to the one in Richmond, Vir-
ginia that has been described by a 
United States district court judge as 
expensive, unnecessary, racially bi-
ased, and a misuse of the Federal court 
system. 

Now, if we do nothing else here 
today, I urge that we reject the McCol-
lum amendment, which will begin to 
increase the racial disparity of young-
sters that are caught up in this process 
in a huge way, more than two dozen 
criminal penalties. It is the wrong way. 
It is too much. It was not accepted 
even in his own committee. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I might con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to say 
to the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS), with all due respect, I under-
stand he disagrees with this amend-
ment, but a couple of things he pointed 
out I do not think were quite accurate, 
and I am sure unintentionally so. 

The subcommittee considered H.R. 
1501, but the full committee has never 
considered any of this process, nor did 
any of the provisions of this amend-
ment get considered in this Congress as 
we brought this bill to the floor, as the 
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gentleman knows, the main bill, with 
all of these other provisions to be dis-
cussed and debated in amendment proc-
ess. So they have not been rejected by 
the committee. They just never have 
been brought up or considered. 

Secondly, I believe the gentleman, if 
he would carefully read my amend-
ment, which is a pretty thick thing, I 
know, would find there is no mention 
in here of the Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice’s delinquency prevention programs 
where the racial mandate, the racial 
composition mandate exist. We do not 
touch that in my amendment. I know 
there is concern about that. There may 
be other provisions in somebody else’s 
amendment, but this amendment does 
not touch that. I just want to be sure 
everybody understands that. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire how much time is remaining on 
both sides? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) has 9 
minutes remaining. The gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) has 16 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. WATT). 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I hope my colleagues were 
listening carefully to the comments 
that were made by the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) in support of 
his proposed amendment. 

What he said is that his proposed 
amendment would strengthen the Fed-
eral juvenile justice system. It is that 
point that I want to spend my time 
talking about, because my question to 
my colleagues is: What Federal juve-
nile justice system is he talking about? 
We do not have one juvenile counselor 
at the Federal level. We do not have 
one juvenile judge at the Federal level. 
We do not have one juvenile facility in 
the Federal system. What juvenile jus-
tice system is the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) talking about? 

What he is talking about is federal-
izing juvenile justice for the first time 
in this country. Now, why is there no 
Federal juvenile justice system? For 
the same reason we do not have any 
Federal school system in this country. 
We do not have a Federal juvenile jus-
tice system, because, historically, 
throughout the whole history of this 
country, juvenile justice has been han-
dled as a State and local issue. They 
have juvenile courts. They have juve-
nile judges. They have juvenile facili-
ties. They have counselors. They deal 
with local juvenile issues as a local 
issue, which it is and should be. 

Local communities are closer to our 
juveniles and the children, just like the 
local school systems, are closer to ju-
veniles and the system. 

So is not it ironic that my colleagues 
who profess to believe in States rights 

would come and say we are here to 
strengthen and take over the juvenile 
justice system? 

Let me tell my colleagues one final 
reason that we do not have a juvenile 
justice system at the Federal level, and 
that is that we have not done an espe-
cially good job of handling the Federal 
adult justice system. Here we go, say-
ing, those of us who say that we believe 
in States rights, my Republican col-
leagues in particular, would have us 
now come and say we know more about 
juvenile justice than local commu-
nities know about it. 

This is a bad idea. It is a revolu-
tionary idea. We should not march into 
this territory without knowing exactly 
what we are doing. We should reject 
this amendment. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply have to re-
spond to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. WATT). I do not know if 
the gentleman has really seriously read 
chapter 403 of the United States Code 
with respect to criminal law. But chap-
ter 403 is nothing but about a juvenile 
justice system at the Federal level. 
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There are several hundred juveniles 
who are adjudicated as delinquents 
every year in the Federal system, most 
of them on Indian reservations, and 
there are several hundred more that 
are prosecuted in the Federal system 
for violent crimes. So there certainly is 
a juvenile justice system, and it cer-
tainly needs improvement, and that is 
what the first section of my amend-
ment does. 

And the administration has re-
quested every single line and every sin-
gle word that is in my amendment re-
lated to improving this system. The 
Clinton administration has requested 
this. The gentleman’s own party Presi-
dent has requested it. 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, would the gentleman tell 
me, is he proposing that we apply the 
same juvenile justice system at the 
Federal level that we are applying on 
Indian reservations? Is that what the 
gentleman is proposing, instead of al-
lowing local communities to handle 
their own juvenile justice system? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I re-
claim my time to say that we have a 
Federal juvenile justice system and it 
applies to any juvenile brought into 
the system, whether on an Indian res-
ervation or not. It is all the same. It is 
this Federal juvenile justice system 
that we are applying here and amend-
ing in chapter 403. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LOFGREN). 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, here 
it is, it is one of the poison pills for 
this bill, H.R. 1501. I think we all knew 
on the Committee on the Judiciary 
that the amendment being offered by 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MCCOLLUM) could not become law and 
should not become law. That is why 
H.R. 1501 was devised with the broad 
bipartisan support that it had, at least, 
until the slaughter in Columbine High 
School. That incident changed our 
common understanding of what we 
should do here in America about juve-
nile crime. 

This amendment would make it easi-
er to prosecute a 13-year-old as an 
adult. And, actually, to be clear, it 
would make it easier for the less than 
300 children prosecuted in the Federal 
system to be prosecuted as adults. So 
let us be more specific. It would make 
it easier to prosecute a 13-year-old Na-
tive American child as an adult. 

What has that got to do with the 
murders at Columbine High School? I 
am sorry, who are we fooling with this? 
There are assorted other portions of 
the amendment, things about the 
Internet and guns, which I think are 
serious issues, but the boys at Colorado 
bought their guns through gun shows, 
not on the Internet. There are things 
about enhancing the penalties if a fire-
arm was discharged in a school. Well, 
those two boys who killed those kids in 
school in Colorado, they committed 
suicide. So I do not think that the 5- 
year enhanced penalty would do one 
darn thing to deter those two boys 
from the slaughter that they wrought 
on their classmates and the families. 

What we need to do is to focus on the 
ability of a child to commit such dam-
age if a child is so disturbed that he or 
she wants to kill others. And that focus 
is what we are avoiding through this 
really very disturbing setup, consid-
ering amendments calculated to sink 
this bill, tomorrow’s bill, and so the 
American people will not get what they 
are asking for: Sensible, modest, mod-
erate gun safety measures that will 
prevent future tragedies such as those 
all the parents in America observed 
saw and cared about at Columbine High 
School and cared deeply to cure. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, it is un-
fortunate that violence occurs 
throughout our Nation every day. In 
our classrooms, in schoolyards and 
playgrounds, children are all too often 
at the mercy of violent criminals. 

Nationally, we are faced with stag-
gering statistics. The Bureau of Justice 
statistics report that for 1997 there 
were 2500 juveniles arrested for murder. 
That is a 90 percent increase from 1986. 
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Our Nation’s youth are now among the 
most likely to fall victim to violent 
crimes, crimes often committed, unfor-
tunately, by their own peers. 

To me, these numbers indicate an 
epidemic of youth violence, one which 
must be confronted head on. We must 
pass stronger laws that target and pun-
ish violent juvenile offenders. Stiffer 
sentencing guidelines, trying for vio-
lent juveniles as adults and opening 
those juveniles’ criminal records would 
be a good start. The amendment of the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOL-
LUM) would enact some of these impor-
tant provisions. 

For example, this amendment gives 
Federal prosecutors rather than judges 
the discretion to prosecute violent ju-
venile felons as adults. This provision 
would send a clear message to juveniles 
that if they commit serious crimes, 
they will do adult time. No more slaps 
on the wrist, no more short sentences 
followed by a quick release. So I com-
mend the gentleman for offering this 
important amendment. 

Over 6,000 kids were expelled for 
bringing guns to schools during the 
1996–97 school year, but only nine of 
them were prosecuted by the Clinton 
administration, by the U.S. Attorney’s 
Office under this administration. That 
is a travesty. 

Mr. Chairman, regardless of what we 
accomplish here today, we must ac-
knowledge that the juvenile violence 
problem in this country is not simply 
the product of laws or lack thereof. It 
is a societal one. Our children are inun-
dated every day with negative images, 
violent messages, and much less than 
positive role models, unfortunately. 
Parenting has become a struggle in a 
country where the government taxes 
an inordinate amount of a family’s 
paycheck and forces parents to spend 
more time at work and less time rais-
ing and supervising their own kids. 

We should not lose sight of the fact 
that most of our parents are doing a 
good job, and an overwhelming major-
ity of the kids in this country are good 
kids who go to school to learn and to 
make friends and to participate in 
positive activities. We could help these 
families by cutting their taxes and 
helping parents spend more time with 
their own kids. 

There are a lot of things we can do, 
and I commend the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) and the other 
members of the committee for a job 
well done and look forward to the de-
bate on this particularly important 
issue to our country. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado (Ms. DEGETTE). 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
from Colorado, and Columbine High 
School is just a few blocks from my 
district. My constituents in Colorado 
and our constituents across the coun-
try are very sensitive about the conclu-

sions that we take from the terrible 
Columbine shootings of just a few 
weeks ago. They are very sensitive 
that their political leaders do not use 
this tragedy as an excuse to pass some 
legislation that will really do very lit-
tle, if nothing, to solve the problem of 
youth violence in our country today. 

The truth is that under 300 kids per 
year in the entire country, most of 
them Native Americans, are even pros-
ecuted under the Federal laws. So the 
truth is amendments like this will do 
nothing to stop the kind of youth vio-
lence that we saw at Columbine and 
that we have seen so tragically at high 
schools across this country. 

I suppose that we could send Dylan 
Klebold and Eric Harris to jail for 
extra time, if they were not dead at 
this point. I suppose we could give 
them the death penalty for shooting all 
these people on the school grounds of 
Columbine, but that would be little 
comfort to the parents of the students 
and the families of the teacher who 
were killed there. Instead, our con-
stituents demand that we take action 
in this Congress to help prevent youth 
violence in a way that will work across 
the country for the many tens of thou-
sands of kids in this country who need 
help every year. 

That is why we need different pro-
grams to help across the board. We 
need to reauthorize the COPS program, 
we need to fund school safety pro-
grams, we need prevention block 
grants, we need to do the things that 
will actually help instead of giving the 
American people the illusion that be-
cause we are increasing sentences and 
doing a few things that will work 
around the edges on a few Indian res-
ervations that we are doing something. 

The other thing that my constituents 
and our constituents are demanding is 
common sense child gun safety legisla-
tion; legislation that will stop the mul-
tiple round ammunition cartridges 
that Klebold and his colleague used; 
legislation that will stop people from 
getting guns at gun shows, because 
these kids got all four of their guns 
from a gun show, not from the Inter-
net; legislation that will have child 
safety locks on guns. This is the kind 
of common sense legislation that be-
gins to help, that we can use as a legis-
lative tool in conjunction with our 
community action that is non-
legislative that we so desperately need 
in this solution. 

Please, let us not marginalize this 
issue, let us do something that will 
really help. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. WELDON). 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time, and I rise in support 
of the McCollum amendment. 

I think we all agree that there are 
multiple factors playing a role in 

youth violence and we are going to be 
trying to address several of those over 
the course of this day as we debate this 
juvenile justice bill. We are all familiar 
with what some of those issues are. 
Certainly violence in the media is a 
factor. 

We have seen more than 3,000 studies 
on this issue, the majority of which 
have concluded there is a relationship. 
Drugs is a factor and certainly dys-
functional families. Indeed, one of the 
highest correlates of youth violence in 
any community is the incidence of 
fatherlessness in that community. We 
are going to try to address some of 
these things. Obviously, the issue of 
fatherlessness in the community we 
cannot address, but I do rise in support 
of this amendment. 

There are several features of this 
amendment that I think are good. It 
gives prosecutors rather than the 
courts the discretion to charge a juve-
nile alleged to have committed a fel-
ony. It makes fines and supervised re-
lease available. It also, very impor-
tantly, provides that the records of 
these juvenile proceedings will become 
public records and available to the 
community. This is a very, very impor-
tant factor. 

The amendment is a big one. It has a 
lot of features, but I think we need to 
take a comprehensive look at the prob-
lem that we are trying to address, 
which is the terrible problem of youth 
violence, and look at all these different 
areas. And, yes, there are some weak-
nesses in our criminal justice system, 
but the McCollum amendment here is a 
good amendment that tries to shore up 
those weaknesses and strengthen the 
underlying bill, and I encourage my 
colleagues to support the amendment. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, today 
we are going to witness a lot of rhet-
oric about what causes juvenile crimes. 
If we were to accept the majority’s po-
sition, one would think that it is ac-
cess to the Power Rangers that kill our 
children, not the access to guns. 

The rhetoric is tired. Let us be clear. 
We know that prevention works. De-
spite this common knowledge, we have 
witnessed time and time again the Re-
publicans’ failure to properly fund edu-
cation, Head Start programs and other 
programs we know that work. Instead, 
the majority wants to rush our chil-
dren from the crib to the jails. 

The McCollum amendment allows 
Federal prosecutors rather than judges 
the discretion to try children as adults, 
lowers the age to 13 in some cases at 
which children can be tried as adults in 
the Federal system, and broadens the 
scope of Federal crimes for which juve-
niles can be tried as adults. 

This provision would mean that more 
children would be placed in adult jails, 
and children are not specifically pro-
hibited from contact with adults. This 
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places children at serious risk of abuse 
and assault and flies in the face of cur-
rent studies which indicate that trying 
children as adults increases rather 
than decreases youth crime. 

The McCollum amendment allows 
children to come in contact with adults 
in adult jails in the Federal system. 
Children as young as 13 years old would 
be allowed to be in the same jail cell 
with adults. Allowing contact between 
juveniles and adults in adult jails 
would place children at risk of assault 
and abuse, as children are 8 times more 
likely to commit suicide, 5 times more 
likely to be sexually assaulted, and 
twice as likely to be assaulted by even 
staff in the adult jails than in juvenile 
facilities. 

The McCollum amendment imposes 
new mandatory minimum sentences for 
children who are convicted of certain 
offenses. These new draconian manda-
tory minimums would likely impose 
harsher penalties on youthful offenders 
than adult criminals guilty of the same 
offenses under the current law. 

Let me say this. Because I am an Af-
rican American woman, I have had to 
pay attention to the disproportionate 
sentencing of minorities. When we take 
a look at what is going on according to 
the September 1998 Juvenile Justice 
Bulletin, it was estimated in two 
States that one in seven African Amer-
ican males would be incarcerated be-
fore the age of 18. 
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This statistic is compared with one 
in 125 white males. And then I come 
here today and find that there is a bill 
being produced that talks about put-
ting more Indian children, more Native 
American children, in jail because of 
the way the Federal system is con-
structed. 

According to the September 1998 Ju-
venile Justice Bulletin, minority youth 
represented 68 percent of the juvenile 
population in secured detention and 68 
percent of those in secured institu-
tional environments such as training 
schools, even though minority youth 
constituted about 32 percent of the 
population at the time of the study. I 
could go on and on and on. 

Let me just say that I am absolutely 
worried and concerned that we are 
going in the direction of placing more 
minority youth in prisons and in the 
Federal system. It is not right and we 
should not allow it. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. SCOTT. Parliamentary inquiry, 

Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state his inquiry. 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I have an 

amendment that has been made in 
order by the rule to the McCollum 
amendment. Do I have to offer that be-
fore the time runs out? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may 
offer his amendment at any time up 
until the time that the question is 
posed on the underlying McCollum 
amendment. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just notify the chair that I would like 
to introduce the amendment at the end 
of the debate. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 seconds to 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
HASTINGS). 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I say to my col-
leagues, listen up. Federalizing juve-
nile justice without federalizing with 
funds the resources necessary to hire 
additional judges, prosecutors, proba-
tion officers, and for the very first time 
Federal juvenile counselors, this is ab-
solutely ridiculous. It has no impact 
study with it. They cannot do this and 
do it safely. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do we have remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) has 33⁄4 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄4 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT). 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it is important to focus on the 
acknowledgment by the Chair of the 
subcommittee that these particular 
provisions apply only to Native Ameri-
cans who reside on reservations for all 
intents and purposes. 

I think it is very, very important 
that the American people do not be 
misled into thinking that these meas-
ures will have any impact on the rest 
of the United States. I submit that 
there will not be an iota’s worth of dif-
ference in terms of the violence in the 
streets if this amendment should pass. 
They should not be misled. 

I am just surprised. I was unaware of 
the fact that there is a substantial 
problem of juvenile crime on Native 
American reservations. I would be will-
ing to hear from the Chair of the sub-
committee if there had ever been a 
hearing on a Native American reserva-
tion. Has there been any consultation 
with State’s attorneys that deal with 
Native American reservations? 

This is about imposing the most se-
vere sanctions on Native Americans, 
mandatory sentences, the death pen-
alties, remedies that have been proven 
over and over again do not work. Let 
us follow the example of the States and 
maybe, maybe, we will have some good 
results. 

For example, because of the leader-
ship by the States, not by the Federal 
Government, not by Washington, this 
is what has occurred. The juvenile 
homicide rate has dropped by more 
than 50 percent since 1993. And for 
those of my colleagues that are not 
aware of that, that was the date that 

President Clinton was inaugurated and 
began the initiative on crime to work 
with the States. The States have the 
answer. 

Another interesting statistic: Juve-
nile arrest rate for all violence is down 
37 percent in the past 5 years. And last-
ly, the percentage of violent crimes at-
tributable to juveniles is at its lowest 
point since 1975. 

Let us follow the lead of the States. 
Defeat this amendment. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of the time to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) is recog-
nized for 11⁄2 minutes 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me the time. 

I guess we ask the question again, 
whose side are we on as we work in the 
United States Congress? Let me asso-
ciate my remarks with that of the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) 
and my colleague the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. WATT). We are cre-
ating something with nothing. 

What we really should be doing is 
supporting H.R. 1501. I would like to 
share very briefly with my colleagues 
what we are talking about here. We are 
simply talking about a system that re-
sponds to juveniles where they find 
them. They are children. And we have 
to find a way to rehabilitate children. 

We have an amendment that takes 
away from the underlying premises of 
the bill that we can, in fact, rehabili-
tate children. In the system that we 
are trying to create by this amend-
ment, we are not really putting into 
place the kinds of resources that are 
needed, juvenile judges, prosecutors 
who are sensitive to juveniles, coun-
seling officers, individuals in schools 
who are sensitive to juveniles, a men-
tal health system that intervenes and 
assesses juveniles as to whether or not 
they need mental health services. 

The American Pediatrics Association 
says, ‘‘We do not support any amend-
ments. We support H.R. 1501.’’ Because 
they know what happens when they in-
carcerate children with adults. One, 
they increase crime, they endanger 
children, and they certainly federalize 
State juvenile laws. 

What we are hoping for, Mr. Chair-
man, is that we can come to our senses, 
pass H.R. 1501 without any amend-
ments, provide the resources for our 
children, and begin to really rehabili-
tate children and give them a future in 
America. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to clarify a few 
things. First of all, I have heard some 
of the other side say some things that 
are simply not in this amendment. 
Probably they do not understand that 
but I want to make it very, very clear 
that there is nothing in the amend-
ment I am proposing today that will in 
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any way allow a child to be put in the 
same cell with an adult. There never 
has been and, as a matter of fact, never 
will be under any amendment or offer-
ing that I propose. 

In fact, this amendment explicitly 
sets forth in the Federal system where 
no child may be incarcerated with an 
adult under any circumstances. 

It is also wrong to say, as some have 
just alleged, that the Federal juvenile 
procedures only apply to Indian res-
ervations. This is only one area of Fed-
eral jurisdiction for juveniles. All Fed-
eral drug laws and all Federal gun 
laws, crimes, can be prosecuted any-
where in the United States that they 
occur in the Federal system if a juve-
nile is involved and the juvenile may 
be prosecuted in that system maybe as 
an adult or otherwise. 

It is also wrong to suggest that there 
is nothing in this amendment that 
deals with the Columbine situation. 
The illegal possession of a firearm by 
somebody not licensed or allowed to 
own a firearm certainly applies there, 
and we increase the maximum penalty 
for that. We have a provision in here 
for adults who illegally transfer a fire-
arm to a juvenile knowing that the ju-
venile intends to take it to a school 
zone or to commit a serious, violent 
felony, and quite a number of others. 

But the one thing I want to point out 
that is in this amendment and a lot of 
focus has been on the very first section 
of a very comprehensive amendment 
that simply deals with improving the 
Federal juvenile justice system, which 
is a very small portion of this debate 
today. The biggest thing that is in here 
that has not been thought about a lot 
is the provision that requires a pros-
ecutor, an assistant U.S. Attorney at 
every U.S. Attorney’s office in the Na-
tion in any every district of this coun-
try to be set aside to prosecute gun 
crimes. 

I want to put a chart up here that 
shows that in 1997, and I understand a 
comparable number last year, there 
were over 6,000 juveniles expelled for 
possession of a firearm on school 
grounds. There could have been pros-
ecutions for the possession of guns on 
school grounds under Federal law this 
year last year, et cetera, but the Fed-
eral Government only prosecuted a 
handful of them. I think in 1997, as an-
other chart will show, there were only, 
like, five that were prosecuted. And 
last year I think there were 13 prosecu-
tions. 

Where has the U.S. Attorney Gen-
eral’s office and U.S. Attorney’s offices 
been under this administration in pros-
ecuting Federal gun laws dealing with 
children in schools when we have all of 
these guns having been possessed in 
those schools and only a handful of 
prosecutions versus the 6,000 or so that 
we know were recorded? 

So the amendment I am offering does 
a lot of things. It increases penalties 

where they should be increased, espe-
cially in the firearms section. Fifteen 
of the sections in this amendment were 
proposed by the President himself in 
addition to those dealing with the 
question of Federal juvenile justice. 

So I strongly urge the adoption of 
this amendment. 

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of the McCollum amendment which 
amongst other things increases and mandates 
severe penalties for violating Federal firearms 
regulation. 

According to the Bureau of Justice Statis-
tics, 82 percent of Federal offenders convicted 
of firearms offenses in addition to other more 
serious offenses such as homicide or robbery, 
used or carried a firearm during another crime. 
36 percent of Federal offenders involved with 
firearms had been incarcerated in the past for 
at least 13 months. 

The fact is too many prisoners are violent or 
repeat criminals and if they’ve misused a fire-
arm to commit a crime are likely to do in the 
future. 

Our first order of business if we are to pro-
tect ourselves and our loved ones from adult 
or juvenile violent criminals, armed with fire-
arms, must be restraining those criminals. 
Long term mandatory penalties are required to 
do the job. 

Under the McCollum, amendment for exam-
ple, the penalty for discharging a firearm in 
connection with a Federal crime of violence or 
drug trafficking will be raised to 12 years, from 
the existing 10. The bill also establishes a 
mandatory minimum penalty of 15 years if you 
discharge the weapon and cause injury to an-
other person during the commission of a 
crime. 

Again, while I support the McCollum 
Amendment, we should have gone a step fur-
ther. I offered an amendment that I hoped 
would have been made in order, that would 
have increased the penalty for discharging a 
firearm from 10 years to 25 years and im-
posed a 30 year sentence for injuring another 
person. 

In addition, my amendment would have im-
posed severe penalties of 10 years for pos-
sessing a firearm during the commission of a 
crime and 20 years for brandishing for threat-
ening individuals with the weapon. Similar pro-
vision, although not as severe, were passed 
by the House in March of 1996 and exist in 
Federal law. 

Empirical studies and common sense clearly 
suggest, if we freed any significant number of 
imprisoned felons tonight, we would have 
more murder and mayhem on the streets to-
morrow. Millions of violent crimes are averted 
each year by keeping convicted criminals be-
hind bars. 

Keep firearms felons behind bars—support 
the McCollum Amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) 
has expired. 

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 8 printed in Part A of House 
Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. SCOTT TO 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. MC COLLUM 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment to the amendment. 

The text of the amendment to the 
amendment is as follows: 

Part A amendment No. 8 offered by Mr. 
SCOTT to Part A amendment No. 6 offered by 
MCCOLLUM: 

Strike title II. 
Redesignate succeeding titles and sections, 

and amend the table of contents accordingly. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) and a Member op-
posed each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Hyde-McCollum amendment before 
us and to offer an amendment to strike 
a major portion of it. 

Unfortunately, the underlying 
amendment to the Hyde-McCollum 
amendment seeks to amend a bill con-
taining only sound bipartisan juvenile 
justice policy by adding policies that 
have been shown to actually increase 
crime and violence against the public 
and the youth involved in policies 
which were specifically rejected by the 
sponsors of the amendment when we 
were working together to put together 
H.R. 1501. 

One of the problems with the under-
lying amendment is that it provides for 
trying more juveniles as adults with-
out any judicial review. Under current 
law, a judge must decide whether the 
public interest requires a child to be 
tried as an adult, with just very lim-
ited exceptions. 

Now, there are numerous studies 
which indicate that trying more juve-
niles as adults will probably result in 
them being treated more leniently in 
an adult court and all of those studies 
show that the crime rate will increase 
with new crimes being committed 
sooner and more likely to be violent. 

Now, the judge in adult court is con-
fined to two options. He can put the 
person on probation or he can lock that 
person up with adult murderers, rob-
bers, and drug dealers. Juvenile court 
judges have other options, and that is 
why the juveniles coming out of the ju-
venile system are much less likely to 
commit crime. If they treat a juvenile 
as an adult for trial, if they are incar-
cerated, they will be locked up with 
adults. And it does not take a brain 
surgeon to know that they will not 
only be endangered but they will be 
more likely to commit a crime when it 
is all over. 

Mr. Chairman, in March we had hear-
ings on what we need to do to reduce 
juvenile crime and delinquency. And 
H.R. 1501, without the Hyde-McCollum 
amendment, was the result. No one 
presented any coherent information to 
lead us to believe that trying more ju-
veniles as adults was a responsible ac-
tion. 
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Now, one of the other problems this 

underlying amendment needs to be 
struck by my amendment is that, with-
out my amendment, we will be federal-
izing juvenile crime. 

Now, Chief Justice Rehnquist has 
talked for years about the problem of 
federalizing crime. And I am sure he 
would look at this bill and say, there 
they go again. Obviously, if we had 
pursued the regular order, the provi-
sion that federalizes juvenile crime 
would not have been in the underlying 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the underlying bill 
also contains numerous mandatory 
minimum sentences. Mandatory min-
imum sentences have been studied. In 
fact, the Rand study considered manda-
tory minimums, regular sentences, and 
drug treatment. And for every $1 mil-
lion that they would spend, they could 
reduce crime by 13 with mandatory 
minimums. The $1 million could reduce 
crime by 27 with traditional law en-
forcement. Or they could reduce crime 
by 100 if they used drug treatment. 

Obviously, mandatory minimums 
came up last and almost a waste of 
money and, therefore, would not have 
survived the regular legislative proc-
ess. 

b 1500 
H.R. 1501, without the Hyde-McCol-

lum amendment, constitutes respon-
sible, effective juvenile justice legisla-
tion, the product of extensive hearings 
and thoughtful deliberations within 
the Subcommittee on Crime of the 
House Committee on the Judiciary. It 
is legislation which is unique because 
it was responsive to the problems and 
concerns of all of the experts who testi-
fied and enjoys the full support of all of 
the subcommittee members. 

Mr. Chairman, remember we began 
this process with two bipartisan bills, 
one in Judiciary, one in Education. 
Both bills were drafted as a result of 
extensive hearings, and now we are in 
the middle of participating in a polit-
ical charade where we consider slogans 
and sound bites which might score well 
in political polls but never would have 
made it through the regular legislative 
process. 

Now in the wake of Littleton, Colo-
rado, and Conyers, Georgia, this sudden 
change in approach is both a spectacle 
and an embarrassment. 

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I 
believe that the committee should re-
ject the underlying Hyde-McCollum 
amendment so we do not counteract 
the effective, sensible and proven poli-
cies in H.R. 1501 and replace them with 
counterproductive proposals in the 
pending Hyde-McCollum amendment. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) seek 
time in opposition to the amendment? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I do seek time in 
opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. Mr. Chairman, I strongly oppose 
this amendment. It would strike the 
title of the amendment, the portion of 
the amendment which I am offering, 
which deals with improving the Fed-
eral juvenile justice system, and strike 
it all together. We do have a juvenile 
justice system at the Federal level. 
Only a few hundred are ever tried in a 
given year, juveniles in the Federal 
system, but it is antiquated, it is out of 
date. 

For example, juvenile judges simply 
do not have the discretion that most 
State court judges have in their sen-
tencing. They have fewer options with 
juveniles, and we would give them the 
full range of discretion that one would 
expect all courts to have in dealing 
with juveniles. The amendment of the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) 
would strike that provision that the 
administration has urged on us for a 
number of years. 

With regard to the question that 
seems to be the central focus of his dis-
cussion with me over time and includ-
ing today, and that is with respect to 
the question about the authority of 
trying a juvenile as an adult, what we 
are doing is not mandating that any ju-
venile who happens to come into con-
tact with the Federal system be tried 
as an adult, and I want to make it per-
fectly clear that this proposal I am of-
fering today has nothing to do with the 
State juvenile systems, only those 
handful of juveniles that may be tried 
in the Federal system. But what we are 
doing is taking away from the judges 
the discretion they have today under 
my amendment; that is, under the cur-
rent law with my amendment we are 
talking that discretion they have to 
decide which children are tried as 
adults and which are not in the Federal 
system and giving that to the prosecu-
tors, which is the most common thing 
one finds in most of the States today. 
That is not an unreasonable thing to 
do, and they were only giving that dis-
cretion, by the way, up to the most se-
rious violent crimes that have been 
committed by juveniles. 

So it is in May, it is permissive, not 
mandatory, it is a discretion being 
given to prosecutors to try the juvenile 
as an adult instead of the judge, which 
is present in most State juvenile sys-
tems, and it is limited only to very se-
rious crimes. Let me read the list: 

Murder, manslaughter, assault with 
intent to commit murder or rape, ag-
gravated sexual abuse, abusive sexual 
contact, kidnapping, aircraft piracy, 
robbery, carjacking, extortion, arson 
or any attempt, conspiracy or solicita-
tion to commit one of those offenses, 
and any crime punishable by imprison-
ment for a maximum of 10 years or 

more that involves the use or threat-
ened use of physical force against an-
other. 

So we are talking only about very se-
rious crimes that a juvenile would 
commit, and then we are allowing dis-
cretion in the prosecutor’s hands that 
is common in the State systems all 
over the country if there is a Federal 
prosecutor dealing with those limited 
number of Federal cases of juveniles 
that come before us in our Federal 
court system. This is long overdue. The 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) should be de-
feated, and we should let an antiquated 
Federal juvenile system be improved. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. MEEKS). 

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to strongly support the 
Scott amendment and adamantly 
against the McCollum amendment. The 
McCollum, for example, this amend-
ment would negatively impact children 
by placing children at risk of assault 
and abuse in adult jails. The McCollum 
amendment allows Federal prosecutors 
rather than judges the discretion to try 
children as adults. The McCollum 
amendment would lower the age to 13 
in some cases at which children can be 
tried as adults in the Federal system. 
This amendment, the McCollum 
amendment broadens the scope of Fed-
eral crimes in which juveniles can be 
tried as adults. Simply put, more chil-
dren will be placed in adult jails, and 
they will be as young as 13. 

I am extremely concerned because 
the McCollum amendment will also 
make it easier to put more children, 
and just tell it like it is, more black 
and brown children in jail. Children of 
color make up one-third of all children 
nationwide, but two-thirds of all incar-
cerated juveniles are considered ethnic 
minorities. African American youth 
aged 10 to 17 constitutes 15 percent of 
United States population in that age 
group, but they account for 26 percent 
of juvenile arrests, 32 percent of delin-
quency referrals to juvenile court, 41 
percent of juvenile detained in delin-
quency cases, 46 percent of juveniles in 
correction institutions and 52 percent 
of juveniles transferred to adult crimi-
nal court after judicial proceedings. 

Minority youth are much more likely 
to end up in prisons with adult offend-
ers. In 1995, nearly 10,000 juvenile cases 
were transferred to adult criminal 
courts by judicial waiver. Of those pro-
ceedings, cases involving African 
American children were 50 percent 
more likely to be waived than cases in-
volving Caucasian. Mandatory min-
imum sentencing will enable our chil-
dren to be at serious risk of abuse and 
assault. This, the McCollum amend-
ment, goes against current studies 
which indicate that trying children as 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:22 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00053 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H16JN9.001 H16JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 13129 June 16, 1999 
adults increases rather than decreases 
youth crime. Allowing contact between 
juveniles and adults in adult jails 
would make children eight times more 
likely to commit suicide, five times 
more likely to be sexually assaulted 
and twice as likely to be assaulted by 
staff in adult than in juvenile facili-
ties. 

I support the Scott amendment. 
By the McCollum amendment imposing new 

mandatory minimum sentences for children 
who are convicted of certain offenses—man-
datory minimums will impose harsher penalties 
on youthful offenders than adult criminals 
guilty of the same offenses under current law. 

For example, under the McCollum amend-
ment any juvenile who discharges a firearm in 
a school zone would get a minimum 10-year 
sentence. An adult currently charged with the 
same offense would not be subject to the 
same mandatory penalty. 

Let me remind you that mandatory sen-
tences are expensive, unfair, and often inef-
fective. A 1997 Rand study shows that man-
datory minimum sentences are not cost effec-
tive in reducing drug-related crimes. Even 
Chief Justice Rehnquist had criticized manda-
tory minimum sentences as unduly harsh pun-
ishment for first-time offenders. 

We must help our children when they are 
charged of a crime. We must provide edu-
cation and counseling services to rehabilitate 
them back into society. We must not write 
them off! We must remember that they are still 
children and we must try harder to help them 
because they are the future. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. I just want to make it very 
clear, and I do not know where this 
idea of commingling children with 
adults in facilities, prison facilities, is 
coming from. There is no change in my 
amendment to the current law with re-
spect to prohibiting commingling. It 
cannot happen. Under Federal law 
today it is impermissible to mingle a 
juvenile with an adult. Whether that 
juvenile is waiting for trial and sen-
tencing or even after a child has been 
tried as an adult in an adult court and 
they are still under the legal age of 18, 
they may not be housed with or com-
mingled with adults. There is nothing 
in my amendment that would change 
that in any way, shape or form, and I 
want to make that again very clear. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. WATT). 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, as difficult as we try to 
make this, it is not rocket science. We 
know what works and what does not 
work. Every single study that has ever 
been done indicates that juveniles as 
adults and locking them up as adults 
increases crime, does not decrease 
crime, and I thought we were here 
today to talk about what decreases 
crime and what was effective. 

Here is the thing. Lock up a 13-year- 
old with a murderer, a rapist and a rob-

ber, and guess what he will want to be 
when he grows up? We know what he 
will want to be when he grows up. He 
will want to be a murderer, he will 
want to be a rapist, and he will want to 
be a robber, and that is what this 
amendment proposes to do. It wants to 
treat young 13-year-old kids as adults. 
Every single study in America that has 
ever been done says it is counter-
productive. This is politics and we got 
to quit playing politics with the fu-
tures of our children. 

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Scott amendment. 

In the wake of a series of tragic incidents at 
high schools in Colorado and Georgia, Demo-
crats and Republicans came together to craft 
H.R. 1501. We put aside the politics of poll- 
tested sound bites—‘‘do the crime do adult 
time;’’ mandatory minimums; ‘‘3 strikes you’re 
out’’—to hold thoughtful deliberations that 
yielded a unique piece of legislation respon-
sive to the concerns of experts in the field and 
supported by all members of the sub-
committee, both Democrat and Republican. 

This is why I am deeply disappointed to see 
the Republican majority abandon bipartisan-
ship to play politics with juvenile justice; aban-
don orderly legislative process to pursue legis-
lation by ambush; and abandon its commit-
ment to the American people to follow the lead 
of special interests. 

How do we know the Republican Majority 
has decided to play politics with juvenile jus-
tice? They now advocate policies that just 
weeks ago even they acknowledged lacked 
merit. Listen to their own words. 

On March 11, 1999 Crime Subcommittee 
Chairman MCCOLLUM stated: ‘‘Taking con-
sequences seriously is not a call for locking all 
juveniles up, nor does it imply the housing of 
juveniles, even violent hardened juveniles, 
with adults. I, for one, am opposed to such 
commingling.’’ 

On April 22, 1999 he repeated: ‘‘I believe 
the bill we move today [represents] a balanced 
effort to strengthen juvenile justice systems so 
that they are able to insure appropriate meas-
ured consequences for delinquent acts of the 
most youthful offenders who because of their 
age are amendable to being directed away 
from later, more serious wrong doing.’’ 

Yet today, the Majority is pushing legislation 
which tries more children as adults, houses 
more juveniles as adults, and imposes a 
whole slew of new mandatory minimum pen-
alties and death penalties. 

What’s really extraordinary about these pro-
posals is just how meaningless they really are. 
Fewer than 150 prosecutions in the federal 
system each year, and such changes are like-
ly to affect only a small percentage of those 
cases. These proposals do not represent seri-
ous attempts at legislation. Rather they are a 
transparent attempt to legislate by sound bite 
and kill a bill that they themselves agreed was 
the best approach to juvenile justice. 

Housing juveniles in adult prison facilities 
means more kids are likely to commit suicide, 
or be murdered or physically or sexually 

abused than their counterparts in juvenile fa-
cilities. As a matter of fact, children in adult 
jails or prisons have been shown to be five 
times more likely to be assaulted and eight 
times more likely to commit suicide than chil-
dren in juvenile facilities in adult prisons. 

Judiciary Committee hearings have turned 
up numerous instances of such abuse. In Iron-
ton, Ohio, a 15 year-old girl ran away from 
home overnight, then returned to her parents. 
A juveile court judge put her in a county jail to 
‘‘teach her a lesson.’’ The girl was sexually as-
saulted by a deputy jailer on her fourth night 
in jail. In Boise, Idaho, 17 year-old Christopher 
Petermen was held in adult jail for failing to 
pay $73 in traffic fines. Over a 14 hour period, 
he was tortured and finally murdered by other 
prisoners in the cell. In LaGrange, Kentucky, 
15-year-old Robbie Horn was confined in an 
adult facility for refusing to obey his mother. 
Soon after he was placed in jail he used his 
own shirt to hang himself. 

Repeated studies of prosecuting juveniles 
as adults indicates that rather than serving as 
a deterrent to juveile crime prosecuting more 
juveniles as adults merely leads to greater and 
more serious recidivism. This is because adult 
jail facilities have little capacity to offer the 
educational, counseling, and mental health 
services needed to deal with juvenile offend-
ers. 

Other aspects of the Majority’s juvenile jus-
tice proposals are just as misguided. For ex-
ample, a Rand commission study showed that 
mandatory minimum sentences reduced crime 
less and cost much more money when com-
pared to discretionary sentencing and release 
laws. Increased death penalties are also prob-
lematic—in addition to the increasing problem 
of prosecutor error, capital punishment dimin-
ishes the value of all life and could not begin 
to deter suicide killers like those at Columbine 
High School. 

The reality is that a continuum of services 
aimed at-risk youth—such as teen pregnancy 
prevention, Head Start, recreational programs, 
drop-out prevention programs, summer jobs, 
drug treatment, mental health services, and 
education and treatment programs during in-
carceration—are needed to significantly re-
duced juvenile crime. This is the approach 
found in H.R. 1501, but is subsequently aban-
doned by the Majority. 

If we are truly interested in juvenile justice 
reform, we must begin by rejecting unprinci-
pled amendments allowed by the Rule that 
would cut out the heart of this bill and stick to 
the principles of H.R. 1501. This was a bill 
produced by a bipartisan process and unani-
mously approved by the Crime Subcommittee. 
In the wake of the recent school yard trage-
dies in Littleton, Colorado and Conyers, Geor-
gia, the American people deserve and expect 
reform. We cannot and should not allow false 
arguments about ‘‘getting tough on crime’’ and 
prosecuting juveniles as adults to prevent us 
from achieving these important goals. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I and 
others who have taken to the floor to 
speak about this attempt by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) 
to open up the Federal system to youth 
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and try them as adults is very serious 
with us because of what we already 
know about how the system works. Let 
me continue with some of the statistics 
that we have begun to roll out. Black 
youth are much more likely to end up 
imprisoned as adult offenders. In 1995 
nearly 10,000 juvenile cases were trans-
ferred to adult criminal court by judi-
cial waiver. Of these proceedings, cases 
involving black youth were 52 percent 
of all the children and adolescents 
waived to the adult court. 

Youth Law Center, America’s assault 
on minority youth, the problem of over 
representation of minority youth in 
the justice system; we are telling the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOL-
LUM) aside from the problem with mi-
nority youth we are exacerbating the 
problem for Native Americans. As my 
colleagues know, what they are doing 
is going to have a disproportionate im-
pact on them, and let me just say that 
minorities do fare worse in this system 
because they do not have the contacts, 
and people acting on their behalf and 
tweaking the system; Mr. MCCOLLUM, 
he has used his influence to get off peo-
ple in the system who have committed 
serious charges. Black youth and mi-
nority youth do not have that oppor-
tunity to have that kind of support. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT). 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me, and there is one provision 
that I do support, one out of all of the 
provisions that I support in the McCol-
lum amendment, and that is the one 
that designates an Assistant United 
States Attorney to focus in on the 
issue of guns. However, I say to the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOL-
LUM), what he fails to do in the amend-
ment is to provide an authorization for 
the funding for the additional Assist-
ant United States Attorney. Myself 
and the former attorney general of the 
State of Arizona, who now serves in 
this body, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. UDALL) had that amendment 
before, before the Committee on Rules, 
and it was not ruled in order, and I 
would hope that the gentleman would 
consider unanimous consent to adopt 
that amendment. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of the time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia is recognized for 30 sec-
onds. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, the Hyde- 
McCollum amendment was not sub-
jected to the regular process and there-
fore we do not know what is wrong 
with the present law in trying juve-
niles as adults or what is wrong or why 
the mandatory minimums need to be 
imposed. I point out on page 12, line 14 
of the amendment there are changes in 
incarceration with adults where the 
protections of juveniles are very seri-
ously jeopardized. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I will ask 
unanimous consent at the end of the 
time for the gentleman from Florida 
that I be able to ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the amendment and 
go right to the vote on the McCollum 
amendment. I will make that unani-
mous consent request at the end of his 
time. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman. I will not consume by 
any means all of it. I just want to re-
spond to a couple things that have been 
said out here today. One of those con-
cerns, the issue of again this commin-
gling question. There is no commin-
gling at all that would be allowed in 
this legislative proposal that I have. 
But I understand there are concerns 
that other Members on the other side 
of the aisle have with allowing prosecu-
tors the discretion in these very seri-
ous criminal cases in the Federal sys-
tem to try juveniles as adults. I find 
that to be one of those kinds of things 
where we just have a disagreement be-
cause most of the States have that op-
tion for prosecutors. That is all my 
amendment does, is to revise very old 
and antiquated Federal laws dealing 
just with those limited handful of juve-
nile cases that come before the Federal 
system every year to revise those laws, 
to let them comply with the State laws 
where there is often and most often a 
prosecutor’s discretion allowed when 
we deal with murder, rape, robbery, 
those really serious crimes, and only 
with those, and it is discretionary 
again, and again no commingling. 

And last, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts is making a point, we did not 
authorize any funding for an additional 
prosecutor in the underlying amend-
ment dealing with prosecuting gun 
crimes where we require a separate 
U.S. Attorney, Assistant U.S. Attor-
ney, to be set aside to prosecute those 
crimes. 

b 1515 

But I did not intend that we hire a 
new assistant U.S. prosecutor. The 
amendment contemplates that every 
U.S. Attorney in this country set aside 
one of the existing ones with no addi-
tional funds. That is what was done in 
the Bush administration. A priority 
was set among the existing prosecu-
tions in the country so that gun crime 
prosecutions had high priority, such a 
high priority that I think should be 
here with this administration to pros-
ecute gun crimes as we have had so few 
prosecuted. 

That is the sole purpose of that pro-
vision. No additional prosecutors are 
necessary and no additional money 
need be authorized in this setting. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, my colleague and I are from Flor-
ida. Am I correct that Florida has a 
law that allows for us to be able to 
prosecute juveniles who commit even 
the heinous crimes that the gentle-
man’s measure calls for? If that is true, 
why, then, federalize this particular 
process? 

So many times, I say to my col-
league, we come to the floor saying, 
leave things in the hands of local au-
thorities. How is it all of a sudden the 
Federal system is going to be better? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I know that the gen-
tleman probably misunderstands my 
amendment, because the gentleman 
has been a former Federal judge and I 
respect the gentleman a lot on this. 
The amendment I am proposing in no 
way Federalizes those crimes that the 
States are involved with. It does not 
add any new dimension to Federal ju-
risdiction. 

Where Federal law already allows for 
prosecutions such as in drug cases and 
in gun cases, which it does, there could 
be prosecutions of juveniles as adults if 
prosecutors decided. Today, as the gen-
tleman knows, there could be prosecu-
tions of juveniles as adults in the Fed-
eral system in those kinds of cases if 
the judges, Federal judges decide. 

So I am not really adding any new 
crimes or going into the State jurisdic-
tions with my amendment, I say to the 
gentleman. I was very careful not to do 
that. So I am glad the gentleman 
pointed that out, because it should be 
clarified. I thank the gentleman for 
doing so. 

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

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts. 

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

I would point out to the gentleman 
that since 1993 there have been innu-
merable burdens deposited on United 
States Attorneys’ offices. If we are 
going to be really serious about the 
issue of guns and violence in a realistic 
approach in terms of the appropriate 
role for the Federal Government, I dare 
say a price tag of $8 million to save 
lives, to reduce violence in our streets, 
is something that ought to occur. We 
have got to pay for it. We cannot do it 
on the cheap, I say to my colleague 
from Florida. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I would say that the 
Bush administration, the previous ad-
ministration did this with the existing 
resources and made it a priority. I 
think that should be done first. I am 
certainly willing to go with the gen-
tleman to add more prosecutors, gen-
erally speaking, whether they are des-
ignated or not. I think we do have a 
lower number of Federal prosecutors 
and too few Federal judges, especially 
in Florida, my State, and there may be 
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an opportunity later on in this bill to 
do something about that with some of 
the other amendments. But I respect 
the fact that the gentleman wants to 
see more Federal prosecutors. That in 
no way diminishes the fact that my 
amendment proposes that an existing 
prosecutor in every Federal district be 
set aside to prosecute gun cases and be 
given that as a top priority with exist-
ing resources. That is what my amend-
ment does; that is what should be done. 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the Scott 
amendment, I urge that it be defeated, 
if it is not withdrawn. If the effort is 
going to be made to withdraw it, I will 
not oppose it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be withdrawn. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is 

withdrawn. 
The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MCCOLLUM). 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 249, noes 181, 
not voting 4, as follows: 

[Roll No. 211] 

AYES—249 

Aderholt 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 

Canady 
Capps 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Clement 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Forbes 
Fowler 

Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Isakson 
Istook 

Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kelly 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Largent 
Latham 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Mascara 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Minge 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Northup 

Norwood 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Saxton 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 

Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Spence 
Stabenow 
Stearns 
Stump 
Sununu 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thune 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Wu 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—181 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Campbell 
Cannon 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Chenoweth 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Conyers 
Cooksey 
Coyne 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Danner 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Ehlers 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 

Foley 
Ford 
Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Gutierrez 
Hall (TX) 
Hastings (FL) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E.B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Larson 
LaTourette 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 

Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Ney 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Scarborough 

Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 

Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sweeney 
Tanner 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 

Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weygand 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—4 

Brown (CA) 
Davis (IL) 

Houghton 
Kasich 

b 1542 

Messrs. COBURN, BONILLA, 
FOSSELLA, and DOOLITTLE changed 
their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. BACHUS, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. 
UPTON, and Mr. MORAN of Kansas 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to notice 

to the Committee, it is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 31 printed in 
Part A of House Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 31 OFFERED BY MR. HYDE 
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, pursuant 

to the rule, I offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 31 offered by Mr. 

HYDE: 
Add at the end the following new title: 

TITLE ll—PROTECTING CHILDREN 
FROM THE CULTURE OF VIOLENCE 

SEC. ll. PROTECTING CHILDREN FROM EX-
PLICIT SEXUAL OR VIOLENT MATE-
RIAL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 71 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘§ 1471. Protection of minors 

‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.—Whoever in interstate 
or foreign commerce knowingly and for mon-
etary consideration, sells, sends, loans, or 
exhibits, directly to a minor, any picture, 
photograph, drawing, sculpture, video game, 
motion picture film, or similar visual rep-
resentation or image, book, pamphlet, maga-
zine, printed matter, or sound recording, or 
other matter of any kind containing explicit 
sexual material or explicit violent material 
which— 

‘‘(1) the average person, applying contem-
porary community standards, would find, 
taking the material as a whole and with re-
spect to minors, is designed to appeal or pan-
der to the prurient, shameful, or morbid in-
terest; 

‘‘(2) the average person, applying contem-
porary community standards, would find the 
material patently offensive with respect to 
what is suitable for minors; and 

‘‘(3) a reasonable person would find, taking 
the material as a whole, lacks serious lit-
erary, artistic, political, or scientific value 
for minors; 
shall be punished as provided in subsection 
(c) of this section. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—As used in subsection 
(a)— 

‘‘(1) the term ‘knowingly’ means having 
general knowledge of, or reason to know, or 
a belief or ground for belief which warrants 
further inspection or inquiry of— 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:22 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00056 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H16JN9.002 H16JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE13132 June 16, 1999 
‘‘(A) the character and content of any ma-

terial described in subsection (a) which is 
reasonably susceptible of examination by the 
defendant; and 

‘‘(B) the age of the minor; 

but an honest mistake is a defense against a 
prosecution under this section if the defend-
ant made a reasonable bona fide attempt to 
ascertain the true age of such minor; 

‘‘(2) the term ‘minor’ means any person 
under the age of 17 years; and 

‘‘(3) the term ‘sexual material’ means a 
visual depiction of an actual or simulated 
display of, or a detailed verbal description or 
narrative account of— 

‘‘(A) human male or female genitals, pubic 
area or buttocks with less than a full opaque 
covering; 

‘‘(B) a female breast with less than a fully 
opaque covering of any portion thereof below 
the top of the nipple; 

‘‘(C) covered male genitals in a discernibly 
turgid state; 

‘‘(D) acts of masturbation, sodomy, or sex-
ual intercourse; 

‘‘(E) physical contact with a person’s 
clothed or unclothed genitals, pubic area, 
buttocks, or if such person be a female, 
breast; 

‘‘(4) the term ‘violent material’ means a 
visual depiction of an actual or simulated 
display of, or a detailed verbal description or 
narrative account of— 

‘‘(A) sadistic or masochistic flagellation by 
or upon a person; 

‘‘(B) torture by or upon a person; 
‘‘(C) acts of mutilation of the human body; 

or 
‘‘(D) rape. 
‘‘(c) PENALTIES.—The punishment for an 

offense under this section is— 
‘‘(1) a fine under this title or imprisonment 

for not more than 5 years, or both, in the 
case of an offense which does not occur after 
a conviction for another offense under this 
section; and 

‘‘(2) a fine under this title or imprisonment 
for not more than 10 years, or both, in the 
case of an offense which occurs after a con-
viction for another offense under this sec-
tion.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 71 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new item: 

‘‘1471. Protection of minors.’’. 
SEC. ll. PRE-PURCHASE DISCLOSURE OF 

LYRICS PACKAGED WITH SOUND RE-
CORDINGS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—It is the sense of Congress 
that retail establishments engaged in the 
sale of sound recordings— 

(1) should make available for on-site re-
view, upon the request of a person over the 
age of 18 years, the lyrics packaged with any 
sound recording they offer for sale; and 

(2) should post a conspicuous notice of the 
right to review described in paragraph (1). 

‘‘(b) DEFINITION.—The term ‘retail estab-
lishment’ means any physical place of busi-
ness which sells directly to a consumer, but 
does not include mail order, catalog, or on- 
line sales of sound recordings. 
SEC. ll. STUDY OF EFFECTS OF ENTERTAIN-

MENT ON CHILDREN. 
(a) REQUIREMENT.—The National Institutes 

of Health shall conduct a study of the effects 
of video games and music on child develop-
ment and youth violence. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The study under subsection 
(a) shall address— 

(1) whether, and to what extent, video 
games and music affect the emotional and 
psychological development of juveniles; and 

(2) whether violence in video games and 
music contributes to juvenile delinquency 
and youth violence. 
SEC. ll. TEMPORARY ANTITRUST IMMUNITY TO 

PERMIT THE ENTERTAINMENT IN-
DUSTRY TO SET GUIDELINES TO 
HELP PROTECT CHILDREN FROM 
HARMFUL MATERIAL. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Television is seen and heard in nearly 
every United States home and is a uniquely 
pervasive presence in the daily lives of 
Americans. The average American home has 
2.5 televisions, and a television is turned on 
in the average American home 7 hours every 
day. 

(2) Television plays a particularly signifi-
cant role in the lives of children. Figures 
provided by Nielsen Research show that chil-
dren between the ages of 2 years and 11 years 
spend an average of 21 hours in front of a tel-
evision each week. 

(3) Television has an enormous capability 
to influence perceptions, especially those of 
children, of the values and behaviors that 
are common and acceptable in society. 

(4) The influence of television is so great 
that its images and messages often can be 
harmful to the development of children. So-
cial science research amply documents a 
strong correlation between the exposure of 
children to televised violence and a number 
of behavioral and psychological problems. 

(5) Hundreds of studies have proven conclu-
sively that children who are consistently ex-
posed to violence on television have a higher 
tendency to exhibit violent and aggressive 
behavior, both as children and later in life. 

(6) Such studies also show that repeated 
exposure to violent programming causes 
children to become desensitized to and more 
accepting of real-life violence and to grow 
more fearful and less trusting of their sur-
roundings. 

(7) A growing body of social science re-
search indicates that sexual content on tele-
vision can also have a significant influence 
on the attitudes and behaviors of young 
viewers. This research suggests that heavy 
exposure to programming with strong sexual 
content contributes to the early commence-
ment of sexual activity among teenagers. 

(8) Members of the National Association of 
Broadcasters (NAB) adhered for many years 
to a comprehensive code of conduct that was 
based on an understanding of the influence 
exerted by television and on a widely held 
sense of responsibility for using that influ-
ence carefully. 

(9) This code of conduct, the Television 
Code of the National Association of Broad-
casters, articulated this sense of responsi-
bility as follows: 

(A) ‘‘In selecting program subjects and 
themes, great care must be exercised to be 
sure that the treatment and presentation are 
made in good faith and not for the purpose of 
sensationalism or to shock or exploit the au-
dience or appeal to prurient interests or 
morbid curiosity.’’. 

(B) ‘‘Broadcasters have a special responsi-
bility toward children. Programs designed 
primarily for children should take into ac-
count the range of interests and needs of 
children, from instructional and cultural 
material to a wide variety of entertainment 
material. In their totality, programs should 
contribute to the sound, balanced develop-
ment of children to help them achieve a 
sense of the world at large and informed ad-
justments to their society.’’. 

(C) ‘‘Violence, physical, or psychological, 
may only be projected in responsibly handled 
contexts, not used exploitatively. Programs 

involving violence present the consequences 
of it to its victims and perpetrators. Presen-
tation of the details of violence should avoid 
the excessive, the gratuitous and the in-
structional.’’. 

(D) ‘‘The presentation of marriage, family, 
and similarly important human relation-
ships, and material with sexual connota-
tions, shall not be treated exploitatively or 
irresponsibly, but with sensitivity.’’. 

(E) ‘‘Above and beyond the requirements of 
the law, broadcasters must consider the fam-
ily atmosphere in which many of their pro-
grams are viewed. There shall be no graphic 
portrayal of sexual acts by sight or sound. 
The portrayal of implied sexual acts must be 
essential to the plot and presented in a re-
sponsible and tasteful manner.’’. 

(10) The National Association of Broad-
casters abandoned the code of conduct in 1983 
after three provisions of the code restricting 
the sale of advertising were challenged by 
the Department of Justice on antitrust 
grounds and a Federal district court issued a 
summary judgment against the National As-
sociation of Broadcasters regarding one of 
the provisions on those grounds. However, 
none of the programming standards of the 
code were challenged. 

(11) While the code of conduct was in ef-
fect, its programming standards were never 
found to have violated any antitrust law. 

(12) Since the National Association of 
Broadcasters abandoned the code of conduct, 
programming standards on broadcast and 
cable television have deteriorated dramati-
cally. 

(13) In the absence of effective program-
ming standards, public concern about the 
impact of television on children, and on soci-
ety as a whole, has risen substantially. Polls 
routinely show that more than 80 percent of 
Americans are worried by the increasingly 
graphic nature of sex, violence, and vul-
garity on television and by the amount of 
programming that openly sanctions or glori-
fies criminal, antisocial, and degrading be-
havior. 

(14) At the urging of Congress, the tele-
vision industry has taken some steps to re-
spond to public concerns about programming 
standards and content. The broadcast tele-
vision industry agreed in 1992 to adopt a set 
of voluntary guidelines designed to ‘‘pro-
scribe gratuitous or excessive portrayals of 
violence’’. Shortly thereafter, both the 
broadcast and cable television industries 
agreed to conduct independent studies of the 
violent content in their programming and 
make those reports public. 

(15) In 1996, the television industry as a 
whole made a commitment to develop a com-
prehensive rating system to label program-
ming that may be harmful or inappropriate 
for children. That system was implemented 
at the beginning of 1999. 

(16) Despite these efforts to respond to pub-
lic concern about the impact of television on 
children, millions of Americans, especially 
parents with young children, remain angry 
and frustrated at the sinking standards of 
television programming, the reluctance of 
the industry to police itself, and the harmful 
influence of television on the well-being of 
the children and the values of the United 
States. 

(17) The Department of Justice issued a 
ruling in 1993 indicating that additional ef-
forts by the television industry to develop 
and implement voluntary programming 
guidelines would not violate the antitrust 
laws. The ruling states that ‘‘such activities 
may be likened to traditional standard set-
ting efforts that do not necessarily restrain 
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competition and may have significant pro-
competitive benefits . . . Such guidelines 
could serve to disseminate valuable informa-
tion on program content to both advertisers 
and television viewers. Accurate information 
can enhance the demand for, and increase 
the output of, an industry’s products or serv-
ices.’’. 

(18) The Children’s Television Act of 1990 
(Public Law 101–437) states that television 
broadcasters in the United States have a 
clear obligation to meet the educational and 
informational needs of children. 

(19) Several independent analyses have 
demonstrated that the television broad-
casters in the United States have not ful-
filled their obligations under the Children’s 
Television Act of 1990 and have not notice-
ably expanded the amount of educational 
and informational programming directed at 
young viewers since the enactment of that 
Act. 

(20) The popularity of video and personal 
computer (PC) games is growing steadily 
among children. Although most popular 
video and personal computer games are edu-
cational or harmless in nature, some are ex-
tremely violent. One recent study by Stra-
tegic Record Research found that 64 percent 
of teenagers played video or personal com-
puter games on a regular basis. 

(21) Game players of violent games may be 
cast in the role of shooter, with points 
scored for each ‘‘kill’’. Similarly, advertising 
for such games often touts violent content as 
a selling point—the more graphic and ex-
treme, the better. 

(22) Due to their increasing popularity and 
graphic quality, video games may increas-
ingly influence impressionable children. 

(23) Music is another extremely pervasive 
and popular form of entertainment. Amer-
ican children and teenagers listen to music 
more than any other demographic group. 
The Journal of American Medicine reported 
that between the 7th and 12th grades the av-
erage teenager listens to 10,500 hours of rock 
or rap music, just slightly less than the en-
tire number of hours spent in the classroom 
from kindergarten through high school. 

(24) Teens are among the heaviest pur-
chasers of music, and are most likely to 
favor music genres that depict, and often ap-
pear to glamorize violence. 

(25) Music has a powerful ability to influ-
ence perceptions, attitudes, and emotional 
state. The use of music as therapy indicates 
its potential to increase emotional, psycho-
logical, and physical health. That influence 
can be used for ill as well. 

(b) PURPOSES; CONSTRUCTION.— 
(1) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this section 

are to permit the entertainment industry— 
(A) to work collaboratively to respond to 

growing public concern about television pro-
gramming, movies, video games, Internet 
content, and music lyrics, and the harmful 
influence of such programming, movies, 
games, content, and lyrics on children; 

(B) to develop a set of voluntary program-
ming guidelines similar to those contained 
in the Television Code of the National Asso-
ciation of Broadcasters; and 

(C) to implement the guidelines in a man-
ner that alleviates the negative impact of 
television programming, movies, video 
games, Internet content, and music lyrics on 
the development of children in the United 
States and stimulates the development and 
broadcast of educational and informational 
programming for such children. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—This section may not 
be construed as— 

(A) providing the Federal Government with 
any authority to restrict television program-

ming, movies, video games, Internet content, 
or music lyrics that is in addition to the au-
thority to restrict such programming, mov-
ies, games, content, or lyrics under law as of 
the date of the enactment of this Act; or 

(B) approving any action of the Federal 
Government to restrict such programming, 
movies, games, content, or lyrics that is in 
addition to any actions undertaken for that 
purpose by the Federal Government under 
law as of such date. 

(c) EXEMPTION OF VOLUNTARY AGREEMENTS 
ON GUIDELINES FOR CERTAIN ENTERTAINMENT 
MATERIAL FROM APPLICABILITY OF ANTITRUST 
LAWS.— 

(1) EXEMPTION.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the antitrust laws shall not apply to any 
joint discussion, consideration, review, ac-
tion, or agreement by or among persons in 
the entertainment industry for the purpose 
of developing and disseminating voluntary 
guidelines designed— 

(A) to alleviate the negative impact of 
telecast material, movies, video games, 
Internet content, and music lyrics con-
taining— 

(i) violence, sexual content, criminal be-
havior; or 

(ii) other subjects that are not appropriate 
for children; or 

(B) to promote telecast material, movies, 
video games, Internet content, or music 
lyrics that are educational, informational, or 
otherwise beneficial to the development of 
children. 

(2) LIMITATION.—The exemption provided in 
paragraph (1) shall not apply to any joint 
discussion, consideration, review, action, or 
agreement that— 

(A) results in a boycott of any person; or 
(B) concerns the purchase or sale of adver-

tising, including restrictions on the number 
of products that may be advertised in a com-
mercial, the number of times a program may 
be interrupted for commercials, and the 
number of consecutive commercials per-
mitted within each interruption. 

(3) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
(A) ANTITRUST LAWS.—The term ‘‘antitrust 

laws’’— 
(i) has the meaning given it in subsection 

(a) of the first section of the Clayton Act (15 
U.S.C. 12(a)), except that such term includes 
section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission 
Act (15 U.S.C. 45) to the extent such section 
5 applies to unfair methods of competition; 
and 

(ii) includes any State law similar to the 
laws referred to in subparagraph (A). 

(B) INTERNET.—The term ‘‘Internet’’ means 
the combination of computer facilities and 
electromagnetic transmission media, and re-
lated equipment and software, comprising 
the interconnected worldwide network of 
computer networks that employ the Trans-
mission Control Protocol/Internet Protocol 
or any successor protocol to transmit infor-
mation. 

(C) MOVIES.—The term ‘‘movies’’ means 
theatrical motion pictures. 

(D) PERSON IN THE ENTERTAINMENT INDUS-
TRY.—The term ‘‘person in the entertain-
ment industry’’ means a television network, 
any person that produces or distributes tele-
vision programming (including theatrical 
motion pictures), the National Cable Tele-
vision Association, the Association of Inde-
pendent Television Stations, Incorporated, 
the National Association of Broadcasters, 
the Motion Picture Association of America, 
each of the affiliate organizations of the tel-
evision networks, the Interactive Digital 
Software Association, any person that pro-
duces or distributes video games, the Record-

ing Industry Association of America, and 
any person that produces or distributes 
music, and includes any individual acting on 
behalf of any of the above. 

(E) TELECAST.—The term ‘‘telecast mate-
rial’’ means any program broadcast by a tel-
evision broadcast station or transmitted by 
a cable television system. 

(d) SUNSET.—Subsection (d) shall apply 
only with respect to conduct that occurs in 
the period beginning on the date of the en-
actment of this Act and ending 3 years after 
such date. 

(e) REPORT.—The Attorney General shall 
report to the Congress, not later than 90 days 
after the period described in subsection (d), 
on the effect of the exemption made by this 
section. 
SEC. ll. PROMOTING GRASSROOTS SOLUTIONS 

TO YOUTH VIOLENCE. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL YOUTH 

CRIME PREVENTION DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT.—The Attorney General shall, sub-
ject to appropriations, award a grant to the 
National Center for Neighborhood Enterprise 
(referred to in this section as the ‘‘National 
Center’’) to enable the National Center to 
award subgrants to grassroots entities in the 
following 8 cities: 

(1) Washington, District of Columbia. 
(2) Detroit, Michigan. 
(3) Hartford, Connecticut. 
(4) Indianapolis, Indiana. 
(5) Chicago (and surrounding metropolitan 

area), Illinois. 
(6) Dallas, Texas. 
(7) Los Angeles, California. 
(8) Norfolk, Virginia. 
(9) Houston, Texas. 
(b) ELIGIBILITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive a 

subgrant under this section, a grassroots en-
tity referred to in subsection (a) shall submit 
an application to the National Center to 
fund intervention models that establish vio-
lence-free zones. 

(2) SELECTION CRITERIA.—In awarding sub-
grants under this section, the National Cen-
ter shall consider— 

(A) the track record of a grassroots entity 
and key participating individuals in youth 
group mediation and crime prevention; 

(B) the engagement and participation of a 
grassroots entity with other local organiza-
tions; and 

(C) the ability of a grassroots entity to 
enter into partnerships with local housing 
authorities, law enforcement agencies, and 
other public entities. 

(c) USES OF FUNDS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Funds received under this 

section shall be used for youth mediation, 
youth mentoring, life skills training, job cre-
ation and entrepreneurship, organizational 
development and training, development of 
long-term intervention plans, collaboration 
with law enforcement, comprehensive sup-
port services and local agency partnerships, 
or other activities to further community ob-
jectives in reducing youth crime and vio-
lence. 

(2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The National 
Center, in cooperation with the Attorney 
General, shall also provide technical assist-
ance for startup projects in other cities. 

(3) FISCAL CONTROLS.—The Attorney Gen-
eral is authorized to establish and maintain 
all appropriate fiscal controls of sub-grant-
ees under subsection (a). 

(d) REPORTS.—The National Center shall 
submit a report to the Attorney General 
evaluating the effectiveness of grassroots 
agencies and other public entities involved 
in the demonstration project. 
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(e) DEFINITIONS.— 
For purposes of this section— 
(1) the term ‘‘grassroots entity’’ means a 

not-for-profit community organization with 
demonstrated effectiveness in mediating and 
addressing youth violence by empowering at- 
risk youth to become agents of peace and 
community restoration; and 

(2) the term ‘‘National Center for Neigh-
borhood Enterprise’’ is a not-for-profit orga-
nization incorporated in the District of Co-
lumbia. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be 

appropriated to carry out this section— 
(A) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2000; 
(B) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2001; 
(C) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2002; 
(D) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2003; and 
(E) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2004. 
(2) RESERVATION.—The National Center for 

Neighborhood Enterprise may use not more 
than 20 percent of the amounts appropriated 
pursuant to paragraph (1) in any fiscal year 
for administrative costs, technical assist-
ance and training, comprehensive support 
services, and evaluation of participating 
grassroots entities. 

b 1545 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. HYDE), and a Member op-
posed, each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE). 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, it is an unfortunate 
fact that it often takes a tragedy such 
as happened recently in Colorado to get 
our attention to help us focus on a fes-
tering problem. 

In the light of the recent rash of 
school shootings and the continued 
prevalence of youth violence in Amer-
ica, I think it is crucial that Congress 
address some of the cultural issues 
that influence the behavior of Amer-
ica’s young people, factors that may 
actually be causing kids to find a gun 
and commit a violent act. 

The fact is new gun laws and tighter 
control of the juvenile justice system 
are not by themselves a cure for the 
epidemic of youth violence. Although 
gun legislation has its utility, the real 
problem is what is going on in our kids’ 
minds and hearts and souls. 

The young assailants in Colorado vio-
lated 15 Federal gun and explosive laws 
and 7 State laws. So passing a few more 
laws and piling them on does not seem 
to me to get at the heart of the prob-
lem. 

In order to be truly responsive to the 
issues of youth violence, Congress must 
address the cultural influences that 
cause young people to become violent. 
We need to get at the issues of the 
heart. 

Part of the problem is that children 
have been overexposed to violence and, 
this, coupled with a spiritual vacuum 
leaves many youngsters desensitized to 
violence and unable to fully appreciate 
the consequences of their sometimes 
brutal actions. 

As popular entertainment becomes 
more violent and more sexually ex-
plicit and as it depicts more and more 
disrespect for life, and the rights and 
well-being of others, some of our chil-
dren are starting to believe this behav-
ior is normal and acceptable. They do 
not seem to understand that acts of vi-
olence have real life tragic con-
sequences. 

We know as a result of several hun-
dred studies, there is a link between 
media violence and violent behavior in 
our country, particularly among young 
people. Both the American Medical As-
sociation and the American Associa-
tion of Pediatrics have warned against 
exposing children to violent entertain-
ment. One 1996 AMA study concluded 
that the link between media violence 
and real life violence has been proven 
by science time and time again. 

Another American Medical Associa-
tion study concluded that exposure to 
violence in entertainment increases ag-
gressive behavior and contributes to 
America’s sense that they live in a 
mean society. Much of the make-be-
lieve violence that kids are exposed to 
today is presented not as horror with 
devastating human consequences but 
simply as entertainment. This is enor-
mously harmful to young people whose 
values and conscience are still being 
developed. 

Well, what can we do about this? Are 
we impotent? Are we paralyzed? It is 
not easy, but I believe my amendment, 
which includes five specific proposals 
addressing this cultural breakdown, is 
a beginning and gets at some of the 
worst influences on our children. 

The first and most important section 
of my amendment creates a new Fed-
eral statute to protect minors from ex-
plicit sexual and explicit violent mate-
rial. The First Amendment is not abso-
lute and does not protect obscenity. 
That has been the law for 40 years. 
There is an exception to the First 
Amendment, and it is obscenity. 

Furthermore, under current law, it is 
constitutionally permissible to adopt 
an obscenity standard which restricts 
the rights of minors to obtain certain 
sexually-related materials that are not 
considered obscene for adults. In other 
words, there is a double standard and it 
is a tougher standard for minors than 
for adults, and that is the constitu-
tional law. 

Currently, many States do this 
through harmful to minor statutes 
that prohibit the sale of sexually ex-
plicit material to minors that would 
not necessarily be considered obscene 
for adults. Thus, in most States with 
harmful to minor statutes adults can 
buy certain pornographic magazines 
but minors cannot. 

Right now, there is no Federal law 
that prohibits the sale of material that 
is considered too explicit for minors 
but not for adults. My amendment 
would change that by creating a Fed-

eral law that would prohibit the sale of 
certain explicit sexual and explicit vio-
lent material to minors under the age 
of 17. My amendment covers violent 
material because I believe if the Con-
stitution permits us to restrict the 
type of sexual material kids can pur-
chase, then it makes sense that we can 
also prohibit the distribution of mate-
rial to minors that is graphically vio-
lent and glorifies this violence to a 
level that is harmful. 

I believe certain extremely violent 
movies, video games and music can 
have just as much or more of a detri-
mental effect on the development of 
kids than some explicit sexual mate-
rial that many States currently try to 
protect them from. 

In other words, at their worst, vio-
lence and pornography are equivalent 
evils, especially where minor children 
are concerned. 

This new obscenity for minors stat-
ute does not restrict the rights of 
adults or parents to view certain sex-
ual or violent material. It does not pro-
hibit anyone from producing such 
items and does not provide an unwork-
able standard. Rather, it empowers 
parents to make decisions about what 
type of material is appropriate for 
their children. 

With enactment of this legislation, 
parents, not merchants, many of whom 
are responsible, but there will always 
be some who without the threat of law 
will pursue profit over decency and sell 
harmful materials to minors, will de-
cide whether their kids can see explicit 
sexual or violent material. 

Some, of course, have questioned the 
constitutionality of this proposal. It is 
clear that this proposal is going to be 
challenged in the courts should it be-
come law. However, I submit that 
those who assert that the statute is 
patently unconstitutional are engaging 
in knee-jerk analysis and have not 
thoroughly studied the law in this 
area. This statute, this amendment, 
was carefully drafted to comply with 
the Supreme Court’s precedent. 

First, a detailed definition of sexual 
and violent material is included to ad-
dress the constitutional concern of 
vagueness. The definition of sexual ma-
terial was taken almost verbatim from 
a New York statute that was upheld by 
the Supreme Court in a case known as 
Ginsberg versus New York. The defini-
tion of violent material is new, but I 
believe it is sufficiently precise that if 
someone challenges the bill on vague-
ness grounds it will survive the chal-
lenge. 

Secondly, the statute incorporates 
the standard three-prong test validated 
by the Supreme Court and used to de-
termine if the sexual or violent mate-
rial as defined by the statute does or 
does not qualify for First Amendment 
protection. I am confident the Court 
will uphold this test. 

Third, someone may argue to the 
courts that violent material can never 
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be obscene. The Supreme Court has 
never held directly that extremely vio-
lent material may not, for that reason 
only, be banned. 

I submit that extreme violence, prop-
erly defined, can be obscene. If sexual 
images may go sufficiently beyond 
community standards for candor and 
offensiveness and hence be unpro-
tected, there is no reason why the same 
should not be true of violence. 

I understand some people may dis-
agree with the Court’s decision to 
carve out an exception to the First 
Amendment freedom of speech for ob-
scenity, but if one believes the Su-
preme Court is justified in maintaining 
a First Amendment exception for ob-
scenely sexual material, then what are 
the policy arguments that justify this 
exception that do not also apply to vio-
lent material? 

There are no theories of the First 
Amendment that justify an exception 
for sexual obscenity that can’t reason-
ably be extended to justify an excep-
tion for violent obscenity. 

It is also important to remember 
that this amendment would not declare 
any violent materials as obscene for 
adults only; only for minors under the 
age of 17. 

The Supreme Court has recognized 
there is a compelling interest in pro-
tecting the physical and psychological 
well-being of minors. This interest ex-
tends to shielding minors from the in-
fluence of literature that is not ob-
scene by adult standards. 

Under my proposed amendment it 
would still be legal to produce and dis-
tribute any explicitly violent material 
but some of it would not be permitted 
to be sold to minors. 

I think this new provision is exceed-
ingly important. It says that we are on 
the side of parents and not the pur-
veyors of harmful material to our chil-
dren. 

I realize the big money of the enter-
tainment industry is on the other side 
of my argument, but I believe the par-
ents of America are on my side. 

This legislation is not an attack on 
the First Amendment, despite what has 
been charged by many of my col-
leagues. Rather, it is simply saying 
that some material is beyond the pale 
and should not be sold to minors. We 
are not trying to ban anything or cen-
sor anyone. We are just saying one can-
not sell some of this horrible stuff to 
kids. 

If my colleagues do not believe that 
parents should have more control over 
their kids’ access to these harmful ma-
terials, then by all means vote against 
my amendment. However, if they be-
lieve we should do something to slow 
the flood of toxic waste into the minds 
of our children, then please do vote for 
my amendment. 

There are four other parts to this 
amendment that will make a difference 
in addressing the culture of violence, 

and I would like to take a few moments 
to explain them. 

I have included as a second section a 
provision whereby Congress, through 
merely a sense of Congress resolution, 
asks retail establishments that sell 
music to allow parents to review, in 
their store, the lyrics accompanying 
the sound recordings they offer for 
sale. This is a simple way for parents 
to read the lyrics accompanying the 
CDs they are considering buying for 
their kids. It is my hope that retailers 
can take this responsible step on their 
own and allow parents to review in 
their store a copy of the lyrics. 

We are not asking them to give away 
copies of lyrics. We are merely asking 
them to give the parents a right to 
look at them so they can determine for 
themselves whether the lyrics are ap-
propriate for their own children. 

Many CDs contain foul language. 
While others contain vulgar and graph-
ic lyrics describing and glamourizing 
murder, gang violence, suicide and sex, 
many lyrics are hateful, racist or 
misogynistic. Although there is a vol-
untary labeling system within the re-
cording industry that calls for place-
ment of a sticker on CDs that contain 
explicit language, there is still no way 
prior to purchase for the parents to re-
view the lyrics in the store. 

b 1600 

Hopefully this section will result in 
establishment of a right to review in 
the stores. 

The third section of this amendment 
essentially mirrors part of an amend-
ment sponsored by Senator BROWNBACK 
that was included in the juvenile jus-
tice bill passed by the Senate. This sec-
tion requires the National Institutes of 
Health to conduct the study of the ef-
fects of violent video games and music 
on child development and youth vio-
lence. 

The NIH is directed to address in the 
study whether and to what extent 
video games and music affect the emo-
tional and psychological development 
of juveniles and whether violence and 
video games and music contributes to 
juvenile delinquency and youth vio-
lence. 

While numerous studies, one counts 
it at over 300, have been conducted re-
garding the impact of violence in tele-
vision and movies, there have been 
very few studies done on the impact of 
music and video games on young peo-
ple. 

The popularity of video games is rap-
idly increasing. One study, conducted 
by Strategy Records Research, found 
that 64 percent of young people play 
video games on a regular basis, and 
many are nothing more than a contest 
to see which competitor can kill the 
most efficiently. 

The graphics are startling. Some ad-
vertisements for these games make 
pitches like ‘‘Psychiatrists say it is im-

portant to feel something when you 
kill.’’ This game is ‘‘more fun than 
shooting your neighbor’s cat.’’ ‘‘Kill 
your friends guilt free.’’ 

Determining what impact video 
games like this might have on the deci-
sions and behavior of young people is 
clearly in the public interest. By some 
estimates, the average teen listens to 
music around 4 hours a day. Between 
7th and 12th grade, the average teen is 
going to listen to around 10,000 hours of 
music. That is more time than they 
will spend in school. 

Last month, Bill Bennett commented 
on the possible effects of music lyrics 
on child development by first quoting 
Socrates who wrote, ‘‘Musical training 
is a more potent instrument than any 
other, because rhythm and harmony 
find their way into the inward places of 
the soul, on which they mightily fas-
ten, imparting grace.’’ 

Mr. Bennett then stated that rhythm 
and harmony are still fastening them-
selves on to children’s souls today. 
However, much of the music they lis-
ten to is imparting mournfulness, 
darkness, despair, and a sense of death. 
This is something many parents fear, 
and we ought to study if some modern 
music does indeed impart a sense of 
death upon America’s youth. 

The fourth section of this amend-
ment is very similar to a Senate 
amendment providing a limited anti-
trust exemption to the entertainment 
industry to enable the entertainment 
industry to work collectively to de-
velop and implement voluntary pro-
gramming guidelines that alleviate the 
negative impact of television program-
ming, movies, Internet content, and 
music lyrics on the development of 
children. 

Nothing in this amendment curtails 
freedom of expression in any way. It 
gives, rather, the entertainment indus-
try the freedom to enter into a vol-
untary code of conduct. 

The fifth section of the amendment, 
promoting grassroots solutions to 
youth violence, authorizes the Attor-
ney General to award $5 million annu-
ally for 5 years to the National Center 
for Neighborhood Enterprise for the 
purpose of funding direct demonstra-
tion operations and program develop-
ment grants to community organiza-
tions in nine cities across the country. 

During the 105th Congress, the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary held a hearing 
on a number of inner city programs 
that have succeeded in reducing youth 
crime and violence. One of the pro-
grams showcased was the National 
Center for Neighborhood Enterprise, 
based in Washington, D.C. Since 1981, 
this organization has successfully dealt 
with gang violence, teen pregnancy, 
drug abuse, and fatherless children. 

One of the most remarkable suc-
cesses occurred in 1997, not far from 
the Capitol, where this organization 
helped broker a truce between warring 
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gangs that had turned the Benning Ter-
race neighborhood into a combat zone. 
That truce has lasted to this day, and 
Benning Terrace has been transformed 
into a neighborhood where people can 
again walk their streets in safety. 

The Benning Terrace truce show-
cased what has made the National Cen-
ter for Neighborhood Enterprise ap-
proach to inner city violence so suc-
cessful. Faced with an intractable 
problem, they stepped in, tapped local 
groups that understood the problem, 
and helped rival gang members recog-
nize their mutual interests. This provi-
sion is an attempt to replicate this ap-
proach in nine violence-plagued cities 
across the Nation. 

If Congress is going to spend funds on 
social programs, it is important for us 
to try to direct Federal funds to com-
munity renewal organizations in our 
cities that actually have succeeded in 
reducing violence and putting kids on 
the right track. The National Center 
does this, as evidenced by their trans-
formation of the Benning Terrace hous-
ing project, and helped prevent count-
less young persons from engaging in 
the life-style of violence. 

I know Congress does not have all the 
answers to the terrible problem of 
youth violence in America. Some of 
these proposals I have discussed are 
modest. But we ought to do what we 
can. Study after study has shown that 
exposure to violence adversely affects 
the development of children and leaves 
some of them more disposed to commit 
acts of violence. 

Even the most caring and responsible 
parents cannot prevent these influ-
ences from reaching their kids. Parents 
need our help. Let us stand with them. 
Nothing we do in this life is more im-
portant than how we raise our children. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) claim the 
time in opposition? 

Mr. CONYERS. Yes, I do, Mr. Chair-
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. CONYERS) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an amendment 
that I speak to with some disappoint-
ment that the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary would launch 
an unparalleled assault on the first 
amendment without committee delib-
eration. 

Now, we are all concerned about the 
impact of depictions of violence on 
children, but to try to approach a very 
difficult cultural problem in this way 
is, I think, to ignore at least two Fed-
eral court decisions, Reno versus 
ACLU, and yet another, the Video Soft-
ware Dealers Association versus Web-
ster, cases that clearly make it abun-
dantly plain that creating a vast new 

Federal cultural police that overlaps 
with State law enforcement creates, 
honestly, a logistical nightmare for the 
Justice Department, which would have 
to apply local community standards in 
determining whether the material is 
sexual or violence. 

Also, since the statute does not have 
a specific intent requirement, the only 
alternative available for video and 
drug store clerks who are the poor 
mensches that will be prosecuted under 
this and would want to avoid prison, is 
to watch every movie, read every book 
to determine their content and then 
determine whether the community 
standards would prohibit the sale of 
these movies or books to minors. 

So just briefly, and I have a letter of 
explanation, the amendment is pat-
ently unconstitutional. I would remind 
my colleagues that, in our substitute, 
we have both the antitrust exemption 
and the industry guidelines that would 
start us on a more normal course of ac-
tion. 

Please reject the amendment. 
The letter of explanation I referred 

to is as follows: 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, DC, June 16, 1999. 

VOTE NO ON HYDE’S FEDERAL CENSORSHIP 
AMENDMENT 

AMENDMENT IS UNCONSTITUTIONAL, 
UNWORKABLE, AND UNNECESSARY 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: Today, Rep. Hyde will 
offer an amendment (Amendment 31) pro-
viding for a sweeping new Federal censorship 
regime that generally prohibits the dissemi-
nation of ‘‘explicit sexual material’’ or ‘‘ex-
plicit violent material.’’ This is a trans-
parent attempt to turn the focus of the de-
bate away from common-sense gun-safety 
legislation and instead scapegoat our na-
tion’s newspaper, magazine, book, television, 
movie, and video industries, and I urge a NO 
vote. 

THE HYDE AMENDMENT IS UNCONSTITUTIONAL 
The Hyde amendment violates the First 

Amendment because it is both vague and 
overbroad. Recently the Eighth Circuit 
struck down a similar state obscenity stat-
ute on vagueness grounds, observing that ‘‘to 
survive a vagueness challenge, a statute 
must ‘give the person of ordinary intel-
ligence a reasonable opportunity to know 
what is prohibited’ and ‘provide explicit 
standards for those who apply [the statute]’ ’’ 
Video Software Dealers Ass’n v. Webster, 968 
F.2d 684, 689 (8th Cir. 1992). The Hyde amend-
ment is unconstitutionally vague because 
among other things, it does not define the 
terms used to reference violence, namely, 
‘‘torture,’’ ‘‘flagellation,’’ or ‘‘mutilation.’’ 
Failing to define ‘‘multilation’’ means that 
even pricking someone with a pin might fall 
within meaning of the term. 

The Supreme court has held that restric-
tions on speech will be held unconstitutional 
also where they are overbroad. The Hyde 
amendment is overbroad in several respects. 
For example, it goes so far as to prohibit 
newspapers and magazines from accepting 
such basic advertisements as those for un-
derwear. The amendment would also pre-
clude minors from seeing a movie such as 
Home Alone, which contains slapstick vio-
lence and appeals to the ‘‘morbid’’ interest 
in minors who want to see people get hurt. 

Further, because there is no exception in the 
amendment for parents, the amendment 
would also subject a parent to prison for up 
to five years for showing his or her child a 
movie or book with supposedly—sexually-ex-
plicit or violent content. The Majority’s 
track record on these issues are not very 
good—it was only two years ago that their 
statutory restriction on Internet access to 
materials with sexual content in the form of 
the Communications Decency Act was 
struck down by the Supreme Court by a vote 
of 9–0 as being overbroad. Reno v. ACLU, 117 
S. Ct. 2329 (1997). 

THE HYDE AMENDMENT IS UNWORKABLE 

Creating a vast new Federal ‘‘cultural po-
lice’’ that overlaps with state law enforce-
ment creates a logistical nightmare for the 
Justice Department, which would have to 
apply local ‘‘community standards’’ in deter-
mining whether the material is sexual or 
violent. Also, since the statute does not have 
a specific intent requirement, the only alter-
native available for video and drug store 
clerks who want to avoid prison is to watch 
every movie or read every book to determine 
their content and then determine whether 
the ‘‘community standards’’ would prohibit 
the sale of those movies or books to minors. 

The creation of a Federal censorship stat-
ute threatens to cultivate a generation 
bereft of literary enrichment and enlighten-
ment. As a matter of fact, there are numer-
ous materials that were at one time consid-
ered to have too much sexual or violent con-
tent but now are regarded as classic pieces of 
literature. For example, works that were 
considered too sexually-explicit include Na-
thaniel Hawthorne’s ‘‘The Scarlet Letter’’ in 
the 1850’s by Reverend Arthur C. Coxe (a 
judge noted that, while the book was criti-
cized when it came out, it was fully accepted 
in 1949); and J.D. Salinger’s ‘‘The Catcher in 
the Rye’’ by school boards in Pennsylvania 
(1975), New Jersey (1977), Washington (1978), 
and Iowa (1992). Ernest Hemingway’s ‘‘The 
Sun Also Rises’’ was considered ‘‘offensive’’ 
by the school boards of San Jose and River-
side, California (1960’s), and by the Watch 
and Ward Society of Boston (1927); and Wil-
liam Golding’s ‘‘Lord of the Flies’’ was found 
to be excessively violent by critics in Texas 
(1974), South Dakota and North Carolina 
(1981) and Arizona (1983). 

THE HYDE AMENDMENT IS UNNECESSARY 

Perhaps the most hypocritical aspect of 
the Amendment is its internal inconsistency. 
Other provisions of the proposal would insti-
tute an NIH study of the impact of violence 
on children and grant members of the enter-
tainment industry an antitrust exemption so 
they could voluntarily agree on appropriate 
community standards. Yet the censorship 
proposal would take effect before the study 
is completed. 

Moreover, there are already several guide-
lines, methods, and studies addressing vio-
lence in entertainment. For example, the 
Motion Picture Association of America al-
ready rates each movie for content and ex-
hibits the rating every time a movie is ad-
vertised. The National Association of The-
atre Owners has just initiated a new national 
ID-check policy for admission to ‘‘R’’-rated 
films. And the video game industry puts on 
its products the ratings that the Entertain-
ment Software Rating Board devises for 
games so that purchasers of such games can 
be aware of their content. Some networks 
have agreed not to air commercials for R- 
rated movies with violent content before 9 
PM. And just recently, the Clinton adminis-
tration and Democratic Members of Congress 
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successfully pushed for mandating the V- 
chip on television sets, thereby letting par-
ents block out television programs and mov-
ies having certain ratings. 

All of these provisions will be redundant 
and unnecessary if we put the cart before the 
horse and mandate Federal obscenity and vi-
olence standards before we give these ap-
proaches an opportunity to work. I urge you 
to vote ‘‘no’’ on the Hyde cultural amend-
ment. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN CONYERS, Jr., 

Ranking Member. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. FOLEY), chair of the Entertain-
ment Caucus. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Hyde amendment. I 
understand the concern of the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) for 
what is happening in America. We have 
had tragic incidents around our coun-
try. But like others, we are looking to 
seek and put the blame on groups rath-
er than reflect on the problems that 
face society. 

Everybody is fingerpointing in our 
communities, trying to find a scape-
goat for the problems in our commu-
nities. This solution grows the govern-
ment ever larger. It will create a police 
force of what is decent, what is violent, 
what is excessive. 

Who would be the arbiter of those 
type of standards? Who would set the 
guidelines? Who will be the first to be 
prosecuted under this vague law? 

The store clerk could be subject to 5 
years in prison and a fine for the first 
offense, 10 years in prison or a fine for 
the second offense. 

Is that a movie like ‘‘Home Alone’’? 
Is that a movie like ‘‘Ben Hur’’? Is that 
a movie like ‘‘Private Ryan’’? 

Now, I have had discussions with the 
chairman who suggests those would 
not be covered under this law, but the 
chairman will not always be chairman 
of the Committee on the Judiciary, and 
the people at the Department of Jus-
tice will not always be the ones that 
we will know what is in their minds, 
what is in their thoughts, and what is 
in their hearts. 

I do not want the government taking 
the role of parents. I do not want the 
government stepping in, telling parents 
we are going to take care of their prob-
lems for them. 

Mr. Chairman, how do people under 
17 who do not drive cars get to the 
malls to buy the videos? How do they 
get the games in their homes? How do 
they watch the TVs? They are allowed 
to by their parents. This should not be 
about the government stepping in, say-
ing we are now their parent, we are Mr. 
Mom or Mr. Dad. 

We are here today debating an 
amendment that I do believe tramples 
on the first amendment, that I do be-
lieve tries to assume the role of par-
ents in communities. I would regret-
tably say that while the chairman is 

well intentioned and is troubled by vio-
lence, this will not solve it. 

What happens if the videos in the 
home of a consenting adult person are 
loaned to the neighbor and the neigh-
bor’s children? Now it says ‘‘sale’’. It 
says ‘‘sale’’. But it also shows, I be-
lieve, in the amendment ‘‘viewing.’’ 

So these amendments cause me great 
concern, and I would hope the com-
mittee and the Members will vote 
against the amendment. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BERMAN), 
the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Courts and Intellectual 
Property. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS), the ranking member of the 
Committee on Judiciary for yielding 
me this time. My colleagues do not 
have to be intellectual to be on that 
subcommittee. 

Three points I would like to make in 
a very short time. This is very 
uncharacteristic of the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. HYDE), chairman of the 
committee. He asserts as a matter of 
belief, but without any case evidence 
to support it, that he can graft in what 
I view as a somewhat clumsy and 
inartful way, the obscenity logic onto 
the depiction of violence. 

This has been tried before; and every 
single time it has been tried, the courts 
have knocked it down. They said, the 
Nassau County Board of Supervisors, 
this is in the second circuit, Eclipse 
Entertainment versus Gluota, the Nas-
sau County Board of Supervisors sim-
ply adapted the Miller obscenity stand-
ard to minors into violence. However, 
this was not a sufficient measure to 
shield the law from successful constitu-
tional challenge, because the standards 
that apply to obscenity are different 
than those that apply to violence. Ob-
scenity is not protected speech. This is, 
case after case. Time does not give me 
the time to make this argument. 

Secondly, Ginsberg, yes, Ginsberg al-
lowed a differentiated standard on 
obsenity to minors. This seeks to track 
that by doing a different standard on 
the depiction of violence to minors. 
But in Ginsberg, there was an excep-
tion from any criminal prosecution 
where there was parental participation 
or consent. 

This measure has absolutely no such 
exception. The parent can be in the 
video store, in the theater, with the 
minor, and be quite willing to have the 
child, the minor see this. The vendor 
who sells it, ironically, we do not go 
after the studio, the author, the dis-
tributor, we go after the vendor, the 
poor guy at the video store, at Block-
busters. 

There is no exception whatsoever 
here for parental consent, and there is 
no standard that is contained in 
Ginsberg for utterly without social re-
deeming value. 

b 1615 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Mrs. TAUSCHER). 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today as a parent and a legislator 
to oppose the Hyde amendment. 

While the Hyde amendment intends 
to establish a standard to regulate 
children’s exposure to violence, I be-
lieve this legislation will neither pro-
tect children nor help parents shield 
their children from harm. This amend-
ment’s overly broad attempts to regu-
late portrayals of violence raises seri-
ous constitutional questions that may 
result in this law being tied up in the 
courts for years. While the court bat-
tles are waged, not one child will be 
protected nor one parent’s peace of 
mind enhanced. 

We need to truly empower parents 
with common sense protective meas-
ures, such as the V-chip, establish TV 
ratings, strict enforcement of age re-
quirements at movie theaters, and soft-
ware filters for the Internet. We all 
agree our children should be shielded 
from violence and that parents should 
have the tools to protect their chil-
dren. I would rather the industry spend 
the time in developing these tools than 
fighting protracted legal battles. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
Hyde amendment and to support com-
mon sense and effective measures that 
will truly protect our children. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROGAN), a member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

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

Mr. Chairman, it is with great reluc-
tance that I rise in opposition to the 
amendment by the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on the Judici-
ary, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HYDE). 

I start with the proposition, Mr. 
Chairman, that it is my responsibility 
as a parent to make sure that my chil-
dren are watching age-appropriate ma-
terial. And if they are watching some-
thing that is inappropriate, the respon-
sibility rests with me to correct the de-
ficiency. It is not the responsibility of 
Congress or Hollywood or any other 
group to correct that deficiency. 

I do not believe the author of this 
amendment intends to censor movies 
depicting violence engaged in for a 
noble, heroic or socially worthy pur-
pose. The problem, Mr. Chairman, is 
that the severe punitive measures put 
in this amendment put creators and 
distributors in a vise. They essentially 
have to ‘‘gamble’’ before they release 
material and make a guess whether it 
fits some vague literary, artistic, polit-
ical or socially redeeming value test. 
And should they gamble incorrectly, 
they could spend 5 years in Federal 
prison. 
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There is also something dispropor-

tionate about language in a bill that 
allows a negligent parent who lets 
their children watch horribly violent 
material have no acknowledged culpa-
bility, but the person who fails to pay 
attention one day and does not check 
for I.D. at the local video store could 
do up to 5 years in prison. 

I do not think that is an appropriate 
response from Congress. I do not think 
it will solve any of the troubles or the 
pathologies we are attempting to ad-
dress. It is with that reluctance, Mr. 
Chairman, that I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, could the 
Chair tell us how much time is remain-
ing? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) has 11 minutes 
remaining; and the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) has 211⁄2 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. FROST), the distinguished ranking 
member of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Chairman, just last 
week, on June 10, the U.S. Supreme 
Court, in the City of Chicago vs. Mo-
rales, struck down a city ordinance 
that was intended to stop gang mem-
bers from loitering. In so doing, the 
court held the ordinance was overbroad 
and vague. It failed to give proper no-
tice of what was forbidden and what 
was permitted. 

The language of this bill commits the 
same fatal error. It fails to explain 
what is covered in its terms and, in so 
doing, sweeps up educational and en-
tertaining material that is irrelevant 
to the sponsor’s concerns. 

This Hyde amendment stems from a 
laudable purpose and high hopes. We 
must stop the prevalence of juvenile vi-
olence just as we must stop destruction 
by gang members. Yet the Constitution 
tells us we cannot do this by curtailing 
expression under the First Amend-
ment. 

Courts have consistently found defi-
nitions for violence to be vague. For in-
stance, in this bill we address ‘‘sadistic 
or masochistic flagellation.’’ Would a 
film about slavery have to cut scenes 
of slaves being whipped, creating the 
appearance that there were no violent 
acts done towards slaves? Producers 
most certainly delete these scenes sim-
ply to play it safe. Are children to be 
led to believe that slavery was not 
cruel? We cannot teach our children 
about societal issues if we are not al-
lowed to give them a depiction of it. Ig-
norance is not the answer. 

The bill also defines violent material 
as torture by or upon a person. Again, 
this vague and overbroad definition 
steps into a black hole. Every kid likes 
watching the super hero catch his vil-
lain. Look at Spiderman, Wonder 
Woman and Batman and Robin. Are 
these the characters the sponsors are 
really afraid of? 

Much of our comedy also includes ac-
tions of ‘‘torture’’ that few would find 
any connection with violence. Look at 
Jim Carey, one of the most popular ac-
tors of today. Many of his films con-
tain experiences that most humans 
would rarely survive. How about other 
movies, such as Home Alone, in which 
the child left a home, tarred the rob-
bers, put nails out for them to fall on, 
and did a variety of other torture ac-
tivities. Parents and children alike, 
however, flocked to this film. 

This amendment must be rejected. It 
is unconstitutional on its face, no mat-
ter how laudable an objective it seeks 
to achieve. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE). 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong opposition to the Hyde amendment. It 
has been almost a month since Littleton and 
the Republican House has once again fum-
bled an issue important to the health and safe-
ty of America. They bring a bill to the floor 
today which has had no scrutiny from the Ju-
diciary Committee, much less the whole 
House and will move amendments which will 
move us from a debate on gun control in order 
to engage in a book burning! 

The House Republican Leadership has 
been doing the bidding of the gun lobby since 
the shots were fired in Littleton. The other 
body had no problem in engaging this topic 
head-on and voting on serious legislation. In 
fact, most Americans are dead serious about 
keeping their children safe. But not here, my 
colleagues. Here in the Republican House, 
they are concerned with the gun lobby. The 
gun lobby needs time to stall; the Republican 
Leadership gives them time to stall. The gun 
lobby needs a little misdirection and 
scapegoating, no problem. The Republican 
Leadership is happy to accommodate. 

Today, the gentleman from Illinois will move 
an amendment that is a new twist on the NRA 
mantra, ‘‘guns don’t kill people . . . George 
Orwell does. Guns don’t kill people . . . Ste-
ven Speilberg does.’’ ‘‘Guns don’t kill people 
. . . Verdi and Puccini do.’’ As a parent, I am 
just as concerned about exposing my children 
to media violence, but tearing up the Constitu-
tion is not the way to do it. I share Chairman 
Hyde’s motives to protect children but let’s 
have a serious discussion on the safety of our 
children and not a replay of Fahrenheit 451 
which, by the way, would be banned under 
this amendment. 

In the end, my colleagues, this House will 
produce a messy bill, which will have great dif-
ficulty clearing the Senate or the President’s 
signature. And this is exactly what the gun 
lobby and the Republican House wants. 
Meanwhile, more children will suffer. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the Hyde 
amendment. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN). 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, it is 
amazing to me how the Republican 
leadership seeks to deal with difficult 
and important issues. Their solution to 

the campaign finance mess is not to de-
bate reform and limit special interest 
contributions, but to stonewall action 
and advocate lifting all spending lim-
its. 

How do they deal with the problem of 
cigarette smoking, where we know 
3,000 kids start smoking each day be-
cause the tobacco industry targets 
them in order to get them to smoke? 
They refuse to bring up any legislation 
on the subject. 

Their solution to the horror of chil-
dren killing children with guns is not 
to make it harder for kids to get weap-
ons, but to try to shift the cause of the 
problem to movies and propose uncon-
stitutional attacks on the First 
Amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say at the 
outset that it ought to be clear that 
movie makers, and many of them are 
my constituents, have an obligation to 
think through the consequences of 
what they offer their audiences, espe-
cially impressionable kids. They bear a 
serious responsibility for their action. 
But it is important for us to also keep 
in mind that these films are creative 
works that audiences line up here and 
around the world to see, and that is 
why they are America’s largest export. 

And other countries see these very 
same films, but we do not see the level 
of violence that we do see in America. 
It is startling to realize that the death 
rate in the U.S. involving guns was 
nearly 14 per 100,000 people. Yet when 
we compare that with Canada, it is 
four; or Australia, three; Sweden, two; 
Germany, 1.5; and in Japan, less than 1. 
Why such a disparity between our 
country and all these countries that 
watch our films? Violent films and TV 
programming are notoriously popular 
in Japan, yet the Japanese thrive in a 
society with a very low crime rate. 

The obvious answer is the avail-
ability of guns and lack of common 
sense control laws in our country. And 
it is exactly that which the Republican 
leadership has contrived to have us not 
be able to deal with because of the 
NRA, the tobacco, and other lobbyists 
that are so supportive of their political 
efforts. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, could 
we be advised of the time allotted to 
both sides? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) continues to 
have 11 minutes remaining; and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. BER-
MAN) has 171⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. HUTCHINSON). 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to express my appreciation to the 
gentleman from Illinois for his diligent 
work on a very important issue. I am 
concerned about the second amend-
ment, but I am also concerned about 
the first amendment. 

If we look at this amendment, it 
criminalizes the selling or loaning or 
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showing to a minor a book or printed 
matter that includes explicit violent 
material, which is defined, in part, by 
torture by or upon a person, among 
other things. We have to apply clearly 
the community standards in applying 
this definition, which I believe is 
vague, but this is the type of govern-
ment chilling effect that is harmful to 
freedom in our society. 

For that reason, I reluctantly oppose 
this amendment. I do hope that we can 
have hearings to move forward in this 
area in a manner that does not violate 
and do damage to our first amendment. 

The book sellers have raised ques-
tions about books that it could jeop-
ardize, and they realize there is a 
harmfulness test. But as pointed out, 
book sellers would not jeopardize them 
going to jail in order to make a deci-
sion about these books. So there will 
be a chilling effect, and I think there is 
certainly a problem that the courts 
would address. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 15 seconds. 

The gentleman from Arkansas makes 
a very good point. Ironically, when we 
look at the definition of ‘‘depiction of 
violence,’’ the one thing it does not in-
clude is murder, mass murder, or 
bombing. None of those are included. It 
all gets into sort of bizarre and weird 
acts of mutilation and flagellation, but 
nothing about spraying a hundred peo-
ple with assault weapons. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Missouri (Ms. 
MCCARTHY). 

Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. 

The gentleman from Illinois at-
tempts solutions to youth violence 
which threaten to undermine our basic 
freedoms. The amendment calls for yet 
another study of the effects of music 
on child development. The Smart Sym-
phonies Program, initiated by the Na-
tional Academy of Recording Arts and 
Sciences, provides classical music to 
infants in response to what we already 
know, that early exposure to classical 
music increases a child’s ability to 
learn to read, and to be proficient in 
math and science. 

We need not more studies but a na-
tional initiative to replicate and ex-
pand upon successful programs which 
further enhance academic excellence 
and reduce youth violence. We must 
encourage and allow parents to take an 
active role in teaching their children 
right from wrong and allow parents to 
make the decisions about what chil-
dren read, listen to and watch. 

The Federal Government should sup-
port funding for solutions that work, 
such as arts programs in our schools. 
The Federal Government should not in-
fringe on individual liberties. 

I intend to vote ‘‘no’’ on this amend-
ment, and I urge my colleagues to do 
the same. 

As we attempt to reach consensus on how 
to protect our children, can we rise above par-
tisan rhetoric and focus on the means to re-
duce youth violence in our country? The gen-
tleman from Illinois attempts solutions which 
threaten to undermine our basic freedoms. 

The Chairman of the House Republican En-
tertainment Industry Task Force has high-
lighted the dangerous implications of this 
amendment which would ‘‘dramatically in-
crease the power of the federal government in 
far too many areas’’ (from Mr. Foley’s press 
release, June 15, 1999). The amendment’s 
definition of violence would affect not only 
many comic books, video games, and movies, 
but it would also in fact, keep the Holy Bible 
out of the hands of children, as the Bible itself 
includes many narrative accounts of sadistic 
or masochistic acts, torture by or upon a per-
son, and acts of mutilation of the human body, 
including, of course, the crucifixion of Jesus 
Christ. Stifling our expression and cultural ex-
perience is not a solution but an equation for 
isolation and violence. 

The amendment calls for a study of the ef-
fects of music on child development. Current 
research indicates that children who are ex-
posed to the arts perform 30% better aca-
demically. Another study on high risk elemen-
tary students showed that children who partici-
pated in an arts program for one year gained 
8 percentile points on standardized language 
arts tests. The Smart Symphonies program ini-
tiated by the National Academy of Recording 
Arts and Sciences (NARAS) provides free 
CD’s of classical music for infants in response 
to findings that show, among other things, that 
early exposure to classical music increases a 
child’s ability to learn math and science. We 
need a national initiative to replicate and ex-
pand upon successful programs which further 
enhance academic excellence and reduce 
youth violence. 

We must encourage and allow parents to 
take an active role in teaching their children 
right from wrong, and allow parents to make 
the decisions about what their children read, 
listen to, and watch. The federal government 
should support funding of solutions that work, 
such as arts programs in our schools. The 
federal government should not infringe on indi-
vidual liberties. Therefore, I find it necessary 
to vote ‘‘no’’ on Mr. HYDE’S amendment, and 
I urge my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit for the 
RECORD documents highlighting the 
Smart Symphonies program I referred 
to earlier and other materials impor-
tant to this issue: 

BABIES TO BENEFIT FROM ‘‘SMART 
SYMPHONIES’’ 

The NARAS Foundation, the non-profit 
music education and preservation arm of the 
National Academy of Recording Arts & 
Sciences, and Mead Johnson Nutritionals, 
maker of Enfamil infant formula, announced 
today the launch of Smart Symphonies, a 
national program designed to raise aware-
ness of the benefits of exposing infants to 
classical music. 

The cornerstone of the program is a new, 
specially created compact disc entitled 
Smart Symphonies, which features Grammy- 
winning classical music. Scientists and early 
childhood development experts say that re-
cent studies indicate playing classical music 
can help stimulate brain development in ba-

bies. Beginning in early May, the CDs will be 
included in more than one million Enfamil 
Diaper Bags given to new mothers as they 
leave the hospital. 

The Enfamil brand is contributing $3 mil-
lion over the next three years to help estab-
lish the Smart Symphonies initiative. The 
contribution will be used to further research 
the effect of classical music on brain devel-
opment in early childhood, and to assist in 
bringing classical music to more families. 
This year, more than one million Smart 
Symphonies CDs will reach parents and 
newborns throughout the country. 

‘‘There are few things more important 
than giving our children every scientific and 
cultural advantage possible. The Recording 
Academy has dedicated itself to aggressively 
supporting research into the educational and 
developmental benefits of music and helping 
to put those findings to practical use,’’ said 
Recording Academy President/CEO Michael 
Greene. ‘‘Partnering with Enfamil in the 
Smart Symphonies project is just another 
example of how the Academy and NARAS 
Foundation use the power of science and 
music to give the youngest members of our 
community a head start.’’ 

Research indicates that babies uncon-
sciously respond to the qualities of classical 
music—rhythm, melody and harmony. The 
relationships among these qualities make it 
easier for infants to understand other kinds 
of relationships later on—relationships of 
time, space and sequence—skills that chil-
dren need to be proficient in science, math 
and problem solving. Findings also suggest 
that good pitch discrimination is associated 
with children learning to read by enhancing 
the phonemic stage of learning.1 

‘‘The first year of life is a critical time for 
development of both a baby’s mind and 
body,’’ said Mead Johnson, Vice President of 
Pediatric Nutritionals, Michael P. 
Russomano. ‘‘For nearly 100 years, Enfamil 
has been dedicated to children’s healthy 
growth and development. Through research 
we continue to strive to provide babies with 
the best nutrition possible. Now through the 
Smart Symphonies initiative, we hope to 
contribute further to babies’ brain develop-
ment.’’ 

The NARAS Foundation and Enfamil con-
sulted numerous experts in music and early 
childhood development to choose several 
well-known classical selections for the 
Smart Symphonies CD. The disc features 16 
classical favorites including Beethoven’s 
Symphony No. 8 in F major, Op. 93 (2nd 
movement), Bach’s Prelude in D minor and 
Mozart’s Concerto for 2 Pianos & Orch, K 365 
(3rd movement). 

‘‘Music enriches our lives and it often 
touches us emotionally; moreover, music can 
help our children to think, reason and be cre-
ative,’’ said John W. Flohr, professor of 
music at Texas Woman’s University, Denton 
TX. ‘‘Research indicates brain activity is 
also affected by the style of music.2, 3 Many 
researchers believe classical may be particu-
larly effective.’’ 

The NARAS Foundation is a non-profit or-
ganization dedicated to helping restore 
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music education to all schools across Amer-
ica and works to ensure access to the na-
tion’s rich music history. In partnership 
with the National Academy of Recording 
Arts & Sciences and its chapters throughout 
the country, the NARAS Foundation engages 
in a variety of cultural, professional and edu-
cational activities designed to enhance 
music education and preserve recorded musi-
cal legacy. 

Mead Johnson Nutritionals is a world lead-
er in nutrition, recognized for developing and 
marketing quality products that meet the 
nutritional and lifestyle needs of children 
and adults of all ages. Mead Johnson 
Nutritionals is a Bristol-Myers Squibb Com-
pany. Bristol-Myers Squibb is a diversified 
worldwide health and personal care company 
whose principal businesses are pharma-
ceuticals, consumer products, beauty care, 
nutritionals and medical devices. 

FOLEY HIGHLIGHTS DANGEROUS IMPLICATIONS 
OF GOVERNMENT RESTRICTIONS INCLUDED IN 
‘‘CULTURAL’’ BILL 
Many mainstream films, CDS, video 

games, books and other materials would be 
banned for teenagers under legislation about 
to be considered by the House of Representa-
tives. The Chairman of the Republican En-
tertainment Industry Task Force, Rep. Mark 
Foley (R–FL), held a news conference to 
highlight the dangerous implications various 
cultural provisions could have on our soci-
ety. 

Foley said the legislation would do little 
to combat youth violence. ‘‘Most of the pro-
visions in this bill are desperate attempts to 
make Congress look like it is doing some-
thing, no matter how unworkable, to respond 
to the tragedy in Littleton,’’ Foley said. ‘‘In 
fact, the legislation—while well-intended—is 
little more than a hodge-podge of phony so-
lutions which won’t stop violent activity 
among America’s young people.’’ 

‘‘To suggest that the federal government 
has a role in manipulating what kind of 
music kids listen to, what kind of video 
games they play or what kind of books or 
magazines they read is unrealistic,’’ Foley 
said. ‘‘Furthermore, the government has no 
business trying to supplant the role of par-
ents in raising their children.’’ 

Foley pointed out that virtually all of the 
provisions in the legislation are either un-
workable, unconstitutional or simply unnec-
essary. In many instances, the bill is so 
broadly drafted it could make it illegal for 
minors to view or listen to a vast range of 
films, music, and reading material which few 
would find inappropriate for teenagers. 

‘‘This bill would allow federal authorities 
to prosecute retail outlets, libraries or video 
rental stores to lend, sell or rent a teenager 
great films like Ben Hur, Lawrence of Ara-
bia, and The Color Purple,’’ Foley said. 
‘‘More recent films like Rocky, Indiana 
Jones & the Temple of Doom, and 
Schindler’s List would be illegal for minors 
to view.’’ 

‘‘I find it stunning that some in this Con-
gress would have the federal government 
make criminals out of those who would allow 
teenagers to read certain books, listen to 
certain music or view a broad range of 
films,’’ Foley said. ‘‘It is very likely that the 
government would be given broad new pow-
ers to prosecute a bookstore owner for sell-
ing any number of books, the manager of a 
discount store for selling certain video 
games or compact discs, or a museum for dis-
playing certain works of art.’’ 

‘‘As a Republican, I thought our party was 
committed to lessening government inter-

ference in the affairs of commerce and our 
personal lives. Instead, this reckless proposal 
would dramatically increase the power of the 
federal government in far too many areas.’’ 

The task force was originally formed by 
the late Rep. Sonny Bono (R–CA) to forge 
closer ties between Republicans and the mo-
tion picture, music and other entertainment- 
oriented industries. 
HOW MANY OF THESE WORKS COULD BE IN-

CLUDED IN A GOVERNMENT-IMPOSED BAN ON 
VIOLENT OR SEXUALLY SUGGESTIVE MATE-
RIALS? 
1. George Orwell’s ‘‘1984’’ (depicts torture). 
2. ‘‘The Accused’’ with Jodie Foster (de-

picts rape). 
3. ‘‘The Autobiography of Miss Jane Pitt-

man’’ with Cicely Tyson (depicts sadism)— 
and, indeed, any work about slavery. 

4. ‘‘The Bible’’ (depicts mutilation, includ-
ing the crucifixion itself, as well as rape, tor-
ture and sadism). 

5. Toni Morrison’s ‘‘Beloved’’ (depicts sa-
dism, mutilation and rape). 

6. Toni Morrison’s ‘‘The Bluest Eve’’ (de-
picts rape). 

7. Edgar Allan Poe’s ‘‘The Cask of Amon-
tillado’’ (depicts torture). 

8. Stanley Kubrick’s ‘‘A Clockwork Or-
ange’’ (depicts rape and sadism). 

9. Alice Walker’s ‘‘The Color Purple’’ (de-
picts rape). 

10. Dostoevsky’s ‘‘Crime and Punishment’’ 
(depicts sadism)—and indeed, any work 
about violent crime. 

11. ‘‘Death and the Maiden’’ (depicts tor-
ture)—and, indeed any work about torture as 
human rights violation. 

12. Donizetti’s ‘‘Lucia de Lamamoor’’ (de-
picts mutilation) Lucia kills her fiance, ap-
pears onstage in a bloody dress, usually with 
a dagger and kills herself. 

13. Waris Dirie’s recent account of female 
genital mutilation. 

14. Anthony Mingholla’s ‘‘The English Pa-
tient’’ (depicts torture). 

15. ‘‘Ghandi’’ (depicts beatings)—and in-
deed, any work about nonviolent resistance 
to violence. 

16. ‘‘Gone With The Wind’’ (depicts rape). 
17. ‘‘Hansel and Gretel’’ (depicts sadism). 
18. Thomas Pynchon’s ‘‘Gravity Rainbow’’ 

(depicts sadomasochism). 
19. Homer’s ‘‘Iliad’’ and ‘‘Odyssey’’ (depicts 

sadism). 
20. Dante’s ‘‘Inferno’’ (depicts torture). 
21. ‘‘The Killing Fields’’ (depicts torture)— 

and indeed, any work about war. 
22. Shakespeare’s ‘‘King Lear’’ (depicts mu-

tilation). 
23. Stephen King’s best-selling works (de-

picts torture and mutilation). 
24. Yeat’s ‘‘Leda and the Swan’’ (depicts 

rape). 
25. ‘‘Life is Beautiful’’ (depicts sadism)— 

and indeed any work about the Holocaust. 
26. ‘‘Little Red Riding Hood’’ (depicts sa-

dism). 
27. ‘‘Marathon Man’’ with Dustin Hoffman 

(depicts torture and sadism). 
28. Ovid’s ‘‘Metamorphoses’’ (depicts rape). 
29. Unberto Eco’s ‘‘The Name of the Rose’’ 

(depicts self-flagellation). 
30. ‘‘Oedipus Rex’’ (depicts self mutilation). 
31. ‘‘Ordinary People’’ (depicts self-mutila-

tion). 
32. ‘‘The Old Woman Who Lived in a Shoe’’ 

(depicts flagellation). 
33. Kafka’s ‘‘The Penal Colony’’ (depicts 

torture). 
34. Edgar Allan Poe’s ‘‘The Pit and the 

Pendulum’’ (depicts torture). 
35. Tina Turner’s ‘‘Rock Me, Baby’’ (de-

picts sexual material). 

36. Anne Rice’s best-selling works (depicts 
sadomasochism). 

37. ‘‘Roots’’ (depicts torture and sadism). 
38. ‘‘Saving Private Ryan’’ (depicts sa-

dism). 
39. Nathaniel Hawthorne’s ‘‘The Scarlet 

Letter’’ (depicts self-flagellation). 
40. ‘‘Schindler’s List’’ (depicts torture and 

sadism). 
41. Verdi’s ‘‘Ostello’’ (depicts mutilation) 

Ostello strangles his own wife with his bare 
hands. 

42. Tennessee Williams ‘‘Streetcar Named 
Desire’’ (depicts rape). 

43. Billie Holiday’s ‘‘Strange Fruit’’ (de-
picts lynching). 

44. Terence Malick’s ‘‘The Thin Red Line’’ 
(depicts sadism). 

45. Clint Eastwood’s ‘‘Unforgiven’’ (depicts 
rape). 

46. Frank Sinatra and Kurt Weil’s ‘‘Mack 
the Knife’’ (depicts acts of mutilation). 

47. Linda Ronstadt’s ‘‘Tumbling Dice’’ (de-
picts rape). 

49. E.L. Doctorow’s ‘‘Ragtime’’ (depicts 
multilation)—character is beaten to death 
onstage. 

50. Puccini’s ‘‘Tosca’’ (depicts torture and 
mutilation)—the main character, 
Cavaradossi, is tortured by Scarpia. Tosca 
also kills Scarpia by stabbing and commits 
suicide. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER). 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Illinois for yield-
ing me this time, and I want to salute 
him as one of the giants in this body 
and a Member who has distinguished 
himself by seeing things many times 
much more clearly than the rest of us. 

Let me just say to all of my col-
leagues who have talked about those 
who would be inconvenienced by this 
legislation. Legislation does tend to in-
convenience people. And in deter-
mining that we are going to pass legis-
lation and inconvenience some people 
so that we might do a service for oth-
ers, we establish a priority list. 

I have heard on the other side of this 
argument an interesting priority list. 
It seems to be the same time after 
time. First, we have to worry about the 
vendor at the 7–Eleven. That is a per-
son we really have to be concerned 
about. Of course, we do not worry 
about that vendor when we establish 
criminal sanctions for selling ciga-
rettes to minors because it might dam-
age their lungs, but we should really 
worry about that vendor if we are sell-
ing stuff that might damage their 
minds and damage their souls. In that 
case the vendor has to be the number 
one person on our priority list to be 
concerned about. 

Secondly, of course, the recording 
artist. We have to be very concerned 
about them. We have to be very con-
cerned about the distributors. And I 
presume we should be very concerned 
about those who write the PAC checks. 

Finally, at the bottom of our concern 
list, our priority list, are the children 
and maybe a little bit below them the 
family. 
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I understand that this is complex leg-

islation. All of those of us who have 
tried cases involving freedom of speech 
understand that. But we can work our 
way through this. This is excellent leg-
islation. It goes to the heart of the 
problem that is hurting America right 
now. Let us pass the Hyde amendment. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. HULSHOF). 

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Chairman, if I be-
lieved that passing one additional law 
or a library filled with law books would 
prevent incidences of school violence in 
America, I would stand here and lead 
the charge. 

b 1630 

But the fact is the answer to school 
violence in America is not here in 
Washington. The answer to tragedies 
like Littleton, Colorado are found in 
Littleton, Colorado. 

Were it in my power, Mr. Chairman, 
I would urge this body to adjourn and 
urge all Members to go home to have 
listening sessions with students home 
from student breaks, to encourage par-
ents to get more involved in raising 
their kids. 

My sentiment on this issue is just as 
strong today as it will be during to-
morrow’s debate. And just as I believe 
it is inappropriate to point the barrel 
of the gun at manufacturers or at law- 
abiding citizens who enjoy the protec-
tions of the second amendment, I be-
lieve it is equally inappropriate to 
train the lens of the video camera on 
the entertainment industry or those 
that are enjoying their first amend-
ment rights. 

Regrettably, I ask for a vote of ‘‘no’’ 
on the Hyde amendment. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL). 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in reluctant opposition to this amend-
ment, and I rise in support of the first 
amendment. Tomorrow I will be rising 
in defense of the second amendment. 

At the rate this Congress is going, by 
the Fourth of July, we will probably 
have successfully trampled upon the 
entirety of the Bill of Rights. 

I do love my good friend the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), the 
author of the amendment. And I want 
to pay him my great respect and affec-
tion, he is a wonderful gentleman and a 
valuable Member of this body, and also 
to other Members on both sides of the 
aisle. I am satisfied that they are doing 
what they believe is right, and I believe 
that these are sincere and well-inten-
tioned efforts. But I believe that the 
amendment is flawed and, in all prob-
ability, unconstitutional. 

We know the difficulty of trying to 
define exactly what materials may be 
offensive or harmful or dangerous. In 
any event, I do not think it is the busi-
ness of the Congress to let the courts 

do our jobs for us. There is a difference 
between assigning blame and assuming 
responsibility. Assigning blame is not 
going to bring back the children who 
were senselessly and tragically taken 
from us in Colorado and Georgia. But 
in assuming responsibility, we might 
proceed toward better legislation and 
prevent another Littleton in the fu-
ture. 

Unfortunately, too much of the juve-
nile justice legislation is about blame 
and too little about responsibility. 

What I would like to see, however, is 
legislation that does not attack the 
Bill of Rights but instead deals with 
the root causes of juvenile crime, in-
cluding the reduction in poverty, im-
provement of education and mental 
health and the development of job op-
portunities for decent wages. 

I would like to see legislation that 
will attack the problem that our juve-
nile court judge back home talks 
about, where he has to release kids to 
the street who are functionally insane 
and a threat to the society. I believe 
that that would be something which we 
could do that would be really impor-
tant. We are in the unusual position on 
the juvenile justice bill of having a leg-
islative process which usually works 
with the Senate stepping in after the 
House acts to calm the passions of this 
body. 

Today the House appears eager to 
join in trouncing the amendments to 
the Constitution. I ask my colleagues 
to vote ‘‘no’’ and to protect the cher-
ished constitutional rights. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the chairman of the Committee 
on the Judiciary for yielding me the 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no greater re-
sponsibility than raising a child. It 
does not help parents when children 
are besieged by graphic violence, pro-
miscuous sex, and foul language on TV, 
in the movies, in music, and on video 
games. 

Ironically, current laws actually pre-
vent entertainment industry execu-
tives from meeting to create a vol-
untary code of conduct on the grounds 
that such meetings might hinder com-
petition. 

To solve this problem, I introduced 
bipartisan legislation this Congress 
that would grant a narrow exception to 
current laws that bar such meetings. 
The entertainment industry should 
have the opportunity to meet and dis-
cuss voluntary standards that could 
help improve the content of television, 
movies, music, and video games. 

I thank the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HYDE) for including this provision 
in the amendment to protect children 
from the culture of violence. 

The small screen and CD at home, 
the large screen in the theaters, and 

video games wherever they are played, 
all too often fill young hearts and 
minds with a poisonous effluent. Vio-
lence is glorified and graphic stable 
families are ridiculed or ignored. Au-
thority figures, including parents, are 
mocked. Religion is deemed irrelevant. 
Right and wrong are relative. 

Entertainment executives need to as-
sume some responsibility for under-
mining American values whether they 
intended to do so or not. They can 
change our culture for the better sim-
ply by agreeing to turn their micro-
phones and cameras in a different di-
rection. This provision gives them that 
opportunity. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, it gives 
me special pleasure to yield 11⁄2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. SCARBOROUGH). 

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

I regretfully rise to oppose this 
amendment, and I do so despite the 
fact I have the greatest respect for the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE). 
Like him, I believe we should have 
more control over the content of what 
our children watch. My concern is giv-
ing that control to Washington, D.C. 

Now, if the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HYDE) were around to police and 
interpret these broad guidelines in the 
future regarding the first amendment, 
I would be more at ease. Regretfully, 
though, he will not. I fear the law of 
unintended consequences will kick in 
and the Federal Government’s further 
involvement in the first amendment 
will prove troublesome. 

We have the best of intentions today 
working around the first amendment, 
just like tomorrow we will have the 
best of intentions working around the 
second amendment. But, regretfully, I 
think both efforts are misguided. And I 
would hope my friends who are so ea-
gerly defending the first amendment 
today will just as eagerly defend the 
second amendment tomorrow, because 
I believe, like the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. HULSHOF), that the answers 
to Littleton, Colorado lie not in Wash-
ington, D.C., but in listening sessions 
at home, by more engaged parents and 
by prayerful communities that once 
again turn their focus back to God. 

Regretfully, I do oppose this amend-
ment and ask my friends to do the 
same and vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LOFGREN). 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I 
think this amendment is a good exam-
ple of why it is too bad that we have 
short-circuited the committee process. 
I actually have a very strong interest 
in seeing whether we may extend the 
obscenity statutes to violence. 

After all, what is more dangerous, 
sex or violence? 

As the mother of two teenagers, con-
cerned about violence, I have a legiti-
mate interest in an amendment that 
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would deal with violence. But I look at 
this amendment and I see it will in-
stantly be declared unconstitutional. 

Taking a look at the legislative 
drafting on the first page, as someone 
who works with the Internet a lot, I 
can see that this proposal closely pat-
terns the Communications Decency 
Act, which the Supreme Court declared 
unconstitutional. 

I must say that I am concerned, if 
this were to pass as written, we would 
be in the awkward situation of telling 
my teens that whoever sold them 
‘‘Shakespeare In Love’’ on a video 
would be subject to criminal sanctions, 
and whoever sold them ‘‘Attack D.C. 9’’ 
would not. I think that is preposterous. 

Chairman HYDE has asserted that his 
amendment would not bar the selling of a film 
like ‘‘Shakespeare in Love’’ to minors because 
the film has ‘‘redeeming social value’’, the 
standard utilized in the analysis of sexually ex-
plicit material. 

It would appear, however, that Chairman 
HYDE is not familiar with his own amendment. 
Nowhere within his amendment may those 
words be found. Instead, the standard found in 
section 1471 includes material that, with re-
spect to minors, is designed to appeal or pan-
der to the prurient, shameful or morbid inter-
est, as well as material that is patently offen-
sive and not suitable for minors and material 
which ‘‘lacks serious literary, artistic, political 
or scientific value for minors’’. 

I think it is clear that the winner of this 
year’s academy awards, a movie rated ‘‘R’’ for 
a reason, would run afoul of the Hyde amend-
ment. 

I repeat my distress that we would put be-
hind bars those who sell a video of ‘‘Shake-
speare in Love’’ to a teenager, but continue to 
allow persons to sell a Tec–DC9 assault 
weapon to that same teenager. 

As a mother of two teens, I have a genuine 
interest in seeing whether we could extend the 
obscenity laws to violence. But the Hyde 
amendment is not a serious effort to do that. 
Instead, it is a patently political attempt to try 
to discredit those who would stand up for the 
First Amendment as political cover for those 
who, tomorrow, will misuse the Second 
Amendment in an effort to protect the culture 
of gun violence and those who profit from gun 
violence in America. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) has 71⁄2 min-
utes remaining. The gentleman from 
California (Mr. BERMAN) has 101⁄2 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP). 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Hyde amendment. I have great re-
spect for the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and his inten-
tions, and I admire him for trying to do 
something about the violence which 
pervades our culture and, more par-
ticularly, affects our young people. We 
were all horrified by the shootings in 

Colorado and Georgia; and, like most 
people, we must all work to ensure a 
similar event does not occur again. 

The amendment before us has signifi-
cant constitutional repercussion. And 
while the chairman raises significant 
questions, not one hearing on this new 
legal concept that violence is obscenity 
has occurred, and that has been par-
ticularly disappointing to me. 

As a father, I share the chairman’s 
determination to keep violence and ob-
scenity out of the hands of our Nation’s 
children. But look at the volumes of 
case law on obscenity. All the laws and 
judges’ opinions in the world have not 
done very well in ridding our society of 
obscenity. We need to change people’s 
hearts and minds. If we do, the power 
of consumers and the marketplace will 
be more powerful than any law we 
could pass. 

The amendment before us tramples 
on the first amendment. I urge a ‘‘no’’ 
vote. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from California 
(Mr. BILBRAY). 

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a 14-year-old boy who confronted me 
with the fact that he was able to get in 
his hand, because he found some vid-
eos, a material that he, as a 14-year- 
old, knew was obscene violence. 

There is going to be a lot of debate 
about the Bill of Rights today and to-
morrow. But all I have got to say is 
that those of my colleagues that so 
fear any one of the restrictions on any 
one of the Bill of Rights, remember 
that reasonable applications of restric-
tions do not threaten the Bill of 
Rights, they reinforce and protect 
them. And I would ask my colleagues 
to understand that we have accepted, 
as a society, that we do not accept sex-
ual obscenity to be sold to our chil-
dren. 

I praise the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HYDE) for being brave enough to 
confront us with the fact that violent 
obscenity should not be sold to our 
children either. 

I hear my colleagues who are out-
raged at Joe Camel somehow getting 
our kids to smoke and demanding that 
that be stopped. But if they would see 
the videos and the VCRs and the other 
information that our children are being 
exposed to, then they would see what a 
14-year-old would know; that obscene, 
violent action should not be sold to our 
children. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES). 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the Hyde amend-
ment. 

Just before coming to Congress, I 
served as the Cuyahoga County pros-
ecutor. It was my responsibility to 
prosecute cases much similar to what 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) 
is proposing on this date. 

I tell my colleagues, as a prosecutor, 
I would stop and say, huh, what exactly 
is it he is asking me to prosecute? How 
can I prosecute such a case as this? 

I am a mother of a 16-year-old, and I 
am concerned about him, too. But it is 
my responsibility, not Congress’, to de-
cide what violent material we should 
be taking from our children and not al-
lowing them to see. 

So, as a mother and a prosecutor, I 
rise in opposition to this amendment. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. DEAL). 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
today’s amendment focuses on the cul-
ture of violence that has saturated our 
society. 

While some would argue that tele-
vision, the Internet, satellite trans-
missions, movies, and video games 
have not contributed to this culture of 
violence, I disagree. I believe their mis-
use has desensitized all of us by mak-
ing murder, rape, assault, and mayhem 
appear commonplace and acceptable 
through the process of repetition and 
overexposure. 

To claim that the first amendment 
renders us powerless to deal with this 
issue is to claim that our Bill of Rights 
is static, such as never has been the 
case. Just as the Bill of Rights is flexi-
ble enough to prevent the innovative 
and technology-enhanced intrusions of 
government on the rights of individ-
uals, it is, likewise, rationale enough 
to prevent it from being used as a 
cloak to conceal and protect conduct 
that is ultimately destructive to soci-
ety as a whole. 

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment. 

Every generation wrestles with the reality 
that the internal universe of society is con-
stantly expanding. Advances in technology 
continue to push back the darkness of the un-
known and open up new territories that were 
hidden from the view of our ancestors. Our 
generation has experienced an explosion of 
technologies—television, the Internet, satellite 
transmissions, movies, video games, and cel-
lular telephones, to name a few. These have 
expanded the scope of our childrens’ world far 
beyond that which existed during our own 
childhood. 

Even though the world in this last decade of 
the 20th century, as magnified by the informa-
tion age, is vastly different from the world of 
our founding fathers in the last decade of the 
18th century, we are firmly committed to main-
taining the structure of order embodied by our 
founding fathers in our Constitution and Bill of 
Rights. Today’s debate focuses on a culture of 
violence that has saturated our society. While 
some will argue that the new technologies pre-
viously enumerated have not contributed to 
this culture of violence, I disagree. I believe 
their misuse has desensitized all of us by 
making murder, rape, assault and mayhem 
appear commonplace and acceptable through 
the process of repetition and overexposure. If, 
therefore, these advanced technologies, which 
should be the tools for advancing civilization, 
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have in fact nurtured primitive instincts of vio-
lence that are not compatible with making us 
more civilized, the clear questions arises as to 
what can government do to reverse this proc-
ess without infringing on the individual liberties 
of our citizens’ 

To claim that the 1st Amendment renders 
us powerless to deal with this issue is to claim 
that our Bill of Rights is static. Such has never 
been the case. Just as the Bill of rights is 
flexible enough to prevent the innovative and 
technology enhanced intrusions of government 
on the rights of individuals, it is likewise ration-
al enough to prevent it from being used as a 
cloak to conceal and protect conduct that is ul-
timately destructive of the society as a whole. 

I commend Chairman HYDE for his amend-
ment which applies the constitutionally sanc-
tioned constraints on obscenity to the matter 
of violence as directed at children. Since both 
have adverse effects on society it is altogether 
appropriate for this Congress to confront our 
culture of violence in this orderly approach, 
and I urge adoption of this amendment. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that each side be 
granted an additional 2 minutes; 2 min-
utes for the gentleman from California 
(Mr. BERMAN) and 2 minutes for us. 

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

There was no objection. 

b 1645 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. DUNCAN). 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Hyde amend-
ment. Senator MOYNIHAN said a few 
years ago that we have been defining 
deviancy down, accepting as a part of 
life what we once found repugnant. 
How true this is, and unfortunately it 
is becoming more so every day. 

I remember several months ago com-
ing home one Friday night and hearing 
Barbara Walters say she was about to 
show on 20/20 the most important pro-
gram she had ever presented on tele-
vision. With her long career, I won-
dered what this could be. What it 
turned out to be was a program warn-
ing parents about the warped, evil, sick 
things mainly of a violent or sexual na-
ture available to children over the 
Internet and on videos and tapes and so 
forth. We should all do whatever we 
can, even in a small way, to slow this 
flood of this toxic mind warping, sick, 
evil, violent, and obscene material that 
is reaching our children today. 

This is one of the most important 
amendments we have ever had before 
us in this House, and it is time to say 
that enough is enough and that today 
we started a new and better direction. 
As a judge who dealt with constitu-
tional issues for 71⁄2 years before com-
ing to Congress, I urge support for this 
very well-crafted amendment. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. BARR). 

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise today in very strong support of 
the intent and the purpose and the 
goals of this legislation, but unfortu-
nately I am unable to support the leg-
islation, as drafted, and urge rather 
than move forward and vote for H.R. 
2036, we defeat this amendment, this 
bill, and move forward with a long- 
term study to really get to the bottom 
of why these pieces of material, why 
these materials are being marketed, 
what is the relationship between these 
materials being marketed and violence 
so that we can better craft a more nar-
rowly focused and constitutionally 
sound piece of legislation. 

I listened intently to the debate and 
have studied this issue extensively and 
find myself also in agreement with my 
colleague from California (Mr. ROGAN). 
I cannot, and I do not think any of us 
can, escape the fact that ultimately it 
is parents that have the ultimate con-
trol over what our children see, hear 
and do, and we can pass all of the legis-
lation we want that places all sorts of 
restrictions, labeling, access to mate-
rials that we want, but if parents allow 
their children to watch these mate-
rials, if they allow them to listen to 
these materials, as vile, as disgusting, 
as disgraceful, as obscene, as porno-
graphic as they may be, it is the par-
ents that have to assume ultimate re-
sponsibility, and no amount of legisla-
tion that we can pass will do that, and 
I am afraid that, if we pass this legisla-
tion, it will set us back because I do 
not think there is really any way that 
this can avoid being struck down, at 
least provisions of it, as being uncon-
stitutional, and then we are back be-
hind the 8 ball once again. 

So I would urge all of our colleagues 
who want, I believe on both sides of the 
aisle, to address this problem of youth 
violence, obscenity, to take a harder 
look at it, to work together, all of us, 
to try and craft a sounder piece of leg-
islation, but ultimately recognizing 
that unless the parents of America’s 
children take more of an interest in en-
suring that their children do not 
watch, hear or read the material that 
we are trying to reach here, nothing 
that we do is going to solve the prob-
lem. 

So, again I urge defeat of this bill 
and strong support for what it is trying 
to do for future legislation. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. FRANK). 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, before the gentleman from 
Georgia leaves the floor, I just wanted 
to take this opportunity to express my 
agreement with the gentleman from 
Georgia to help advance the legislative 
process and to satisfy all that hunger 
for civility out there in the country. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. TAUZIN). 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Hyde amendment, 
not because I oppose what the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) would 
like to see in this country. I think all 
of us would like to see less violence, all 
of us would like to see less obscenity in 
movies, all of us would like to see the 
culture expressed in our media, on the 
Internet and in the books and games 
and movies that our children watch to 
be less violent and less obscene. 

The problem basically, as I know has 
been expressed many times here, but I 
need to say it again as chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations, Trade, and Consumer Protec-
tion whose principal responsibility is 
to protect this free speech society, is 
that we cannot constitutionally do 
this. We cannot constitutionally dic-
tate the content of speech in America 
as much as we would like to, as emo-
tionally as I feel, as deeply as I hurt 
when I see the scenes on television that 
we have seen of children killing chil-
dren. 

I am reminded about that child at 
Columbine who said, look, we all watch 
the same movies, we all play the same 
games, but we do not go around killing 
our classmates. Go check with that 
family, go check with those kids, go 
check with that culture that these kids 
grew up in, and do something about it. 
But do not think that because we see 
these same movies we are going to end 
up killing each other. We need to do 
something much more basic than regu-
late free speech. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. WELDON). 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the amend-
ment, and I commend the chairman, 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HYDE), for including antitrust protec-
tion to the entertainment industry in 
order for them to establish a set of 
guidelines to help protect children 
from harmful behavior. I was working 
on introducing a bill to provide this 
type of antitrust protection, and I was 
extremely pleased to see the chairman 
include this in his amendment. 

The National Association of Broad-
casters had a code of conduct that they 
abided by until it was abandoned by 
the broadcasters in 1983. Since then 
standards which broadcasters find ac-
ceptable have deteriorated. Eighty per-
cent of Americans have expressed con-
cern about the increasingly graphic 
portrayals of sex, violence, vulgarity 
and programming that sanctions and 
glorifies criminal, antisocial and de-
grading behavior. The Hyde amend-
ment will permit the entertainment in-
dustry to work collaboratively to de-
velop a set of voluntary programming 
guidelines. This system worked well for 
decades. It was not perfect, but it did 
put the impetus on Hollywood to re-
frain from exploiting the American 
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people and producing products that are 
directed toward the prurient interests 
of our young people. 

Hollywood has cast aside responsi-
bility in recent years, and it is time 
that they respect traditional values. 
The reestablishment of a code of con-
duct will enable the American people 
to know clearly where the entertain-
ment industry falls on this issue. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. NAD-
LER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Hyde amendment, 
which is a well-intended but flawed 
proposal that does violence to the First 
Amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose the Hyde 
amendment. 

While we must take action to address vio-
lence in our schools and to save children’s 
lives, some in Congress seem to feel that it 
should be more difficult to see a picture of a 
gun, than to go out and buy one. 

This amendment is overly broad and uncon-
stitutionally vague. 

It would take obscenity, which is removed 
from First Amendment protections, and ex-
pand its definition beyond the limits estab-
lished by the Supreme Court. 

In the process, it would create a federally 
imposed ban on the sale of certain material. It 
would challenge retailers to decide whether or 
not a particular work has redeeming value. 
This amendment would be incredibly difficult 
to implement, lead to confusion for both the 
creators and distributors of artistic works, and 
could inadvertently chill free speech for adults 
as well as children. 

There is far too much violence in the media 
today, but we must not compromise the First 
Amendment in our efforts to protect our chil-
dren. Parents already have the right to deny 
their children access to violent movies, music, 
magazines, and video games that they do not 
find appropriate for their children. If we stop 
buying this violent material, people will stop 
selling it. 

Many leaders in the arts and entertainment 
community care deeply about the proliferation 
of violent material and are taking steps to ad-
dress this problem. The media can and should 
also play a role in promoting nonviolent activi-
ties, youth problem solving, and ways to avoid 
gun violence. We can address excessive vio-
lence in the media without trampling on our 
First Amendment rights. 

I will leave you with one final note. We 
ought not to make the entertainment commu-
nity the scape goat for the massacre at Col-
umbine High School. Surely, this bill will not 
effectively address school violence unless it 
also addresses youth access to guns. Popular 
films and music lyrics are not the root cause 
of violence in our society and guns are far 
more deadly than any CD or video tape could 
ever be. As one Columbine senior pointed out, 
if the media was at fault, then every one of the 
1,850 students at Columbine would all be kill-
ers because they all watch the same movies 
and share in other types of entertainment. In 
fact, if films caused violence then one would 
expect crime rates to rise in every country 

which imports American movies. However, 
Japan, which is a heavy importer of American 
films, has one of the lowest crime rates in the 
world. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the Hyde 
amendment. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY). 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Chairman, 
far from putting parents in charge, as 
my esteemed colleague from Illinois 
has stated, his culture of violence 
amendment puts big brother squarely 
in control of the games, art, movies, 
books and other materials available to 
our children. No work of art, magazine 
or CD is exempt from government scru-
tiny. No sales clerk at Blockbuster, 
ticket sales at the movies, librarian, 
museum employee would be free from 
the threat of a jail term. In fact, even 
if a parent explicitly consented to the 
purchase of materials deemed to be too 
violent or obscene, that sales clerk is 
at risk. 

This is big government at its worst, 
supported, it seems, by the same indi-
viduals who rail against big govern-
ment. It is intrusion into the personal 
lives of every American, a threat to 
educational and artistic freedom, a di-
rect assault on the First Amendment, 
and above all, this amendment under-
cuts the freedom which is at the core of 
our American values. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA). 

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

It is time for all America to come to-
gether collectively and say that we do 
wish to get rid of the violence, the ob-
scenity, that we see constantly on our 
television, hear on radio, read in print, 
but I hope that we would turn away 
from the proposals that would have us 
create a new Federal cultural police 
that would be empowered to determine 
what is violent and what is sexual in 
the material that we will see, hear or 
read. 

With all due respect to the chairman 
of the Committee on the Judiciary 
whom I respect dearly, this is not the 
way to go. I have three young children, 
and it is my responsibility, along with 
my wife’s to make sure that they grow 
up understanding what is right and 
what is wrong and knowing when it is 
right to read, to listen, to watch and 
hopefully teach them enough that they 
will make the right decisions as they 
grow older. But for us to say that the 
national government can do it better 
than I can is to completely abandon 
our values and our responsibilities. 

I would hope that we would learn 
that the message we try to send to 
America is one of collectively getting 
together and resolving this issue of vio-
lence that we see pervasively invading 
our communities, but let us not do it 

by putting the heavy hand of govern-
ment on top of that. 

Vote against this amendment. 
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 

seconds to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. GILCHREST). 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me. I fully support this amend-
ment and urge my colleagues to vote in 
favor of this amendment. This is not an 
assault on the First Amendment or 
freedom of speech. This is a courageous 
step to limit vulgarity and violence. 

Let me take a second to talk about 
big brother, the Federal Government. 
The Federal Government helps parents 
protect their children from dirty air, 
the Federal Government helps parents 
protect their children from dirty 
water, the Federal Government helps 
parents protect their children’s equal 
rights. 

So I think it is only incumbent upon 
us for the Federal Government to help 
parents protect their children from 
vulgar, violent videos. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I hate to 
keep doing this to the gentleman from 
Hollywood, but people keep wandering 
up and wanting a little time. Would the 
gentleman endure one more unanimous 
consent request for 2 more minutes on 
each side? 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, I would simply 
like to point out to the gentleman, as 
I have told him several times, that I 
am from North Hollywood, not from 
Hollywood; and secondly, that I 
thought last fall in the Committee on 
the Judiciary I was in Hollywood. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GARY MILLER). 

Mr. GARY MILLER of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in favor of the Hyde 
amendment in H.R. 1501 as a whole be-
cause we need to provide physical safe-
ty for our children, and we need to pro-
tect our children from the influence of 
explicit, obscene material. 

I support the Hyde amendments be-
cause we need to do what we can to 
protect our children from those who 
would sell them offensive material. Mi-
chael Carneal is currently in jail for 
killing three students in 1997’s school 
shooting in Paducah, Kentucky. Mi-
chael was an avid computer user who 
logged on to the Internet and immersed 
his brain in the sexually material he 
found there. Ever since the Clinton ad-
ministration stopped all prosecution of 
extremely violent and sexual pornog-
raphy our children and those who prey 
upon them have had easy access to the 
most disturbing, mind-impacting mate-
rial. This amendment seeks to protect 
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the minds of our children by holding 
people who sell obscene material to 
children accountable and by evaluating 
the impact of violent products on our 
children. 

H.R. 1501 attempts to protect the ma-
jority of our children who make the 
right choices from those who make the 
wrong choices by treating juveniles 
like adults, when they act like adults 
and commit violent crimes by keeping 
guns out of the hands of juvenile crimi-
nals, and by making the largest com-
munity investment in juvenile justice 
reform in history. 

b 1700 

Congress cannot make a perfect 
world, but we can empower families 
and communities to protect their chil-
dren. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, we are 
all concerned about violence. However, 
I never dreamed that I would see the 
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary assault the Constitution in the 
way this amendment does. 

This amendment is outrageous and it 
does danger not only to the children of 
this society, but to all of the citizens of 
this society. I say to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), we are not 
going back to burning books, we are 
not going to lock people up for artistic 
expression. The Constitution of the 
United States guarantees us freedom of 
expression. We cannot violate the Con-
stitution in the name of wanting to do 
something about violence. 

What we should be doing is using our 
power to assist families and children 
and to help parents, many of whom are 
working, to deal with the problems of 
young people in a considered way. I am 
absolutely outraged by the fact that 
one of the best legal minds in this 
House would bring this trash to the 
floor of the Congress of the United 
States of America. It is outrageous and 
it should be defeated. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. GRANGER) in 
support of this trash. 

Ms. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, in the 
wake of Littleton, I think many of us 
are prepared to produce solutions and 
often guarantee that they will save 
America. Well, I am going to say that 
it is more than gun control, it is more 
than all that we are looking at; it is 
less violence on television, it is more of 
the culture of guns and the culture of 
violence, and we have to address the 
culture of our country. 

To be honest, I do not know what the 
solution is and neither does anybody 
else. I know that we do not today want 
to confuse motion with action. I am 
afraid too many of us are anxious to be 
seen doing just something about youth 
violence. I do not want to do some-

thing, I want to do the right thing, and 
I think that is passing reasonable 
measures and not overbilling the effect 
that they have. 

I know one thing for sure, and that is 
that to do this we have to touch the 
minds and the hearts of our young peo-
ple. We also have to touch what is 
around them and what is entering their 
mind. That is why I am so supportive 
of the Hyde amendment. I think it is a 
very common-sense approach to an all- 
too-common problem of criminals 
transmitting sexual and violent mate-
rial to our children. 

There is never, ever, ever a reason for 
pornography to reach the hands and 
the hearts of our children, and we must 
stop it, and this will do that. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield such time as she may 
consume to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. PELOSI). 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, in order 
to protect my 5 children and my 4 
grandchildren, I rise in opposition to 
this frightening amendment, and I urge 
my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that given 
that this measure did not have the 
scrutiny of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary and a chance to fine-tune it, I 
think it pays to take just a minute or 
two to sum up a few of the criticisms of 
the piece of legislation in front of us. 

First of all, it is not just about mo-
tion pictures, it is not just about tele-
vision, it is not just about musical re-
cordings; it applies to books, to pam-
phlets, to magazines, to drawings, to 
photographs, to sculptures. 

Secondly, as I mentioned earlier, it 
seeks to translate the obscenity for-
mula grafted onto depictions of vio-
lence and federalize the entire matter, 
and then claim to provide community 
standards so that a particular sculp-
ture or movie or picture or book may 
have one standard and be quite fine for 
sale to minors in Manhattan, New 
York, and not in eastern Montana or in 
Jackson, Mississippi. A law which 
seeks to federalize the criminal con-
duct of selling inappropriate depiction 
of minor children, depictions of vio-
lence to minors, and at the same time 
decentralize community standards all 
across the country is going to have to 
fall as vague, impermissibly broad, and 
setting up an absence of adequate no-
tice to any single person who might be 
regulated. 

Thirdly, it exonerates the producers 
of this; it criminalizes the activity of 
the vendors. 

Fourth, in response to the gentleman 
from Maryland, yes, the Federal Gov-
ernment spends a great deal of time 
protecting the clean air and the health 
and the welfare of the population, but 
a long time ago, we decided there were 
some limits on what the Federal Gov-
ernment could do. 

The first and foremost of that was 
the prohibition on the Federal Govern-
ment interfering with protected 
speech. This seeks to strike at and 
criminalize protected speech. It is un-
constitutional, and I think the Mem-
bers of this body should not support 
and willingly pass a measure which has 
no chance whatsoever of being held up 
in the courts. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, how much 
time remains? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California (Mr. BERMAN) has 41⁄4 
minutes remaining; the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) has 41⁄2 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK). 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, we could stress that there 
are important aspects of this amend-
ment which are not controversial and 
which will be presented in other fo-
rums: the antitrust exception, the 
health-related study. 

One of the problems with this amend-
ment is we are not talking here only 
about fiction or things that people 
make up. This amendment covers de-
pictions of the truth. This amendment 
covers depictions of unpleasant events. 
This amendment does not exempt the 
news, if it is presented for commercial 
purposes. What this amendment does is 
introduce an element of censorship by 
the Federal Government into the pres-
entation by the media, as long as they 
are not working for free, and none of 
them are that I have ever met; it intro-
duces this element of Federal censor-
ship into the media’s depiction of un-
pleasantness. 

Yes, we should treat 16-year-olds and 
15-year-olds seriously. Shielding them, 
screening them through a Federal proc-
ess before they hear about some of the 
terrible things that go on in the world, 
torture is part of the world. These 
things are part of what goes on. I do 
not want people portraying what hap-
pened in Kosovo and helping explain 
why we were in there militarily to 
have to check with the Federal stat-
utes before they decide how they can 
present this to 16-year-olds. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from Youngstown, 
Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT). 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, no 
one perhaps in the history of this body 
knows or understands or has fought to 
uphold constitutional rights better 
than our chairman, the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE). Evidently, in 
listening to this debate, the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) has decided to 
challenge some of the interpretations 
by some appointed judges who have 
maybe unknowingly or without mean-
ing protected the rights of many mur-
derers, while leaving a wake of victims 
in cemetery plots all over America. 
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The first amendment was never in-

tended to promote harm. I join today 
with the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HYDE), the chairman of our Committee 
on the Judiciary, on the floor of this 
House in that challenge of interpreta-
tions by judges that we as Members of 
Congress should have a say in creating 
those laws and, when necessary, chal-
lenging those decisions. I want to ap-
plaud our chairman for the courage to 
come out here and take the shots of at-
tacking our Constitution. He has never 
done that. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, could I 
inquire as to the remaining time on 
both sides? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California (Mr. BERMAN) has 31⁄4 
minutes remaining; the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) has 31⁄2 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY). 

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in strong opposition 
to this amendment. Once again, we are 
going down a path where we are going 
to be asking the government to set 
some standards on what really does 
constitute violence, and what will have 
the impact of encouraging our children 
to engage in behavior that could be de-
structive to other families and to our 
society. 

But I also take exception to that, be-
cause as a father of two teenage daugh-
ters, I know that at times they are ex-
posed to violent movies and other 
forms of violence that could be de-
structive to them. But they do not act 
out in a violent way. It is because my 
wife Linda and I have done the job of 
instilling the values in them that allow 
them to be exposed to this material 
and still make the right choices. 

It is, quite frankly, a cop-out for par-
ents and families and people to accuse 
people who are perhaps putting to-
gether information or videos or dif-
ferent material as being the cause of 
widespread violence that is leading to 
so much trouble in our communities. 

Once again, the responsibility lies 
with the families, with the community 
that supports the principles and the 
values of our country, and we should 
oppose this amendment. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Mrs. MEEK). 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to ask for the defeat of the 
Hyde amendment. With all of the re-
spect each of us has for the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), he is not an 
Oracle of Delphi when it comes to the 
Constitution of this country. 

The Constitution of this country 
gives us a right as parents to make our 
youngsters behave. That is what we 
have done wrong in this country. We 
think that this law, no other law can 
protect us, if we do not raise our chil-

dren the way we want them to be 
raised. If we do not raise them with 
some respect, if we do not make them 
turn off the TV when it is time, if we 
do not say to them that this is wrong, 
that there should not be any violence, 
and the Bible says thou shalt not kill. 
So why is it that we will sit here in 
this Congress feeling that we have such 
a noble position that we can put laws 
in that will mandate morality and help 
us teach our children when we are not 
teaching them ourselves? 

I say to my colleagues, as a grand-
mother of 6 and a mother of 3, that this 
is wrong, I say to the gentleman from 
Illinois. This Constitution, as much as 
the gentleman wants it to help, he is 
violating it by putting this in the stat-
utes of this country. 

So I ask this Congress to please op-
pose and vote against the Hyde amend-
ment. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
our remaining time to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), the 
ranking member of the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BERMAN) and my colleagues 
who have spoken here today. 

In a way, I think we all realize the 
importance and significance of this 
amendment offered by the Chairman of 
the Committee on the Judiciary, the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), be-
cause it is a watershed. Either we are 
to overlook the existing case law, the 
first amendment as most of us appre-
ciate it, and move in a very overreac-
tive way to deal with the cultural as-
pects of the problem of youth violence, 
or we do not. And it is clear to me that 
this debate has put on record that in 
this area I can proudly associate my-
self with the views of the majority of 
the Members of this House of Rep-
resentatives. 

Now, in addition and over and above 
the constitutional problems, let us not 
rush to judgment on this quote, Holly-
wood phenomenon. Let us recognize 
that the V chips, let parents block out 
television programs; that movies have 
ratings. 

Mr. Valenti has told us that he is 
putting the word out that the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on 
the Judiciary are not taking the cul-
tural problem lightly. Please join us in 
turning back an amendment that 
would be unworkable and likely uncon-
stitutional. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self my remaining time. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. CONYERS) and the gentleman from 
California (Mr. BERMAN) for a very civil 
and I think enlightening debate, and 
some of the other, not all, but some of 
the other participants. 

I would like to read from Ginsberg v. 
New York, a Supreme Court case, 390 

U.S. 629: ‘‘A legislature could properly 
conclude that parents and others who 
have primary responsibility for chil-
dren’s well-being are entitled to the 
support of laws designed to aid dis-
charge of that responsibility.’’ 

I would like to tell my friend, the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LOFGREN) that ‘‘Shakespeare in Love’’ 
has redeeming artistic quality. It does 
not fit in this definition, although 
there is a gratuitous sex scene in it 
which, if your children saw it, they 
might think it is normal and accept-
able, and I guess maybe the gentle-
woman might think it is too. I do not. 
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But the movie could be shown with-
out any problem because if you read 
the bill, if you read the definition, it 
would have to be utterly without any 
redeeming social value. 

Now, for 40 years Congress has been 
wrestling with this problem, 40. Do 
Members know what it has come up 
with? Nothing. Nothing. We posture, 
we pass resolutions, viewing with 
alarm, but the entertainment industry 
gets away literally with murder. 

All we are doing is saying that ob-
scenity for 40 years has not been pro-
tected by the First Amendment. We are 
saying some of this violence is as egre-
gious and horrible and vulgar and 
harmful as sexual obscenity. Why con-
fine the proscription just to sexual ob-
scenity? Why not to mutilation? Why 
not to sadomasochism? Why not to 
flagellation? Why not to rape? 

Those are four specific categories, 
and only four, that we say ought not to 
be protected by the First Amendment. 
If that is doing violence to the Con-
stitution, I have never read that docu-
ment. 

So let us do something, not do noth-
ing. It is my opinion that what hap-
pened in Littleton, Colorado, and what 
happened in Conyers, Georgia, cannot 
be solved by one more gun law. There 
were 15 Federal laws having to do with 
guns and ammunition that were vio-
lated by these two assailants in Colo-
rado, and seven State laws. Is our an-
swer to pile a couple of more laws on? 

No. Let us examine what it is in the 
psyches of these young people that 
made them want to kill, the culture of 
death. There is something missing. We 
have to look at it. Anybody that does 
thinks rotten movies, rotten tele-
vision, rotten video games are not poi-
soning, toxically poisoning our kids’ 
minds and making some kids think 
that conduct is acceptable just is not 
paying attention. 

I cannot match the Political Action 
Committees of the entertainment in-
dustry, but I will tell the Members, 
there are a lot of parents who need 
help. My friend, the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. BARR) said it is up to the 
parents. If Members can watch their 
four kids all the time every day, at 
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night and at school, and know what 
they are seeing and know what they 
are reading, they have solved a wonder-
ful problem and should tell me how 
they do it. 

This is an effort to solve the problem. 
I hear nothing from the other side but 
ridicule. Please support the Hyde 
amendment. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to the amendment. I do so, not to de-
fend ‘‘Rambo,’’ or ‘‘The Terminator,’’ but to de-
fend the Constitution. Because this amend-
ment is both unwise and unconstitutional. 

There is much in the amendment that I 
could support, Mr. Chairman. It provides for a 
study by the National Institutes of Health of 
the effects of video games and music on child 
development and youth violence. It encour-
ages the entertainment industry to develop 
voluntary guidelines to minimize the extent to 
which minors are exposed to sexual and vio-
lent materials. 

These are sensible provisions, which were 
passed by the Senate earlier this month and 
are included in the Democratic substitute 
which Mr. CONYERS will offer later today. 

But the Hyde amendment goes further. 
Much further. It would make it a crime to ‘‘sell, 
send, loan or exhibit’’ to minors any materials 
containing ‘‘explicit sexual material or explicit 
violent material.’’ 

Most of us—especially those of us who are 
parents—are naturally disturbed when unsuit-
able material finds its way into the hands of 
young people. And many genuinely believe— 
rightly or wrongly—that there is a connection 
between access to such material and the juve-
nile violence in our nation. 

There may or may not be a connection. But 
before we pass a law codifying this theory we 
ought to have some facts. The amendment di-
rects the National Institutes of Health to study 
the issue. But it doesn’t wait to find out the re-
sults. 

And since the subject was never considered 
by the Judiciary Committee, there is No Evi-
dence on the record that criminalizing music 
sales or video rentals would have any impact 
whatsoever on the level of youth violence in 
this country. 

But there is Plenty of evidence that the 
amendment would harm the precious free-
doms we enjoy. Parents can and should de-
cide what their children watch and listen to. 
But it is not for the government to decide this 
for them. 

Others have pointed out that the gentle-
man’s amendment could prohibit sales to mi-
nors of such edifying but disturbing films as 
Amistad, Saving Private Ryan, or Schindler’s 
List. All of these films contain violent content— 
some of it Extremely violent. This is clearly 
material that may be appropriate for some 
young people and inappropriate for others. 

But the amendment would prohibit sales of 
these films to All minors, unless, and I quote, 
‘‘the average person, applying contemporary 
community standards,’’ would find that the ma-
terial has ‘‘serious literary, artistic, political, or 
scientific value for minors.’’ 

The gentleman from Illinois claims that films 
such as these would NOT be prohibited by his 
amendment, He says, and again I quote, 
‘‘taken as whole, [they] are not designed to 

pander to the morbid interest of minors, are 
not patently offensive, and have literary and 
artistic value. We are talking about harmful 
material only.’’ End of quote. 

Now I have great respect for the gentleman, 
and I do not question his sincerity. I only wish 
it were that simple. A few years ago, a Mem-
ber of this House launched an attack on one 
of the most celebrated films of our time, 
Schindler’s List. He criticized it for its realistic 
depictions of violence and nudity in a con-
centration camp, and castigated the network 
which broadcast it for putting it on the air 
where children might see it. 

That Member was roundly criticized for fail-
ing to recognize the moral and political context 
of those scenes. But if a member of Congress 
can be wrong about a film, how are we to sup-
pose that a video salesman or theater owner 
will make that judgment? 

For make no mistake about it—that is what 
the amendment would require. It would de-
mand that the checkout clerk at Blockbuster or 
the ticket vender at the local Cineplex make a 
determination—on pain of imprisonment—as 
to whether a reasonable person would find 
that the degree of violence contained in the 
film is offset by the literary, artistic, or political 
value that a minor would derive from seeing it. 

And I think we all know that a reasonable 
person would have to be crazy to take a risk 
of guessing wrong. 

As a parent, I do not believe this is an ap-
propriate or workable means of regulating ac-
cess to minors. 

If I think it is important for my daughter to 
understand what happened on Omaha Beach, 
I don’t want a clerk at the video store to de-
cide whether she can see Saving Private 
Ryan. 

If I think it is important for my daughter to 
understand what happened to Africans 
brought to this country in chains, I don’t want 
a ticket vendor to decide whether she’s al-
lowed to see Amistad. 

If I think it is important for my daughter to 
understand what happened in Dachau or 
Auschwitz, I don’t want the government of the 
United States to decide whether she’s ready 
to see Schindler’s List. 

I know that the gentleman is well-inten-
tioned, Mr. Chairman. But this amendment is 
a disaster, and it should be defeated. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to this amendment of-
fered by Mr. HYDE. I applaud his attempt to 
address the issue of rampant violence in our 
popular culture, but there are serious First 
Amendment concerns I have about this 
amendment. 

This amendment prohibits any picture, 
sculpture, video game, movie, book, maga-
zine, photograph, drawing, similar visual rep-
resentation, or sound recording with explicit 
sexual or violent material from being sold or 
given to children. 

According to this language, books like ‘‘Be-
loved’’ or ‘‘The Bluest Eye’’ by Nobel Prize 
Laureate Toni Morrison would not be sold or 
loaned from the library to a student. There are 
possibly violent and sexual situations detailed 
in these works to tell the story that might be 
prohibited under this amendment. 

Television programs like ‘‘Star Trek’’ and 
movies like the popular ‘‘Star Wars’’ trilogy 

would also be prohibited. Historical represen-
tations like ‘‘Amistad’’ or ‘‘Schindler’s List’’ 
might be banned. The standard that would 
ban these works is problematic and vague. 

This amendment also contains a provision 
that would require that retail outlets that sell 
music recordings would have to make the 
lyrics available for the parents before pur-
chase. However, this amendment contains a 
loophole for internet music companies and 
mail order companies. I seek to establish a 
process in my district where retail stores vol-
untarily work with parents and legal guardians 
of children to keep such reprehensible items/ 
materials out of the hands of children. 

This loophole would simply alter the method 
in which such music is sold. If children wanted 
to obtain certain types of music, then they 
could go on-line or place a phone call to order 
the recordings. 

This loophole illustrates how this bill is sim-
ply not an appropriate vehicle to urge change 
in the popular culture. It is an attempt to cen-
sor the freedom of expression contained in the 
First Amendment. This amendment creates a 
standard that would drastically alter the First 
Amendment. 

However, I agree with Rep. HYDE’s remarks 
that popular culture has persisted in pre-
senting increasingly violent and sexually ex-
plicit entertainment. The industry must enact 
internal standards to ensure that children are 
not overly exposed to inappropriate material. 

The provision that requires a study by the 
National Institutes of Health is an important 
measure to determine the effects of the media 
on our children. I support this provision be-
cause it allows the industry to conduct an in-
ternal review of its content and it encourages 
the media to take responsibility for what it pre-
sents as entertainment. 

I also support promoting grassroots solu-
tions to youth violence. One of the demonstra-
tion cities is Houston, Texas, but I am con-
cerned that this provision was included in this 
amendment. 

I appreciate Rep. HYDE’s concern for the 
messages that our children receive in the 
media. However, we cannot limit the freedom 
of the First Amendment. The First Amendment 
is at the core of our basic freedoms and I re-
spectfully oppose the Hyde Amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate 
on the amendment has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HYDE). 

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

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) will be 
postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 9 printed in Part A of House 
Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. SALMON 
Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
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The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 9 offered by 

Mr. SALMON: 
Add at the end the following: 

SEC. ll. AIMEE’S LAW. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 

cited as ‘‘Aimee’s Law’’. 
(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) DANGEROUS SEXUAL OFFENSE.—The term 

‘‘dangerous sexual offense’’ means sexual 
abuse or sexually explicit conduct com-
mitted by an individual who has attained the 
age of 18 years against an individual who has 
not attained the age of 14 years. 

(2) MURDER.—The term ‘‘murder’’ has the 
meaning given the term under applicable 
State law. 

(3) RAPE.—The term ‘‘rape’’ has the mean-
ing given the term under applicable State 
law. 

(4) SEXUAL ABUSE.—The term ‘‘sexual 
abuse’’ has the meaning given the term 
under applicable State law. 

(5) SEXUALLY EXPLICIT CONDUCT.—The term 
‘‘sexually explicit conduct’’ has the meaning 
given the term under applicable State law. 

(c) REIMBURSEMENT TO STATES FOR CRIMES 
COMMITTED BY CERTAIN RELEASED FELONS.— 

(1) PENALTY.— 
(A) SINGLE STATE.—In any case in which a 

State convicts an individual of murder, rape, 
or a dangerous sexual offense, who has a 
prior conviction for any 1 of those offenses in 
a State described in subparagraph (C), the 
Attorney General shall transfer an amount 
equal to the costs of incarceration, prosecu-
tion, and apprehension of that individual, 
from Federal law enforcement assistance 
funds that have been allocated to but not 
distributed to the State that convicted the 
individual of the prior offense, to the State 
account that collects Federal law enforce-
ment assistance funds of the State that con-
victed that individual of the subsequent of-
fense. 

(B) MULTIPLE STATES.—In any case in 
which a State convicts an individual of mur-
der, rape, or a dangerous sexual offense, who 
has a prior conviction for any 1 or more of 
those offenses in more than 1 other State de-
scribed in subparagraph (C), the Attorney 
General shall transfer an amount equal to 
the costs of incarceration, prosecution, and 
apprehension of that individual, from Fed-
eral law enforcement assistance funds that 
have been allocated to but not distributed to 
each State that convicted such individual of 
the prior offense, to the State account that 
collects Federal law enforcement assistance 
funds of the State that convicted that indi-
vidual of the subsequent offense. 

(C) STATE DESCRIBED.—A State is described 
in this subparagraph if— 

(i) the State has not adopted Federal 
truth-in-sentencing guidelines under section 
20104 of the Violent Crime Control and Law 
Enforcement Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 13704); 

(ii) the average term of imprisonment im-
posed by the State on individuals convicted 
of the offense for which the individual de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) or (B), as appli-
cable, was convicted by the State is less than 
10 percent above the average term of impris-
onment imposed for that offense in all 
States; or 

(iii) with respect to the individual de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) or (B), as appli-
cable, the individual had served less than 85 
percent of the term of imprisonment to 
which that individual was sentenced for the 
prior offense. 

(2) STATE APPLICATIONS.—In order to re-
ceive an amount transferred under paragraph 

(1), the chief executive of a State shall sub-
mit to the Attorney General an application, 
in such form and containing such informa-
tion as the Attorney General may reason-
ably require, which shall include a certifi-
cation that the State has convicted an indi-
vidual of murder, rape, or a dangerous sexual 
offense, who has a prior conviction for 1 of 
those offenses in another State. 

(3) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—Any amount trans-
ferred under paragraph (1) shall be derived by 
reducing the amount of Federal law enforce-
ment assistance funds received by the State 
that convicted such individual of the prior 
offense before the distribution of the funds 
to the State. The Attorney General, in con-
sultation with the chief executive of the 
State that convicted such individual of the 
prior offense, shall establish a payment 
schedule. 

(4) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this sub-
section may be construed to diminish or oth-
erwise affect any court ordered restitution. 

(5) EXCEPTION.—This subsection does not 
apply if the individual convicted of murder, 
rape, or a dangerous sexual offense has been 
released from prison upon the reversal of a 
conviction for an offense described in para-
graph (1) and subsequently been convicted 
for an offense described in paragraph (1). 

(d) COLLECTION OF RECIDIVISM DATA.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Beginning with calendar 

year 1999, and each calendar year thereafter, 
the Attorney General shall collect and main-
tain information relating to, with respect to 
each State— 

(A) the number of convictions during that 
calendar year for murder, rape, and any sex 
offense in the State in which, at the time of 
the offense, the victim had not attained the 
age of 14 years and the offender had attained 
the age of 18 years; and 

(B) the number of convictions described in 
subparagraph (A) that constitute second or 
subsequent convictions of the defendant of 
an offense described in that subparagraph. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than March 1, 2000, 
and on March 1 of each year thereafter, the 
Attorney General shall submit to Congress a 
report, which shall include— 

(A) the information collected under para-
graph (1) with respect to each State during 
the preceding calendar year; and 

(B) the percentage of cases in each State in 
which an individual convicted of an offense 
described in paragraph (1)(A) was previously 
convicted of another such offense in another 
State during the preceding calendar year. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from Ar-
izona (Mr. SALMON) and a Member op-
posed each will control 15 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SALMON). 

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

Mr. Chairman, this is a pretty awe-
some time to be here. I am offering 
today, along with the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) and the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
SMITH), an amendment that is known 
as Aimee’s Law. I would like to take a 
few moments to discuss why this is im-
portant to Americans, and how come a 
nationwide grass roots effort has 
worked towards its passage. 

First of all, I would like to reference 
this chart. According to the Depart-
ment of Justice, the average time actu-
ally served by a rapist in this country 

and released from State prison is 51⁄2 
years; for molesting a child, 4 years; 
and for murder, 8 years. This is out-
rageous. It is unconscionable. We have 
to act today to change this. 

It is not as if these criminals are sud-
denly Boy Scouts after their release 
from prison. The recidivism rates for 
sex offenders are very high. I think 
most people agree, once a molester, al-
ways a molester. As the Department of 
Justice found in 1997, over the 3-year 
period following the prison release, an 
estimated 52 percent of discharged rap-
ists and 48 percent of other sexual 
assaulters were rearrested for a new 
crime. Here is that statistic. Many of 
those go on to commit other sex of-
fenses. 

Light sentences for today’s most hei-
nous crimes contribute to an epidemic 
of completely, yes, I said it, completely 
preventable crimes. Consider, each 
year more than 14,000 rapes, molesta-
tions, and murders occur every year by 
somebody who was let out of prison for 
committing that exact same crime. In 
some 1,700 of these cases, individual 
cross State lines and then reoffend 
again. 

We talk a lot about accountability in 
this Chamber. It is time to restore 
some accountability to States that re-
lease these dangerous predators into 
our neighborhoods. Aimee’s Law would 
add an additional factor to the formula 
for distributing Federal crime funds to 
the States. 

Specifically, the amendment would 
provide additional funding to States 
that convict a murderer, rapist, child 
molester, if that criminal had pre-
viously been convicted of one of those 
same crimes in a different State. The 
cost of prosecuting and incarcerating 
that criminal would be deducted from 
the Federal crime assistance funds in-
tended to go to the first State. 

In other words, the State that is irre-
sponsible, lets the rapist, murderer, 
molester out and then they cross State 
lines and reoffend again, a portion 
would be taken away from their crime 
assistance funds and given to the new 
State, enough to cover the costs of in-
carceration, prosecution, and appre-
hension of that monster. 

A safe harbor would not require the 
funds transfer if the criminal has 
served 85 percent of his original sen-
tence and if the first State was a truth- 
in-sentencing State, with a higher than 
average typical sentence for the crime. 

Aimee’s Law, a bipartisan effort from 
day one, passed the Senate last week 
with a whopping 81 to 17 vote. Aimee’s 
Law is enthusiastically supported by 
law enforcement and victims rights 
groups nationwide. Here is just a smat-
tering of those who are supportive. 

The law enforcement community in 
particular, they understand the need 
for this legislation. They are in the 
trenches. They are fighting this fight 
every day. The Nation’s largest police 
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union, the national Fraternal Order of 
Police, representing some 250,000 brave 
police officers nationwide, has strongly 
backed this amendment and has ap-
peared at all public events to help push 
for its passage. Their president has 
said, ‘‘The bill addresses this issue 
smartly, without infringing on the 
States and without federalizing 
crimes.’’ 

Among the other law enforcement 
groups that have endorsed the bill is 
the California Correctional Police Offi-
cers Association, and some of the oth-
ers Members can see. 

Victims rights and child advocacy 
groups have also endorsed the bill, and 
made this one of the most important 
issues that they focus on: Child Help 
U.S.A., Klaas Kids Foundation, Kids 
Safe, Mothers Outraged at Molester, 
and the list goes on and on and on. 

From around the country, Americans 
have signed petitions, called our of-
fices, and sent e-mails demanding pas-
sage of Aimee’s Law. Even Dr. Laura is 
urging her 18 million listeners across 
America, and has been doing it all 
week, also including it on her web site, 
for a call to action on this particular 
piece of legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, this is Aimee Willard. 
I never met her. This legislation is 
named for her. But I have become very 
close with her through the passage of 
this legislation, and close with her 
family. Aimee was senselessly raped 
and murdered by a man who was let 
out of prison for serving 12 years for 
murder for killing somebody over a 
parking spot. If this man had served 85 
percent of his sentence, Aimee Willard 
would still be alive today. 

Aimee was an all-American college 
athlete who wanted to work with chil-
dren. We are never going to know all 
that we lost when she was taken from 
us, but we should do what we can to 
prevent others from enduring the same 
kind of pain and agony, and following 
her to a needlessly early grave. 

Many courageous victims and sur-
vivors have made extraordinary efforts 
to help me pass this bill. I cannot men-
tion them all, but I wanted to list a 
few. Many of them came to Washington 
twice to support the bill and testify be-
fore the Subcommittee on Crime. 

There is Gail Willard, who lost her 
daughter, Aimee; Mark Klaas, who lost 
his daughter, Polly; Mary Vincent, a 
rape survivor; Fred Goldman, who lost 
his son, Ron; Mika Moulton, who lost 
her son Christopher; Trina Easterling, 
who lost her daughter Lorin; Jeremy 
Brown, a rape survivor; Louis Gon-
zalez, who lost his brother Ipollito; the 
Greishabers, who lost their daughter 
Jenna; the Pruckmayrs, who lost their 
daughter Bettina; the Schmidts, who 
lost their daughter Stephanie; and the 
list goes on and on, because again, that 
number is 14,000 rapes, murders, moles-
tations, that occur each year by some-
body let out of prison for doing exactly 
the same crime. 

Sadly, the list goes on and on and on. 
Too many victims, too much suffering. 
We have to do more, and we can do it 
today with passage of this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, before I close, I want-
ed to express my heartfelt thanks to 
the survivors, the groups, and everyone 
else who has joined with me to fight 
this fight and to protect families. 

The gentleman from Florida (Chair-
man MCCOLLUM) deserves the lion’s 
share of the credit for his fine leader-
ship on this issue. I wanted to thank 
my staff for all their hard work. 

I would like to close with a couple of 
quotes. First of all, they are not from 
a famous leader, world leader, or a law 
enforcement official, but from the very 
heart of the problem. I want to quote a 
pair of child molesters whose des-
picable, unspeakable crimes cry out for 
justice. 

Mr. Chairman, there are more than 
134,000 convicted sex offenders cur-
rently living in our neighborhoods, on 
probation or on parole right now in our 
neighborhoods. Let us hear from two of 
them scheduled for release. They have 
never met, but their message could not 
be more clear: 

‘‘I am terrified of being released, be-
cause I fear without counseling, I will 
molest more children. Since I don’t 
want to return to prison, I would be 
forced to kill them.’’ 

The next quote: ‘‘I am doomed to 
eventually rape, then murder my poor 
little victims to keep them from tell-
ing on me. I might be walking the 
streets of your city, your community, 
your neighborhoods.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, let us pass the amend-
ment today and strike a blow against 
the revolving door of prisons, murders, 
and sexual predators. 

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

Mr. SALMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York. 

Mr. GILMAN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman for bringing this meas-
ure to the floor at this time. Today we 
have an opportunity to take a giant 
step in the fight against repeat offend-
ers. I commend the gentleman from Ar-
izona (Mr. SALMON) for bringing this 
legislation to our attention. 

It has become too common in recent 
years that victims are violated by 
someone who has been previously con-
victed of a crime and then released. 
Many who commit murder, rape, and 
child exploitation cannot be rehabili-
tated, as the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. SALMON) pointed out. We owe it to 
our communities to put a stop to this 
pattern of violence. 

Aimee’s Law will do just that. It will 
impede the ability of convicted felons 
to repeat their offenses at the cost of 
innocent human lives. Too often we 
have heard personal stories of these 
terrible crimes that legislation would 
help to eliminate. 

Jeremy Brown, that the gentleman 
recited, comes from my own congres-
sional district in New York and was 
the only survivor of a man who raped 
and murdered a number of other 
women. Having been through this hor-
rible ordeal and having persevered, she 
has demonstrated tremendous courage 
and has become symbolic of the reason 
that we should pass this legislation 
today. 

To all the courageous people who 
hope that together we will be able to 
prevent future violence, our hearts, our 
prayers and support are with them, 
now and always. That is why I urge 
support for this measure. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Virginia seek time in opposition? 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment em-
phasizes the need for us to have held 
hearings on some of these so that we 
could determine actually what is going 
on. This seems well intended; it might 
work, might not but we just do not 
know. 

It is interesting that there is an ex-
emption in this bill for those States 
that have abolished parole and require 
prisoners to spend 85 percent of their 
time in prison; it is truth in sen-
tencing. I like to call it not truth in 
sentencing but a half truth in sen-
tencing, because as that poster points 
out if parole is abolished, people can no 
longer be held. 

The half truth is a person cannot get 
out early but they cannot hold them 
longer either. If a person has a short 
sentence for which they have to serve 
85 percent, they would be eligible for 
the exemption under this, but if they 
have a much longer sentence with pa-
role, then they would have been able to 
retain them. 

Let us give an example of how that 
thing works. I am not sure whether I 
heard the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SALMON) right, but I thought he men-
tioned Mr. Klaas in California. The per-
petrator in that case was Richard Allen 
Davis, who was in prison on a 6-month 
to life sentence. He was denied parole, 
denied parole, denied parole. They fi-
nally cracked down on crime and abol-
ished parole. He was resentenced to 7.2 
years which he had already served and 
he got on out because they had to let 
him out, and he committed another 
crime. 

He received 8 years; served 8 years. 
They could not hold him longer be-
cause they had abolished parole. Then 
he got out and kidnapped and murdered 
Polly Klaas. If that had been parole, he 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:22 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00074 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H16JN9.002 H16JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE13150 June 16, 1999 
never would have been out on the first 
offense, certainly never would have 
been out on the second offense, but be-
cause parole was abolished they had to 
let him out. 

Even the people, with quotes that the 
gentleman said, they had to let them 
out because they could not hold them 
longer. 

Maybe if we had had a hearing, 
maybe we could flesh some of this out 
so we could determine whether abol-
ishing parole and letting somebody out 
is better than having a much longer 
sentence when there is some discretion. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, there is 
nothing in this bill that suggests that 
we do away with parole by any stretch 
of the imagination. I think that the 
goals of the gentleman and my goals 
are the same. We want to do what is 
right by families. 

The fact is that 14,000 rapists, child 
molesters and murderers go on to re-
offend every year and States are not 
doing a good job. 

I go back to the statistics, that the 
average time served for molestation, 4 
years; 5 years for rape; 8 years for will-
ful murder. 

Mr. SCOTT. Reclaiming my time, 
that has nothing to do with parole. As 
a matter of fact, if a person had 4 years 
and they had to serve it all, maybe I 
misread it. 

CQ has the summary of the amend-
ment of the gentleman which says the 
amendment would not require funds 
transferred if the criminal had served 
85 percent of his original sentence and 
if the first date had, quote, truth in 
sentencing with a higher than average 
typical sentence for a crime, which 
means the average sentence, all one 
has to do is serve the average. Someone 
cannot be held longer than average. 

Virginia went through this. We took 
a 10-year sentence, which was a year 
and a half to 10 years, average 21⁄2, dou-
bled the average time served so that 
the average time was 21⁄2. We doubled 
the average time so now everybody has 
to serve 5 years. 

Now, if we think about it for 15 sec-
onds, the person that could not make 
parole at all would have served all 10 
years. Now that there has been a 
crackdown on crime, they have to be 
released after 5 years, even if they are 
telling stuff that was on those posters. 

Maybe if we had had some time in 
committee we could have discussed 
this, but the gentleman comes spring-
ing this out on us without hearings, 
and we are just doing the sound bite. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, we did 
have a very, very thorough hearing last 

year and this is not a surprise. We have 
been working on this for a year and a 
half. We did have a hearing before the 
Subcommittee on Crime, and frankly 
the Supreme Court has determined 
that for violent sex offenders the 
courts can hold somebody beyond their 
sentence. They can put them in secu-
rity, but beyond that I am not pre-
scribing how States deal with the pa-
role issue. All I am saying is that a 
State ought to certify. Rather than 
play Russian roulette with somebody 
else’s head, all I am saying is the State 
ought to be accountable. 

If a State is going to let somebody 
go, make sure that they are not going 
to reoffend again, and if they want to 
deal with that with a combination of 
counseling or parole or whatever the 
case may be, all I am trying to do is re-
store a modicum of accountability 
back to the States. If they want to ad-
dress that for parole, that is their op-
tion. 

Mr. SCOTT. If the gentleman could 
have convinced a majority of the mem-
bers of the committee after we had had 
a hearing and a markup through the 
regular process, maybe it would have 
worked, but we are not doing that. We 
are coming out here and exchanging 
sound bites. 

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

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON). 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank my colleague, the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. SALMON), 
for yielding me this time, and I ap-
plaud him for this law. 

Mr. Chairman, we are here to support 
Aimee’s Law. As we know, laws are 
about people. 

This is Aimee. Aimee lived 2 miles 
from my home in Pennsylvania. Aimee 
was a bright 22-year-old, promising 
young lady, great in athletics, great in 
school, who had an unbelievable career 
ahead of her. Her life was snuffed out 
because a man who had been repeatedly 
involved in hurting other people struck 
her car on a freeway to make her pull 
over. When she pulled off the side of 
the road on June 20, 1996, and got out 
to see what was wrong, as any normal 
person would do, he accosted her. She 
was abducted. She was raped. She was 
brutally murdered. 

She was found in a dumpster with 
two trash bags over her head and a 
stick between her legs. The man who 
was convicted of brutally murdering 
Aimee Willard served 11 years of a life 
sentence that had been given to him 
for killing someone else, but that State 
paroled him early. They let him out 
without serving his full sentence. 

Not only did he kill Aimee Willard, 
he is now the suspect in a second mur-
der, Maria Cabuenos, who disappeared 
in March 1997 and was also found mur-
dered. The same individual who has 

been convicted of murdering twice was 
driving Miss Cabuenos’ car when he 
was found while trying to burglarize 
another house. 

How many times are we going to let 
someone out early? And why should 
not we create a disincentive to have 
States thoroughly review the process 
for people who have been convicted of 
rape, of murder and child molestation 
from getting out prematurely? 

This does not provide a one-size-fits- 
all answer. It simply says to States 
that we are going to hold a person ac-
countable. If someone allows people 
who commit these brutal crimes to get 
out prematurely, then they are going 
to pay the price of the other State 
where that person is convicted of their 
costs in having to convict that person 
a second time. 

In the name of Aimee Willard and all 
of those other thousands of people, I 
ask our colleagues to support Aimee’s 
Law. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) for yielding me 
this time, even though we disagree on 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a cosponsor of 
the amendment and strongly support 
it. I think the issue of parole is not 
what we are dealing with here. How-
ever an individual State wants to han-
dle it, wants to pass out the sen-
tencing, is fine with us. The question is 
are they going to pass out strong sen-
tences? If they do it under a parole sys-
tem and hold them for longer, the 
point of this bill is to try to give incen-
tives to States to hold the most dan-
gerous of criminals, murderers, rapists 
and child molesters for as long a period 
as possible so that they do not re-
offend. 

We are trying to drive dollars out to 
encourage that decision and to move 
them in that direction for a very good 
reason. We want to protect the citizens 
of our country. 

There are many reasons for punish-
ment in crimes, but one of the biggest 
is to protect society with a very simple 
notion. If an individual who is given to 
committing crimes is behind bars, they 
are not victimizing other people. That 
is one of the clearest ways to protect 
our citizens, is to lock them up when 
they have made it clear that they are 
dangerous to the citizens. 

Right now, too often crimes as seri-
ous as rape and child molestation have 
very short sentences and those people 
are free to reoffend all over again. We 
need to do a better job of protecting 
our citizens, and I commend the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. SALMON) for 
putting forward this modest piece of 
legislation to try to do that, to try to 
give States the encouragement they 
need, the financial encouragement, to 
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hold these dangerous offenders for a 
longer period of time. 

There are many reasons why the 
crime rate has fallen in recent years, 
but one that should not go unnoticed is 
that we have increased punishment for 
crimes of all types, but certainly of the 
most serious nature. That keeps dan-
gerous offenders off the streets so they 
cannot reoffend so that we can protect 
future victims. 

I again commend the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. SALMON) for bringing this 
piece of legislation forward and hope 
that the effect of it will be to save lives 
and to keep dangerous offenders behind 
bars where they cannot victimize the 
people that we represent. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I have, as I have indi-
cated, a great deal of problem with the 
amendment. We should have gone 
through subcommittee. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MCCOLLUM), the chairman, to explain 
how this got here and let him say a lit-
tle bit about the amendment. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. SCOTT) for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to first of all 
say that we did have a hearing on this 
bill last Congress in the Subcommittee 
on Crime, not in this Congress. The 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. SALMON), 
I think, has produced a remarkably 
good product. It would have been high-
ly desirable had we brought this or 
been able to bring this through the 
subcommittee this time because I have 
no doubt that we would have reported 
it out virtually intact as it is here 
today. 

I think this is a terrific product, and 
the reason I am going to support it and 
I am supporting it today is because of 
that reason, even though it would have 
been more desirable had we been able 
to mark it up in committee. It happens 
to be this is a good vehicle and he has 
convinced the Committee on Rules to 
let it come to the floor, and I think it 
is an appropriate thing to vote for. I 
am going to support it because if a 
State adopted a truth in sentencing, 
which half the States in the United 
States have, well, more than half, al-
most 30 now have, where a person has 
to serve at least 85 percent of their sen-
tence for any major crime, that State 
would not be, and those States that al-
ready have will not be, affected by this 
proposal because they will not lose any 
money or risk it if somebody gets out 
early, because they will not. 

Other States that the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SALMON) has been 
very creative with, they do not have to 
adopt truth in sentencing. There are 
other ways to deal with it under his 
proposal, but I do think the incentive 
is there to keep people in jail for long 
periods of time to serve at least 85 per-

cent or higher of their sentence if they 
have committed murder, rape or child 
molestation, and that should be the 
law of the land for every State in the 
Union. 

This is an extraordinary bill. It was 
widely supported in the hearing that 
we had before the subcommittee in the 
last Congress, and I strongly urge the 
adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the honorable gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the distin-
guished whip of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
congratulate the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. SALMON), for bringing this 
amendment. He has worked so hard on 
this, and it is very creative in trying to 
bring safety to our children. There is 
no better cause than the safety of our 
children. 

I rise in support of the amendment 
because it does protect America’s chil-
dren from predators. This amendment, 
better known as Aimee’s Law, fights 
that plague of repeat offenders. Specifi-
cally, this law tracks criminals that 
have crossed state lines, guilty of mur-
dering, rapists and otherwise assault-
ing children under the age of 14. Why 
are these monsters set free? Aimee’s 
Law holds States responsible for felons 
they release who commit further vio-
lent crimes in other States. 

So, Mr. Chairman, our kids need to 
be protected from these violent crimi-
nals. States need to be encouraged to 
keep child molesters behind bars, and I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GREEN). 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank my good friend, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) for yielding 
me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, like the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. SMITH), I am on 
the other side on this amendment. 

I was honored to serve 20 years in the 
legislature in Texas and so I have some 
hesitation in requiring States to do 
something that we typically do not pay 
for but there are exceptions to this, 
and frankly we cannot accomplish this 
without a change in Federal law. 

If a person is released from one State 
and commits a crime in another State, 
then without a Federal law we have to 
have Federal action to be able to re-
quire that. 

I am proud to be a cosponsor of the 
Aimee’s Law legislation by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. SALMON), the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
SMITH) and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON), because of the 
problem with repeat offenders, dealing 
with murder, rape or child molestation. 

The only crimes that are more hei-
nous than murder and rape are those 
same crimes committed against chil-

dren. I believe that individuals who 
commit these violent or sexual crimes 
against children should spend the rest 
of their lives in prison. 

b 1745 

Lord knows, in Texas, we have had 
the biggest building boom in prison in 
many years, so we are trying to build a 
place for them. 

If, however, a State believes that 
such a criminal has been rehabilitated 
and decides to release this person back 
to society before the end of their term, 
then that State should be held respon-
sible if that person commits the crime 
again in someone else’s neighborhood, 
if it is in another State. 

Under the Salmon-Smith amend-
ment, these States who have an early 
release of violent criminals would pay 
to incarcerate these criminals in the 
other State. This is the only fair and 
just approach. I urge my colleagues to 
support it simply because the repeat 
offenders are what we are trying to get 
to. 

We have seen some good numbers on 
our crime statistics, and the reason is 
because a lot of States are keeping peo-
ple in prison longer because they are 
the repeat offenders, and this will 
make it even, hopefully, make those 
statistics even sound better. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire of the Chairman how much 
time remains? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SALMON) has 21⁄2 
minutes remaining. The gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) has 4 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Utah 
(Mr. CANNON). 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, as the 
father of several children and husband 
of 20 years, I rise today in support of 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. SALMON) better known as 
Aimee’s law. I commend him for his 
hard work in bringing this common- 
sense legislation to the forefront of to-
day’s debate. 

As on editorial page put it, ‘‘Giving a 
one-way ticket to a sex offender might 
improve the community he leaves, but 
it is the equivalent of shipping toxic 
waste to unsuspecting States.’’ 

The practice of returning criminals 
to freedom for which they can prey on 
the innocent is outrageous and must 
stop. This body has an opportunity to 
act with clarity, to demonstrate to law 
breakers that are serious about keep-
ing these violent offenders off the 
streets, and from repeating these acts. 

I urge passage of this amendment. 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), the ranking 
member, very much for his kindness, 
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and I respect his position on this legis-
lation and acknowledge the fact that 
the better route would have been to 
have this particular legislative initia-
tive, as all of the amendments that we 
are dealing with in these 2 days on 
guns and juveniles, to come through 
the committee procedure. 

But I want to rise in support of this 
amendment because I believe that 
some crimes are heinous enough that 
deserve incarceration. It is tragic that 
we face, on a daily basis, the attack of 
our children, child molesters and mur-
derers and rapists who go about our 
Nation and repeat their crimes. 

Right now in the State of Texas, we 
are fighting a serial killer whose trail 
of killings have gone throughout the 
city of Houston into States in the Mid-
west; and, still, he is not found, killing 
innocent victims, ministers of gospel, 
elderly and young women. 

The most terrible tragedy that a par-
ent has to confront is a murdered child. 
I think it is important when we begin 
to talk about how we solve this prob-
lem, it is simply that we not allow 
them to do it again. 

In the State of Texas, we attempted 
to place on the books a bill that would 
allow incarceration without parole for 
heinous crimes for those who may op-
pose the death penalty. We were not 
successful. But I think it is extremely 
important that we realize that we can 
put murderers and rapists and child 
molesters away, where they do not 
have an opportunity to prey on inno-
cent victims again. 

I am saddened by the loss of Aimee 
and many other Aimee’s and Peters 
and Pauls across this Nation. As a 
mother, I stand up and say those kinds 
of individuals must be incarcerated. If 
they go into another State and are con-
victed, let us lock them up. I think it 
is a terrible tragedy that each day we 
come about having to see another trag-
ic incident. 

I know that there are other responses 
to the idea of repeat offenders, but I 
think the best way to deal with it is to 
ensure that they never see the light of 
day to perpetrate these offenses of 
murder, rape, and child molestation 
again. 

I ask that my colleagues support this 
amendment. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. WELLER). 

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. SALMON) for his leadership and his 
partnership in working with him on no 
second chances legislation, legislation 
that is very simple. No second chances 
for those who prey on kids, murderers, 
rapists, and those who commit sexual 
assaults. 

Fourteen thousand murders, rapes, 
and assaults on children have occurred 
each year, and it is time to get them 
off the streets. When I think of this 

legislation, I think of a mother who 
came to me, Mika Moulton, a mother 
of a child who was murdered in 1995, a 
child who would be alive today if this 
legislation was law. 

In particular, the murderer of Chris-
topher Moulton is a murderer that had 
already received a short sentence when 
he was released. This legislation would 
have kept him in prison for a long 
time. Let us pass it. No second chance. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. SCOTT. Parliamentary inquiry, 

Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, does this 

side have the right to close since we 
are defending the committee position? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia is correct. The gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) has 
the right to close. 

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

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
45 seconds to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. CHABOT). 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, as a 
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, I would like to thank the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. SALMON) for 
his leadership in this area. 

It is my hope that passage of this bill 
will make States take a hard look at 
what too often are lax parole systems 
that will let dangerous felons back out 
in society without proper safeguards. 

Aimee’s law includes a clear state-
ment that it is the sense of this Con-
gress that any person who is convicted 
of a murder should receive the death 
penalty or life in prison without the 
possibility of parole. It also emphasizes 
that rapists and child molesters, crimi-
nals who are classic recidivists, be put 
away for life without the possibility of 
parole. 

Right now, the average time served 
in State prison for rape is only 51⁄2 
years and for child molestation only 4 
years. These criminals are then free to 
do it again, and many of them do. 
These statistics are outrageous, and 
States need to get back to it and do the 
right thing. 

The family of Clara Swart, who was 
killed in my district in Cincinnati, also 
endorses this legislation. 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentlewoman from 
North Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK). 

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Chairman, today 
the average murderer in the United 
States serves only 6 years in prison. 
One out of ten convicted rapists serves 
no jail time. Time and time again we 
hear about repeat offenders out on the 
street repeating their crime. 

It is time to draw a line in the sand. 
If one commits murder, rape, or mo-
lests a child, one should spend the rest 
of one’s life in prison. 

Let us pass this amendment because 
some criminals do not deserve a second 
chance. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I think this really is a 
no-brainer, a common-sense amend-
ment. This amendment has been a long 
time in the process. There are a lot of 
far greater people out there than I that 
have fought for this; and for them, 
please let us do it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, this may be a no- 
brainer, but it would have been nice if 
we had brought it up under the normal 
procedure so we would have time to 
evaluate it. 

Under this amendment, a State 
would have to pay if they hold some-
body for 10 years of a 20-year sentence 
and then let them go because they only 
served half the time. But they would 
have an exemption if they held them 
for 4 years of a 4-year sentence. If the 
person served all of the time of a 4-year 
sentence, held them for 4 years, same 
offense, they would not have to pay. If 
the State had held them for 10 years of 
a 20-year sentence, they would have to 
pay. 

I think it would have been nice if we 
had the opportunity in committee to 
develop this issue, to see if it made any 
sense or not. We were denied that op-
portunity, and, therefore, I will oppose 
the amendment. 

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to 
support the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona. 

In 1996, 22 year old Aimee Willard was 
raped and brutally murdered by a man who 
had been previously convicted of murder and 
later released after serving only 12 years of a 
life sentence in a Nevada prison. 

What a tragedy, Mr. Chairman. Aimee was 
a bright, energetic young woman who had a 
promising future. But, her life was snuffed out 
by a so-called ‘‘model prisoner.’’ 

Who is to blame? Certainly, Aimee’s killer. 
But to some extent, the State of Nevada 
should shoulder some of the blame. Why? be-
cause it let out of prison a man who already 
proved that he was a threat to society and 
who was supposed to spend the rest of his life 
behind bars. 

One might think that this is an isolated case. 
But, unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, it’s not. 
More than 14,000 murders, rapes, and sexual 
assaults are committed each year by pre-
viously convicted murderers and sex offend-
ers. That’s outrageous. 

Why are states letting these people out of 
jail? Maybe they just need some more incen-
tive to keep people behind bars. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, we give them that in-
centive with this amendment. In short, under 
Aimee’s Law, states that keep criminals in jail 
receive more federal crime funds. States that 
let criminals out of jail, who later commit a 
similar crime in another state, lose a portion of 
those funds. It’s simple as that! I can’t think of 
a better way of convincing states to keep 
these types of criminals in jail where they be-
long. 
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I commend the gentleman from Arizona for 

his amendment and urge all my colleagues to 
support it. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. SALMON). 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 

Resolution 209, the Chair announces 
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5 
minutes the period of time within 
which a vote by electronic device will 
be taken on the Hyde amendment No. 
31 on which the Chair has postponed 
further proceedings. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 412, noes 15, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 212] 

AYES—412 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 

Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 

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

Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jackson-Lee 

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

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 

Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Schakowsky 
Sensenbrenner 

Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—15 

Clay 
Conyers 
Frank (MA) 
Jackson (IL) 
Jones (OH) 

Kilpatrick 
Lee 
Martinez 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 

Payne 
Roybal-Allard 
Scott 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 

NOT VOTING—7 

Brown (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
Ehlers 

Houghton 
Kasich 
Thomas 

Weiner 

b 1816 

Messrs. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, 
BLAGOJEVICH, UDALL of New Mex-

ico, and MORAN of Kansas changed 
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

Ms. LEE changed her vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No. 

212, I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 31 OFFERED BY MR. HYDE 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 146, noes 282, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No. 213] 

AYES—146 

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bereuter 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Canady 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clement 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Cook 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Granger 
Greenwood 

Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kelly 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
LaHood 
Largent 
Lazio 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Maloney (CT) 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Norwood 
Oxley 
Packard 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 

Portman 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rogers 
Roukema 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tiahrt 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

NOES—282 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 

Allen 
Andrews 

Baird 
Baldacci 
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Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Burr 
Burton 
Camp 
Campbell 
Cannon 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilman 

Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth 
Hill (IN) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holt 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hutchinson 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E.B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McInnis 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 

Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—6 

Brown (CA) 
Davis (IL) 

Houghton 
Kasich 

Thomas 
Weiner 

b 1824 

Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky and Mr. 
METCALF changed their vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider Amendment No. 10 printed in 
Part A of House Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. 
CUNNINGHAM 

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

The Clerk will designate the amend-
ment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 10 offered by Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM: 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
TITLE ll—MATTHEW’S LAW 

SEC. ll. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as ‘‘Matthew’s 

Law’’. 
SEC. ll2. ENHANCED PENALTIES FOR CRIMES 

OF VIOLENCE AGAINST CHILDREN 
UNDER AGE 13. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title XVII of the Violent 
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of 
1994 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘Subtitle C—Enhanced Penalties for Crimes 
of Violence Against Children Under Age 13 

‘‘SEC. 170301. ENHANCED PENALTIES FOR CRIMES 
OF VIOLENCE AGAINST CHILDREN 
UNDER AGE 13. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The United States Sen-
tencing Commission shall amend the Federal 
sentencing guidelines to provide a sen-
tencing enhancement of not less than 5 lev-
els above the offense level otherwise pro-
vided for a crime of violence, if the crime of 
violence is against a child. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘crime of violence’ means any 

crime punishable by imprisonment for a 
term exceeding one year that has as an ele-
ment the use, attempted use, or threatened 
use of physical force against the person of 
another; and 

‘‘(2) the term ‘child’ means a person who 
has not attained 13 years of age at the time 
of the offense.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING REPEAL.—Section 240002 of 
such Act (28 U.S.C. 994 note) is repealed. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents of such Act is amended by striking 
the item relating to subtitle C of title XVII 
and the items relating to sections 170301 
through 170303 and inserting the following: 
‘‘Subtitle C—Enhanced Penalties for Crimes 

of Violence Against Children 
Under Age 13 

‘‘Sec. 170301. Enhanced penalties for crimes 
of violence against children 
under age 13.’’. 

SEC. ll3. FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION 
ASSISTANCE AVAILABLE TO STATE 
OR LOCAL LAW AUTHORITIES IN IN-
VESTIGATING POSSIBLE HOMICIDES 
OF CHILDREN UNDER THE AGE OF 
13. 

To the maximum extent practicable, the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation may provide 
to State and local law enforcement authori-
ties such assistance as such authorities may 

require in investigating the death of an indi-
vidual who has not attained 13 years of age 
under circumstances indicating that the 
death may have been a homicide. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM). 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, 
Aimee Willard, Megan’s Law, Polly 
Klaas, now Matthew’s Law. Mr. Chair-
man, the children I just named, every 
Member in this House is tired of having 
to name bills after murdered children. 

I know, Mr. Chairman, this is a very 
bipartisan amendment. The same 
amendment passed by Mr. Chrysler in 
the House on H.R. 2974 passed 414 votes 
to 4. And with that, this is something 
that my colleagues can stand for. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. PACKARD), 
a great leader. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support of the Cunningham amend-
ment. This amendment will increase 
Federal penalties for criminals who 
commit Federal crimes of violence 
against children. 

Last November, 9-year-old Matthew 
Cecchi was brutally murdered in my 
hometown of Oceanside, California. 
Matthew was not a troubled runaway, 
not a child that was allowed to wander 
far from his parents. He simply walked 
into a public restroom and moments 
later he was dead, the victim of the 
killer who carefully stalked and hunted 
down a young and helpless child. This 
crime shocked our community and 
struck fear in the hearts of parents. 

Mr. Speaker, unspeakable crimes de-
serve the harshest of penalties. The 
Cunningham amendment ensures that 
those who seek to harm the helpless 
are met with severe punishment. His 
amendment will dramatically increase 
sentencing requirements for those indi-
viduals who commit violent crimes 
against children under 13 years of age. 

I strongly urge all of my colleagues 
to support this very important amend-
ment that will protect our Nation’s 
children from violent crimes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) seek 
time in opposition? 

Mr. CONYERS. Yes, I do, Mr. Chair-
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, could 
I ask the gentleman that has promoted 
the amendment, how much time did 
the awful murderer of 9-year-old Mat-
thew Cecchi get? What was his sen-
tence? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman would yield, I do not 
know the answer to that. 
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, let me 
just point out two things. 

I think that would be pretty impor-
tant in this kind of a matter because 
the implication is, of course, that there 
was an insufficient sentencing of the 
killer of this 9-year-old boy. 

The second point I would like to 
make is that the State handles most of 
these kinds of crimes, and to my 
knowledge these are not normally Fed-
eral issues, and finally, the U.S. Sen-
tencing Commission is the body that 
we established in the Congress to make 
sentencing recommendations inde-
pendent of the political process. Now if 
for some reason we were dissatisfied 
with them, then we may want to com-
municate that through the Committee 
on the Judiciary which regularly 
brings and hears reports from the Sen-
tencing Commission. 

So I just want to point out that this 
may not be the most orderly way to 
pass criminal statutes raising the Sen-
tencing Commission’s levels in this 
way. 

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I would tell my friend that this is the 
same, actually the same language. I 
will not submit this for the RECORD in 
the full House because it is almost the 
same verbatim that the gentleman 
spoke to with Mr. Chrysler about the 
commission. I am very familiar with 
the commission. As a matter of fact, 
the gentleman here goes through 15 
minutes of dialogue on how that it 
should not be germane, that it was po-
litical. This vote was 14 to 4, and the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS), who wrote consenting language, 
actually ended up voting for it after 
fighting it on the floor. 

I would say to the gentleman this is 
about leadership in this House and in 
the body. It is not about a particular 
person. Whether we have Aimee or 
Megan’s Law or whoever you have, this 
is an important factor. This goes after 
the family values of this body. It also 
tells people in this time of summer 
when people are going on vacations 
that our parks and recreation areas are 
for children, not for murderers. 

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
WATT). 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding this time to me, and I rise in 
opposition to this amendment not be-
cause it may not be a worthwhile thing 
to do, to increase the offense level for 
such a heinous crime by five levels over 
what it currently is for somebody who 
is 13 years or younger, but for the very 

reason that my good friend, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM) just alluded to or made 
obvious. If every time we get emotional 
in response to some criminal offense, 
we come onto the floor of the United 
States House of Representatives and 
we beat our chests and try to show 
America how hard we are on crime by 
directing that sentences be increased, 
what we are doing is undermining the 
whole integrity of our sentencing sys-
tem in this country, and we end up 
with a hodgepodge of sentences that 
make absolutely no sense and make a 
mockery of our whole sentencing struc-
ture in this country. 

That is the very reason that we put 
in place a U.S. Sentencing Commission 
so that every time somebody gets mur-
dered and we get emotional, we do not 
come in and make an emotional polit-
ical response which undermines the or-
derly administration of justice in this 
country, and colleagues are going to 
see throughout this debate a number of 
different times where for various rea-
sons people are going to come in and 
try to undermine the system that we 
have put in place through the United 
States Sentencing Commission. 

The reason that we have a U.S. Sen-
tencing Commission is so that we do 
not have haphazard sentencing in this 
country, we do not end up with a 
hodgepodge of inconsistent, not well- 
thought-out sentencing for criminal of-
fenses in this country. 

So it is the very reason that the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM) just articulated that im-
pels me to rise in opposition to this 
amendment. We do not need to beat 
ourselves on the chest and show how 
difficult and harsh we are on crime. We 
have a Sentencing Commission that 
sets a uniform standard. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman 
on the other side of the aisle knows me 
well enough. I have never had to beat 
on my chest. Life has been difficult at 
times, and I have always carried 
through with action. 

If the gentleman says that I am emo-
tional about children being murdered 
in the vernacular, I plead guilty. I am 
very emotional about it, and I know 
the gentleman is about it, too, and I 
am not suggesting that he is not. 

I do not have much time, only 5 min-
utes, but this was the same arguments 
about the Sentencing Commission. As 
a matter of fact, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) made this. I 
would be happy to submit it to the 
RECORD in the full body, the same 
exact verbiage right down the line, and 
414 people said that the gentleman was 
wrong. Mr. CONYERS, who spoke in the 
same language that the gentleman 
about the Sentencing Commission, 
ended up voting for the legislation 

after he made the same statements 
that the gentleman just made. 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I yield to the 
gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding. Just because 400 and some 
people vote for something is the very 
reason that I am saying we are in a po-
litical position here, and sometimes we 
cannot afford not to vote for some-
thing, and that is why we took this 
sentencing process out of politics, so 
that we would have a reasonable and 
rational sentencing policy in this coun-
try. 

It is not that I am not emotional 
about it, I am emotional about it. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Chairman, let me read to the 
gentleman what the Sentencing Com-
mission itself says. 

If Congress feels that additional 
measures need to be taken in this area, 
it should direct the commission to take 
them without micromanaging the com-
mission’s work. In order they have 
asked us to do this, and this is exactly 
the reason that we have gone forward. 
The Senate did not have time to take 
this bill up last time. We feel just like 
in Aimee’s law or Megan’s Law every 
single thing that we do to help prevent 
children being murdered is a plus, and 
this is a win, this is a win-win and a 
positive in a crime bill that we are try-
ing to fight for. 

As my colleagues know, I wanted to 
call Megan’s law Duke-Dunn-Deale be-
cause JENNIFER DUNN and NATHAN 
DEAL were the ones that really started 
it, and I kind of piggy-backed on it. 
But they were the same things said, 
and I would challenge the gentleman to 
look on the computer. I used to think 
there were 1 or 2 bad sexual abusers, 
there are hundreds in your district. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
and I ask for the support of this 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate 
on this amendment expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM). 

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

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM) will be postponed. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 11 printed in 
part A of House Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. GREEN OF 
WISCONSIN 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 
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The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 11 offered by Mr. 

GREEN of Wisconsin: 
Add at the end the following: 

SEC. ll. MANDATORY LIFE IMPRISONMENT FOR 
REPEAT SEX OFFENDERS AGAINST 
CHILDREN. 

(a) AMENDMENT OF TITLE 18, UNITED STATES 
CODE.—Section 3559 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(e) MANDATORY LIFE IMPRISONMENT FOR 
REPEATED SEX OFFENSES AGAINST CHIL-
DREN.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A person who is con-
victed of a Federal sex offense in which a 
minor is the victim shall be sentenced to life 
imprisonment if the person has a prior sex 
conviction in which a minor was the victim, 
unless the sentence of death is imposed. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this 
subsection— 

‘‘(A) the term ‘Federal sex offense’ means 
an offense under section 2241 (relating to ag-
gravated sexual abuse), 2242 (relating to sex-
ual abuse), 2243 (relating to sexual abuse of a 
minor or ward), 2244 (relating to abusive sex-
ual contact), 2245 (relating to sexual abuse 
resulting in death), or 2251A (relating to sell-
ing or buying of children), or an offense 
under section 2423 (relating to transpor-
tation of minors) involving the transpor-
tation of, or the engagement in a sexual act 
with, an individual who has not attained 16 
years of age; 

‘‘(B) the term ‘prior sex conviction’ means 
a conviction for which the sentence was im-
posed before the conduct occurred forming 
the basis for the subsequent Federal sex of-
fense, and which was for either— 

‘‘(i) a Federal sex offense; or 
‘‘(ii) an offense under State law consisting 

of conduct that would have been a Federal 
sex offense if, to the extent or in the manner 
specified in the applicable provision of title 
18— 

‘‘(I) the offense involved interstate or for-
eign commerce, or the use of the mails; or 

‘‘(II) the conduct occurred in any common-
wealth, territory, or possession of the United 
States, within the special maritime and ter-
ritorial jurisdiction of the United States, in 
a Federal prison, on any land or building 
owned by, leased to, or otherwise used by or 
under the control of the Government of the 
United States, or in the Indian country as 
defined in section 1151; 

‘‘(C) the term ‘minor’ means any person 
under the age of 18 years; and 

‘‘(D) the term ‘State’ means a State of the 
United States, the District of Columbia, and 
any commonwealth, territory, or possession 
of the United States.’’. 

(b) TITLE 18 CONFORMING AND TECHNICAL 
AMENDMENTS.— 

(1) SECTION 2247.—Section 2247 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
‘‘, unless section 3559(e) applies’’ before the 
final period. 

(2) SECTION 2426.—Section 2426 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
‘‘, unless section 3559(e) applies’’ before the 
final period. 

(3) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—Sections 
2252(c)(1) and 2252A(d)(1) of title 18, United 
States Code, are each amended by striking 
‘‘less than three’’ and inserting ‘‘fewer than 
3’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN) and a Member 
opposed each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN). 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, today we debate and 
consider legislation aimed at pro-
tecting our young people from crime 
and violence. Well, Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today to offer an amendment 
aimed at protecting our children from 
a particularly devastating form of vio-
lence, and that is sexual violence. The 
amendment is known as the Two 
Strikes and You Are Out Child Protec-
tion Act. It is similar to my bill, H.R. 
1989, which enjoys bipartisan cospon-
sorship. Furthermore, it builds upon 
the fine work done by my colleague 
from Texas (Mr. FROST) and his law 
known as the Amber Hagerman Child 
Protection Act of 1996. 

Now this is really a very simple pro-
posal. It provides for a life sentence for 
those sick individuals who repeatedly 
prey on our children. This amendment 
says something very simple. It says 
that if someone is arrested and con-
victed of a serious sex crime against 
kids and then, after serving that time 
they do it yet again, under this plan, 
Mr. Chairman, they will go to prison 
for the rest of their life. 

Now almost as important as what 
this bill does is what it does not do. 
This bill in no way conflicts with the 
fine work of my colleague the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FROST). It 
builds upon it. It makes it stronger, 
just as it builds upon the three strikes 
and you are out law passed by this Con-
gress several years ago. 

This bill does not federalize in any 
way our sexual assault laws, and fi-
nally, this bill does not simply pile 
criminal penalties on for sexual as-
saults. It has been narrowly drafted to 
target a very small group of individ-
uals, but individuals who cause so very 
much damage and destruction in our 
society, damage to children, damage to 
families, damage to communities. It fo-
cuses on those who repeatedly molest 
our children. 

Mr. Chairman, in my home State of 
Wisconsin 77 percent of all sexual as-
sault victims are juveniles, and the re-
cidivism rate of the monsters who prey 
on these children is extraordinarily 
high. An Emory University report done 
some years ago suggested that the av-
erage child molester will commit 150 
acts of child molestation during his 
lifetime, 150. Furthermore, there is ac-
tually a study from the Washington 
Post that suggests the number is high-
er, perhaps twice as high. I know these 
numbers sound unbelievable, I know we 
do not want to believe them, but unfor-
tunately they are real, and they de-
mand our action. Every time one of 
these sexual offenders offends, he de-
stroys another life, he steals innocence 
yet again. When we find someone who 
has done this terrible act, after having 

served time for doing it before, in my 
view that person is self-defiant. He has 
shown us that he is unwilling or unable 
to stop his chain of violence. 

This amendment, I admit, is not 
about punishment, it is not about de-
terrence. Quite simply, this amend-
ment is about removing bad actors 
from society, keeping them away from 
our friends, our families, our streets. 

Now many of my colleagues are fa-
miliar with my good friend Mark 
Klaas, whose name has come up quite a 
bit in the debate today, and as many of 
my colleagues are aware, he is a dedi-
cated child safety advocate. He is the 
founder of the Mark Klaas Foundation 
for Kids. 

b 1845 
The story is unfortunately all too fa-

mous. His daughter, Polly, 12 years old, 
was kidnapped from her home in Cali-
fornia, brutally molested and mur-
dered. I have in fact here in my file a 
letter from Mr. Klaas strongly sup-
porting the amendment that we have 
here today. 

I would also like to recognize, once 
again, the great work done by my col-
league, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
FROST) who offered the Amber 
Hagerman Child Protection Act of 1996. 
The gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST) 
was successful in creating a Federal 
two-strikes law covering the crime of 
aggravated sexual abuse. I commend 
his work and I hope to build on his 
achievement today. 

This bill creates a new repeat of-
fender clause, or a two-strikes provi-
sion. It not only includes aggravated 
sexual abuse, but it also includes other 
serious sex crimes as well. Crimes like 
sexual abuse of juveniles, the selling 
and buying of children, and the trans-
portation of those under 16 for illicit, 
illegal sexual activity. I would also 
like to point out that under this 
amendment, just as with the Frost 
amendment, previously State offenses 
which would have qualified as a Fed-
eral crime, a Federal strike, had they 
been prosecuted as such, would count 
as a strike. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this common-sense, 
yet very important child protection 
amendment. If my colleagues want to 
strike back at the alarming rate of sex-
ual offenses against kids, my col-
leagues will support this amendment. I 
hope that they do. 

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I would begin by 
pointing out that we are now in the 
slippery slope of mandatory mini-
mums, and there is a question about 
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the policy wisdom of mandatory mini-
mums that would affect this kind of an 
amendment. We are taking judicial dis-
cretion in individual cases away from 
the judge and unless there is some 
compelling reason that this discretion 
in the judiciary has been abused, or 
that there are more and more cases 
coming into the Federal system, this 
seems to be another emotional state-
ment in the form of an amendment 
that we are now dealing with. 

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

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I certainly agree with my learned 
colleague from Michigan. This is a very 
emotional subject, there are no two 
ways about it. Of course the day we 
cease to be emotional about child mo-
lestation is the day I cease to be proud 
to serve in this institution, and I know 
the gentleman shares that sentiment. I 
respect his opinion, and that is why 
this proposal is so carefully and nar-
rowly tailored. It is built upon the 
three-strikes proposal that was passed 
by a democratically-controlled Con-
gress some years ago. It is also based 
upon the proposal of the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FROST) which again I 
commend. 

I took to heart the gentleman’s argu-
ments on a previous matter in which 
he talked about adding clutter, I think 
was the term, to the law, and was con-
cerned about a lack of clarity when we 
take sentencing away from the Sen-
tencing Commission. I respect that. In 
the case, though, of this proposal, I 
would submit that we add clarity and 
simplicity to the law, because we send 
a very strong signal with it. Instead of 
having conflicting terms and sending 
conflicting signals, this one is rather 
simple. Again, this is based upon the 
three-strikes law which this institu-
tion has previously passed and which 
many, if not most, States in the Nation 
have. 

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, one of the 
problems of doing this outside of the 
committee is that we do not have the 
opportunity to research and figure out 
exactly what the impact of the amend-
ment is. 

Section 2241 of the code already has a 
two-strikes provision. If I could engage 
the gentleman from Wisconsin in a col-
loquy, I would like to inquire of him, 
how does this amendment change 
present Federal law? 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, with respect to this provision, it 

would not. It would essentially recod-
ify the proposal and position of the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST). 

What this bill does is create a two- 
strikes provision, a new provision with-
in Federal law; codifies the proposal of 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST) 
and puts that within that. It does not 
in any way conflict with it. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, it does not conflict, but 
what does it apply to? Because it ap-
pears, looking through all of these sec-
tions, that some crimes for which one 
could get probation, two of those would 
result in a life imprisonment. 

I mean that is why we have a Sen-
tencing Commission. They can go 
through this to determine what the ap-
propriate sentence would be, and we 
are having a great deal of problems 
trying to determine all of the areas to 
which it might apply. It obviously ap-
plies to the very serious sexual of-
fenses, but there are a lot of offenses 
listed in there, touching through cloth-
ing, for example, that it may apply to, 
and two offenses of that for which pro-
bation would probably be the sentence 
would result in a mandatory life sen-
tence. Is that right? 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman would yield, 
which part is the gentleman’s ques-
tion? 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, what else does it apply to 
other than section 2241? What kinds of 
activities does it apply to? 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will yield, it ex-
plicitly provides, section 2241, as the 
gentleman referred to, the aggravated 
sexual abuse, which is currently the 
maximum sentence is any term of 
years or life. It provides for sexual 
abuse for which the sentence is 20 
years; sexual abuse of a minor, 15-year 
penalty; abuse of sexual contact, 12- 
year penalty; sexual abuse resulting in 
death which is a term of years or life or 
capital punishment; the buying and 
selling of children, not less than 20 
years; and the transportation of minors 
across State lines for illegal sexual 
purposes. 

I would also remind the gentleman 
that we are talking in all of these cases 
about a second offense. So the indi-
vidual that we are referring to here 
must have been arrested, convicted, 
and served his time for a previous com-
mission of such an offense. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, are there any offenses in 
here that if one does twice, do the sen-
tencing guidelines now provide for a 
year or less for any predicate offenses 
that the gentleman is describing? 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will continue to 
yield, the information that I just gave 
the gentleman, the information I have 
on the sentences reaches those crimes. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman has crimes that are very seri-

ous crimes. My question was, are there 
any crimes for which the sentencing 
guidelines now are a year or less? 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, it covers no other crimes besides 
the ones that I have stated to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. SCOTT. Do any of those crimes 
provide for a penalty by sentencing 
guidelines of a year or less? 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. I have 
given the gentleman the maximum 
sentences that I have under these. 

Mr. SCOTT. What I have asked for is 
for sentences for which the normal 
punishment is a year or less. Are there 
any of those covered? 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I have just given the gentleman 
the information that I have. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, we can-
not get an answer to the question, and 
that is the problem with trying to do 
this on the floor and not in committee. 

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

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, how much time do I have remain-
ing? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN) has 3 min-
utes remaining; the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) has 5 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. FOLEY). 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I strong-
ly urge passage of the Green amend-
ment to put repeat sex offenders behind 
bars once and for all. 

When a child is robbed of his inno-
cence by a sex offender, there are no 
second chances for that child. The lit-
tle boy or girl must carry the shame, 
the fear, and the hurt for the rest of 
their life. Ironically, when a sex of-
fender is released from prison, they do 
have a second chance to change the 
course of their life. There are consider-
able resources available for them to 
get treatment and counseling so that 
they can control their problems. Stud-
ies show that a considerable number of 
sex offenders have molested more than 
one child before and after their first 
conviction. 

Once a sex offender is caught, they 
must be punished and treated imme-
diately so that more children are not 
put in danger. The average convicted 
child molester only spends 2.2 years in 
prison. Sex offenders cannot be allowed 
to repeat their crimes. We cannot con-
tinue to put our children at risk, and I 
strongly support the Green amendment 
on two strikes. 

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

To the distinguished author of the 
amendment, might I try to make the 
point that the gentleman from Virginia 
was discussing in a little bit different 
way? 
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What the concern is, is whether or 

not this amendment allows a mis-
demeanor State offense such as a mis-
demeanor sexual battery as a predicate 
offense. And if it does, the gentleman 
sees the problem of some very minor 
offenses, a couple, that would then 
bring us into a mandatory life sen-
tence. 

This could move us into the cruel and 
unusual punishment prohibition of the 
eighth amendment, and I ask my col-
league if there has been consideration 
of this point. I raise it again because 
we have not had hearings. 

Could the gentleman comment on 
that? 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, first off, I appreciate the point. I 
do better appreciate the question now 
that it was raised. The answer to the 
first question about misdemeanor 
State offense is no, it would not be cov-
ered by this. 

Secondly, this is the law in Wis-
consin already, and this has been the 
law for some time in Wisconsin. Obvi-
ously, I keep referring back, we have a 
three-strikes law here on the Federal 
level that would cover many of these 
same crimes and we have a three- 
strikes law that would cover many of 
these same types of crimes in nearly 
every State in the Union. Again, we are 
talking about repeated offenses; an of-
fense that is committed after someone 
has been arrested and convicted of one 
of these offenses, and that after having 
served his time, doing it yet again. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman. Does the gentleman appreciate 
that had we had a hearing in the Sub-
committee on Crime, these kinds of 
questions might not have been raised 
here in a colloquy fashion which we 
have to research the answers on after 
the debate, and unfortunately, after 
the vote. But I see where the gen-
tleman is coming from. He is assuring 
us that these would all be serious felo-
nies that would result in a mandatory 
life sentence by virtue of this amend-
ment. 

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

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 30 seconds to the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MCCOLLUM). 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
certainly support this amendment. I 
concur with the gentleman from Michi-
gan that this is unfortunate in many 
ways. We have a number of amend-
ments out here that might have been 
separate bills going through our sub-
committee and ironed some of these 
things out, but I am being reassured by 
staff who have looked over this that we 
are not indeed trampling on anything 

that would be a minor offense. These 
are major offenses the gentleman is 
talking about. These are major sex of-
fenders. They are repeat offenders. And 
I certainly, for one, believe that we 
ought to put them away as the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin wants to do, so 
I strongly support his amendment, and 
I thank him for offering it. 
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Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would just briefly 
summarize. I appreciate gentleman’s 
concerns about the lack of a hearing. I 
did not choose the pace with which this 
moved. 

But let me say this, today we are 
taking or seizing upon a historic oppor-
tunity to not only punish young of-
fenders, but hopefully create protec-
tions for young victims. That is obvi-
ously what this is all about. 

This is a commonsense measure, not 
a radical departure from law. We have 
a two strikes and you are out for some 
sexual offenses, for one type of sex 
crime we have a three strikes law. 

This is a commonsense proposal. It 
says that for a narrow class of crimi-
nals, those who repeatedly prey upon 
young people, we cannot wait around 
for three strikes. Three strikes is too 
many: Too many criminals, too many 
victims. 

This bill says if we find someone who 
has done it a second time, they are a 
self-defined repeat offender and we 
must remove them for the sake of our 
children, our families, and our commu-
nities. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I will not 
take the full minute. I would just point 
out that one of the reasons we have a 
problem is the term in the bill is ‘‘Fed-
eral sexual offense.’’ The code goes 
back and forth between what a sexual 
act is and what sexual contact means. 
Sexual contact could be patting some-
one on the rear end. If that is what we 
are talking about, getting two offenses 
of that and getting life imprisonment, 
it is obviously out of control. 

That is why we need a committee 
hearing, so we can actually deliberate 
and get a straight answer to the ques-
tions we have been asking. We have 
been denied that, and here we are, 
looking at a mandatory life imprison-
ment potentially on information that 
we cannot quite understand because it 
is presented outside of the regular 
order. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the committee finds 
itself at some point of difficulty here. 
It would seem to me, especially with 

the comments of the Chair of the sub-
committee and the ranking member of 
the Subcommittee on Crime, that this 
amendment, as salutory as it is in-
tended to be, might better serve the 
purpose of an orderly process if it were 
withdrawn at this time for a com-
mittee review. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
GREEN) has made a very good and 
strong case, but it seems to me that we 
are leaving some things that really 
have to be researched by staff, and that 
we might be able to proceed on this 
very quickly as a freestanding bill. 
After all, we still have a great number 
of months remaining before this term 
is over, and my fears have not been al-
layed. 

It would seem to me that this juve-
nile justice bill itself would not be 
harmed in any way were the gentleman 
to accede to my invitation. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate 
on this amendment has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. GREEN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
It is now in order to consider amend-

ment No. 12 printed in Part A of House 
Report 106–186. 
AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MR. CANADY OF 

FLORIDA 
Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, pursuant to the rule, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 12 offered by Mr. 
CANADY of Florida: 

Add at the end the following: 
SEC. . INCREASE OF AGE RELATING TO TRANS-

FER OF OBSCENE MATERIAL. 
Section 1470 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended by striking ‘‘16’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘18’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. CANADY) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, for decades it has been 
a Federal crime to distribute in inter-
state commerce material that is ob-
scene; that is, material which is pat-
ently offensive, sexually explicit, and 
without serious value. As it has been 
defined by the Supreme Court, obscen-
ity is by definition outside the protec-
tion of the First Amendment of the 
United States Constitution. 

Last year this Congress passed a law 
which has been codified at 18 U.S.C., 
section 1470, providing enhanced pen-
alties for distributing this illegal ob-
scene material to children under 16 
years of age. Under this law, purveyors 
of obscenity under the age of 16 are 
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subject to imprisonment for up to 10 
years, rather than 5 years. 

The amendment I have submitted 
would simply increase the age of the 
minors to which the prohibition would 
apply from children under 16 years of 
age to children under 18 years of age. 
There is no reason why Congress should 
not fully protect all minors from ob-
scene material. 

Again, I would point out to my col-
leagues that the material we are talk-
ing about here is material which, by 
definition, is unprotected under the 
First Amendment. I believe that those 
who provide such material to minors 
should be singled out for a harsher pen-
alty. This proposal that is before the 
House now would simply ensure that 
all minors receive the protection of the 
law that was passed last year pro-
tecting minors under 16 years of age. 

I would urge my colleagues to sup-
port this simple amendment. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) seek 
time in opposition? 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word, rather than 
seek time in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
unable to strike the last word. 

Without objection, the gentleman 
from Michigan is recognized to control 
5 minutes in opposition. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I wanted to point out 

to the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
CANADY), who I believe is a member of 
the Subcommittee on Crime, that it 
would have been my hope that we 
would have brought this through the 
committee process. 

I have no objection to the measure. 
As a matter of fact, on its face I quite 
agree with it. But it is this process 
that could have quite as easily brought 
this to the floor through the full com-
mittee and the subcommittee. 

I was wondering if there were some 
reason that it did not happen that way. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, let me express to the gentleman 
from Michigan my agreement that it 
would be preferable for us to move all 
items through the committee process. 
That is my preference. I would have 
preferred for this whole process to be 
operated differently. 

But I will tell the gentleman that it 
is my view that this process is going 
the way it is because there are certain 
people not on this side of the aisle who 
decided that they were going to force 
the issue, that we could not act quick-
ly enough to satisfy them. We are 
going through the process we are going 

through now to avoid the disruption of 
the process of the House that would 
have otherwise incurred. I believe that 
is the reality of why we are here today. 

Frankly, I think it is unfortunate. I 
would have preferred to see hearings 
and markups conducted on all these 
matters. But under the circumstances, 
I think we are dealing with this in the 
best way possible, given the determina-
tion, the apparent determination, of 
some people to disrupt the legislative 
process unless these issues were 
brought to the floor immediately. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his response. I 
happen to recall that the juvenile jus-
tice markups were canceled on one, 
two, three, maybe four different occa-
sions, and I do not think that whatever 
the objection that anybody on the 
Committee on the Judiciary may have 
had to any of the substance, I do not 
think this would have run into any dif-
ficulty. I do not think the gentleman 
imagines that this was part of what-
ever the problem was. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. I would cer-
tainly agree. I would hope that all the 
Members of the House could support 
this amendment. I believe it is appro-
priate for us to be dealing with this 
very simple amendment at this point. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
three sentences on this. The fact of the 
matter is that legislating from the 
floor on matters of Federal criminal 
law is not the most orderly process in 
the world, even when it appears to be a 
matter that we can all, on the surface, 
support. 

I refer to the immediately preceding 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN), which 
certainly sounds appropriate, but we 
ran into a problem. In the 10 minutes 
we have been debating this measure we 
have not run into a problem, but it is 
not beyond my understanding that 
there might be a problem in here. 

I do not think our staff has spent 
much time on this. There have been no 
hearings. As I have indicated, I support 
the measure, from what I have heard of 
it on the floor. It still is not an orderly 
way to proceed. I regret that we had to 
do it this way. I am sorry that what-
ever concerned persons did not cooper-
ate so that these hearings in the com-
mittee could be scheduled. I do not 
think it was around this measure, 
which is coming to my attention rath-
er late. 

So Mr. Chairman, I have no objection 
to this amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY). I do 
put the committee on notice that I am 
going to ask my staff to continue to re-
search the matter and bring to the gen-
tleman’s attention anything that may 
be the fruits of that research. 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, just in responding to 
the gentleman’s point, I would observe 

that it is not at all unusual for Mem-
bers to go to the Committee on Rules 
with an amendment which has not been 
through the committee process, to 
have that amendment made in order, 
and then have it debated on the floor 
without the benefit of hearings. 

So the fact that this amendment is 
here without having been through the 
hearing process is by no means extraor-
dinary. I am sure the gentleman from 
Michigan has brought amendments to 
the floor that have not been through 
the committee process. I do not have 
examples, but I do not think we would 
have to search far or wide to find ex-
amples of the gentleman from Michi-
gan doing that. That is nothing that is 
against that. 

I do agree with the gentleman’s gen-
eral point, that it is better to work 
issues through the process, but that 
does not mean that every amendment 
has to be considered in that way. I cer-
tainly think in amendments such as 
this that the gentleman, as I under-
stand it, agrees to, that it is appro-
priate for us to bring them to the floor. 

I urge all the Members to support 
this amendment that I think really 
more than anything else corrects an 
oversight in the law that we passed 
last year, and frames that law more ap-
propriately than we did in the last Con-
gress. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate 
on this amendment has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. CANADY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 13 printed in 
Part A of House Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MRS. KELLY 
Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 13 offered by Mrs. 

KELLY: 
Add at the end the following new section: 

SEC. ll. CHILD HOSTAGE-TAKING TO EVADE AR-
REST OR OBSTRUCT JUSTICE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 55 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
‘‘§ 1205. Child hostage-taking to evade arrest 

or obstruct justice 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Whoever uses force or 

threatens to use force against any officer or 
agency of the Federal Government, and 
seizes or detains, or continues to detain, a 
child in order to— 

‘‘(1) obstruct, resist, or oppose any officer 
of the United States, or other person duly 
authorized, in serving, or attempting to 
serve or execute, any legal or judicial writ, 
process, or warrant of any court of the 
United States; or 

‘‘(2) compel any department or agency of 
the Federal Government to do or to abstain 
from doing any act; 
or attempts to do so, shall be punished in ac-
cordance with subsection (b). 
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‘‘(b) SENTENCING.—Any person who violates 

subsection (a)— 
‘‘(1) shall be imprisoned not less than 10 

years and not more than 25 years; 
‘‘(2) if injury results to the child as a result 

of the violation, shall be imprisoned not less 
than 20 years and not more than 35 years; 
and 

‘‘(3) if death results to the child as a result 
of the violation, shall be subject to the pen-
alty of death or be imprisoned for life. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘child’ means an individual 
who has not attained the age of 18 years.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 55 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new item: 
‘‘1205. Child hostage-taking to evade arrest 

or obstruct justice.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentlewoman from 
New York (Mrs. KELLY) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY). 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise today for the 
purpose of offering an amendment that 
addresses the problem of children being 
taken as hostages. Far too many sce-
narios have been documented in which 
children are taken as hostages and ex-
posed to violence, emotional trauma, 
or physical harm at the hands of 
adults. 

For example, in New York a woman’s 
estranged husband took her and their 
three children hostage at the point of a 
loaded shotgun. He held them for near-
ly 4 hours, and at one point he alleg-
edly traded his 7-year-old son for a 
pack of cigarettes. 

In Texas a man took 80 children hos-
tage at an area day care facility. They 
were held at gunpoint and released 
over a 30-hour period before the stand-
off was brought thankfully to a non-
violent conclusion. 

In Florida a suspected drug addict 
and murderer held two children ages 2 
and 4 hostage for 21⁄2 days. An entire 
Orlando neighborhood was evacuated 
during the standoff. Only when he 
threatened to use the children as 
human shields did a SWAT team rescue 
the children in a raid that resulted in 
the death of the suspect. 

In Baltimore a man broke into a sec-
ond-floor apartment, stabbing a young 
mother and holding her 9-month-old 
child hostage for 2 hours before a quick 
response team could rescue the baby 
and apprehend the suspect. 

b 1915 

Situations such as these are unac-
ceptable and cannot be tolerated. We in 
Congress must do our part to prevent 
scenarios in which children are used as 
pawns by a violent adult. 

The amendment I offer today is based 
on my bipartisan legislation, H.R. 51, 
and will give new protection to our 
children. It establishes the strictest 
punishments for those who would evade 

arrest or obstruct justice by using chil-
dren as hostages. This provision tough-
ens penalties against any person who 
takes a child 18 years of age or younger 
hostage in order to resist, compel or 
oppose the Federal Government. 

Such a person would serve a min-
imum sentence of 10 years to a max-
imum of death depending on the extent 
of injury to the child. 

A number of States, including Cali-
fornia, Illinois, Florida, are already en-
forcing tougher penalties on people 
convicted of stealing children for their 
own personal gain. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in this 
important effort to protect the lives 
and well-being of our Nation’s children. 
It is my hope that together we can 
make our Nation a safer place for ev-
eryone, especially those who are least 
able to protect themselves. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) claim the 
time in opposition? 

Mr. CONYERS. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
as much time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT), the ranking member of the 
Subcommittee on Crime. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, this bill, 
again, did not go through the com-
mittee so we do not know the impact. 
The gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
KELLY) has mentioned several heinous 
crimes and has not indicated what time 
was given to those people upon convic-
tion. It would be interesting to see 
what the Sentencing Guidelines would 
say in those situations. 

Without a hearing, it is difficult to 
determine what impact this would have 
one way or the other and, therefore, 
Mr. Chairman, again, it shows that we 
are just out here trading sound bites, 
who can come up with a name for a 
bill, who can come up with and state a 
heinous crime and then raise whatever 
the penalty it was to something we do 
not know what it is. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY), 
and ask if she would give us an idea of 
how much time was given in each of 
those cases that she mentioned. It 
would be helpful. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, quite 
frankly, I cannot give the gentleman 
that information because I did not 
bring it to the floor with me. It may be 
important for the gentleman to recog-
nize the fact that this amendment that 
I am offering passed the floor of the 
House last year. It passed not only 
with the membership of the Republican 
Party but also with a number of Mem-
bers of the Democratic Party sup-

porting this bill, as they again do this 
year. 

Mr. SCOTT. Reclaiming my time, Mr. 
Chairman, I am sure it would probably 
pass. I just wanted to know what we 
were doing. Apparently we will not find 
out. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN). 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
make a strong statement for the pro-
tection of America’s children. Time 
and time again we speak of our chil-
dren as our Nation’s most precious pos-
session. This amendment, the Kelly 
amendment, sends that message to our 
children. I commend the gentlewoman 
from New York (Mrs. KELLY) for intro-
ducing this legislation. 

Just this month two fugitives were 
arrested after kidnapping a five- 
month-old boy from a Georgia trailer 
park to escape capture. After fleeing 
for 4 days across half a dozen States, 
the fugitives were finally apprehended 
in Quebec. Fortunately, the child was 
unharmed and returned to his parents. 

Crimes like this must not be taken 
lightly. This Kelly amendment tough-
ens penalties against any person who 
dares to take a child hostage in order 
to evade arrest. This amendment pro-
vides any criminal bringing a child as a 
hostage into a crime will spend 10 
years in prison; harm that child, he 
serves 20 years in prison; and should 
the child die, the perpetrator will serve 
life or be subject to the death penalty. 

Today Congress is considering send-
ing a message to America’s commu-
nities about safety for our Nation’s 
children. We are considering legisla-
tion that will give communities the 
tools, the opportunity and protection 
they want to give their children, a safe 
environment in which to grow up. How-
ever, this legislation must also send a 
message to those communities that 
America will not take any threat to 
their children lightly. This amendment 
clarifies that message. 

Accordingly, I urge our colleagues to 
support the Kelly amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this proposal is simi-
lar to those that are imposed upon 
adult offenders of the drug and fire-
arms laws, but what we are doing is 
promoting the use of mandatory mini-
mums because it is concerned with 
punishment and not prevention. 

We have yet to realize that preven-
tion is indeed the best way to address 
violence. 

So I want to suggest to the com-
mittee that mandatory minimums, as 
this is, are not good policy; that they 
are, in fact, misguided because they 
create unfairness and require judicial 
and correctional expenditures dis-
proportionate to any deterrent or reha-
bilitative effect that they may have. 

That is taken directly from a Drug 
Policy Research Center study of 1997. 
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I do not think it is inappropriate to 

suggest that judges in individual cases 
are still in the best position to deter-
mine what sentences are appropriate 
for individual offenders. Mandatory 
minimums take discretion away from 
the Court to utilize other problem-solv-
ing approaches to crime prevention. 

What about the U.S. attorneys? When 
a mandatory minimum crime is in-
volved, this makes any attempt at plea 
bargaining, if they are moving up a 
chain of crime figures, literally impos-
sible. In this decade, the U.S. Sen-
tencing Commission reported that over 
one-third of the Federal defendants 
whose criminal conduct should have 
triggered application of a mandatory 
minimum provision have somehow 
even yet escaped the effects of such 
provisions. 

So here for the third time in a single 
evening we have criminal laws named 
after some poor victim for whom our 
sympathies are overflowing, but wheth-
er or not this is the best way for us to 
proceed as a matter of process still re-
mains much in doubt. 

We are still legislating with no com-
mittee of original jurisdiction, that I 
can recall, having had anything to do 
with what might be an otherwise well 
meaning amendment, to impose severe 
penalties on people who take children 
as hostage to evade arrest. 

Why this was not able to come 
through the committee in an orderly 
way is not clear to me. This is not gun 
legislation. It is the meat and potatoes 
of the Subcommittee on Crime of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

So I am again sorry that this could 
not have been taken up in a more or-
derly way. 

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MCCOLLUM), the chairman of 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. KELLY) for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support 
this amendment. It is a great bill that 
she introduced last year that we passed 
here in the House, and I believe this is 
the perfect case for a minimum manda-
tory sentence. 

If someone is going to take a child as 
a hostage to try to avoid a judicial writ 
or court process or to try to compel an 
agency of the government to do some-
thing, they ought to have a minimum 
mandatory sentence. It is a deterrent 
message. That is what a minimum 
mandatory sentence is. It takes a real-
ly bad apple off the street and takes 
them off the street for a period of time. 

I commend the gentlewoman from 
New York (Mrs. KELLY) for offering the 
bill. It is a good proposal and it should 
be adopted. 

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

Mr. Chairman, once again, the pas-
sage of this amendment would give law 

enforcement across the country a new 
and powerful weapon in the fight 
against violent criminals. As I men-
tioned earlier, there are disturbing ex-
amples of hostage situations involving 
children. I hope my colleagues will join 
me and pass these new protections and 
protect children from crime in Amer-
ica. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to also point 
out that in the last Congress, this bill 
did pass through the committee proc-
ess. So I believe the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) did have a 
chance to look at it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 14 printed in 
part A of House Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. 
HUTCHINSON 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer amendment No. 14. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 14 offered by 
Mr. HUTCHINSON: 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. PROHIBITION ON TRANSFERRING TO 
JUVENILE A FIREARM THAT THE 
TRANSFEROR KNOWS OR HAS REA-
SON TO BELIEVE WILL BE USED IN A 
SCHOOL ZONE OR IN A SERIOUS VIO-
LENT FELONY. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—Section 922 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after subsection (y) the following: 

‘‘(z)(1) It shall be unlawful for a person to 
sell, deliver, or otherwise transfer any fire-
arm to a person who the transferor knows or 
has reasonable cause to believe is a juvenile, 
and knowing or having reasonable cause to 
believe that the juvenile intends to possess, 
discharge, or otherwise use the firearm in a 
school zone. 

‘‘(2) It shall be unlawful for a person to 
sell, deliver, or otherwise transfer any fire-
arm to a person who the transferor knows or 
has reasonable cause to believe is a juvenile, 
and knowing or having reasonable cause to 
believe that the juvenile intends to possess, 
discharge, or otherwise use the firearm in 
the commission of a serious violent felony. 

‘‘(3) For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘juvenile’ means an individual who has 
not attained 18 years of age.’’. 

(b) PENALTIES.—Section 924(a) of such title 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(7)(A) A person, other than a juvenile, 
who violates section 922(z)(1) shall be fined 
under this title, imprisoned as provided in 
section 924(a)(6)(B)(ii), or both. 

‘‘(B) A person, other than a juvenile, who 
violates section 922(z)(2) shall be fined under 
this title, imprisoned as provided in section 
924(a)(6)(B)(iii), or both.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON). 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment makes 
it unlawful to transfer any firearm to a 
juvenile if the transferror knows or has 
reason to believe that the firearm will 
be used in a school zone or in the com-
mission of a serious violent felony. 

This amendment goes to the heart of 
the problem of straw purchasers, where 
someone else purchases a firearm for 
someone else who is disqualified or for 
the purpose of giving it to a juvenile 
for an unlawful purpose. Those are 
straw purchasers. 

Under current law, even if the 
transferror knows that the juvenile in-
tends to use the weapon to commit a 
crime, the prohibition only covers 
handguns and handgun ammunition. 

Now, amendments have been offered 
that expand this prohibition to semi-
automatic assault weapons and large 
capacity ammunition feeding devices, 
or will be considered by the House. 
However, even with the adoption of 
these amendments, it will not be 
against the law to transfer a rifle or a 
shotgun to a juvenile when the 
transferror knows that the weapon will 
be used to commit a crime. 

This does not impact any legitimate 
transfers of firearms, shotguns for 
hunting purposes or other legitimate 
purposes. But as we know from the Col-
orado tragedy, any firearm is sufficient 
to cause death, whether it is a handgun 
or not. My amendment closes this loop-
hole and actually does something posi-
tive to keep guns out of the hands of 
violent juveniles. 

The penalties for violating this provi-
sion are the same as those found in 
current law, which carries up to 10 
years in prison. However, this amend-
ment anticipates the adoption of the 
McCollum amendment, which amends 
current law to provide for certain man-
datory minimums for violations of 
school zones and for use during the 
commission of a serious violent felony. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is impor-
tant to note that in many of the recent 
school shootings, students did use long 
guns, rifles and shotguns. To the extent 
that an older friend or relation ac-
quires these guns for such unlawful 
uses, I believe it is important to hold 
those accomplices accountable for 
their actions and to discourage such 
purchases and transfers when it is used 
for a serious violent felony or for pur-
poses of use in a school zone. 

Mr. Chairman, I would ask support 
for this amendment. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) seek 
time in opposition? 

Mr. CONYERS. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I 
do, for purposes of debate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:22 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00086 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H16JN9.003 H16JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE13162 June 16, 1999 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, could I ask the gen-

tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON), who is a member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and the author 
of the amendment, whether shotguns 
and rifles are now within the purview 
of his amendment? 

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas. 

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

Mr. Chairman, all firearms would be 
under the purview of the amendment 
that I am offering if the transfer is 
with the knowledge that it is going to 
be used for the commission of a serious 
violent felony or to be used in a school 
zone. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, in 
view of that then I would like to state 
that we on this side have no objection 
to this amendment and withdraw any 
opposition to it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not need 2 minutes but I thank the 
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON) for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I just want to say I 
strongly support this amendment. The 
gentleman is right, it does perfect an 
amendment I have already offered that 
has been adopted out here today, and I 
think it fills a loophole that needed to 
be filled so we do not have kids pos-
sessing a gun in conditions where they 
should not. 

I think the gentleman has done a 
good service, and I support the amend-
ment. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) for his 
comments, and if I just might conclude 
on this issue by saying that I have ap-
proached the entire issue of violent ju-
venile crime in terms of what can we 
do to keep firearms out of the hands of 
violent teenagers, people who are prone 
to crime, as well as criminals? 

b 1930 

That is why we can legitimately look 
at solving those problems. This amend-
ment certainly goes to the heart of 
that by making sure there is a strong 
penalty for those who engage in straw 
purchases. We have seen that where we 
would use someone else to purchase a 
firearm when they are disqualified or 
have an unlawful purpose. I think this 
really puts a clamp and will be helpful 
in addressing the serious problem that 
this Congress as a whole is trying to 
address in a bipartisan basis. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) for his cour-
tesies that he has extended. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 15 printed in 
part A of House Report 106–186. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. SCOTT. Parliamentary inquiry, 

Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, is there a 

provision for skipping an amendment 
and coming back to it? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would re-
spond to the gentleman that—the one- 
hour notice procedure established in 
House Resolution 209 aside—only by 
unanimous consent in the full House 
could a change of sequence be accom-
plished. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Parliamentary in-

quiry, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state his parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, is it 

a rule to prohibit another Member 
from offering an amendment so print-
ed? 

The CHAIRMAN. The rule provides 
that an amendment may be offered by 
the Member designated in the report or 
by his or her designee. 

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. QUINN 
Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 15 offered by Mr. 

QUINN: 
At the end of the bill, insert the following: 

TITLE ll—EXPLOSIVES RESTRICTIONS 
SEC. ll1. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Restricted 
Explosives Control Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. ll2. PROHIBITION AGAINST THE DISTRIBU-

TION OR RECEIPT OF RESTRICTED 
EXPLOSIVES WITHOUT A FEDERAL 
PERMIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 842 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(3)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘that are not restricted ex-

plosives’’ after ‘‘explosive materials’’ the 2nd 
place such term appears; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘or’’ after the semicolon; 
(B) by redesignating subparagraph (B) as 

subparagraph (C) and inserting after sub-
paragraph (A) the following: 

‘‘(B) to distribute restricted explosives to 
any person other than a licensee or permitee; 
or’’; and 

(C) in subparagraph (C) (as so redesig-
nated), by inserting ‘‘that are not restricted 
explosives’’ after ‘‘explosive materials’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)(3), by inserting ‘‘if the 
explosive materials are not restricted explo-
sives,’’ before ‘‘a resident’’. 

(b) RESTRICTED EXPLOSIVES DEFINED.—Sec-
tion 841 of such title is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(r) ‘Restricted explosives’ means high ex-
plosives, blasting agents, detonators, and 
more than 50 pounds of black powder.’’. 
SEC. ll3. REQUIREMENT THAT APPLICATION 

FOR FEDERAL EXPLOSIVES LICENSE 
OR PERMIT INCLUDE A PHOTO-
GRAPH AND SET OF FINGERPRINTS 
OF THE APPLICANT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 843(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended in the 1st 
sentence by inserting ‘‘shall include the ap-
plicant’s photograph and set of fingerprints, 
which shall be taken and transmitted to the 
Secretary by the chief law enforcement offi-
cer of the applicant’s place of residence, 
and’’ before ‘‘shall be’’. 

(b) CHIEF LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICER DE-
FINED.—Section 841 of such title, as amended 
by section 2(b) of this Act, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(s) ‘Chief law enforcement officer’ means 
the chief of police, the sheriff, or an equiva-
lent officer or the designee of any such indi-
vidual.’’. 
SEC. ll4. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by this Act shall 
apply to conduct engaged in after the 180-day 
period that begins with the date of the en-
actment of this Act. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. QUINN) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. QUINN). 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise to discuss an 
amendment made in order by the rule. 
Earlier today the House adopted legis-
lation which addresses my concerns re-
garding the purchase of explosives. I 
therefore intend to withdraw my 
amendment here this evening. How-
ever, before I do so, I would like to just 
make a few comments if I may. 

First, I want to thank the gentleman 
from California (Chairman DREIER) and 
all of my colleagues on the Committee 
on Rules for making this amendment 
in order. 

I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from Upstate New York (Mr. 
REYNOLDS), my friend and neighbor for 
his assistance. 

We have been working to restrict the 
sale of explosives since 1993 when four 
bombs exploded in western New York 
State, killing five people. Current law 
enabled those responsible for the mur-
ders, who have been convicted and are 
now serving time, to buy the deadly 
dynamite over the counter in another 
State ssimply by providing false identi-
fication, completing a short Bureau of 
Alcohol and Tobacco and Firearms 
form, and promising not to cross State 
lines. 

Although New York State has tough 
laws with respect to the purchase of ex-
plosives, the murderers were able to 
purchase dynamite simply by going to 
another State with weaker laws. 

As we well know, however, we do not 
need to go back 6 years to think of a 
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tragedy brought about with the use of 
explosives. Recent events have again 
demonstrated the pressing need for in-
creased controls on the purchase of 
such explosives. Over the weekend, in 
fact, in my hometown of Hamburg, 
New York, two of my constituents were 
killed within a mile of my own house 
in a violent explosion. The bombing in 
Oklahoma City and the recent tragedy 
in Colorado are all obviously examples 
as well. 

Again, currently, certain States 
allow dynamite and other explosives to 
be sold over the counter. Language in 
the McCollum amendment, which was 
approved by the House earlier today, 
requires criminal background checks 
before explosive materials can be 
transferred to nonlicensed buyers. This 
McCollum amendment also requires in-
dividuals to obtain explosives from fed-
erally licensed dealers to obtain that 
same Federal permit. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Florida (Chairman MCCOLLUM) 
and the Committee on the Judiciary 
for addressing the problem. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM). 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from New York 
for yielding to me. 

I simply want to commend the gen-
tleman for the work he has done over 
the years on the explosives issue. As 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Crime, I know he has been involved, 
and I appreciate the fact that he is 
going to withdraw this amendment for 
reasons of technical nature dealing 
with what has already been passed. 

I think the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. QUINN) deserves commenda-
tion for this. He has been very, very in-
volved with this issue. If it were not for 
his efforts, we might well not have the 
provisions we had in my amendment 
earlier today. So I thank the gen-
tleman from New York for his efforts. 

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I thank the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) for his 
kind words. I also appreciate the work 
of the House on the floor to make sure 
that the gentleman from New York had 
an opportunity to rise here this 
evening. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to withdraw the amendment. 

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, I ask the 
author of the amendment, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. QUINN), 
with all due respect, all examples he 
gave were good reasons to have this 
amendment. It sounded like this could 
be a very important amendment. He 
says that it is now to be found else-
where in the McCollum amendment. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. Chairman, under my reservation 
of objection, I yield to the gentleman 

from New York (Mr. QUINN) for an an-
swer. 

Mr. QUINN. Yes, it is, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, fur-

ther reserving the right to object, 
could the gentleman from New York 
indicate to me where within the volu-
minous McCollum amendment is the 
language that would make it unneces-
sary for his amendment? 

Mr. QUINN. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, under 
my reservation of objection, I yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. QUINN. We are perfectly satis-
fied with the intent and the language 
of the McCollum amendment this 
afternoon, that it met the concerns 
that we had. Although technical in na-
ture, we had discussions this afternoon 
with the Treasury Department and 
others to make certain that our bill, 
fashioned after Brady and others that 
have been before the House years be-
fore, are satisfied here today. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, could 
I point out to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. QUINN), the author, I am 
glad he had these discussions earlier. I 
do not know anything about them, of 
course. I am not sure, but it is sug-
gested that the gentleman’s amend-
ment is stronger than the language he 
is referring to that appears in Mr. 
MCCOLLUM’S amendment. Is that cor-
rect? 

Mr. Chairman, under my reservation 
of objection, I yield to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. QUINN). 

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman from Michigan 
yielding to me. That is for the gentle-
man’s decision to decide, I guess, 
whether it is stronger or not. I know 
that for our purposes in working on 
this bill and the amendment, for now, 
going on 4 or 5 years, that we are satis-
fied that today’s action is more than 
adequate, and we are prepared to go 
forward with the chairman. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for his expla-
nations, and I withdraw my reservation 
of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of-

fered by the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. QUINN) is withdrawn. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 16 printed in 
part A of House Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MR. DELAY 
Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 16 offered by 

Mr. DELAY: 
At the end of the bill, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. LIMITATION ON PRISONER RELEASE 
ORDERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 99 of title 28, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
‘‘§ 1632. Limitation on prisoner release orders 

‘‘(a) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding section 
3626(a)(3) of title 18 or any other provision of 
law, in a civil action with respect to prison 
conditions, no court of the United States or 
other court listed in section 610 shall have 
jurisdiction to enter or carry out any pris-
oner release order that would result in the 
release from or nonadmission to a prison, on 
the basis of prison conditions, of any person 
subject to incarceration, detention, or ad-
mission to a facility because of a conviction 
of a felony under the laws of the relevant ju-
risdiction, or a violation of the terms or con-
ditions of parole, probation, pretrial release, 
or a diversionary program, relating to the 
commission of a felony under the laws of the 
relevant jurisdiction. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section— 
‘‘(1) the terms ‘civil action with respect to 

prison conditions’, ‘prisoner’, ‘prisoner re-
lease order’, and ‘prison’ have the meanings 
given those terms in section 3626(g) of title 
18; and 

‘‘(2) the term ‘prison conditions’ means 
conditions of confinement or the effects of 
actions by government officials on the lives 
of persons confined in prison. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 99 of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following new item: 
‘‘1632. Limitation on prisoner release or-

ders.’’. 
(c) CONSENT DECREES.— 
(1) TERMINATION OF EXISTING CONSENT DE-

CREES.—Any consent decree that was entered 
into before the date of the enactment of the 
Prison Litigation Reform Act of 1995, that is 
in effect on the day before the date of the en-
actment of this Act, and that provides for 
remedies relating to prison conditions shall 
cease to be effective on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this sub-
section— 

(A) the term ‘‘consent decree’’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 3626(g) of 
title 18, United States Code; and 

(B) the term ‘‘prison conditions’’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 1632(c) of 
title 28, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (a) of this section. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

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

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

Mr. Chairman, this is an amendment 
in the form of a bill that passed over-
whelmingly in this House last year. So 
I bring it to the House because I think 
it is so appropriate to put it on this bill 
at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, we have been talking 
about crime all day. I rise to introduce 
this amendment that seeks to cut at 
the very heart of crime. Early release 
of felons due to prison conditions puts 
all Americans at risk, and this practice 
should stop. All the talk about fighting 
crime and keeping children safe boils 
down to nothing if we are not willing 
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to keep prisoners behind bars where 
they belong. 

Now, many States have tried to com-
bat crime by assessing truth in sen-
tencing laws. However, these noble ef-
forts are countered by activist judges 
who side with predators over victims. 
Activist judges are accessories to 
crime. Every day, laws are ignored, 
misinterpreted, and overturned by 
radicals in robes who have stolen the 
role of legislative bodies. 

Article III of the U.S. Constitution 
allows the Congress to set jurisdic-
tional restraints on the courts, and 
this amendment reasserts that right. 

Tragically, judges have used the ex-
cuse of overcrowding to empty prisons 
of violent offenders and drug dealers. 
These judicial magicians create prison 
caps out of thin air and then empty jail 
cells until they reach their arbitrary 
number. 

In Philadelphia, for instance, after 
some convicts complained, Judge 
Norma Shapiro created a prison cap 
that resulted in the release of 500 pris-
oners every week; 9,732 of these crimi-
nals onto the streets because of her 
own arbitrary caps. These criminals 
were released. They were later re-
arrested for new crimes, including mur-
der and rape. 

Now, in recent years, 35 percent of all 
offenders arrested for violent crime 
were already on probation, parole, or 
pretrial release at the time of their ar-
rest. Studies show that up to 76 percent 
of former inmates are rearrested with-
in 3 years of their release. 

Even more criminals are released be-
fore their trial because activist judges 
claim that they have no room to keep 
them in custody. These people should 
not be let loose, and my amendment 
assures that they cannot be released 
due to the prison conditions loophole. 

We will not reduce crime until we 
stop letting criminals back onto the 
streets to continue to prey on innocent 
Americans. 

This amendment does not prevent 
any other methods to correct prison 
conditions. It simply stops judges from 
releasing dangerous convicts to allevi-
ate overcrowding or other conditions. 

Justice may be blind, but it is and 
does comprehend common sense. This 
amendment makes neighborhoods safer 
by keeping convicts behind bars. 

Mr. Chairman, no American is free if 
he does not feel safe in his house or on 
the streets. Congress must act now to 
take back our streets. Congress must 
combat judicial activism. I urge my 
colleagues to support this amendment. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 
seek to claim the time in opposition to 
the amendment? 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

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

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY), the distinguished whip, has of-
fered an amendment that would dras-
tically and, in my view, unconsti-
tutionally limit the authority of Fed-
eral judges to remedy inhumane prison 
conditions where they are brought to 
their attention to the judicial process. 

I would remind the gentleman that, 
where this kind of a permission is 
granted, where relief is granted for this 
condition, it is probably in consonance 
with the eighth amendment to the Con-
stitution. 

I think that the Philadelphia case 
that the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY) referred to is a State matter. I 
would like just to inquire that, in his 
research, since this has not come be-
fore the committee, was it his impres-
sion that this practice, which he de-
cries, is something that occurs in the 
Federal system, or is he referring to 
the Philadelphia case which, it is my 
understanding, occurred in the State 
system? 

I will repeat it. Apparently the gen-
tleman from Texas did not hear the 
question that I was posing to him. 

b 1945 

The question is whether or not the 
conditions of which the gentleman 
complains, that is the litigation that 
does release prisoners in inhumane 
prison conditions, does that turn on 
State prison conditions or is the gen-
tleman referring to Federal prison con-
ditions? Because it is my under-
standing that the Philadelphia inci-
dent, of which the gentleman re-
marked, was a State matter. 

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I am hav-
ing a hard time understanding the gen-
tleman’s question. I guess what he is 
talking about is the specific case in 
Philadelphia. It was a Federal judge, 
and on her own set her own arbitrary 
limits to overcrowding in the Federal 
system and started releasing prisoners 
as a condition of overcrowding. Violent 
prisoners, if I might say. 

Mr. CONYERS. All of them were vio-
lent? 

Mr. DELAY. Well, what is the gentle-
man’s definition of violence? 

Mr. CONYERS. The gentleman is 
asking me for my definition of vio-
lence? 

Mr. DELAY. It is the gentleman’s 
question. 

Mr. CONYERS. Yes, but it is your 
term. 

Mr. DELAY. It is the gentleman’s 
question. What is the gentleman’s defi-
nition of violence? 

The CHAIRMAN. All Members will 
follow regular order. The time is con-
trolled by the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS). 

Mr. CONYERS. Well, reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Chairman, let me make a 
case in a different way for the gen-
tleman from Texas. It just so happens 
that this amendment would improperly 
interfere with the work of the judicial 
branch in our constitutional system of 
government because these cases are le-
gally and properly brought, they are 
heard by a court, they can even be ap-
pealed to from the court. 

And so I think that this is a dan-
gerous proposal that would terminate 
ongoing consent decrees in prison con-
dition cases. In addition, it would pro-
hibit judges from issuing prisoner re-
lease orders to remedy unconstitu-
tional overcrowding. 

So the gentleman is saying that it 
does not matter where we put people 
who have violated the law; it does not 
matter what circumstances that they 
are put; that under no circumstances 
can a judge, having heard all of these 
arguments on both sides from the De-
partment of Justice or the State Attor-
ney General, they would then be pre-
cluded from passing judgment in these 
kind of cases. 

I think this is an unwarranted limi-
tation on States rights. I object very 
strenuously to the gentleman’s amend-
ment, Mr. Chairman, and I include for 
the RECORD information detailing ex-
amples of horrible prison conditions: 
Examples of Horrible Prison Conditions Involv-

ing Women 
Women housed in the previously all-male 

Federal Detention Center in Pleasanton, 
California were sexually harassed and 
abused. They had no privacy when show-
ering, dressing or using the toilets. Prison 
guards harassed the women and unlocked the 
women’s cell doors at night to allow male 
prisoners to enter their cells and abuse 
them. When one of the women complained to 
a senior officer, her complaint was made 
known to the other officers and prisoners 
and she was beaten, raped and sodomized by 
three men who gained access to her cell dur-
ing the night. She was denied medical atten-
tion for some weeks after the attack despite 
the serious injuries she sustained. [Lucas v. 
White, filed 1996] 

In Georgia, women, some as young as 16 
years old, were forced to have sex with pris-
on guards, maintenance workers, teachers, 
and even a prison chaplain. The sexual abuse 
came to light when many women prisoners 
became pregnant and were pressured into 
having abortions. More than 200 women tes-
tified by affidavit that they had been coerced 
into having sex or that they know other pris-
oners who had. [Cason v. Seckinger, consent 
decree, 1994] 

In Washington, DC, the court found that 
correctional officers and other prison em-
ployees routinely sexually assaulted, 
touched, and harassed the women in their 
care. On one occasion, a correctional officer 
sexually assaulted an inmate while she was a 
patient in the infirmary. He fondled her, 
tried to force her to perform oral sex and 
then raped her. Another officer forced an in-
mate to perform oral sex on him while she 
attempted to empty trash as part of a work 
detail. [Women Prisoners v. District of Colum-
bia, post trial order, 1994] 

Prison staff in Louisiana engaged in sexual 
abuse of women prisoners ranging from vul-
gar and obscene sexual comments to forcible 
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sexual rape. Prison staff not only partici-
pated in the sexual misconduct but also al-
lowed male prisoners to enter the female 
prisons to engage in forcible intercourse 
with women prisoners. [Hamilton v. Morial, 
consent decree, 1995] 

In California, women prisoners received al-
most no pregnancy-related medical care and, 
as a result, some gave birth to stillborn or 
severely deformed babies. One woman, while 
in active labor, was transported to an out-
side hospital seated in an upright position in 
shackles; her daughter suffered severe trau-
ma at birth. Another prisoner, who received 
almost no prenatal care, gave birth on the 
floor of the jail without medical assistance 
three hours after informing staff that she 
was in labor. [Yeager v. Smith and Harris v. 
McCarthy, consent decrees, 1989] 

EXAMPLES OF HORRIBLE PRISON CONDITIONS IN-
VOLVING MENTALLY ILL AND DISABLED PRIS-
ONERS 

In California, a severely mentally ill pris-
oner was locked naked, without medication, 
for two years in a ‘‘quiet room,’’ where she 
rubbed feces onto her face and hair, talked 
incoherently, and did not bathe. Another se-
verely mentally ill inmate was in segrega-
tion when she set herself on fire and died. A 
bulimic, diabetic inmate was placed in a unit 
with inadequate staff to monitor her condi-
tion. When two officers notified a nurse that 
she was having seizures, the nurse told them 
‘‘not to make a fuss over her.’’ She died later 
that afternoon. [Coleman v. Wilson, post- 
trial order, 1995] 

A prisoner with an IQ of 54, was subjected 
to both verbal and physical attack by other 
prisoners. Correctional officers dismissed his 
attempts to express his fears, allowing other 
prisoners to slash his throat and repeatedly 
rape and assault him. The California Depart-
ment of Corrections offered virtually no 
screening to identify the developmentally 
disabled and makes little effort to protect 
them. [Clark v. California, filed 1996] 

A Utah prisoner with a long history of 
mental illness, including depression, self-in-
flicted wounds, suicide attempts and hearing 
voices, inflicted deep razor wounds in his ab-
domen. When he returned from the hospital 
to the Utah state prison, the prison doctors 
stopped all of his psychiatric medications 
and shackled him to a stainless board with 
metal restraints. He remained shackled for 
12 weeks (let up on average about 4 times a 
week) and developed pressure sores. When he 
defecated he was hosed off while remaining 
on the board. He was stripped to his under-
shorts and frequently not allowed a blanket. 
He was eventually released from the board 
and sent to the mental hospital by judge’s 
order and over the objections of prison offi-
cials. [N.L.S. v. Austin, filed 1996] 

A mentally-ill prisoner at the Moscogee 
County Jail in Georgia was observed by 
jailers to be barking like a dog. Without con-
sulting a doctor, they put him into solitary 
confinement where his condition quickly de-
teriorated and he committed suicide within 
hours. A recent investigation by the U.S. 
Justice Department reported that the med-
ical care at the jail, which houses 1,000 pris-
oners, consisted of one doctor working a 
total of four hours per week. The report also 
noted that jail staff regulatory placed pris-
oners with serious mental health problems in 
isolation without consulting a psychiatrist. 
[Porter v. County of Moscogee, filed 1996] 

EXAMPLES OF HORRIBLE PRISON CONDITIONS 
INVOLVING JUVENILES 

A 17-year-old boy in an adult prison in 
Texas was raped and sodomized. His request 

to be placed in protective custody was de-
nied. For the next several months he was re-
peated beaten by older prisoners, forced to 
perform oral sex, robbed, and beaten again. 
Each time, his requests for protection were 
denied by the warden. He attempted suicide 
by hanging himself in his cell after a guard 
had ignored the warning letter he wrote. He 
was in a coma for four months until he died. 
[Case to be filed this year] 

In Pennsylvania, children in a juvenile de-
tention facility were regularly beaten by 
staff with chains and other objects. The fa-
cility was severely overcrowded and, as re-
cently as February 1995, was at 160% of ca-
pacity. [Santiago v. City of Philadelphia] 

In a state-run juvenile institution outside 
of Philadelphia, the children were routinely 
beaten by facility staff, staff trafficking in 
illegal drugs was rampant, and sexual rela-
tions between staff and confined youth were 
commonplace. [D.B. v. Commonwealth, con-
sent decree, 1993] 

In Delaware, juvenile were housed in over-
crowded, dirty living units with serious fire 
danger. Their food and clothing were inad-
equate. The children were physically and 
verbally abused, beaten and maced, and 
shackled. The medical and mental health 
care and educational programs they received 
were all below even minimally acceptable 
standards. [John A. v. Castle, consent decree, 
1994] 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY). 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I strong-
ly support the work of the majority 
whip, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY), and I will tell my colleagues 
why. As a Floridian, as a resident of 
that State, we released 127,486 pris-
oners early, and the judges said we had 
to do it. It did not matter what crime 
they committed. 

Now, some around here would like us 
to think we need Holiday Inns and Ritz 
Carltons for prisoners. I can tell my 
colleagues what early release did, and 
they can talk to these families: A 78- 
year-old woman murdered in an orange 
grove by a 21-year-old convicted bur-
glar out of prison on early release; a 30- 
year-old convicted armed burglar who 
killed a convenience store owner in 
Palm Beach; a teenager whose corpse 
was found in a Miami Beach bathtub 
last year, murdered and mutilated by a 
30-year-old murderer and drifter out of 
jail on early release; or Fort Pierce po-
lice officer Danny Parrish, who had to 
die because we let a convicted mur-
derer out on early release. We do not 
need any more facts or information 
than that. 

I feel for these families. I do not feel 
for the criminal. I do not feel for the 
prisoner. I do not feel for these people 
who have violated society’s laws. I feel 
for the victims. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that 
each side be given an additional 2 min-
utes. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) and the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) 
each will control an additional 2 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS.) 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
HASTINGS). 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time. 

Like my good friend and colleague 
whose district and mine abut each 
other, I too am a Floridian with ex-
traordinary concern. 

I wish to address the distinguished 
whip in what I hope is a meaningful 
way, and that is when you use lan-
guage, Mr. DELAY, that is so strong to 
allow that those who get perceptions 
other than those of us that are playing 
legislative gamesmanship, as rightly 
we should. 

Federal judges are extremely respon-
sible people in this country, and to the 
man and woman activists or strict con-
structionists, if they are construed 
that way, they act in a very respon-
sible manner. For you to suggest that 
they are complicit with predators be-
cause they have followed the law and 
made rulings having to do with prisons 
is just not fair. 

I, as a former Federal judge, feel very 
strongly about speaking up for my col-
leagues who still do this job. There are 
judges in South Florida who right 
today have under their tutelage and 
curtilage jails that are unfit in these 
times. Never mind about who is in 
them. 

What you need to understand, when 
you say that something is done—— 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. DELAY. Point of order, Mr. 

Chairman. Is the gentleman not sup-
posed to speak through the Chair? 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Fine. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

suspend. 
The gentleman is correct that all 

Members should address their com-
ments to the Chair. 

The gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
HASTINGS) may proceed. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I understand that I am speaking 
through you on the basis of the other 
person that spoke through you. 

And what I want you to understand, 
Mr. Chairman, is that in Florida, since 
1996, we have spent more money on 
prisons and prisoners than we have on 
the entire university system of Flor-
ida, and that is scandalous. For us to 
continue down this road of just beating 
up on people who do their jobs respon-
sibly is irresponsible. 
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What I want him to understand, Mr. 

Chairman, is that they do not do it out 
of thin air. We have built prisons in 
Palm Beach County more because tax-
payers could not afford it. And Federal 
judges did that and I am proud of the 
fact that they did. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida has expired. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY) has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MCCOLLUM), the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to strongly support the proposal 
here today of the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY). We have had early 
release problems for a long time. The 
interest of inhumanity and inhumane 
conditions in any prison should be of 
concern to all of us, but early release, 
releasing prisoners or not allowing 
more in prison, should not be the rem-
edy Federal judges use to correct that 
problem. There could be tent cities, 
they could require the building of addi-
tional prisons, there are a lot of other 
possible remedies, but public safety is 
the question. 

Letting really terrible criminals 
loose, as has happened in the State of 
Florida, violent criminals, in the name 
of somehow trying to force the legisla-
ture of a State to do something is 
wrong, and that is a very, very bad sit-
uation. The remedy the gentleman 
from Texas has proposed is a reason-
able step in the right direction. 

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

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I just 
wanted to underscore that there was no 
distinction in Florida whether they 
were violent or nonviolent offenders. 
Everyone was treated equally. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Reclaiming my 
time, that is correct, Mr. Chairman. 
Everybody got out. Even violent of-
fenders got out. It was a terrible situa-
tion. And, unfortunately, the courts 
have continued to be a problem in this 
regard, and the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DELAY) is trying to do something 
about that problem. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

It is easy to claim we know what is 
constitutional or not. I just referred to 
the Constitution and Article III. It is 
very specific. This Congress, when we 
create courts, can set their jurisdic-
tion. And when the courts abuse that 
jurisdiction and overreach by releasing 
violent criminals, or any criminals, out 
on the streets because of overcrowding 
conditions, then we have every right to 
limit the jurisdiction of these Federal 
courts. 

I might also say to the gentleman 
from Michigan, in answer to his com-
ments, this amendment in no way 

eliminates the ability for courts to 
enter into consent decrees, it does not 
have anything to do with prisoners fil-
ing claims that prison conditions are 
cruel and unusual. 

The gentleman, Mr. Chairman, 
mischaracterizes my amendment. My 
amendment is very simple. It just lim-
its the jurisdiction of Federal courts 
and says that they cannot turn violent 
criminals out on the streets. 

I might also say, Mr. Chairman, that 
when Federal judges have no concern 
for the victims of crimes and turn vio-
lent criminals out, they should have 
their jurisdiction limited. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to add and submit 
the examples of horrible prison condi-
tions involving women, examples of 
horrible prison conditions involving 
mentally ill and disabled prisoners, and 
examples of horrible prison conditions 
involving juveniles directly after my 
remarks. 

Mr. DELAY. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) reserves the 
right to object. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
intend to object, because I think it is 
very important to submit this kind of 
information, but for the gentleman, 
Mr. Chairman, to submit such informa-
tion . . . to think that my amendment 
has anything to do with bad prison con-
ditions, it has nothing to do with bad 
prison conditions. It does not limit 
anybody’s right to claim there is bad 
prison conditions. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
the gentleman’s words be taken down. 
The gentleman said the gentleman was 
trying to mislead this body. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
suspend. 

Mr. OBEY. I think he owes a retrac-
tion to the gentleman. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to retract the word 
‘‘misleading.’’ 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Texas (Mr. DELAY) reserves the 
right to object to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY) is recognized under his reserva-
tion. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate it, and under that reservation I 
apologize for claiming that the gen-
tleman is misleading the House. What I 
meant to say was the gentleman is con-
fusing the issue on my amendment by 
offering this information. My amend-
ment has nothing, has nothing to do 
with cruel and unusual punishment or 
the rights of people to bring actions if 

they think that prison conditions are 
outrageous. It has nothing to do with 
other remedies to correct those kinds 
of conditions in prisons. 

All my amendment says is that the 
jurisdiction of the judges to release 
violent criminals on the streets of this 
country because of overcrowded condi-
tions will be restricted. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate 

on the amendment has expired. 
The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DELAY). 

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

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) will be 
postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 17 printed in part A of House 
Report 106–186. 
AMENDMENT NO. 17 OFFERED BY MR. GALLEGLY 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 17 offered by 
Mr. GALLEGLY: 

Add at the end the following: 
TITLE ll—JUVENILE GANGS 

SEC. ll1. SOLICITATION OR RECRUITMENT OF 
PERSONS IN CRIMINAL STREET 
GANG ACTIVITY. 

(a) PROHIBITED ACTS.—Chapter 26 of title 
18, United States Code, is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 
‘‘§ 522. Recruitment of persons to participate 

in criminal street gang activity 
‘‘(a) PROHIBITED ACT.—It shall be unlawful 

for any person, to use any facility in, or 
travel in, interstate or foreign commerce, or 
cause another to do so, to recruit, solicit, in-
duce, command, or cause another person to 
be or remain as a member of a criminal 
street gang, or conspire to do so, with the in-
tent that the person being recruited, solic-
ited, induced, commanded or caused to be or 
remain a member of such gang participate in 
an offense described in section 521(c). 

‘‘(b) PENALTIES.—Any person who violates 
subsection (a) shall— 

‘‘(1) if the person recruited, solicited, in-
duced, commanded, or caused— 

‘‘(A) is a minor, be imprisoned not less 
than 4 years and not more than 10 years, 
fined in accordance with this title, or both; 
or 

‘‘(B) is not a minor, be imprisoned not less 
than 1 year and not more than 10 years, fined 
in accordance with this title, or both; and 

‘‘(2) be liable for any costs incurred by the 
Federal Government or by any State or local 
government for housing, maintaining, and 
treating the minor until the minor attains 
the age of 18 years. 
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‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) CRIMINAL STREET GANG.—The term 

‘criminal street gang’ has the meaning given 
the term in section 521. 

‘‘(2) MINOR.—The term ‘minor’ means a 
person who is younger than 18 years of age.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 26 of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new item: 
‘‘522. Recruitment of persons to participate 

in criminal street gang activ-
ity.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. GALLEGLY) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. GALLEGLY). 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment targets one of the most 
central causes of violence among young 
persons, the proliferation of violent 
street gangs. My amendment will give 
law enforcement an important tool to 
fight this growing problem by attack-
ing the lifeblood of gangs, the recruit-
ment of young, impressionable mem-
bers. 

The amendment would make it a 
Federal crime to use interstate or for-
eign commerce to recruit a person to 
join a criminal street gang for the pur-
pose of having that person commit a 
serious felony. It would impose a pris-
on sentence of 4 to 10 years for the re-
cruitment of a minor into a criminal 
street gang, and for the recruitment of 
an adult to commit a serious crime, 
the amendment imposes a sentence of 1 
to 10 years. 

This provision was included in S. 254, 
the companion Senate bill dealing with 
juvenile crime by the chairman of the 
Senate Committee on the Judiciary 
ORRIN HATCH. 

b 2000 

The language was drafted jointly 
with Senator FEINSTEIN and Senator 
HATCH. Senator FEINSTEIN first in-
cluded this provision in the Federal 
Gang Violence Act of 1996 after lengthy 
discussions with California law en-
forcement officials. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
necessary because gangs are no longer 
just a local problem involving small 
groups of teenagers. Instead, gang or-
ganizations have become national and 
in some cases international in scope. 

A nationwide survey conducted last 
year by the Department of Justice 
found that there was an estimated 
25,000 gangs with 652,000 gang members 
operating in the United States. Many 
are sophisticated crime syndicates that 
regularly cross State lines to recruit 
new members and traffic drugs, weap-
ons, and illegal aliens. They also steal, 
murder, and intimidate State and Fed-
eral witnesses. 

Despite the downturn in violent 
crime nationally, gangs continue to ex-
pand their criminal operations into 

new areas. Here are just a few exam-
ples: 

The Gangster Disciples, a Chicago- 
based gang, has 30,000 members, oper-
ates in 35 States, traffics in narcotics 
and weapons, and has an estimated in-
come of $300,000 per day. 

The 18th Street Gang, based in Los 
Angeles, now deals directly with the 
Mexican and Colombian drug cartels 
and has expanded its operation to Or-
egon, Utah, El Salvador, Honduras, and 
Mexico. 

And finally, the Bloods and Crips 
have, according to the FBI and local 
law enforcement agencies, spread their 
tentacles from California to more than 
119 cities in the West and Midwest. 

One of the ways in which these and 
other gangs expand is by recruiting 
children into the criminal enterprise 
and indoctrinating them into a life of 
crime. In addition, by having children 
and teenagers actually do the gang’s 
dirty work, the gang’s leaders, many of 
whom are adults, are able to evade con-
viction. 

This amendment focuses on this 
problem by giving the Federal law en-
forcement officials the ability to pros-
ecute gang leaders for the recruitment 
of new members with the intent of hav-
ing them commit gang crimes. 

I urge the Members to support this 
bipartisan common-sense crime fight-
ing provision. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) seek time in 
opposition to the amendment? 

Mr. SCOTT. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. Chairman, again, we have the use 
of new mandatory minimums with the 
crime that we have not been able to re-
view in committee. I would ask the 
gentleman from California if he could 
respond to let us know how the street 
gang statute has been used so far, 
whether it has been effective in reduc-
ing crime? 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, 
would the gentleman please repeat his 
question? I am sorry, I did not hear it. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, whether 
or not the street gang statute has been 
effective in reducing crime? 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
GALLEGLY). 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, no. 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-

ing my time, that is the problem. The 
street gang statute is replete with con-
stitutional problems and freedom of as-
sociation proof problems and really ir-
relevant, because the normal con-
spiracy theories will give persons more 
time than they would ordinarily get. 

To compound that with a 4-year man-
datory minimum or a 1-year manda-

tory minimum just goes into another 
area. But we do not know what we are 
doing. It would have been extremely 
helpful if we could have had a hearing 
to determine what the implications of 
this amendment might be, one way or 
the other. We did not have that oppor-
tunity. 

We are trading sound bites, what 
sounds good, what makes common 
sense or may not make common sense. 
We just do not know. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
GALLEGLY). 

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding. 

This is a problem that we have been 
contacted by law enforcement agen-
cies, prosecutors from all across this 
country. The broad bipartisan support 
that has been indicated on the Senate 
side that this bill, of course, has been 
working its way through the system 
for some time with the leadership of 
Senator DIANE FEINSTEIN of California 
and, of course, also with the chairman 
of the Senate Judiciary Committee, 
Mr. HATCH, at the appeal of law en-
forcement officers and prosecutors 
across this Nation. 

Mr. SCOTT. Reclaiming my time, Mr. 
Chairman, it would have been nice to 
have had this explained to the com-
mittee where we might have been able 
to consider it in a deliberative fashion. 
We have been denied that. 

And so we are just guessing. It might 
be a good idea. It might not. 

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

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
El Paso, Texas (Mr. REYES), the former 
chief of the Border Patrol. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to rise in 
support of the Gallegly amendment to 
the juvenile justice bill. 

Today, as we consider this bill, it 
would be wrong for us not to address 
the issue of gangs and the increasing 
numbers of juveniles that are being re-
cruited into their ranks. 

As someone who spent 261⁄2 years in 
Federal law enforcement, I can tell my 
colleagues that I have personally ob-
served an increasing violence in the 
number of street gangs and it con-
tinues to be a growing problem all 
across this country. 

These gangs have evolved from local 
and regional criminal elements into 
large-scale and well-organized criminal 
enterprises. They are involved in a 
range of serious crimes including nar-
cotic trafficking, open violence, intimi-
dation and extortion. Their reach 
stretches across the country, and they 
have members in nearly every major 
metropolitan area, creating a nation-
wide network of violence and well-or-
ganized crime. 

The evolution and growth of these 
gangs is a result of heavy recruitment 
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that takes place by gangs to attract 
our Nation’s youth. Gangs have found 
that the juveniles are impressionable 
and easily led into a life of crime. They 
have also learned that they can direct 
these recruits to commit and take the 
fall for crimes while the gang leaders 
escape responsibility and prosecution. 
With their emphasis on recruitment of 
juveniles, they are a significant breed-
ing ground for the rise in crime all 
across this country. 

I am, therefore, pleased to join the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
GALLEGLY) and support his amend-
ment. It provides our Federal law en-
forcement officials an important tool 
to prosecute these gang leaders who re-
cruit juveniles to a life of crime. 

We simply cannot stand here today 
and credibly say that we are addressing 
juvenile crime unless we support this 
amendment. This amendment provides 
an effective tool in our law enforce-
ment arsenal and allows our agencies 
to combat these gangs. I am convinced 
that this is a proper tool at the proper 
time for this bill. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time do we have remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia has 21⁄2 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of the time. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the problems 
with the mandatory minimums is the 
gentleman from California mentioned 
common sense. It takes all common 
sense out of sentencing. 

Last year we passed legislation that 
provided for mandatory sentence for 
showing someone a firearm in the com-
mission of a drug deal would get them 
more time than just shooting the per-
son, in just cold-blooded shooting. 
Those kind of situations where we just 
come up with the crime of the day and 
whatever crime we come up with; we 
have to be serious about crime, and we 
take it out of perspective is really the 
problem with the mandatory minimum 
sentences. 

That is why we have a Sentencing 
Commission who can look at the crime 
and put it in perspective, compare it to 
similarly serious crimes, and give an 
appropriate sentence rather than just 
the crime of the day. 

I would have hoped that we could 
have had this in committee. We would 
have had time to consider it, assess a 
reasonable sentence in relationship to 
the crime, considering other similar 
crimes. But we do not have that oppor-
tunity. We are on the floor. We have 
good vote-getting sounds bites. We 
have somebody say that we have got to 
be serious about crime and this is seri-
ous and, therefore, a 4-year mandatory 
minimum is what we have got to go 
along with. 

That is not the way we ought to leg-
islate. And I would hope that we would 
in the future consider these bills in 

committee and also consider the Sen-
tencing Commission to take the poli-
tics out of crime. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
I stand to voice my support of the 
Gallegly Amendment to H.R. 1501, The 
Child Safety & Protection Act. This 
Amendment, specifically, targets the 
gang recruitment of young persons 
that occurs every day across this great 
country. I see the need for such action 
every day in the Seventh Congressional 
District of Illinois. I walk down Madi-
son street and across Western street, 
and I see how gangs rob America’s 
youth of their future by inducing them, 
threatening them, and seducing them 
into a life of crime. Every day, I see 
the terrible price these children even-
tually pay. We lock them up and throw 
away the key or they end up dead, it is 
time that Congress did something to 
stem gang recruitment. 

By making it a federal crime to trav-
el in, or use the facilities of interstate 
or foreign commerce to recruit some-
one to be a member of a criminal street 
gang we are making a strong stand 
against gang violence. As a nation we 
need to take this strong action to re-
duce the numbers of youth entering 
street gangs. This worthy amendment 
represents a large step forward in com-
bating gangs and crime. I stand with 
my worthy colleague from California 
in voicing support for this needed 
amendment and congratulate him on 
its passage. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate 
on this amendment has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GALLEGLY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider Amendment No. 18 printed in 
part A of House Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 18 OFFERED BY MR. GOSS 
Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 18 offered by Mr. 

GOSS: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 
SEC. 3. DISTRICT JUDGES FOR DISTRICTS IN THE 

STATES OF ARIZONA, FLORIDA, AND 
NEVADA. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Emergency Federal Judgeship 
Act of 1999’’. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—The President shall ap-
point, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate— 

(1) 3 additional district judges for the dis-
trict of Arizona; 

(2) 4 additional district judges for the mid-
dle district of Florida; and 

(3) 2 additional district judges for the dis-
trict of Nevada. 

(c) TABLES.—In order that the table con-
tained in section 133 of title 28, United 

States Code, will reflect the changes in the 
total number of permanent district judge-
ships authorized as a result of subsection (a) 
of this section— 

(1) the item relating to Arizona in such 
table is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘Arizona ............................................ 11’’; 

(2) the item relating to Florida in such 
table is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘Florida: 

Northern ...................................... 4
Middle .......................................... 15
Southern ...................................... 16’’; 

and 
(3) the item relating to Nevada in such 

table is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘Nevada ............................................. 6’’. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this section, including such 
sums as may be necessary to provide appro-
priate space and facilities for the judicial po-
sitions created by this section. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. GOSS) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment par-
allels an amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOL-
LUM) and the efforts of the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM), the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY) and 
the gentleman from Nevada (Mr. GIB-
BONS). 

It is short. It is to the point. It pro-
vides for four new district judges for 
the middle district of Florida, three for 
Arizona, and two for Nevada. This 
exact language is already contained in 
the Senate juvenile justice bill and 
similar legislation overwhelmingly 
passed this House last year. 

In these communities, the need for 
judges has hit the emergency level. In 
the middle district of Florida, for ex-
ample, we have experienced a 62-per-
cent caseload increase since 1990, the 
last time we added a new judgeship. In 
fact, the active caseloads for judge-
ships exceeds the national average by 
as much as 100 percent. These statistics 
are important, but they do not begin to 
describe the human impact. 

In Ft. Myers, my hometown, a brand 
new Federal courthouse has an empty 
judge’s chambers, absolutely empty. 
While there are more than 800 active 
cases pending, there is no Article III 
judge to hear them. 

While we may disagree on the merits 
of further gun restrictions or increased 
penalties for juveniles, one thing is ab-
solutely certain, that all of us suffer 
when justice cannot be delivered. Even 
the best laws are neutered if the judi-
cial branch fails to adjudicate in a 
timely fashion. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand that 
there are as much areas of this country 
with compelling arguments for more 
judges. These three States, however, 
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are among the top six court districts 
having the highest weighted caseloads. 
In fact, the independent judicial con-
ference recommended a total of 19 new 
judgeships for these States. 

This amendment contains nine paral-
leling the Senate language. This is a 
responsible, necessary step to restore 
swift and certain justice in some of the 
highest growing areas in the land. It is 
a bipartisan amendment in both 
Houses. I urge its adoption. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
MCCOLLUM). 

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

Mr. Chairman, I just want to point 
out the middle district of Florida en-
compasses 5 of the 10 fastest growing 
cities in the United States. It is a 400- 
mile district from Jacksonville to 
Naples. And we have had no new Fed-
eral judges since 1990 and during that 
time have had a 60-percent increase in 
total filings and cases per judge, which 
is extraordinary. 

So I commend the gentleman for let-
ting me join with him in this amend-
ment and urge its adoption. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I am happy 
to yield to the distinguished gentleman 
from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS). 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my friend and colleagues for 
yielding and applaud him on his leader-
ship on this issue. 

Mr. Chairman, of course, this issue is 
one of fundamental fairness. The basic 
tenet of all our judicial system is the 
right to a speedy trial. The addition of 
these Federal judges will allow not 
only Florida, Arizona, and Nevada, who 
are rapidly growing; in fact Nevada has 
one of the highest growth-rate cities in 
the Nation, to be able to compete with 
that and complete that speedy-trial re-
quirement. 

The Federal average caseload is 
about 400 cases per judge. In Nevada, 
the caseload per active judge is about 
863. These two new Federal judges for 
Nevada will allow for Nevada to com-
pete with that fundamental fairness 
and justice. 

I urge the passage of this amend-
ment. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I have to 
point out that the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. CANADY) and the gen-
tleman from Florida (MR. MCCOLLUM) 
have taken the lead efforts in this mat-
ter and we are grateful. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
CANADY). 

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing; and I want to thank him for the 
leadership that he has demonstrated, 
along with the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MCCOLLUM) and the others who 
have been involved in this effort. 

We are facing a serious problem in 
the middle district of Florida. There is 

an unacceptable backlog of cases. The 
administration of justice is not going 
forward as it should in a timely fash-
ion. This is something that has to be 
addressed, and I believe it is important 
for the House to step forward and meet 
its responsibility to make the judicial 
personnel available to deal with the 
cases that are there. 

This is an urgent matter. And if we 
are serious about the timely adminis-
tration of justice in the middle district 
of Florida and in these other areas that 
are affected by this amendment, we 
will adopt this amendment unani-
mously and get on with the business of 
seeing that justice is administered. 

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

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not opposed to this amendment, but I 
ask unanimous consent to be recog-
nized to control debate time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 

from Florida (Mr. GOSS) for offering 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support of the Goss amendment to pro-
vide additional judgeships for Florida, 
Arizona, and Nevada, clearly the three 
neediest States in the country. 

As the representative of southern Ne-
vada, I stand before you today to dem-
onstrate how great our need is for more 
judges. Nevada is ranked second out of 
94 in the Nation for caseload per judge 
and first in the Ninth Circuit. Nevada 
is third in the Nation for growth of 
civil cases per judge and eighth for fel-
ony cases. 

In 1998 a total of 863 cases were filed 
in Nevada, almost double the national 
average of 467 cases. Nevada is fifth in 
the country for pending cases. If a con-
stituent in my district files a lawsuit 
today, that case will not be heard until 
January of the year 2002. Other citizens 
across the United States have only to 
wait 9 months for justice. 

The reason for this delay in Nevada 
is that we do not have enough judges 
for this extraordinary caseload. And 
justice delayed is justice denied. 

The Goss amendment would give 
much needed relief to our overworked 
system. The two judgeships provided 
for Nevada would be the first additions 
to our judicial circuits since 1984. 
While Nevada has not seen an increase 
in the number of judges in its Federal 
courts in 15 years, Nevada’s population 
has almost tripled. 

b 2015 

It is imperative that our judicial sys-
tem is expanded to handle this explo-
sive growth. With 5000 new residents 
pouring into southern Nevada every 
single month with no end in sight, this 

crisis in our judicial system will only 
get worse if we do not address it today. 
Because of the dynamic commercial de-
velopment in southern Nevada we have 
some of the most complex and difficult 
cases in the Nation. Southern Nevada 
is truly a microcosm of our Nation’s 
judicial system. Whatever can be found 
in the United States will be found in 
my district tenfold. 

As an attorney I can tell my col-
leagues that our judges handle complex 
antitrust cases, intricate security liti-
gation and a wide array of employment 
discrimination cases and civil rights 
cases. They also hear an unusually 
high number of fraud and criminal 
cases. We need these additional judge-
ships. 

Mr. Chairman, this is an emergency 
amendment to handle an emergency 
situation. If Members review the facts, 
they will see that there are solid rea-
sons why Florida, Arizona and Nevada 
are distinguished from the other juris-
dictions. I urge my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to provide this relief. 
Let us pass the Goss amendment and 
ensure that our judicial courts can con-
tinue operating with the goal of pro-
tecting all of our citizens. 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, we have no 
further speakers. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate 
expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. Goss). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider Amendment No. 19 printed in 
Part A of House Report 106–186. 
AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 19 offered by 
Mr. Traficant: 

Page 4, line 23, strike ‘‘To’’ and insert the 
following ‘‘Except as provided in section 
1803(f), to’’. 

Page 13, after line 19, insert the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(f) SPECIAL RULES.— 
‘‘(1) In general.—The funds available under 

this part for a State shall be reduced by 25 
percent and redistributed under paragraph 
(2) unless the State has in effect throughout 
the State a law which suspends the driver’s 
license of a juvenile until 21 years of age if 
such juvenile illegally possess a firearm or 
uses a firearm in the commission of a crime 
or an act of juvenile delinquency. 

‘‘(2) REDISTRIBUTION.—Any funds available 
for redistribution shall be redistributed to 
participating States that have in effect a law 
referred to in paragraph (1). 

‘‘(3) COMPLIANCE.—The Attorney General 
shall issue regulations to ensure compliance 
with the requirements of paragraph (1).’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT). 
MODIFICATION OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT TO 

AMENDMENT NO. 19 OFFERED BY MR. TRAFICANT 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendment be modified by the 
modification I have submitted to the 
desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modification to Amendment No. 19 

offered by Mr. TRAFICANT: In the text 
of the matter proposed to be inserted, 
strike ‘‘25 percent’’ and insert in lieu 
thereof ‘‘10 percent’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio that the amendment be modified? 

Mr. CONYERS. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. Chairman, could I in-
quire of the author of the amendment 
what is the purpose or what is this re-
duction about? 

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, rel-
atively we do not want to really penal-
ize States and make it overly burden-
some to enact this legislation, but we 
want to, in fact, try and encourage the 
States to move towards this prevention 
modality that I am offering. 

Mr. CONYERS. So, it is from 25 per-
cent to 10 percent of what? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Of the justice 
funds be made available to the State 
under the act. 

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gen-
tleman from Ohio. 

Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the amendment is modified. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

As my colleagues know, Mr. Chair-
man, I am a former sheriff, and I think 
this bill is lacking in one major area, 
and that is prevention. The only ac-
ceptable crime to me was the crime 
that was never committed, an old 
axiom, an ounce of prevention is worth 
a full pound of cure. The Traficant 
amendment simply says there be a 10 
percent reduction in funds under this 
bill for any State that does not enact 
the following law: 

Any juvenile that commits an offense 
involved with a gun or firearm and con-
victed, in addition to any other pen-
alties that are placed before under the 
State, they would also have their driv-
ing privileges revoked to age 21. 

It is a very simple little preventive 
measure. Kids love to drive cars, and 
many of them make mistakes they 
wish they had back 30 seconds of their 
life, and I could see a new attitude and 
mentality in saying, ‘‘Look, Bob, I dig 

you, but I don’t want to hear about it 
with that gun,’’ and for the first time 
we begin to modify some behavior. 

I think it is very important for Con-
gress to look at prevention elements, 
to try and reduce the potential of 
crime. Not every kid in jail for a crime 
is as bad as he is purported to be, for 
sure, and there is some kids and some 
parents we have to tell it is their kids 
that other kids should stay away from 
for sure. 

I think it is a very good amendment, 
I think mandatory minimums and all 
of the heavy penalties we put are not 
going to make much of a difference, 
and I am not going to say this is going 
to affect every kid and have a great re-
duction in crime, but I think it will be-
come the universal applied law through 
the States where most of the crime is 
committed; the word will get out and 
say, ‘‘Look, man, I don’t want to lose 
my driving privileges,’’ and I think it 
will have some beneficial effect, 
enough of a beneficial effect that I 
think it would be good for the country. 

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to rise to support the amendment 
with the gentleman from Ohio. Having 
had the accommodation that he grant-
ed a moment ago in the modification, I 
think the gentleman has been gracious 
about that. In principle I have agreed 
with him all along, that the idea of a 
child, a youngster, losing their driving 
privileges is an extraordinary incen-
tive. That is probably the best discipli-
nary tool we have got for a teenager, 
and I think that it does work. 

The only question I ever had was the 
attachment as a condition that perhaps 
in some larger States in the Nation, 
cost the money in this bill if their leg-
islatures did not go along, which they 
might well not, and the money, being 
money in this base bill that goes to im-
provement of the juvenile justice sys-
tems and the States for more juvenile 
judges, probation officers and so forth, 
that is extraordinarily important. 

The only restriction in the bill other 
than this one that exists is the one on 
requiring States to demonstrate grad-
uated sanctions punishing the first 
time offender, which is not happening 
right now, and we are worried about 
putting consequences, and, as the gen-
tleman knows, and accountability into 
the law now making sure that from the 
very first early delinquent act a child 
receives some kind of sanction. 

So I understand the gentleman has 
been sympathetic to my concerns, I am 
sympathetic to his, and with the reduc-
tion of the amount of loss of money for 
failing to do this to a State down to 10 
percent as the condition, I support the 
gentleman’s amendment, and I appre-
ciate his accommodation. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate it. In 
closing I would just like to add the fol-
lowing: 

We should be about trying to prevent 
crime. This message does that. As a 
former sheriff, I know that most of the 
deal, most of the debate we have about 
crime, is really in the State province, 
and I think this is one way to deal with 
the volumes of cases that are affected 
by State law. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) seek to con-
trol the time in opposition? 

Mr. SCOTT. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) for 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this seems like a rea-
sonable bill to add loss of driver’s li-
censes to the myriad of different op-
tions available to a judge. However, we 
have had no hearing on this provision, 
and so we do not know what it might 
do. 

I would also add that we are telling 
the States to change their laws to ac-
commodate this particular provision. 
It is another mandatory sentence, and 
one of the things we heard from judges 
and advocates and researchers was that 
the punishment should be individual-
ized to the particular juvenile. This 
does not individualize the punishment. 
It gives a one size fits all. There may 
be some young people for whom the 
loss of license may not be appropriate, 
a young person who may need the li-
cense to continue employment, for ex-
ample. There may be other punish-
ments that may be more appropriate 
for that individual, and for that reason, 
Mr. Chairman, I think this needs some 
more work. It should be considered by 
committee and should be opposed at 
this time. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio is recognized for the 30 sec-
onds remaining. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, it 
would be up to the States, and, as they 
have done in some DUI cases with juve-
niles, they could grant exceptions for 
young people who have to use their car 
for work. 

The bottom line, that is up to the 
States. It would simply reduce the 
funds if they did not enact the law that 
would cause them to lose and revoke 
their driving privileges. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the Congress 
for an aye vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate 
on this amendment has expired. 

The question is on the amendment, 
as modified, offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT). 
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The amendment, as modified, was 

agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 20 printed in 
part A of House Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED BY MR. MEEHAN 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 20 offered by Mr. 
MEEHAN: 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. YOUTH CRIME GUN INTERDICTION INI-
TIATIVE (YCGII). 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall expand— 

(1) to 75 the number of city and county law 
enforcement agencies that through the 
Youth Crime Gun Interdiction Initiative (re-
ferred to in this section as YCGII) submit 
identifying information relating to all fire-
arms recovered during law enforcement in-
vestigations, including from individuals 
under 25, to the Secretary of the Treasury to 
identify the types and origins of such fire-
arms; and 

(2) the resources devoted to law enforce-
ment investigations of illegal youth posses-
sors and users and of illegal firearms traf-
fickers identified through YCGII, including 
through the hiring of additional agents, in-
spectors, intelligence analysts, and support 
personnel. 

(b) SELECTION OF PARTICIPANTS.—The Sec-
retary of the Treasury, in consultation with 
Federal, State, and local law enforcement of-
ficials, shall select cities and counties for 
participation in the program under this sec-
tion. 

(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF SYSTEM.—The Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall establish a sys-
tem through which State and local law en-
forcement agencies, through online com-
puter technology, can promptly provide fire-
arms-related information to the Secretary of 
the Treasury and access information derived 
through YCGII as soon as such capability is 
available. Not later than 6 months after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Chairman and ranking 
Member of the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate, a report explaining the capacity 
to provide such online access and the future 
technical and, if necessary, legal changes re-
quired to make such capability available, in-
cluding cost estimates. 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of enactment of this section, and 
annually thereafter, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall submit to the Chairman and 
ranking Member of the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives 
and the Senate a report regarding the types 
and sources of firearms recovered from indi-
viduals, including those under the age of 25; 
regional, State, and national firearms traf-
ficking trends; and the number of investiga-
tions and arrests resulting from YCGII. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Department of the Treasury to carry out 
this section $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2000 and 
such sums as may be necessary for fiscal 
years 2001 through 2004. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN) and a 

Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN). 

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment ex-
pands the youth crime gun interdiction 
initiative to 75 cities and county law 
enforcement agencies throughout the 
country. The ATF’s youth crime gun 
interdiction initiative is a cutting edge 
strategy to disrupt the illegal supply of 
guns to juveniles. 

Following the example of the fan-
tastic successes of the Boston gun 
project led by Professor David Ken-
nedy, local law enforcement officials in 
27 cities are employing ATF’s expertise 
and resources to trace firearms used in 
crimes. This number of participating 
cities is currently slated to grow to 37 
cities and counties by the end of Fiscal 
Year 2000. 

Now the Boston gun project, also 
known as operation cease-fire, is aimed 
at preventing youth homicide. It com-
bines Federal efforts with those State 
and local law enforcement authorities 
to crack down on the illegal guns sup-
plied, those officials who identify 
sources and patterns of illegal firearm 
trafficking and develop law enforce-
ment strategies to reduce the flow of 
weapons to the youngest members of 
our society. Once we know how the 
kids are getting the guns, and from 
whom they are getting the guns, and 
where those guns are coming from, we 
will be far more likely to be able to 
prevent the kids from getting guns in 
the first place. 

For example, through gun tracing 
the Boston Police Department discov-
ered that the guns being used by gang 
members in one particular neighbor-
hood were purchased by one individual 
in Mississippi and then transported to 
Boston. Now after that individual was 
arrested, shootings in that neighbor-
hood declined dramatically. The con-
nection between guns and juvenile 
crime is well known. Virtually all of 
the striking rise and the homicide rate 
between 1987 and 1994 was associated 
with guns. 

Now the Senate included an expan-
sion of the youth gun control interdic-
tion initiative in their version of the 
juvenile justifies legislation. In fact, 
the other body passed this legislation 
and expands the programs to 250 cities 
or counties by October 1, the year 2003. 
As time goes on and this program con-
tinues to demonstrate success, we can 
add cities to the list. My amendment is 
not gun control legislation, but rather 
it is a proven effective crime control. 
It simply keeps illegal guns out of the 
hands of those kids who use them to 
commit crimes and seeks out and pun-
ishes those who provide guns to kids. 

I was disappointed that this program 
was not included in the gentleman 
from Illinois’ juvenile justice bill, espe-

cially in light of the fact that it has 
proven so successful. Trafficking of 
guns drives the worst kind of violent 
crime. We can address this problem 
with the youth gun interdiction initia-
tive that has already started to do just 
that. 

Mr. Chairman, keeping guns out of 
the hands of children is not a new de-
bate. Over 30 years ago Robert Kennedy 
spoke about the dangers of kids and 
guns in words that have proven unfor-
tunately timeless. We have a responsi-
bility to the victims of crime and vio-
lence, Robert Kennedy said. It is a re-
sponsibility to think not only of our 
own convenience but of the tragedy of 
sudden death. It is a responsibility to 
put away childish things to make the 
possession and use of firearms a matter 
undertaken only by serious people who 
will use them with the restraint and 
maturity that their dangerous nature 
deserves and demands. 

b 2030 

Let us end kids’ access to guns once 
and for all. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member 
seek to control time in opposition to 
the gentleman’s amendment? 

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to suggest that what the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, a member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary is doing, is 
extremely important, because rather 
than trying to determine penalties and 
negative means of controlling dan-
gerous weapons, we are going to the 
root of the problem. Many of these 
young people get guns from sources 
that are not entirely clear to us, and 
this gun control initiative is going to 
surely be helpful. I want to congratu-
late the gentleman on this, because the 
Senate has already moved and they are 
waiting for us. 

So I am happy to add the support of 
the Democrats on the committee for 
this important measure. 

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and I thank the ranking member, and I 
would say that there are success sto-
ries in cities across the country; in 
Boston, I mentioned, and in my home-
town of Lowell, Massachusetts where 
the police department is initiating 
similar goals and objectives. I thank 
the gentleman for his support. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MEE-
HAN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 

OF THE WHOLE 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
resolution 209, proceedings will now re-
sume on those amendments on which 
further proceedings were postponed in 
the following order: 

Amendment No. 10 offered by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM); 

Amendment No. 16 offered by the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY). 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. 
CUNNINGHAM 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is a demand for a recorded vote on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 401, noes 27, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No 214] 

AYES—401 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 

Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 

Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 

Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender- 

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

Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Schakowsky 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—27 

Campbell 
Clay 
Clayton 
Conyers 
Cummings 

Engel 
Hastings (FL) 
Hilliard 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson, E.B. 

Jones (OH) 
Kilpatrick 
Lee 
McDermott 
Meek (FL) 

Meeks (NY) 
Mink 
Owens 
Paul 

Payne 
Pelosi 
Rush 
Sanford 

Scott 
Shadegg 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 

NOT VOTING—6 

Brown (CA) 
Ewing 

Houghton 
Kasich 

Thomas 
Weiner 

b 2055 

Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. PAUL, Mrs. 
CLAYTON, and Mr. CONYERS changed 
their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. DELAHUNT changed his vote 
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated For: 
Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall No. 

214, I was unavoidably delayed. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO 
TEMPORE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
BARRETT of Nebraska). Pursuant to 
House Resolution 209, the Chair an-
nounces that he will reduce to a min-
imum of 5 minutes the period of time 
within which a vote by electronic de-
vice will be taken on the additional 
amendment on which the Chair has 
postponed further proceedings. 

AMENDMENT NO. 16 OFFERED BY MR. DELAY 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is the demand for a 
recorded vote on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DELAY) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This is 

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

vice, and there were—ayes 296, noes 133, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 215] 

AYES—296 

Aderholt 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 

Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 

Clement 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
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Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Kelly 
Kildee 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 

LaHood 
Lampson 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Mascara 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Paul 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wu 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—133 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Blumenauer 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Campbell 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 

Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Engel 

English 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hastings (FL) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoeffel 

Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E.B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Larson 
Lee 
Lewis (GA) 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 

Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pomeroy 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rodriguez 
Roybal-Allard 

Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Slaughter 
Snyder 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Woolsey 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—5 

Brown (CA) 
Houghton 

Kasich 
Thomas 

Weiner 

b 2103 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, par-
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, can 
the Chair inform us of the schedule at 
the present moment for the balance of 
the evening as to whether there will be 
further votes? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has no 
information on the schedule. 

Mr. CONYERS. Could leadership give 
us a clue? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, it is 
my understanding that we are going to 
roll votes through the DeMint amend-
ment in the order that we are and prob-
ably take any votes that have been or-
dered then. I do not know if the intent 
is to go further than that but I do not 
believe Members generally will be re-
quired to stay for votes after that. I am 
not quite sure how long that will take. 

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the sub-
committee chair. It is our hope on this 
side that we will roll all the votes for 
the balance of the evening, if it pleases 
the leadership. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider amendment No. 21 printed in 
part A of House Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS 
Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 21 offered by Mr. 

STEARNS: 
At the end of the bill insert the following: 

SEC. ll. FINDINGS. 
The Congress finds that— 
(1) more than 40,000 laws regulating the 

sale, possession, and use of firearms cur-

rently exist at the Federal, State, and local 
level; 

(2) there have been an extremely low num-
ber of prosecutions for Federal firearms vio-
lations; 

(3) programs such a Project Exile have suc-
ceeded in dramatically decreasing homicide 
and gun-related crimes; and 

(4) enhanced punishment and aggressive 
prosecution for crimes committed with fire-
arms, or possessing a firearm during com-
mission of a crime, are common sense solu-
tions to deter gun violence. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. STEARNS) and a Member 
opposed each will control 10 minutes. 

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

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

Mr. Chairman, the legislation we are 
discussing today and tomorrow will be 
a major factor in demonstrating how 
this Congress addresses the concerns of 
our Nation. My amendment inserts a 
set of congressional findings into H.R. 
1501 regarding enforcement of Federal 
firearms laws. 

Mr. Chairman, both the House and 
the Senate have heard hours of testi-
mony regarding this current epidemic 
of youth violence, with both bodies ex-
amining the role that guns have played 
in the issue. One of the most striking 
facts to emerge from these hearings is 
a very small number of prosecutions 
for Federal firearm violations. 

Now, all of us in this Chamber re-
member the Brady Act which passed in 
the 103rd Congress. It was a law de-
signed to prevent criminals or other in-
eligible individuals from obtaining fire-
arms through waiting periods and 
background checks. 

President Clinton announced earlier 
today that since passage of the Brady 
bill over 400,000 sales to individuals 
prohibited from owning a firearm were 
prevented. Two-thirds of those were 
prior felons. 

Under current law, it is illegal to 
submit false information in attempting 
to purchase a firearm. However, Mr. 
Chairman, not even a tenth of those at-
tempts were prosecuted. 

Let me just give a few statistics from 
the Executive Office of the U.S. Attor-
ney on Firearms from 1996 to 1998. Out 
of all violations in the first phase of 
the Brady Act, only one person was 
prosecuted for unspecified violations 
under the Brady Act. Less than 100 
were prosecuted since the beginning of 
the second phase; the instant check 
phase, there has not been a single pros-
ecution. 

Now, let us compare the Brady Act to 
another program, one that was not ini-
tiated by Federal mandate and not ini-
tiated by this Congress, Project Exile 
out of Richmond, Virginia. 

This was initiated by the U.S. Attor-
ney’s Office in Richmond, Virginia. 
Specifically, the program increased the 
number of prosecutions for felony pos-
session of firearms when an individual 
was apprehended in possession of a gun. 
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When an individual was apprehended 

in possession of a gun, he was exiled to 
prison for a minimum of 5 years. Law 
enforcement officers carried a lami-
nated card specifying the types of 
criminals targeted under the program: 
Felons, drug users and fugitives. If a 
suspect was caught with a firearm, and 
it was determined that any Federal law 
had been broken, prosecution began 
immediately. 

In 1997, Richmond had one of the 
highest homicide rates in the Nation. 
Within one year, under Project Exile, 
Richmond’s homicide rate was reduced 
by one-third. Furthermore, at the end 
of 1998, 309 Federal criminal gun law 
violations were prosecuted. These were 
prosecutions in one city, in one county. 

The Brady Act is nationwide and can-
not even begin to compete with this 
program, Mr. Chairman. 

The administration in testimony be-
fore the House Committee on the Judi-
ciary stated that the number of pros-
ecutions are not a good measure of the 
law’s effectiveness. In fact, Attorney 
General Reno, in her May 5 appearance 
before the Senate Committee on the 
Judiciary, stated, ‘‘I cannot promise 
improvement in the numbers of pros-
ecutions.’’ 

Prosecution is a key to the law’s ef-
fectiveness. The Brady Act may have 
prevented 400,000 illegal purchases but 
knowing that two-thirds were prior fel-
ons, how many of those then obtained 
guns illegally? If they were prosecuted 
for attempting to purchase a firearm as 
the law requires, we would not have to 
ask that question. 

Mr. Chairman, my enforcement 
amendment simply states that this 
body recognizes that our country has 
over 40,000 firearm laws at all levels of 
government, and there has been less 
than adequate prosecution of these 
40,000 laws. It acknowledges the success 
of Project Exile through vigorous en-
forcement and prosecution of current 
laws. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, my amend-
ment states that enhancement and ag-
gressive prosecution of gun crimes is 
the best deterrent to gun violence. En-
forcement and prosecution is the key 
to curbing gun violence and protecting 
our children, and I urge the adoption of 
this amendment. 

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

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Ohio (Mrs. JONES) is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. STEARNS) admits that the 
Brady Act is working. He cites 400,000 
criminals and others who could not get 
guns, but he says that those 400,000 pro-
hibited persons should have been tried 
or prosecuted for false statements. 

I would say to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. STEARNS), this shows that 
he does not understand Brady’s pur-
poses. It is preventive. If 400,000 ex-cons 
are stopped from getting semiauto-
matic and other illegal weapons, the 
law worked. Prosecutions were never 
the purpose of the Brady Act. 

First, the amendment notes that 
with thousands of current Federal and 
State and local firearms laws in exist-
ence, there have been very few prosecu-
tions under those laws. 

This finding is simply inaccurate. 
The total number of Federal and State 
prosecutions is up sharply. About 25 
percent more criminals are sent to 
prison for State and Federal weapons 
offenses than in 1992. It is a rise from 
20,681 to 25,186. This argument also does 
not acknowledge that the violent crime 
rates in America have dropped signifi-
cantly since 1992. The Nation’s overall 
violent crime rate has dropped by near-
ly 20 percent since 1992. 

b 2130 

The collaboration between Federal, 
State and local authorities and com-
munity leaders has led to more signifi-
cant decreases in specific areas. The 
drops in the violent crime rate extends 
specifically to crimes involving guns as 
well. 

Between 1992 and 1997, violent crimes 
committed with guns, including homi-
cides, robberies, and aggravated as-
saults fell by an average of 27 percent. 
Overall, these statistics show that the 
government is pursuing actively any 
violations of the current firearm laws. 

The argument that the decrease in 
the number of Federal prosecutions in-
dicates otherwise ignores the coopera-
tion between the several levels of gov-
ernment and members of the commu-
nity to maximize prosecutorial re-
sources. 

Second, the amendment notes that 
programs such as Project Exile, which 
shifts prosecution of gun offenses from 
State court to Federal court, have re-
duced homicide rates. While Project 
Exile has reduced homicide rates, it is 
not without its share of criticisms. 

First, it greatly expands the number 
of criminal cases handled in the Fed-
eral court, which prevents the court 
from adequately handling other cases 
that are the proper domain of the court 
such as civil rights case and multistate 
civil cases. Further, by requiring the 
U.S. Attorney to charge the most seri-
ous offense possible, it takes away 
prosecutorial discretion. 

Finally, encouraging Federal pros-
ecutors to prosecute State court of-
fenses is another example of the Fed-
eral Government encroaching on the 
domain of the States. 

When I got elected to Congress, Mr. 
Chairman, I committed to my col-
leagues, members of the National Dis-
trict Attorneys Association, that if I 
had an opportunity to stand on the 

floor of the House to oppose any legis-
lation that will require Federal pros-
ecutors to do our job, I would do that. 
I stand here today in opposition to this 
amendment and many of the other 
amendments that have come to this 
floor to take away the discretion of 
State prosecutors. 

State prosecutors are elected and 
well endowed with the ability to handle 
many of the offenses that we are con-
sidering here on this floor today. So I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Further, Mr. Chairman, I would say, 
drying up the supply of firearms and 
building on the success of Brady is 
what we intend to do. Since 1993, when 
Brady became law, it meant more than 
250,000 felons, fugitives, and other pro-
hibitive purchasers have been denied 
access to firearms. 

Let us talk about the purpose of 
Brady. It was preventive. It meant we 
do not even let them get to have a gun 
in order to commit an offense. By con-
sidering the amendment that is on the 
floor today, Mr. Chairman, we deny the 
importance of Brady and make a sug-
gestion, just by assuming the facts of 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. STEARNS), that that is 
going to do something to curb the gun 
problem in our country. 

To make statements is not going to 
curb the problem. The way we curb gun 
problems in our country is gun control, 
gun safety, and gun trigger locks. 

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I think, while I have 
my other speaker speak, I would like 
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Mrs. 
JONES) to read the Federal Criminal 
Code. It is a Federal crime to even at-
tempt to buy a firearm. Perhaps she 
would like to read 922. I do not think 
she quite understands the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. BLILEY), the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Commerce. 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida for yield-
ing me this time. 

Let me say this, I commend the gen-
tleman for his amendment. Project 
Exile has worked in Richmond. It has 
the support of the Richmond City 
Council, the Richmond City Police De-
partment. It has been responsible for 
reducing homicides in the city by a 
substantial amount. 

Let me read, though, it has been rec-
ognized that most violent crime is 
committed by just a few repeat offend-
ers, the U.S. Attorney for the Eastern 
District of Virginia, whose office initi-
ated Project Exile, says, and I quote, 
‘‘Officials were shocked at the extent 
of Project Exile. Suspects criminals 
records: Several have been four, five 
and eight convictions of offenses as se-
rious as robbery, abduction, and mur-
der. Let me say, this has been a project 
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that has worked, and I hope that more 
cities and communities around the 
country will adopt it.’’ 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman 
from Ohio for yielding me this time, 
and I thank her for her very pointed 
and very responsive comments to the 
gentleman’s amendment. 

I think it is all right to recite as 
findings that we all can do a better job 
at law enforcement. But I think it is 
important to be clear on just what has 
happened over the last 5 years. Gun 
laws are enforced more vigorously 
today than 5 years ago by nearly any 
measure. Prosecutions are more fre-
quent than ever before. Sentences are 
longer, and the number of inmates in 
prison on gun offenses is at a record 
level. The number of inmates in Fed-
eral prison on firearm or arson charges 
increased 51 percent from 1993 to 1998 
to 8,979. 

I think it is certainly commendable 
of the Committee on Rules to have al-
lowed just about every amendment 
that Republicans offered to get in, 
some good, some not. But it certainly 
does not speak to what we are trying to 
do here, to be responsible. 

I think my colleague made it very 
clear that the Brady bill is preventive. 
It is to get guns out of the hands of fel-
ons and criminals so that they do not 
commit crimes. 

I have a letter from the City of Hous-
ton, Houston Fire Department EMS 
that indicates that passing laws in and 
of themselves are preventive. 

I hope we will be able to pass, for ex-
ample, closing the gun show loophole. 
Those provide chilling effects, as the 
Brady bill did, to prevent people from 
even going, when I say people, prevent 
those individuals who have criminal in-
terests from even going into a gun 
show. I hope the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. STEARNS) will join us in pass-
ing that. 

The city of Houston EMS director 
wrote and said the gun safety legisla-
tion we passed in 1992 saw a sizable de-
crease in intentional shootings by chil-
dren just by the passing of the law. 

So I would take issue with the fact 
that we have a problem with enforce-
ment. But I would also ask my col-
league if he would join me in sup-
porting increasing the ATF, as I had 
offered in the Committee on Rules, by 
some thousand officers to increase it to 
2,800. 

All of these things I think contribute 
to a better response to gun violence. 
But certainly I am not talking about 
the fact that we have not been enforc-
ing the law. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I just would remind 
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 

JACKSON-LEE), who serves on the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, that the 
Brady bill was not passed just to per-
suade people not to get firearms. It was 
put in place to actually enforce people 
who were felons. As I pointed out ear-
lier to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Mrs. JONES), in the Federal Criminal 
Code, on Rule 922, unlawful acts, it is 
unlawful to attempt to buy a firearm if 
one is a felon. 

We have had plenty of data to show 
that occurred, and it was not pros-
ecuted. So if that side of the aisle 
wants to make the case and excuses 
that they do not want to prosecute, 
that is their case. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. SHAD-
EGG). 

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the gentleman’s 
amendment, and I want to make it 
clear what it does and what it does not 
do. 

Project Exile is a very simple project 
initiated by the U.S. Attorney in Rich-
mond, Virginia, and it is straight-
forward. It simply says we will have 
zero tolerance for two things: crimes 
committed with guns and possessing a 
gun when one commits a crime. 

The U.S. Attorney in Richmond, Vir-
ginia said, ‘‘You know what? We have 
got lots of criminals committing 
crimes with guns and lots of criminals, 
indeed many of them previously con-
victed felons, who cannot possess a 
gun, committing crimes while they 
possess a gun; and we are going to 
adopt a policy that says we will tol-
erate that not one iota, zero tolerance 
for crimes committed with guns and 
for possessing a gun while committing 
a crime.’’ 

So they decided to aggressively pros-
ecute those two crimes. What was the 
net effect? Three hundred ninety de-
fendants have been prosecuted in Fed-
eral court. But that is the shocking re-
sult. The shocking result is that the 
crime, the homicide rate in the city of 
Richmond, Virginia was cut by one- 
third. 

Let us talk about what this amend-
ment says. The amendment says 
straightforward, findings about what 
has happened, and says ‘‘enhanced pun-
ishment and aggressive prosecution for 
crimes committed with firearms, or 
possessing a firearm during the com-
mission of a crime, are common-sense 
solutions to deter gun violence.’’ 

Who can argue with that? We need to 
prosecute those crimes as aggressively 
as possible and should hope we can 
achieve the results that Richmond, 
Virginia has achieved. 

I urge Members to support the 
amendment. 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, so that the other side 
of the aisle is not confused, no one on 

this side of the aisle is not encouraging 
prosecution. The statement that has in 
fact been made is that the Brady bill’s 
intention was to take guns out of the 
hands of criminals. 

Now, it is important that since my 
colleagues think it is important to set 
forth findings in the RECORD in this ju-
venile crime bill with regard to the 
Richmond case, why not set forth some 
findings that, in fact, if we had a trig-
ger lock on the gun, people would not 
be able to kill other people so quickly? 
Why not set forth a finding that, if, in 
fact, we had a waiting period on the 
purchase of a gun, people might not 
have opportunity to shoot people so 
quickly? 

My colleagues talk about common- 
sense solutions. The common-sense so-
lutions, as I said, Mr. Chairman, would, 
in fact, set forth the finding that, if, in 
fact, this Congress would find that gun 
control and gun safety were important, 
we would have less homicides and less 
killings in this country. 

So when we talk about common- 
sense solutions, let us get some com-
mon sense in the House and pass gun 
control right here, right now, today. 

But let us go back to findings as we 
call common-sense solutions. In fact, 
prosecutors throughout this country, 
both Federal and State prosecutors, 
have done a great job at prosecuting all 
types of offenses. Crime in this country 
is down as a result of the prosecution 
by numerous prosecutors throughout 
this country. Homicide rates are down 
as a result of numerous prosecutions 
by prosecutors, both State and Federal. 

Mr. Chairman let me state to my col-
leagues that I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. HAYWORTH). 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Florida for 
yielding me the time. 

I thank the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Mrs. JONES), Mr. Chairman, although I 
do wish with parliamentary decorum 
she would address her remarks through 
the Chair. 

As former President Reagan said, 
facts are stubborn things. The fact is, 
Mr. Chairman, 300,000 convicted felons 
have not been prosecuted under the 
Brady law. 

Project Exile and the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. STEARNS) is a common-sense solu-
tion to say that criminals who commit 
crimes with firearms and with firearms 
in their possession will go to jail. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM). 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
strongly support this amendment. The 
fact is that, if one is a felon and one 
goes to buy a gun anywhere or possess 
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one, one has committed a crime and 
one ought to be prosecuted. 

Under the Bush administration, 
under what they call Operation Trigger 
Lock, that was happening all over the 
country so that we could take felons 
who committed the crime of having a 
gun on their person after they have 
been convicted previously off the 
streets. This administration has been 
unwilling to do that. 

Sure we have State prosecutions that 
may be up on gun crimes, but we sure 
as heck do not have Federal prosecu-
tions. The gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
STEARNS) has a very good amendment 
to point that fact out. 

We should be prosecuting these folks. 
We should be locking them up. Not-
withstanding that Brady may have 
other purposes as well that are good, 
this is a very important one, and it 
should be done. 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to, for 
the record, make it clear that I have 
addressed all of my remarks to the 
Chairman and will continue to do so 
because I understand decorum on the 
floor as well. 

Let me suggest that, under the Bush 
administration, we did not have the 
Brady bill. So, surely, they had to do 
trigger lock. 

Under the Clinton administration, we 
have had in fact had the Brady bill, and 
trigger lock is still operating through-
out many of the jurisdictions through-
out this United States. 

It is important again, I say, that if in 
fact we are making findings, let us 
make findings that, without guns, peo-
ple cannot kill. Without the NRA push-
ing so many of my colleagues on the 
floor to vote against gun controls, we 
would not have guns in our streets. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Ohio (Mrs. JONES) has 45 seconds 
remaining. The gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. STEARNS) has 1 minute re-
maining. 

b 2130 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
the opportunity to close, as I under-
stand. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mrs. JONES of Ohio. I am raising the 

question of his right to close with the 
entire time, Mr. Chairman. 

We are defending the committee posi-
tion, so I am raising the parliamentary 
inquiry as to why he has the oppor-
tunity to close. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair under-
stands that the gentlewoman is not a 
member of the committee. It is only a 

member of the committee controlling 
time in opposition to the amendment 
who has the right to close. 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to yield the 
balance of my time to a member of the 
committee and that that individual be 
allowed to control the time. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
The gentlewoman from Ohio (Mrs. 

JONES) has 45 seconds remaining, and 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
STEARNS) has 1 minute remaining and 
reserves the right to close. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Mrs. JONES). 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
DELAHUNT), a member of the com-
mittee. 

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me 
this time. 

I find it interesting that during the 
course of this debate we are talking 
about enforcement, and yet earlier, 
when I asked the chair of the sub-
committee whether he had authorized 
$8 million to fund the additional or des-
ignated assistance, the answer was 
‘‘No, we will do it someplace else.’’ 

I just want to close by saying just 
imagine if we are reluctant to do that 
what the cost would be to prosecute 10 
percent of 400,000 cases. This is absurd. 
These cases are prosecuted, as the gen-
tlewoman has indicated, at the State 
level. Crime is down. Homicides are 
down. Why? Because of the Brady bill. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time, and 
would respond to my good friend from 
Massachusetts, who was not here ear-
lier, that my colleague the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) did offer 
an amendment to provide $50 million 
additional money for prosecution. 

At any rate, let me close, Mr. Chair-
man, by saying if the general public 
understood the truth about crime and 
guns, there would be virtually no sup-
port for the gun control measures that 
are continually posed here in Congress. 
Crime and criminals are what the pub-
lic is really concerned about. And the 
uncomplicated truth is that under ex-
isting Federal laws any violent felons 
or drug dealers who pick up any fire-
arms are committing serious Federal 
crimes, crimes punishable by long pris-
on terms. 

The law can work, but only, I say to 
my colleagues on that side, if it is en-
forced. It has been, with great success, 
enforced in Richmond, Virginia, under 
a program we talked about earlier, 
Project Exile. Project Exile adopts a 
zero tolerance for Federal gun crimes 
with Federal, State and local law en-
forcement. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the passage of 
my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate 
on this amendment has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. STEARNS). 

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

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) 
will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 22 printed in part A of House 
Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MR. LATHAM 
Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 22 offered by Mr. 

LATHAM: 
Add at the end the following new title: 
TITLE ll—DRUG DEALER LIABILITY 

SEC. ll. FEDERAL CAUSE OF ACTION FOR DRUG 
DEALER LIABILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part E of the Controlled 
Substances Act is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 521. FEDERAL CAUSE OF ACTION FOR 

DRUG DEALER LIABILITY. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subsection (b), any person who manufactures 
or distributes a controlled substance in a fel-
ony violation of this title or title III shall be 
liable in a civil action to any party harmed, 
directly or indirectly, by the use of that con-
trolled substance. 

‘‘(b) EXCEPTION.—An individual user of a 
controlled substance may not bring or main-
tain an action under this section unless the 
individual personally discloses to narcotics 
enforcement authorities all of the informa-
tion known to the individual regarding all 
that individual’s sources of illegal controlled 
substances.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for the Comprehensive Drug Abuse 
Prevention and Control Act of 1970 is amend-
ed by inserting after the time relating to 
section 520 the following new item: 
‘‘Sec. 521. Federal cause of action for drug 

dealer liability.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) and a Member op-
posed each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM). 

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

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I would 
like to take the opportunity to thank 
the Committee on Rules and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) 
for giving me the opportunity to offer 
my amendment to this very important 
bill addressing juvenile crime in Amer-
ica. 

Unfortunately, juvenile crime is a 
growing trend across this Nation. For 
years, the rural States thought them-
selves immune from serious juvenile 
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crime and drug problems that were af-
fecting America’s coasts and the big 
cities. However, this is no longer the 
case. In fact, nowhere is juvenile crime 
growing faster than in America’s 
heartland. This, of course, is directly 
related to the incredible growth in 
drug use. 

According to the U.S. Department of 
Justice’s latest statistics, juvenile 
drug arrests across the Nation have 
more than doubled since 1988. My home 
State of Iowa is experiencing an un-
precedented influx of 
methamphetamines. Just last week in 
Storm Lake, Iowa, with a population of 
just 8,769 people, 10 were arrested for 
trafficking and drugs. Four of those ar-
rested were only 18 years old. Those 
kids are probably just finishing high 
school and pushing that poison on 
other students. 

Clearly, our children are the most in-
nocent and vulnerable to those affected 
by illegal drug use. The very nature of 
drug abuse makes this an epidemic 
that has severe monetary costs as well, 
creating significant financial chal-
lenges for parents, law enforcement 
and human service providers. For many 
of the juvenile addicts, who are in-
creasingly female, by the way, the only 
hope is extensive medical and psycho-
logical treatment, along with physical 
therapy or even special education. All 
of these potential remedies are expen-
sive. Very, very expensive. In fact, the 
most recent figures estimate the an-
nual cost of substance abuse in the 
United States to be nearly $100 billion. 

Juveniles, through their parents or 
through court-appointed guardians, 
should be able to recover damages from 
those in the community that have en-
tered and participated in the sale of 
the types of illegal drugs that have 
caused those injuries. The amendment 
I am offering today would provide a 
civil remedy for the people harmed by 
drugs, whether it be the actual user, 
the family of a user, or even the clinic 
or the community that provides treat-
ment to hold drug dealers accountable 
for selling this poison that is tearing 
apart the very fabric of our society. 

There are drug pushers in all of our 
congressional districts who profit from 
this culture of death, pain and depend-
ency that must be taken to task. Many 
of them elude the authorities by get-
ting off on technicalities in criminal 
actions or through their positions as 
affluent members in the community. 
However, that should not make them 
immune for paying for the destruction 
they cause. 

This amendment would empower vic-
tims to take action, like the Utah 
housewife who sued her husband’s drug 
dealer ‘‘friend’’ of 6 years under that 
State’s drug dealer liability law. Her 
husband actually shared a vacation 
cabin with the dealer until after years 
of abuse her husband lost his job and 
ruined his family. Other States, such 

as California, Arkansas, Illinois, Michi-
gan, Georgia, Louisiana, Indiana, Ha-
waii, South Dakota and Oklahoma, 
have enacted similar laws. 

The first lawsuit brought under a 
State drug dealer liability law was 
brought by Wayne County Neighbor-
hood Legal Services in Michigan on be-
half of a drug addicted baby and its sib-
lings. The suit resulted in a judgment 
of $1 million in favor of the baby. The 
City of Detroit joined in on the suit 
and received a judgment of more than 
$7 million to provide drug treatment 
for inmates in the city’s jails. 

This legislation, while not as com-
prehensive as those State laws, which 
incorporate a broad reaching liability, 
does provide a simple tool to empower 
victims. In fact, this amendment is 
perfectly suited to go after the white 
collar drug dealers whose clientele in-
cludes their professional friends, who 
are less likely to be the subject of a 
criminal investigation. 

As we all know, parents who abuse 
drugs are more likely to have children 
that abuse drugs as well. It is my hope 
the prospect of substantial monetary 
loss, made possible by my amendment, 
would also act as a deterrent to enter-
ing the narcotics market. Dealers 
pushing their poison on our children 
and other family members may think 
again when they consider that they 
could lose everything, even without a 
criminal conviction. In addition, this 
amendment would establish an incen-
tive for users to identify and seek pay-
ment for their own drug treatment 
from those dealers who have sold drugs 
to the user in the past. 

While this legislation is not meant to 
be a silver bullet, it is another tool to 
combat and deter drug abuse and traf-
ficking. Current law allows for a pro-
ducer of a legal product that injures a 
customer to be held liable for injuries 
resulting from the use of that product. 
However, most States do not provide 
compensation for persons who cause in-
jury by intentionally distributing ille-
gal drugs. The Latham drug liability 
amendment fills the gap to make drug 
dealers liable under civil law for the in-
juries to the victims of the drug. 

Finally, I hope I will be able to work 
with the chairman, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM), and ranking 
member, the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. CONYERS), on a more comprehen-
sive liability measure in the future. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support the Latham amendment and 
give the victims of illegal drugs an op-
portunity to hold the drug dealers of 
this poison accountable under criminal 
and civil law. 

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

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there is no objec-
tion, the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. WATERS) may control the time 
otherwise reserved for the opposition. 

Is there objection? 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. In its 

present form, Mr. Chairman, I will 
stand in opposition to the amendment 
and I exercise the reservation at this 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) objects. 
Does the gentlewoman from Texas seek 
to control the time in opposition? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Yes, I 
do, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this amendment. I think 
this is an excellent amendment that is 
being offered by the gentleman on the 
opposite side of the aisle, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM). And 
let me tell my colleagues why. 

This amendment, as I understand it, 
is an amendment that would make 
drug dealers liable for the poison that 
they put out on the streets and the 
harm that is perpetrated on those who 
end up being the victims of these drug 
sales. And it does not matter who is 
doing it, but if they are found to be 
guilty and liable for selling these 
drugs, then that creates a cause of ac-
tion. 

The reason that I am supporting this 
is because I have been working for 
some years trying to help unfold what 
happens in the intelligence community 
as it relates to trafficking and drugs 
and covert operations. What we have 
discovered is that the CIA, as one of 
the intelligence agencies, knew very 
well about the trafficking in drugs, 
particularly as it related to getting 
profits from the drugs that went to 
support the Contras in the war between 
the Contras and the Sandinistas. 

For many months now we have had 
people who have been working on this, 
and they have said to us that all of the 
damage that was caused by these 
drugs, the crack cocaine that was let 
loose in these communities in an effort 
to fund the Contras, is directly the 
fault of the CIA and those intelligence 
agencies that were involved in these 
covert operations. 

b 2145 
So this gentleman is absolutely cor-

rect. They should be made liable for 
what they have done. They have admit-
ted now that there were drug traf-
fickers in their midst. They have said 
they were not responsible directly, but 
they have said they had a memo-
randum of understanding, which some 
of us question. Well, there is no longer 
a memorandum of understanding, and 
this amendment would take care of 
that. 

I am thankful to the gentleman for 
offering this amendment. Because it 
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does not matter who it is, whether it is 
a drug dealer on the streets, in the 
cornfields of Iowa, or a drug dealer up 
in New York or the Midwest, wherever 
it is, or the intelligence community, if 
they are dealing in drugs for any rea-
son, they should be liable for the devas-
tation and the harm that is caused to 
the individuals who end up being the 
victims of those drug sales. 

So I would ask my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to embrace this 
amendment, to support this amend-
ment, to vote ‘‘aye’’ on this amend-
ment. It is very important that we fi-
nally have an opportunity to seek jus-
tice for those victims that were created 
as a result of trafficking drugs by our 
own intelligence community. 

We have some young people who are 
actively working on a lawsuit coming 
out of the San Francisco area on this 
very issue. This will support that. This 
will help them to be able to get all of 
the victims to come forth, some of 
them who will be able to comply with 
the conditions of this amendment. 

As I understand it, the conditions of 
this amendment would have those vic-
tims identify those persons who were 
responsible for selling the drugs. We 
have people who are claiming to be 
able to identify people in the intel-
ligence community who were involved. 

Also, we have people who are able to 
identify the assets of the intelligence 
community, many of them still in this 
country, some of them have fled to 
Nicaragua and down in Guatemala and 
other places, who should really be ex-
tradited and brought back here for the 
harm that they caused. 

I would ask support for this amend-
ment. I think it is a good amendment. 
I think it is a sound amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, finally, I would say to 
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) 
that he is doing the work that is need-
ed to be done to get at the drug dealers 
who would dare dump this poison on 
our children and in our midst. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. FOLEY). 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, let me 
thank the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
LATHAM) for this excellent amendment 
and remind our colleagues that Carroll 
O’Connor, a noted actor and TV star, 
lost his son to cocaine. He has led a 
fight to bring that gentleman who sold 
him the drugs to justice because he be-
lieved that man infected his son with a 
drug addiction that caused his un-
timely demise. 

I strongly support this amendment, 
and I urge my colleagues to do the 
same. This amendment should serve as 
a retribution for every individual 
whose life has been destroyed by drug 
use and for every family who has had 
to suffer the pain and turmoil of a 
loved one being addicted to drugs. 

The drug dealers must learn that 
their evil trade is more than a busi-

ness. They must be held accountable 
not only by the justice system but by 
society for the tragic consequences of 
their business. They must be forced to 
see the faces of the mother, the father, 
the brother, the sister of the teenager 
who overdosed on cocaine that they 
sold. 

A successful drug dealer can make 
thousands of dollars a week practicing 
their illegal trade. In fact, they encour-
age young people to do this same type 
of business because they can buy all 
the fancy cars and fancy toys. And do 
not be misled to thinking it is only in 
the inner city where we have drug 
problems. It is in Palm Beach, in Bev-
erly Hills. It is in the richest enclaves 
around America. 

Drugs have permeated our society. 
They are destroying our families and 
our youth. Every drug dealer who is ar-
rested and jailed for possession and the 
sale of drugs should also be held ac-
countable for the physical damage, the 
medical bills, the cost of drug treat-
ments, for the funerals that they are 
responsible for. 

So I ask my colleagues to please pass 
this amendment. Send a message to 
drug dealers that their profitable trade 
should stop and, more importantly, if 
they inflict their dangerous drugs on 
other people, they will pay a high price 
not only in prison but the hopeful for-
feiture of their assets so that those as-
sets can be conveyed to the families 
who have lost loved ones. 

Again, the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) will 
hold persons who manufacture and dis-
tribute illegal, controlled substances 
liable for civil action for those harmed 
by the use of the controlled substance. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) has 11⁄2 min-
utes remaining. The gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) has 51⁄2 min-
utes remaining. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I indicated my reservation 
of objection in its present form. I 
would like to ask the author of the 
amendment an inquiry if I could to be 
clear on the position that this amend-
ment now takes. 

Does the liability provision enhance 
existing tort opportunities, if you will, 
the fact that we can go into court on 
tort issues? Does this narrowly define 
them? Are these as relevant to a drug- 
related incident? 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentlewoman would yield, what it does 
is empower the family or the commu-
nity somehow to go after the dealer, 
the manufacturer of illegal drugs to re-
cover damages for rehabilitation for 
any kind of help that they need in the 
future. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, does it extinguish in any 
way any tort liability or rights that 
they may have under existing tort law? 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentlewoman would continue to yield, 

no, it would not be my understanding. 
No. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, then 
let me say to the gentleman, I thank 
him for his explanation and want to 
say to him that we want to offer our 
support for this amendment, frankly 
because it goes to the very problem of 
so many in our community who have 
seen their houses burned because, for 
example, they have a crack house next 
to their home and, in order to destroy 
the evidence, what happens is that the 
dealers destroy the property. 

Some instances we will find that peo-
ple have lost their life because of those 
tragedies that have occurred, drive-by 
shootings because of drug deals, and in-
nocent victims who are sitting in their 
home enjoying their dinner or looking 
at television have lost their life and 
have left these families in our inner 
city neighborhood and elsewhere with-
out any remedy. 

If this legislation and amendment 
would answer these questions and par-
ticularly give them an enhanced oppor-
tunity to sue, then I believe that, 
alongside of the opportunities they 
may have under tort law, then this is 
an amendment that we can certainly 
support and encourage the passage of. 

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

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. RILEY). 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the drug dealer liability amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LATHAM). 

In my view, this is a law that should 
have been on the books a long time 
ago. The reason is simple. In many 
cases, there is just not enough evidence 
to convict a dealer or a manufacturer 
of illegal drugs in criminal court. 

Worse yet, many individuals simply 
get off on a technicality and, as a re-
sult, too many peddlers of this poison 
slip through the cracks and are never 
punished for the harm they inflict on 
our children and our families and our 
society. 

When we know that these people are 
dealing drugs but we cannot convict 
them in criminal court, does it not 
make sense to provide any other judi-
cial remedy possible? 

Mr. Chairman, that is the point of 
the Latham amendment. If we cannot 
convict them in criminal court, then 
we will get them in civil court and we 
will hit them where it hurts them the 
most, we will hit them in their pocket-
book. 

This type of legislation has worked 
well at the State level, and there is ab-
solutely no reason that it will not 
work at the Federal level. 

I urge my colleagues to pass this 
amendment. Very few votes that we 
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will make today will have as much im-
pact on reducing drugs in our society 
and in this country this year. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to inquire, do 
we have the right to close in defending 
the committee’s position? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) does, 
and all time of the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) has expired. 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I will as soon as I determine 
how much time I have remaining. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) has 3 
minutes remaining. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I am happy to yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM). 

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentlewoman very much 
for her support, all the people that 
have worked so hard on this bill, and 
the DEA, which has helped craft this 
bill to take out some fine points that 
really I think will be of great assist-
ance to us in the future to tackle this 
most serious problem. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume, and I thank the gen-
tleman very much for his comments. 

Mr. Chairman, I would simply say to 
the Chair, it is these bipartisan efforts 
that I think shows the House in its best 
light. 

I would simply hope that, as we move 
throughout this legislative initiative 
trying to deal with juvenile crime, that 
we not only find an opportunity to 
have bipartisan agreement on impor-
tant legislative initiatives, such as pro-
viding protection to those who have 
been civilly damaged by the tragedies 
of drug use and drug abuse, but that we 
can also be straightforward in our re-
sponse to the protection, if you will, of 
necessary gun laws. 

I indicated earlier that I had received 
a letter from my EMS director who in-
dicated just the passage of gun protec-
tion laws provides a chilling effect for 
those who may want to use guns reck-
lessly or promote more guns on the 
streets of this Nation. 

And so, this legislation dealing with 
civil liability, Carroll O’Connor was 
cited, but I can cite many, many people 
in our respective communities who 
have suffered time and time again. 

I would hope that we would have the 
opportunity to work in a bipartisan 
way on other legislative initiatives. 

I hope as well, Mr. Chairman, and I 
heard my colleague the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. WATERS) speak 
eloquently on this, that we would ex-
pand the reach of dealing with the li-
ability question to drug kingpins and 
gun kingpins. 

This gun running has been a problem 
and it has made a terrible blight on all 

that we are trying to do to protect our 
children. Drug kingpins have been 
prominent in our respective commu-
nities, controlling drug cartels. We 
need to reach out and do something 
about them, as well. 

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, I do want to 
conclude and not take away from the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) be-
cause I thank him for his kindness in 
working in a bipartisan manner, but I 
do believe that gun trafficking is some-
thing that we need to attack. 

We also need to promote and increase 
the numbers of ATF officers. Eighteen 
hundred compared to some 50,000 FBI 
officers. Eighteen hundred ATF offi-
cers. And the money that has been al-
lotted so far is not enough to assist in 
making cases with our local jurisdic-
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate 
on this amendment has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. LATHAM). 

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

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 

Resolution 209, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) will be 
postponed. 

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 23 printed in Part A of House 
Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. ROGAN 
Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 

amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A Amendment No. 23 offered by Mr. 

ROGAN: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 
SEC. 3. SAFE SCHOOLS. 

(a) AMENDMENTS.—Part F of title XIV of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8921 et seq.) is amended 
as follows: 

(1) SHORT TITLE.—Section 14601(a) is 
amended by striking ‘‘Gun-Free Schools Act 
of 1994’’ and inserting ‘‘Safe Schools Act of 
1999’’. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—Section 14601(b)(1) is 
amended by inserting after ‘‘determined’’ the 
following: ‘‘to be in possession of felonious 
quantities of an illegal drug, on school prop-
erty under the jurisdiction of, or in a vehicle 
operated by an employee or agent of, a local 
educational agency in that State, or’’. 

(3) DEFINITIONS.—Section 14601(b)(4) is 
amended to read as follows: ‘‘For purposes of 
this part— 

‘‘(A) the term ‘‘1 weapon’’ means a firearm 
as such term is defined in section 921 of title 
18, United States Code; 

‘‘(B) the term ‘illegal drug’ means a con-
trolled substance, as defined in section 102(6) 
of the Controlled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 
802(6)), the possession of which is unlawful 

under the Act (21 U.S.C. 801 et seq.) or under 
the Controlled Substances Import and Ex-
port Act (21 U.S.C. 951 et seq.), but does not 
mean a controlled substance used pursuant 
to a valid prescription or as authorized by 
law; and 

‘‘(C) the term ‘illegal drug paraphernalia’ 
means drug paraphernalia, as defined in sec-
tion 422(d) of the Controlled Substances Act 
(21 U.S.C. 863(d)), except that the first sen-
tence of that section shall be applied by in-
serting ‘or under the Controlled Substances 
Import and Export Act (21 U.S.C. 951 et 
seq.)’, before the period; and 

‘‘(D) the term ‘felonious quantities of an il-
legal drug’ means any quantity of an illegal 
drug— 

‘‘(i) possession of which quantity would, 
under Federal, State, or local law, either 
constitute a felony or indicate an intent to 
distribute; or 

‘‘(ii) that is possessed with an intent to 
distribute.’’. 

(4) REPORT TO STATE.—Section 
14601(d)(2)(C) is amended by inserting ‘‘ille-
gal drugs or’’ before ‘‘weapons’’. 

(5) REPEALER.—Section 14601 is amended by 
striking subsection (f). 

(6) POLICY REGARDING CRIMINAL JUSTICE 
SYSTEM REFERRAL.—Section 14602(a) is 
amended by— 

(1) striking ‘‘served by’’ and inserting 
‘‘under the jurisdiction of’’; and 

(2) by inserting after ‘‘who’’ the following: 
‘‘is in possession of an illegal drug, or illegal 
drug paraphernalia, on school property under 
the jurisdiction of, or in a vehicle operated 
by an employee or agent of, such agency, or 
who’’. 

(7) DATA AND POLICY DISSEMINATION UNDER 
IDEA.—Section 14603 is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘current’’ 
before ‘‘policy’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) by inserting before ‘‘engaging’’ the fol-

lowing ‘‘possessing illegal drugs, or illegal 
drug paraphernalia, on school property, or in 
vehicles operated by employees or agents of, 
schools or local educational agencies, or’’; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘; and’’ and inserting a pe-
riod; and 

(3) by striking paragraph (3). 
(b) COMPLIANCE DATE; REPORTING.—(1) 

States shall have 2 years from the date of en-
actment of this Act to comply with the re-
quirements established in the amendments 
made by subsection (a). 

(2) Not later than 3 years after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Edu-
cation shall submit to Congress a report on 
any State that is not in compliance with the 
requirements of this part. 

(3) Not later than 2 years after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Edu-
cation shall submit to Congress a report ana-
lyzing the strengths and weaknesses of ap-
proaches regarding the disciplining of chil-
dren with disabilities. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ROGAN) and a Member 
opposed each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. ROGAN). 

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

Mr. Chairman, as parents and as leg-
islators, nothing is more important 
than supporting safe productive 
schools. 

Today our children face unprece-
dented threats from drugs and violence 
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in our Nation’s schools. It is time to 
enact bipartisan legislation to correct 
this horrible situation. 

The President, in his State of the 
Union Address, called for zero toler-
ance for guns and drugs in schools. The 
President is right. It is time for the 
House to signal its commitment to 
eliminating drugs from the public 
schools. 

I am pleased to offer this amend-
ment, Mr. Chairman, to help us achieve 
our goal of drug-free schools. This 
amendment gives State and local 
school officials the weapons they need 
to strike a major blow in the war on 
drugs. The amendment requires that 
any school accepting Federal education 
funds must adopt a zero-tolerance pol-
icy regarding felonious possession of 
drugs. It applies the same standards to 
drugs as are currently applied to guns. 
Those who come to school to use or sell 
illegal drugs simply should not be al-
lowed to attend. 

This amendment also addresses the 
next concern, which is, what next? Cur-
rent law provides for the education of 
those expelled in an alternative facil-
ity and provide for a case-by-case ap-
peal with a local school official. This 
amendment would continue that same 
policy with respect to drugs as we cur-
rently have on the books with respect 
to guns. 

Zero tolerance for illegal drugs can 
work. In a national survey by the Cen-
ter for Addiction and Substance Abuse 
at Columbia University, they reported 
that more than 80 percent of those on 
the front lines in the war against 
drugs, teachers, principals and, yes, 
even students, believe that zero-toler-
ance policies are effective and will re-
duce drugs in their schools. 

b 2200 

What is more, about the same per-
centage support adopting similar 
standards in their school. Nothing un-
derscores this crisis and our need for 
definitive action more than the news 
reported by the students in Columbine 
that I just mentioned. According to 
their survey, more than three-fourths 
of the students said drugs were kept, 
used and sold in their schools. We owe 
students, parents and teachers decisive 
action to wipe out drugs in the schools. 
Our amendment will do for them just 
that. Zero tolerance for illegal drugs in 
the schools, Mr. Chairman, will mean 
just that, zero tolerance. 

Mr. Chairman, today we have an op-
portunity to act in a bipartisan way to 
help build a safer America. I urge my 
colleagues to support this important 
amendment. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) seek rec-
ognition to control the time in opposi-
tion? 

Mr. SCOTT. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia is recognized for 10 min-
utes. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this is another exam-
ple of a need for deliberation. If we had 
had deliberation and had a hearing on 
this, we would have found that all of 
the available research shows that a 
suspension is the last thing that we 
would want to do. 

The gentleman from California men-
tioned the requirement that services be 
continued for someone that is expelled 
from school. That is only true for those 
who are designated as special edu-
cation students under Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act, and of 
course an amendment to remove that 
provision is coming up later. In fact, 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act that was passed, is present 
law, provides that in cases of expelling 
a student nothing in the title shall be 
construed to prevent a State from al-
lowing the local education agency that 
has expelled a student from such stu-
dent’s regular classroom from pro-
viding educational services in an alter-
native setting. They are not prohibited 
from doing it, but there is nothing that 
requires them to do it. 

Now, if we had had a hearing, we 
would have known that threatening a 
kid with a 1-year suspension or 1-year 
vacation, a kid that did not want to go 
to school anyway would not be much of 
a threat. We would have known that 
without an alternative education that 
that person would be much more likely 
to get in trouble. As a matter of fact, 
he has got nothing constructive to do, 
so he is much more likely to be com-
mitting crimes because he is on the 
street, nothing to do, crime and drug 
use. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment offers 
no counseling on why the child was 
using drugs, no mental health assist-
ance, just a year on the street. Now we 
know that there is a strong correlation 
between crime and graduation and 
graduation rates. People who do not 
graduate from our school are much 
more likely to be committing crimes. 
With a 1-year suspension we make it 
much less likely that they will ever get 
out of school. 

So, Mr. Chairman, we have a situa-
tion where if this amendment passes 
and allows children to be kicked out of 
school without any services, we will ac-
tually be increasing the crime rate. If 
we are serious about crime, Mr. Chair-
man, we will defeat this amendment. 

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

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume 
just in brief response to my friend from 
Virginia. 

I am somewhat nonplused by the sug-
gestion that this bill is a bad idea be-
cause it will remove drug sellers from 

the public schools, and instead it would 
put them on the street. With all due re-
spect, although I do not agree with the 
gentleman’s suggestion that that is the 
only alternative, either in the schools 
or in the streets; if that, in fact, were 
the case, I would respectfully suggest 
that most parents with kids in school 
would rather have those people selling 
drugs or with guns removed from the 
school than in school to terrorize the 
children. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM). 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
strongly support the gentleman’s 
amendment. I think that if one is sell-
ing felonious quantities of drugs in a 
school or possessing felonious quan-
tities of drugs in a school, they have no 
business being there because they are 
providing harm to the other students. 

Now I am very sympathetic to the 
concern that that person who is doing 
the selling in some way be diverted 
into some other program. I think there 
are agencies of the government that 
can and should handle that, but the re-
ality is that if a kid is in school with 
this kind of quantity of drugs, that is a 
jeopardizing factor for every child of 
every parent who has a child in that 
school, and I think this is a very fine 
amendment, and we need to have this 
amendment adopted. It makes every 
bit of sense in the world if we are going 
to have that with respect to the gun 
issue. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Florida. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. All right. 
What is meant by felonious quantities? 
Is it the same thing in every State? Is 
a felonious quantity in Florida the 
same as a felonious quantity in Cali-
fornia? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Reclaiming my 
time, it is Mr. Rogan’s amendment, but 
my interpretation is that would be a 
felonious quantity depending upon the 
State or Federal law since he has made 
it in the alternative. But I would yield 
back to him to let him discuss it with 
the gentlewoman. 

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and I would invite the gentlewoman’s 
attention to page 2, lines 21 through 25 
of the amendment and going into page 
3. It says the term felonious quantity 
means any quantity of an illegal drug 
possession of which quantity would 
under Federal, State or local law quan-
tify for that. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING), the chairman 
of the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, in 
1994, when we reauthorized the Elemen-
tary Secondary Education Act, I was a 
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member of the minority. A gentleman 
from suburbia in the majority at that 
time proposed an amendment that said 
any student bringing a weapon to 
school would be suspended for a year. 

First I asked him what he is doing in 
relationship to defining a weapon. He 
then said: Make it a gun. I then re-
minded him that he also offered an 
amendment that said one can only sus-
pend a special ed student for 10 days, 
and because he was micromanaging 
State and local responsibility for ele-
mentary secondary education, he was 
also micromanaging it when he did the 
10 days, and now he puts the school dis-
trict in a real situation. The lad comes 
with a gun who is a special needs child 
along with his neighbor who is not a 
special needs child who also has a gun, 
and one goes out for 10 days, and one 
goes out for a year. 

Of course what does that do? That 
brings a lawsuit immediately to the 
school. They are discriminating 
against someone’s child, they are send-
ing someone’s child out for a year. 

The point I am trying to make is 
that consistently I have said that it is 
the responsibility, public education is 
the responsibility, of local and State 
government, which is exactly what my 
philosophy and my party’s philosophy 
has always been, and so I think we 
really have to be consistent. 

We are micromanaging State and 
local government responsibility. It is 
their responsibility to determine what 
the rules and the regulations should be, 
and as I indicated, we have gotten our-
selves into real trouble by this micro-
managing, a 10-day suspension versus a 
year’s expulsion. 

Now I want to make it clear that the 
statute does not say that they must 
provide an alternative education under 
the 1994 statute. They may if they 
wish. There is nothing in the statute 
that says they must provide an alter-
native education. Some States require 
an alternative education on a suspen-
sion or an expulsion. Nothing in the el-
ementary secondary education statute 
does that. 

So I think we must be awfully care-
ful. No matter how good the idea is and 
how appealing the idea appears, we 
have to be consistent. Elementary sec-
ondary education is the responsibility 
primarily of the State and local gov-
ernment. 

Now colleagues can argue and say, 
but wait, they are taking Federal dol-
lars, and they do not have to take Fed-
eral dollars. Oh, one can argue that for 
IDEA, for Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act. But let me tell my col-
leagues, if we do not provide that edu-
cation, I will guarantee they will have 
a lawsuit, whether it is mandated or 
whether it is not mandated. So we can-
not use that argument to cover us. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, let me 
start by commending the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) for 
his consistency. It is not always that 
we see such consistency in this House, 
and I must say that I agree with him. 

Now it strikes me that it is very dif-
ficult politically to vote against any 
bill or amendment that says in the 
name of the war on drugs let us have 
zero tolerance, let us expel someone 
from school, let us keep our children 
safe. But the fact of the matter is that 
one can easily imagine situations 
where that might not be the most in-
telligent thing to do. 

If someone has a 13 or 14-year-old kid 
who has some marijuana in school, he 
should be punished. But a year’s expul-
sion? Maybe, depending on the cir-
cumstances. Has it happened before? 
Has he had other delinquencies? Is this 
the first offense? What is the story? 

This amendment makes no distinc-
tions. This amendment says never 
mind the wisdom or the familiarity of 
the local school board or local school 
authorities with the situation. Throw 
this kid out on the street for a year, let 
him spend this time in the company of 
drug dealers and crooks, but in any 
event not in school because Congress 
says so. 

We always hear, especially from that 
side of the aisle, about local control. 
This is quintessentially the time, the 
situation for local control, and what 
this amendment says is if a local 
school board of the City of New York 
or the City of San Francisco wants 
Federal money, it had better expel that 
kid for a year. Maybe it should, maybe 
it should not, we should not. We should 
not tell them. 

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume 
just in response to my colleague and 
friend from New York. I would simply 
suggest that this amendment is limited 
to an individual that possesses a felo-
nious quantity of drugs in school or 
possesses a quantity sufficient for dis-
tribution or sale. This amendment also 
allows local schools and school dis-
tricts to maintain a case-by-case re-
view. If there was some bizarre or un-
usual circumstance that warranted ap-
propriate review, it would allow for a 
case-by-case review, and that would be 
done with a local school district offi-
cial, and it would not be done from 
Washington. 

The question is simply this, as I see 
it, Mr. Chairman: Do we in Congress 
have a right when appropriating Fed-
eral funds to schools to expect that 
those particular school districts are 
going to maintain a safe environment 
for the children that are attending 
those schools, and I would simply sub-
mit that having children in school who 
are known to be in possession of felo-
nious quantities of drugs, just as chil-
dren who are known to be in possession 
of firearms, present a clear and present 

danger to the health and safety of 
every child in that school and every 
teacher in that school, and that is not 
an appropriate environment for either 
parents, teachers or schoolchildren. 

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

Mr. ROGAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. NADLER. Is the gentleman 
aware that under this amendment we 
may have, depending on any local ordi-
nance, and we do not know what every 
local ordinance is in the country, a fe-
lonious amount that may be a very 
tiny amount and that may not have 
been enacted by that local community 
with the idea that possession of that 
small amount would result in the auto-
matic expulsion of a student for a 
year? 

Mr. ROGAN. Again, Mr. Chairman, 
reclaiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman for the inquiry. I think that ad-
dresses the question that the gen-
tleman raised a few moments ago, that 
it is up to the local communities and 
to the State legislatures to define what 
is or is not a felonious amount. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
North Carolina (Mrs. CLAYTON). 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me, and I think after the 
Littleton, Colorado, we all are asking 
ourselves questions, what should we do 
and how should we act to make sure we 
reduce the act of crimes by our young 
people, and I think the gentleman cer-
tainly has a well intending goal of hav-
ing zero tolerance for violence and drug 
dealing in the school. But to micro-
manage to achieve that is not only in-
consistent with his party’s view, but I 
would like to understand is the gen-
tleman suggesting that the California 
school districts are not able to deter-
mine what they should do to have a 
zero tolerance for drugs? I mean could 
the gentleman answer that for me? 

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. CLAYTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. ROGAN. I am more than happy 
to yield to California or any other 
State to decide on a statewide level 
what should be the appropriate tolera-
tion level for possession of drugs or 
guns in their school. 

b 2215 
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I am 

thinking about what should be done to 
have zero tolerance is not necessarily 
just expulsion of kids from school. It 
could be a variety of things. 

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentlewoman will yield to me so that I 
can finish answering her question. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman could do it quickly, I would 
appreciate it. 
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Mr. ROGAN. I am not sure that 

comes with the nature of a politician, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman cannot answer quickly, I 
will answer it for him. 

Indeed, it is inconsistent with your 
party’s position, and I would think 
that California, like North Carolina, 
could say what they would want to do 
with a variety of issues, perhaps expul-
sion would be one. But to mandate that 
I think is inconsistent, and I urge my 
colleagues to vote against this well-in-
tended, but ill-conceived amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I have a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, do we on 

this side have the right to close? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 

correct; the gentleman from Virginia 
has the right to close. 

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, may I in-
quire of my colleague, does he have any 
further speakers, or is he prepared to 
yield back? 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I have 
two speakers, including myself, to 
close. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. MEEK). 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing me this time. 

The gentleman’s amendment should 
be killed, because he is submitting this 
amendment about felonious quantities, 
but it is not in line, there is no ref-
erence. When he made this, the school 
system did not know about this amend-
ment. The people who were making 
these laws back home did not know 
that this amendment would come up 
saying to them, any felonious quan-
tity. Because if they had known that, 
this amendment, this particular thing 
would not qualify. It is going to force 
them to change everything for this one 
amendment. 

This amendment should not pass be-
cause of that reference. 

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
simply suggest to my colleague from 
Florida that I would be very surprised 
if there was going to be a rush within 
the State legislatures of America to in-
crease the definition of what is a felo-
nious quantity of drugs to allow drug 
dealers and drug users to remain in the 
public schools. I do not think that is 
what most school board members, I do 
not think that is what most principals 
and teachers are looking for. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no quarrel with 
the philosophical objections of my 
friends on the other side. That is some-
thing that we deal with in this Cham-
ber on a regular basis. I would simply 

urge them to revisit this issue and take 
a look and search their hearts and 
make a determination, if they could 
see their way clear to voting for an 
amendment that will take a positive 
step forward from removing dangerous 
drugs from the public schools. This is 
an opportunity to do it. I have sub-
mitted the amendment for that pur-
pose. I ask for an aye vote on the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of the time. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, in terms of 
what amount we are talking about, if 
it is any amount for sale or even small 
amounts of something like crack, it 
could easily constitute a felony. Our 
community is not better off with stu-
dents roaming around with nothing to 
do; no education and no services. These 
students will not disappear; they are 
going to be in the community and they 
are not going to be up to anything con-
structive. This amendment, if it does 
anything, will increase the likelihood 
that our communities will be more 
dangerous and more crime-ridden. We 
need to continue educational services 
for these students and kicking them 
out on the street will not do anything 
to reduce the crime rate. 

If we are going to be serious about 
crime, we need to defeat this amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate 
on this amendment has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROGAN). 

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

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California will be post-
poned. 

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 24 printed in part A of House 
report 106–186. 
AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED BY MR. TANCREDO 
Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 24 offered by Mr. 

TANCREDO: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 
SEC. 3. CONSTITUTIONALITY OF MEMORIAL 

SERVICES AND MEMORIALS AT PUB-
LIC SCHOOLS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress of the United 
States finds that the saying of a prayer, the 
reading of a scripture, or the performance of 
religious music, as part of a memorial serv-

ice that is held on the campus of a public 
school in order to honor the memory of any 
person slain on that campus does not violate 
the First Amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States, and that the design and 
construction of any memorial which includes 
religious symbols, motifs, or sayings that is 
placed on the campus of a public school in 
order to honor the memory of any person 
slain on that campus does not violate the 
First Amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. 

(b) LAWSUITS.—In any lawsuit claiming 
that the type of memorial or memorial serv-
ice described in subsection (a) violates the 
Constitution of the United States— 

(1) each party shall pay its own attorney’s 
fee and costs, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law; and 

(2) the Attorney General is authorized to 
provide legal assistance to the school dis-
trict or other government entity that is de-
fending the legality of such memorial serv-
ice. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
resolution 209, the gentleman from Col-
orado (Mr. TANCREDO) and a Member 
opposed each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO). 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, difficult as it is to be-
lieve, there are people and organiza-
tions that would attempt to prevent 
parents and students from seeking the 
comfort of their Creator when dealing 
with the horror of a situation like the 
one that we experienced in my home-
town of Littleton, Colorado. 

The amendment I have sponsored 
clarifies the position of the Congress 
with regard to these issues. It declares 
that a fitting memorial on public 
school campuses may contain religious 
speech without violating the Constitu-
tion. It puts Congress on record with 
respect to the constitutionality of a 
permanent memorial or memorial serv-
ice that contains religious speech. The 
amendment does not specify what kind 
of memorial that would be appropriate. 
That decision is for local schools and 
communities. 

It states that it is fitting and proper 
for a school to hold a memorial service 
when a student or teacher is killed on 
school grounds, and that it is fitting 
and proper to include religious ref-
erences, songs and readings in such a 
service. Prayer, reading of scripture or 
the performance of religious music can 
be included in a memorial service that 
is held on the campus of a public school 
in order to honor the memory of any 
person slain on campus. 

The amendment also allows for the 
construction of a memorial that in-
cludes religious symbols or references 
to God on school property. 

Mr. Chairman, there are many exam-
ples in our government of proper and 
constitutional references to religion. 
Chaplains of the Armed Forces conduct 
memorial services, yet do not com-
promise the establishment of religion 
by the government. Both the House 
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and Senate conduct opening prayers 
before each legislative day, and Arling-
ton Cemetery has signs identifying it 
as a Sacred Shrine and Hallowed 
Ground. 

The amendment specifically men-
tions that religious songs may be sung 
at such memorials without violating 
the Constitution. Two Federal appeals 
courts that have taken up the issue 
both have ruled that school choirs may 
sing religious music. The Fifth Circuit 
Court of Appeals held that it was con-
stitutional for a public high school 
choir to have ‘‘The Lord Bless You and 
Keep You’’ as a signature song. 

In the same way, erecting a memo-
rial that contains religious references 
such as a quote from the scripture or a 
religious symbol from the deceased’s 
religious tradition would not violate 
the Establishment Clause of the Con-
stitution. 

This is not the equivalent of a daily 
school prayer. A memorial service is a 
very specific response to an unusual 
and regrettable circumstance. 

In either case, if a lawsuit is brought 
forth, parties are required to pay their 
own legal fees and costs, and the Attor-
ney General is authorized to provide 
legal assistance to defenders. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. NADLER) seek to 
control the time in opposition to the 
amendment? 

Mr. NADLER. Yes, I do, Mr. Chair-
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from New York (Mr. NADLER) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes. 

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

Mr. Chairman, there are three things 
wrong with this amendment. First, it 
is substantively wrong and it is obnox-
ious to the spirit and the letter of the 
first amendment of the religious free-
dom provision of the Constitution. 

The Congress of the United States 
finds that the saying of a prayer or the 
placing of a memorial which includes 
religious symbols and motifs on the 
campus of a public school to honor the 
memory of someone who was slain does 
not violate the first amendment. 

Well, the first problem is, it may 
very well violate the first amendment. 
The courts have held that organized 
prayer in a school or at a commence-
ment or in a service at a school does 
violate the first amendment, and cer-
tainly the placing of a religious symbol 
which may offend some people, some 
future students, maybe even some cur-
rent students or some future teachers. 
Imagine if there were a Muslim symbol 
that may be offensive to Christians or 
a Jewish symbol or Christian symbol 
offensive to others or some minority 
religion. Of course the minority reli-
gion would not get its symbol placed 
there because the local school board 

would not do that. That is the point. 
We do not discriminate and we do not 
make minority religions feel tolerated. 
They are equally American as anyone 
else, minority or majority, and that is 
why the Constitution prohibits an es-
tablishment of religion, and the courts 
have held that precisely what the spon-
sor of this amendment wants is an es-
tablishment of religion, and Congress 
saying it is not so does not make it not 
so. That is the first problem with this 
amendment. 

The second problem with this amend-
ment is that the Congress cannot de-
clare what the Constitution means and 
what violates the Constitution and 
what it does not. We have accepted 
since 1803 the case of Marbury v. Madi-
son; everybody learns it the first week 
in constitutional law in law school or 
college. It is that the Supreme Court 
interprets the Constitution and says 
what the Constitution means and it is 
not the province of Congress. We deter-
mine what the law is. We write the law, 
but we do not find whether the law vio-
lates the Constitution. 

We should endeavor in making laws 
to try to not make laws that con-
travene the Constitution, but it is the 
job of the courts, not our job, to deter-
mine what does violate the Constitu-
tion. 

And thank God we have a judiciary 
to protect the individual rights of 
Americans. That is why we have a Bill 
of Rights. The judiciary interprets the 
Bill of Rights and protects the indi-
vidual rights of even unpopular people, 
and it is not the business of this Con-
gress to declare that something does or 
does not violate the Constitution and 
try to tell the Supreme Court you are 
wrong. 

The third problem is with the attor-
neys fees provision of this bill. This 
amendment says that any lawsuit 
claiming that this type of a memorial 
or memorial service violates the Con-
stitution, each party shall pay its own 
attorneys fees and costs, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, 
and the Attorney General is authorized 
to provide legal assistance to the 
school district. 

So because the author of this amend-
ment wants this type of service, wants 
this type of religious prayer or memo-
rial, if someone thinks it is unconstitu-
tional, if someone thinks his or her or 
someone in that community thinks his 
or her religious community has been 
violated and he goes to court to sue the 
school district, the Attorney General is 
authorized to support the school dis-
trict, the Attorney General thinks it is 
unconstitutional, he is not authorized 
by the terms of this amendment to op-
pose the school district to represent 
the plaintiff or to come in on the side 
of the plaintiff, and not withstanding 
any other provision of law, each party 
should pay its own attorneys fees. So 
even if the plaintiff, thinking that his, 

believing that his or her religious lib-
erty and religious rights under the 
Constitution were violated, goes to 
court, the court agrees, it goes up on 
appeal, the appeals court agrees and 
the Constitution is upheld, he cannot 
get his attorneys fees. 

This is trying to say religious mi-
norities have no rights and certainly 
not the rights to prevail in court and 
have the losing party pay their attor-
neys fees. Only the popular side can get 
its attorneys fees paid. It is a violation 
of fundamental American fairness and, 
I submit, unconstitutional and unwor-
thy of this Congress. 

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

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

There are a number of differences 
that exist in this particular amend-
ment and what it refers to in terms of 
the kind of religious liberty that it is 
designed to allow, or at least put the 
Congress on record that supports a par-
ticular expression of religious freedom. 
The gentleman indicates that there 
have been a number of cases already 
heard that have been decided against 
the expression of religious points of 
view in schools. That is true, but the 
significant difference here is that in 
each one of the court cases that have 
come down on that side of the issue, 
they have talked about the fact that 
there is a captive audience in a par-
ticular location in a classroom; and if 
that is the case, if this audience is held 
captive by the environment, by the sit-
uation in which they are placed, that it 
is indeed unconstitutional to advance 
some sort of religious preference. 

But that is not the case with any-
thing that we are talking about here in 
terms of a memorial or a memorial 
service. There is no one that is there 
because they have to be there. No one 
is forced by any sort of law to partici-
pate. It is simply an expression of a re-
ligious preference, a religious point of 
view, a degree of religiosity that exists 
in a community and has every right to 
be expressed. 

There is nothing in the Constitution, 
it seems to me, or in the first amend-
ment that suggests that that expres-
sion should be hampered. All this 
amendment does is to put the Congress 
on record that it supports that par-
ticular point of view. 

b 2230 
In terms of it making a claim that 

school boards and school districts will 
automatically reject certain ‘‘minor-
ity’’ religions, whatever that might be, 
I do not know where there is proof of 
that particular statement. I do not 
know exactly even what the definition 
of ‘‘minority religions’’ might be, but 
we leave that, of course, up to school 
boards and school districts. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a right, or 
there is nothing in this amendment 
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that restricts anyone from taking this 
thing to court. Of course, it does, as 
my colleague indicates, suggest that if 
one loses, one has to pay their own 
court costs. Again, I do not see any-
thing really wrong with that. 

In general, this is not really the kind 
of issue that should spark a debate, it 
seems to me, over the essence of the 
First Amendment, because it is pat-
ently clear, at least to me, that we are 
not doing anything in this amendment 
that forces anyone to accept one sort 
of religious ideology. Again, the Con-
stitution guarantees the freedom of re-
ligion, of religion, to express one’s reli-
gious ideas. 

In a situation like we faced in Colo-
rado, I must tell the Members that 
without that ability to express that 
particular faith, I do not know where 
any of us would be. And there were peo-
ple and organizations that really ar-
gued against that sort of expression. 

I have a letter here that was written 
by a parent of one of the individuals 
who was killed in Columbine, a young 
lady by the name of Cassie Bernall. 
This was written by her father, Brad 
Bernall, in support of this amendment 
when a similar amendment was offered 
in the Senate by my colleague, Senator 
ALLARD. 

He said, ‘‘My wife, Misty, and I both 
believe any Columbine incident memo-
rial should memorialize each indi-
vidual in a personal way. Everyone 
knows, thanks to a good job by the 
media, that Cassie was a very strong 
Christian. To leave this facet of her 
persona out would be to mis-memori-
alize her and others.’’ 

I think the statement is accurate, 
and I believe that this Congress should 
go on record in support of it. 

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

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT), the distinguished 
ranking minority member of the sub-
committee. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, if this 
amendment becomes law, those who 
complain of violations of their free ex-
ercise rights under the Constitution be-
cause the public authorities excluded 
religious observances, they could get 
their attorney’s fees paid, but those 
who are complaining about excessive 
injection of religion would not have the 
same kinds of rights. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment has 
significant constitutional implications. 
It needs deliberation and should not be 
an afterthought on a juvenile justice 
bill. I would hope it would be defeated. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to my colleague, the 
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
ISTOOK). 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Colorado for yield-
ing time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I very much appre-
ciate the gentleman’s effort. What is 

more precious to someone, if we are 
talking about their memory, than talk-
ing about their beliefs, the things for 
which they were willing to live and the 
things for which they were willing to 
die? 

Yes, we know about Cassie Bernall, 
who was asked, do you believe in God; 
yes, and because of that she was killed. 
For those who do not want the memory 
of the religious beliefs to be commemo-
rated at the memorial that they leave 
behind, I invite them to go across the 
Potomac River to Arlington National 
Cemetery, where Members will find 
row upon row upon row of religious 
symbols chosen by people who were 
gone to mark their graves. Some may 
be crosses, most are, and some may be 
emblems of another faith, such as stars 
of David. 

But to say that when one is gone, the 
memory of one’s faith must be gone, 
too, is not the American way. I urge 
Members to support this amendment. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, my colleague who just 
spoke on the floor of the House gave us 
a passionate plea. As a mother, I ac-
knowledge that no one can speak to 
the pain of the parents who have lost a 
child or the tragedy of Columbine in 
Littleton, Colorado. I appreciate my 
good friend, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO) in his attempt to 
bring honor to that memory. 

It is now 10:35 p.m. at night, and we 
are now seeking to amend the Con-
stitution and to change the rights of 
Americans throughout this land who 
have come to understand that the First 
Amendment indicates that Congress 
will make no law respecting the estab-
lishment of religion. 

I am unsure of the intent of this ini-
tiative, inasmuch as communities can 
come together and express themselves 
and their religious beliefs in any way 
they so desire. It is established, how-
ever, that we cannot make a religious 
standard publicly by the government. 

So I would say to the gentleman from 
Colorado, it would be nice if we could 
deliberate and begin to refine his de-
sires as it relates to giving honor to 
the deceased, but to amend the Con-
stitution and to extinguish rights of 
those who may have opposition to the 
expression of a particular religion is 
unconstitutional. 

This amendment will have a chilling 
effect on claims that could be filed to 
challenge the constitutionality of reli-
gious displays or activities in public 
schools. Let us do the right thing, 
maintain the sanctity of the Constitu-
tion, respect those who are deceased, 
and not amend this Constitution late 
into the night on a juvenile crime bill. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 11⁄2 minutes to my colleague, the 

gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
HOSTETTLER). 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise to simply make a clarification of 
some statements that were made ear-
lier. That is that the Congress of the 
United States does not have the au-
thority to speak on the constitu-
tionality of issues, but rather that 
must be left in the hands of the Su-
preme Court. 

I would simply remind my colleagues 
of the oath of office that each Member 
takes. That is, that I, name of Member, 
do solemnly swear or affirm that I will 
support and defend the Constitution of 
the United States against all enemies, 
foreign and domestic; that I will bear 
true faith and allegiance to the same; 
that I take this obligation freely, with-
out any mental reservation or purpose 
of evasion, and that I will well and 
faithfully discharge the duties of the 
office on which I am about to enter, so 
help me God. 

At no time here does this say that 
Members of Congress will in fact sup-
port and defend the Constitution ac-
cording to what the United States Su-
preme Court or any other Federal 
court says. 

Secondly, the issue has been brought 
up with regard to the 1803 decision of 
Marbury vs. Madison, but as Lewis 
Fisher, senior specialist in separation 
of powers at the Congressional Re-
search Service reminds us, Chief Jus-
tice Marshall’s decision in Marbury 
represents what many regard as the de-
finitive basis for judicial review over 
congressional and presidential actions, 
but Marshall’s opinion stands for a 
much more modest claim. 

In fact, the specialist goes on to say 
that ‘‘Marshall and the Supreme Court 
did not require Jefferson to actually 
seat the magistrate in question, not be-
cause of any constitutional problems, 
but because they simply realized that 
Jefferson and Madison would simply 
disregard their writ.’’ 

As Chief Justice Warren Burger 
noted, the court could stand hard blows 
but not ridicule, and the ale houses 
would rock with hilarious laughter had 
Marshall issued a mandamus that the 
Jefferson administration ignored. 
Please support the gentleman’s amend-
ment. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I am as religious as 
anyone else, so I do not take a back 
seat to anyone when we talk about re-
ligion. But I do stand up for the Con-
stitution. It is amazing what I have 
heard here today, the assault on the 
Constitution, on First Amendment 
rights, on freedom of religion; the basic 
First Amendment rights, the 10 amend-
ments to the Constitution that hold 
this democracy in good stead. 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:22 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00109 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H16JN9.003 H16JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 13185 June 16, 1999 
The gentleman can talk about the 

Constitution all he wants, but he can-
not amend it on this floor tonight, on 
this piece of legislation. Even the most 
right-wing of Supreme Court Justices 
will not allow what the gentleman is 
trying to do. This speaks to the heart 
of religious freedom. 

No, we do not want to intrude on 
anybody’s rights by having religious 
memorials and symbols on our schools. 
The gentleman would not like it if 
someone denigrated his religion or 
tried to dominate school property with 
their religion. The gentleman can 
speak all he wants to tonight on this 
crime bill, and the gentleman can as-
sault the Constitution if the gentleman 
would like, but I guarantee Members, 
even if the majority of this Congress 
votes for religious symbols on memo-
rials any time, anyplace, anywhere, 
they are going to lose in the Supreme 
Court, because no matter how right- 
wing those Justices are, they respect 
the Constitution. They know the Con-
stitution, and they are going to hold 
that Constitution up and keep it from 
being defied and dismantled by the 
likes of Members who do not under-
stand what a democracy is all about. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, de-
spite the good intentions of the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) 
in offering this amendment, I cannot 
believe at 10:30 in the evening, with 
more staff members than Members on 
the floor of the House, the gentleman 
from Indiana just rewrote the Con-
stitution of the United States. 

I would suggest that Article III, Sec-
tion 1 and Section 2 are very clear, 
that this body, this House, has no right 
to declare any action or law constitu-
tional or unconstitutional. If the gen-
tleman can show me where in this Con-
stitution right now we have the au-
thority to declare something as con-
stitutional or unconstitutional, I will 
support this amendment. But I am con-
fident it does not. We cannot rewrite 
200 years of history in 5-minute debates 
on the floor of the House. 

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that 
Mr. Madison and Mr. Jefferson spent 10 
years debating the important prin-
ciples of the separation of church and 
State because they realized how funda-
mental it was to the law of this land. 

Yet, late at night, with so few Mem-
bers on this floor, we are debating that 
same principle, given not 10 years, not 
10 months, not 10 weeks, not even 10 
hours of committee hearings, but 10 
minutes per side to debate this funda-
mental issue. That kind of short- 
shrifting of the Constitution and the 
Bill of Rights and the first 16 words of 
the Bill’s amendments leaves numerous 
unanswered questions, not the least of 
which are who decides how many me-
morials can be on a public school cam-

pus, government employees? Who de-
cides what those symbols can be, which 
religions are okay? Are wiccan symbols 
okay? How about satanic symbols? 

This does not do respect to our Con-
stitution and Bill of Rights, no matter 
how well-intended the author is. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. HOSTETTLER). 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. With all due re-
spect to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
EDWARDS) regarding Mr. Madison and 
Mr. Jefferson, Mr. Jefferson was actu-
ally no party to the United States Con-
stitution nor the ratification of the 
Bill of Rights, because he was in serv-
ice in France at the time. 

But with regard to what the gen-
tleman said about Article III of the 
Constitution, actually it says nothing 
with regard to the constitutionality 
itself. In fact, Chief Justice John Jay, 
the original Supreme Court Justice, re-
linquished his Chief Justiceship be-
cause he did not believe the Supreme 
Court would actually carry the weight 
of the debate with regard to separation 
of powers and the importance of the 
issue of the Supreme Court and the ju-
dicial system. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

The gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. WATERS) said something with 
which I can agree. She referenced the 
first amendment, and she said that it 
guarantees freedom of religion, free-
dom of religion. 

What does that mean? How much 
more clear could it have been put: 
Freedom to express one’s own religious 
ideas, freedom to practice one’s reli-
gion. 
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It is a statement so clear that it is 
difficult for me to understand how peo-
ple can put obstacles in the way of that 
freedom, and yet that is exactly what 
has been done. Even in Colorado, that 
is what has been suggested should be 
done in cases where the most horrific 
tragedies have occurred, that we 
should put obstacles in the way of peo-
ple expressing their own religious pref-
erence and seek God’s help. 

This amendment hopes to change 
that experience. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the memory of the 
victims’ religious beliefs can certainly 
be commemorated and eulogized with-
out offending the Constitution. 

The prayer can be said at a memorial 
on school property after school hours if 
attendance is voluntary but not if at-
tendance is compulsory. 

The legal fees clause of this amend-
ment is clearly aimed at biasing the 
legal systems against people with a dif-
ferent view of the First Amendment 
than that held by the sponsor of this 

amendment. For these reasons, espe-
cially the last one, this amendment of-
fends the Constitution, offends the Bill 
of Rights, offends religious liberty and 
ought to be defeated. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO). 

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

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) 
will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 25 printed in Part A of House 
Report 106–186. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 26 printed in part A of House 
Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 26 OFFERED BY MR. DE MINT 
Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 26 offered by Mr. 

DEMINT: 
Add at the end the following: 

TITLE l—LIMITATION ON RECOVERY OF 
ATTORNEYS FEES IN CERTAIN CASES 

SEC. l. LIMITATION ON RECOVERY OF ATTOR-
NEYS FEES IN CERTAIN CASES. 

Section 722(b) of the Revised Statutes of 
the United States (42 U.S.C. 1988(b)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘In’’ and inserting ‘‘Except 
as otherwise provided in this subsection, in’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘, except that’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘. However,’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:‘‘Attorneys’ fees under this section 
may not be allowed in any action claiming 
that a public school or its agent violates the 
constitutional prohibition against the estab-
lishment of religion by permitting, facili-
tating, or accommodating a student’s reli-
gious expression.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. DEMINT) and a 
Member opposed each will control 10 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. DeMINT). 

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

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of my 
freedom of expression in schools 
amendment is to ensure that a stu-
dent’s First Amendment right to free-
dom of religious expression is pro-
tected. This amendment is important 
to school safety, because what we value 
and believe, as children and adults, di-
rectly impacts how we act. It is, there-
fore, essential that students not be dis-
couraged from participating in posi-
tive, faith-based activities or exer-
cising their freedom of religious ex-
pression. 
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As many of us know, public schools 

are being intimidated into suppressing 
religious expression by the threat of 
costly litigation. This litigation often 
arises from a confusion between a 
school allowing religious expression by 
a student, which is protected, and a 
school sanctioning and endorsing reli-
gion, which violates the establishment 
clause. 

Only a few weeks ago, with gradua-
tion exercises having been completed 
around the country, there were valedic-
torians and class presidents who were 
actually physically removed from the 
stage, their speech censored, not be-
cause it contained vulgarity or obscen-
ity but because it contained constitu-
tionally protected, student- initiated 
religious expression. 

This has taken place in both Cali-
fornia and Minnesota this year. The In-
diana Civil Liberties Union wrote a let-
ter threatening to sue any high school 
or college in the State if they allowed 
prayer at graduation ceremonies. The 
letter said, you will pay your own and 
our attorney’s fees, an amount that 
could run as high as $250,000. 

How can schools take this risk? It is 
much easier just to tell the students 
not to pray than to risk spending this 
amount of money. 

In cases from Michigan to Maryland 
to Indiana, so-called civil liberties 
groups have threatened principals and 
school boards with lawsuits because of 
legitimate student religious expres-
sion. This is happening because such 
cases were made exempt by Congress 
from the common legal practice of 
each side paying its own attorney’s 
cost. Schools that are accused must 
face the additional threat, if they lose, 
that they must also pay the other 
side’s legal fees. This provides a per-
verse incentive for schools to silence 
the speech of students rather than to 
face a punitive lawsuit. 

Congress created the one side loser 
pays exception to the normal practice 
in order to encourage the defense of 
civil liberties. However, this exception 
is now being used as a weapon to sup-
press these very liberties. The current 
incentive is for schools to silence stu-
dent religious expression rather than 
fight for student constitutional rights. 
My amendment simply corrects the 
mistake and returns such cases to the 
normal practice of each side paying its 
own fees. Such cases should be decided 
on the merits, on a level playing field, 
not by threats and bullying. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress has set a 
clear precedent for this amendment. In 
1996, Congress passed and the President 
signed the Federal Courts Improve-
ment Act. This bill included a provi-
sion that exempted certain cases 
brought against judicial officers from 
the attorney’s fees requirement. It 
amended the identical section I am 
amending. The bill passed the Senate 
by unanimous consent, was brought to 

the House floor by unanimous consent 
and passed on a voice vote. 

Let me quote a portion of the ration-
ale provided by the Senate Committee 
on the Judiciary report on the bill. The 
risk to judges of burdensome litigation 
creates a chilling effect that threatens 
judicial independence and may impair 
day-to-day decisions of the judiciary in 
close or controversial cases. The same 
risk of burdensome litigation is threat-
ening our public schools and more. It is 
threatening the First Amendment 
rights of our students. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
reasonable and well-crafted amend-
ment. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) seek to con-
trol the time in opposition? 

Mr. SCOTT. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Virginia is recognized for 10 min-
utes. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment has a very clear and per-
nicious purpose. Put simply, if one 
agrees with the sponsor of this amend-
ment on the role government should 
play in religion and the government 
violates their rights, they get their day 
in court and if one wins the govern-
ment that violated their rights can be 
ordered to pay their attorney’s fees, 
but if someone disagrees with the spon-
sor’s views and the government vio-
lates their rights and they win their 
case, that is to say a court finds that 
their constitutional rights are vio-
lated, then the court may not under 
any circumstances order the local au-
thorities to pay attorney’s fees. 

It does not matter how extreme the 
violation of one’s rights. It does not 
matter how much it costs to protect 
one’s rights in court. It does not mat-
ter how much the local authorities 
drag their feet or drag down the case to 
make it more costly or burdensome for 
someone. None of that matters. A per-
son has to pay the costs and pay a dear 
price if one disagrees with the sponsor 
of this amendment. 

There is only one effect this amend-
ment will have, and that is to silence 
dissent against the local majority. Per-
haps some people like that idea. Per-
haps it is politically popular to stick it 
to religious minorities, but that is not 
what this country is supposed to be 
about. Perhaps the proponents of this 
amendment should go back to school 
and do a little homework on the First 
Amendment. 

Both of the religion clauses of the 
First Amendment were put there to 
protect religious freedom. The estab-
lishment clause, as unpopular as it is 
in some circles, protects all of our 
rights to religious liberty to those who 

would commandeer the power of the 
State to promote mere particular reli-
gious views. Where those views are the 
views of the majority, that may be po-
litically popular but it is not a stand in 
defense of religious liberty. 

Remember, we are not talking here, 
despite what the sponsor of the amend-
ment said, about frivolous lawsuits. We 
are talking about victorious lawsuits, 
lawsuits which persuaded the courts 
that they were right, that the plain-
tiff’s constitutional rights were vio-
lated by the local government. The 
judge said, they were right and now 
this amendment says, but one cannot 
get their attorney’s fees anyway; only 
the people who agree with the sponsor 
or with the local majority can get their 
attorney’s fees. 

This is not right. It is an attempt to 
bias the courts, to bias the courts fi-
nancially against people who would sue 
on the basis of the establishment 
clause, and frankly the courts ought to 
be neutral. They ought to interpret the 
Constitution, and if someone’s rights 
are violated and they win that fact in 
court, if the law provides for attorney’s 
fees, then they ought to get it. We 
should not bias the case one way or the 
other, as this amendment would try to 
do, to stifle dissent and to stifle minor-
ity religious views. 

Again, this amendment is obnoxious 
to the First Amendment and ought to 
be defeated. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. HOSTETTLER). 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I 
am intrigued by the comments of the 
earlier gentleman saying that he was 
deadly opposed to the fact that the 
United States Congress should not im-
pose its will on local authorities but it 
is quite well enough for the United 
States Supreme Court to do that. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the DeMint amendment. It is 
time that America stop the making of 
constitutional law by extortion. Let 
me give an example. In 1992 the Su-
preme Court in Lee v. Wiseman de-
cided, wrongly I believe, that local 
graduation prayer conducted by 
schools was unconstitutional. 

In March of 1993, the Indiana Civil 
Liberties Union wrote to educators in 
Indiana threatening a lawsuit should 
the school have any type of prayer at 
graduation. Let me quote from that 
letter: 

We know that a few school boards are try-
ing to find a way around the Supreme Court 
ruling. If you decide to hold graduation pray-
er anyway, as a matter of principle, four 
things will probably happen. We will sue 
both the school corporation and any individ-
uals who approved and authorized gradua-
tion prayers. We will win. The Supreme 
Court has already decided the issue. You will 
pay your own and our attorney’s fees, an 
amount that could run as high as a quarter 
of a million dollars. Your insurance will not 
cover it because it is a deliberate violation 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:22 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00111 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H16JN9.004 H16JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 13187 June 16, 1999 
of law so the money will come directly from 
property taxes. 

That is not what our founders in-
tended. It was wrong in 1976 to give an 
incentive for coercing public officials 
to act in opposition to the wishes of 
their constituents. It is right to put 
some sanity back into this legal proc-
ess. Constitutional law should be by de-
liberation and not extortion. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK). 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, first I want to say that I am 
sorry that the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO) decided not to 
offer the second amendment he had a 
right to offer. I think he must have re-
alized that offering that amendment, 
which he had put in there, to circulate 
the pamphlet put out by the Depart-
ment of Education on religious rights 
would have undercut much of the argu-
ment we get from the other side, be-
cause we were eagerly looking forward 
to supporting his amendment. Some-
body probably tipped him off and that 
is why he decided to not to offer it, be-
cause that pamphlet from the U.S. De-
partment of Education makes clear 
how broad the right of children is in 
the schools to engage in appropriate re-
ligious exercise within the framework 
of the Constitution. So they thought 
better of it and they must have read 
the pamphlet and realized that it 
strengthens the case of the other side. 

Now I did also want to bring poor 
Thomas Jefferson back from France, to 
which he was exiled by the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. HOSTETTLER), while 
he was Secretary of State. The gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. HOSTETTLER) 
said Thomas Jefferson had nothing to 
do with the ratification of the Bill of 
Rights because he was serving in 
France. 

If he was serving in France during 
that period, he was serving as Sec-
retary of State because he was not the 
ambassador to France while he was 
Secretary of State and that is when 
they did the Bill of Rights. So the gen-
tleman’s history is not much not bet-
ter than his constitutional law. His 
constitutional law seems to misunder-
stand the principle. Yes, we take an 
oath that we are bound by the Con-
stitution. We should not transgress it. 
I wish that oath meant more to people 
around here sometimes. 

But when there is a decision by the 
Supreme Court, it is binding on us. The 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
HOSTETTLER) appears to want to dis-
regard that. A Supreme Court opinion 
is binding. 

Finally, I want to note that the au-
thor of this amendment does not ap-
pear to have much faith in the amend-
ment before him of the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO). It does ex-
actly the same thing. 

Now apparently what we have here is 
the Republican leadership has found a 

way around the FEC, not the Constitu-
tion. They found a way to help people 
with their campaigns. 

The gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
TANCREDO) offered an amendment, 
thanks to the Committee on Rules, and 
it included the very same provision of 
this amendment, but this gentleman 
also wanted to offer it. 

So what is two amendments that say 
the same thing in a bill that is kind of 
crazy anyway? 

Now, of course, if we had a func-
tioning Committee on the Judiciary 
which could contemplate these issues, 
we would not have this kind of scram-
ble. 

That is the final point. Should we or 
should we not have a situation where 
public officials deliberately violate the 
Constitution to have to pay in a law-
suit? Well, maybe they should be al-
lowed not to have to do that, but why 
pick and choose? 

The Republican Party controls the 
Committee on the Judiciary. If the 
gentleman thinks it is wrong that we 
have a situation where public officials 
who have violated the Constitution 
have to pay the legal fees of those 
whose constitutional rights they vio-
lated, and were so found by the Su-
preme Court, why did not the gen-
tleman have a hearing, why did not the 
gentleman have a subcommittee mark-
up, all these exotic things we used to 
have? 

This is a politically constructive 
process that is putting together a Rube 
Goldberg of a bill. 

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Indiana, to 
bring Thomas Jefferson back. 

b 2300 
Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman from Massachusetts 
tell me where the Secretary of State 
was serving as a Member of the House 
of Representatives or a Member of the 
Senate while the amendments to the 
Constitution were being offered? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, the 
gentleman from Indiana said he was in 
France. The gentleman from Indiana 
needs a lot of explaining. He said that 
Thomas Jefferson was in France during 
the ratification of the Bill of Rights. 
He was not in France during the ratifi-
cation of the Bill of Rights. 

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, he 
was in France. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, he had, in fact, been serving 
as the Secretary of State. I did not say 
he was in the House or the Senate. I 
was contradicting the statement of the 
gentleman from Indiana that he had 
nothing to do with the ratification of 
the Bill of Rights because he was in 
France. 

As a matter of fact, Thomas Jeffer-
son here in the United States as Sec-

retary of State and James Madison as 
a Member of Congress talked to each 
other. 

It was the gentleman’s statement, 
and, again, I understand the gentleman 
wanted to change the subject, he said, 
among his many errors, that Thomas 
Jefferson was in France during the 
ratification of the Bill of Rights; and 
he was wrong by about 4,000 miles 
which, by his standard, is not so bad. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
ISTOOK). 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I just 
want to be clear for the RECORD, is it 
the intent of the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. DEMINT) that his 
amendment, when he uses the term 
‘‘students’ religious expression,’’ that 
the term ‘‘students’ religious expres-
sion’’ includes student prayer? 

Mr. DEMINT. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to 

the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
PITTS). 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to-
night in support of the students whose 
first amendment right to religious 
freedom is being suppressed because his 
or her school is intimidated by the 
threat of a costly lawsuit. 

I support the DeMint amendment for 
children like first-grader Zachary Hood 
who was told by his teacher that he 
could read his favorite story to his 
class. 

Zachary was extremely excited about 
the chance to read to his class, and he 
chose Jacob and Esau, a story about 
two brothers who quarrel and then 
make up. The story never even men-
tions God. However, because it is from 
the Bible, the teacher would not allow 
Zachary to read. 

What kind of society do we live in 
that allows the Columbine killers to 
produce a class video of themselves in 
trench coats gunning down athletes in 
a school hallway, yet young Zachary is 
not allowed to read a story about two 
brothers, which happens to be from the 
Bible, to his class? 

A member of our own staff shared 
with me her experience a few years ago 
as a 10th grade student. She was as-
signed to write a fictional account of 
an historical figure. Horror of all hor-
rors, she chose Jesus Christ as her sub-
ject. While the English teacher admit-
tedly could not find one single gram-
matical error in the entire 17-page 
paper, she claimed she had to fail this 
student for choosing Jesus as her his-
torical figure. 

For many students, faith is an essen-
tial part of who they are. Why are we 
asking them to leave this part of them-
selves outside the door to the school? 
Why? Because schools are bullied by 
big organizations which are sup-
pressing student religious expression at 
taxpayer expense. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
DeMint amendment. 
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Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 

seconds to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
simply like to observe that all of the 
preceding discussion of the preceding 
speaker and much of the discussion of 
the preceding speakers on the other 
side is irrelevant to this amendment. 

This amendment, unlike the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. TANCREDO), does not deal with 
what happened in Columbine, does not 
deal with memorial services. It is even 
more brazen. All it says is that some-
one who complains in court that his 
constitutional rights were violated on 
the establishment of religion clause 
dealing with school prayer, if he wins 
that suit, cannot have his legal fees 
paid for. 

So all it says on one side of the issue, 
one can have one’s legal fees paid for; 
on the other, one cannot. It is simply 
biasing the courts, and, therefore, it is 
against the Constitution. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING). 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the amendment, 
and I want to continue along what the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
PITTS) talked about. 

This first grader was promised, be-
cause of the ability to read well and be-
cause the child worked hard, that he 
could read as a reward whatever story 
he wished to read. Now, there is no 
question in my mind that the teacher 
committed two serious problems. First 
of all, she reneged on her promise. Sec-
ondly, she missed a golden opportunity 
to have them discuss what it means to 
take advantage of someone who is dis-
advantaged. She had a golden oppor-
tunity to talk about greed and have 
them discuss greed. 

All of these thing could have been 
done. There is no question in my mind 
that she could have done it, and any 
court would have said that was per-
fectly all right, even if he included the 
word ‘‘Bible’’ and the word ‘‘God,’’ 
which he did not. 

But it is the fear, it is the fear of the 
school district, not only must they pay 
if they lose for their own expenses, 
they must pay for the other expenses. 
They do not have any money for books. 
They do not have any money for build-
ings. They do not have any money for 
anything because they are constantly 
in court. With the Supreme Court rul-
ing of a week or 2 ago, they will be in 
court all the time. 

So let us level the playing field. Ei-
ther both sides pay each other, or one 
side pays theirs, the other pay side 
pays theirs, but do not make it double 
indemnity for them. 

Again, she missed a golden oppor-
tunity. I am sure the courts would 
have said she was perfectly in her right 
to allow the child to read that. But it 

is the fear, it is the intimidation. It ap-
pears to me that if we want to be fair 
about this, we will level the playing 
field so everybody has an equal oppor-
tunity. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Mrs. JONES). 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment of 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. DEMINT), my freshman colleague 
this evening. 

I did not want to miss this golden op-
portunity. See, this is a golden oppor-
tunity for the gentleman’s side of the 
aisle to encourage litigation. As we 
talk about tort reform, as we talk 
about not lifting the caps to allow peo-
ple to litigate about tort issues, we 
want to give people the opportunity to 
go into court to litigate something 
that the Supreme Court has already de-
cided. Usually, when we want to go 
into court and decide an issue, it is an 
issue that has not already been liti-
gated by the Supreme Court. 

This is a golden opportunity this 
evening for us to waste our time in-
stead of getting on to the issues that 
we ought to be getting on to this 
evening, which are dealing with gun 
control, dealing with gun safety. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to the motion, because it is a 
waste of time to discuss the issue. I am 
a religious person just like anyone else, 
but I learned about God, Jesus Christ 
at Bethany Baptist Church, 10518 
Hampton Avenue, through the support 
of my minister and my mother; and 
every one else can do the same. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 21⁄2 minutes, the balance of the 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I think this discussion 
has pointed out the need for the 
amendment that we skipped. The gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) 
had an amendment that would have re-
quired parents to be notified of the 
availability of the Education Depart-
ment’s brochure, ‘‘Religious Expression 
in Public Schools: A Statement of 
Principles.’’ Had that been taken up, 
that information would have gone out, 
and people would know what they can 
do and what they cannot do. 

This amendment right now does not 
require everyone to pay his own legal 
fees. It requires that those who agree 
with the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. DEMINT) can get their attor-
ney fees paid; but if one disagrees with 
the issue, then one cannot. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, I know 
of no provision in the current law that 
would allow the school district to re-
cover attorneys fees from a plaintiff 
who sued them challenging religious 
expression by the student. Is it not cor-

rect that the current law only allows 
the plaintiff to recover fees, but does 
not permit the school district which is 
defending the suit to make a recovery 
of legal fees? 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, that is exactly right. But 
Congress does not decree that one can 
get one’s attorneys fees if one sues 
under a premise that the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. DEMINT) 
agrees with. But if one sues on some-
thing he disagrees with, one cannot get 
one’s attorneys fees. It does not say 
that. 

b 2310 
Mr. Chairman, this kind of amend-

ment has significant constitutional im-
plications. We ought not be taking it 
up as an after-thought to a juvenile 
justice bill that started out as a non-
controversial, bipartisan, constructive, 
research-based bill. Yet here we are, 
after 11 o’clock at night, talking about 
complex constitutional issues, trying 
to make law, and trying to make law 
in an unprecedented fashion, where we 
get attorneys fees if we agree with the 
gentleman from South Carolina but we 
do not get attorneys fees if we do not. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Chairman, just a 
quick clarification. Congress created 
this exemption, and it is certainly 
within our right to change it. 

This is an exemption. All we are ask-
ing for is a level playing field when two 
parties go to court. Right now, it is set 
up that if the schools lose, they pay 
both. If they win, they pay their own. 
There is no way for them to win. They 
are under a threat that is too big a 
risk. We just want it to be the standard 
normal practice. 

The CHAIRMAN. Time of the gen-
tleman from Virginia has expired. All 
time for debate on this amendment has 
expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. DEMINT). 

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

RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I demand 

a recorded vote. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 

Resolution 209, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
DEMINT) will be postponed. 

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 
OF THE WHOLE 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, proceedings will now 
resume on those amendments on which 
further proceedings were postponed in 
the following order: Amendment No. 21 
offered by the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. STEARNS); amendment No. 22 of-
fered by the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
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LATHAM); amendment No. 23 offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
ROGAN); amendment No. 24 offered by 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
TANCREDO); and amendment No. 26 of-
fered by the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. DEMINT). 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 21 OFFERED BY MR. STEARNS 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 15- 

minute vote followed by four 5-minute 
votes. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 293, noes 134, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 216] 

AYES—293 

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clement 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 

Cook 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 

Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 

Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Maloney (CT) 
Manzullo 
Mascara 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pascrell 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 

Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 

Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—134 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berman 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Bonior 
Borski 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooksey 
Coyne 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 

Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Hastings (FL) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E.B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Larson 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Luther 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 

Moakley 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Rangel 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Slaughter 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—7 

Brown (CA) 
Dicks 
Gephardt 

Houghton 
Martinez 
Thomas 

Weiner 

b 2333 

Ms. PELOSI and Mr. CROWLEY 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. GANSKE, Mr. FORD, Mrs. JOHN-
SON of Connecticut, Mr. PASCRELL, 
Mr. BALDACCI, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. 
DEUTSCH and Mr. REYES changed 
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the Chair announces 
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5 
minutes the period of time within 
which a vote by electronic device will 
be taken on each amendment on which 
the Chair has postponed further pro-
ceedings. The Chair requests all Mem-
bers to remain within the Chamber. 

AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MR. LATHAM 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) on 
which further proceeding were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 424, noes 3, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 217] 

AYES—424 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 

Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clay 
Clayton 

Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dingell 
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Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 

Kelly 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender- 

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

Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 

Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 

Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 

Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—3 

Ehrlich Gonzalez Paul 

NOT VOTING—7 

Brown (CA) 
Dicks 
Gephardt 

Houghton 
Martinez 
Thomas 

Weiner 

b 2340 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 23 OFFERED BY MR. ROGAN 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROGAN) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 184, noes 243, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 218] 

AYES—184 

Aderholt 
Andrews 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bereuter 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Boehner 
Bono 
Boswell 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Canady 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Coble 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 

Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
English 
Everett 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Holden 
Horn 

Hunter 
Hyde 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Jones (NC) 
Kasich 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Latham 
Leach 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lucas (KY) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Mascara 
McCollum 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Morella 
Myrick 
Ney 
Norwood 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pascrell 

Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pomeroy 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riley 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sandlin 

Saxton 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 

Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tiahrt 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wu 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—243 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Archer 
Baird 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Camp 
Campbell 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coburn 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dickey 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Forbes 
Ford 

Fossella 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hansen 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hefley 
Hill (MT) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holt 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hutchinson 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lantos 
Largent 
Larson 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lowey 
Lucas (OK) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 

McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Northup 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Scarborough 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sununu 
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Sweeney 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 

Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 

Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Woolsey 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—7 

Brown (CA) 
Dicks 
Gephardt 

Houghton 
Martinez 
Thomas 

Weiner 

b 2349 

Messers. QUINN, DOGGETT, BERRY, 
BENTSEN, CAMP, PORTMAN, HILL of 
Montana, and Ms. PRYCE of Ohio and 
Mrs. CUBIN changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

b 2350 

AMENDMENT NO. 24 OFFERED BY MR. TANCREDO 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute 

vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 300, noes 127, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 219] 

AYES—300 

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burr 

Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clement 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 

Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 

Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 

McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 

Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—127 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Blumenauer 
Bonior 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Campbell 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooksey 
Coyne 
Cummings 
Davis (IL) 

DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gonzalez 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 

Jefferson 
Johnson, E.B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lantos 
Larson 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
McCarthy (MO) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Millender- 

McDonald 

Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Morella 
Nadler 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pickett 
Porter 

Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Slaughter 
Snyder 

Stark 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Woolsey 

NOT VOTING—7 

Brown (CA) 
Dicks 
Gephardt 

Houghton 
Martinez 
Thomas 

Weiner 

b 2357 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 26 OFFERED BY MR. DEMINT 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
DEMINT) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the ayes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 238, noes 189, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 220] 

AYES—238 

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 

Clement 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 

Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
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Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kelly 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
Mascara 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Ose 

Oxley 
Packard 
Paul 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 

Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—189 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Campbell 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carson 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Coyne 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Edwards 
Engel 
English 

Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gonzalez 
Green (TX) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holt 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 

Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Phelps 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 

Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sisisky 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Stabenow 

Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 

Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—7 

Brown (CA) 
Dicks 
Gephardt 

Houghton 
Martinez 
Thomas 

Weiner 

b 0003 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

LAHOOD). It is now in order to consider 
amendment No. 27 printed in part A in 
House Report 106–186. 

Mr. ISTOOK. Mr. Chairman, the next 
scheduled amendment to be offered was 
one which I was to offer. However, I do 
not intend to offer it because the pre-
vious amendment, the DEMINT amend-
ment, was adopted by the House. 

My amendment had some similarities 
with the DeMint amendment. It would 
have stated that a plaintiff who sued to 
try to stop voluntary student prayer in 
public schools would not be entitled to 
collect attorney fees from the school 
district. However, since the DeMint 
amendment concerned religious expres-
sion, and certainly prayer is one of 
those religious expressions, my amend-
ment is unnecessary because my objec-
tive was covered in fact in a broader 
way by the DeMint amendment. 

Therefore, I do not wish to offer my 
amendment at this time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 
now in order to consider amendment 
No. 28 printed in part A of House Re-
port 106–186. 
AMENDMENT NO. 28 OFFERED BY MR. ADERHOLT 

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

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 28 offered by Mr. 
ADERHOLT: 

Add at the end the following new title: 

TITLE ll—RIGHTS TO RELIGIOUS 
LIBERTY 

SEC. ll. FINDINGS. 
The Congress finds the following: 
(1) The Declaration of Independence de-

clares that governments are instituted to se-
cure certain unalienable rights, including 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, 
with which all human beings are endowed by 
their Creator and to which they are entitled 
by the laws of nature and of nature’s God. 

(2) The organic laws of the United States 
Code and the constitutions of every State, 
using various expressions, recognize God as 
the source of the blessings of liberty. 

(3) The First Amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States secures rights 
against laws respecting an establishment of 

religion or prohibiting the free exercise 
thereof made by the United States Govern-
ment. 

(4) The rights secured under the First 
Amendment have been interpreted by courts 
of the United States Government to be in-
cluded among the provisions of the Four-
teenth Amendment. 

(5) The Tenth Amendment reserves to the 
States respectively the powers not delegated 
to the United States Government nor prohib-
ited to the States. 

(6) Disputes and doubts have arisen with 
respect to public displays of the Ten Com-
mandments and to other public expression of 
religious faith. 

(7) Section 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment 
grants the Congress power to enforce the 
provisions of the said amendment. 

(8) Article I, Section 8, grants the Congress 
power to constitute tribunals inferior to the 
Supreme Court, and Article III, Section 1, 
grants the Congress power to ordain and es-
tablish courts in which the judicial power of 
the United States Government shall be vest-
ed. 
SEC. ll. RELIGIOUS LIBERTY RIGHTS DE-

CLARED. 

(a) DISPLAY OF TEN COMMANDMENTS.—The 
power to display the Ten Commandments on 
or within property owned or administered by 
the several States or political subdivisions 
thereof is hereby declared to be among the 
powers reserved to the States respectively. 

(b) EXPRESSION OF RELIGIOUS FAITH.—The 
expression of religious faith by individual 
persons on or within property owned or ad-
ministered by the several States or political 
subdivisions thereof is hereby— 

(1) declared to be among the rights secured 
against laws respecting an establishment of 
religion or prohibiting the free exercise of 
religion made or enforced by the United 
States Government or by any department or 
executive or judicial officer thereof; and 

(2) declared to be among the liberties of 
which no State shall deprive any person 
without due process of law made in pursu-
ance of powers reserved to the States respec-
tively. 

(c) EXERCISE OF JUDICIAL POWER.—The 
courts constituted, ordained, and established 
by the Congress shall exercise the judicial 
power in a manner consistent with the fore-
going declarations. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 209, the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. ADERHOLT) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Alabama (Mr. ADERHOLT). 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, the recent shootings 
in Littleton, Colorado, provide an un-
fortunate picture of the terror infested 
in our schools today, children killing 
children in the halls of our schools, 
children who do not understand the 
basic principles of humankind. 

Today, I offer the Ten Command-
ments Defense Act amendment. This 
amendment would protect America’s 
religious freedom by allowing States, 
and I repeat that, allowing States to 
make the decision whether or not to 
display the Ten Commandments on or 
within publicly owned property. 
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As Members of Congress, we have the 

privilege and the weighty responsi-
bility to make laws for our country 
which honor the individual, laws that 
foster value and establish basic guide-
lines of right and wrong; do not steal, 
do not lie, do not kill. We are fortunate 
to live in a country in which the very 
First Amendment of our Constitution 
guarantees the freedom of religion. 

This does not mean freedom from re-
ligion. Rather, it means that we are 
free to live as we choose; we are free 
from the tyranny which stifles our ex-
pression of faith. 

The founders wisely realized that in a 
free society it is imperative that indi-
viduals practice forbearance, respect 
and temperance. These are the very 
values taught by all the world’s major 
religions and the Ten Commandments 
and our Constitution underscore these 
values. 

While this amendment does not en-
dorse any one religion, it states that a 
religious symbol which has deep rooted 
significance for our Nation and its his-
tory should not be excluded from the 
public square. 

As I look behind me in the House 
Chamber here tonight, I see other reli-
gious symbols. In the balcony there are 
reliefs of great lawgivers throughout 
history. Blackstone, Jefferson, 
Hammarabbi, and the list goes on. 
However, on the main door to this 
Chamber is the relief of Moses, the 
most prominent place in the Chamber. 
He looks directly at the Speaker. 

Above the dais, are the words, in God 
we trust and each day in this Chamber 
we open with prayer by our Chaplain. 
Religious expression is not absent from 
this public building, and it is not fair 
to say that public buildings in each of 
the States are precluded from recog-
nizing this heritage. 

The Ten Commandments represent 
the very cornerstone of Western civili-
zation and the basis of our legal system 
here in America. To exclude a display 
of the Ten Commandments and suggest 
that it is in some way an establish-
ment of religion is not consistent with 
our Nation’s heritage. This Nation was 
founded on religious traditions and 
they are integral parts of the fabric of 
American culture, political and soci-
etal life. 

This amendment today is not just 
about the display of the Ten Command-
ments. It is also about our Nation’s 
children and the role that values play 
in our national life. Our Nation was 
founded on Judeo-Christian principles 
and by our Founding Fathers. 

I realize that many things need to 
happen to redirect this overwhelming 
surge toward a violent culture. I also 
understand that simply posting the 
Ten Commandments will not change 
the moral character of our Nation 
overnight. However, it is one step that 
States can take to promote morality 
and work toward an end of children 

killing children. The States we rep-
resent deserve the opportunity to de-
cide for themselves whether they want 
to display the Ten Commandments. 
This is consistent with the Tenth 
Amendment to the Constitution, which 
says those powers not given to the Fed-
eral Government are reserved for the 
States. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in giv-
ing the States the power to decide 
whether to display the Ten Command-
ments, which are the very backbone of 
the values and the nature of our soci-
ety. 

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

b 0010 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 

claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 11⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, our rich tradition of 
religious diversity is a cornerstone of 
American constitutional rights. Rather 
than trying to honor and promote that 
tradition of religious diversity by fo-
cusing on the Ten Commandments, this 
amendment seeks to elevate one par-
ticular religion over all others. This 
singling out of one religion is contrary 
to the American ideal of religious tol-
erance and is blatantly unconstitu-
tional. 

By contrast, the Chamber of the Su-
preme Court, one of the best traditions 
of our religious diversity, the Ten Com-
mandments, depicts Hammurabi, 
Moses, Confucius, Augustus, Moham-
med and others as those who have 
given the philosophy and law, and does 
so in a manner that honors the diver-
sity of our religious experience. 

The amendment before us today is 
unconstitutional because it is incon-
sistent with the first amendment. The 
case law clearly establishes that plac-
ing religious articles such as the Ten 
Commandments outside the context of 
other secular symbols, in a government 
establishment is a violation of the Es-
tablishment Clause. 

In Stone v. Graham, in 1980, the Su-
preme Court struck down a Kentucky 
law requiring the posting of the Ten 
Commandments in public schools. An-
other case, in 1994, the 11th Circuit 
Court of Appeals found a courtroom 
display of the Ten Commandments to 
be unconstitutional. 

For more than 200 years, we have sur-
vived as a government of laws and 
court interpretations of those laws, 
and now is not the time on a juvenile 
justice bill to be debating complex con-
stitutional principles that have noth-
ing to do with juvenile crime. 

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

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. HAYES). 

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, we have 
awoken to a day in which hatred is 
overlooked, violence is glorified, and 
random acts of indecency are tolerated. 
I fear that this has led to a generation 
that no longer understands the dif-
ference between right and wrong. 

This segment of our youth popu-
lation has abandoned the notion that 
human life should be treasured. It sad-
dens me to conclude that many of 
these youth are, by their own account, 
morally destitute. Regrettably, Ameri-
cans have witnessed a series of heart- 
wrenching incidents of youth violence, 
casting light on the magnitude of our 
Nation’s problem. 

I do not support the Aderholt amend-
ment because I want to impose religion 
in our schools. I strongly support this 
amendment because our States should 
have the opportunity to expose their 
students to a timeless code which, I be-
lieve, could instill ageless values. 

I have given much thought to why 
some of my colleagues are so resistant 
to the proposal of the gentleman from 
Alabama (Mr. ADERHOLT), and, frankly, 
I remain incredulous. Do some truly 
believe that teaching our children that 
lying, stealing, and killing is wrong? 
Listening to some of my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle, one might 
conclude that the amendment of the 
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
ADERHOLT) would tear at the fabric of 
our Nation. 

It is amazing to me that many of 
these same Members will, no doubt, ve-
hemently defend the right of commer-
cial vendors who wish to distribute 
pornography, filth, and violence to our 
children, and yet rail against States 
that wish to allow their school dis-
tricts the right to post the 10 basic te-
nets of the Judeo-Christian tradition. 

Mr. Chairman, when will we as a Con-
gress humbly acknowledge that this 
Nation was founded on a simple prin-
ciple of trust in God? We need to get 
our priorities straight. I support the 
freedom of religion, and I support this 
amendment. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment again attempts to say that 
the Congress finds what is constitu-
tional and what is not. It finds to be 
constitutional what the courts of the 
land, which have the power and the 
duty under our system of finding what 
is constitutional, this says what they 
have found to be unconstitutional is 
constitutional. It is usurpation of the 
power of the courts, number one. 

Number two, it says the courts, con-
stituted and ordained and established 
by the Congress, shall exercise the ju-
dicial power in a manner consistent 
with the foregoing declarations. God 
forbid, the courts should exercise the 
judicial power in accordance with the 
courts’ understanding of the Constitu-
tion, first of all; and, second of all, 
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with the laws, not with opinions ex-
pressed and findings of Congress. 

Third, public buildings shall have the 
Ten Commandments. The Ten Com-
mandments say a number of things. I 
think most people who talk about 
them do not really know what they 
say. It says, ‘‘I am the Lord, thy God, 
who has brought thee forth from 
Egypt. Thou shalt have no other Gods 
before me, for I, the Lord thy God, am 
a jealous God, visiting the sins of the 
fathers on the children even unto the 
third and fourth generations.’’ 

Do most religious groups in this 
country really believe that God visits 
the sins of the fathers on the children 
to the third and fourth generations? I 
think not. 

‘‘Thou shalt not work on Saturday.’’ 
Most Christian denominations have 
changed it to Sunday. Do we want to 
say they are wrong, with the power of 
the State behind them, the Christian 
groups are wrong, they ought to be 
changed back to Saturday? That is 
what the Ten Commandments seems to 
say. 

I am not expressing a view on reli-
gion, but the States should not take a 
position on that by putting that in the 
courtroom or the schools. 

Let me ask a different question: 
Whose Ten Commandments? Which 
version? The Catholic version? The 
Protestant version, or the Jewish 
version? They are different, you know. 
The Hebrew words are the same, but 
the translations are very different, re-
flecting different religious traditions 
and different religious beliefs. 

Are our public buildings to be Catho-
lic because the local Catholic majority 
votes that the Catholic version found 
in the Douay Bible should be in the 
public buildings? Or perhaps they 
should be Protestant because the local 
majority decides that the Saint James 
version of the Ten Commandments, 
which is very different from the Catho-
lic version. Or maybe the Jews have a 
majority in the local district, and they 
decide the Messianic version should be 
in the public buildings. 

It was precisely to avoid divisive 
questions like this that the first 
amendment commands no establish-
ment of religion; and that is what this 
ignorant amendment would overturn. I 
urge its defeat. 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. BARR). 

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
this is a copy of the Ten Command-
ments that hangs on the wall of the of-
fice of the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. BARR), Representative from the 
Seventh District. This has been hang-
ing on our wall for close to 5 years now, 
since I was sworn in as a Member of 
this Chamber. 

Not one time have we had somebody 
that has walked into that office, seen 
these Commandments, fallen down on 

their knees and say, I must pay hom-
age to whatever religion the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. Barr) is. There is 
nothing in these Ten Commandments 
that reaches out and grabs somebody 
and forces them to abide by any par-
ticular religious belief. 

I challenge anybody on the other side 
to tell me what in these Ten Command-
ments they find so objectionable. Do 
they find so objectionable that it says, 
Thou shalt not kill? Would they object 
to having those words, and no more, in-
scribed on the halls of our schools so 
that our children are reminded that 
thou shalt not kill? I dare say no. 

It mystifies me what they find so ob-
jectionable in the Ten Commandments. 
They say, oh, this is not the time, Mr. 
Chairman, this is not the time in this 
bill about youth violence. I challenge 
them, if this is not the time, what in 
God’s name is the time? When in God’s 
name, Mr. Chairman, is it time; when 
we have children killing children in 
our schools, killing teachers in our 
schools is the time? 

Is it the time when we have another 
tragedy in schools? Will it be time 
when we have more teachers killed? 
Will it be time when we have more 
weapons of destruction being taken 
into our schools? Maybe then it would 
be time. But I say, Mr. Chairman, it is 
time now. 

As was spoken eloquently in testi-
mony before the House of Representa-
tives Subcommittee on Crime on May 
27, 1999, in a poem penned by one of the 
parents of the victims of two of the 
Columbine High School shootings vic-
tims, Darrell Scott, he sent a poem 
which now hangs on our wall next to 
the Ten Commandments. He says in 
closing, ‘‘You fail to understand that 
God is what we need!’’ We do need God. 
I urge the adoption of this amendment. 

In the past, America had one room school 
houses where moral teaching and strong dis-
cipline were a part of each day’s lesson. At 
the same time, we had very few gun control 
laws on the books. In those days, violence in 
schools was largely limited to playground scuf-
fles. 

Today, we have numerous gun control laws. 
We also have schools where students are for-
bidden to pray in class or refer to the Lord, 
where Bible stories cannot be read, and where 
teachers cannot discipline students. At the 
same time, we are forced to fight a rising tide 
of juvenile violence that would have been un-
thinkable a few short years ago. Coincidence? 
Not likely. 

One of the most egregious examples of the 
disconnect between common sense and gov-
ernment is the policy many governments have 
been forced to adopt, banning public display 
of the Ten Commandments. 

Mr. Chairman, some on the other side of the 
aisle keep saying that Republicans are work-
ing on behalf of the NRA. Their irrational argu-
ment against something as simple and non- 
sectarian as displaying the Ten Command-
ments proves that many in the Democrat party 
have been bought and paid for by the trial 

lawyers. And, those lawyers are getting what 
they paid for judging from the lengths some 
are willing to go to in order to keep moral 
teaching out of our schools. 

Frankly, I’ll take protecting the rights of law 
abiding citizens over working to protect the 
views of special interests any day. What kind 
of society allows its students to make videos 
about violence, but won’t allow teachers to put 
a poster on a wall with the words ‘‘Thou shalt 
not kill’’ written on it? Trial lawyers and intimi-
dating federal bureaucrats have dictated 
school policies for too long. Enough is 
enough. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, after 
hearing the last statement on the 
floor, I am reminded of a statement 
made by the 18th Century American 
Baptist preacher, John Leland, who 
fought mightily for a religious liberty 
amendment in the Bill of Rights when 
he said, ‘‘Experience has informed us 
that the fondness of magistrates to fos-
ter Christianity has done it more harm 
than all the persecutions ever did. Per-
secution, like the lion, tears the saints 
to death, but leaves Christianity pure. 
State establishment of religion, like a 
bear, hugs the saints, but corrupts 
Christianity.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, what is wrong with 
this picture? Our Founding Fathers de-
cided that the issue of religious liberty, 
the concept of separating church and 
State in America was so important it 
should be the first 16 words of the Bill 
of Rights. 

But here we are, after midnight, 
more staff people on this floor than 
Members of this House, debating with 
the gracious allowance of 10 minutes 
on each side, 10 minutes to debate an 
issue that is fundamental to the point. 
It is the very beginning of the founda-
tion of our Bill of Rights and the first 
amendment. 

b 0020 
That is wrong. 
Now, I would suggest it is absolutely 

disingenuous to suggest that tonight is 
a debate about the goodness of the Ten 
Commandments. I am a Christian, I 
would say to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR). I am 
not going to debate my level of Christi-
anity versus anyone else’s. It is not my 
place in my Christianity to judge any-
one else. But that is not what this de-
bate is all about. This debate is wheth-
er government has the right to use its 
resources to push its religious views on 
other free citizens of this land. 

And do not listen to my words to-
night. Listen to what the Supreme 
Court said. The Supreme Court has 
clearly stated in its cases that the pre-
eminent purpose for posting the Ten 
Commandments on the schoolroom 
walls is plainly religious in nature. 

This debate does disservice to the 
Bill of Rights and the principle of reli-
gious liberty. 
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Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. SOUDER). 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
ADERHOLT) for yielding me this time 
and for his leadership. 

This debate is about what is going on 
with our kids in America, and that is 
why it is part of the juvenile justice 
bill. And there are millions and mil-
lions, probably the overwhelming ma-
jority of Americans, who believe part 
of this is the lack of moral teaching 
and the moral influence which we have 
sucked out of our system in this coun-
try. 

I am tired of hearing tonight on the 
floor about how neutral our Founding 
Fathers were and this and that. The 
fact is we have lawgivers all around 
this body, and all their heads are side-
ways on this side, and all their heads 
are sideways on that side, except for 
one. Moses is looking straight down on 
the Speaker of the House. And up 
above the Speaker of the House it says 
‘‘In God We Trust.’’ And it is Moses 
looking here, not all these on this side 
and not all these on this side. They are 
part of a tradition, but this is the cen-
tral tradition. We have denied and 
sucked out the central tradition. 

We now have diversity, and in the 
schools we allow posting of posters 
from the Hindu background, from the 
Mexican background, prayers from In-
dian faiths, but not the Ten Command-
ments. In Congress, Members who are 
interested can get and have the dif-
ferent plaques, the stone plates, and I 
hope we do not drop these because I do 
not want to bring any bolts of light-
ning down on us, of the Ten Command-
ments. We can put these in our offices. 
We can have Moses staring down here, 
but these things apparently are dan-
gerous for our children. We would not 
want them to have other gods. We 
would not want them to learn about 
killing and stealing. Apparently, this is 
more dangerous than whether they can 
wear Marilyn Manson T-shirts, wheth-
er they can have posters in the schools 
advertising rock concerts. Anything 
goes pretty much in the schools as long 
as it is not the Ten Commandments. 

That is what we are concerned about, 
is the stripping of the religious free-
dom for the central part of our culture, 
not trying to deprive other people of 
their rights. I am fine with posting dif-
ferent versions of the Ten Command-
ments, if that is what it takes. We are 
not trying to restrict other people’s 
rights. We are trying to bring the 
rights back for the central faith of this 
country. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I am a 
protestant, a Baptist in particular. I 
am not of the Jewish faith, I do not 
practice Judaism, I do not practice the 

Muslim faith, I do not know anything 
about Buddhists. I respect each of 
those. But when I send my child to 
school, I expect my child not to be in-
fluenced by anybody else’s religion. I 
expect to teach my child in my house 
what I would like to teach him about 
religion. While I respect everybody’s 
religion, I do not want it imposed on 
my child where I send him to school. 

Now, my colleague thinks it is all 
right to have the Ten Commandments. 
I do not know what is synonymous to 
that in any of these other religions. I 
know one thing. I do not want anybody 
else’s religion displayed by way of their 
commandments in the classroom where 
my child is, maybe teaching him some-
thing different than what I would teach 
him. 

As far as I am concerned, I teach my 
child that God is God. It may be Jeho-
vah, it may be Allah, it may be some-
thing in other religions. But that is the 
point. The point is this is a Nation 
where we are allowed to practice what-
ever we would like to practice. It is 
central and basic to our democracy. It 
is installed in our Constitution. It is 
sacrosanct. It is the most precious 
thing that we can have, freedom of reli-
gion. 

When the gentleman talks about the 
Ten Commandments, he is talking 
about something that is central to 
Christianity. Why in God’s name would 
he want that to be the symbol of 
everybody’s religion? The fact of the 
matter is, he would not like it if some-
body else imposed something else on 
his child. So he has got to see it in a 
more comprehensive way. 

It is unconstitutional. It flies in the 
face of the Constitution of this land 
and it should not be done. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I respect the fact that there 
are Members who have come to this 
floor arguing the Constitution on a ju-
venile crime bill because they see no 
other hope for them or for the children 
of America. And I would simply say to 
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
ADERHOLT), although I respect his de-
sires and his appreciation for the Ten 
Commandments, it is important to 
hold in high regard the Constitution of 
the United States. 

The Constitution requires that we es-
tablish no religion. The gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. BARR) has asked, 
‘‘When in God’s name.’’ Well, the gen-
tleman has the Ten Commandments, 
and I would hope that wherever the 
gentleman from Georgia goes he offers 
to those who will hear him his belief in 
the Ten Commandments. And that is 
what we need to give our children in 
America, the opportunity for them to 
choose their beliefs. 

For this to be allowed, if the gen-
tleman is attaching it to the juvenile 

crime bill, he must be saying, put the 
Ten Commandments in our schools. 
Well, in our schools, as evidenced by 
the statement of the Secretary of Edu-
cation, that I wish the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) would have 
offered, we allow our students to ex-
press themselves, no matter what their 
religion is. They can gather volun-
tarily and pray to their respective 
gods. If they want to acknowledge the 
Ten Commandments, do so, and I sup-
port them in doing so. I happen to be-
lieve in the Seventh Day Sabbath, but 
if someone does not agree with that, 
then they have every right to not be 
forced to do so. 

I would say, Mr. Chairman, that the 
Constitution is violated by that 
amendment, and I would ask it be de-
feated. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, Amendment I of the 
Constitution says the Congress shall 
make no law respecting an establish-
ment of religion. Obviously, picking 
one religious symbol establishes that 
religion. 

Mr. Chairman, to the extent this 
measure may be constitutional, if it is 
constitutional, we do not need it. If it 
is not constitutional, it does not make 
any difference whether we pass it or 
not. We are wasting time. We ought to 
get back to juvenile crime. We should 
not be taking up this measure at 12:30 
at night. I would hope we would get 
back to the serious consideration of ju-
venile crime. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent, in view of the im-
portance of this subject, that the time 
for debate be extended by 1 hour. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New 
York? 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. ADERHOLT). 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 209, furthers 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
ADERHOLT) will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 29 printed in part A of House 
Report 106–186. 

b 0030 

AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MR. SOUDER 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 
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The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 29 offered by Mr. 

SOUDER: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 
SEC. 3. RELIGIOUS NONDISCRIMINATION. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting before title III the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘RELIGIOUS NONDISCRIMINATION 
‘‘SEC. 299J. (a) A governmental entity that 

receives a grant under this title and that is 
authorized by this title to carry out the pur-
pose for which such grant is made through 
contracts with, or grants to, nongovern-
mental entities may use such grant to carry 
out such purpose through contracts with or 
grants to religious organizations. 

‘‘(b) For purposes of subsection (a), sub-
sections (b) through (k) of section 104 of the 
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (42 U.S.C. 
604a) shall apply with respect to the use of a 
grant received by such entity under this title 
in the same manner as such subsections 
apply to States with respect to a program 
described in section 104(a)(2)(A) of such 
Act.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. SOUDER) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER). 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this amendment which I am offering 
along with my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ENGLISH), to expand the principle of re-
ligious nondiscrimination to faith- 
based providers that may desire to 
compete for contracts and grants pro-
vided through juvenile justice funds. 

This principle is known as charitable 
choice and was first included in the 
welfare reform legislation that became 
law in 1996. That passed this House by 
an overwhelming margin, passed the 
Senate by an overwhelming margin, 
and was signed by the President of the 
United States. 

In 1998, this principle was also ex-
tended to community services block 
grant legislation. This passed the 
House by an even bigger margin, passed 
the Senate by an even bigger margin, 
was signed by the President of the 
United States. 

Today this House should extend this 
principle which treats faith-based orga-
nizations fairly if they choose to com-
pete to provide juvenile justice preven-
tion services, as well. 

Unfortunately, some have raised con-
cerns about this approach which treats 
fairly faith-based groups on the basis of 
a distortion of church-state relations. 

Now, interestingly, the leading Re-
publican contender for President 
George Bush, the Governor of Texas, 
has been a leader in this. But even 
more interestingly, Vice President 

GORE has come to speak out on chari-
table choice, as well. 

In Atlanta, at the Salvation Army, 
on May 24, he said, ‘‘I believe the les-
son for our Nation is clear. In those in-
stances where the complete power of 
faith can help us meet the crushing so-
cial challenges that are otherwise im-
possible to meet, such as drug addic-
tion and gang violence, we should ex-
plore carefully-tailored relationships 
with our faith community so that we 
can use approaches that are working 
best.’’ 

If my colleagues look at his cam-
paign home page, it specifically says 
that ‘‘Vice President Gore and his pres-
idential campaign supports the concept 
of charitable choice, which the Presi-
dent of the United States has signed in 
two other bills.’’ 

It is hard for me to understand why 
anybody would oppose this amendment 
since both parties’ leading contenders, 
since the current President of the 
United States, since both Houses of 
Congress have adopted it. And I hope 
we will pass this amendment. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, it is 
now getting worse. Instead of having 10 
minutes on each side of the aisle to de-
bate the fundamental issue of separa-
tion of church and State, we now only 
have 5 minutes; 5 minutes in the mid-
dle of the night, with very few Mem-
bers here, to discuss something that 
was so important, that was embedded 
in the very foundation of the Bill of 
Rights, the principle of separating gov-
ernment’s power from the right of citi-
zens in this country to exercise their 
own religious beliefs. 

I would make a suggestion. If it were 
my intent to undermine the religious 
tolerance for which we have great pride 
and respect in America, for intent to 
undermine that tolerance and to create 
a Northern Ireland in the United 
States of America, where one religion 
is pitted against another, let me tell 
my colleagues how I would do it. 

I would put billions of dollars out on 
the table and tell churches and syna-
gogues that they ought to compete now 
for that money to help administer so-
cial programs. 

Five years from now we will have the 
Baptists arguing with the Methodists, 
with the Catholics, with the Jews, with 
the Hindus, with the Muslims, over 
who got their proportional share of the 
almighty Federal dollar. 

Since we were not given the privilege 
of having even a 10-minute debate in 
committee on this fundamental issue, I 

would hope the author of this amend-
ment would clarify to this House before 
we vote on this crucial point whether 
this will allow money to go directly to 
pervasively sectarian religious institu-
tions. 

Mr. Chairman, I would be glad to 
yield to the gentleman if he would an-
swer that question. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, this has 
exactly the same language that my col-
league voted for in the human services 
authorization and that he voted for 
personally in the welfare. It is the 
same language. 

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, it is 
the same language that not 5 or 10 
Members of this House knew was in the 
welfare reform bill. And I was here on 
the floor of the House at 1 a.m. in the 
morning the last time we debated this. 
But would the gentleman please answer 
my question? It is a good-faith ques-
tion to the gentleman. 

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

I will answer the question here. I 
apologize for seeming to avoid it, but 
in fact it was debated. It was a major 
debate in conference and was aired na-
tionally in the media. 

This would allow money directly to 
go to those groups. They cannot serv-
ice just their groups. They do not have 
to change their internal operations. 
They cannot proselytize with any of 
the money or they would lose the 
grant. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to 
my friend and cosponsor, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ENGLISH). 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) 
and I read what we vote for, and we are 
offering this charitable choice amend-
ment to level the playing field for 
faith-based organizations by giving 
them the opportunity to compete with 
other private entities and providing ju-
venile justice services. 

Religious organizations we know 
play a critical role in every community 
and offer unique ways in dealing with 
young people’s needs. These organiza-
tions should have the right to compete 
for these grants. 

The charitable choice amendment 
empowers faith-based organizations to 
participate in providing juvenile serv-
ices, but at the same time it guaran-
tees tolerance of the religious beliefs of 
individuals participating in those pro-
grams. 

It gives the beneficiary of services 
the right to object to receiving services 
from a religious organization and find 
an alternative provider. No recipients 
of juvenile justice services will be 
forced to accept services from a faith- 
based provider. 

Under current law, any organization 
who is eligible and receiving a grant 
from the Federal Government cannot 
discriminate against a beneficiary be-
cause of religious affiliation. And this 
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amendment would apply that standard 
to faith-based providers, as well. 

In addition, it clarifies that a reli-
gious provider receiving grant money 
may not discriminate against an em-
ployee because of religious affiliation. 

This proposal respects religious di-
versity even as it attracts new perspec-
tives for treating juvenile offenders. 

I challenge my colleagues to look 
into their heart and support this provi-
sion. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sorry that the gentleman did not yield 
to my question before because I am not 
sure what this language means. 

If it means only that a church or a 
synagogue can get money to run a hot 
lunch program or to run a housing 
project, so long as it does it in a non- 
sectarian and non-religious basis and 
does not mix religion into it, then that 
is the current law and we do not need 
it and we should vote against it be-
cause it is unnecessary if that is all it 
means. 

But if it means, as I suspect it 
means, that if the Federal Government 
runs a hot lunch program that the first 
whatever church of east Oshkosh can 
apply for a grant and can get that 
grant and can say to people who want 
to eat the hot lunch, the condition of 
their getting the hot lunch is that they 
listen to their religious sermon, if it 
means, as I suspect it does, that the 
Congress believes that faith-based 
methodology, a belief in God, a belief 
in particular religious doctrines, helps 
cure drug addicts and, therefore, we 
want the churches to do this, then that 
is a per se violation of the separation 
of church and State, it is an obvious 
violation of the First Amendment of 
the establishment of religion, and it 
leads to exactly what the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS) was talking 
about a few minutes ago. 

The most contentious thing we do 
here is decide what percentage of tran-
sit funds or highway funds New York 
gets as opposed to Pennsylvania or In-
diana. We have our fights here about 
that. 

Can my colleagues imagine if we 
have the annual appropriations fight 
because the Committee on Appropria-
tions thinks the Methodists ought to 
get 6.2 percent and the Baptists 7.8 per-
cent, but of course the Baptists think 
they ought to get more and the Meth-
odists think they ought to get more 
and the Baptists less? 

It is the most divisive thing I can 
imagine in this country and it is ex-
actly why the Founding Fathers said 
no establishment of religion. We do not 
want to get into those religious wars 
that have driven Europe apart and 
have driven Asia apart, and this is the 
road that that amendment leads us 
down. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time remains on both sides? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) has 1 
minute remaining. The gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) also has 1 
minute remaining. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to make it 
clear that this amendment, as did the 
amendments in the previous two bills, 
prohibits any funds from being used for 
sectarian worship, instruction or pros-
elytization, including conditional. It 
also specifically forbids discrimination 
with regards to beneficiaries of serv-
ices. 

I would suggest that, while this is 
not much time to do this, this Con-
gress, with 346 votes and with 256 votes, 
previously passed this, that the main 
differences of opinion seem to be on the 
other side of the aisle, also with their 
President and Vice President. And per-
haps what they really need is a con-
ference on their side and at the White 
House to discuss their differences. 

b 0040 

This Congress has already spoken 
twice, and I hope we will speak a third 
time in favor of charitable choice. 

Mr. Chairman, I include the following 
for the RECORD: 

[From USA Today, June 1, 1999] 

GORE GOES PUBLIC WITH HIS FAITH AS HE 
PUSHES CHURCH CHARITY PLAN 

(By Cathy Lynn Grossman) 

Vice President Gore’s recent push to ex-
pand government partnerships with religious 
groups reflects a deep religious faith not ev-
eryone knows about him, he says. 

‘‘I don’t wear it on my sleeve,’’ he told reli-
gion writers in a conversation at the White 
House on Friday. But, he added, ‘‘The pur-
pose of life is to glorify God. I turn to my 
faith as the bedrock of my approach to any 
important question in my life.’’ 

Gore said in a speech May 24 that he wants 
to expand ‘‘Charitable Choice,’’ the 1996 Re-
publican-sponsored legislation that lets reli-
gious groups apply for government contracts 
to supply welfare-to-work services. Gore 
wants to add programs that combat drug 
abuse, homelessness and youth violence. 

As the presidential campaign gets under 
way, the proposal is a move to the political 
center for Gore. It is similar to some ideas 
long discussed by Texas Gov. George W. 
Bush, the front-runner for the Republican 
nomination. And, as Gore’s strategists worry 
about whether he carries a taint from Clin-
ton administration scandals, it is a way to 
showcase his commitment to his faith and 
religious values. 

The Interfaith Alliance, a coalition of reli-
gious groups that often sides with the ad-
ministration, raised concerns that involving 
religious groups in government programs 
could lead to regulation of those groups. 

Barry Lynn, director of Americans United 
for Separation of Church and State, is skep-
tical about a requirement that churches sep-
arate their social services from their reli-
gious services. ‘‘I don’t think there’s any 
way you can give funds to a church and tell 
them they cannot use them for evangelism,’’ 
Lynn says. 

Gore avoids the word ‘‘evangelism’’ as he 
reiterates the Charitable Choice rules: 
Faith-based groups are not allowed to pros-
elytize or require religious participation or 
commitment from clients, and comparable, 
nonreligious services must be available in 
the area. 

Despite the objections, Gore sees a broad 
social consensus recognizing the value of 
faith in guiding people’s lives. ‘‘This is not 
any great blinding insight from moi,’’ he 
joked. 

Asked how his beliefs affect his life, Gore 
first responded by reading rapidly from the 
final page of his 1992 book Earth in the Bal-
ance: Ecology and the Human Spirit: ‘‘My 
own faith is rooted in the unshakable belief 
in God as creator and sustainer, a deeply per-
sonal interpretation of, and relationship 
with, Christ.’’ 

Asked again, he lists his churchgoing 
Southern Baptist childhood, education in an 
elite Episcopal school, a year in a seminary 
after service in Vietnam and a life of reading 
religious philosophers. 

Gore is known as a champion of science, 
but he sees no separation between his cere-
bellum and his soul: ‘‘You can have the 
Earth circle around the sun and still believe 
in God.’’ 

[From Brookings Institution, Brookings 
Review, Mar. 22, 1999] 
NO AID TO RELIGION? 

(Ronald J. Unruh and Heidi Rolland) 
As government struggles to solve a con-

founding array of poverty-related social 
problems—deficient education, un- and 
underemployment, substance abuse, broken 
families, substandard housing, violent crime, 
inadequate health care, crumbling urban in-
frastructures—it has turned increasingly to 
the private sector, including a wide range of 
faith-based agencies. As described in Stephen 
Monsma’s When Sacred and Secular Mix, 
public funding for nonprofit organizations 
with a religious affiliation is surprisingly 
high. Of the faith-based child service agen-
cies Monsma surveyed, 63 percent reported 
that more than 20 percent of their budget 
came from public funds 

Government’s unusual openness to co-
operation with the private religious sector 
arises in part from public disenchantment 
with its program, but also from an increas-
ingly widespread view that the nation’s 
acute social problems have moral and spir-
itual roots. Acknowledging that social prob-
lems arise both from unjust socioeconomic 
structures and from misguided personal 
choices, scholars, journalists, politicians, 
and community activists are calling atten-
tion to the vital and unique role that reli-
gious institutions play in social restoration. 

Though analysis of the outcomes of faith- 
based social services is as yet incomplete, 
the available evidence suggests that some of 
those services may be more effective and 
cost-efficient than similar secular and gov-
ernment programs. One oft-cited example is 
Teen Challenge, the world’s largest residen-
tial drug rehabilitation program, with a re-
ported rehabilitation rate of over 70 per-
cent—a vastly higher success rate than most 
other programs, at a substantially lower 
cost. Multiple studies identify religion as a 
key variable in escaping the inner city, re-
covering from alcohol and drug addiction, 
keeping marriage together, and staying out 
of prison. 

THE NEW COOPERATION AND THE COURTS 
Despite this potential, public-private coop-

erative efforts involving religious agencies 
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have been constrained by the current cli-
mate of First Amendment interpretation. 
The ruling interpretive principle on public 
funding of religious nonprofits—following 
the metaphor of the wall of separation be-
tween church and state, as set forth in 
Everson v. Board of Education (1947)—is ‘‘no 
aid to religion.’’ While most court cases have 
involved funding for religious elementary 
and secondary schools, clear implications 
have been drawn for other types of ‘‘perva-
sively sectarian’’ organizations. A reli-
giously affiliated institution may receive 
public funds—but only if it is not too reli-
gious. 

Application of the no-aid policy by the 
courts, however, has been confusing. The Su-
preme Court has provided no single, decisive 
definition of ‘‘pervasively sectarian’’ to de-
termine which institutions qualify for public 
funding, and judicial tests have been applied 
inconsistently. Rulings attempting to sepa-
rate the sacred and secular aspects of reli-
giously based programs often appear arbi-
trary from a faith perspective, and at worst 
border on impermissible entanglement. As a 
result of this legal confusion, some agencies 
receiving public funds pray openly with their 
clients, while other agencies have been 
banned even from displaying religious sym-
bols. Faith-based child welfare agencies have 
greater freedom in incorporating religious 
components than religious schools working 
with the same population. Only a few pub-
licly funded religious agencies have been 
challenged in the courts, but such leniency 
may not continue. While the no-aid principle 
holds official sway, faith-based agencies 
must live with the tension that what the 
government gives with one hand, it can take 
away (with legal damages to boot) with the 
other. The lack of legal recourse leaves agen-
cies vulnerable to pressures from public offi-
cials and community leaders to secularize 
their programs. 

The Supreme Court’s restrictive rulings on 
aid to religious agencies stand in tension 
with the government’s movement toward 
grater reliance on private sector social ini-
tiatives. If the no-aid principle were applied 
consistently against all religiously affiliated 
agencies now receiving public funding, gov-
ernment administration of social services 
would face significant setbacks. This ambig-
uous state of affairs for public-private co-
operation has created a climate of mistrust 
and misunderstanding, in which faith-based 
agencies are reluctant to expose themselves 
to risk of lawsuits, civic authorities are con-
fused about what is permissible, and mul-
tiple pressures push religious organizations 
into hiding or compromising their identity, 
while at the same time, many public officials 
and legislators are willing to look the other 
way when faith-based social service agencies 
include substantial religious programming. 

Fortunately, an alternative principle of 
First Amendment interpretation, which 
Monsma identifies as the ‘‘equal treatment’’ 
strain, has recently been emerging in the Su-
preme Court. This line of reasoning—as in 
Widmar v. Vincent (1981) and Rosenberger v. 
Rector (1995)—holds that public access to fa-
cilities or benefits cannot exclude religious 
groups. Although the principle has not yet 
bet applied to funding for social service 
agencies, it could be a precedent for defend-
ing cooperation between government and 
faith-based agencies where the offer of fund-
ing is available to any qualifying agency. 

The section of the 1996 welfare reform law 
known as Charitable Choice paves the way 
for this cooperation by prohibiting govern-
ment from discriminating against nonprofit 

applicants for certain types of social service 
funding (whether by grant, contract, or 
voucher) on the basis of their religious na-
ture. Charitable Choice also shields faith- 
based agencies receiving federal funding 
from governmental pressures to alter their 
religious character—among other things as-
suring their freedom to hire staff who share 
their religious perspective. Charitable 
Choice prohibits religious nonprofits from 
using government funds for ‘‘inherently reli-
gious’’ activities—defined as ‘‘sectarian wor-
ship, instruction, or proselytization’’—but 
allows them to raise money from nongovern-
ment sources to cover the costs of any such 
activities they choose to integrate into their 
program. Clearly, Charitable Choice departs 
from the dominant ‘‘pervasively sectarian’’ 
standard for determining eligibility for gov-
ernment funding, which has restricted the 
funding of thoroughly religious organiza-
tions. It makes religiosity irrelevant to the 
selection of agencies for public-private coop-
erative ventures and emphasizes instead the 
public goods to be achieved by cooperation. 
At the same time, Charitable Choice protects 
clients’ First Amendment rights by ensuring 
that services are not conditional on religious 
preference, that client participation in reli-
gious activities is voluntary, and that an al-
ternative nonreligious service provider is 
available. 

THE FIRST AMENDMENT AND THE CASE FOR 
CHARITABLE CHOICE 

Does Charitable Choice violate the First 
Amendment’s non-establishment and free ex-
ercise clauses? 

We think not. As long as participants in 
faith-based programs freely choose those 
programs over a ‘‘secular’’ provider and may 
opt out of particular religious activities 
within the program, no one is coerced to par-
ticipate in religious activity, and freedom of 
religion is preserved. As long as government 
is equally open to funding programs rooted 
in any religious perspective whether Islam, 
Christianity, philosophic naturalism, or no 
explicit faith perspective—government is not 
establishing or providing preferential bene-
fits to any specific religion or to religion in 
general. As long as religious institutions 
maintain autonomy over such crucial areas 
as program content and staffing, the integ-
rity of their separate identity is maintained. 
As long as government funds are exclusively 
designated for activities that are not inher-
ently religious, no taxpayer need fear that 
taxes are paying for religious activity. While 
Charitable Choice may increase interactions 
between government and religious institu-
tions, these interactions do not in them-
selves violate religious liberty. Charitable 
Choice is designed precisely to discourage 
such interactions from leading to impermis-
sible entanglement or establishment of reli-
gion. 

Not only does Charitable Choice not vio-
late proper church-state relations, it 
strengthens First Amendment protections. 
In the current context of extensive govern-
ment funding for a wide array of social serv-
ices, limiting government funds to allegedly 
‘‘secular’’ programs actually offers pref-
erential treatment to one specific religious 
worldview. 

In setting forth this argument, we distin-
guish four types of social service providers. 
First are secular providers who make no ex-
plicit reference to God or any ultimate val-
ues. People of faith may work in such an 
agency—say, a job training program that 
teaches job skills and work habits—but staff 
use only current techniques from the social 
and medical sciences without reference to re-

ligious faith. Expressing explicit faith com-
mitments of any sort is considered inappro-
priate. 

Second are religiously affiliated providers 
(of any religion) who incorporate little in-
herently religious programming and rely pri-
marily on the same medical and social 
science methods as a secular agency. Such a 
program may be provided by a faith commu-
nity and a staff with strong theological rea-
sons for their involvement, and religious 
symbols and a chaplain may be present. A re-
ligiously affiliated job training program 
might be housed in a church, and clients 
might be informed about the church’s reli-
gious programs and about the availability of 
a chaplain’s services. But the content of the 
training curriculum would be very similar to 
that of a secular program. 

Third are exclusively faith-based providers 
whose programs rely on inherently religious 
activities, making little or no use of tech-
niques from the medical and social sciences. 
An example would be a prayer support group 
and Bible study or seminar that teaches bib-
lical principles of work for job-seekers. 

Fourth are holistic faith-based providers 
who combine techniques from the medical 
and social sciences with inherently religious 
components such as prayer, worship, and the 
study of sacred texts. A holistic job training 
program might incorporate explicitly bib-
lical principles into a curriculum that teach-
es job skills and work habits, and invite cli-
ents to pray with program staff. 

Everyone agrees that public funding of 
only the last two types of providers would 
constitute government establishment of reli-
gion. But if government (because of the ‘‘no 
aid to religion’’ principle) funds only secular 
programs, is this a properly neutral policy? 

Not really, for two reasons. First, given 
the widespread public funding for private so-
cial services, if government funds only sec-
ular programs, it puts all faith-based pro-
grams at a disadvantage. Government would 
tax everyone—both religious and secular— 
and then fund only allegedly secular pro-
grams. Government-run or government-fund-
ed programs would be competing in the same 
fields with faith-based programs lacking ac-
cess to such support. 

Second, secular programs are not reli-
giously neutral. Implicitly, purely ‘‘secular’’ 
programs convey the message that nonreli-
gious technical knowledge and skills are suf-
ficient to address social problems such as 
low job skills and single parenthood. Implic-
itly, they teach the irrelevance of a spiritual 
dimension to human life. Although secular 
programs may not explicitly uphold the te-
nets of philosophical naturalism and the be-
lief that nothing exists except the natural 
order, implicitly they support such a 
worldview. Rather than being religiously 
neutral, ‘‘secular’’ programs implicitly con-
vey a set of naturalistic beliefs about the na-
ture of persons and ultimate reality that 
serve the same function as religion. Vast 
public funding of only secular programs 
means massive government bias in favor of 
one particular quasi-religious perspective— 
namely, philosophical naturalism. 

Religiously affiliated agencies (type two), 
which have received large amounts of fund-
ing in spite of the ‘‘no aid to religion’’ prin-
ciple, pose another problem. These agencies 
often claim a clear religious identity—in the 
agency’s history or name, in the religious 
identity and motivations of sponsors and 
some staff, in the provision of a chaplain, or 
in visible religious symbols. By choice or in 
response to external pressures, however, lit-
tle in their program content and methods 
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distinguishes many of these agencies from 
their fully secular counterparts. Prayer, 
spiritual counseling, Bible studies, and invi-
tations to join a faith community are not 
featured; in fact most such agencies would 
consider inherently religious activities inap-
propriate to social service programs. 

Millions of public dollars have gone to sup-
port the social service programs of reli-
giously affiliated agencies. There are three 
possible ways to understand this apparent 
potential conflict with the ‘‘no aid to reli-
gion’’ principle. Perhaps these agencies are 
finally only nominally religious, and in fact 
are essentially secular institutions, in which 
case their religious sponsors should be rais-
ing questions. Or perhaps they are more per-
vasively religious than they have appeared 
to government funders, in which case the 
government should have withheld funding. 

The third explanation may be that these 
agencies are operating with a specific, wide-
ly accepted worldview that holds that people 
may need God for their spiritual well-being, 
but that their social problems can be ad-
dressed exclusively through medical and so-
cial science methods. Spiritual nurture, in 
this worldview, is important in its place, but 
has no direct bearing on achieving public 
goods like drug rehabilitation or overcoming 
welfare dependency. Such a worldview ac-
knowledges the spiritual dimension of per-
sons and the existence of a transcendent 
realm outside of nature. But it also teaches 
(whether explicitly or implicitly) a par-
ticular understanding of God and persons, by 
addressing people’s social needs independ-
ently of their spiritual nature. By allowing 
aid to flow only to the religiously affiliated 
agencies holding this understanding, govern-
ment in effect has given preferential treat-
ment to a particular religious worldview. 

Holistic faith-based agencies (type four), 
on the other hand, operate on the belief that 
no area of a person’s life—whether psycho-
logical, physical, social, or economic—can be 
adequately considered in isolation from the 
spiritual. Agencies operating out of this 
worldview consider the explicitly spiritual 
components of their programs—used in con-
junction with conventional, secular social 
service methods—as fundamental to their 
ability to achieve the secular social goals de-
sired by government. Government has in the 
past considered such agencies ineligible for 
public funding, though they may provide the 
same services as their religiously affiliated 
counterparts. 

Some claim that allowing public funds to 
be channeled through a holistic religious 
program would threaten the First Amend-
ment, while funding religiously affiliated 
agencies does not. But the pervasively sec-
tarian standard has also constituted a gen-
uine, though more subtle, establishment of 
religion, because it supports one type of reli-
gious worldview while penalizing holistic be-
liefs. It should not be the place of govern-
ment to judge between religious 
worldviews—but this is what the no-aid prin-
ciple has required the courts to do. Selective 
religious perspectives on the administration 
of social services are deemed permissible for 
government to aid. Those who believe that 
explicitly religious content does not play a 
central role in addressing social problems 
are free to act on this belief with govern-
ment support; those who believe that spir-
itual nurture is an integral aspect of social 
transformation are not. 

The alternative is to pursue a policy that 
discriminates neither against nor in favor of 
any religious perspective. Charitable Choice 
enables the government to offer equal access 

to benefits to any faith-based nonprofit, as 
long as the money is not used for inherently 
religious activities and the agency provides 
the social benefits desired by government. 
Charitable Choice does not ask courts to de-
cide which agencies are too religious. It 
clearly indicates the types of ‘‘inherently re-
ligious’’ activities that are off-limits for gov-
ernment funding. The government must con-
tinue to make choices about which faith- 
based agencies will receive funds, but eligi-
bility for funding is to be based on an agen-
cy’s ability to provide specific public goods, 
rather than on its religious character. Chari-
table Choice moves the focus on church-state 
interactions away from the religious beliefs 
and practices of social service agencies, and 
onto the common goals of helping the poor 
and strengthening the fabric of public life. 

A MODEL FOR CHANGE 
Our treasured heritage of religious freedom 

demands caution as we contemplate new 
forms of church-state cooperation—but cau-
tion does not preclude change, if the benefits 
promise to outweigh the dangers. Indeed, 
change is required if the pervasively sec-
tarian standard is actually biased in favor of 
some religious perspectives and against oth-
ers. 

For church and state to cooperate success-
fully, both must remain true to their roles 
and mission. Religious organizations must 
refrain from accepting public funds if that 
means compromising their beliefs and under-
mining their effectiveness and integrity. 
Fortunately, Charitable Choice allows faith- 
based agencies to maintain their religious 
identity, while expanding the possibilities 
for constructive cooperation between church 
and state in addressing the nation’s most se-
rious social problems. 

[From the Georgetown Journal, Winter, 1997] 
CHARITABLE CHOICE: TEXAS AND THE CHARI-

TABLE CHOICE PROVISION OF THE PERSONAL 
RESPONSIBILITY AND WORK OPPORTUNITY 
ACT OF 1996 

(Lillemor McGoldrick) 
(Summary: * * * In Texas, contracting with 

faith-based organizations to provide social 
services is nothing new. . . . For example, at 
the Texas Department of Human Services 
(TDHS) approximately 10% of all contracts 
for delivery of services to clients are already 
with faith-based organizations * * * One of 
the primary barriers to working with faith- 
based organizations is the common percep-
tion that, by either contracting with the 
state or accepting publicly funded vouchers, 
the faith-based group will have to sacrifice 
aspects of its religious integrity. . . . TDHS 
has held many local town meetings to en-
courage partnerships with smaller, locally- 
based charities, examined its contract lan-
guage for potential bias and barriers, as-
sessed its current contracts, and worked to 
connect grassroots organizations with one 
another. . . . While the effect of the new 
laws and agency efforts to promote Chari-
table Choice in Texas is not yet measurable, 
the intent is clear. Texas is embracing its 
tradition of working with faith-based organi-
zations to help those in need receive assist-
ance. Depending on who you talk to, this 
could be a partnership made in . . . . well, 
Heaven.) 

In Texas, contracting with faith-based or-
ganizations to provide social services is 
nothing new. Well before the Charitable 
Choice provision of the Personal Responsi-
bility and Work Opportunity Act of 1996 was 
introduced, Texas has been making the 
choice to involve faith-based social service 

providers in its welfare system. For example, 
at the Texas Department of Human Services 
(TDHS) approximately 10% of all contracts 
for delivery of services to clients are already 
with faith-based organizations. In some cat-
egories of contracts, this number has con-
sistently been much higher. Forty percent of 
contracts for Refugee Assistance programs, 
and 50% of contracts for Repatriation pro-
grams, are with faith-based vendors. While 
the recent Charitable Choice provision did 
not introduce Texas to a new way of looking 
at social service distribution, it did empha-
size the need to pursue and nurture new and 
existing partnerships with faith-based groups 
and to renew Texas’ commitment to work 
with these organizations. 

On December 17, 1996, in direct response to 
both the Charitable Choice provision and the 
release of the Governor’s Task Force on 
Faith-Based Community Service Group Re-
port, Faith in Action, Texas Governor 
George W. Bush, Jr. issued an Executive 
Order directing state agencies to take af-
firmative steps to use faith-based organiza-
tions to provide welfare-related services. The 
Governor, asserting that ‘‘government does 
not have a monopoly on compassion,’’ en-
couraged state agencies to welcome the par-
ticipation of faith-based organizations in the 
distribution of welfare-related care. At the 
TDHS, the response was immediate. On Jan-
uary 30, 1997, the TDHS Charitable Choice 
Workgroup was formed to assess the current 
status of TDHS contracts and faith-based 
groups, to identify barriers to contracting 
with these groups, and to recommend the 
most effective ways to fully implement 
Charitable Choice. Less than four months 
later, on April 9, 1997, the TDHS Workgroup 
hosted the Statewide Working Conference on 
Charitable Choice, which was attended by 
over 200 individuals from faith-based, com-
munity and state organizations. 

From its own investigations and from 
input received at the Statewide Conference, 
the Charitable Choice Workgroup promul-
gated recommendations to ensure that no 
real or perceived barriers exist that could 
discourage faith-based organizations from 
working with the state in the distribution of 
social services. One of the primary barriers 
to working with faith-based organizations is 
the common perception that, by either con-
tracting with the state or accepting publicly 
funded vouchers, the faith-based group will 
have to sacrifice aspects of its religious in-
tegrity. The Charitable Choice Workgroup 
has sought to assure faith-based organiza-
tions that religious social service providers 
are not required to secularize their programs 
when working with state agencies. TDHS has 
held many local town meetings to encourage 
partnerships with smaller, locally-based 
charities, examined its contract language for 
potential bias and barriers, assessed its cur-
rent contracts, and worked to connect grass-
roots organizations with one another. 

In June 1997, Governor Bush further pro-
moted Charitable Choice by signing four 
bills into law that encourage religious orga-
nizations to provide welfare-related social 
services to needy Texans by quelling fears 
that the presence of state money will de-
stroy the religious mission of faith-based or-
ganizations. One of the new laws authorizes 
the private accreditation of religious 
childcare centers, so that these childcare 
centers do not have to be licensed by the 
state. The accrediting agency does, however, 
have to be approved by the State Depart-
ment of Protective and Regulatory Services. 
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Another law encourages prisons, juvenile de-
tention centers and law enforcement agen-
cies to use the services of faith-based organi-
zations in rehabilitation programs. The Gov-
ernor also signed a bill exempting chemical 
dependency programs run by religious groups 
from state licensure and regulations. The 
final law provides legal immunity to individ-
uals who donate medical supplies and equip-
ment to nonprofit medical providers. 

While the effect of the new laws and agen-
cy efforts to promote Charitable Choice in 
Texas is not yet measurable, the intent is 
clear. Texas is embracing its tradition of 
working with faith-based organizations to 
help those in need receive assistance. De-
pending on who you talk to, this could be a 
partnership made in * * * well, Heaven. 

[From the Georgetown Journal, Winter, 1997] 
CHARITABLE CHOICE: MARYLAND’S IMPLEMEN-

TATION OF THE CHARITABLE CHOICE PROVI-
SION: THE STORY OF ONE WOMAN’S SUCCESS 

(James D. Standish) 
(Summary: . . . As ‘‘charitable choice’’ 

funding has become available, faith-based 
welfare-to-work programs have had to make 
difficult choices. . . . While the church com-
munity has been generous in its support of 
these charitable efforts, Payne Memorial 
was the first faith-based program in Mary-
land to apply for state funding under the 
charitable choice program. . . . One of the 
first clients to benefit from Maryland’s char-
itable choice program was Marsha 
Beckwith. . . . The staff at Payne even as-
sisted her in setting up interviews. . . . De-
spite these concerns, Maryland is committed 
to charitable choice as part of its overall ef-
fort to decentralize welfare-to-work pro-
grams. Connie Tolbert, a spokesperson for 
the Maryland Department of Human Re-
sources, says that Governor Parris 
Glendening is very enthusiastic about the 
charitable choice program. . . . Because 
Maryland’s goal is to place the administra-
tion of the charitable choice program at the 
local level, the State divides the federal 
grant into mini-block grants to each county 
which then decides how best to use the 
money. . . . According to Ms. Tolbert, chari-
table choice funding helped the State to 
meet the federally mandated goal of getting 
25% of its base year welfare recipients em-
ployed or into work training by the end of 
1997. . . . 

Jonathan Friedman’s Note, ‘‘The Chari-
table Choice Provision of the Federal Wel-
fare Act and the Establishment Clause,’’ ad-
dresses the many constitutional issues impli-
cated by the Charitable Choice Provision of 
the Welfare Act of 1996. Under the new Wel-
fare Act, Charitable Choice not only permits 
states to provide social services through con-
tracts and voucher arrangements with chari-
table and religious organizations, but also 
allows these organizations to maintain their 
religious character while administering so-
cial services. 

The following three essays look at Chari-
table Choice as it is, or may be, imple-
mented. Through these essays many voices 
emerge: the voice of a benefit recipient who 
receives social services through a faith-based 
provider, the voices of directors of charitable 
organizations that provide social services, 
the voices of states embracing Charitable 
Choice, and the voice of a grassroots advo-
cate cautioning against the Charitable 
Choice movement. Hopefully, these essays 
will provide a fuller understanding of what 
Charitable Choice means in practice.) 

As ‘‘charitable choice’’ funding has become 
available, faith-based welfare-to-work pro-

grams have had to make difficult choices. 
Two such programs in Baltimore, both work-
ing to transfer people from the welfare rolls 
onto corporate payrolls, have made different 
choices. Accepting state funds under ‘‘chari-
table choice’’ has allowed at least one orga-
nization to create remarkable successes. 

The Payne Memorial AME Church has an 
active ministry providing food, clothing, 
emergency loans, child care, and assistance 
with job placement to Baltimore’s poor resi-
dents. While the church community has been 
generous in its support of these charitable 
efforts, Payne Memorial was the first faith- 
based program in Maryland to apply for 
state funding under the charitable choice 
program. According to Marilyn Akin, the Ex-
ecutive Director of the Payne Memorial Out-
reach program, the church’s program fits 
right in with the state program’s goals; ‘‘The 
state does not know how it [can move 
enough] people off welfare . . . to reach its 
goals. In addition, everyone has been dis-
appointed with past jobs programs. There is 
now a feeling that faith-based organizations 
may be able to provide . . . a dimension that 
the state programs were unable to provide.’’ 

So far the application and administration 
process of the program does not appear to be 
entangled in bureaucracy. Payne Memorial’s 
application for funds was less than twenty- 
five pages in length, far less burdensome 
than applications to other programs with 
which Ms. Akin has had experience. The ap-
plication was sent to the Baltimore City De-
partment of Social Services, then on to the 
State Board of Public Works which approved 
the proposal. The program operates under a 
contract model: the church receives a pay-
ment for each person who finishes the Payne 
Memorial job training process, an additional 
payment for each trainee it places in a com-
munity job for thirteen weeks, and a further 
payment if the trainee is still in that job 
after twenty-six weeks. The only frustration 
Ms. Akin reports is the delay between the 
time that the church invests in the recruit-
ment and training, and the time of the pay-
ment. As with most charities, she notes, 
Payne Memorial does not have a large cash 
reserve so the time delay creates cash flow 
problems. 

In sum, however, Ms. Akin and the church 
staff are very excited about the program. 
They view it as one more way in which the 
church can achieve its mission of helping 
those in need, by helping people who cannot 
be effectively served by any government pro-
gram. The charitable choice funds have en-
abled the program to expand dramatically in 
size. Denise Harper, Assistant Director of the 
program, notes that although church mem-
bers have invested an impressive $150,000 in 
the program to date, this amount is dwarfed 
by Payne’s $1.5 million, two-year contract 
with the state. 

One of the first clients to benefit from 
Maryland’s charitable choice program was 
Marsha Beckwith. Ms. Beckwith came to 
Payne Memorial after completing another 
faith-based program. She had spent five 
years on public assistance, and needed help 
in moving back into the work world when a 
friend told her about the new program at 
Payne Memorial AME Church. Although the 
program was so new that no one at the social 
services office knew about it, Ms. Beckwith 
managed to obtain a referral and enrolled in 
the program. 

Ms. Beckwith knew she needed to improve 
her skills, especially her computer skills, in 
order to re-enter the workforce. The program 
at Payne not only gave her computer in-
struction, but also provided her with instruc-

tion on how to approach the job search proc-
ess, on how to behave on the job, and general 
training related to the workplace and the 
type of self-discipline necessary to find and 
keep a job. The staff at Payne even assisted 
her in setting up interviews. Ms. Beckwith 
interviewed with a dean at Johns Hopkins 
University, explained Payne Memorial’s pro-
gram, and noted that she was its first grad-
uate. The dean was enthusiastic about the 
Payne Memorial program and Ms. 
Beckwith’s success. In offering her the job, 
the dean commented that Marsha would 
have to ‘‘set an example of what graduates of 
the program can do in the workplace.’’ Ms. 
Beckwith has now been working for over two 
months at Johns Hopkins University, and is 
setting just the type of example the people 
at Payne hoped for. Not only is her work pro-
gressing well, but she now also volunteers at 
Payne, helping and encouraging others who 
are going though the process she has com-
pleted. She is pleased that she can be a role 
model, but gives the credit to God. 

Before enrolling at Payne, Ms. Beckwith 
had gone through a Christian rebirth. ‘‘I had 
strayed away from God, but He directed me 
to Payne Memorial. He has opened many 
doors for me. It has not been easy, but I al-
ways know who to call now,’’ she says. She 
is emphatic, however, that the program at 
Payne does not push religion on its partici-
pants. ‘‘I benefited from the faith-based prin-
ciples. But many of the clients are worldly 
people with little religious interest. . . . Reli-
gion isn’t pushed on you at Payne—faith is 
there if you want it. But you can go through 
the program without being a Christian. As 
Payne receives state money, they can’t force 
the religion on clients.’’ She notes that some 
participants may feel uncomfortable with 
the standards of the program, though, which 
include strict dress requirements and a ban 
on the use of profanity. 

Ms. Beckwith’s story may help others 
make the transition from welfare to work 
more easily. She has been asked by the 
Transportation Research Board, a think- 
tank based in Washington, D.C., to partici-
pate in a conference on the transportation 
problems faced by people seeking to leave 
the welfare rolls. It is an issue with which 
Ms. Beckwith is intimately familiar; she 
presently takes eleven buses twice a week to 
get to work, visit her church and assist at 
Payne. Waiting for buses eats up much of her 
day. The wasted time and the cost of public 
transportation are problems facing many 
people who attempt to join the workforce. 

While the staff at Payne Memorial are very 
encouraged by Ms. Beckwith’s story, they re-
alistically note that she is an exceptionally 
motivated participant. It is unclear how 
many more clients will share Ms. Beckwith’s 
success, but as welfare funding and avail-
ability are reduced, Ms. Beckwith’s success 
story will need to be replicated thousands of 
times. The ability of welfare participants 
and organizations like Payne Memorial to 
ensure this replication is speculative at best, 
particularly if the economy declines in the 
future. But for now, this one woman’s re-
markable transition to independence pro-
vides hope that charitable choice can help to 
break the pattern of welfare dependency. 

Despite the positive experience of Payne 
Memorial, not all faith-based providers are 
ready to take the plunge into state funding. 
Genesis Jobs is a multi-faith organization 
that specializes in training unemployed peo-
ple and placing them in jobs. Emily Thayer, 
Director of the program, says that Genesis 
Jobs has not applied for any state funding. 
‘‘When we look for funding,’’ she states, ‘‘we 
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look for support from private donors. We 
have had fifteen other organizations call us 
to ask whether we would partner with them 
in their application for the charitable choice 
funding. We have agreed to help them, but 
we are not looking for any funds ourselves.’’ 
Ms. Thayer acknowledges, though, that the 
new charitable choice provisions open the 
door to public funding for organizations like 
hers. ‘‘Until now, if we were faith-based, the 
government had an allergy to us . . . this re-
leases us from the bondage of never taking 
public funds.’’ 

Ms. Thayer’s reasons for staying away 
from state funds are practical. The extra 
funds would boost an organization attempt-
ing the mammoth task of meeting the needs 
of Baltimore’s unemployed, but state funds 
come with strings attached. ‘‘We simply 
don’t have the resources to make the grant 
applications. Maybe more importantly, with 
any state program, there are always compli-
ance issues,’’ she notes. With only five full- 
time employees at Genesis Jobs, it is not 
surprising that Ms. Thayer is unwilling to 
divert staff attention to the application 
process, and to ensuring compliance with 
program rules that may constantly be in 
flux. She also feels that focusing the atten-
tion of her small organization on applying to 
governmental programs and complying with 
their regulations will dim its focus on mov-
ing people from welfare into work. She 
states simply ‘‘We’re here to do what govern-
ment can’t.’’ For Genesis Jobs, that means 
relying exclusively on funding from the pri-
vate sector. 

Along with the practical difficulties of ac-
cepting state funds, there are concerns that 
the use of state dollars to support church- 
based organizations will blur the separation 
of church and state. In time, state funding 
may corrupt churches that become depend-
ent on state money, and may draw religious 
groups into politics to ensure that the 
money supply does not disappear. Churches 
that take state money may need to make 
difficult choices down the road, either to re-
duce dramatically their social programs, or 
to compromise their religious beliefs to ac-
commodate state regulations. Critics of 
charitable choice also point to examples of 
churches being forced to rename their pro-
grams, or to turn pictures of Jesus to face 
the wall, as evidence that state regulations 
may force programs to compromise their re-
ligious convictions. But proponents of chari-
table choice insist that with the new law, 
and with a new appreciation for what 
church-based programs can do for welfare re-
cipients, states will accommodate some reli-
gious expression in government-funded pro-
grams. 

Despite these concerns, Maryland is com-
mitted to charitable choice as part of its 
overall effort to decentralize welfare-to-work 
programs. Connie Tolbert, a spokesperson for 
the Maryland Department of Human Re-
sources, says that Governor Parris 
Glendening is very enthusiastic about the 
charitable choice program. ‘‘In the past,’’ 
she notes, ‘‘we’ve never really placed any ex-
pectation on welfare recipients. The church-
es are in the communities, they know the 
welfare recipients and they are able to work 
with them. By partnering with these commu-
nity based programs, we can be much more 
effective.’’ Because Maryland’s goal is to 
place the administration of the charitable 
choice program at the local level, the State 
divides the federal grant into mini-block 
grants to each county which then decides 
how best to use the money. Along with pro-
viding for job development centers, like the 

one run by Payne Memorial, charitable 
choice funds are being used by church-based 
groups to administer child-specific state ben-
efits and transitional-support benefits. Ac-
cording to Ms. Tolbert, charitable choice 
funding helped the State to meet the feder-
ally mandated goal of getting 25% of its base 
year welfare recipients employed or into 
work training by the end of 1997. By October 
1997, the state had already reduced its wel-
fare rolls by 36%. Despite the controversy 
and practical hurdles, charitable choice 
seems to offer a new hope to Maryland’s pol-
icy-makers and its poor. Whether that hope 
will be fulfilled remains to be seen. 

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

I would ask the gentleman from Indi-
ana if the legislative intent is to over-
turn the present state of Supreme 
Court law or to read this amendment 
in the light of the present state of the 
Supreme Court law in terms of perva-
sively sectarian programs. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to confess up front that I do not under-
stand all the details and implications 
of what the gentleman is saying. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, my ques-
tion is whether the gentleman wants 
this amendment read under the present 
state of the Supreme Court interpreta-
tions or whether the amendment is de-
signed to try to overturn Supreme 
Court decisions in funding religious or-
ganizations. 

Mr. SOUDER. The amendment 
speaks for itself, and that will obvi-
ously be determined by who this ad-
ministration and others would make 
the grants to, and their potential 
would be challenges if, in fact, people 
believe it is not within the current in-
terpretations of the Supreme Court. 

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

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, con-
sidering the important nature of this 
issue, I ask unanimous consent that we 
be allowed an additional 30 minutes to 
try to answer the questions that the 
author of the amendment just said he 
could not? 

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

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. SOUDER). 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 209, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
SOUDER) will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 30 printed in part A of House 
Report 106–1–86. 

AMENDMENT NO. 30 OFFERED BY MR. SOUDER 
Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 30 offered by Mr. 

SOUDER: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 

SEC. 3. NONDISCRIMINATION BASED ON RELI-
GIOUS OR MORAL BELIEFS. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting before title III the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘NONDISCRIMINATION BASED ON RELIGIOUS OR 

MORAL BELIEFS 

‘‘SEC. 299J. None of the funds appropriated 
to carry out this Act may be used, directly 
or indirectly, to discriminate against, deni-
grate, or otherwise undermine the religious 
or moral beliefs of juveniles who participate 
in programs for which financial assistance is 
provided under this Act or of the parents or 
legal guardians of such juveniles.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 209, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) and 
a Member opposed each will control 10 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER). 

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
very straightforward and simple, 
speaks for itself. My amendment reads 
simply: 

None of the funds appropriated to 
carry out this act may be used directly 
or indirectly to discriminate against, 
denigrate or otherwise undermine the 
religious or moral beliefs of juveniles 
who participate in programs for which 
financial assistance is provided under 
this act or of the parents or legal 
guardians of such juveniles. 

I believe that we have had cases that 
are marginal and difficult to sort 
through, but that in our enthusiasm to 
fix some problems often we go to the 
other extreme, and in the case of the 
juvenile justice bill, some programs de-
signed to reduce the potential for 
youth violence by promoting tolerance 
have the effect of undermining the reli-
gious beliefs of children and their par-
ents. Sometimes the promotion of tol-
erance overrides the religious beliefs of 
students and their parents. Instead of 
merely encouraging people of all back-
grounds and preferences to get along in 
a civil society, the programs attempt 
to actually change the moral beliefs 
that are taught at home. My amend-
ment protects the religious freedom of 
young people and their parents or 
guardians by simply stating that none 
of the funds used to carry out this act 
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may be used to discriminate against or 
otherwise undermine the participant’s 
religious beliefs. 

I also want to thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD), 
and the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING), who have 
worked for the past month to try to 
work out compromise language. I am 
not unhappy with the compromise lan-
guage we have. I reserve my right to 
offer an amendment, which I have. I be-
lieve that the compromise that is in 
the base bill is an acceptable com-
promise. I believe this is a little more 
direct, and that is why I offer this 
amendment. 

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

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman from Virginia opposed to 
the amendment? 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I am op-
posed to the amendment and claim the 
time in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Virginia. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE). 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, allow me 
to speak briefly on my opposition to 
this amendment. 

‘‘The Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention from pro-
ducing literature which would dis-
criminate against, denigrate or other-
wise undermine the religious or moral 
beliefs of any juvenile or adult in the 
programs authorized in this bill’’ is 
certainly just simply too broad and too 
vague, it is too equivocal. The nature 
of this amendment could be construed 
to admit any category, race, religion, 
gender, sexual orientation from inclu-
sion in hate crimes. At a time when vi-
olence against gays and minorities is 
becoming more frequent there is no 
place for benign legislation. We must 
have strong and direct legislation in an 
effort to rid our Nation of hate crimes. 

And I would also like to say that I 
add my remarks regarding the previous 
amendment that undermines the major 
precepts that our Nation was founded 
on, the separation of church and state. 
The previous amendment seeks to in-
corporate religion into our justice sys-
tem. Both of these entities have dis-
tinct places in our society and are not 
to be combined. Religious freedom is a 
core of our Nation and must be pre-
served at all costs. Charitable choice is 
simply going to be divisive. 

With that I express my opposition to 
both of these amendments. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING). 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, 
someone will say, ‘‘But, BILL, tomor-

row morning at 8 o’clock you will be in 
the Congressional prayer breakfast. 
How can you oppose this amendment?’’ 

Mr. Chairman, the reason I oppose 
this amendment is because, God will-
ing, I will be in the Congressional pray-
er breakfast tomorrow morning, and 
my religion tells me that when we 
make an agreement, whether it is with 
the minority or with anyone else, it is 
a good faith arrangement, and if it is 
going to be broken, then I should have 
the opportunity to tell the minority as 
a matter of fact before their oppor-
tunity to offer amendments is pre-
cluded because they are not printed in 
the RECORD. 

I understand that apparently this 
was going to be made in order by some-
body a week ago. Well, if that is true, 
then I should have had the courtesy of 
knowing so I could tell the minority 
that what we agreed to in good faith is 
now broken. Therefore they should go 
and offer all their amendments. 

What the minority agreed to was 
that they would not offer gun lan-
guage, they would not offer hate lan-
guage, if as a matter of fact we settled 
on something that the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD) and the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) 
agreed to and I modified which said 
materials produced or distributed using 
funds appropriated to carry out this 
act for the purpose of preventing hate 
crime should be respectful of the diver-
sity of deeply held religious beliefs and 
shall make it clear that for most peo-
ple religious faith is not associated 
with prejudice and intolerance. 

That is what they agreed to, and, as 
I said, my religion tells me that I 
should be here right at this particular 
time opposing this amendment because 
we are breaking an agreement that we 
had with the minority in the com-
mittee. I cannot operate a committee 
that way. I have to lose all my respect 
on either side of the aisle if, as a mat-
ter of fact, I do not keep my word. 

So I would ask everyone to oppose 
the amendment simply because we are 
breaking faith with an agreement that 
we negotiated in good faith. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. We had a 
number of speakers earlier in the day, 
but at this point I have no additional 
speakers, but I reserve the balance be-
cause I may want to talk. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD). 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, 
among the allowable uses of funds of 
the Juvenile Justice Act are funds that 
can be used to create programs to pre-
vent hate crimes, to prevent crimes 
that are based on prejudice. It is a good 
program. The Federal Government, the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention, contracted with an 
organization to create a curriculum, 
and some of my friends in the various 

religious communities looked at some 
of that curriculum, and they said, 
‘‘You know, we think they went a little 
bit too far. In this curriculum they 
were meant to say that there are ways 
that religious organizations can be-
come intolerant and promote intoler-
ance, and it appeared to some that that 
curriculum was generalizing in a way 
that some folks felt offended by, as if 
religion implied some kind of intoler-
ance and bias. 

b 0050 

So I worked very hard with the Tra-
ditional Values Coalition, with the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) 
and with the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING) and with my 
good friend, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT), and we crafted lan-
guage, language in the Goodling 
amendment that we will offer tomor-
row. It has been accepted by the Re-
publican side, it has been accepted by 
the Democratic side, and it has been 
accepted by the administration. It is 
only marginally different than the lan-
guage that the gentleman from Indian 
(Mr. SOUDER) offers, and the gentleman 
is gracious in his comments to ac-
knowledge that. 

Mr. Chairman, we think that we need 
a ‘‘no’’ vote on this Souder amendment 
tomorrow, because we think that 
eliminating that amendment and tak-
ing the agreed-to language to con-
ference is the simplest and most direct 
way to resolve this very contentious 
issue, and so we will be asking Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle tomor-
row to vote in the negative. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment is an impossible amend-
ment to know what it means or to en-
force. It says, no funds should be used 
directly or indirectly to discriminate 
against, denigrate, or otherwise under-
mine the moral beliefs of juveniles who 
participate in these programs. Who 
knows what the religious or moral be-
liefs of the juveniles that participate in 
these programs are. 

When I went to school, I was taught 
the Declaration of Independence in 
school, that all men are created equal. 
I was taught that we should not dis-
criminate on the basis of race, creed, 
color or sex, and that we should not 
denigrate other people because of their 
religious views. The Reverend Louis 
Farrakhan says that whites are devils 
and that Judaism is gutter religion. 
Suppose adherents of his religion are 
juveniles that participate in these pro-
grams. Are we to use funds that would 
undermine their beliefs by teaching 
that all men are created equal, that we 
should respect each other because his 
adherents are among those who partici-
pate in these programs? That is what 
this says. 
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The fact is, it is impossible to know 

whose beliefs we are offending, because 
no one inquires, nor should we inquire, 
of the beliefs of juveniles who come 
into these programs. 

So this amendment is simply non-
sense in what it says. I do not know, it 
may have a well-intended purpose, but 
the way it is written, it is impossible of 
enforcement, impossible of under-
standing, and perverse in its operation, 
and ought to be rejected. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to this amendment. 

I would hope that even if my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle do 
not agree with those of us who believe 
that this is a real infringement, and we 
believe that it is confusing, and we be-
lieve that this is an attempt by some 
to get rid of the values that we have 
built up dealing with intolerance, et 
cetera. Just do it because the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD-
LING) asks you to do it, and he says 
that you are breaking faith with Mem-
bers on this side of the aisle when you 
said you would not do this kind of 
thing. 

I too do not know what you mean 
about the religious beliefs of any juve-
nile or adult in the program. I do know 
that at one time there was a religion 
that taught that black people did not 
have souls. So I do not know what the 
gentleman is talking about. He is tin-
kering with something that he does not 
know what he is doing. 

I would suggest that the gentleman 
needs to get out of the business, num-
ber one, of trying to interject religion 
into government and trying to get it 
paid for by government, your teach-
ings, et cetera. I would suggest that 
the gentleman back off all of this, be-
cause he is placing us in the kind of 
situation where there will be con-
frontation around these kinds of issues. 

I would simply say to my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle that they 
have gone too far, and they are tread-
ing on the dangerous realm of the un-
known and they should not do that. I 
would hope that my colleagues would 
take the wise advice of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) and 
drop this amendment this evening. 

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

Let me reiterate here that I am not 
simply going to stand in front of this 
body and say that this is an extremely 
clear amendment, and it will obviously 
go to conference, and we have been 
working on this language. But I had an 
uncomfortability, though I signed off 
on the amendment, as to what exactly 
people were objecting to on this, be-
cause the inverse of this is that one be-
lieves that one can discriminate 
against, denigrate, and undermine the 
religious and moral values. I am not 

arguing exceptionalism, and I under-
stand the danger here is that this could 
protect exceptionalism. 

What we are concerned about, many 
Americans of many different faiths is 
that, in fact, there is an overt attempt 
on a number of very difficult issues in 
our society where there has not been a 
moral resolution or unlike what has 
happened in racism, unlike what has 
happened with sexual abuse or different 
things, but where there has not been 
resolution to therefore use in the name 
of neutrality the imposition of other 
people’s moral views. I do not under-
stand, as I asked in the hearing, why 
we have to take a stand and why we 
cannot say people morally differ on 
this, but regardless of one’s moral 
views, one has no right to harass, to 
physically assault, to do anything to 
denigrate another individual, even if 
one believes their behavior is immoral. 
Because what we need is a civil society 
that understands and respects individ-
uals, but we do not need a school sys-
tem or a society that undermines those 
basic principles. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate, as I said, 
the negotiations that went on, and I 
want to make it clear. I never gave up 
my right to offer an amendment, 
though I did not think my amendment 
would be made in order, and we do have 
some confusion. But I did not break 
any word in the process of the negotia-
tions. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOUDER. I yield to the gentle-
woman from California. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman has said that he really does 
not know what this amendment does, 
is that correct? 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I know 
exactly what the amendment does, but 
I agree that it could be falsely inter-
preted by some people. 

Ms. WATERS. Would the gentleman 
agree that the Constitution of the 
United States of America basically 
protects religious freedom? 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve the Constitution was designed to 
do that, but it is not currently doing 
so. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, does 
the gentleman believe that if that is 
what the Constitution is designed to 
do, that we should all respect that, not 
try and rewrite the Constitution, not 
try and recreate ways by which we can 
basically say some religion is all right, 
and some is not all right? 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, if I 
could reclaim my time, I absolutely do 
not believe we should ever say as a per-
son who grew up in an evangelical 
church, and I understand the wall of 
separation was meant to protect the 
evangelicals from a State church. I 
have no interest in a State church. 

But I also believe that it did not 
mean to exclude religion from the pub-

lic arena, and I view it as trying to re-
claim the religious freedom that our 
Founding Fathers gave us, not to im-
pose any one sectarian approach. And, 
with the diversity of religion in this 
country, which we did not necessarily 
have at the beginning of our Nation to 
the same degree, we need to respect 
that. But part of that respect is to say, 
we also have a majority religion that is 
being stomped on. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman would yield to me once 
again, would the gentleman agree that 
if we kept religion out of our public 
schools, we would not have this worry? 
If we followed the intent of the Con-
stitution for separation of church and 
state where we were not in any way 
teaching, imposing religion on anybody 
at any time, we would not have this 
worry? 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, there is a difference 
between imposing and saying we meant 
to exclude it. The Founding Fathers all 
debated religion at all times. It is a 
fundamental part of all of us, and 
should be. What we should respect is 
the diversity of other people’s points of 
view. It was not meant to exclude from 
the public arena, or in fact we do have 
a religion which is secular humanism. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) has 1 minute 
remaining. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the remainder of my time. 

We do not need to restate all of the 
examples of hate crimes that have been 
perpetrated over the last few years, or 
even few weeks and months. Hate 
crime prevention programs constitute 
an allowable use of the money under 
the Juvenile Justice Delinquency Pre-
vention Act. We ought not sabotage 
the hate crime prevention programs by 
getting into a situation where one has 
to have anyone’s religion that believes 
that certain groups are not to be re-
spected or to be disrespected, in fact. 
That is where some of the hate comes 
from. 

What these programs do is to try to 
teach people, as the gentleman from 
New York mentioned, that people are 
equal and ought to be respected. If 
one’s religion tells us something dif-
ferent, we still ought to be able to have 
hate crime prevention programs so 
that we can reduce the incidence of 
hate crimes. 

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that this 
amendment would be defeated. We have 
language in there that orders us to be 
respectful of people’s religion, but if we 
have religions that just hate people, 
then we ought to be able to go along 
with hate crime prevention programs 
anyway. 

b 0100 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All 

time has expired on the amendment. 
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The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. SOUDER). 

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

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 209, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
SOUDER) will be postponed. 

Mr. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
MCCOLLUM) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. LAHOOD, Chairman pro tempore of 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 1501) to pro-
vide grants to ensure increased ac-
countability for juvenile offenders, had 
come to no resolution thereon. 

f 

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF 
COMMISSION ON INTERNATIONAL 
RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, and pursuant to section 
201(b) of the International Religious 
Freedom Act of 1998 (22 U.S.C. 6431) and 
upon the recommendation of the mi-
nority leader, the Chair announces the 
Speaker’s appointment of the following 
member to a 2-year term on the Com-
mission on International Religious 
Freedom on the part of the House: 

Rabbi David Saperstein, Washington, 
DC. 

There was no objection. 
f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. THOMAS (at the request of Mr. 
ARMEY) for today and the balance of 
the week on account of a death in the 
family. 

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. SCOTT) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material: 

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. COYNE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CLYBURN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 2 minutes a.m.), 
the House adjourned until today, 
Thursday, June 17, 1999, at 10 a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

2618. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs, 
Commodity Futures Trading Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s final rule— 
Fees for Applications for Contract Market 
Designation, Audits of Leverage Transaction 
Merchants, and Reviews of the Rule Enforce-
ment Programs of Contract Markets and 
Registered Futures Associations—received 
May 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

2619. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting a request 
for funds to support critical national secu-
rity activities; (H. Doc. No. 106–83); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be printed. 

2620. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting the annual report of the exer-
cise of U.S. rights and responsibilities under 
the Panama Canal Treaty of 1977, pursuant 
to 22 U.S.C. 3871; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

2621. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Force Management 
Policy), transmitting the annual report on 
the number of waivers granted to aviators 
who fail to meet operational flying duty re-
quirements; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

2622. A letter from the Chairman, National 
Credit Union Administration, transmitting 
the proposed rule on Prompt Corrective Ac-
tion; to the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services. 

2623. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting Final Regu-
lations—William D. Ford Federal Direct 
Loan Program (RIN: 1840–AC57), pursuant to 
20 U.S.C. 1232(f); to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce. 

2624. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting Notice of 
Funding Priority for Fiscal Years 1999–2000 
for a Disability and Rehabilitation Research 
Project, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(f); to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

2625. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulations, Special Education 
and Rehabilitative Services, Department of 
Education, transmitting Notice of Final 
Funding Priority for Fiscal Year 1999 for a 
Disability and Rehabilitation Research 
Project, pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 1232(f); to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

2626. A letter from the Office of Special 
Education and Rehabilitative Services, De-
partment of Education, transmitting Notice 
of Final Funding Priority for Fiscal Year 
1999 for a Disability and Rehabilitation Re-
search Project; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce. 

2627. A letter from the Acting Assistant, 
General Counsel for Regulatory Law, Office 
of Safeguards and Security, Department of 
Energy, transmitting the Classified Matter 
Protection and Control Manual; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce. 

2628. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Regulatory Management and Information, 

Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and 
Promulgation of Implementation Plans 
State of Kansas [KS 078–1078; FRL–6361–8] re-
ceived June 14, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

2629. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Complaint 
Procedures [Docket No. RM98–13–000; Order 
No.] received May 14, 1999, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

2630. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to authorize ap-
propriations for the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission for fiscal year 2000; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce. 

2631. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting 
notification concerning the Department of 
the Army’s Proposed Letter(s) of Offer and 
Acceptance (LOA) to Greece for defense arti-
cles and services (Transmittal No. 99–16), 
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

2632. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a proposed Manufacturing Li-
cense Agreement with Norway, pursuant to 
22 U.S.C. 2776(c); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

2633. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting the report 
on progress toward a negotiated settlement 
of the Cyprus question, covering the period 
February 1, 1999, to March 31, 1999, pursuant 
to 22 U.S.C. 2373(c); to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

2634. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report to Congress on Gov-
ernment of Cuba compliance with the U.S.- 
Cuba migration agreements of September 
1994 and May 2, 1995; to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

2635. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 13–78, ‘‘General Obligation 
BONDs and BOND Anticipation Notes for Fis-
cal Years 1999–2004 Authorization Act of 
1999,’’ pursuant to D.C. Code section 1– 
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

2636. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 13–76, ‘‘Apostolic Church of 
Washington, D.C., Equitable Real Property 
Tax Relief Act of 1999,’’ pursuant to D.C. 
Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

2637. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 13–77, ‘‘Children’s Defense 
Fund Equitable Real Property Tax Relief 
Act of 1999,’’ pursuant to D.C. Code section 1– 
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

2638. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 13–75, ‘‘Bethea-Welch Post 
7284, Veterans of Foreign Wars, Equitable 
Real Property Tax Relief Act of 1999,’’ pursu-
ant to D.C. Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the 
Committee on Government Reform. 

2639. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 13–70, ‘‘Ben Ali Way Act of 
1999,’’ pursuant to D.C. Code section 1– 
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

2640. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:22 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00129 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H16JN9.004 H16JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 13205 June 16, 1999 
copy of D.C. Act 13–69, ‘‘Criminal Code and 
Clarifying Technical Amendments Act of 
1999,’’ pursuant to D.C. Code section 1– 
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

2641. A letter from the Executive Director, 
Committee For Purchase From People Who 
Are Blind Or Severely Disabled, transmitting 
the Committee’s final rule—Additions to and 
Deletions from the Procurement List—re-
ceived May 25, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform. 

2642. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Management and Chief Financial Officer, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting a 
vacancy notice within the Department; to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

2643. A letter from the Administrator, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Annual Report of the 
Coastal Zone Management Fund; to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

2644. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting the annual reports that 
set out the current amount of outstanding 
contingent liabilities of the United States 
for vessels insured under the authority of 
Title XII of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, 
and for aircraft insured under the authority 
of chapter 433 of title 49, United States Code, 
pursuant to Public Law 104–201, section 
1079(a) (110 Stat. 2670); jointly to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services and Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

2645. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report on U.S. Contributions 
to the Korean Peninsula Energy Develop-
ment Organization; jointly to the Commit-
tees on International Relations and Appro-
priations. 

2646. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s 
fourth report in the series entitled ‘‘Effec-
tiveness of Occupant Protection Systems and 
Their Use.,’’ pursuant to Public Law 102–240, 
section 2508(e) (105 Stat. 2086); jointly to the 
Committees on Transportation and Infra-
structure and Commerce. 

2647. A letter from the Board Members, 
Railroad Retirement Board, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to amend the 
Railroad Retirement Act to make permanent 
the exemption of the Railroad Retirement 
Board trust funds from the payment of full 
commercial rent for real property occupied 
by the agency; jointly to the Committees on 
Transportation and Infrastructure and Gov-
ernment Reform. 

2648. A letter from the Board Members, 
Railroad Retirement Board, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to amend the 
Social Security Act to provide for the provi-
sion of new hire information to the Railroad 
Retirement Board; jointly to the Commit-
tees on Ways and Means and Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

2649. A letter from the Board Members, 
Railroad Retirement Board, transmitting 
the Board’s Congressional Justification of 
Budget Estimates for Fiscal Year 2000, pur-
suant to 45 U.S.C. 231f; jointly to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations, Transportation 
and Infrastructure, and Ways and Means. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 592. A bill to redesignate Great 
Kills Park in the Gateway National Recre-
ation Area as ‘‘World War II Veterans Park 
at Great Kills’’; with an amendment (Rept. 
106–188). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

f 

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED 
BILL 

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er: 

H.R. 434. Referral to the Committees on 
Ways and Means and Banking and Financial 
Services extended for a period ending not 
later than June 17, 1999. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. GEPHARDT: 
H.R. 2235. A bill to establish a Commission 

on the Bicentennial of the Louisiana Pur-
chase and the Lewis and Clark Expedition; to 
the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, and Mr. MEEKS of New 
York): 

H.R. 2236. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services to make 
grants in the form of forgiveable capital ad-
vances to help preserve community hospitals 
experiencing financial difficulties; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself, Mr. 
WALSH, Mr. MCHUGH, and Mrs. 
KELLY): 

H.R. 2237. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to provide emergency assist-
ance to apple producers and onion producers 
in the State of New York who incurred ex-
tensive crop losses in 1998; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

By Mr. BALDACCI: 
H.R. 2238. A bill to authorize the provision 

of waivers to allow welfare-to-work funds to 
be used to cover the start-up costs of form-
ing alliances designed to enable small busi-
nesses to purchase discounted health insur-
ance for their employees among whom are 
individuals eligible for assistance under a 
welfare-to-work program; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CHAMBLISS (for himself, Mr. 
BERRY, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. BISHOP, 
Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. HAYES, Mr. KING-
STON, Mr. BOYD, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. 
NORWOOD, and Mr. SHOWS): 

H.R. 2239. A bill to amend the Federal Crop 
Insurance Act to improve crop insurance 
coverage and administration, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. COYNE (for himself, Mr. 
ENGLISH, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SAXTON, and Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey): 

H.R. 2240. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to revise payment 
amounts to home health agencies under the 
Medicare Program, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means, and in 
addition to the Committee on Commerce, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. FOLEY (for himself, Mrs. JOHN-
SON of Connecticut, Mr. HAYWORTH, 

Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. DAVIS of Florida, 
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, and Mr. 
LARSON): 

H.R. 2241. A bill to amend the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997 to limit the reductions in 
Federal payments under the Medicare pro-
spective payment system for hospital out-
patient department services; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and in addition to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. GREENWOOD (for himself, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. DEAL of 
Georgia, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr. NOR-
WOOD, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and 
Mr. COOKSEY): 

H.R. 2242. A bill to establish limits on med-
ical malpractice claims, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
and in addition to the Committee on Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. HEFLEY: 
H.R. 2243. A bill to restrict United States 

assistance for certain reconstruction efforts 
in the Balkans region of Europe to United 
States-produced articles and services; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

By Mr. HUNTER: 
H.R. 2244. A bill to prohibit United States 

assistance to the Republic of Panama if a de-
fense site or military installation built or 
formerly operated by the United States has 
been conveyed by the Government of the Re-
public of Panama to any foreign govern-
ment-owned entity, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions, and in addition to the Committees on 
Banking and Financial Services, Armed 
Services, and Intelligence (Permanent Se-
lect), for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. MCINTOSH (for himself, Mr. 
MORAN of Virginia, Mr. PORTMAN, Ms. 
MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr. CASTLE, 
Mr. CONDIT, and Mr. DAVIS of Vir-
ginia): 

H.R. 2245. A bill to ensure the liberties of 
the people by promoting federalism, to pro-
tect the reserved powers of the States, to im-
pose accountability for Federal preemption 
of State and local laws, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Government Re-
form, and in addition to the Committees on 
Rules, and the Judiciary, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. RYUN of Kansas (for himself, 
Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. TIAHRT, 
Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. 
HOEKSTRA, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 
HOSTETTLER, Mr. PETERSON of Penn-
sylvania, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, 
Mr. KOLBE, Mr. PAUL, Mrs. MYRICK, 
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, and Mr. 
MARKEY): 

H.R. 2246. A bill to amend the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997 to prohibit the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services to require the 
collection of data from home health agencies 
furnishing services under the Medicare Pro-
gram under the OASIS data collection pro-
gram from non-Medicare patients, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
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and Means, and in addition to the Committee 
on Commerce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. SHIMKUS: 
H.R. 2247. A bill to amend the Comprehen-

sive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act of 1980 (‘‘Superfund’’) 
to exempt small business concerns from cer-
tain liability under that Act; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and in addition to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. WAMP (for himself and Mr. 
STUPAK): 

H.R. 2248. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment, use, and enforcement of a con-
sistent and comprehensive system for label-
ing violent content in audio and visual 
media products; to the Committee on Com-
merce. 

By Mr. WICKER: 
H.R. 2249. A bill to establish the Corinth 

Unit of Shiloh National Military Park in the 
vicinity of Corinth, Mississippi, and in the 
State of Tennessee, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
H.R. 2250. A bill to establish and imple-

ment a competitive oil and gas leasing pro-
gram that will result in an environmentally 
sound and job creating program for the ex-
ploration, development, and production of 
the oil and gas resources of Coastal Plain, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Resources. 

By Mr. FILNER: 
H. Con. Res. 134. Concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress with regard to 
‘‘In Memory’’ Day; to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, Ms. LEE, Mr. NADLER, 
Mr. COYNE, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
SANDLIN, Mr. FARR of California, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. HILLIARD, Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. THOMP-
SON of Mississippi, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. WATT of 
North Carolina, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. FIL-
NER, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. 
CAPUANO, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, 
Ms. KILPATRICK, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. 
OLVER, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, 
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. OBER-
STAR, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
PAYNE, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. BROWN 
of Florida, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mrs. 
MALONEY of New York, Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. 
ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. 
WEINER, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mrs. JONES of 
Ohio, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. JACKSON of 
Illinois, Mr. VENTO, Mr. CROWLEY, 
Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, 
Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. FROST, 
Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
BONIOR, and Mr. BECERRA): 

H. Con. Res. 135. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress with regard to 
preserving and expanding Medicare; to the 
Committee on Commerce, and in addition to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, 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. BASS (for himself, Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. FOLEY, 
Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. FRANKS of New 
Jersey, Mr. UPTON, Mr. BURR of 
North Carolina, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. 
FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. 
WYNN, Mr. POMBO, Mr. HORN, Mr. 
ETHERIDGE, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. BUR-
TON of Indiana, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. KING, Mr. 
ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
Mr. MURTHA, Mr. BAIRD, Mrs. KELLY, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. 
DICKEY, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida, Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. 
QUINN, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. BOYD, Mr. 
COOK, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. DIAZ- 
BALART, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
CANADY of Florida, Mr. THOMPSON of 
Mississippi, Mr. DAVIS of Florida, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. BARTON 
of Texas, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. FILNER, 
Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. ENGLISH, Mrs. 
MORELLA, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, 
Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. KLECZKA, and Mr. 
FOSSELLA): 

H. Res. 211. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing the importance of raising public aware-
ness of prostate cancer, and of regular test-
ing and examinations in the fight against 
prostate cancer; to the Committee on Com-
merce. 

By Mr. BLAGOJEVICH: 
H. Res. 212. A resolution expressing hope 

for a peaceful resolution to the situation in 
Kashmir; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

By Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin: 
H. Res. 213. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that a 
postage stamp should be issued honoring 
American farm women; to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

By Mr. HEFLEY: 
H. Res. 214. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing the United States share of any recon-
struction measures undertaken in the Bal-
kans region of Europe on account of the 
armed conflict and atrocities that have 
occured in the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia since March 24, 1999; to the Committee 
on International Relations. 

By Mr. LAMPSON (for himself, Mr. 
SANDLIN, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. DIAZ- 
BALART, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. 
REYES, Mr. GREEN of Texas, and Mr. 
BENTSEN): 

H. Res. 215. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives with 
regard to the return of Saif Ahmed; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

f 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

113. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the House of Representatives of the State 
of Hawaii, relative to House Concurrent Res-
olution No. 4 HD1 SD1 memorializing the 
United States Congress to expand and make 
permanent the temporary Visa Waiver Pro-
gram established under the Immigration 
Control and Reform Act of 1986; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

114. Also,a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Hawaii, relative 
to House Concurrent Resolution No. 203 me-
morializing the United States Congress, the 

President of the United States, and the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services to sup-
port Hawaii’s Congressional Delegation’s Ef-
fort to Amend the Social Security Act; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

f 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, 
Mr. ISTOOK introduced A bill (H.R. 

2251) for the relief of Renato Rosetti; 
which was referred 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. 111: Mr. PICKETT and Mr. CRANE. 
H.R. 137: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. 

OLVER, and Mr. WEINER. 
H.R. 170: Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 194: Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 263: Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 274: Mr. BARCIA, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. 

BECERRA, Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. BOS-
WELL, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, and 
Mr. FORD. 

H.R. 275: Mr. BAKER and Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 330: Mr. HEFLEY and Mr. BARR of 

Georgia. 
H.R. 354: Mr. SHAW. 
H.R. 382: Mr. EHLERS. 
H.R. 405: Mr. OWENS, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 

DIAZ-BALART, and Mr. DAVIS of Florida. 
H.R. 408: Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 423: Mr. KUYKENDALL. 
H.R. 456: Mr. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 483: Mr. GORDON. 
H.R. 488: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts and 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 
H.R. 534: Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. GARY MILLER 

of California, and Mr. HUTCHINSON. 
H.R. 546: Mr. TOWNS. 
H.R. 566: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 
H.R. 599: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. 
H.R. 623: Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. 

BLUNT, Mr. CAMP, Mr. COBURN, Mr. COLLINS, 
Mr. CRAMER, Mr. DICKEY, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. 
EVERETT, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. GOODLING, 
Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr. ISTOOK, 
Mr. JENKINS, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, 
Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. LINDER, Mr. 
HILL of Montana, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
MCHUGH, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. MICA, Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. STU-
PAK, Mr. TERRY, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. TURN-
ER, Mr. WAMP, and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 

H.R. 653: Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 691: Mr. GILMAN. 
H.R. 728: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina and 

Mr. RAHALL. 
H.R. 730: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 
H.R. 750: Mr. GONZALEZ. 
H.R. 772: Mr. HILLIARD. 
H.R. 777: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO and Mr. 

BARRETT of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 798: Mr. DIXON, Mr. FROST, Mr. GREEN 

of Texas, Mr. KIND, and Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 
H.R. 827: Mr. INSLEE and Mr. JEFFERSON. 
H.R. 828: Mr. SAWYER. 
H.R. 844: Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. PRICE of 

North Carolina, Mr. STUMP, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. 
MICA, Mr. HYDE, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. CAMP, 
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. GOODE, Mr. 
ACKERMAN, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. 
DREIER, Mr. POMEROY, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. 
WEINER, Mr. NEY, Mr. PICKERING, and Mr. 
WATT of North Carolina. 

H.R. 850: Mr. SAWYER. 
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H.R. 884: Mr. PALLONE. 
H.R. 886: Mrs. MALONEY of New York. 
H.R. 979: Mr. CLAY, Mr. GREEN of Wis-

consin, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. PASTOR, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mr. GEJDENSON, and Mr. EVANS. 

H.R. 997: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. CAPUANO, 
Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. BOSWELL, Ms. BALDWIN, Ms. 
NORTON, and Mr. FORD. 

H.R. 1042: Mr. BLUNT. 
H.R. 1070: Mr. SIMPSON. 
H.R. 1096: Mr. GEJDENSON. 
H.R. 1105: Mr. SANDLIN and Mrs. TAUSCHER. 
H.R. 1109: Mrs. MALONEY of New York. 
H.R. 1111: Mr. GORDON and Mr. DEUTSCH. 
H.R. 1144: Mr. BARR of Georgia. 
H.R. 1172: Mr. WICKER, Mr. BURTON of Indi-

ana, Mr. FORBES, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. DUNCAN, 
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. MALONEY OF CONNECTICUT, MR. 
PEASE, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. LUCAS of 
Oklahoma, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. RUSH, Mr. LA-
FALCE, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. CAMP, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. 
LOBIONDO, and Mrs. NORTHUP. 

H.R. 1180: Mr. MORAN of Kansas. 
H.R. 1193: Mr. BORSKI, Ms. STABENOW, Ms. 

RIVERS, Mr. KIND, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, 
and Mr. NETHERCUTT. 

H.R. 1200: Mr. OWENS. 
H.R. 1215: Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. 
H.R. 1221: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. BLUMENAUER, 

Mr. CANADY of Florida, Mrs. MALONEY of New 
York, and Mr. HOLT. 

H.R. 1256: Mr. PAUL and Mr. REYNOLDS. 
H.R. 1261: Mrs. NORTHUP, Mr. NEY, and Mrs. 

FOWLER. 
H.R. 1271: Mrs. MORELLA, Ms. MCKINNEY, 

Ms. WOOLSEY,, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, 
Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. STARK, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. OLVER, 
Ms. MALONEY of New York, Mr. SANDERS, and 
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. 

H.R. 1275: Mr. DOOLEY of California, Ms. 
PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. PHELPS, Mr. METCALF, 
and Mr. THOMPSON of California. 

H.R. 1287: Mr. BOEHLERT and Mr. MCHUGH. 
H.R. 1291: Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 

SWEENEY, Mr. SKELTON, and Mr. WEINER. 
H.R. 1292: Mr. GARY MILLER of California, 

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, and Mr. WEINER. 
H.R. 1299: Mr. BONIOR. 
H.R. 1337: Mr. PORTMAN and Mr. JEFFER-

SON. 

H.R. 1344: Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. 
ADERHOLT, and Mr. NETHERCUTT. 

H.R. 1358: Mr. EHLERS. 
H.R. 1386: Mr. HAYES. 
H.R. 1389: Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. LATHAM, Mr. 

PHELPS, and Mr. BUYER. 
H.R. 1429: Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 1433: Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, 

Mr. DICKS, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. REYES, Mr. 
HINOJOSA, Mr. TURNER, Mr. EDWARDS, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. SANDLIN, Ms. 
BROWN of Florida, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Ms. 
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. BERK-
LEY, Mrs. THURMAN, and Mr. HASTINGS of 
Florida. 

H.R. 1505: Mr. NORWOOD and Mr. PALLONE. 
H.R. 1511: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. WELDON of 

Florida, and Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 1535: Mr. SANDERS and Mr. THOMAS. 
H.R. 1586: Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. 
H.R. 1592: Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. 

BAKER, and Ms. STABENOW. 
H.R. 1598: Mr. HYDE and Mr. GREEN of 

Texas. 
H.R. 1600: Ms. MCKINNEY and Mr. KUCINICH. 
H.R. 1614: Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 1621: Mr. WU, Mr. EVERETT, and Mr. 

FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 1632: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 1648: Ms. ESHOO, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr. 

SNYDER. 
H.R. 1732: Ms. BERKLEY and Mr. MINGE. 
H.R. 1775: Mr. WEYGAND, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. 

DAVIS of Florida, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. PALLONE, 
Mr. FOSSELLA, and Mr. EHLERS. 

H.R. 1777: Mr. THOMPSON of California and 
Mr. WALSH. 

H.R. 1795: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. 
BARTON of Texas, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. TAY-
LOR of North Carolina, and Mr. BACHUS. 

H.R. 1841: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 
H.R. 1850: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 

RYAN of Wisconsin, and Mr. LOBIONDO. 
H.R. 1874: Mr. BLUNT. 
H.R. 1926: Mr. WYNN, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. BILI-

RAKIS, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, and Mr. 
PALLONE. 

H.R. 1932: Mr. CAMP, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. 
CHABOT, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. LI-
PINSKI, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. PETRI, Mr. VENTO, 
Mr. SAXTON, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. 
MCCRERY, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
EHRLICH, and Mr. VITTER. 

H.R. 1941: Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. MCGOV-
ERN, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. ROEMER, and Mr. 
STARK. 

H.R. 1993: Mr. SNYDER, Mr. LAFALCE, and 
Mr. JEFFERSON. 

H.R. 2004: Mr. PALLONE. 
H.R. 2014: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. 

PASCRELL, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, and 
Mr. SHAYS. 

H.R. 2028: Mr. GARRY MILLER of California, 
Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. BARTLETT of 
Maryland, Mr. BAKER, and Mr. BURTON of In-
diana. 

H.R. 2038: Mr. CAMP. 
H.R. 2056: Mr. SALMON, Mr. MCINTOSH, and 

Mr. LAHOOD. 
H.R. 2057: Mr. DEMINT. 
H.R. 2091: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 2096: Mr. SANDERS and Mr. WEINER. 
H.R. 2202: Mr. GILCHREST and Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.J. Res. 2: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. 
H.J. Res. 15: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. 
H.J. Res. 21: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
H.J. Res. 29: Mr. DEAL of Georgia. 
H.J. Res. 55: Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. 

MCINTOSH, and Mr. CRANE. 
H. Con. Res. 21: Mr. MEEKS of New York. 
H. Con. Res. 58: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN and Mr. 

STUPAK. 
H. Con. Res. 60: Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. 

SLAUGHTER, Ms. SANCHEZ, Mr. YOUNG of Alas-
ka, and Mr. ETHERIDGE. 

H. Con. Res. 119: Mr. SHERMAN and Mr. 
STUMP. 

H. Con. Res. 128: Mr. INSLEE, Mr. KNOLLEN-
BERG, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. EWING, Mr. MCNUL-
TY, Mr. HOLT, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. WEYGAND, 
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. FOLEY, and Ms. 
LEE. 

H. Con. Res. 130: Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. WA-
TERS, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, 
Ms. KILPATRICK, and Mr. WEXLER. 

H. Con. Res. 133: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida 
and Mr. SHOWS. 

H. Res. 16: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
H. Res. 41: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. 
H. Res. 94: Mr. INSLEE, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. 

CUMMINGS, Mr. GARY MILLER of California. 
H. Res. 115: Mr. JEFFERSON. 
H. Res. 183: Mr. GRAHAM. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
TRIBUTE TO JODY HALL-ESSER 

HON. JULIAN C. DIXON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to 
pay tribute today to Mrs. Jody Hall-Esser Chief 
Administrative Officer for the city of Culver 
City, California. On July 9, 1999, Mrs. Hall- 
Esser will retire from city government capping 
a distinguished career spanning a quarter of a 
century in public service to her community. To 
honor Jody for her many years of exemplary 
service to the citizens of Culver City, a cele-
bration in her honor will be held at the Culver 
City City Hall on Wednesday, July 7. As one 
who has worked closely with this extraordinary 
and selfless public servant for many years, 
and who possesses first-hand knowledge of 
her outstanding service to our community, I 
am pleased to have this opportunity to publicly 
recognize and commend her before my col-
leagues here today. 

Jody has served in many capacities since 
joining the Culver City government in 1971. 
She was initially hired as the first Director of 
the Culver City Senior Citizens Center, a posi-
tion she held for a few years before leaving to 
work in the private sector. In 1976 she re-
turned to the city as the first Housing Manager 
in the Community Development Department, 
where she spent the next three years design-
ing and executing Culver City’s rent subsidy 
and residential rehabilitation loan and grant 
programs. She also is credited with imple-
menting the construction of the city’s first rent-
al housing development for the low-income el-
derly citizens of Culver City. 

In 1979 Jody was named Community Devel-
opment Director and Assistant Executive Di-
rector of the Culver City Redevelopment 
Agency. For more than a decade, she headed 
the city agency tasked with Planning, Engi-
neering, Redevelopment, Housing and Grants 
operations. Among her many accomplish-
ments were establishment of the Landlord- 
Tenant Mediation Board; the Art in Public 
Places Program; and the Historic Preservation 
Program. 

Jody was appointed Chief Administrative Of-
ficer and Executive Director of the Redevelop-
ment Agency in 1991. For the past nine years, 
her many responsibilities have included imple-
menting public policy mandates promulgated 
by the Culver City City Council, as well as 
managing the city’s human, financial, and ma-
terial resources. She has compiled an impres-
sive and enviable record of accomplishments, 
despite seeing the city through a period of civil 
unrest, a major earthquake, damage caused 
by torrential rains, and a severe economic re-
cession. While just one of these occurrences 
would test the tolerance of most individuals— 
not Jody Hall-Esser. She merely redoubled 
her efforts to ensure that the residents of Cul-

ver City received the necessary local, state, 
and federal resources they needed to remain 
afloat. 

Jody Hall-Esser is an exceptional woman 
and her presence around city hall will be sore-
ly missed. She has made enormous contribu-
tions to Culver City and leaves a legacy that 
will stand the test of time. 

It has been a privilege to work with her, and 
it is a special pleasure to have this opportunity 
to highlight just a few of her exemplary 
achievements with my colleagues. On behalf 
of the residents of the 32nd Congressional 
District of California, I salute her and publicly 
thank her for her numerous contributions to 
our wonderful city and for her outstanding 
public service career. 

Congratulations, Jody! I wish you, Jack, and 
your family a future that is filled with great joy, 
good health, and abundant prosperity. You’ve 
earned it! 

f 

TRIBUTE TO GENERAL DENNIS J. 
REIMER 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, today, I wish to 
recognize the outstanding service to our Na-
tion of General Dennis J. Reimer, the Army’s 
33rd Chief of Staff who will retire on June 21, 
1999. General Reimer’s career spanned over 
36 years during which he distinguished himself 
as a soldier, leader, and trusted advisor to 
both the President and the U.S. Congress. 

As chief of Staff, General Reimer prepared 
our Nation’s Army well for the challenges of 
the 21st Century. He leaves the Army trained 
and ready, a disciplined force that supports 
our Nation and its interests in 81 countries 
around the globe. In a period fraught with 
leadership challenges, General Reimer de-
fined the Army’s values of Loyalty, Duty, Re-
spect, Selfless Service, Honor, Integrity and 
Personal Courage throughout the total force. 
As a result of his efforts, he created a seam-
less force which maximizes the unique and 
complementary capabilities of its three compo-
nents—Active, Army Reserve and National 
Guard, creating a ‘‘Total Army.’’ He can take 
great pride in the Army’s accomplishments 
and preparedness. General Reimer created 
the vision and set the stage for the Army of 
the 21st Century, a strategically responsive 
force. 

Throughout his career, General Reimer dis-
tinguished himself in numerous command and 
staff positions with U.S. Forces stationed both 
overseas and in the continental United States. 
In Asia, he served two tours of duty in Viet-
nam and a tour in Korea. In Europe his as-
signments included Commander, Division Artil-
lery and Chief of Staff of the 8th Infantry Divi-

sion. General Reimer’s stateside assignments 
included serving as the Commanding General, 
4th Infantry Division, at Fort Carson, Colorado, 
and Commanding General, Forces Command, 
at Fort McPherson, Georgia. Since June 1995, 
General Reimer has served in his present as-
signment as the 33rd U.S. Army Chief of Staff. 

Mr. Speaker, General Reimer has dedicated 
his life to our soldiers and our Nation. He has 
served our Nation with honor and distinction. 
I know the Members of the House will join me 
in paying tribute to this outstanding American 
patriot and wishing him well upon his retire-
ment from the Army. He is truly a ‘‘Leader of 
Leaders’’ and will be sorely missed. 

f 

HONORING THE CENTRAL CALI-
FORNIA HISPANIC CHAMBER OF 
COMMERCE 

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor the Central California Hispanic 
Chamber of Commerce for their past suc-
cesses and continued effort to encourage 
small business development in the San Joa-
quin Valley. 

I want to congratulate the 1999 Board of Di-
rectors for the Central California Hispanic 
Chamber of Commerce at their 15th Annual 
Installation of Officers Dinner and Gala. The 
Board members are: Executive Committee: 
Gilbert Servin-President, Danny Parra-Presi-
dent Elect, Rosemarie Rosales-Secretary, 
Gustavo Corona-Treasurer. Board Members: 
Leonel Alvarado, Santiago Guvera, Olivia 
Hastings, Gloria Morales Palacios. 

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate the Central Val-
ley Hispanic Chamber of Commerce for 15 
years of outstanding service. I urge my col-
leges to join me in wishing them best wishes 
for many more years of continued success. 

f 

WHEAT PRICES LOW IN COLORADO 

HON. BOB SCHAFFER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, every year 
since being elected to Congress, I have par-
ticipated in a wheat tour sponsored by the 
Colorado Association of Wheat Growers and 
the Colorado Wheat Administrative Com-
mittee. 

Typically, I have reported to this House, the 
findings of the tour. However, this year, I will 
be content to submit to the RECORD a news-
paper article written by Jean Gray, publisher 
of the Haxtun-Fleming Herald. The article 
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clearly describes the challenge facing wheat 
growers and requires no additional comment. 

Mr. Speaker, America’s wheat growers have 
suffered record-low prices for three years run-
ning. I hereby commend the account of Jean 
Gray to all Members and submit it now for the 
RECORD. 

[From the Haxtun-Fleming Herald, June 9, 
1999] 

CONGRESSMAN SITS AT THE TABLE OF 
FARMERS 

(By Jean Gray) 
Even as agriculture struggles with low 

commodity prices, American farmers con-
tinue to do what they do best, feed the 
human race. 

A prime example occurred this past Satur-
day, June 5, as 65 people sat down to a lunch-
eon at the home of local producers, Richard 
and Cathy Starkebaum. The occasion was a 
visit to the area by United States Congress-
man Bob Schaffer (R-Colo.) Schaffer’s visit 
was sponsored by the Colorado Association 
of Wheat Growers and the Colorado Wheat 
Administrative Committee. 

This was the third-annual CAWG/CWAC 
tour. Prior to Schaffer’s being elected to 
Congress, his predecessor Wayne Allard par-
ticipated in the event. According to Jay Wis-
dom, president of CAWG, the tour has been 
held in the southern part of the state the 
last two years. ‘‘Congressman Schaffer asked 
that it be held in northeastern Colorado this 
year,’’ said Wisdom. ‘‘And Rich graciously 
agreed to host it.’’ 

The visit started with a tour of some area 
wheat fields and culminated with the buffet 
lunch of barbecue-beef sandwiches, potato 
salad, baked beans and condiments provided 
by caterer Joyce Schepler of Fleming. 

Thanks to recent rains, the wheat in 
northeastern Colorado appears healthy with 
full heads of grain, but prices remain de-
pressed. Darrell Hanavan, executive director 
of CAWG/CWAC, said that one of the first 
things the group did that morning was to go 
through the history of the wheat market. 
‘‘What we discovered is that wheat prices are 
at the lowest level since 1991–92,’’ said 
Hanavan. On Saturday, the wheat market 
closed at $2.25 per bushel, according to Jan 
Workman, Grainland Cooperative, Haxtun. 
Workman said the Coop’s records show that 
wheat was at $2.34 per bushel on July 15, 1991, 
and on July 15, 1990, it was at $2.56 per bush-
el. Workman said she has seen wheat at $2.20 
and $2.13 at harvest time, but could not re-
call the years. 

Wisdom explained to those attending that 
CAWG is a dues-paying organization that 
lobbies government, both on the state and 
federal level, on issues that affect wheat pro-
ducers. He pointed out that Schaffer is the 
wheat leader for the State of Colorado in 
Washington. ‘‘The rest of Congress looks to 
Congressman Schaffer for advice when they 
vote on ag-related issues,’’ said Wisdom. 

He also reported that there have been some 
success in Colorado recently, specifically 
with the passage of two pieces of state legis-
lation that offer tax relief to producers. 
‘‘That will help because we desperately need 
an influx of money into the ag community,’’ 
said Wisdom. 

Wisdom was referring to House Bills 99– 
1002 and 99–1381. Both were passed during the 
1999 legislative session, and both take effect 
on July 1, 1999. The two bills are expected to 
offer $6.2 million in tax relief to Colorado 
farmers. 

House Bill 99–1102, which was partially 
sponsored by District One State Senator 

Marilyn Musgrave, exempts farm equipment 
from state sales tax. 

Senator Musgrave was also involved in 
sponsoring House Bill 99–1381, which exempts 
chemicals used in the production of agri-
culture products from state sales tax. State 
Representative Diane Hoppe, 65th District, 
also helped sponsor the measure. Phillips 
and Logan counties are located in both the 
65th House District and Senate District One. 

Wisdom said that CAWG is also working on 
getting some legislation passed that will 
make crop insurance more beneficial to 
farmers. ‘‘We are trying to get a safety net 
program set up,’’ said Wisdom. ‘‘It is tough 
out there.’’ 

CAWG has done a good job in its lobbying 
efforts over the past two years, said Wisdom. 
‘‘But there’s a lot of resistance out there 
right now. Agriculture is hurting and Con-
gressman Schaffer knows it, so this is your 
chance to hit him up about your issues.’’ 

Brad Barth, a Larrar producer who serves 
as president of CWAC, thanked Schaffer for 
his strong support of the wheat industry and 
said the group is looking forward to working 
with the Congressman on future issues. 

Congressman Schaffer, 36, is originally 
from Cincinnati, Ohio, but now resides in 
Fort Collins. He and his wife, Maureen, have 
four children ranging in age from three to 11. 
He currently serves on the House agriculture 
committee. 

Barth noted that there are only five mem-
bers of Congress who represent larger agri-
culture areas than Schaffer does. 

Schaffer told the group that attending 
these tours helps him represent the ag com-
munity better. ‘‘When I am standing on the 
House floor talking about the farmers I just 
met, and the fields that I just walked, it 
gives me a lot more authority when I talk 
about agriculture issues.’’ He added that he 
needs input from producers like them to do 
his job well. ‘‘With the wide range of topics 
we deal with in Washington, sometimes agri-
culture can be overlooked,’’ said Schaffer. 

With respect to the American people’s apa-
thy to the recent scandals coming out of 
Washington, Schaffer said the reason most 
give is that the economy is doing so well. 
‘‘Most feel as long as the economy is doing 
well they could care less about the scandal 
and corruption that is going on,’’ said Schaf-
fer. 

He added, however, that while the economy 
is good for most segments of the business 
community, that is not true in agriculture. 
‘‘The biggest reason is trade,’’ said Schaffer. 
‘‘When it comes to cars, computers, and 
other hi-tech manufacturing, the United 
States is doing well because they have 
worked hard at opening those areas of trade. 
But when they sit down with a representa-
tive from these other countries, they have to 
offer some kind of trade in return. The only 
thing these other countries have to offer is 
agriculture products, so American farmers 
have gotten a bad rap.’’ 

He added that it is a big political battle. 
‘‘One that we have to be prepared to fight.’’ 
He said one way to fight is through organiza-
tions like CAWG/CWAC and he encouraged 
them to join and participate. 

PRESIDENT CLINTON ADDRESSES 
INTERNATIONAL LABOR ORGANI-
ZATION CONFERENCE—REAF-
FIRMS AMERICAN COMMITMENT 
TO INTERNATIONAL LABOR 
RIGHTS 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, today at the Ge-
neva Conference of the International Labor 
Organization, President Clinton became the 
first President of the United States to address 
the International Labor Organization (ILO) in 
Geneva. In this particularly excellent address, 
the President reaffirmed in the strongest terms 
the commitment of the United States to the 
ILO and to the protection of international labor 
rights. 

The ILO—an organization established in the 
aftermath of World War I and affiliated with the 
United Nations after its creation in 1945—is in 
the forefront of the fight to assure that workers 
have the right to organize, the right to bargain 
collectively, the right to a safe work place, and 
the rights to speak out and to assemble in the 
defense and protection of these rights. 

Mr. Speaker, President Clinton also called 
attention in particular to the fight of the United 
States against abusive child labor. In far too 
many places around, children are forced to 
work unconscionably long hours, which inter-
feres with their education and limits their fu-
ture opportunities. More serious is the exploi-
tation of children in pornography and prostitu-
tion, which happens in many places around 
the globe. Children are recruited by some gov-
ernments and by some political movements to 
serve in military conflicts, and we must work to 
end that pernicious practice. Children also 
work in hazardous and dangerous occupations 
where they risk their lives, their health, and 
their future. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port the request of the President to the Con-
gress to provide $25 million in funding to help 
create a new arm of the ILO to work with de-
veloping countries to put basic labor standards 
in place to assure workers in these countries 
basic health and safety protections as well as 
assuring them the right to organize. I also 
urge support of the President’s request to the 
Congress for $10 million to strengthen U.S. bi-
lateral support for governments seeking to 
raise their own fundamental labor standards. I 
also urge support for the President’s requests 
for funding of programs to reduce child labor. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that President Clinton’s 
outstanding address to the International Labor 
Organization be placed in the RECORD, and I 
urge my colleagues to give thoughtful attention 
to his excellent remarks. 

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT TO THE INTER-
NATIONAL LABOR ORGANIZATION CON-
FERENCE 

THE PRESIDENT. Thank you very much, Di-
rector General Somavia, for your fine state-
ment and your excellent work. Conference 
President Mumuni, Director General 
Petrovsky, ladies and gentlemen of the ILO: 
It is a great honor for me to be here today 
with, as you have noticed, quite a large 
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American delegation. I hope you will take it 
as a commitment of the United States to our 
shared vision, and not simply as a burning 
desire for us to visit this beautiful city on 
every possible opportunity. 

I am delighted to be here with Secretary 
Albright and Secretary of Labor Herman; 
with my National Economic Advisor Gene 
Sperling, and my National Security Advisor 
Sandy Berger. We’re delighted to be joined 
by the President of the American Federation 
of Labor, the AFL–CIO, John Sweeney, and 
several of the leaders of the U.S. labor move-
ment; and with Senator TOM HARKIN from 
Iowa who is the foremost advocate in the 
United States of the abolition of child labor. 
I am grateful to all of them for coming with 
me, and to the First Lady and our daughter 
for joining us on this trip. And I thank you 
for your warm reception of her presence 
here. 

It is indeed an honor for me to be the first 
American President to speak before the ILO 
in Geneva. It is long overdue. There is no or-
ganization that has worked harder to bring 
people together around fundamental human 
aspirations, and no organization whose mis-
sion is more vital for today and tomorrow. 

The ILO, as the Director General said, was 
created in the wake of the devastation of 
World War I as part of a vision to provide 
stability to a world recovering from war, a 
vision put forward by our President, Wood-
row Wilson. He said then, ‘‘While we are 
fighting for freedom we must see that labor 
is free.’’ At a time when dangerous doctrines 
of dictatorship were increasingly appealing 
the ILO was founded on the realization that 
injustice produces, and I quote, ‘‘unrest so 
great that the peace and harmony of the 
world are imperiled.’’ 

Over time the organization was strength-
ened, and the United States played its role, 
starting with President Franklin Roosevelt 
and following through his successors and 
many others in the United States Congress, 
down to the strong supporters today, includ-
ing Senator HARKIN and the distinguished 
senior Senator from New York, PATRICK 
MOYNIHAN. 

For half a century, the ILO has waged a 
struggle of rising prosperity and widening 
freedom, from the shipyards of Poland to the 
diamond mines of South Africa. Today, as 
the Director General said, you remain the 
only organization to bring together govern-
ments, labor unions and business, to try to 
unite people in common cause—the dignity 
of work, the belief that honest labor, fairly 
compensated, gives meaning and structure to 
our lives; the ability of every family and all 
children to rise as far as their talents will 
take them. 

In a world too often divided, this organiza-
tion has been a powerful force for unity, jus-
tice, equality and shared prosperity. For all 
that, I thank you. Now, at the edge of a new 
century, at the dawn of the Information Age, 
the ILO and its vision are more vital than 
ever—for the world is becoming a much 
smaller and much, much more inter-
dependent place. Most nations are linked to 
the new dynamic, idea-driven, technology- 
powered, highly competitive international 
economy. 

The digital revolution is a profound, pow-
erful and potentially democratizing force. It 
can empower people and nations, enabling 
the wise and far-sighted to develop more 
quickly and with less damage to the environ-
ment. It can enable us to work together 
across the world as easily as if we were 
working just across the hall. Competition, 
communications and more open markets 

spur stunning innovations and make their 
fruits available to business and workers 
worldwide. 

Consider this: Every single day, half a mil-
lion air passengers, 1.5 billion e-mail mes-
sages and $1.5 trillion cross international 
borders. We also have new tools to eradicate 
diseases that have long plagued humanity, to 
remove the threat of global warming and en-
vironmental destruction, to lift billions of 
people into the first truly global middle 
class. 

Yet, as the financial crisis of the last two 
years has shown, the global economy with 
its churning, hyperactivity, poses new risks, 
as well, of disruption, dislocation and divi-
sion. A financial crisis in one country can be 
felt on factory floors half a world away. The 
world has changed, much of it for the better, 
but too often our response to its new chal-
lenges has not changed. 

Globalization is not a proposal or a policy 
choice, it is a fact. But how we respond to it 
will make all the difference. We cannot dam 
up the tides of economic change anymore 
than King Knute could still the waters. Nor 
can we tell our people to sink or swim on 
their own. We must find a new way—a new 
and democratic way—to maximize market 
potential and social justice, competition and 
community. We must put a human face on 
the global economy, giving working people 
everywhere a stake in its success, equipping 
them all to reap its rewards, providing for 
their families the basic conditions of a just 
society. All nations must embrace this vi-
sion, and all the great economic institutions 
of the world must devote their creativity and 
energy to this end. 

Last May, I had the opportunity to come 
and speak to the World Trade Organization 
and stress that as we fight for open markets, 
it must open its doors to the concerns of 
working people and the environment. Last 
November, I spoke to the International Mon-
etary Fund and World Bank and stressed 
that we must build a new financial architec-
ture as modern as today’s markets, to tame 
the cycles of boom and bust in the global 
economy as we can now do in national econo-
mies; to ensure the integrity of international 
financial transactions; and to expand social 
safety nets for the most vulnerable. 

Today, I say to you that the ILO, too, must 
be ready for the 21st century, along the lines 
that Director General Somavia has outlined. 

Let me begin by stating my firm belief 
that open trade is not contrary to the inter-
est of working people. Competition and inte-
gration lead to stronger growth, more and 
better jobs, more widely shared gains. Re-
newed protectionism in any of our nations 
would lead to a spiral of retaliation that 
would diminish the standard of living for 
working people everywhere. Moreover, a fail-
ure to expand trade further could choke off 
innovation and diminish the very possibili-
ties of the information economy. No, we need 
more trade, not less. 

Unfortunately, working people the world 
over do not believe this. Even in the United 
States, with the lowest unemployment rate 
in a generation, where exports accounted for 
30 percent of our growth until the financial 
crisis hit Asia, working people strongly re-
sist new market-opening measures. There 
are many reasons. In advanced countries the 
benefits of open trade outweigh the burdens. 
But they are widely spread, while the dis-
locations of open trade are painfully con-
centrated. 

In all countries, the premium the modern 
economy places on skills leaves too many 
hard-working people behind. In poor coun-

tries, the gains seem too often to go to the 
already wealthy and powerful, with little or 
no rise in the general standard of living. And 
the international organizations charged with 
monitoring and providing for rules of fair 
trade, and enforcement of them, seem to 
take a very long time to work their way to 
the right decision, often too late to affect 
the people who have been disadvantaged. 

So as we press for more open trade, we 
must do more to ensure that all our people 
are lifted by the global economy. As we pre-
pare to launch a new global round of trade 
talks in Seattle in November, it is vital that 
the WTO and the ILO work together to ad-
vance that common goal. 

We clearly see that a thriving global econ-
omy will grow out of the skills, the idea, the 
education of millions of individuals. In each 
of our nations and as a community of na-
tions, we must invest in our people and lift 
them to their full potential. If we allow the 
ups and downs of financial crises to divert us 
from investing in our people, it is not only 
those citizens or nations that will suffer— 
the entire world will suffer from their lost 
potential. 

It is clear that when nations face financial 
crisis, they need the commitment and the 
expertise not only of the international finan-
cial institutions, they need the ILO as well. 
The IMF, the World Bank and WTO, them-
selves, should work more closely with the 
ILO, and this organization must be willing 
and able to assume more responsibility. 

The lesson of the past two years is plain: 
Those nations with strong social safety nets 
are better able to weather the storms. Those 
strong safety nets do not just include finan-
cial assistance and emergency aid for poorest 
people, they also call for the empowerment 
of the poorest people. 

This weekend in Cologne, I will join my 
partners in the G–8 in calling for a new focus 
on stronger safety nets within nations and 
within the international community. We will 
also urge improved cooperation between the 
ILO and the international financial institu-
tions in promoting social protections and 
core labor standards. And we should press 
forward to lift the debt burden that is crush-
ing many of the poorest nations. 

We are working to forge a bold agreement 
to more than triple debt relief for the world’s 
poorest nations and to target those savings 
to education, health care, child survival and 
fighting poverty. I pledge to work to find the 
resources so we can do our part and con-
tribute our share toward an expanded trust 
fund for debt relief. 

Yet, as important as our efforts to 
strengthen safety nets and relieve debt bur-
dens are, for citizens throughout the world 
to feel that they truly have a hand in shap-
ing their future they must know the dignity 
and respect of basic rights in the workplace. 

You have taken a vital step toward lifting 
the lives of working people by adopting the 
Declaration on Fundamental Principles and 
Rights at Work last year. The document is a 
blueprint for the global economy that honors 
our values—the dignity of work, an end to 
discrimination, an end to forced labor, free-
dom of association, the right of people to or-
ganize and bargain in a civil and peaceful 
way. These are not just labor rights, they’re 
human rights. They are a charter for a truly 
modern economy. We must make them an 
everyday reality all across the world. 

We advance these rights first by standing 
up to those who abuse them. Today, one 
member nation, Burma stands in defiance of 
the ILO’s most fundamental values and most 
serious findings. The Director General has 
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just reported to us that the flagrant viola-
tion of human rights persists, and I urge the 
ILO governing body to take definite steps. 
For Burma is out of step with the standards 
of the world community and the aspirations 
of its people. Until people have the right to 
shape their destiny we must stand by them 
and keep up the pressure for change. 

We also advance core labor rights by stand-
ing with those who seek to make them a re-
ality in the workplace. Many countries need 
extra assistance to meet these standards. 
Whether it’s rewriting inadequate labor 
laws, or helping fight discrimination against 
women and minorities in the workplace, the 
ILO must be able to help. 

That is why in the balanced budget I sub-
mitted to our Congress this year I’ve asked 
for $25 million to help create a new arm of 
the ILO, to work with developing countries 
to put in place basic labor standards—protec-
tions, safe work places, the right to organize. 
I ask other governments to join us. I’ve also 
asked for $10 million from our Congress to 
strengthen U.S. bilateral support for govern-
ments seeking to raise such core labor stand-
ards. 

We have asked for millions of dollars also 
to build on our voluntary anti-sweat shop 
initiative to encourage the many innovative 
programs that are being developed to elimi-
nate sweat shops and raise consumer aware-
ness of the conditions in which the clothes 
they wear and the toys they buy for their 
children are made. 

But we must go further, to give life to our 
dream of an economy that lifts all our peo-
ple. To do that, we must wipe from the Earth 
the most vicious forms of abusive child 
labor. Every single day tens of millions of 
children work in conditions that shock the 
conscience. There are children chained to 
often risky machines; children handling dan-
gerous chemicals; children forced to work 
when they should be in school, preparing 
themselves and their countries for a better 
tomorrow. Each of our nations must take re-
sponsibility. 

Last week, at the inspiration of Senator 
Tom Harkin, who is here with me today, I di-
rected all agencies of the United States gov-
ernment to make absolutely sure they are 
not buying any products made with abusive 
child labor. 

But we must also act together. Today, the 
time has come to build on the growing world 
consensus to ban the most abusive forms of 
child labor—to join together and to say there 
are some things we cannot and will not tol-
erate. 

We will not tolerate children being used in 
pornography and prostitution. We will not 
tolerate children in slavery or bondage. We 
will not tolerate children being forcibly re-
cruited to serve in armed conflicts. We will 
not tolerate young children risking their 
health and breaking their bodies in haz-
ardous and dangerous working conditions for 
hours unconscionably long—regardless of 
country, regardless of circumstance. These 
are not some archaic practices out of a 
Charles Dickens novel. These are things that 
happen in too many places today. 

I am proud of what is being done at your 
meeting. In January, I said to our Congress 
and the American people in the State of the 
Union address, that we would work with the 
ILO on a new initiative to raise labor stand-
ards and to conclude a treaty to ban abusive 
child labor everywhere in the world. I am 
proud to say that the United States will sup-
port your convention. After I return home I 
will send it to the U.S. Senate for ratifica-
tion, and I ask all other countries to ratify 
it, as well. 

We thank you for achieving a true break-
through for the children of the world. We 
thank the nations here represented who have 
made genuine progress in dealing with this 
issue in their own nations. You have written 
an important new chapter in our effort to 
honor our values and protect our children. 

Passing this convention alone, however, 
will not solve the problem. We must also 
work aggressively to enforce it. And we must 
address root causes, the tangled pathology of 
poverty and hopelessness that leads to abu-
sive child labor. Where that still exists it is 
simply not enough to close the factories 
where the worst child labor practices occur. 
We must also ensure that children then have 
access to schools and their parents have jobs. 
Otherwise, we may find children in even 
more abusive circumstances. 

That is why the work of the International 
Program for the Elimination of Child Labor 
is so important. With the support of the 
United States, it is working in places around 
the world to get children out of business of 
making fireworks, to help children move 
from their jobs as domestic servants, to take 
children from factories to schools. 

Let me cite just one example of the success 
being achieved, the work being done to 
eliminate child labor from the soccer ball in-
dustry in Pakistan. Two years ago, thou-
sands of children under the age of 14 worked 
for 50 companies stitching soccer balls full- 
time. The industry, the ILO and UNICEF 
joined together to remove children from the 
production of soccer balls and give them a 
chance to go to school, and to monitor the 
results. 

Today, the work has been taken up by 
women in 80 poor villages in Pakistan, giving 
them new employment and their families 
new stabilities. Meanwhile, the children 
have started to go to school, so that when 
they come of age, they will be able to do bet-
ter jobs raising the standard of living of 
their families, their villages and their na-
tion. I thank all who were involved in this 
endeavor and ask others to follow their lead. 

I am pleased that our administration has 
increased our support for IPEC by tenfold. I 
ask you to think what could be achieved by 
a full and focused international effort to 
eliminate the worst forms of child labor. 
Think of the children who would go to 
school, whose lives would open up, whose 
very health would flower, freed of the crush-
ing burden of dangerous and demeaning 
work, given back those irreplaceable hours 
of childhood for learning and playing and liv-
ing. 

By giving life to core labor standards, by 
acting effectively to lift the burden of debt, 
by putting a more human face on the world 
trading system and the global economy, by 
ending the worst forms of child labor, we will 
be giving our children the 21st century they 
deserve. 

These are hopeful times. Previous genera-
tions sought to redeem the rights of labor in 
a time of world war and organized tyranny. 
We have a chance to build a world more pros-
perous, more united, more humane than ever 
before. In so doing, we can fulfill the dreams 
of the ILO’s founders, and redeem the strug-
gles of those who fought and organized, who 
sacrificed and, yes, died—for freedom, equal-
ity, and justice in the workplace. 

It is our great good fortune that in our 
time we have been given the golden oppor-
tunity to make the 21st century a period of 
abundance and achievement for all. Because 
we can do that, we must. It is a gift to our 
children worthy of the millennium. 

Thank you very much. 

TRIBUTE TO RETIRING MIDDLE 
SCHOOL PRINCIPAL TOM HAYES 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, it has come to 
my attention that a distinguished career in 
teaching has come to an end. The Honorable 
Tom Hayes, Principal of Lexington Middle 
School, recently retired after 34 years as a 
teacher, coach, counselor, and administrator. 

Mr. Hayes started teaching in the Lexington 
school system as a student teacher in the 
spring of 1965. He was offered a contract to 
teach full time in the fall of the same year. Mr. 
Hayes served as a teacher, coach, and coun-
selor until 1986, when he left Lexington to 
take a position in the St. James School Dis-
trict. In 1993, Mr. Hayes found his way back 
to Lexington to serve as principal at the Mid-
dle School. 

Mr. Hayes educated Missouri’s youth and 
enjoyed watching his students grow and ma-
ture into adults. He is also gratified when the 
young people he taught come back to him 
years later as adults to thank him. As a coach, 
he coached multiple championship teams, 
both in football and wrestling. Through hard 
work focusing on fundamentals, he helped av-
erage athletes develop into skilled players. 

Although Mr. Hayes has retired from the 
Lexington School District, he is still an active 
community member as the Mayor of Lex-
ington, Missouri. 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Hayes had an outstanding 
career in education, and he will surely be 
missed by everyone at Lexington Middle 
School. I wish him and his wife Sherry all the 
best in the days ahead. I am certain that the 
Members of the House will join me in paying 
tribute to this fine Missourian. 

f 

BOND PRICE COMPETITION 
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1999 

SPEECH OF 

HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, June 14, 1999 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, fellow colleagues, 
I rise in support of the Bond Price Competition 
Improvement Act of 1999. The Committee on 
Commerce and Subcommittee of Finance, of 
which I am a member, has held a number of 
hearings to review the process and competi-
tion in mutual fund fees and bond prices. 

Witnesses repeatedly testified that trans-
parency of corporate bonds was poor. Wit-
nesses also revealed that individual pur-
chasers of the same bond from the same 
dealer at approximately the same time may be 
given widely divergent prices. 

Mr. Speaker, fellow colleagues, improved 
transparency of the bond market would lead to 
improved bond prices for investors, and in-
creased transparency would assist the rel-
evant regulators with development of an audit 
trail. 

In today’s ever changing global economy, 
information is our most valuable resource. By 
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improving the information available to inves-
tors, leading to more competitive prices for 
bonds, we hope to eliminate price discrimina-
tion and promote a more fair and competitive 
market. 

The Bond Price Competition Improvement 
Act, which is supported by the NASD, SEC 
and Bond Market Association has many ad-
vantages. However, the three economic bene-
fits that I am mostly enthusiastic about are: 

1. It will bolster investor protection by pro-
viding investors with better opportunities to 
monitor the behavior of the entities that make 
markets in secondary securities; 

2. It will help improve market liquidity by 
boosting investor and market confidence in a 
market; and 

3. It will enhance market efficiency by boost-
ing the price discovery process of moving to-
ward the ‘‘optimal price’’ for a particular secu-
rity. 

Market power invested in one bond dealer 
enables the dealer to charge prices that are 
higher than those that would be available in a 
fully competitive market. Due to the lack of 
transparency in the current bond market deal-
ers sometimes offer the same bond to dif-
ferent customers at significantly different 
prices. This price discrimination is facilitated 
by the lack of pricing information to investors. 

I am convinced that improved transparency 
in the corporate debt markets as addressed in 
the Bond Price Competition Improvement Act 
will eliminate this practice. 

I would like to commend my fellow col-
leagues on the Commerce Committee, com-
mittee staff, and legislative staff on working to-
gether to draft this important bill and I hope 
that we can continue to work together in this 
spirit of bipartisanship in the future. 

Mr. Speaker, Congress is at its best when 
we work together to solve problems such as 
these. The American people deserve nothing 
less. The Bond Market Price Competition Act 
of 1999 is an important piece of legislation 
that will preserve this country’s place as a 
leader of bond market transaction in the inter-
national marketplace. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor of this 
bill. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF THE 
OUTPATIENT PRESERVATION ACT 

HON. MARK FOLEY 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I was (and still 
am) a proud supporter of the Balanced Budget 
Act and its attempts to bring about greater fis-
cal discipline to save Medicare from bank-
ruptcy. However, when we passed this bill, we 
did so with the understanding that Medicare 
services to seniors would not be harmed. 

Sadly, the current form of the prospective 
payment system (PPS) for hospital outpatient 
services such as surgery, radiology, clinical 
services, emergency room care, chemo-
therapy, and psychotherapy makes drastic 
cuts in payments so that many hospitals may 
be forced to limit or discontinue outpatient 
services that patients depend on. Initial projec-

tions show that when the PPS is fully imple-
mented, some hospitals stand to lose between 
40 and 50 percent of their revenue. This could 
have a devastating effect on the availability of 
certain services. For many individuals, out-
patient care is a safer, more convenient, and 
less costly alternative to being admitted over-
night to a hospital for a minor procedure. I do 
not want to see patients’ choice of health serv-
ices and care settings limited. 

Today, I am introducing the Hospital Out-
patient Preservation Act. This legislation will 
put a limit on the Medicare payment reduc-
tions hospitals receive under the outpatient 
PPS for the first three years it is in place. This 
bill will allow hospitals to gradually reorganize 
their budgets and operational structures in 
order to smoothly transition to the new pay-
ment system without having to eliminate serv-
ices. It is my intention that this bill will pre-
serve the intent of the Balanced Budget Act to 
enforce fiscal responsibility in the Medicare 
system, while preventing any negative con-
sequences that drastic revenue reductions 
would have on hospitals and their patients. 

f 

IN HONOR OF CELESTICA OF 
COLORADO 

HON. BOB SCHAFFER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, today I rise 
to congratulate Celestica, a Ft. Collins com-
pany determined to provide total customer sat-
isfaction, superior value, quality, and techno-
logical leadership through designing electronic 
memory solutions and manufacturing printed 
circuit boards. This prosperous corporation 
has not only benefited itself, but its community 
as well. Celestica currently employs 1,000 
Colorado citizens, and has grown strong 
enough to add 500 new jobs to the Ft. Collins 
area. Celestica workers provide jobs in nine 
countries and employment opportunities for 
over 15,000 worldwide while generating eco-
nomic growth and health benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, Celestica is successful be-
cause it strives to meet its customers’ needs, 
guarantee long-term value and have innova-
tive ideas for products. For this reason, it is 
obvious why Celestica is the third-largest elec-
tronics manufacturing company in the world. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. EVA M. CLAYTON 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Ms. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
187, the Souder amendment—to ‘‘prohibit any 
fiscal year 2000 funding for military operations 
in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia,’’ I was 
absent for the above-referenced vote because 
I was in North Carolina attending the funeral 
services for the father of my District Office Di-
rector. Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘nay.’’ 

HONORING JOSHUA VANDIVER 

HON. BOB SCHAFFER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
honor Mr. Joshua Vandiver of Swink, Colo-
rado, a student at Swink Junior-Senior High 
School. He has received an outstanding rec-
ognition of being a Presidential Scholar. I am 
pleased to take a moment and extend Joshua 
congratulations for his phenomenal academic 
prowess, artistic success, scholarship, leader-
ship, and involvement in school and commu-
nity. He possesses the key to success be-
cause the attributes of his personality, hard 
work and persevance are strong and long last-
ing. With these skills Joshua Vandiver will 
prosper in the future. 

f 

HONORING SYLVIA LASK 

HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, Sylvia Lask, a 
tireless advocate for her community and a 
woman who has worked with me for all of my 
elected life, is celebrating her 65th birthday, 
an occasion to celebrate her and all the won-
derful things she has done. She has worked 
with me from my start in the New York State 
Assembly, but even more, she has been a 
great friend. She developed a specialty in the 
area of mental health while at my Assembly 
office and her dedication led her to join me in 
late night visits to State psychiatric hospitals to 
check on the care of the patients. Currently 
she is Chair of the New York State Board of 
Visitors of Psychiatric Hospitals and is a mem-
ber of the Board of Bronx Municipal Hospital. 
She also led her building in the Co-op City 
rent strike. Her caring and concern have won 
her the affection and appreciation of virtually 
everyone she has come in contact with. She 
is also a State Committeewoman for the 82nd 
A.D. She is a committed Zionist and Jewish 
causes are her passion. She is an ardent sup-
porter of the Kibbutz movement. She dearly 
loves her two children, Marc and Vicki. When 
I picture Sylvia in my mind I see her dancing 
around a campfire at a Kibbutz. She is a very 
dear friend and I join all in wishing her a very 
special birthday. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. EVA M. CLAYTON 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
189, the Skelton amendment—‘‘prohibiting any 
funding for combat or peacekeeping oper-
ations in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia,’’ 
I was absent for the above-referenced vote 
because I was in North Carolina attending the 
funeral services for the father of my District 
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Office Director. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 

f 

HONORING DONNA WHEELER 
TEACHER 

HON. BOB SCHAFFER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, today I rise 
to commend the work of an extraordinary 
teacher from the Fourth District of Colorado, 
Ms. Donna Wheeler. Ms. Wheeler teaches at 
Swink Junior-Senior High School in Swink, 
CO. Teachers provide one of the most valu-
able services to society educating students. 
By promoting integrity, knowledge, proficiency, 
and wholehearted interest in her students, Ms. 
Wheeler has proven her ability as an educa-
tor. Caring and talented teachers are of im-
mense worth in our society and proficient 
teachers are the backbone of the Republic. It 
takes a very dedicated person to encourage 
children. Ms. Wheeler has set an example 
each of us can follow to nurture our nation’s 
youth in becoming responsible adults. I con-
gratulate Ms. Wheeler. 

f 

HONORING MOUNT VERNON 
HEIGHTS CONGREGATIONAL 
CHURCH 

HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, this year, the 
good parishioners of the Mount Vernon 
Heights Congregational Church celebrate the 
church’s 100th anniversary. The history of the 
church is actually longer when we remember 
that it was in 1892 that its meetings began in 
the Garden Avenue School. The church be-
came fully organized in 1896 with the Rev. 
F.B. Kellogg named pastor of the new church. 
By the following year the congregation had 
grown so large that it moved to a barn on 
Bedford Avenue and, on July 4th of that year, 
the new church was dedicated. 

By 1910 the church has become self-sup-
porting and in 1916 construction on the cur-
rent building was started. The church, a New 
England colonial design reflecting a post Civil 
War spirit of unity and self determination, was 
completed by 1922. Subsequently a sanctuary 
was added as well as tower chime. 

The Mount Vernon Heights Congregational 
Church has always practiced community activ-
ism as well as charitable works and commu-
nity projects, such as its youth seminars and 
elderly centers. 

The church also is part of the annual pulpit 
exchanges in which ministers from 19 church-
es deliver sermons at sister churches. 

The church is justly proud of its fellowship of 
many denominations and its ministers of many 
differing ethnic and social backgrounds. The 
Rev. Maximilian Bernard Surjadinata, pastor 
since 1988, was born in Indonesia. I warmly 
congratulate the Mount Vernon Heights Con-

gregational Church on its centenary and for its 
wonderful accomplishments in those hundred 
years. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. EVA M. CLAYTON 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
190, the Shays amendment—‘‘to reduce troop 
levels in Europe from 100,000 to 25,000 by 
fiscal year 2002; excludes troops assigned to 
Greenland, Iceland, Azores, and those serving 
for more than 179 days under a military-to- 
military program; and does not apply in the 
event of war or attack on NATO member na-
tion,’’ I was absent for the above-referenced 
vote because I was in North Carolina attend-
ing the funeral services for the father of my 
District Office Director. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

f 

THANK YOU BUFORD RICE 

HON. BOB SCHAFFER 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to honor Mr. Buford Rice, administrator and 
executive vice president of the Colorado Farm 
Bureau. Mr. Rice has announced his plans to 
retire September 1, 1999, after 38 years of 
distinguished service to the agriculture indus-
try. 

Raised on an irrigated farm in the Yellow-
stone River Valley of eastern Montana and 
later graduating from Montana State Univer-
sity, Rice began his career with the Montana 
Farm Bureau in 1961 as an area field services 
director. In 1972, he became the executive 
secretary for the North Dakota Farm Bureau 
and in 1976 he accepted the offer to serve as 
public affairs director for the Colorado Farm 
Bureau. Rice was named manager of the Col-
orado Farm Bureau in 1979 and was pro-
moted to administrator/executive vice presi-
dent in 1990. 

Rice and I first met and quickly became 
friends while I was serving in the Colorado 
State Senate. Through our professional rela-
tionship, I gained tremendous respect for his 
knowledge of agriculture issues and dedication 
to the survival of the farm and ranch industry. 
Because of his passion for the tradition of 
farming, Rice has always looked forward to 
going to work every morning these many 
years. 

Currently, Rice serves on various public and 
private councils and advisory committees. 
Some of those include the Colorado Public 
Expenditures Council Board of Directors, Colo-
rado Extension Advisory Committee, CSU 
Livestock Leaders Council, External Com-
mittee—CSU Institute on Environment and 
Natural Resources and the Colorado Public 
Lands Multiple Use Coalition. 

He and his wife Darlyne reside in Littleton, 
CO, and have two children, four grandchildren 
and two step-grandchildren. 

Buford Rice is a man who embodies the 
western tradition of what is good about this 
great country—sound land and water con-
servation practices, private property rights, 
and most importantly, preservation of the fam-
ily farm. The state of Colorado owes Buford 
Rice a great debt of gratitude for his life-long 
work on behalf of the agriculture community. 
Thank you Buford. 

f 

HONORING RHONDA (RANDI) 
WEINGARTEN 

HON. ELIOT L. ENGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, today I would like 
to praise a woman who has accomplished 
much. Rhonda (Randi) Weingarten is the new 
president of the 130,000-member United Fed-
eration of Teachers, the largest local union in 
the United States. She is also vice president 
of the 960,000 member American Federation 
of Teachers, the UFT’s national affiliate and is 
a member of the Board of Directors of both 
the New York State United Teachers and the 
New York City Central Labor Council. 

From 1986 to 1998 Randi served as coun-
sel to UFT President Sandra Feldman, taking 
a lead role in contract negotiations for teach-
ers and other school employees. When Ms. 
Feldman became president of the American 
Federation of Teachers, Randi was selected to 
serve as president. She has a B.S. from Cor-
nell and graduated cum laude from the Ben-
jamin N. Cardozo School of Law. She was 
also an adjunct professor at Cardozo from 
1986–91. She first became affiliated with the 
UFT when working for a prestigious law firm 
which had the union as a client. 

She has served as legislative assistant for 
the New York State Senate Labor Committee 
and as a mediator on disputes originating in 
the New York Criminal Court. She has served 
as a member of the board and then as chair-
person of the Health Insurance Plan of Great-
er New York. She is also a certified teacher of 
social studies and American History. 

Randi continues to advance the cause of 
education in New York. I look forward to work-
ing with her to keep that education of our 
youth as the highest priority of the people and 
our governments at every level. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. EVA M. CLAYTON 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
188, the Weldon amendment—to ‘‘provide 
$7.3 million for the operation and maintenance 
of space launch facilities and require a study 
of space launch ranges and requirements,’’ I 
was absent for the above-referenced vote be-
cause I was in North Carolina attending the fu-
neral services for the father of my District Of-
fice Director. Had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘yea.’’ 
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IN MEMORY OF BETTY DESANTO 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the memory of one of Cleveland’s great-
est softball players, Betty DeSanto. 

Betty DeSanto has been a dedicated sports-
woman all her life. She has been a part of 
many softball teams and has won countless 
city titles. She was even inducted into the 
Greater Cleveland Sports Hall of Fame in 
1984 and the Greater Cleveland Slow Pitch 
Hall of Fame in 1991. 

Betty DeSanto was a person who not only 
played the sport well, she exemplified great 
sportsmanship. As the assistant manager and 
later as the manager of the Cudell Recreation 
Center, she organized various sports teams 
and encouraged both boys and girls in their 
athletic pursuits. She is an inspiration to all 
who participate in sports and with a little dedi-
cation, love and heart you can go on to 
achieve greatness. 

My fellow colleagues, please join me in hon-
oring this great sportswoman, Betty DeSanto. 
She was a very talented athlete and she will 
be greatly missed. 

f 

HONORING DR. GARY SCHNEIDER 
UPON HIS RETIREMENT 

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, Dr. Gary 
Schneider, one of the foremost experts on for-
estry at the University of Tennessee, Knox-
ville, is retiring this year. 

Dr. Schneider has been an asset to the Uni-
versity for many years, having served as a 
Professor and Head of the Department of For-
estry, Wildlife and Fisheries. Currently, he 
serves as the Associate Dean of Agricultural 
Sciences and Natural Resources at UT. 

Mr. Speaker, Dr. Schneider has also served 
as a consultant for many organizations includ-
ing, the U.S. Department of Energy, U.S. For-
est Service, U.S. Agency for International De-
velopment and many others. Additionally, he 
has published several academic articles. 

Dr. Schneider has advanced the study of 
forestry and related fields during his tenure at 
the University of Tennessee, and I know that 
his leadership and expertise will be missed. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that I join with his 
friends, family and colleagues in congratu-
lating Dr. Gary Schneider for an outstanding 
career at the University of Tennessee, Knox-
ville. 

A TRIBUTE TO THE TEMPLE PA-
TROL OF THE TUSCAN MORNING 
STAR LODGE NO. 48 

HON. ROBERT A. BRADY 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to honor the Temple Patrol of the 
Tuscan Morning Star Lodge No. 48, located in 
Philadelphia. The Temple Patrol was originally 
formed in 1990 to provide a communal protec-
tive service for members attending meetings 
at the Prince Hall Masonic Complex. Since its 
formation, the Temple Patrol committee has 
grown to over 30 members and has received 
many accolades for its valuable safety serv-
ices. 

The Temple Patrol has been so successful 
that only one criminal incident has been re-
corded in its area of operations since its in-
ception. The Tuscan Morning Star Lodge No. 
48 has received high praise due to the suc-
cess of the Temple Patrol; it was awarded Ex- 
Large Lodge of the Month on several occa-
sions and even Ex-Large Lodge of the Year. 
In addition to these past recognitions, I would 
also like to commend these gentlemen who 
bring peace to the streets through their self- 
sacrifice. 

Once again, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
commend the efforts of the members of the 
Tuscan Morning Star No. 48 Temple Patrol 
committee. I wish them luck in the future and 
thank them for all their hard work that has 
made the streets of Philadelphia safer. 

f 

HUMAN RIGHTS LEADERS SUP-
PORT HUMAN RIGHT INFORMA-
TION ACT, H.R. 1625 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, recently I intro-
duced in the House The Human Rights Infor-
mation Act (H.R. 1625). This legislation has al-
ready found strong bipartisan support with 
over 50 of our distinguished colleagues joining 
as original cosponsors of this bill. 

When our legislation was introduced, promi-
nent human rights leaders and victims of 
human rights abuses joined us at a press con-
ference announcing the legislation. Their com-
ments about the Human Rights Information 
Act and their personal and professional in-
sights regarding this legislation are particularly 
helpful. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that the statements these 
human rights leaders made regarding the 
Human Rights Information Act be placed in 
the RECORD. These outstanding statements 
are by Dr. William F. Schultz, Executive Direc-
tor of Amnesty International USA; Adriana 
Portillo-Bartow, a Guatemalan mother whose 
eldest two daughters were kidnapped and dis-
appeared and have not been seen for the past 
17 years; Sister Dianna Ortiz, a Roman 
Catholic nun who was abducted, tortured and 
repeatedly raped by members of the Guate-

malan security forces; and Carlos M. Salinas, 
the Advocacy Director for Latin America and 
the Caribbean of Amnesty International. 
STATEMENT OF DR. WILLIAM F. SCHULTZ, EX-

ECUTIVE DIRECTOR, AMNESTY INTER-
NATIONAL USA 
Good afternoon. I’m Dr. William F. 

Schultz, Executive Director of Amnesty 
International USA. I join my esteemed col-
leagues today to support legislation that ad-
dresses the tragic legacy of political vio-
lence: torture, assassinations, ‘‘disappear-
ances,’’ and massacres. This legislation will 
put criminals behind bars and help families 
heal from their devastating losses at the 
hands of brutal torturers and thugs. 

Over the past few decades, we witnessed 
immense suffering in Guatemala and Hon-
duras. The fierce counterinsurgency cam-
paign by Guatemalan military governments 
beginning in the 1960s left 200,000 dead or 
‘‘disappeared’’ according to the Guatemalan 
Truth Commission. The campaign became 
one of a ‘‘scorched earth strategy’’ in which 
hundreds of villages were wiped out in what 
the Trust Commission called acts of geno-
cide. Thousands of men, women and children 
were killed—often after brutal torture or in 
more than 600 wholesale massacres, accord-
ing to the Commission. Thousands more 
were ‘‘disappeared’’—never to be seen again. 

The politically-driven violence in Hon-
duras during the 1980s resulted from a delib-
erate strategy by the government and mili-
tary to treat non-combatant civilians as 
military targets. This ‘‘dirty war’’ meant 
torture, assassination and ‘‘disappearance’’ 
for student activists, teachers, journalists, 
trade unionists, human rights lawyers and 
leftist politicians. 

Out of the ashes of this bloody history has 
risen legislation vital to the promotion and 
protection of human rights—not only in 
Honduras and Guatemala but in every coun-
try in the world. The Human Rights Infor-
mation Act orders the declassification or re-
lease of U.S. government documents about 
human rights violations when the U.S. re-
ceives a request from a bona fide truth com-
mission or judicial authority. It will give 
survivors of torture and ‘‘disappearances’’ 
information about who was responsible for 
their abuse and the reasons why they were 
targeted. It also will allow family members 
to recover the remains of their ‘‘dis-
appeared’’ loved ones. 

Amnesty International is proud to support 
the Human Rights Information Act and our 
activists are ready to mobilize for its pas-
sage. Last year, we brought over 100,000 peti-
tions and letters to Congress—and we will 
bring 100,000 more this year, if need be. I be-
lieve that every American watching the 
Kosovo crisis unfold would support this Act 
as a means to ensure justice for the thou-
sands of refugees we see on our television 
screens each day. 

There are three compelling reasons why 
Congress must pass this Act. 

First, the Human Rights Information Act 
is profoundly pro-family. The Act will help 
families torn apart by torture, assassination 
or ‘‘disappearances’’ heal and find some 
measure of closure in the wake of brutality. 

Second, the Human Rights Information 
Act will fight crime. The perpetrators of 
human rights violations are responsible not 
for dozens or even hundreds of brutalities 
but for tens of thousands of crimes against 
humanity. As a great forensic anthropologist 
Dr. Clyde Snow said, ‘‘[t]he great mass mur-
derers of our time have accounted for no 
more than a few hundred victims. In con-
trast, states that have chosen to murder 
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their own citizens can usually count their 
victims by the carload lot. As for motive, the 
state has no peers, for it will kill its victim 
for a careless word, a fleeting thought, or 
even a poem.’’ Assassins, torturers, those 
who order the brutalities and those who 
cover them up, however, are rarely punished, 
sometimes amnestied and often never pros-
ecuted. Successful prosecutions will punish 
and put behind bars human rights violators 
who may still be involved in criminal activ-
ity. And it will send an unequivocal message 
that human rights violations will not be tol-
erated. 

Third, the Human Rights Information Act 
will strengthen democracy. It will deter fu-
ture violators and strengthen the rule of law. 
It will tell the world that no one is above the 
law and it will restore citizens’ confidence in 
their legal institutions. 

The wounds from atrocities committed in 
Guatemala, Honduras and many other coun-
tries cannot heal until the whole truth about 
human rights violations is revealed. Fami-
lies and survivors need to know—and have 
the right to know—who ordered the killings, 
why their loved ones were tortured and 
killed, and where to find their ‘‘disappeared’’ 
loved ones. If simply telling the whole truth, 
as the Human Rights Information Act will 
do, helps thousands of families heal from 
some of the worst crimes known to human-
ity, how can we not reveal it? 

STATEMENT OF MS. ADRIANA PORTILLO- 
BARTOW, A GUATEMALAN MOTHER 

My name is Adriana Portillo-Bartow and I 
am a survivor of the war in Guatemala. I am 
also a mother who for the last 17 years has 
had to live without knowing the truth about 
the whereabouts of her two oldest daughters, 
kidnapped and disappeared by Guatemalan 
security forces in 1981. 

My daughters Rosaura and Glenda, 10 and 
9 years old at the time of their disappear-
ance, were detained, together with my 70 
year old father, my step-mother, one of my 
sisters-in-law, and my 18 month old sister, 
on September 11, 1981, by a large group of 
military and police forces. They have never 
been seen or heard from since. 

I waited 15 years for the appropriate polit-
ical conditions to exist in Guatemala so I 
could begin the search for the truth about 
the whereabouts of my disappeared family. I 
have been back to Guatemala eight times 
since December 1996, when the Final Peace 
Accord for a Firm and Lasting Peace was 
signed. 

Eight trips to Guatemala I have made in 
my pursuing of the truth, without any re-
sults. On each of my trips I have met with 
the Guatemalan Presidential Human Rights 
Commission, I have met with the Guate-
malan Human Rights Ombudsman Office, I 
have met with many non governmental 
human rights organizations. I have met with 
U.S. Embassy officials. I have even tried pur-
suing the truth through the Guatemalan ju-
dicial system, which everybody knows does 
not work. The case of my disappeared family 
is Illustrative case #87 in the Historical Clar-
ification Commission’s report ‘‘Guatemala: 
Memory of Silence’’. And no one has been 
able to help me, or has wanted to help me. 

Because of that, now, more than ever, I am 
hunted by the memories of my disappeared 
father, of my little daughters, and of my 
other relatives. For the past seventeen years 
I have not slept, unless through the use of 
artificial means, because I am afraid of wak-
ing up to a nightmare of my disappeared 
children being eaten by dogs and vultures. 
Some days I am hunted by images of their 
bodies abandoned in shallow graves in a clan-

destine cemetery, somewhere in Guatemala. 
Other days I am hunted by the possibility of 
my little daughters and sister having been 
given up for adoption—illegally—to a family 
in a foreign country. 

When will I be able to leave my torment 
behind? When will I be free from the ongoing 
torture it means for me not knowing what 
became of my daughters? When will I be able 
to be at peace with myself? Only the day I 
find out the truth about what happened to 
my disappeared family. Only the day I am 
able to recover their remains for a proper 
and dignified burial. 

The passing of the Human Rights Informa-
tion Act by Congress is of critical impor-
tance to the relatives of the disappeared in 
Guatemala. It can offer people who find 
themselves in the position I am now the real 
possibility of learning the truth about the 
whereabouts of their disappeared relatives. 
It can offer mothers like me an end to the 
painful and everlasting effects of the most 
sophisticated form of torture; the disappear-
ance of our children. Furthermore, it can 
offer mothers like me the possibility of fam-
ily reunification if our children survived— 
and if they didn’t, the opportunity to bury 
them and mourn their loss in a healthy and 
dignified manner. 

President Clinton acknowledged on March 
10 of this year, while in Guatemala, that the 
involvement of the United States in the hor-
rors that took place during the war was 
wrong, and that it had been a mistake that 
must not be repeated again. He said that the 
United States must and will continue to sup-
port the peace and reconciliation process in 
Guatemala. Truth and Justice are the foun-
dation of Peace. The passing of the Human 
Rights Information Act by Congress is a very 
concrete step that can be taken, for the 
United States to truly play a historical role 
in the process towards reconciliation and an 
everlasting peace in Guatemala. 

As a Guatemalan, and as the mother and 
sister of three little girls that disappeared 
during the long war in Guatemala I feel that 
the contribution of the United States to the 
suffering of the Guatemalan people con-
stitute a moral obligation to assist all of us, 
relatives of the disappeared, in our search for 
the truth about the whereabouts of our loved 
ones. Only the day the full truth of what 
happened is known, and dealt with, will we 
be able to say that the suffering the Guate-
malan people has endured for so many years 
is finally a tragedy of the past. Only the day 
we know the full truth will we be sure that 
the ‘‘mistake’’ President Clinton referred to 
will not be repeated again—in Guatemala or 
in any other country of the world. 

STATEMENT OF SISTER DIANNA ORTIZ, A 
ROMAN CATHOLIC NUN 

Let me begin by thanking Representatives 
LANTOS and MORELLA for inviting me to 
share my thoughts on the importance of the 
Human Rights Information Act. Two days 
ago it became all the more evident to me 
that we must do everything in our means to 
make certain this bill is enacted. Let me 
share with you some of my story. 

In November of 1989, I was abducted, tor-
tured and repeatedly raped by members of 
the Guatemalan security forces. During my 
detention, just as my torturers were ready-
ing themselves to rape me yet again, a man 
came into the clandestine cell, a man my 
tortures referred to as Alejandro, and their 
boss [jefe]. He was tall; he was fair-skinned; 
and he spoke poor Spanish with a heavy 
North American accent. He gave explicit or-
ders to my torturers, which they obeyed, and 

he warned me not to say anything about my 
torture—telling me—in American English— 
that if I did, there would be consequences. 

For nearly a decade, I have spent the ma-
jority of my waking hours trying to learn 
the truth of what happened on November 2, 
1989. I have spoken openly of what I wit-
nessed and experienced at the hands of the 
three Guatemalans and Alejandro. In turn, I 
have been told that I must be mistaken: The 
U.S. Government would never conspire with 
human rights violators, let alone provide 
them leadership. It has even been suggested 
to me that I am ‘‘obsessed’’ with Alejandro. 
I have been advised to concentrate on my 
Guatemalan abusers alone, instead of taint-
ing the reputation of the U.S. Government. 
But no one will answer my two single ques-
tions: Why was there an American in a Gua-
temalan secret prison, giving orders to tor-
turers? Who authorized him to be there? 

No one in Guatemala will tell me the 
truth. And no one in the United State will 
tell me the truth. For nearly ten years, I 
have gone from one battlefield to another— 
asking for the truth for myself and for the 
people of Guatemala. Following the advice of 
so many people, I went through all the prop-
er channels. I filed charges in Guatemala and 
cooperated with Guatemalan government in-
vestigators, traveling to Guatemala on nu-
merous occasions to testify and participate 
in judicial reconstructions. I soon learned 
that justice in Guatemala is a mirage. The 
judicial system did not work then—and does 
not work now. The investigation of the mur-
der of Monsenor Gerardi is a clear example of 
how impunity continues to reign. 

The next battlefield was in my homeland— 
the United States. Even in my country of or-
igin, government officials refused to provide 
me with information. and so I thought—file 
a FOIA request—you’re sure to get answers. 
Documents were released—but they con-
tained no information of substance. In Au-
gust of 1995, I was told that the Justice De-
partment had begun a serious and impartial 
investigation of my case. Putting aside my 
feelings of mistrust, I took the risk of work-
ing closely with the investigators. This en-
tailed being interviewed by investigators for 
more than forty hours; having to relate 
every detail of the humiliation and cruelty I 
suffered at the hands of my tortures; going 
into dangerous and painful flashbacks 
brought on by the detailed questions. Under 
such prolonged stress, I lost a portion of the 
ground that I had gained in my recovery. 

But I steeled myself and did all I could for 
as long as I could to help the investigation 
along. I hoped that, this time, I might be 
told the truth. There were warning signs, 
however—signs that I was wrong. One of the 
DOJ attorneys openly yelled at me and ac-
cused me of lying. And as I heard about the 
investigators’ interviews with my family and 
friends, it became clear that I was being cast 
as the culprit, that I was the one being in-
vestigated, not those responsible for the 
crimes against me. After giving almost all of 
my testimony, I made the decision to dis-
engage myself from direct participation in 
the DOJ investigation. 

Perhaps I am a coward—but I could no 
longer subject myself to the retrauma-
tization brought on by the investigators’ 
questions and their abusive treatment. They 
had my testimony in detail and the sketches 
I had made with the help of a forensic artist. 
The responsibility for finding the truth lay 
with them. 

Shortly after taking this step, I learned 
that the Justice Department had concluded 
its investigation. What did the Justice De-
partment officials conclude after a year of 
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investigating my case? What did they glean 
from the countless hours I and my friends 
and family spent pouring out our hearts to 
them? I don’t know. I’m not allowed to 
know. Investigators made a report of more 
than 284 pages—and classified it. They cited 
a need to protect ‘‘sources and methods’’— 
and MY privacy. How thoughtful of them. In-
vestigators assured me that this report 
would be kept so secret that it would be seen 
only by the Attorney General, the Deputy 
Attorney General and the official in charge 
of the investigation. Four copies of this re-
port exist, they told me, and they are under 
lock and key. 

I have since learned that the classified re-
port was made available to few privileged 
people, including former ambassador Thomas 
Stroock, who is not even associated any 
longer with the U.S. Government. This is 
how the DOJ protected my privacy. 

The investigation has not helped me one 
iota and has not helped the American people. 
The report is about the event that shattered 
my life, about the event that tore my past 
from me. The report is about the event that 
destroyed my sense of myself, my relation-
ships with others and my relationship with 
God. The report was about the event that has 
stolen my ability to sleep and to feel safe in 
the world. I am the one who is tormented by 
all the questions surrounding that event. 
And now I have even more. Why is it that the 
Justice Department refuses to answer my 
questions? Who are they protecting? What 
are they covering up? 

On June 26th, 1998, I filed a FOIA request, 
asking the U.S. Government to declassify 
the report. Again, I allowed myself to hope. 
During President’s Clinton visit to Guate-
mala, I allowed that hope to grow. Mr. Clin-
ton publicly acknowledged U.S. complicity 
in human rights violations. Finally, I 
thought, our government has owned up. The 
need for secrecy is obsolete. I’ll get the re-
port. 

Two days ago, I learned from my attorney 
that the FOIA officer for the U.S. Attorney 
General’s Office denied my FOIA request in 
full. Why? To protect their sources and 
methods? What sorts of methods? Torture? 
To protect the identities of my Guatemalan 
torturers and the American, Alejandor? Why 
is it that those who commit human rights 
violations merit protection while those of us 
who suffer these abuses at their hands re-
ceive none? 

Perhaps only another survivor who has 
been betrayed again and again by her gov-
ernment can know what I feel standing here. 
I’m tried and all I want to do is close my 
eyes and not wake up. I literally had to force 
myself to come here today. The feelings of 
disillusionment and aloneness are enough to 
overwhelm me. But I am here. 

The words that resound in my head over 
and over again are: ‘‘The truth will set you 
free.’’ Those words are found in scripture. 
Ironically enough, these same words are 
etched on the entrance to that cathedral of 
secrecy, the CIA. I believe the truth would 
set me free. I will never feel safe in my own 
country until I know exactly what the role 
of my government was in my abduction and 
torture. How can I feel safe? How can anyone 
feel safe, if the truth is being concealed? If 
this is a country concerned with righting the 
wrongs of the past and the wrongs of our 
world, our government has nothing to lose 
by disclosing the truth. It owes that much to 
the survivors of the political violence we 
sponsored in Guatemala, Honduras and 
countless other countries. It owes that much 
to those of us who paid the taxes. The secret 

prison was in Guatemala. The prison of se-
crecy is here. The Human Rights Informa-
tion Act could be the key. 

STATEMENT OF CARLOS M. SALINAS, THE AD-
VOCACY DIRECTOR FOR LATIN AMERICA AND 
THE CARIBBEAN OF AMNESTY INTERNATIONAL 
I think it’s clear that there is real momen-

tum for passage of the Human Rights Infor-
mation Act—and why shouldn’t it be this 
way? 

In the last Congress, the bill went from in-
troduction to mark-up in less than a year 
even though most observers were surprised 
that it even got a hearing! But what most 
observers did not count with the persever-
ance of Congressman Lantos, Congress-
woman Morella, Chairman Horn, then-rank-
ing member Kucinich, and all of their incred-
ibly dedicated and hard-working staffs. The 
observers did not count on the fact that 
there were many others ready and willing to 
add their names and prestige to this effort 
for truth and justice—so many more than 100 
House members became co-sponsors in less 
than a year! Many observers underestimated 
the tenacity and perseverance of amazing 
people like Adriana Portillo-Bartow, Jen-
nifer Harbury, Sister Dianna Ortiz, Meredith 
Larson, Dr. Leo Valladares Lanza, and so 
many others. 

Washington conventional wisdom, con-
tinuing to insist that true intelligence re-
form is destined to oblivion, did not count on 
the fact that the yearning for truth and jus-
tice is a million times greater than the 
strongest bureaucratic inertia, that the 
search for truth will always overpower obfus-
cation and stonewalling, and that the Amer-
ican people and its elected representatives 
know and are committed to truly putting 
people first, to truly strengthening families, 
to truly fighting crime. 

And so, thanks to tens of thousands of 
voices from Hawaii to Florida, and Maine to 
Alaska, we hear the message: pass the 
Human Rights Information Act. This mes-
sage is supported by organizations like the 
Latin America Working Group, the Guate-
mala Human Rights Commission/USA, the 
Washington Office on Latin America, the Re-
ligious Task Force on Central America and 
Mexico, I could go on and on! 

So we begin anew our quest for the truth, 
our quest for justice, with the knowledge 
that both republicans and Democrats, Chairs 
and Ranking members, have shown and are 
showing their support for a bill that could 
rend the web of secrecy and lies that keep 
the public from finding out what it is enti-
tled to know, that keep family members 
from healing and reaching closure, that keep 
criminals, mass murderers, torturers, and as-
sorted thugs on the streets, well, we gotta 
stop that and we will change the law. This 
law is for you, Dianna. This law is for you, 
Jennifer. This law is for you, Adriana. This 
law is for you, Anne [Larson, mother of 
human rights worker Meredith Larson who 
survived a stabbing attack in Guatemala 
City in 1989]. Indeed, this law is for all of us, 
for a better tomorrow, for a more just today. 

f 

IN HONOR OF FRANK VICKERS 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor one of the USWA’s most respected 

leaders, Frank Vickers. Over the past 30 
years, Frank Vickers has dedicated his life to 
work extremely hard for the Steel Workers of 
Ohio. He joined the USWA in 1957, and since 
that time he has served as Local 5684 Presi-
dent, District 30 Organizing Coordinator, Ohio 
Legislative Coordinator and the Ohio Legisla-
tive Representative. 

Frank has chaired USWA negotiations with 
LTV Steel, Timken, American Steel Foundries, 
Amsted Industries, Armco, Inc. and Republic 
Engineered Steels. Frank has also served as 
Vice President of the Cincinnati AFL-CIO Cen-
tral Labor Council. 

Frank Vickers has been a dedicated USWA 
worker for the last 30 years. In that time he 
has made tremendous strides in improving the 
productivity of the USWA. Through his efforts 
the USWA has expanded their influence all 
over the country in order to benefit the steel 
workers. 

Frank has not only been a successful advo-
cate for steelworkers but has also been a 
dedicated family man. His efforts are greatly 
appreciated by all the members of the USWA. 
He is not only a hard worker, but a good 
friend to all. 

My fellow colleagues, please join me in hon-
oring this dedicated man, Frank Vickers, for 
30 years of serving the Steelworkers. I would 
like to wish Frank the best of luck and good 
fortune in the future. 

f 

A FAVORITE SON GOES TO 
WASHINGTON 

HON. NANCY PELOSI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I commend to my 
colleagues the following article about one of 
our very own, Congressman GEORGE MILLER 
of California, who this year marks his 25th 
year of service in Congress. 

This article poignantly captures GEORGE’s 
commitment to public service and his unwav-
ering belief in our system of government. As 
GEORGE says in this article, being a Member 
of Congress ‘‘is a privilege. It’s what makes 
me get up in the morning and go to work, 
knowing in one fashion or another you’re 
going to get to be a participant in our Demo-
cratic system. It sounds really corny, except 
it’s really energizing.’’ 

This article also presents comments from 
the people who do not share GEORGE’s views 
but who bestow upon him their respect for his 
integrity, his candor, and his unrelenting pur-
suit of what he believes to be right for this 
country. 

[From the Contra Costa Times, June 6, 1999]; 

A FAVORITE SON GOES TO WASHINGTON— 
REPEATEDLY 

By Daniel Borenstein 

WASHINGTON—Despite George Miller’s limp 
from his surgery, the 6-foot-4-inch congress-
man sets the brisk pace as he and fellow lib-
eral Rep. John Tierney of Massachusetts 
cross the Capitol grounds. 

The pair lament the high prescription drug 
prices Americans without health insurance 
are forced to pay. To Miller, it’s a political 
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weapon to embarrass Republicans with ties 
to drug companies. 

And it’s a wrong that could be righted—if 
the Democrats were in the majority. ‘‘It sure 
would be fun if we could get this place 
back,’’ he says. 

Meet George Miller, ambivalent congress-
man. 

On the one hand, he loves throwing polit-
ical grenades across the aisle and watching 
Republicans squirm. On the other, he longs 
for days before the 1994 elections when 
Democrats ruled the House of Representa-
tives. 

Those were days when he wrote landmark 
legislation on water subsidies, nutritional 
aid for poor pregnant women, foster care and 
offshore oil drilling. These days, he tries to 
defeat Republican bills. 

Miller, D-Martinez, was first elected to the 
House a quarter-century ago, at age 29. 
Today he is 54. Of the 435 House members, 
only 17 have been there longer. 

He came to Washington with the Water-
gate class of 1974, one of 75 new Democrats 
elected to the House three months after 
President Nixon resigned. Only six remain in 
the House. 

Although most of the players have 
changed, the game continues. And Miller, 
who played linebacker in school and belongs 
to the minority party in Congress, is once 
again playing defense. 

‘‘On offense, you’ve got control of the 
game, you know when the ball is going to be 
hiked, you know what the play is,’’ he says. 
‘‘On defense, you’ve got to try to anticipate, 
you’ve got to think about it. You’ve got to 
stop things from happening.’’ 

A mischievous smile spreads under his 
white mustache. ‘‘Sometimes,’’ he says, ‘‘it’s 
more fun.’’ 

Miller’s time on the floor is up, but he 
won’t stop talking. 

Rep. William Goodling, R-Penn., chairman 
of the Education Committee, raps the gavel 
repeatedly. Finally, he slams it down with a 
thunderous bang that echoes through the 
cavernous hearing room in the Rayburn 
House Office Building. 

‘‘Oh, bang it again if it will make you feel 
better,’’ Miller says. 

‘‘I’ll bang it and I’ll bang it on your head,’’ 
Goodling snaps back, then threatens to have 
the sergeant at arms remove him. 

This is what Miller calls ‘‘calculated 
chaos.’’ 

Later, he marches out of Rayburn House, 
across South Capitol Street, into the Long-
worth Building—bypassing the metal detec-
tors as members of Congress are entitled to 
do—and into the elevator. All the time rant-
ing about the Republicans. 

He checks the elevator lights to see what 
floor he’s on and realizes the man next to 
him is watching Miller complain to a re-
porter. 

‘‘Never mind us,’’ Miller says with a smile. 
‘‘I’m pontificating.’’ 

A BIG BARK 
Miller is a top Democratic pontificator. 

With his booming voice, imposing physical 
presence and quick debating skills, he has 
become a liberal voice for, and within, the 
party. 

‘‘Nobody out-barks George when he’s try-
ing to make a point,’’ says Leon Panetta, 
former congressman and former White House 
chief of staff. 

Panetta knows Miller well. He served in 
Congress with him, lived in Miller’s row 
house 21⁄2 blocks from the Capitol for about 
eight years and played basketball with him 
in the House gym. 

In some ways, Miller is the same on and off 
the court, Panetta says. ‘‘If he felt somebody 
hit him wrong, he’d tell him, he’d yell at 
him, and sometimes he’d stomp off, and ev-
erybody knew George was pissed.’’ But, 
‘‘stay out of his way for an hour and you’d be 
fine.’’ 

There was little doubt you’d want him on 
your team. ‘‘When he plants himself under 
the basket there aren’t a hell of a lot of peo-
ple who are going to go through him.’’ 

These days, the Democrats plant Miller on 
talk shows, at news conferences and on the 
House floor. He is one of about 15 House 
Democratic leaders who meet almost daily 
in a small windowless conference room in the 
Capitol to plot strategy. 

Last month, when, in the wake of the 
Littleton, Colo., high school shooting, the 
Senate passed new gun laws, Miller insisted 
House Democrats push for the same without 
delay, despite warnings from some Demo-
crats that there could be political fallout 
from the gun lobby. 

When former Speaker Newt Gingrich, R- 
Ga., was facing accusations he used tax-ex-
empt money for political purposes, Demo-
crats sicced Miller on him, dispatching him 
to make the case on every national tele-
vision show from Washington that was inter-
ested. 

When Miller couldn’t get the House to take 
up campaign finance reform, he used delay-
ing tactics that forced Members to repeat-
edly drop what they were doing and rush to 
the House floor to vote on motions to ad-
journ. It was what the Los Angeles Times 
called ‘‘Miller’s guerrilla war.’’ 

POLITICAL BLOOD 

It’s little wonder Miller thrives on politics. 
He was reared on it. 

His father, George Miller, Jr., was a state 
senator who became chairman of the power-
ful Senate Finance Committee. Today, the 
bridge spanning the Carquinez Strait be-
tween Benicia and Martinez bears his name. 

George Miller III was born in Richmond on 
May 17, 1945. He was one of four children, and 
the only boy. About five years later, the 
family moved to Martinez. 

When he was still a baby, his father was 
first elected to the Legislature. The Miller 
household was as political as they come. 

‘‘When I was younger, it was race rela-
tions. We had people coming to our house to 
get counseling and encouragement from my 
father to get involved one way or the other, 
organizing to send people to the South, the 
Freedom Riders. 

‘‘When I was older, in college, it was the 
free speech movement, the war in Vietnam. 
Those were the debates that took place in 
our living room.’’ 

When he was in high school, his father 
would drive by the bus stop in the morning. 

‘‘He said, ‘What’s going on in school?’ I 
said, ‘Nothing,’ ‘Get in the car. Don’t tell 
your mother.’ And I’d go up and follow him 
around. Sit in on meetings in the governor’s 
office, or sit on the floor in the state Legisla-
ture, run errands for him, and get to know 
people. 

‘‘And watch and listen and watch and lis-
ten.’’ 

A LEARNING EXPERIENCE 

Shortly after midnight on New Year’s Day 
1969, Miller’s father had a heart attack and 
died. He was 54. 

Looking back, Miller says, that time is a 
blur. He had just started law school in the 
fall and he and his wife—Cynthia, who was 
his sweetheart at Alhambra High School in 
Martinez—had two young boys. 

‘‘I don’t think I really had a chance to 
mourn my father’s death the way I would 
have liked to have,’’ he says. 

He was soon running in the special election 
to replace his dad. Though Miller was just 23, 
then-Assemblyman John Knox, D-Richmond, 
and Democratic Party leader Bert Coffey, 
friends of Miller’s father, felt he was the best 
shot to keep Republicans from gaining a ma-
jority in the Senate, which at the time was 
evenly divided between Democrats and Re-
publicans. He beat Supervisor Tom Coll of 
Concord and banker Fortney Stark of 
Danville in the Democratic primary. But 
then he had to face John Nejedly, who had 
been a district attorney for 11 years. 

Miller was outmatched. ‘‘There was no 
record,’’ Nejedly recalls. ‘‘The only thing 
that could be said was he was his father’s 
son.’’ 

The voters agreed. Nejedly trounced him 
and served in the state Senate for the next 11 
years. 

Miller went to work in Sacramento as leg-
islative assistant to then-Sen. George 
Moscone. While working in the Capitol, Mil-
ler completed law school. 

OFF AND RUNNING 
He says he would probably be practicing 

law today had Democratic Rep. Jerry Waldie 
not decided to run for governor in 1974. 

‘‘I had been to Washington once,’’ Miller 
recalls. ‘‘I thought back east was Reno.’’ But 
law school had taught him how much influ-
ence he could have in Washington. ‘‘There 
was a real sense you could bring about 
change.’’ 

Coffey, who had been his father’s longtime 
political ally, conducted a poll and found the 
young Miller had a shot. With that, Miller 
was off and running. 

‘‘He was still young, but now he was expe-
rienced and ready,’’ says Philip O’Connor, 
his campaign manager in 1974. ‘‘He had five 
years in Sacramento.’’ 

This time, the bigger battle was expected 
to be the primary, in which Miller faced a 
local labor leader and Concord City Council-
man Dan Helix. 

‘‘His previous run against Nejedly helped 
him a lot,’’ says Helix. This time, ‘‘he came 
over as someone who had studied the issues. 
He was articulate. He showed a good sense of 
humor. He was relaxed.’’ 

Miller won the primary and defeated Re-
publican Gary Fernandez, Richmond’s vice 
mayor, in the November general election by 
56–44 percent. 

It was the last time Miller received less 
than 60 percent in a congressional election. 
Blessed by reapportionments for the 1980s 
and 1990s that continued to leave him a heav-
ily Democratic district, Miller has never had 
another tough election challenge. 

Sanford Skaggs, the prominent Walnut 
Creek attorney who chaired Fernandez’s 
campaign in 1974, says Miller could easily 
survive in a less Democratic district. 

‘‘I respect him a lot for his attitudes and 
honesty and devotion to public service,’’ says 
Skaggs. ‘‘Even though I disagree on some of 
his major positions, I think his motives are 
pure. He could survive in a tougher district.’’ 

BANKING ON HIS NAME 
The most valuable thing his father left 

him, Miller likes to say, is his good name. 
He also left his son his political connec-

tions. The senator was not only one of the 
most influential members of the Legislature, 
he was also former chairman of the state 
Democratic Party and one of the early sup-
porters of Rep. Phil Burton. 

He supported Burton when he ran for As-
sembly in 1956. ‘‘Burton never forgot the 
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kindness,’’ writes Burton biographer John 
Jacobs. ‘‘Miller had helped legitimize his 
candidacy.’’ 

Burton went on to Congress, where he be-
came one of the most influential liberals 
ever to serve in the House. When young Mil-
ler ran for Congress, Burton, a prolific fund- 
raiser, helped the kid. Miller remembers see-
ing Burton work a crowd that year on his be-
half at a political event for U.S. Sen. Alan 
Cranston in San Francisco’s Fairmont Hotel. 

‘‘He was raising money, literally taking it 
right out of people’s wallets,’’ Miller recalls. 
‘‘He was saying, ‘What are you going to do 
for the kid?’ He came to me and said, ‘You 
need to raise money for George Miller.’ I 
said, ‘I am George Miller.‘ He said, ‘Wait a 
minute,’ and then he went on to the next 
guy.’’ 

When Miller arrived in Washington, Burton 
took him under his wings. ‘‘Phil was really 
his great mentor,’’ Panetta recalls. ‘‘It was 
as close to a blood relationship as you can 
get.’’ 

Burton made sure he and Miller were on 
the same two committees, then called Inte-
rior, which handles environmental issues, 
and Education and the Workforce. Those are 
the same assignments Miller holds today, al-
though Interior is now called Resources. 

And Burton taught Miller the ropes. ‘‘First 
and foremost, he taught me the place isn’t 
on the level,’’ Miller says. ‘‘What you hear is 
not always what’s being said and what you 
see is not always what’s being done. You 
really have to increase your abilities to ob-
serve and dissect information.’’ 

Burton also taught Miller how to bridge 
the partisan gulf. Known for being loud and 
brash, Burton cribbed together bipartisan 
coalitions to pass some of the most signifi-
cant park bills in the nation’s history. He 
made sure his bills had something in there 
for everybody. 

Where Burton doled out parkland as a way 
to reward supporters or punish opponents, 
Miller reaches across the aisle with fiscal en-
ticements. 

John Lawrence says Miller’s approach has 
often been through economics. Lawrence 
went to work for Miller’s campaign in 1974 
while he was a UC-Berkeley doctoral stu-
dent, followed him to Washington and has 
worked for him ever since. 

‘‘It’s been as much how much it tears at 
your wallet as how much it tears at your 
heartstrings,’’ Lawrence says. ‘‘From a fiscal 
standpoint, George has always been very at-
tuned that these programs have to make eco-
nomic sense.’’ 

It’s a concept embraced by Rep. Dan Mil-
ler, R–Fla. The two Millers are not related 
and are far apart on most issues. But they 
are the lead sponsors of the bill to end sugar 
subsidies, which they call corporate welfare 
that stimulates overproduction of sugar, and 
pollution, in the Everglades. 

When it comes to sugar subsidies, cheap 
mining of federal lands or building roads in 
national forests. Dan Miller says he and his 
East Bay colleague find common ground in 
their opposition. 

‘‘I’ll come at it from a fiscal perspective, 
he’ll come at it from an environmental per-
spective, but we agree.’’ 

STAYING POWER 
The reality is that the Miller-Miller bill 

has almost no chance of passage in this Con-
gress. But George Miller is used to that. 

Most of his legislative accomplishments 
have come after years of persistence. ‘‘He’s 
had a lot of staying power,’’ says Lawrence. 
‘‘That has served him well. That’s what is 
largely responsible for his reputation as a 
legislator.’’ 

It also helped that he was in the majority 
party for his first 20 years in Congress. It 
was then that he won passage of some of his 
most significant legislation, including: 

Poor pregnant and postpartum women and 
their infants receive free food and nutri-
tional supplements. 

Oil drilling rights on federal lands are now 
awarded by competitive bidding, replacing 
lotteries that gave the rights away for al-
most no fee. 

The federal government shares revenue it 
receives from off-shore oil drilling with the 
affected state. In California, the money is 
earmarked for education. 

Federal matching grants are available for 
local programs that aid victims of domestic 
abuse. 

Parents who adopt foster children receive 
federal money for a youngster’s care. Pre-
viously, funds were cut off when a foster 
child was adopted, leaving a disincentive for 
adoption that kept a child from being 
bounced from home to home. 

WATER WARS 
Miller’s toughest and biggest legislative 

victories have been in his battle with Cali-
fornia farmers over water. It culminated in 
1992, when Congress passed legislation co- 
written by Miller and then-U.S. Sen. Bill 
Bradley, D–N.J. 

The bill is Miller’s ‘‘legacy,’’ says one of 
its opponents, Dan Nelson, executive direc-
tor of the San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water 
Authority. 

‘‘He is thought to be the father of that leg-
islation. It has fundamentally changed the 
way we do business. Some of it good and 
needed and some of it, frankly, punitive or 
inequitable.’’ 

The Miller-Bradley bill overhauled the dis-
tribution of federal water in California. 

Farmers lost the open-ended contracts for 
cheap water and now face tiered pricing that 
encourages conservation. For the first time, 
using water to restore fish life in San Fran-
cisco Bay and the Delta became a priority. 

Many California farmers hate the bill, 
which dramatically drove up their water 
costs. And they blame Miller. 

‘‘He’s got a long history of vilifying and 
terrorizing agriculture, which has given him 
a bigger-than-life place in the eyes of farm-
ers,’’ says Jason Peltier, manager of Central 
Valley Water Project Association. 

Though Peltier has fought Miller for years, 
he admires the political skills the congress-
man displayed as he masterfully pushed 
through the bill. 

The water reforms weren’t left by them-
selves in the legislation, but packaged with 
dozens of major projects for 16 Western 
states. The lessons from Miller’s mentor 
were being used. 

‘‘We needed the ornaments on the Christ-
mas tree,’’ Lawrence says. ‘‘We learned a 
great deal at Phil Burton’s knee.’’ 

CLINTON CLASHING 
Those were heady times for Miller. He had 

just ascended to chairman of the House Inte-
rior Committee, the post Burton had held 
until his death in 1983. 

With Bill Clinton’s defeat of President 
Bush in 1992, Miller was about to lead the 
House’s environmental committee while his 
party controlled Congress and held the presi-
dency. 

Miller was even being mentioned as a pos-
sible interior secretary in the new Demo-
cratic administration. He took himself out of 
the running, however, saying he didn’t want 
the post. 

It’s unlikely he would have fit in. The Clin-
ton administration has been a disappoint-
ment to him on environmental issues. 

‘‘They get a little weak in the knees when 
the pressure gets turned up,’’ Miller says. 

Most recently, Miller was sharply critical 
of a Clinton administration decision to 
weaken the standards for labeling tuna ‘‘dol-
phin-safe.’’ Miller, who fought for the origi-
nal standards, says the latest move will in-
crease the number of dolphin caught in tuna 
nets. 

‘‘You have to look at all of this on a con-
tinuum,’’ he says. ‘‘The clock doesn’t run out 
and you win or lose. Things ebb and flow in 
politics, and that’s what makes it frus-
trating to some extent because it’s never 
static.’’ 

A HAVEN IN MARTINEZ 

Miller is also in continuous motion. 
He usually rises Monday morning in Mar-

tinez, gets on a plane and heads for Wash-
ington. Barring a congressional trip to 
Brazil, Japan or the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, come Thursday night or Friday, he re-
turns to the district. 

That’s the way he’s done it for the past 25 
years. For a few years, his family lived with 
him in Washington, but his late hours during 
the week and the need to be back in the dis-
trict on the weekend led to even less time to-
gether. 

During that period, the family bought the 
Washington row house, where Miller still 
stays when he is in the capital. 

The two-bedroom, two-story, pale green 
brick house with the chipped paint and over-
grown front yard in the middle of urban 
Washington is a striking contrast to Miller’s 
suburban Martinez home nestled under tow-
ering trees. 

Martinez is his sanctuary. ‘‘It really is the 
one place where I can just relax,’’ he says, 
‘‘because I know on Sunday night or Monday 
morning I have to get back on an airplane 
and go back to Washington.’’ 

The house is just down the road from the 
house he grew up in. His mother, now in her 
mid-80s, still lives nearby. The house is also 
where his two boys grew up. 

They’re both grown now. In 1996, the old-
est, George Miller IV, tried to follow his fa-
ther and grandfather by running for the As-
sembly. He lost in the Democratic primary 
to Contra Costa County Supervisor Tom 
Torlakson, whose campaign slogan was ‘‘His 
own record, his own name.’’ 

Once again, a young Miller was beaten be-
cause voters felt he had little to offer other 
than a family name. 

THE FUTURE 

Certainly, that can no longer be said of the 
congressman. At a time when many Demo-
crats can only win by moving to the center, 
Miller clings to his liberal roots. 

‘‘He has never apologized for it.’’ says Law-
rence. ‘‘He has never taken to the term pro-
gressive.’’ 

Although he’s been in Congress nearly 25 
years, he’s relatively young for a senior con-
gressman. The 17 House members who have 
been there longer are all at least 60. 

On the other hand, his mentors—his dad, 
Burton, Moscone and Coffey—are all dead. 
And Miller is the same age his father was 
when he suddenly died from a heart attack. 

It all makes him think about his future. 
Sitting with his sleeves rolled up and his tie 
loose as he adds hot sauce to his enchilada at 
a restaurant half a block from his Wash-
ington home, he reflects on life in the cap-
ital. 

‘‘The loneliness factor, the empty house 
factor, it just wears on you,’’ he says. ‘‘But 
with all the stress and the strain and the 
long hours, I still think it’s worth it.’’ 
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Miller still loves to be a political player. 

He ticks off the issues he had worked on that 
very day: child labor and sweatshops, sugar 
subsidies, the war in Kosovo, Sierra forests, 
Delta water, education standards. 

‘‘I’ve never taken the honor of being a 
member of Congress lightly,’’ he says. ‘‘It is 
a privilege. It’s what makes me get up in the 
morning and go to work, knowing in one 
fashion or another you’re going to get to be 
a participant in our Democratic system. It 
sounds really corny, except it’s really ener-
gizing.’’ 

The bottom line is that there’s no sign Mil-
ler will retire any time soon. Indeed, he’s 
making plans for the next phase of his con-
gressional career. 

Rep. William Clay, D-Mo., the ranking 
Democrat on the Education and the Work-
force Committee, announced last month that 
this will be his last term. Miller is in line to 
succeed him, to lead the Democrat’s edu-
cation agenda in the House. And to become 
committee chairman if Democrats win back 
a majority. Miller has put out word he wants 
the job. 

But to get it he will have to give up his 
ranking position on the Resources Com-
mittee. Central Valley water leaders are 
quietly gleeful. 

‘‘I’m excited for him to go pursue other 
areas,’’ Peltier says. ‘‘It also excites me that 
if the Democrats take control of Congress 
again, he won’t be breathing fire on us im-
mediately.’’ 

Nelson concurs. ‘‘Someone will just have 
to warn all the education people just what 
they’re in for. It will not be status quo.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. JIM TURNER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
50, I was absent because of my participation 
in a congressional delegation trip to Russia 
with members of the House Armed Services 
Subcommittee on Military Research and De-
velopment for the purpose of discussing with 
the Russian Duma pending anti-missile de-
fense Legislation. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yes’’ on H.R. 819. 

f 

INDIAN COLONEL: TROOPS ‘‘DYING 
LIKE DOGS’’ 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, all of us have 
been following with alarm the Indian attack on 
the Kashmiri freedom fighters at Kargil and 
Dras. India has been losing many of its troops 
in this desperate effort to crush the freedom 
movements within its borders. Casualties are 
mounting. The soldiers they sent to discharge 
this dirty war are demoralized. According to 
the Associated Press, an Indian colonel said 
that Indian troops ‘‘are dying like dogs.’’ A cor-
poral is quoted as saying ‘‘Even in war we 
don’t have such senseless casualties.’’ 

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, most of these 
troops are Sikhs and other minorities sent to 

die for India’s effort to suppress the freedom 
of all the minorities. These Sikh troops should 
not be fighting for India; they should be work-
ing to free their own country. 

Now there has been a new deployment of 
troops in Punjab. A mass exodus from villages 
in Punjab is underway because the villagers 
are justifiably afraid that India’s war against 
the freedom movements will spread to their 
homeland. 

India reportedly also used chemical weap-
ons in this conflict, despite being a signatory 
to the Chemical Weapons Convention. India 
has a record of escalating the situation with 
regard to weapons of mass destructions. India 
began the nuclear arms race in South Asia by 
conducting underground nuclear tests. 

There are steps that we can take to make 
sure that this conflict does not spread and that 
all the peoples and nations of South Asia are 
allowed to live in freedom. We should impose 
strict sanctions on India, the aggressor in this 
conflict. We should stop providing American 
aid to India and we should support a free and 
fair vote on national self-determination not 
only in Kashmir, Punjab (Khalistan), Nagaland, 
and the other countries held by India. 

I thank my friend Dr. Gurmit Singh Aulakh 
for bringing this situation to my attention, and 
I urge India to allow the basic human right of 
national self-determination to all the people of 
South Asia. 

Mr. Speaker, I place the Associated Press 
article on the conflict in the RECORD. 

‘‘WE ARE DYING LIKE DOGS,’’ SAID ONE [INDIAN 
ARMY] COLONEL 

BLACK MOOD HOVERS OVER KASHMIR 
(By Hema Shukla) 

DRASS, KASHMIR—June 11, 1999 (AP): On 
the eve of talks aimed at ending a month of 
fighting in Kashmir, a black mood is settling 
over Indian army camps on the front line. 
Casualties are mounting. Troops are ill- 
equipped for high-altitude fighting. The 
task, they say, is close to suicidal. 

Since early May, the army has mobilized 
its largest fighting force in nearly 30 years 
against what India says are infiltrators from 
Pakistan who have occupied mountain peaks 
on India’s side of the 1972 cease-fire line in 
disputed Kashmir. 

On Saturday, Pakistan will send its foreign 
minister to New Delhi to discuss whether the 
fighting can be ended. India says that re-
gardless of the talks it will persist until the 
last intruder is killed or flees back to Paki-
stan. 

In daily briefings in New Delhi, military 
spokesmen report the fighters are being driv-
en back. Indian airstrikes are punishing 
them, peaks are being recovered, the 
‘‘enemy’’ is taking casualties in the hun-
dreds. India’s official casualty rate on Friday 
stood at about 70 dead and 200 wounded. The 
story on the front is much different. 

In the fading evening light in a forward ar-
tillery camp, at checkpoints along a road 
under steady artillery bombardment, in 
bunkers where men shelter from showers of 
shrapnel, soldiers and junior officers grimly 
tell stories of death and defeat on the moun-
tains. No one can say how many have died, 
but no one believes the official toll. 

Amid the gloom, however, the Indian 
troops show a gritty determination to fight 
and a conviction that the opposing forces 
must be evicted at all costs. ‘‘We have a job 
to do and we will do the best we can,’’ said 
one officer. ‘‘We will do our duty.’’ 

India says the guerrillas in Kashmir are 
mostly Pakistani soldiers, a charge 
Islamabad denies. 

On Friday, India produced what it said 
were transcripts of telephone conversations 
between two Pakistani generals that proved 
Pakistan was involved in the fighting. In a 
transcript from May 26, army chief Pervez 
Musharraf tells another general that Prime 
Minister Nawaz Sharif was concerned the 
fighting could escalate into a full-scale war. 

‘‘We gave the suggestion that there was no 
such fear,’’ Musharraf said he told Sharif, ac-
cording to the transcript. ‘‘Whenever you 
want, we can regulate it.’’ 

Pakistan called the transcripts false. ‘‘This 
can’t be given any credence or weight,’’ 
Pakistan army spokesman Brig. Rashid 
Quereshi said. 

As officials traded charges, heavy fighting 
continued in Kashmir. The guerrillas are en-
trenched on the mountain peaks defending 
their positions against soldiers scaling steep 
slopes, constantly exposed to gunfire and 
rocket-propelled grenades. ‘‘We are dying 
like dogs,’’ said one colonel. Recapturing the 
peaks, said another officer, is ‘‘almost a sui-
cide mission.’’ None of the officers could be 
quoted by name, and senior officers who ear-
lier briefed journalists on condition of ano-
nymity have been ordered not to speak. 

‘‘This is worse than war. Even in war we 
don’t have such senseless casualties,’’ said 
M. Singh, a corporal and a veteran of India’s 
campaign in Sri Lanka in the 1980s. Some of 
the casualties are from ‘‘friendly fire,’’ ei-
ther from Indian artillery or aerial bombing 
meant to provide cover to the advancing 
troops, officers said. The risk increased after 
the air force began high-altitude bombing to 
stay out of range of shoulder-fired anti-air-
craft missiles. Indian troops wade through 
chest-high snow. The wind is so strong sol-
diers must be tied to each other with rope so 
they don’t get blown over a cliff. Their oppo-
nents can pick them off with rifles or simply 
send boulders cascading down the mountain 
on top of them. One major said his unit was 
returning down the mountain when it came 
under withering fire from above. The soldiers 
dove into the icy water of a Himalayan river 
to escape. 

Some forward units are living on one meal 
a day, the soldiers said. Mess camps in the 
rear cook puris—deep fried flat bread—but 
by the time it is delivered to the front it is 
frozen and can barely be chewed. The only 
drinking water is melted snow. There is no 
chance to pitch tents on the slopes. The men 
sleep in the open. 

Few troops have had time to adjust to alti-
tudes of 14,000 feet or more, where the air is 
thin and every exertion, every upward step, 
leaves strong men gasping. 

Despite the difficulties, the tremendous 
pressure to recapture the peaks continues. 

f 

RECOGNIZING CART 

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognized the Center for Advanced 
Research and Technology (CART) for their ef-
forts in developing a new model for high 
school education. CART is a joint project of 
the Fresno and Clovis Unified School Districts 
in California. 
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CART is a collaborative effort between 

these diverse school districts to develop a new 
model for high school education. Fresno Uni-
fied shares the challenges of urban districts, 
poverty, gang violence and diversity. Clovis 
Unified is an affluent district, serving a student 
population that is college bound. By creating 
the Center For Advanced Research and Tech-
nology the Fresno and Clovis school districts 
are committed to changing the way high 
school curriculum is designed and delivered. 

In the wake of tragedies at Columbine High 
School in Denver, and Heritage High School in 
Conyers, GA, our entire nation has focused 
their energy on determining why these trage-
dies occurred. We must look at our nation’s 
high schools. High schools persist in orga-
nizing instruction subject by subject with little 
effort to integrate knowledge to fit a precise 
time frame. High school graduates must be 
better prepared to compete for jobs, ready to 
move on to higher education and able to func-
tion in an increasingly technological society. 
High school education must be restructured to 
meet the present and future needs of stu-
dents. Students need and require more and 
different instruction in science, mathematics 
and English, coupled with the emerging tools 
of technology. 

The Fresno and Clovis school districts are 
addressing the need to revamp our nation’s 
high schools. These districts have resolved to 
commit the resources, share the decision- 
making, and leverage the assets of both com-
munities to fundamentally change the way the 
high school curriculum is designed and deliv-
ered. The goal is to restructure the high 
school experience in a way that will contribute 
to the academic success and ultimately the 
success in life of all students. 

CART is moving forward as they celebrate 
a groundbreaking ceremony for this project in 
Fresno. The Center for Advanced Research 
and Technology represents the nation’s larg-
est, most comprehensive high school reform 
effort to date. CART is focused specifically on 
the high school program for eleventh and 
twelfth grade students. The Fresno and Clovis 
school districts are partnering with business 
and industry to create a real-world, real work 
environment. 

CART’s long-term, community-based 
projects will engaged students in complex, real 
world issues that have meaning to the stu-
dents and to the participating community part-
ners. Through these projects, students 
achieve simultaneous outcomes by acquiring 
essential academic knowledge, practicing es-
sential skills, and developing essential values. 

A major component of the CART vision is 
active partnerships with business and industry, 
and higher education. Leaders from business 
and industry are involved with CART at all lev-
els providing leadership and fiscal support, 
consulting on instructional design, and collabo-
rating as instructors and mentors. 

Mr. Speaker, the Center for Advanced Re-
search and Technology represents a commit-
ment from the Fresno and Clovis School Dis-
tricts, the business and education community, 
parents and students to restructure a high 
school to provide real world academic and 
business centered programs designed to con-
tribute to the academic success and ultimately 
the success in life of all students. I urge my 

colleagues to wish CART continued success 
in their effort toward better education. 

f 

CRISIS IN KOSOVO (ITEM NO. 10) 
REMARKS BY JEFF COHEN OF 
FAIRNESS & ACCURACY IN RE-
PORTING (FAIR) 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, on May 20, 
1999, I joined with Representative CYNTHIA A. 
MCKINNEY, Representative BARBARA LEE, Rep-
resentative JOHN CONYERS and Representative 
PETER DEFAZIO in hosting the fourth in a se-
ries of Congressional Teach-In sessions on 
the Crisis in Kosovo. If a lasting peace is to 
be achieved in the region, it is essential that 
we cultivate a consciousness of peace and ac-
tively search for creative solutions. We must 
construct a foundation for peace through ne-
gotiation, mediation, and diplomacy. 

Part of the dynamic of peace is willingness 
to engage in meaningful dialogue, to listen to 
one another openly and to share our views in 
a constructive manner. I hope that these 
Teach-In sessions will contribute to this proc-
ess by providing a forum for Members of Con-
gress and the public to explore options for a 
peaceful resolution. We will hear from a vari-
ety of speakers on different sides of the 
Kosovo situation. I will be introducing Con-
gressional Record transcripts of their remarks 
and essays that shed light on the many di-
mensions of the crisis. 

This presentation is by Jeff Cohen, a col-
umnist and commentator who is founder of the 
organization Fairness & Accuracy In Reporting 
(FAIR). Mr. Cohen appeared at this Teach-In 
with Seth Ackerman, a Media Analyst at FAIR. 
Mr. Cohen is the author of four books and ap-
pears regularly as a panelist on Fox News 
Watch. He has also served as a co-host of 
CNN’s Crossfire. Prior to launching FAIR in 
1986, Mr. Cohen worked in Los Angeles as a 
journalist and a lawyer for the ACLU. 

Mr. Cohen presents a superb critique of 
how the media is covering the War in Yugo-
slavia, describing the importance of the words 
and concepts that are being deployed. He 
talks about the reluctance of the media to 
even use the term ‘‘War,’’ and the concerted 
attempt to demonize Slobodan Milosevic. He 
decries the fact that the media has not paid 
sufficient attention to the legality of the war, 
the destruction of the civilian infrastructure, 
and the steady stream of NATO propaganda 
that the media has adopted without question. 
Following this presentation are several docu-
ments—one from London’s The Independent 
Newspaper and the other from FAIR—which 
further document these points. 
PRESENTATION BY JEFF COHEN OF FAIRNESS & 

ACCURACY IN REPORTING 
It’s not a glamorous job, but someone has 

to monitor Geraldo and Christopher Mat-
thews every night, and that’s what we do at 
FAIR. Seth Ackerman, my colleague, and I, 
and a bunch of staff members monitor the 
nightly news, the talk shows, the print press. 

We were monitoring Chris Matthews on 
May 4, and he was railing against President 

Clinton for trying to dump the war and its 
failures on Secretary of State Albright. Mat-
thews questions ‘‘is that gentlemanly con-
duct, to dump this on a woman?’’ It was the 
same show when he was interviewing Sen-
ator MCCAIN and Matthews said, ‘‘Are we 
going back to that old notion of the presi-
dent as a leader, not a consensus builder?‘ 
Senator MCCAIN: ‘‘I hope so.’’ Matthews: 
‘‘John Wayne, rather than Jane Fonda?’’ 
MCCAIN: ‘‘That’s my only chance.’’ Mat-
thews: ‘‘Cause, you mean, you’re not running 
as Alan Alda here?’’ Senator MCCAIN: ‘‘No.’’ 
Matthews: ‘‘You’re running as John Wayne, 
more or less.’’ MCCAIN: ‘‘That’s the only way 
I can succeed.’’ Matthews: ‘‘Well, you’re 
doing well. Thank you Senator MCCAIN.’’ 
That’s what we call a journalistic wet kiss. 
It’s particularly unusual here from two guys 
who are trying to be so macho at the time. 

The first problem with the war coverage is 
that many mainstream media outlets, espe-
cially network TV, are loathe to even call it 
a war. It reminds me of the first day of the 
Panama invasion before the government had 
signaled to the media that it was ok to call 
it an invasion. So you had mainstream 
media calling it a military action, an inter-
vention, an operation, an expedition, a mili-
tary affair. One TV anchor even referred to 
it as an insertion. I think that a more accu-
rate explanation might be ‘‘the most unusual 
and violent drug bust in human history’’— 
but no one put that heading on it. 

So look at today. What are the logos? CNN: 
‘Strike against Yugoslavia.’ Fox News: ‘Con-
flict in Kosovo.’ The Consensus winner used 
at CBS, NBC, and ABC: ‘Crisis in Kosovo.’ I 
would argue that there had been a crisis in 
Kosovo. It went on throughout 1998, but no 
one in any of these networks could find time 
for even a one hour special on what was then 
a crisis in Kosovo. That’s because that was 
the year of ‘‘All Monica, All The time.’’ So 
when there was just a ‘‘crisis in Kosovo,’’ TV 
didn’t cover it. Now that it’s a war, TV won’t 
acknowledge it’s a war. The White House and 
the State Department will not use the word 
‘‘war’’—and then the media adopt the euphe-
misms from the government, they’re acting 
more as a fourth branch of government than 
they are as a fourth estate, and that’s very 
dangerous. 

We need only think back to the early years 
of the 1960s when U.S. government officials 
would refer to Vietnam as a ‘‘police action.’’ 
At best it was the ‘‘Vietnam conflict.’’ And 
in the early years of the 1960s many main-
stream media followed the government lie 
and did not call it a war until many Amer-
ican soldiers began dying. So words matter. 

Then we have the problem with this war of 
who the enemy is. As usual in our main-
stream media, the U.S. is not making a war 
against a country, Yugoslavia, but against 
one individual. His name is Slobodan 
Milosevic. On TV the air war is not some-
thing that’s terrorizing lots of people in 
what were once modern cities. It’s basically 
a personalized soap opera. You had Catherine 
Crier on Fox News on May 5, seemingly with 
a broad smile on her face, saying ‘‘The bomb-
ing intensifies. Just how much can Slobodon 
stand?’’ 

Anchors talk to military experts about 
how badly Milosevic has been hurt, how 
badly he has been humiliated. You’ll hear an 
anchor say to a military expert, ‘‘How much 
have we punished Milosevic?,’’ and you ex-
pect that the anchor might get up from be-
hind the anchor desk and show that they’re 
wearing a U.S. Air Force uniform, but 
they’re not. They’re using the term ‘‘we’’ as 
if they’re an adjunct to the military. 
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We heard the same thing during the Iraq 

war. ‘‘How much are we punishing, 
humiliating, hurting Saddam Hussein?’’ We 
know now that probably one of the only peo-
ple in all of Iraq who was assured of a safe 
place to sleep and three square meals a day, 
and a warm home, was Saddam Hussein. And 
similarly, Milosevic may well be one of the 
most safe and secure people in Yugoslavia 
today. 

Now the understandable goal of the White 
House and the State Department and their 
propaganda is to demonize Milosevic. Propa-
ganda simplifies issues as it tries to mobilize 
action. But journalism is supposed to be 
about covering a story in all its complexity. 
On that score, Journalism has largely failed. 
You’ll remember the Newsweek cover photo-
graph, with the picture of Milosevic and the 
headline: ‘‘The Face of Evil’’ Then you had 
the Time magazine writer who writes about 
Milosevic almost as a sub-human—with ‘‘red-
dish,’’ piggy eyes set in a big, round, head.’’ 
Now, assumedly, Milosevic had the ‘‘reddish, 
piggy eyes set in a big, round, head’’ going 
back many, many years. But it’s only when 
the American war machine goes into war 
mode that this particular writer at Time 
magazine goes into war propaganda mode. 

The good news with the end of the 
Lewinsky story is it ended the wall-to-wall 
parade of attorneys. The bad news, with the 
beginning of this war, is we’ve begun the 
wall-to-wall parade of military analysts. On 
March 24th, for example, Margaret Warner 
introduced her PBS NewsHour panel with, 
‘‘We get four perspectives now on NATO’s 
mission and options from four retired mili-
tary leaders.’’ 

The problem with retired generals is that 
they’re rarely independent experts. They 
have a tendency to become overly enthusi-
astic about how smart and accurate our 
weapons are. You remember all the false 
hype from the militar experts during the 
Guld War about the Patriot missile, a mis-
sile that was an object failure during that 
war. And you might remember NBC News did 
a blowing report about the Patriot, and Tom 
Brokaw said it was ‘‘the missile that put the 
Iraqi Scud in its place.’’ Completely false. 
Brokaw neglected to mention that his boss, 
General Electric, made parts for the Patriot 
missile, as if makes engines for many of the 
aircraft like the Apache helicopters that are 
in the Balkans right now. 

Military experts don’t remember that it 
was only last summer when a cruise missile 
aimed at an alleged terrorist train camp in 
Afghanistan went four hundred miles off 
course into the wrong country the country of 
Pakistan. If we think about it, in the last 
nine months, the United States has bombed 
four countries intentionally. It’s also impor-
tant to remember that the U.S. has bombed 
an equal number of countries by mistake. 

Military experts know a lot about anti-air-
craft technologies, they know a lot about 
bomb yields, but they don’t know much 
about the politics or history of the region. 
What’s needed more in the mainstream 
media are experts on Yugoslavia and the Bal-
kans. 

And what we need is a real debate about 
the war. Because of the split among the poli-
ticians here in Washington, there’s been 
slightly more debate over the war, for exam-
ple, the Gulf War. That’s not really saying a 
lot. Our organization, FAIR, has posted on 
our website (www.fair.org) a full study of 
two prestigious TV news shows and the range 
of debate or non-debate during the first two 
weeks of this war. I’m talking about PBS’s 
NewsHour and ABC’s Nighline. If you look at 

that study, you’ll see that in the first two 
weeks of this war, opposition to the bomb 
war was virtually inaudible and when it was 
heard it was mostly expressed by Yugoslav 
government officials with thick accents, or 
Serbian Americans. On Nightline there was 
only one panelist who was critical of the 
bombing, and that a Yugoslav government 
official. 

It’s partly because of the marginalization 
of substantive critics of the war that there 
has been not enough attention in the main-
stream media focused even on the legality of 
this war under international law. What will 
happen under our Constitution next Tuesday 
when the sixty day period elapses on the War 
Powers Act and President Clinton has not 
won Congressional authorization? That 
should be an issue that’s a raging debate in 
the American media today. I haven’t even 
seen it in a footnote in today’s newspapers. 
Maybe I missed one. 

There’s been not enough attention paid in 
the mainstream media to the environmental 
damage in the region from U.S. bombs strik-
ing petrochemical factories and fertilizer fa-
cilities and oil refineries. 

There has been not enough attention in the 
mainstream media paid to NATO’s targeting 
of civilian infrastructure. Whether, for ex-
ample, the bombing of the broadcast sta-
tions, which is a clear violation of the Gene-
va Convention, was really aimed at keeping 
video of NATO’s civilian victims off the tele-
vision sets in the western countries. I have a 
hunch that was its real motive. 

Not enough mainsteam media attention 
has been paid to the use, or possible use, by 
the United States of radioactive depleted 
uranium rounds. 

Not enough attention has been paid to 
NATO’s propaganda, and a steady stream of 
claims that have turned out to be false. The 
Independent newspaper, based in London, on 
April 6, 1999, published an article collecting 
about eight of these falsehoods. I would 
argue that from our monitoring, the main-
stream media in Europe have been more 
independent in their coverage of this war, 
more skeptical in their coverage of this war, 
than the U.S. mainstream media. 

And there has not been enough attention 
paid to the events immediately before the 
war. The best estimate of how many people 
had died in Kosovo in all of 1998 was 2000 peo-
ple. That’s a serious human rights crisis. It’s 
also less than the number of people who died 
in homicides in New York City in 1992. We 
need to look at the events that immediately 
led up to this war. 

[From the Independent, April 6, 1999] 
A WAR OF WORDS AND PICTURES 

NATO CASTS DOUBT ON THE VERACITY OF YUGO-
SLAV WAR REPORTING, BUT IS OUR OWN MEDIA 
ANY LESS GUILTY OF PROPAGANDA? 

(By Philip Hammond) 
It takes two sides to fight a propaganda 

war, yet critical commentary on the ‘‘war of 
words’’ has so far concentrated on the 
‘‘tightly controlled’’ Yugoslav media. We 
have been shown clips from ‘‘Serb TV’’ and 
invited to scoff at their patriotic military 
montages, while British journalists cast 
doubt on every Yugoslav ‘‘claim’’. 

But whatever one thinks of the Yugoslav 
media they pale into insignificance alongside 
the propaganda offensive from Washington, 
Brussels and London. 

‘‘They tell lies about us, we will go on tell-
ing the truth about them,’’ says Defense Sec-
retary George Robertson. Really? Nato told 
us the three captured US servicemen were 

United Nations peacekeepers. Not true. They 
told us they would show us two captured 
Yugoslav pilots who have never appeared. 
Then we had the story of the ‘‘executed’’ Al-
banian leaders—including Rambouillet nego-
tiator Fehmi Agani—whose deaths are now 
unconfirmed. 

When the Albanian leader Ibrahim Rugova, 
who was said to be in hiding, turned up on 
Yugoslav television condemning Nato bomb-
ing, the BBC contrived to insinuate that the 
pictures were faked, while others suggested 
Rugova must have been coerced, 
blackmailed, drugged, or at least misquoted. 

They told us the paramilitary leader 
Arkan was in Kosovo, when he was appearing 
almost daily in Belgrade—and being inter-
viewed by John Simpson there. They told us 
Pristina stadium had been turned into a con-
centration camp for 100,000 ethnic Albanians, 
when it was empty. Robertson posing for 
photographers in the cockpit of a Harrier 
can’t have been propaganda. Only the enemy 
goes in for that sort of thing. 

Nato’s undeclared propaganda war is two- 
pronged. First, Nato has shamelessly sought 
to use the plight of Albanian refugees for its 
own purposes, cynically inflating the number 
of displaced people to more than twice the 
UN estimate. 

Correspondents in the region are given star 
billing on BBC news, and are required not 
just to report but to share their feelings with 
us. As Peter Sissons asked Ben Brown in 
Macedonia: ‘‘Ben, what thoughts go through 
a reporter’s mind seeing these sights in the 
dying moments of the 20th century?’’ 

Reports from the refugee centers are used 
as justifications for Nato strategy. The most 
striking example was the video footage 
smuggled out of Kosovo said to show ‘‘mass 
murder’’. The BBC presented this as the 
‘‘first evidence of alleged atrocities,’’ unwit-
tingly acknowledging that the allies had 
been bombing for 10 days without any evi-
dence. 

Indeed, for days, the BBC had been inviting 
us to ‘‘imagine what may be happening to 
those left in Kosovo’’. After watching the 
footage, Robin Cook apparently knew who 
had been killed, how they had died, and why. 
Above all, he knew that the video ‘‘under-
lines the need for military action’’. 

The second line of attack is to demonise 
Milosevic and the Serbs, in order to deflect 
worries that the tide of refugees has been at 
least partly caused, by Nato’s ‘‘humani-
tarian’’ bombing. Parts of Pristina have been 
flattened after being bombed every day for 
more than a week. Wouldn’t you leave? And 
what about those thousands of Serbian refu-
gees from Kosovo—are they being ‘‘eth-
nically cleansed’’, too? Sympathy does not 
extend to them, just as the 200,000 Serbian 
refugees from Krajina were ignored in 1995. 
Instead, the tabloids gloat ‘‘Serbs you right’’ 
as the missiles rain down. 

The accusations levelled against the Serbs 
have escalated from ‘‘brutal repression’’ to 
‘‘genocide’’, ‘‘atrocities’’ and ‘‘crimes 
against humanity’’, as Nato has sought to 
justify the bombing. Pointed parallels have 
been drawn with the Holocaust, yet no one 
seems to notice that putting people on a 
train to the border is not the same as put-
ting them on a train to Auschwitz. 

The media have taken their cue from poli-
ticians and left no cliche unturned in the 
drive to demonise Milosevic. The Yugoslav 
president has been described by the press as 
a ‘‘Warlord’’, the ‘‘Butcher of Belgrade’’, 
‘‘the most evil dictator to emerge in Europe 
since Adolph Hitler’’, a ‘‘Serb tyrant’’ a 
‘‘psychopathic tyrant’’ and a ‘‘former Com-
munist hard-liner’’. 
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The Mirror also noted significantly that he 

smokes the same cigars as Fidel Castro. Just 
as they did with Saddam Hussein in the Gulf 
war, Panorama devoted a programme to 
‘‘The Mind of Milosevic’’. 

Several commentators have voiced their 
unease about the Nato action from the be-
ginning. But press and TV have generally 
been careful to keep the debate within pa-
rameters of acceptable discussion, while 
politicians have stepped up the demonisation 
of the Serbs to try to drown out dissenting 
voices. The result is a confusingly schizo-
phrenic style of reporting. 

The rules appear to be that one can criti-
cize Nato for not intervening early enough, 
not hitting hard enough, or not sending 
ground troops. Pointing out that the Nato 
intervention has precipitated a far worse cri-
sis than the one it was supposedly designed 
to solve or that dropping bombs kills people 
are borderline cases, best accompanied by 
stout support for ‘‘our boys’’. What one must 
not do is question the motives for Nato going 
to war. Indeed, one is not even supposed to 
say that Nato is at war. Under image-con-
scious New Labour, actually going to war is 
fine, but using the term is not politically 
correct. 

The limits of acceptable debate were re-
vealed by the reaction to the broadcast by 
SNP leader Alex Salmond. Many of his criti-
cisms of Nato strategy were little different 
from those already raised by others, but 
what provoked the Government’s outrage 
was that he dared to compare the Serbs 
under Nato bombardment to the British in 
the Blitz. Tony Blair denounced the broad-
cast as ‘‘totally unprincipled’’, while Robin 
Cook called it ‘‘appalling’’, ‘‘irresponsible’’ 
and ‘‘deeply offensive’’. 

The way Labour politicians have tried to 
sideline critics such as Salmond is similar to 
the way they have sought to bludgeon public 
opinion. The fact that Blair has felt it nec-
essary to stage national broadcasts indicates 
the underlying insecurity of a government 
worried about losing public support and un-
sure of either the justification for or the con-
sequences of its actions. 

Audience figures for BBC news have report-
edly risen since the air war began. Yet view-
ers have been ill-served by their public serv-
ice broadcaster. The BBC’s monitoring serv-
ice suggested that the ‘‘Serb media dances to 
a patriotic tune’’. Whose tune does the BBC 
dance to that it reproduces every new Nato 
claim without asking for evidence? Just as 
New Labour has sought to marginalise its 
critics, so TV news has barely mentioned the 
protests across the world—not just in Mac-
edonia, Russia, Italy and Greece—but also in 
Tel Aviv, Lisbon, San Francisco, Chicago, 
Los Angeles, Toronto, Sydney and elsewhere. 
Are we to suppose that these demonstrators 
are all Serbs, or that they have been fooled 
by the ‘‘tightly controlled’’ Yugoslav media? 

[FROM THE FAIRNESS & ACCURACY IN 
REPORTING, MAY 5, 1999] 

SLANTED SOURCES IN NEWSHOUR AND 
NIGHTLINE KOSOVO COVERAGE 

A FAIR analysis of sources on ABC’s 
Nightline and PBS’s NewsHour during the 
first two weeks of the bombing of Yugoslavia 
found an abundance of representatives of the 
U.S. government and NATO, along with 
many other supporters of the NATO bomb-
ing. Opponents of the airstrikes received 
scant attention, however; in almost all sto-
ries, debate focused on whether or not NATO 
should supplement bombing with ground 
troops, while questions about the basic eth-
ics and rationales of the bombing went large-
ly unasked. 

FAIR’s survey was based on a search of the 
Nexis database for stories on the war be-
tween March 25 and April 8, identifying both 
guests who were interviewed live and sources 
who spoke on taped segments. Sources were 
classified according to the institutions or 
groups they represented, and by the opinions 
they voiced on NATO’s military involvement 
in Yugoslavia. 

Of 291 sources that appeared on the two 
shows during the study period, only 24—or 8 
percent—were critics of the NATO airstrikes. 
Critics were 10 percent of sources on the 
NewsHour, and only 5 percent on Nightline. 
Only four critics appeared live as interview 
guests on the shows, 6 percent of all discus-
sion guests. Just one critic appeared as a 
guest on Nightline during the entire two- 
week time period. 

The largest single source group, 45 percent, 
was composed of current or former U.S. gov-
ernment and military officials, NATO rep-
resentatives and NATO troops. 

On Nightline, this group accounted for a 
majority of sources (55 percent), while pro-
viding a substantial 39 percent on the 
NewsHour. It also provided the largest per-
centage of live interviewees: 50 percent on 
Nightline (six of 12) and 42 percent on the 
NewsHour (24 of 57). (Numerous U.S. aviators 
who appeared on Nightline’s 3/29/99 edition 
were left out of the study, because their 
identities could not be distinguished. 

Overall, the most commonly cited individ-
uals from this group were President Bill 
Clinton (14 cites), State Department spokes-
person James Rubin (11) and NATO spokes-
person David Wilby (10). Of course, these 
sources were uniformly supportive of NATO’s 
actions. A quote from the NewsHour’s Mar-
garet Warner (3/31/99) reveals the homo-
geneity of a typical source pool: ‘‘We get 
four perspectives now on NATO’s mission 
and options from four retired military lead-
ers.’’ 

Former government officials were seldom 
more critical of NATO’s involvement in 
Yugoslavia. Cited less than one-third as 
often as current politicians, former govern-
ment officials mainly confined their skep-
ticism to NATO’s reluctance to use ground 
troops. Bob Dole (Nightline, 3/31/99) voiced 
the prevailing attitude when he said, ‘‘I just 
want President Clinton . . . not to get 
wobbly.’’ 

Albanian refugees and KLA spokespeople 
made up 18 percent of sources (17 percent on 
the NewsHour, 19 percent on Nightline), 
while relief workers and members of the U.N. 
Commission for Refugees accounted for an-
other 4 percent on NewsHour and 2 percent 
on Nightline. Sources from these groups also 
provided 4 percent of live interviewees on the 
NewsHour and 25 percent on Nightline. 

These sources stressed the Kosovar refu-
gees’ desperation, and expressed gratitude 
for NATO’s airstrikes. Said one KLA member 
(Nightline, 4/1/99), ‘‘The NATO bombing has 
[helped and] has been accepted by the Alba-
nian people.’’ Although one refugee 
(Nightline, 4/1/99) suggested otherwise—‘‘We 
run away because of NATO bombing, not be-
cause of Serbs’’—all other sources in this 
group either defended or did not comment on 
NATO’s military involvement in the con-
flict. 

Those most likely to criticize NATO— 
Yugoslavian government officials, Serbians 
and Serbian-Americans—accounted for only 
6 percent of sources on the NewsHour and 9 
percent on Nightline. Overall, only two of 
these sources appeared as live interviewees: 
Yugoslav Foreign Ministry spokesperson 
Nebojsa Vujovic (Nightline, 4/6/99) and Yugo-

slav Ambassador to the United Nations 
Vladislav Jovanovic (NewsHour, 4/1/99). This 
group’s comments contrasted radically with 
statements made by members of other source 
groups, e.g., calling NATO’s bombing ‘‘un-
justified aggression’’ (Nightline, 4/6/99), and 
charging that NATO is ‘‘killing Serbian 
kids.’’ (NewsHour, 4/2/99). 

On Nightline, no American sources other 
than Serbian-Americans criticized NATO’s 
airstrikes. On the NewsHour, there were 
seven non-Serbian American critics (4 per-
cent of all sources); these included school-
children, teachers and college newspaper edi-
tors, in addition to a few journalists. Three 
out of the seven American sources who criti-
cized the NATO bombing appeared as live 
interviewees, while the rest spoke on taped 
segments. 

Officials from non-NATO national govern-
ments other than Yugoslavia, such as Rus-
sia’s and Macedonia’s, accounted for only 2 
percent of total sources (3 percent on the 
NewsHour, 0 percent on Nightline) and added 
only four more critical voices overall. Only 
twice did a government official from these 
countries appear as a live interviewee 
(NewsHour, 3/30/99, 4/7/99). 

Eleven percent of sources came from 
American and European journalists: 7 per-
cent on Nightline, 13 percent on the 
NewsHour. This group also claimed 17 per-
cent of all live interviews on Nightline and 
40 percent on the NewsHour. In discussions 
with these sources, which tended to focus on 
the U.S. government’s success in justifying 
its mission to the public, independent polit-
ical analysis was often replaced by sugges-
tions for how the U.S. government could cul-
tivate more public support for the bombing. 

Three independent Serbian journalists also 
appeared—two on the NewsHour and one on 
Nightline—but they did not add any voices 
to the anti-bombing camp. Instead, they 
spoke about the Serbian government’s cen-
sorship of the independent media. Of a total 
of 34 journalists used as sources on both 
shows, only four opposed the NATO air-
strikes. Three of these four appeared as live 
interviewees, and all four appeared on the 
NewsHour. 

Academic experts—mainly think tank 
scholars and professors—made up only 2 per-
cent of sources on the NewsHour and 5 per-
cent on Nightline. (Experts who are former 
government or military officials were count-
ed in the former government or military cat-
egories; these accounted for five sources.) On 
the NewsHour, the only think tank spokes-
person who appeared was from the military- 
oriented Rand Corporation, while Nightline’s 
two were both from the centrist Brookings 
Institution. Just two experts appeared in 
live interviews on the NewsHour, and no ex-
pert source was interviewed live on 
Nightline. While these percentages reflect a 
dearth of scholarly opinion in both shows, 
even the experts who were consulted didn’t 
add much diversity to the discussion; none 
spoke critically of NATO’s actions. 

On a Nightline episode in early April that 
criticized Serbian media (4/1/99), Ted Koppel 
declared: ‘‘The truth is more easily sup-
pressed in an authoritarian country and 
more likely to emerge in a free country like 
ours.’’ But given the obvious under-represen-
tation of NATO critics on elite American 
news shows, independent reporting seems to 
also be a foreign concept to U.S. media. 
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INTRODUCTION OF THE 

FEDERALISM ACT OF 1999 

HON. DAVID M. McINTOSH 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, today, I rise 
to introduce the ‘‘Federalism Act of 1999,’’ a 
bipartisan bill to promote and preserve the in-
tegrity and effectiveness of our federalist sys-
tem of government, and to recognize the part-
nership between the Federal Government and 
State and local governments in the implemen-
tation of certain Federal programs. As James 
Madison wrote in Federalist No. 45, ‘‘The pow-
ers delegated . . . to the Federal government 
are defined and limited. Those which are to 
remain in the State governments are numer-
ous and indefinite.’’ 

In May 1998, President Clinton issued Exec-
utive Order (E.O.) 13083, which revoked 
President Reagan’s 1987 Federalism E.O. 
12612 and President Clinton’s own 1993 Fed-
eralism E.O. 12875. The Reagan Order pro-
vided many protections for State and local 
governments and reflected great deference to 
State and local governments. It also set in 
place operating principles and a required dis-
cipline for the Executive Branch agencies to 
follow for all decisionmaking affecting State 
and local governments. The Reagan Order 
was premised on a recognition of the com-
petence of State and local governments and 
their readiness to assume more responsibility. 
In August 1998, after a hearing before the 
Subcommittee on National Economic Growth, 
Natural Resources and Regulatory Affairs, 
which I chair, and the outcry of the seven 
major national organizations that represent 
State and local elected officials, President 
Clinton indefinitely suspended his E.O. 13083 
and agreed to work with these national organi-
zations on any substitute Order. 

The ‘‘Federalism Act of 1999’’ is being intro-
duced in response to a request for permanent 
legislation by the leadership of these seven 
major national organizations. It is a product of 
several months’ work by a bipartisan group of 
Members together with those national organi-
zations and their leadership to ensure that the 
legislation includes provisions most needed 
and desired by them to promote and preserve 
Federalism. The absence of clear congres-
sional intent regarding preemption of State 
and local authority has resulted in too much 
discretion for Federal agencies and uncer-
tainty for State and local governments, leaving 
the presence of scope of preemption to be de-
termined by litigation in the Federal judiciary. 

The ‘‘Federalism Act of 1999’’ has a com-
panion bipartisan bill on the Senate side, S. 
1214, the ‘‘Federalism Accountability Act of 
1999,’’ which was introduced last week. Both 
bills share nearly identical purposes: (1) to 
promote and preserve the integrity and effec-
tiveness of our federalist system of govern-
ment, (2) to set forth principles governing the 
interpretation of congressional intent regarding 
preemption of State and local government au-
thority by Federal laws and rules, (3) to recog-
nize the partnership between the Federal Gov-
ernment and State and local governments in 
the implementation of certain Federal pro-

grams, and (4) to establish a reporting require-
ment to monitor the incidence of Federal stat-
utory, regulatory, and judicial preemption. 

The ‘‘Federalism Act of 1999’’ establishes 
new discipline on both the Legislative Branch 
and the Executive Branch before either im-
poses requirements that preempt State and 
local authority or have other impacts on State 
and local governments. The ‘‘Federalism Act 
of 1999’’ requires that the report accom-
panying any bill identify each section of the bill 
that constitutes an express preemption of 
State or local government authority and the 
reasons for each such preemption, and in-
clude a Federalism Impact Assessment (FIA) 
including the costs on State and local govern-
ments. Likewise, the bill requires Executive 
Branch agencies to include a FIA in each pro-
posed, interim final, and final rule publication. 
The FIA must identify any provision that is a 
preemption of State or local government au-
thority and the express statutory provision au-
thorizing such preemption, the regulatory alter-
natives considered, and other impacts and the 
costs on State and local governments. 

The bill establishes new rules of construc-
tion relating to preemption. These include that 
no new Federal statute or new Federal rule 
shall preempt any State or local government 
law or regulation unless the statute expressly 
states that such preemption is intended. Any 
ambiguity shall be construed in favor of pre-
serving the authority of State and local gov-
ernments. 

Besides instituting this new discipline for the 
Legislative and Executive Branches and pro-
viding new rules of construction for the Judici-
ary, the bill includes other provisions to recog-
nize the special competence of and partner-
ship with State and local governments. The bill 
provides deference to State management 
practices for financial management, property, 
and procurement involving certain Federal 
grant funds. The bill also requires Executive 
Branch agencies, for State-administered Fed-
eral grant programs, to cooperatively deter-
mine program performance measures under 
the Government Performance and Results Act 
with State and local elected officials and the 
seven major national organizations that rep-
resent them. 

The McIntosh-Moran-Portman-McCarthy- 
Castle-Condit-Davis bill is a product of work 
with the seven major State and local interest 
groups: the National Governors’ Association, 
National Conference of State Legislatures, 
Council of State Governments, U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors, National League of Cities, 
National Association of Counties, and the 
International City/County Management Asso-
ciation. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF THE 
FEDERALISM ACT OF 1999 

HON. JAMES P. MORAN 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to join my colleagues DAVID 
MCINTOSH, TOM DAVIS, KAREN MCCARTHY, MI-
CHAEL CASTLE and GARY CONDIT, in cospon-
soring the Federalism Act of 1999. 

This legislation is a logical and necessary 
extension of the Unfunded Mandate Reform 
Act that Congress passed in 1995. The Un-
funded Mandate Reform Act and the Fed-
eralism Act we are introducing today, seek to 
protect and enhance our federalism system of 
government. The process and discipline we 
set forth in the Federalism Act will make fed-
eral decision makers more sensitive to state 
and local concerns and prerogatives. Passage 
of this legislation will mark a milestone in im-
provements in our federalism system of gov-
ernment. 

Having served in local government, I know 
first-hand how even the most well-intentioned 
federal laws and regulations can disrupt state 
and local programs and initiatives. Like the 
landmark National Environmental Policy Act, 
this legislation establishes a process that in-
cludes a federalism impact assessment on 
both the Congress and the executive branch 
to ensure that we make more informed and ra-
tional decisions on new federal laws and regu-
lations that may affect state and local govern-
ments. 

I will be the first to admit that much of the 
legislation Congress considers includes some 
type of federal preemption. I support strong 
national standards for clean air and water, fair 
labor standards and public health. Others in 
Congress may seek to federalize our criminal 
justice system. All are legitimate preorgatives 
of the U.S. Congress and under the Suprem-
acy Clause. 

I do not suggest we return to the days of 
the Articles of Confederation or endorse State 
Rights’ advocates for a limited federal govern-
ment. What I do suggest is that we establish 
a procedure to ensure that Congress is both 
well-informed and accountable for major ac-
tions that preempt state and local govern-
ments. We also need to set forth a process 
that provides the courts with greater clarity on 
congressional intent when legal disputes arise 
between federal and state law. 

I know this legislation is not perfect. I look 
forward to working with my colleagues to en-
sure that this legislation defines the scope of 
judicial review and limits the potential for nui-
sance lawsuits as well as safeguards the 
rights of Congress to respond promptly to im-
portant national initiatives. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. EVA M. CLAYTON 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
191, H.R. 1401—final passage, ‘‘to authorize 
appropriations for fiscal years 2000 and 2001 
for military activities of the Department of De-
fense, to prescribe military personnel strengths 
for fiscal years 2000 to 2001, and for other 
purposes,’’ I was absent for the above-ref-
erenced vote because I was in North Carolina 
attending the funeral services for the father of 
my district office director. Had I been present, 
I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 
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TRIBUTE TO THE LATE WILLIAM 

‘‘BILL’’ PAVLIS 

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR. 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, our Nation has 
recently lost a great public servant. On Sun-
day, May 9th of this year, William ‘‘Bill’’ Pavlis 
passed away. Bill Pavlis was born in West Vir-
ginia and moved to Knoxville, Tennessee, 
where he lived for 60 years. He attended the 
old Knoxville High School and then went on to 
be one of our community’s best citizens. 

Bill Pavlis was one of the most respected 
leaders in the Knoxville area. In 1972, he 
started a very successful specialty food dis-
tribution company in Knoxville. 

In 1980, Bill Pavlis entered public service as 
one of the very first members of the newly 
created Knox County Commission. He spent 
six years on that body and even served as its 
Chairman. 

In 1990, he was appointed to the Knoxville 
City Council to serve the remainder of the 
term of Councilman Milton Roberts. 

Mr. Speaker, Bill Pavlis was a great friend 
to all that knew him. He was always available 
to the citizens he represented. 

Above all, Bill Pavlis was a true family man. 
Bill and his beloved wife of 49 years, Jamie, 
raised a wonderful family. His sons, William A. 
Pavlis, Frank N. Pavlis, George S. Pavlis, and 
daughter, Christina Pavlis, comprise one of 
the finest families in East Tennessee. 

Mr. Speaker, I am privileged to have known 
such a fine man. I have included a copy of a 
Resolution adopted by the Knox County Com-
mission, as well as a statement from Commis-
sioner Leo Cooper and an editorial from the 
Knoxville News-Sentinel that honor the mem-
ory of William ‘‘Bill’’ Pavlis. I would like to call 
these to the attention of my colleagues and 
other readers of the RECORD. 

RESOLUTION 
Whereas, former businessman, Knox Coun-

ty Commissioner and Knoxville City Coun-
cilman William ‘‘Bill’’ Pavlis recently passed 
away at the age of seventy (70), after many 
years of service and leadership in the Knox 
County Community; and 

Whereas, Bill Pavlis was a native of Logan, 
West Virginia, where his parents had emi-
grated from Greece. He was to live in Knox-
ville for sixty (60) years, where he met his 
wife of forty-nine (49) years, Jamie, at Knox-
ville High School, where he was a football 
player. He founded a specialty food distribu-
tion business, A&B Distributing Company, 
Inc., in 1972, and the business has thrived 
since; and 

Whereas, Bill Pavlis was a notable leader 
in the community. He served as one of the 
first nineteen (19) Knox County Commis-
sioners upon his election in 1980. In his six (6) 
years on this body, he served as Commission 
Chairman and as Finance Committee Chair-
man. During his entire tenure of service on 
the Knox County Commission, he missed 
only one (1) meeting. He is said to have been 
proudest, however, of his six years (6) as a 
member of the Knox County Pension Trust 
Fund Committee and of his chairmanship of 
the employees insurance committee. Mr. 
Pavlis also served as a Knoxville City Coun-
cilman, and was considered a strong and pop-
ular candidate for mayor; and 

Whereas, Commissioner Pavlis, with a rep-
utation of straightforwardness and honesty, 
also participated in countless civic and spir-
itual organizations and events. He attended 
two (2) churches, the Episcopal Church of the 
Good Shepherd, with his wife Jamie, and the 
St. George Greek Orthodox Church. As a 
resident of Fountain City, where he was 
deeply loved, he contributed toward the con-
struction of a gazebo in Fountain City Park. 
Always there to help, he often provided as-
sistance to his employees at A&B Distrib-
uting; and 

Whereas, Bill Pavlis leaves behind a won-
derful family, itself carrying on the legacy of 
community service exemplified by the Com-
missioner. His wife Jamie was the first 
woman appointed to the Knox County Jury 
Commission. He also leaves behind four chil-
dren, Christina ‘‘Tina’’ Pavlis, William A. 
Pavlis, Frank ‘‘Nick’’ Pavlis, also a Knox-
ville City Councilman, and George ‘‘Sam’’ 
Pavlis. Now therefore be it 

Resolved by the Commission of Knox Coun-
ty as follows: 

The Knox County Commission wishes to 
express its condolences to the family and 
many friends of William ‘‘Bill’’ Pavlis, upon 
the passing of its fellow Commissioner and 
great friend. 

Be it further resolved, That if any notifica-
tions are to be made to effectuate this Reso-
lution, then the County Clerk is hereby re-
quested to forward a copy of this Resolution 
to the proper authority. 

Be it further resolved, That this Resolution 
is to take effect from and after its passage, 
as provided by the Charter of Knox County, 
Tennessee, the public welfare requiring it. 

STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER LEO COOPER 
HONORING FORMER COMMISSIONER WILLIAM 
P. ‘‘BILL’’ PAVLIS 
There are no words to truly express the 

profound sense of loss an entire community 
feels at the passing of Bill Pavlis. 

Bill Pavlis was a man of enormous accom-
plishments; Bill was successful in virtually 
every endeavor he undertook in his lifetime. 
Bill founded and operated a successful busi-
ness; married an exceptionally lovely woman 
and raised a beautiful family. Bill was elect-
ed to the Knox County Commission and cho-
sen by his colleagues to Chair that body. Bill 
Pavlis was appointed to serve on the Knox-
ville City Council, having the distinction of 
being one of the few individuals ever to serve 
on both the city and county legislative bod-
ies. 

Bill Pavlis lived to see the affection of an 
entire community and the tradition of public 
service in the election of his son Nick as City 
Councilman At Large. One could truthfully 
say Bill Pavlis was a very lucky man, but I 
believe his friends were the luckier to have 
known him and had his friendship. 

HE SERVED THE PUBLIC 
Knoxville lost one of its finest public serv-

ants with the death on Sunday of William 
‘‘Bill’’ Pavlis at 70. 

Pavlis, who served terms on both the Knox 
County Commission and the Knoxville City 
Council, was known as someone who brought 
people together to work out solutions to 
problems—a characteristic soundly noted by 
Mayor Victor Ashe. 

Pavlis’ parents emigrated from Greece to 
West Virginia, and Bill Pavlis was born in 
Logan, W.Va. He lived in Knoxville for 60 
years, starting a specialty food distribution 
company, A&B Distributing Co. Inc., in 1972. 

Pavlis was one of the first 19 members 
elected in 1980 to serve on the new County 

Commission, the local government entity 
that replaced the old county court. His six 
years on that body included a term as fi-
nance committee chairman and alter as com-
mission chairman. 

He ran unsuccessfully for mayor in 1987 but 
was appointed to City Council in 1990 to 
serve the remainder of the term of veteran 
council member Milton Roberts, who died in 
office. A run for mayor appeared in the off-
ing in 1991, but Pavlis wisely chose family 
over a political campaign. ‘‘I feel my prior-
ities are in order, and my intentions are 
good,’’ he said in a News-Sentinel interview 
at the time. ‘‘In spite of that, I just want to 
spend more time with my wife.’’ 

Pavlis was the kind of citizen we all would 
like to be—working with quiet determina-
tion to improve the community, bearing the 
full responsibilities of a serious business-
man,, contributing to his places of worship 
and engaged in various civic endeavors. 

We extend our sympathy to Jamie Pavlis, 
his wife of 49 years, and to his family and 
many friends. He will be missed, but our 
community is a better place for his presence 
among us. 

f 

A TRIBUTE TO MR. LAWRENCE 
MEINWALD 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
call to the attention of our colleagues the birth-
day of an outstanding American and resident 
of the Town of Goshen, New York, Mr. Law-
rence Meinwald. This week Mr. Meinwald 
celebrates his 85th birthday, and I invite my 
colleagues to join me in congratulating him 
and recognizing his incredible life. 

Mr. Meinwald, along with his wife, Carolyn, 
have made lasting contributions to their adopt-
ed home of Goshen, New York. Recognizing 
the importance of preserving Orange County’s 
and Goshen’s historic past, and wanting to 
give back to the country that has given him so 
much, Mr. Meinwald gave his own money for 
the complete restoration of several village 
buildings. In that way he helped to preserve 
the historic nature of the area for many years 
to come. 

Mr. Meinwald came to America in 1920 as 
a young boy from Warsaw, Poland. His first 
ten days in the United States were spent at 
Ellis Island where he waited to be welcomed 
into his new home. Ellis Island, the gateway to 
America and a symbol and part of the great 
state of New York, had a long lasting effect on 
Mr. Meinwald. He was so awed by his Amer-
ican welcome to New York that he decided to 
make that state his home. Mr. Meinwald, like 
so many others, had come to America to live 
the American Dream. His American Dream 
would be fulfilled by hard work and dedication. 
He built a successful and constructive busi-
ness career, and as a mature adult, attended 
and graduated from the City University of New 
York. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I invite our col-
leagues to join with me in extending birthday 
greetings to this outstanding citizen of our na-
tion and an irreplaceable citizen of Orange 
County, New York, Mr. Lawrence Meinwald. 
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THE BUILDER GENERATION TO 

LEAD THE BRIDGER GENERA-
TION TO TRUST THE LORD 

HON. FLOYD SPENCE 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to bring to 
the attention of the House an address that 
was presented by my constituent, Dr. Al Lutz, 
to The Veterans’ Club in Sun City Hilton Head, 
South Carolina. I believe that his remarks 
about the role of chaplains in our military, as 
well as about the importance of our faith in 
God, and our duty to train our younger gen-
erations of Americans deserve our careful 
consideration. 

MEMORIAL DAY, MAY 31, 1999 
THE BUILDER GENERATION TO LEAD THE 

BRIDGER GENERATION TO TRUST THE LORD 
MESSAGE GIVEN AT THE VETERANS’ CLUB MEMO-

RIAL DAY CELEBRATION—SUN CITY HILTON 
HEAD, SOUTH CAROLINA 
I appreciate this opportunity to speak 

today in regard to honoring The Four Im-
mortal Chaplains, because an Army chaplain 
was very helpful to me. While I was on active 
duty in Ft. Huachuca, AR, 1955–1957, I came 
under the ministry of Chaplain John 
MacGregor, who had been an infantry officer, 
was converted to Christ, and entered the 
chaplaincy. He was a man who believed the 
Bible, preached it and lived it. Seeing his 
Christ-like character prompted me to enter 
the Christian ministry forty years ago. The 
other special help that this chaplain gave 
was to introduce me to Julie. This year we 
will celebrate our 40th wedding anniversary. 

My wife and I are nearing our one year an-
niversary residency here in Sun City and en-
joying every minute of it. I also have the 
privilege of being a part of the Veterans’ 
Club. 

The Veterans’ Club of Sun City has chosen 
to honor The Four Immortal Chaplains 
whose brave sacrifice is an inspiring story of 
personal honor and patriotism. Their her-
oism of 56 years ago stands today as an elo-
quent and enduring example of service, fel-
lowship and love. 

Chaplains are a very vital part of the 
United States armed forces. Just as the 
United States was founded by those who be-
lieved in the God of the Bible as the true and 
living God, so our country has continued in 
that belief, especially in our military forces. 

It is very heartwarming to know that our 
government considers the ministry of chap-
lains so vital, that our government pays the 
salaries of all military chaplains who receive 
church or synagogue endorsement. 

It is also important to know that our gov-
ernment has ordered that each military 
chaplain is free to practice and teach his own 
faith as he ministers to the men and women 
in the military. 

Before Desert Storm was initiated, the 
President of the United States called the na-
tion to prayer, as General Schwartzkopf was 
preparing the strategy for war. When Amer-
ican troops landed in Saudi Arabia and the 
General met with the Saudi officials, he was 
told that Jewish and Christian chaplains 
would not be allowed on Saudi soil. The Gen-
eral’s response to that was basically this, 
‘‘We will engage in this war only if we have 
our full chaplain force to go with us.’’ As I 
mentioned when I spoke for the Veterans’ 
Day program last November, I told of the 

General calling in his head chaplain, Col. 
David Peterson, and giving him the orders to 
work it out so that the chaplains, of all 
faiths, would be allowed to go with the 
troops. That was accomplished quickly. Not 
only that but the General knew that the suc-
cess depended on the blessing of Almighty 
God. 

He may have been reminded of Proverbs 
21:31 which states, ‘‘The horse is prepared for 
the day of battle, BUT deliverance comes 
from the Lord.’’ 

Or Psalm 20:7 ‘‘some trust in chariots, and 
some in horses, BUT we will trust in the 
name of the Lord our God.’’ 

In the early hours before Desert Storm was 
launched, the General with his command 
staff present, asked Chaplain Peterson, to 
lead in prayer for the blessing of Almighty 
God. Chaplains have been, and I trust always 
will be, a vital part of our military. 

What was it that prompted the Four Im-
mortal Chaplains and what is it that 
prompts our present day chaplains to volun-
teer for military duty? 

It is obviously a love for country and a de-
sire to serve. 

It is also a love for people who need spir-
itual guidance in peace time, but especially 
in the time of war. Probably the underlying 
motivation was and is a sense of God’s love 
for them and their love for God that prompts 
them to put their lives on the line to min-
ister to the troops. So we honor them! 

We can also honor those Chaplains by 
learning from their motivation and applying 
it to our lives. Somehow there must be a re-
turn to a reverential fear of the true and liv-
ing God. The Bible states that one of the 
greatest sins of mankind is this: There is no 
fear of God before their eyes. 

Let me share with you some sobering sta-
tistics about those in America, who claim to 
be Christians: 

Among the Builder Generation (Born 1910 
to 1946) 61% of them claim to be Christians, 

Among the Boomer Generation (Born 1946 
to 1964) 39% of them claim to be Christians, 

Among the Buster Generation (Born 1965 to 
1976) 25% of them claim to be Christians. 

But what about the generation Born 1977 to 
1995? 

Some are calling this generation, the 
Bridger Generation. They will take us into 
the 21st Century. 

It is estimated that ONLY 4% of them 
claim that they are Christians. 

If those figures are anywhere close to being 
correct, do we see what lies before us, unless 
a mighty spiritual awakening takes place? 

Somehow a sense of * * * who the true and 
living God of the universe is, who should be 
the true and living God of our nation, and 
who should the Bridger Generation have as 
its God, must be again instilled in people of 
our nation. 

Somehow we must see that the disrespect 
for God, the disregard for human authority, 
and the devaluation of humanity, brought 
about to a large extent by the Supreme 
Court officially ruling that God, the Bible 
and prayer are no longer allowed in the pub-
lic schools, must be counteracted. 

No one can be neutral about his or her reli-
gious beliefs. If the true and living God is 
left out, other false gods of self and pleasure 
and power, which are often pushed on us by 
Hollywood and others, will take God’s right-
ful place. 

A father of one the murdered teenagers in 
Littleton, CO was testifying before the gov-
ernment in Washington last Thursday about 
gun control. What I heard him say was some-
thing to this effect, ‘‘Returning prayer to 

the classroom is far more important.’’ We 
must deal with the root cause and give the 
root answer rather than just talking about 
the symptoms or superficial answers. Sen-
ator John McCain stated it clearly what is 
needed: ‘‘Faith in God.’’ 

It is sad to say that even our country as a 
whole is feeling the effect of trying to re-
move God from society by the fact that not 
nearly enough men and women sense the 
proper fear of the Lord and a love for coun-
try to prompt them to answer the call for 
military service. It will become harder and 
harder to find four chaplains who will set the 
example that they set. 

Here is a plea to the Builder Generation: 
use your retirement years to work with your 
grandchildren and great grandchildren to 
help instill within them a genuine love for 
God, a reverential fear of God, and a solid 
trust in God, for the glory of God, for their 
personal good and for the good of our coun-
try. 

May God help us!! Al Lutz 

f 

IN HONOR OF FATHER JOHN 
WILSON 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the memory of Father John Wilson. 

Father Wilson was a former diocesan direc-
tor of the deaf Apostolate, a longtime pastor of 
St. Timothy Church in Garfield Heights and 
was a chaplain for ten years at St. Edward 
Home in Fairlawn. He was a greatly loved 
man who was dedicated to helping the deaf 
community. He began working with the deaf 
community at his first assignment as assistant 
pastor at St. Collumbkille Church in Cleveland. 
When this parish closed, he continued his 
work with the deaf community as diocesan di-
rector of the deaf Apostolate. During his ten-
ure as diocesan director of the deaf Aposto-
late, Father Wilson built up one of the largest 
communities in the country. 

Father Wilson was a very devoted man 
who, even when his own health was a risk 
forcing him to retire as pastor, continued to 
help the people in his community. This selfless 
dedication is something that should be recog-
nized, praised and encouraged in our commu-
nities today. 

My fellow colleagues, please join me in hon-
oring this great man, Father Wilson. He will be 
greatly missed. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. JIM TURNER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
52, I was absent because of my participation 
in a congressional delegation trip to Russia 
with members of the House Armed Services 
Subcommittee on Military Research and De-
velopment for the purpose of discussing with 
the Russian Duma pending anti-missile de-
fense legislation. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yes’’ on H. Con. Res. 24. 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. RONNIE SHOWS 
OF MISSISSIPPI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Speaker, because inclem-
ent weather delayed my connecting flight from 
Jackson, Mississippi, on Monday, June 14, 
1999, I was unable to cast a recorded vote on 
rollcall No. 204. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea’’ to suspend the rules and pass H.R. 
1400, the Bond Price Competition Improve-
ment Act of 1999. 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF DR. MARTIN 
J. MURPHY, JR. 

HON. TONY P. HALL 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to pay tribute to Dr. Martin J. Murphy, Jr. who 
is retiring this year after more than 35 years 
of dedicated work in the field of cancer re-
search. Dr. Murphy began his remarkable ca-
reer in the area of cancer research in the late 
Sixties, when, as a postdoctoral fellow, he 
joined some of the most prestigious academic 
institutions in the world. After leaving aca-
demia, in 1975, Dr. Murphy joined the Memo-
rial Sloan-Kettering Cancer Center as an As-
sociate Member. There, Dr. Murphy became a 
Founding Director of the Hematology Training 
Program, a renowned cancer research pro-
gram sponsored by the National Institutes of 
Health. 

A laboratory founded by Dr. Murphy at the 
Memorial Sloan-Kettering Center later became 
the Hipple Cancer Research Center. This lab-
oratory, under Dr. Murphy’s leadership, pro-
vided an opportunity for cutting edge research 
on the molecular and genetic nature of cancer, 
as it afforded support to physicians and re-
searchers by engaging the National Institutes 
of Health and various corporate and individual 
sponsors. 

In 1979, Dr. Murphy brought the laboratory 
to Dayton, where it became part of the Wright 
State University School of Medicine. The 
Hipple Cancer Research Center developed 
into a prime cancer research facility due to Dr. 
Murphy’s leadership and enthusiasm. Dr. Mur-
phy’s work also resulted in the establishment 
of the consortium of hospitals in the United 
States and Israel which developed clinical pro-
tocols for the vaccine treatment of patients 
with advanced melanoma. Dr. Murphy made 
seminal discoveries regarding the identity and 
characterization of the hematopoietic stem 
calls and the elucidation and purification of the 
molecules regulating the cell behavior. 

While working relentlessly at the Hipple 
Center, Dr. Murphy founded Alpha Med Press, 
a non-profit publishing firm dedicated to the 
publication of world-class research articles in 
the area of cancer and AIDS research. Dr. 
Murphy’s work in publishing, as well as his 
tenures at various universities in China, Latin 
America and South Africa show a dedication 

to improving health care on a world-wide 
basis. 

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues will join 
me in congratulating Dr. Martin J. Murphy, Jr. 
for the outstanding work he has done in the 
last 35 years, and wishing Dr. Murphy a 
healthy and productive retirement. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO DAVID RAAB 

HON. STEVEN R. ROTHMAN 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
offer my deep appreciation to a remarkable 
citizen of both America and Israel, David Raab 
of Teaneck, NJ, who will soon be moving to 
the State of Israel. 

As so many people in the Jewish commu-
nity in New Jersey and across the United 
States already know, David has been, for dec-
ades now, a tireless pro-Israel activist. And 
through the years, he has shown an almost 
magical ability to bring people together for the 
purpose of strengthening America’s alliance 
with their number one ally in the Middle East, 
the State of Israel. For this, David Raab de-
serves the admiration and respect of all peo-
ple who care deeply about the need to ensure 
the safety and security of Israel and her citi-
zens. 

I have known David as a dear personal 
friend and as an outstanding leader and mem-
ber of a number of distinguished Jewish orga-
nizations. I have also known David as a de-
voted father and husband, a successful busi-
nessman, and an individual committed to mak-
ing his community and neighborhood a better 
place to live. In all these respects, David has 
been supported by his loving wife Leah and 
his three children, Yitzhak, Aviel and Aliza. 

As David and his family prepare to depart 
for Israel, I want to publicly thank him for the 
advice and counsel he has generously offered 
over the years to me and members of this au-
gust body on matters concerning Israel and 
the entire Middle East. Whether it was helping 
craft a strategy to secure justice for Israel at 
the United Nations, or helping Members of 
Congress focus on the need to transfer to the 
United States those Palestinians suspected of 
killing Americans in Israel, David’s advice has 
always been highly valued by members of 
both the U.S. House of Representatives and 
Senate. 

I will miss David and wish him the very best 
as he begins a new and exciting chapter of his 
life in the State of Israel. 

f 

HONORING MAYOR CHARLES 
ROONEY, JR., OF SEA BRIGHT, N.J. 

HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, in my home 
state of New Jersey, at this very moment, chil-
dren and their parents are starting to pack for 
their weekend at the Jersey Shore. And they 

are imagining the beautiful beaches and 
ocean waters that await them and all the fun 
and good memories that the coming weekend 
holds. 

Most of these weekend visitors take the Jer-
sey Shore for granted, not realizing that there 
are people who devoted their lives to pro-
tecting and maintaining the shoreline for all to 
enjoy. Foremost among these coastal cham-
pions was Charles Rooney, the mayor of Sea 
Bright, N.J., from 1988 until his death this 
year. This Sunday, June 20, the people of Sea 
Bright will rededicate Swing Bridge Park in 
Sea Bright, N.J., in his honor. 

The Sea Bright residents who will attend 
know well how hard Mayor Rooney worked 
over a 20-year period—first as a Councilman 
and then as Mayor—to get the state and fed-
eral funds to protect Sea Bright from the many 
‘‘Nor’easters’’ that threatened the lives and 
property of residents. Over the years, these 
seasonal storms, with their ferocious winds 
and pounding surf, robbed Sea Bright of its 
protective seawall and buffer beaches to the 
point that the town might not have survived 
another storm season. 

My colleagues, you know more about Mayor 
Rooney and Sea Bright than you realize, be-
cause it was to Sea Bright that the New York 
and national television stations would go for 
some fearsome footage whenever a hurricane 
came up the East Coast. Each time, I would 
talk to a very concerned Mayor Rooney on the 
phone and later meet him on a tour of the 
damage and we would agree to press harder 
and speed up the schedule to repair the sea-
wall and reconstruct the beaches. And, col-
leagues, it was your vote, year-after-year that 
helped us finally make the repairs that re-
sulted in the completion of the multi-million 
dollar Army Corps of Engineers Shore Protec-
tion Project along much of the coastline of my 
district. 

Charles Rooney was a man who served his 
community like no other I know. His eight 
years as union representative in the Steel 
Workers Union helped prepare him for the 
leadership and coalition building skills he 
would later utilize as Councilman and Mayor. 
He served as president of the local chamber 
of commerce and established the senior citi-
zens club, the borough recreation center and 
the youth program. In November, he was in-
ducted into the League Municipalities ‘‘Mayors’ 
Hall of Fame’’ and in January into the ‘‘Elected 
Officials Hall of Fame’’ for having served more 
than 20 years in local government. 

There was an amazing personal side to 
Charles Rooney. He had tremendous char-
acter and was himself a character. He used to 
say that when he took office, the town of Sea 
Bright was famous for having twenty-one liq-
uor licenses and to reverse the common atti-
tude of ‘‘let’s party in Sea Bright,’’ somebody 
had to be tough. It was that toughness that 
turned Sea Bright back into a beautiful family 
resort as it was during the glory days at the 
turn of the century. 

It was also his political toughness, combined 
with his middle-aged entry into long distance 
running that gave him the nickname of ‘‘Iron 
Man Rooney.’’ Starting at the age of 48, he 
ran in 17 career marathons, inspired by an-
other shore legend, Dr. George Sheehan, 
‘‘The Running Doc’’ of Rumson. Mayor Roo-
ney ran the entire length of the New Jersey 
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Atlantic Coastline, from Sandy Hook to Cape 
May in just over four days. As the sponsor of 
local marathons, ‘‘he always cheered the loud-
est for the people coming in last. He’d be 
there for the lady running 13-minute miles, 
when no one else was there. He’d put the big-
gest smile on her face, making her feel like 
she’d just won the race,’’ said his son, Charles 
Rooney III. 

It was appropriate that the dedication of 
Charles Rooney Swing Bridge Park is taking 
place on Fathers Day, because Mayor Rooney 
was the father of so many wonderful environ-
mental improvement projects that enhanced 
the quality of life in Sea Bright for its residents 
and others to enjoy. He was also a tremen-
dous role model, not only for his son and 
daughter, but for all of us in public service 
who could learn so much from the warm and 
wonderful way he served the people of Sea 
Bright. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. JIM TURNER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
51, I was absent because of my participation 
in a congressional delegation trip to Russia 
with members of the House Armed Services 
Subcommittee on Military Research and De-
velopment for the purpose of discussing with 
the Russian Duma pending anti-missile de-
fense legislation. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘‘yes’’ on H.R. 774 

f 

APPLE AND ONION DISASTER 
LEGISLATION, H.R. 2237 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, the plight of the 
apple and onion farmers of New York State 
remains a major concern for many of us in 
Congress who represent New York State. Fol-
lowing the severe, inclement weather that dev-
astated crops in various Counties throughout 
our state last year, our farmers found them-
selves hampered by an ineffective federal crop 
insurance policy and a bureaucracy that 
showed very little compassion. 

Hardest hit by last year’s storm were New 
York State’s apple and onion farmers. Our 
onion producers in Pine Island, NY in par-
ticular, faced catastrophic losses due to a hail 
storm that passed through the region on May 
31st of last year. That storm left many of our 
farmers with no considerable yields, forcing 
many to zero out their crops, leaving them 
without a marketable product. 

Faced with last year’s losses and still recov-
ering from losses incurred in 1996, our farm-
ers looked to their crop insurance for assist-
ance. What they found instead was an inad-
equate program that did nothing to assuage 
the burden that their losses placed upon them. 

Regrettably, the Department of Agriculture’s 
response to our farmers plight has been a 

case of too little, too late. Following last year’s 
hail storm, Congress passed the Omnibus Ap-
propriations Act of 1998, which approved $5.9 
billion dollars in disaster assistance for af-
fected farmers nationwide. While payments 
were made directly and immediately to hog, 
wheat, cotton and dairy farmers, action to 
ease our apple and onion farmers plight was 
much too slow in coming. A sign-up period 
was enacted by the Secretary for affected 
apple and onion farmers which was initially to 
last from February 1, 1999 to May 11, 1999. 

The sign-up period proved to be a disaster 
within itself. Met with poor training, inadequate 
staffing and numerous delays, our farmers did 
not see one penny of the disaster assistance 
until just last week, one year later and months 
into this year’s planting season. 

This legislation, H.R. 2237 co-sponsored by 
Congressman WALSH, provides that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture authorize $40 billion for 
additional disaster assistance to affected apple 
and onion farmers in New York State, so that 
they may fully recover from the damage and 
losses that they have incurred over the past 
three years. We look forward to working with 
the Secretary of Agriculture in the coming 
months to work towards the implementation of 
these funds, as well as a thorough revision of 
the federal crop insurance program, so that 
we may ensure that the future of our nation’s 
farmers remain prosperous. 

H.R. 2237 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. EMERGENCY CROP LOSS ASSISTANCE 

FOR NEW YORK APPLE PRODUCERS. 
(a) ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZED.—In addition 

to other authorities available to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to provide assistance 
to apple producers who incur crop losses, the 
Secretary may provide assistance under this 
section to apple producers in the State of 
New York who incurred losses in 1998 to 
apple crops due to damaging weather or re-
lated conditions. 

(b) SPECIAL RULES.—In providing assist-
ance to apple producers under this section, 
the Secretary shall calculate the amount of 
a apple producer’s payment in a manner 
that— 

(1) does not discount excess juice produc-
tion; 

(2) allows producers in 1998 to use their his-
torical production as a yield basis; 

(3) ensures that losses in each marketing 
category (primary, secondary, and tertiary) 
are only added together, and not subtracted 
as currently proposed by the Department of 
Agriculture; and 

(4) uses the 5-year average market price for 
apples in New York as established by the Na-
tional Agriculture Statistics Service. 

(c) MAXIMUM PAYMENT LIMITATION.—In pro-
viding assistance to apple producers under 
this section, the maximum payment limita-
tion per farm shall be equal to the higher 
of— 

(1) $80,000; or 
(2) the product of $1,350 and the total farm 

orchard acreage. 
(d) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary shall 

issue guidelines for the provision of assist-
ance under this section, which shall be avail-
able to affected apple producers not later 
than 30 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. Subject to the availability of 
funds for this purpose, the Secretary shall 
make payments available under this section 

in an expeditious time frame in order to al-
leviate the severe financial strain of New 
York State apple producers. 
SEC. 2. EMERGENCY CROP LOSS ASSISTANCE 

FOR NEW YORK ONION PRODUCERS. 
(a) ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZED.—In addition 

to other authorities available to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to provide assistance 
to onion producers who incur crop losses, the 
Secretary may provide assistance under this 
section to onion producers in the State of 
New York who incurred losses in 1998 to 
onion crops due to damaging weather or re-
lated conditions. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—To be eli-
gible for assistance under this section, the 
Secretary must conclude that, because of 
damaging weather or related condition in 
1998, the total quantity of the 1998 onion crop 
that a New York onion producer was able to 
harvest was less than 65 percent of the pro-
ducer’s historical yield. The Secretary may 
accept information provided by insurance 
adjustors or the Cooperative Extension Serv-
ice to verify a producer’s loss in yield. 

(c) CALCULATION OF PAYMENT.— 
(1) PAYMENT FORMULA.—In providing as-

sistance to an eligible onion producer under 
this section, the per acre amount of the pro-
ducer’s payment shall be equal to the prod-
uct of— 

(A) .65; 
(B) the applicable annual percentage his-

tory; and 
(C) payment rate. 
(2) ANNUAL PERCENTAGE HISTORY.—For pur-

poses of paragraph (1)(B), a producer may se-
lect as the producer’s annual percentage his-
tory either the producer’s own historical 
yield before 1996, per hundredweight, or the 
New York State average of 298 cwt. 

(3) PAYMENT RATE.—For purposes of para-
graph (1)(C), the Secretary shall use the 5- 
year average market price for yellow onions 
of $15.00 cwt. 

(d) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary shall 
issue guidelines for the provisions of assist-
ance under this section, which shall be avail-
able to affected onion producers not later 
than 30 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. Subject to the availability of 
funds for this purpose, the Secretary shall 
make payments available under this section 
in an expeditious time frame in order to al-
leviate the severe financial strain of New 
York State onion producers. 
SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There is authorized to be appropriated 
$40,000,000 to carry out this Act. 

f 

THE KOSOVO LIBERATION ARMY: 
A NAIVE VIEW OF A REBEL FORCE 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member 
commends to his colleagues this June 9, 
1999, Omaha World Herald editorial that cau-
tions NATO not to underestimate the ambi-
tions of the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) 
after the Serbian forces withdrawal from 
Kosovo. 

THE KOSOVO LIBERATION ARMY: A NAIVE VIEW 
OF REBEL FORCE 

NATO told Yugoslavia it would stop the 
air war if Serbian forces were pulled out of 
the province of Kosovo in one week. It’s easy 
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to understand why Yugoslavian President 
Slobodan Milosevic found that idea hard to 
swallow. He does not want to surrender 
Kosovo to the Kosovo Liberation Army. 

Milosevic sent Serbian soldiers and police 
into Kosovo to put down a rebellion led by 
the KLA. The ethnic-Albanian KLA wants 
independence for Kosovo, whose majority 
population is ethnic Albanian. Or at least it 
was before Milosevic, a Serb who obtained 
political power by exploiting ethnic hatred, 
managed to kill thousands and expel hun-
dreds of thousands of ethnic-Albanian 
Kosovars. 

News reports say Milosevic nearly suc-
ceeded in wiping out the KLA, but the rebels 
have regrouped. Fueled by recruits from the 
roughly one million Kosovar refugees 
Milosevic has created, the KLA reportedly is 
regaining ground in Kosovo. Some reports 
indicated that the KLA is helping NATO tar-
get Serbian forces in Kosovo. 

The KLA and Milosevic’s Serbian forces 
are engaged in the latest round of an ethnic 
blood feud that is centuries old. Yet here’s 
what NATO spokesman Jamie Shea had to 
say about a settlement: ‘‘As the Serb forces 
pull out and the NATO forces move into 
Kosovo, we expect the Kosovo Liberation 
Army . . . not to try to take advantage of 
the situation.’’ 

Shea must be dreaming. The KLA, in its 
view, is fighting to liberate its homeland. 
‘‘The KLA will be the sole force in Kosovo 
creating institutions,’’ said a KLA spokes-
man Sunday. ‘‘It will be the strongest force 
influencing the future of Kosovo.’’ The KLA 
is planning to build a nation of ethnic Alba-
nians in what is now Yugoslavian territory. 

Of a proposed NATO peacekeeping force, 
Shea said, ‘‘NATO forces will be operating 
under strict rules of engagement and, of 
course, they will not tolerate any hindrance 
to their mission. More specifically, we hope 
the (KLA) will renounce violence.’’ 

Imagine France announcing in the early 
1780s that, upon cessation of the war between 
England and the American colonies, the 
colonies would become an autonomous zone 
within the British empire and would be occu-
pied by a European peacekeeping force. Oh, 
and the American freedom fighters, it is as-
sumed, would ‘‘renounce violence.’’ 

NATO’s next adversary in Kosovo might be 
the KLA. 

f 

THE MEDICAL MALPRACTICE Rx 
ACT 

HON. CHRISTOPHER SHAYS 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, today Represent-
ative JIM GREENWOOD of Pennsylvania and I 
are introducing the Medical Malpractice Rx 
Act. 

The Medical Malpractice Rx Act will prevent 
the unreasonable and frivolous litigation that 
has caused many doctors to waste resources 
on ‘‘defensive medicine.’’ According to the 
Congressional Research Service, many ana-
lysts have observed that physicians’ fears of 
malpractice suits have caused them to per-
form additional or unnecessary tests and pro-
cedures that serve to drive the cost of health 
insurance to unaffordable levels for many 
Americans. 

Malpractice insurance premiums for physi-
cians total over $6 billion annually, and the 

rate of malpractice cases has doubled over 
the past ten years. 

The Act prevents plaintiffs from recovering 
100 percent of damages from one party when 
multiple parties are at fault and sets a 
$250,000 cap on noneconomic (pain and suf-
fering) damages. In addition, the Medical mal-
practice Rx Act allows juries to hear evidence 
of multiple recoveries paid to plaintiffs. 

The Medical Malpractice Rx Act allows trial 
lawyers a maximum of five years from the 
date of injury to bring a medical malpractice 
suit, replacing the often vague current law 
which permits lawsuits 7–10 years from the 
date of injury. 

Finally, the Act requires the losing party to 
pay attorney’s fees. 

It is estimated that the Medical Malpractice 
Rx Act could save the Medicare program $1.5 
billion over 10 years and billions more could 
be saved on private health premiums. These 
savings will translate into savings for all Amer-
icans. 

We must act to ensure Americans have ac-
cess to affordable health insurance and pre-
vent the cost of insurance from reaching even 
more exorbitant levels. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to support this important 
piece of legislation. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO LORA LUCKS 

HON. JOSÉ E. SERRANO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to Mrs. Lora Lucks, an outstanding 
individual who has dedicated her life to public 
service and education. She will be honored on 
Thursday, June 17 for her outstanding con-
tributions to the community during the end of 
the term party at PS 48 in my South Bronx 
Congressional district. She is retiring after 23 
years as Principal of PS 48. 

Born and raised in Brooklyn and a graduate 
of CUNY Brooklyn, Lora Lucks started her 
teaching career at Mark Twain Junior High 
School. She also attended St. John’s Univer-
sity and Fordham University where she ma-
jored in Education Administration. Thirty two 
years ago she joined P.S. 48 in the Bronx 
where she started her supervisory career. For 
the past 23 years she has served as Principal 
at P.S. 48 and played a prominent role as a 
true educational leader. She is responsible for 
the education and well being of a student 
body of over 1,100 children and a staff of over 
150. 

Mr. Speaker, in addition to the daily edu-
cational services she provides to the students, 
Mrs. Lucks has been the Project Director of 
the Hunts Point Cultural Arts Center for the 
past 16 years. This after-school program nur-
tures the artistic talents of and fosters a sense 
of pride and accomplishment in students with-
in the South Bronx Community. Having forged 
a strong alliance with businesses, organiza-
tions, and foundations, Lora has been able to 
bring much-needed resources to the school 
and the children of Hunts Point. The 
Y.M.C.A.’s Pathways for Youths Program and 

District 8 sponsored programs are just a few 
of the wonderful activities offered by the 
school after school hours. During the course 
of her principalship, Lora has made Public 
School 48 the pride of District 8 schools. 

Through her years of service she has been 
given many awards. In 1992 she was honored 
as the District 8 Supervisor of the year and in 
1993 she was the recipient of the Reliance 
Award for Excellence in Education. 

Although not a resident of Hunts Point, she 
is very active in community affairs. Lora has 
become a member of the Bronx Borough 
President’s Solid Waste Advisory Board and 
the Hunts Point Economic Development Cor-
poration. 

Mrs. Lucks leaves us with many lessons 
learned in community service, leadership in 
education, and wisdom. A talented leader and 
educator, Mrs. Lucks will continue sharing her 
knowledge and views with her family and 
friends. 

Mrs. Lucks is married and has two sons, 
Stuart and Robert, two grandchildren, Arie and 
Megan, and a daughter-in-law, Charlotte. Her 
husband, Solomon, is a retired New York City 
educator and supervisor. He served as the 
chairman of the Technology Department at 
Bayside High School for 27 years. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in wishing a happy retirement to Mrs. Lora 
Lucks and in recognizing her for her out-
standing achievements in education and her 
enduring commitment to the community. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO MARATHON ASHLAND 
PETROLEUM 

HON. DAVID D. PHELPS 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Speaker, it is my great 
honor to rise today to congratulate Marathon 
Ashland Petroleum on the recognition of their 
Illinois Refining Division as an OSHA Vol-
untary Protection Program Star participant. 
The Voluntary Protection Program promotes 
partnerships between the Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration, labor and manage-
ment and recognizes those facilities that ex-
emplify effective safety and health program 
management. 

Having personally visited Marathon’s Robin-
son, IL, refinery, located in my congressional 
district, I can attest to the superior quality of 
its operation and the dedication and talent of 
its employees. Although I am not surprised to 
learn that OSHA has recognized Marathon’s 
efforts on behalf of health and safety, I could 
not be more pleased. 

Under the Voluntary Protection Program, 
management commits to operate an effective 
program, and employees commit to participate 
in the program and work with management to 
ensure a safe and healthful workplace. OSHA 
regularly evaluates the site and the program’s 
operation to ensure that safety and health ob-
jectives are being met, and participants re-
ceive the Star designation when they have 
complied with all program requirements. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the Voluntary Protec-
tion represents the best in voluntary partner-
ships formed to achieve an important mutual 
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goal. I am proud to offer my heartfelt con-
gratulations to Marathon Ashland Petroleum’s 
Illinois Refining Division on reaching the mile-
stone of an OSHA Star designation. Their ef-
forts on behalf of health and safety are de-
serving of such recognition, and I wish them 
continued success in the future. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF THE MEDICARE 
HOME HEALTH ACCESS RES-
TORATION ACT OF 1999 

HON. WILLIAM J. COYNE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-
ductory the Medicare Home Health Access 
Restoration Act of 1999. I am introducing this 
legislation because of the dramatic changes 
the Interim Payment System (IPS) has made 
in the way home health care is provided in my 
home state of Pennsylvania and elsewhere. I 
am concerned that those changes are making 
it more difficult for the sickest and most vul-
nerable Medicare recipients to get the home 
health services to which they are entitled. 

Medicare provides home health services to 
homebound patients who need skilled nursing 
care. Many of these patients are recovering 
from surgery or receiving therapy after a seri-
ous illness like a stroke. Home care recipients 
often suffer from chronic illnesses that require 
monitoring, like severe diabetes and some 
mental illnesses. Home health care recipients 
tend to be the oldest, sickest, and poorest of 
Medicare beneficiaries. They are dispropor-
tionately low-income and over 85. They report 
being in fair or poor health. Three-fourths of 
them cannot perform at least one basic activity 
of daily living, like bathing, cooking, or getting 
out of bed. Almost half of home care recipi-
ents cannot perform 3 or more activities of 
daily living. 

In Pennsylvania, where home care costs 
and visit frequency have always been lower 
than the national average, home care visits 
have declined by over 25 percent since IPS 
became effective. That means the average 
home care recipient sees a nurse 11 times 
less under IPS than she did before, perhaps 
getting one visit a week instead of two. Over 
90 percent of my state’s home health agen-
cies reported that they will lose money in the 
first year of IPS and 6,100 home care workers 
have been laid off. These changes are caus-
ing agencies to provide less care, spend less 
time caring for patients, and avoid the patients 
who most need help. 

Like most other people who are concerned 
about the home care benefit, I support the 
shift to the prospective payment system, which 
will allow us to pay more accurately for the 
services beneficiaries receive. But it could be 
quite a while before PPS is implemented, par-
ticularly since the Health Care Financing Ad-
ministration has temporarily suspended collec-
tion of the necessary data. The Interim Pay-
ment System is what we have now, and we 
could have it for a long time. It is affecting pa-
tient care now, and I do not believe we can 
just live with it’’ for the months or years until 
the PPS is ready. 

The low IPS caps on payments for home 
health services mean that agencies often can’t 
afford to provide Medicare beneficiaries with 
the services they need and to which they are 
entitled. Because the caps are based on indi-
vidual agency 1994 spending, the problem is 
particularly serious for historically low-cost 
agencies. The low-cost agencies were given 
the lowest caps. Since they have already 
trimmed the fat from their operations, they are 
being forced to lay off nurses and cut serv-
ices. The caps also create wide regional vari-
ation, and Medicare beneficiaries in historically 
efficient areas receiving much smaller bene-
fits. 

Because the caps are based on an ‘‘aver-
age’’ patient, it is particularly difficult for the 
sickest patients to access care. The IPS does 
not acknowledge that some agencies spe-
cialize in very sick patients and that some indi-
vidual patients require so much care that few 
agencies can afford to serve them. The cur-
rent system creates an incentive for agencies 
to avoid admitting the sickest patients or to 
discharge them early. 

The legislation I am introducing today would 
make several important changes in the IPS. 
(1) It would gradually move toward a more eq-
uitable and reasonable payment level by in-
creasing the payments for efficient agencies, 
increasing the number of times a home care 
nurse is allowed to visit a sick patient, and re-
pealing the scheduled 15% cut in payments. 
(2) It would provide exceptions to the caps for 
the costliest patients and agencies that spe-
cialize in treating them. (3) It would protect 
beneficiaries from being inappropriately dis-
charged because of the caps. 

Medicare’s sickest and most vulnerable pa-
tients cannot wait much longer for Congress to 
act. Each day that the current system is in ef-
fect, home care agencies close or lay off 
workers, beneficiaries in states with low caps 
receive less service than they need, and high- 
needs patients struggle to find agencies that 
will serve them. These reductions in the qual-
ity and quantity of home care services put pa-
tients right back where no one wants them to 
be—in expensive hospital and nursing home 
beds. 
SUMMARY OF MEDICARE HOME HEALTH ACCESS 

RESTORATION ACT 
Purpose: To restore access to home health 

services for Medicare recipients whose nec-
essary care has been curtailed or eliminated 
due to provisions in the 1997 Balanced Budg-
et Act. 

MAJOR PROVISIONS 
Adjusts per-beneficiary limits to provide 

fair reimbursement to efficient agencies. The 
bill would increase the per beneficiary limit 
for agencies with limits under the national 
average to 90% of the national average in 
1999, 95% in 2000, and 100% in 2001. The bill 
would also cap payments to providers at 
250% of the national average in 1999, 225% in 
2000, and 200% in 2001. 

Provides exceptions to caps for agencies 
that specialize in a particular type of hard- 
to-serve patients AND for individual 
‘‘outlier’’ patients. Agencies that can dem-
onstrate to the Secretary that they spe-
cialize in treating a much more expensive 
population will be exempted from the 250% 
payment cap. All agencies could apply for 
quarterly ‘‘outlier’’ payments if they treated 
more costly than average patients. HCFA 

will also be required to report back to Con-
gress regarding their implementation of the 
exceptions policy, to ensure that the provi-
sions are implemented in a timely manner 
and that the relief is reaching agencies. 

Increases the per-visit limit to 110% of the 
median. 

Permanently repeals the 15% cut in IPS 
home health payments. The bill eliminates 
the 15% cut from the Interim Payment Sys-
tem. 

Protects beneficiaries from inappropriate 
discharge. The bill provides Medicare bene-
ficiaries with a notice of discharge similar to 
the one provided to Medicare+Choice hos-
pital patients. It requires HCFA to provide 
information to physicians about how the IPS 
affects their patients. 

Requires a GAO study on the value of home 
care to the Medicare program. The bill asks 
the Comptroller General to document the 
impact that providing home care (or not pro-
viding home care) has on other government 
spending, including Medicare inpatient serv-
ices and Medicaid nursing home reimburse-
ment. 

f 

50TH ANNIVERSARY OF AMERICAN 
LEGION POST 273, MADEIRA 
BEACH, FLORIDA 

HON. C.W. BILL YOUNG 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize the 50th anniversary of 
American Legion Post 273, in Madeira Beach, 
Florida, which I have the privilege to rep-
resent. 

Since 1949, American Legion Post 273 has 
been serving the community of Madeira Beach 
and Pinellas County. Post 273 has more than 
3,100 members, making it the largest post in 
the Great State of Florida and the 5th largest 
post in the World. In its 50 years of service, 
Post 273 has a record of service that is sec-
ond to none. 

Post 273 has many volunteers who perform 
thousands of hours of volunteer service at the 
Veterans Affair’s Hospital at Bay Pines. 
Among these activities are an annual Thanks-
giving Day dinner for disabled veterans, and a 
New Years Day luncheon. The Honor Guard 
at Post 273 has performed at 108 funerals in 
the past 12 months, and has participated in 
several other functions including the biannual 
reading of Madeira Beach’s deceased vet-
erans. The Post also provides financial assist-
ance to the families of needy veterans. 

The service of Post 273 goes beyond vet-
erans. Post 273 has sponsored 14 students 
for Boys State, where enterprising young boys 
are selected in their junior year of high school 
to go to Tallahassee and participate in a de-
tailed study of Florida’s State Government. In 
addition, Post 273 also sponsors an annual or-
atorical contest, where boys and girls compete 
nationwide for more than $18,000 in scholar-
ships. Post 273 also sponsors activities and 
events that inform the community’s young 
people about child safety, drug and alcohol 
abuse, and suicide prevention. 

In its service to the community, Post 273 
has been active in the Special Olympics, giv-
ing mentally challenged youth a chance to 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:25 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 0689 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR99\E16JN9.000 E16JN9



EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS13230 June 16, 1999 
succeed, assists the American Red Cross with 
an annual blood drive, has a strong record of 
environmental protection, as it sponsors a re-
cycling program, and raised money to provide 
sea oats for the Madeira Beach beach re-
nourishment program. 

Finally, I would be remiss if I neglected to 
mention American Legion Baseball. Each 
year, the American Legion sponsors approxi-
mately 86,000 young men in legion ball. Ma-
deira Beach Post 273 sponsors two teams, 
providing uniforms, equipment, umpires, and 
travel funds. 

Mr. Speaker, the service that American Le-
gion Post 273 has provided veterans and fam-
ilies in the community of Madeira Beach for 
the last 50 years is remarkable and I wish all 
the members much success as they begin 
their next 50 years of service. 

f 

THE FOGGY BOTTOM ASSOCIATION 
CELEBRATES 40 YEARS OF SERV-
ICE TO THE COMMUNITY, 1959–1999 

HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to salute 
the Foggy Bottom Association as it celebrates 
forty years of service in one of Washington’s 
oldest neighborhoods. The Foggy Bottom As-
sociation is not only one of the oldest, it is one 
of our most active and valuable associations. 

The Foggy Bottom Association’s recorded 
history dates back to 1765 when Jacob Funk, 
a German immigrant, purchased and sub-
divided 130 lots between 24th and 19th 
Streets, NW and H Street to the river. This 
area, known as Hamburg, was the site of 
docks, glass factories, breweries, a gas works, 
and later stately homes and what were known 
as ‘‘alley dwellings.’’ Shortly after World War 
II, public and private developers moved in, 
building large residential complexes, high-
ways, government and private office buildings, 
and cultural and educational centers. At the 
same time, run-down housing stock was being 
purchased and rebuilt by a mix of people who 
formed the core of what is now the Foggy Bot-
tom Association. This organization was dedi-
cated to protecting and promoting the neigh-
borhood. 

Today, Foggy Bottom is an unusual mixture 
of homes, apartment dwellings, churches, ho-
tels, restaurants, small businesses, large insti-
tutions and government agencies. Many old, 
historic buildings have been restored and are 
open to the public. 

Music, art, good fellowship, and lots of his-
tory are all part of the anniversary program 
which culminates on June 19, 1999—the day 
the Foggy Bottom Association was incor-
porated in 1959. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask the members of this 
body to join me in celebrating the Foggy Bot-
tom Association and congratulating the mem-
bership for their commitment to the preserva-
tion and protection of one of our treasured 
neighborhoods. 

CONSEQUENCES OF GUN CONTROL 

HON. RON PAUL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I recommend that 
my colleagues read today’s Washington Times 
article entitled ‘‘Disarming Good People’’ be-
fore voting on unconstitutional and counter-ef-
fective gun legislation. Outlined within, are 
some of the disastrous consequences of en-
acting more gun control. While the lawmakers 
demand even more restrictions on the sale, 
ownership, and the use of firearms, we cur-
rently have the highest level of gun control in 
our Nation’s history. Yet only 50 years ago, 
there were no violent incidents in schools like 
the recent tragedy. Instead of rushing to dis-
arm the law-abiding, let us first examine the 
current 20,000 gun laws already on the books 
for their effectiveness. 

DISARMING GOOD PEOPLE 
Editor’s note: The following is an open let-

ter from 287 economists, law-school profes-
sors and other academics to Congress, re-
garding gun-control legislation before the 
House of Representatives. Some but not all 
of the names of the signatories appear here. 

After the tragic attacks at public schools 
over the last two years, there is an under-
standable desire to ‘‘do something.’’ Yet, 
none of the proposed legislation would have 
prevented the recent violence. The current 
debate focuses only on the potential benefits 
from new gun control laws and ignores the 
fact that these laws can have some very real 
adverse effects. Good intentions don’t nec-
essarily make good laws. What counts is 
whether the laws will ultimately save lives, 
prevent injury, and reduce crime. Passing 
laws based upon their supposed benefits 
while ignoring their costs poses a real threat 
to people’s lives and safety. 

These—gun control laws will primarily be 
obeyed by law-abiding citizens and risk mak-
ing it less likely that good people have guns 
compared to criminals. Deterrence is impor-
tant and disarming good people relative to 
criminals will increase the risk of violent 
crime. If we really care about saving lives we 
must focus not only on the newsworthy 
events where bad things happen, but also on 
the bad things that never happen because 
people are able to defend themselves. 

Few people would voluntarily put up a sign 
in front of their homes stating, ‘‘This home 
is a gun-free zone.’’ The reason is very sim-
ple. Just as we can deter criminals with 
higher arrest or conviction rates, the fact 
that would-be victims might be able to de-
fend themselves also deters attacks. Not 
only do guns allow individuals to defend 
themselves, they also provide some protec-
tion to citizens who choose not to own guns 
since criminals would not normally know 
who can defend themselves before they at-
tack. 

The laws currently being considered by 
Congress ignore the importance of deter-
rence. Police are extremely important at de-
terring crime, but they simply cannot be ev-
erywhere. Individuals also benefit from being 
able to defend themselves with a gun when 
they are confronted by a criminal. 

Let us illustrate some of the problems with 
the current debate. 

The Clinton administration wants to raise 
the age at which citizens can posses a hand-
gun to 21, and they point to the fact that 18- 

and 19-year-olds commit gun crimes at the 
highest rate. Yet, Department of Justice 
numbers indicate that 18- and 19-year-olds 
are also the most likely victims of violent 
crimes including murder, rape, robbery with 
serious injury, and aggravated assault. The 
vast majority of those committing crimes in 
this age group are members of gangs and are 
already breaking the law by having a gun. 
This law will primarily apply to law-abiding 
18- to-21-year-olds and make it difficult for 
them to defend themselves. 

Waiting periods can produce a cooling-off 
period. But they also have real costs. Those 
threatened with harm may not be able to 
quickly obtain a gun for protection. 

Gun locks may prevent some accidental 
gun deaths, but they will make it difficult 
for people to defend themselves from 
attackers. We believe that the risks of acci-
dental gun deaths, particularly those involv-
ing young children, have been greatly exag-
gerated. In 1996, there were 44 accidental gun 
deaths for children under age 10. This exag-
geration risks threatening people’s safety if 
it incorrectly frightens some people from 
having a gun in their home even though that 
is actually the safest course of action. 

Trade-offs exist with other proposals such 
as prison sentences for adults whose guns are 
misused by someone under 18 and rules lim-
iting the number of guns people can pur-
chase. No evidence has been presented to 
show that the likely benefits of such pro-
posals will exceed their potential costs. 

With the 20,000 gun laws already on the 
books, we advise Congress, before enacting 
yet more new laws, to investigate whether 
many of the existing laws may have contrib-
uted to the problems we currently face. The 
new legislation is ill-advised. 

Sincerely, 
Terry L. Anderson, Montana State Univer-

sity; Charles W. Baird, California State Uni-
versity Hayward; Randy E. Barnett, Boston 
University; Bruce L. Benson, Florida State 
University; Michael Block, University of Ar-
izona; Walter Block, Thomas Borcherding, 
Claremont Graduate School; Frank H. Buck-
ley, George Mason University; Colin D. 
Campbell, Dartmough College; Robert J. 
Cottrol, George Washington University; 
Preston K. Covey, Carnegie Mellon Univer-
sity; Mark Crain, George Mason University; 
Tom DiLorenzo, Loyola College in Maryland; 
Paul Evans, Ohio State University; R. Rich-
ard Geddes, Fordham University; Lino A. 
Graglia, University of Texas; John Heineke, 
Santa Clara University; David Henderson, 
Hoover Institution, Stanford University; 
Melvin J. Hinich, University of Texas, Aus-
tin; Lester H. Hunt, University of Wisconsin- 
Madison; James Kau, University of Georgia; 
Kenneth N. Klee, UCLA; David Kopel, New 
York University; Stanley Liebowitz, Univer-
sity of Texas at Dallas; Luis Locay, Univer-
sity of Miami; John R. Lott, Jr., University 
of Chicago; Geoffrey A. Manne, University of 
Virginia; John Matsusaka, University of 
Southern California; Fred McChesney, Cor-
nell University; Jeffrey A. Miron, Boston 
University; Carlisle E. Moody College of Wil-
liam and Mary; Craig M. Newark, North 
Carolina State University; Jeffrey S. Parker, 
George Mason University; Dan Polsby, 
Northwestern University; Keith T. Poole, 
Carnegie-Mellon University; Douglas B. Ras-
mussen, St. John’s University; Glenn Rey-
nolds, University of Tennessee; John R. Rice, 
Duke University; Russell Roberts, Wash-
ington University; Randall W. Roth, Univ. of 
Hawaii; Charles Rowley, George Mason Uni-
versity; Allen R. Sanderson, University of 
Chicago; William F. Shughart II, University 
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of Mississippi; Thomas Sowell, Stanford Uni-
versity; Richard Stroup, Montana State Uni-
versity; Robert D. Tollison, University of 
Mississippi; Eugene Volokh, UCLA; Michael 
R. Ward, University of Illinois; Benjamin 
Zycher, UCLA; Todd Zywicki, George Mason 
University. 

f 

CROP INSURANCE EQUALIZATION 
ACT OF 1999 

HON. SAXBY CHAMBLISS 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to introduce the Crop Insurance Equalization 
Act of 1999. I am honored to have Represent-
ative MARION BERRY, Representative CHIP 
PICKERING, and Representative SANFORD 
BISHOP joining me as original cosponsors of 
this comprehensive crop insurance reform leg-
islation. 

The need for an effective safety net could 
not be more obvious. It is imperative that we 
provide our nation’s farmers with a federal 
crop insurance program that is affordable and 
workable. Our farmers cannot and should not 
become dependent on annual disaster bills; in 
the past nine years, the federal government 
has spent over $9.5 billion in emergency farm 
funds. By crafting a strong program that will 
both increase participation in the program and 
increase affordability to farmers across the na-
tion, we have sought to eliminate the need for 
such yearly crop loss disaster aid. 

Back in February, Georgia’s Eighth District 
hosted the House Agriculture Committee’s 
Subcommittee on Risk Management, Re-
search, and Specialty Crops for hearings on 
the federal crop insurance program. During 
those hearings, I personally witnessed how 
frustrated farmers and agents are with the pro-
gram. Simply put, the program does not work 
for them. 

The Crop Insurance Equalization Act of 
1999 addresses concerns that have been 
voiced to the extent possible. This reform 
package significantly improves the program 
not only for farmers in the Southeastern 
United States, but for those across the entire 
nation. This bill does not simply make cos-
metic changes to the program; it focuses at-
tention on the root of the problem by seeking 
to restore an improved, updated rating system. 
Beyond reform for the crop insurance pro-
gram, this bill expands the non-insured assist-
ance program for those who cannot participate 
in crop insurance. 

Crop insurance reform is a top priority for 
this Congress, and the Crop Insurance Equali-
zation Act of 1999 is a sufficient vehicle for 
achieving appropriate reform. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO JONAS BRONCK 
APARTMENTS 

HON. JOSÉ E. SERRANO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, it is with joy 
and pride that I rise to pay tribute to Jonas 

Bronck Apartments for Senior Citizens, which 
will celebrate its 25th Anniversary of services 
to seniors and the Bronx community on 
Wednesday, June 15, 1999. 

Mr. Speaker, the history of Jonas Bronck 
Apartments begins with the merger of one 
nearly-defunct Lutheran congregation and one 
small but vibrant Lutheran congregation in the 
Tremont section of the Bronx 32 years ago. In 
June of 1967, Pr. Albert O. Wollert, the pastor 
of Trinity Lutheran Church on East 178th 
Street, was called to serve concurrently as 
pastor of St. Thomas English Lutheran Church 
on Topping Avenue. St. Thomas English Lu-
theran Church had had a short but fruitful life 
of 59 years, but due to radical demographic 
changes in the neighborhood after the Second 
World War it has dwindled to a remnant of old 
members. 

The young and visionary Pr. Wollert, then 
39, saw an opportunity to bring life and serv-
ice out of the death of a church. Within 
months Pr. Wollert managed to convince the 
‘‘old St. Thomas’’ members to formally join 
with Trinity. He also managed to convince the 
members of Trinity to receive the small rem-
nant of ‘‘old Saint Thomas’’ members into 
Trinity Church, and to name the merged con-
gregation ‘‘Saint Thomas Evangelical Lutheran 
Church of The Bronx.’’ The entire operation 
was finalized on December 12, 1967, and on 
Christmas Eve the two congregations wor-
shiped together for the first time. From this 
time forward the church on East 178th Street, 
the current location, would be known simply 
as ‘‘St. Thomas Lutheran Church.’’ 

On June 3, 1968, the ‘‘old Saint Thomas’’ 
building, which is still standing at its original 
location, was sold to Bethany Church and Mis-
sionary Alliance. For over a year, the St. 
Thomas Congregation considered investing 
the proceeds in different types of projects. 

After many adjustments and readjustments, 
and some help from then-Governor Nelson 
Rockefeller, the plans for a building to be 
called Jonas Bronck Apartments for Senior 
Citizens were approved, and a combination of 
state and federal funding was secured. Final 
approval was received on April 24, 1970, from 
the New York State Division of Housing and 
Community Renewal. 

Mr. Speaker, on May 5, 1974, Jonas Bronck 
Apartments for Senior Citizens was formally 
dedicated and opened its doors to the senior 
citizens of our Bronx community and the larger 
New York metropolitan area. Though Jonas 
Bronck Apartments was the brainchild of a 
former pastor and the parishioners of St. 
Thomas Lutheran Church of The Bronx, the 
216 unit, 16 story facility for seniors is a suc-
cess story of cooperation between the private 
and governmental sectors. 

I applaud the commitment and the efforts of 
everyone involved with Jonas Bronck Apart-
ments for Senior Citizens, its board, staff, and 
supporters for the assistance they provide to 
the elderly. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in recognizing Jonas Bronck Apartments for 
Senior Citizens and the individuals who have 
made 25 years of service possible. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. LYNN C. WOOLSEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably detained yesterday returning from 
my congressional district. Had I been present 
for rollcall Vote No. 204, I would have voted 
‘‘yea’’ on H.R. 1400, the Bond Price Competi-
tion Improvement Act of 1999. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO RABBI RICHARD A. 
BLOCK 

HON. ANNA G. ESHOO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to honor 
Rabbi Richard Block, an outstanding leader of 
the 14th Congressional District and senior 
rabbi at the Congregation Beth Am in Los 
Altos Hills, California for the last twelve years. 
Rabbi Block steps down as head of this re-
markable congregation this weekend to accept 
the post of President and Chief Executive of 
the World Union for Progressive Judaism in 
Jerusalem, the world’s largest organization of 
religiously affiliated Jews. 

Rabbi Block was ordained and awarded a 
Master of Arts in Hebrew Letters at Hebrew 
Union College-Jewish Institute of Religion in 
Cincinnati, Ohio in 1982. During his academic 
career, Rabbi Block earned numerous awards 
for academic distinction, writing and sermonic 
excellence. 

Upon ordination, he was chosen Rabbi of 
Greenwich Reform Synagogue in Riverside, 
Connecticut and in 1987 came to Congrega-
tion Beth Am in Los Altos Hills, California. 

As senior rabbi he helped create a variety of 
programs aimed at advancing Jewish edu-
cation and congregational life. His achieve-
ments include: Experiment in Congregation, a 
unique national partnership aimed at reinvigo-
rating Jewish education and congregational 
life; the creation of a nationally recognized 
program to integrate émigrés from the former 
Soviet Union in Jewish life; the Koret Syna-
gogue Initiative, a collaboration between syna-
gogues, the Koret Foundation and the Jewish 
Community Federation. Rabbi Block was hon-
ored by the Jewish Family and Children’s 
Services of San Francisco with their pres-
tigious 1999 ‘‘FAMMY Award’’, in appreciation 
and recognition of his extraordinary caring and 
dedicated community service. 

Prior to his rabbinical studies, this remark-
able man graduated from the Wharton School 
at the University of Pennsylvania, as well as 
the Yale Law School. He served as Editor of 
the Law Review and as a law clerk to a U.S. 
District Court Judge. Rabbi Block served in 
the U.S. Navy’s Judge Advocate General’s 
Corps, including a term as Special Assistant 
U.S. Attorney in San Diego. 

Rabbi Block and his wife Susan have been 
married over thirty years and have two excep-
tional and loving sons, Joshua and Zachary. 

Our community will miss Rabbi Block im-
mensely. At the same time, we are extremely 
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proud of the important work he will take on as 
President of the World Union. 

Mr. Speaker, throughout his remarkable ca-
reer, Rabbi Richard Block has preached a 
message of compassion, justice and service to 
others. Every day of his life he has served as 
a shining example of these values. It is for 
these reasons that I urge my colleagues to 
join me in honoring this noble man of faith and 
this passionate community leader for his in-
spired leadership of Congregation Beth Am. 
We honor him for his eloquent voice for good 
and his having made our community and our 
country infinitely better. 

f 

HONORING MRS. DORIS SPAIN ON 
THE OCCASION OF HER RETIRE-
MENT FOR OUTSTANDING SERV-
ICE TO THE TENNESSEE DE-
PARTMENT OF HEALTH AND THE 
STATE OF TENNESSEE 

HON. BOB CLEMENT 
OF TENESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
honor of Mrs. Doris Spain and her service to 
the Tennessee Department of Health and the 
State of Tennessee. 

Mrs. Spain will retire from the Tennessee 
Department of Health after 33 years of faithful 
service on June 30, 1999. She will be greatly 
missed. 

Mrs. Spain, a native Tennessean, began her 
career with the Tennessee Department of 
Health in September of 1966 as a stenog-
rapher in the Division of Statistical Services. 
She now serves as Assistant Commissioner 
for the Bureau of Health Services, the depart-
ment’s largest bureau, with overall manage-
ment responsibility for approximately 3,000 
employees and an annual budget of $264 mil-
lion. As Assistant Commissioner, Mrs. Spain 
directs the delivery of public health services to 
the citizens of Tennessee through 95 county 
health departments and 13 central office pro-
grams. 

Mrs. Spain is a lifetime member of the Ten-
nessee Public Health Association and has 
served that organization as co-chairperson of 
the Program Committee, chairperson of the 
Arrangements Committee, chairperson of the 
Awards Committee, board member, vice-presi-
dent, and, in 1985, as president. In 1995, Mrs. 
Spain served as chairperson of the Awards 
Committee of the Rural Health Association of 
Tennessee. In addition, she is a member of 
the Southern Health Association, the Middle 
Tennessee Area Health Education Council, 
the Graduate Medical Program/Public Health 
Residency Advisory Committee of Meharry 
Medical College, the Board of Directors of the 
National Association of City and County 
Health Officials, the Board of Directors of the 
Rural Health Association of Tennessee, and 
the Board of Directors of the Comprehensive 
Care Center. 

Mrs. Spain has been honored numerous 
times by her peers throughout her career. 
These awards include: the Distinguished Serv-
ice Award, Area Health Education Center, 
1987; the Distinguished Service Award, Ten-

nessee Public Health Association, 1987; the 
Alex B. Shipley, MD Award, Tennessee Public 
Health Association, 1987; the Presidential 
Award, Rural Health Association of Ten-
nessee, 1995; the Distinguished Service 
Award, Tennessee Public Health Association, 
1997; and in 1990, she was selected to attend 
the Tennessee Government Executive Insti-
tute. 

Mrs. Spain has worked tirelessly to improve 
the quality of public health in the State of Ten-
nessee and has unselfishly served its citizens 
for over 33 years. Her caring and leadership 
have benefited not only the Department of 
Health, but all Tennesseans. She has served 
as an example to her peers, her friends and 
her family. For these reasons I honor Mrs. 
Doris Spain today and wish her the best in her 
retirement. God bless. 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF CAPTAIN D.L. 
‘‘PAPPY’’ HICKS 

HON. RALPH M. HALL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor and pay tribute to a true Amer-
ican hero, Captain D.L. ‘‘Pappy’’ Hicks. In a 
recent trip to Washington, Pappy was honored 
by Congress for his dedication and service in 
the Secret Army, which operated in Laos dur-
ing the Korean and Vietnam Wars. 

Pappy was a deep, covert operator in clan-
destine operations in South Asia from 1959 
until 1982. Many of these operations have re-
mained concealed over the years as a result 
of their top secret nature. American citizens 
and U.S. troops, alike, were unaware that any 
fighting was occurring in Laos during the Viet-
nam War, hence the operations have often 
been called the ‘‘Secret War’’. The Secret 
Army was comprised of Hmong and other La-
otian Mountain people in cooperation with the 
Royal Laotian Army and American advisors 
such as the CIA, U.S. Army Special Forces, 
and U.S. Army covert operators. Yet, as a re-
sult of the covert nature of their service, the 
men who gave their lives serving in the Secret 
Army in Laos are not recognized on the Viet-
nam War Memorial. Their mission was to find 
potential enemies of the United States oper-
ating within the Laotian borders with the North 
Vietnamese. Reportedly, these men saved 
thousands of American lives through their ef-
forts; thus, their recent Washington tribute was 
an emotional one for Pappy. 

At the ceremony, Pappy was given a 
pa’ndua, a ritualistic cloth used to tell the his-
tory of the Hmong people, by General Vang 
Pao, his Laos commanding officer. In his 
speech, Pappy struggled to fight back tears as 
he recollected his time in Laos and the injuries 
he sustained while operating in that area. As 
he spoke to his fellow soldiers, Pappy re-
marked, ‘‘Ever so often, years after the fact, 
when we become old men, we who worked in 
the dark are let out in the light for a moment 
of glory. For me, this is the day’’. 

Captain Hicks, from the Fourth District of 
Texas, currently resides in Troup, Texas, with 
his lovely wife of forty-five years, Marjorie Ann 

Tupa. Mr. Speaker, as we adjourn today, let 
us do so in honor of this true American hero— 
Captain D.L. ‘‘Pappy’’ Hicks. 

f 

UPON INTRODUCTION OF THE COM-
MUNITY HOSPITAL PRESERVA-
TION ACT 

HON. JOHN J. LaFALCE 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, today, I am in-
troducing the Community Hospital Preserva-
tion Act. The purpose of this legislation is to 
provide a financial lifeline to those community 
hospitals that are struggling for survival. 

Hospitals in general are under significant fi-
nancial pressure from a number of sources, 
which include Medicare and Medicaid cuts, re-
ductions in managed care reimbursements, 
and a significant increase in the number of un-
insured patients. 

Small, non-profit community hospitals are 
particularly at risk. As non-profits, they lack 
the access to equity capital that for-profit hos-
pitals have. As smaller hospitals, they lack the 
economies of scale and negotiating leverage 
that larger hospitals or chains have in dealing 
with suppliers, insurers, and managed care 
firms. In my district, statewide, and nationwide, 
we are seeing community hospitals cutting 
health care services, laying off employees, 
and in too many cases, fighting for survival. 

The Community Hospital Preservation Act 
would help stabilize the finances of these hos-
pitals and keep them operational, by author-
izing up to $1 billion a year in capital loans 
over five years for non-profit community hos-
pitals in financial distress. 

Under the legislation, community hospitals 
are eligible for forgivable capital loans if they 
are non-profit, have assets of less than $75 
million, are experiencing financial difficulties, 
and are an ‘‘essential source of basic hospital 
health care services’’ in the local community. 
The forgivable loans may range from 
$100,000 to $2.5 million per hospital. Each 
loan must be matched dollar for dollar with a 
state, local, or private grant or loan. If the hos-
pital continues to meet annual eligibility cri-
teria, including operational efficiencies, the 
capital loan will be forgiven over time, and 
thereby converted into a grant. 

Non-profit community hospitals serve an es-
sential public purpose in their local commu-
nities. Hospital closures or service reductions 
adversely affect the families and individuals 
who rely on that hospital for life-saving care. 
Hospital closure also undermine the broader 
economic health of a community. There is 
clearly a public purpose in maintaining and en-
hancing these institutions. 

Two years ago, as part of the Balanced 
Budget Act, Congress reduced Medicare and 
Medicaid reimbursements to hospitals. The 
same federal government that has taken such 
actions should be prepared to step in to soften 
the blow of these cuts for those hospitals most 
at risk. Both political parties have pledged to 
set aside trillions to save Social Security for 
our senior citizens. It is not too much to set 
aside a tiny fraction of that to save the hos-
pitals that provide essential health security for 
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those same seniors, as well as so many oth-
ers. 

f 

A SALUTE TO RICHARD UMANSKY, 
MD, DIRECTOR OF THE CHILD 
DEVELOPMENT CENTER OF CHIL-
DREN’S HOSPITAL OAKLAND 

HON. BARBARA LEE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to recognize 
and honor Richard Umansky’s service to chil-
dren and their families in the East Bay and 
Northern California. Dr. Umansky is the Direc-
tor of the Child Development Center of Chil-
dren’s Hospital Oakland and will be retiring at 
the end of June 1999 after 34 years of dedi-
cated service. 

Dr. Umansky has dedicated his career to 
the provision of quality health care services for 
infants and children with developmental dis-
abilities and for those with the risk of develop-
mental disabilities. 

Throughout his 34 year career with Chil-
dren’s Hospital Oakland, Dr. Umansky has 
displayed strong and passionate leadership. 
His highlights include developing and realizing 
a vision of comprehensive diagnostic and 
therapeutic services of the highest quality for 
the child with developmental disabilities; es-
tablishing and directing the Children’s Hospital 
Oakland Child Development Center from 1965 
to the present with the mission of providing di-
agnostic, treatment and prevention services 
for children with or at risk for disabilities, and 
their families; providing leadership in devel-
oping a wide range of service organizations 
for persons with disabilities, including the Re-
gional Center of the East Bay; working col-
laboratively with community organizations to 
effectively link health care with other services 
for children with disabilities, such as the 
schools; training hundreds of health care pro-
viders, including physicians, public health 
nurses, NICU nurses, infant development spe-
cialists, therapists, nutritionists, psychologists 
and others; serving as a community and state 
advocate for improved services and funding 
for individual children and groups of children 
with disabilities; conducting and collaborating 
on basic and clinical research in the areas of 
child development, medication, behavioral 
therapies, and nutritional management of chil-
dren with specific disorders. 

Dr. Umansky has made a positive and pro-
found impact on the lives of many individuals 
and organizations in our community. His lead-
ership skills and dedication will be sorely 
missed. I proudly join his many friends and 
colleagues in thanking and honoring him for 
his remarkable career with Children’s Hospital 
Oakland and extending to him my best wishes 
on his upcoming retirement. 

EAGLE SCOUTS HONORED 

HON. WILLIAM O. LIPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, it gives me 
great pleasure to bring to the attention of my 
colleagues, sixteen outstanding young individ-
uals from the 3rd Congressional District of Illi-
nois, who have completed a major goal in 
their scouting career. 

The following young men of the 3rd Con-
gressional District of Illinois have earned the 
high rank of Eagle Scout in the past months: 
George C. Hollich, Jason Staidl, Scott 
Joschko, Edward A. Distel, Joseph Jania, Erik 
A. Koster, Robert J. Landers, Jr., Thomas X. 
Polanski, Geoffrey Nikiel, Daniel S. Kantorski, 
Steve A. Debnar, Marc T. Sands, David 
Kantorski, Kyle Rusnak, Mark Dries, and Brian 
E. Backstrom. These young men have dem-
onstrated their commitment to their commu-
nities, and have perpetuated the principles of 
scouting. It is important to note that less than 
two percent of all young men in America attain 
the rank of Eagle Scout. This high honor can 
only be earned by those scouts demonstrating 
extraordinary leadership abilities. 

In light of the commendable leadership and 
courageous activities performed by these fine 
young men, I ask my colleagues to join me in 
honoring the above scouts for attaining the 
highest honor in Scouting—the Rank of Eagle. 
Let us wish them the very best in all of their 
future endeavors. 

f 

VERN STOVER RECOGNIZED FOR 
LONGTIME COMMITMENT TO BOY 
SCOUTING 

HON. MICHAEL G. OXLEY 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to sa-
lute an outstanding community leader who has 
devoted himself to public service throughout 
his life: Mr. Vern Stover of Mansfield, Ohio. 
His dedication in volunteering his time to the 
Boy Scouts of America has led to his being 
honored with the Heart of Ohio Council’s 
Good Scout Award. 

The Good Scout Award is presented to civic 
and community leaders who commit to living 
by the Scout Oath and the Scout Law, and 
who demonstrate a longstanding commitment 
to Scouting. In his 14 years as an active 
Scouting volunteer, Vern has more than prov-
en his commitment and dedication to the Boy 
Scouts, serving in numerous capacities on 
various boards and committees. He is cur-
rently the chairman of the Council Advisory 
Board, and is a member of the Council Execu-
tive Board and the Council Long-Range Plan 
Properties Committee. Vern is also a Past 
Council Commissioner and Past National 
Council Representative. 

Vern is a retired agent of the Federal Bu-
reau of investigation, and currently serves as 
a common pleas court bailiff. In addition to his 
extensive work with the Boy Scouts, he also 

has an active record of community service 
with SCORE and Rotary. 

As a fellow former FBI agent, I am honored 
to recognize my friend Vern for his exemplary 
record of public service, and to add my con-
gratulations to that of many others as he re-
ceives the Good Scout Award. 

f 

A TRIBUTE TO AN OUTSTANDING 
PAGE, MS. KAREN RENE SCHULIEN 

HON. JOHN EDWARD PORTER 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to Karen Rene Schulien who has 
served with distinction as a House Page from 
September of last year until the afternoon of 
Friday June 11, 1999. Karen carried out her 
duties with a smiling face and a good attitude. 
She provided near-flawless service, emerging 
as one of only a handful of pages to not re-
ceive a single demerit the entire year! Indeed, 
on many days, she performed her assign-
ments with such speed that the page directors 
let her leave early because she had finished 
all the work they could find for her! Her dedi-
cation and hard work, coupled with a friendly 
demeanor, serve as an example we would all 
be better for following. 

Karen’s successes speak to the strengths of 
the page program. Karen and her fellow pages 
have had the opportunity to watch historic pro-
ceedings in these chambers, including a presi-
dential impeachment, debate on the declara-
tion of war, and the deliberations of the budget 
process. Without the page program, these ex-
ceptional young people would not be able to 
have such learning experiences. This is a 
wonderful program, and I am happy to be a 
part of it. 

Mr. Speaker, Karen served with distinction 
and poise, making all our jobs easier and 
more enjoyable. I heartily congratulate Karen 
on her service, and officially thank her for the 
time and friendship she has offered in service 
to the U.S. House of Representatives. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO DR. E. NEAL 
ROBERTS 

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

HON. JERRY LEWIS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, June 16, 1999 

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Speaker, for 
a number of years now, my colleague Mr. 
LEWIS of California and I have shared the dis-
tinct honor of representing the City of San 
Bernardino in the House of Representatives. It 
is a diverse, every-growing and ever-changing 
community with unique challenges and resi-
dents dedicated to working together and to 
making our local quality of life the best it can 
be. Today, we wish to recognize the out-
standing achievements of a gentleman who 
has seen the city through a myriad of changes 
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and who has influenced countless lives 
through several generations. He has served 
the heart of this city—its public education sys-
tem—for 45 years. 

Dr. E. Neal Roberts has been with the San 
Bernardino City Unified School District since 
1954. He began as a teacher, then served as 
an elementary school vice principal and prin-
cipal, then made his way to the district office, 
holding three assistant superintendent posts. 
In 1982, he was chosen to be the Super-
intendent of San Bernardino City Schools, and 
in an era where superintendents of urban 
school districts come and go in as little as 
three or four years, Dr. Roberts dedicated 17 
years of vision and commitment to the children 
in our community. 

Dr. Roberts’ list of achievements is prac-
tically endless. He is the true definition of an 
educator and a leader. During his tenure, Dr. 
Roberts led the district to become recognized 
across the state for developing and imple-
menting outstanding programs in desegrega-
tion, student achievement and performance at 
grade level, school and student safety, and an 
assessment/accountability system for all K–12 
principals and schools. His long list of honors 
and awards include the University of Redlands 
Excellence in Teaching Award, a San 
Bernardino County Schools Distinguished 
Service Award, the Golden Apple Award, a 
Living Legend Recognition Award, and a Cit-
izen of Achievement Award from the League 
of Women Voters. 

Yet what distinguishes Dr. Roberts is not his 
long list of awards, but his spirit of kindness, 
professionalism and fairness, and his clear 
dedication to children and to the community. 
He is deeply admired and respected by many, 
especially teachers, throughout the city. Dr. 
Roberts has been an inspiration and guiding 
force through good times and bad for the City 
of San Bernardino. He has seen the city 
through desegregation, working hard for racial 
equality; through economic downturns and 
base closures; and through ever-changing de-
mographics that add new challenges for the 
school system. He has been a steady pres-
ence for students and their families and has 
always given his best to our community. 

Dr. Roberts’ stewardship has set an out-
standing example and we are proud that he is 
our constituent. When he retires this month he 
will be sorely missed, yet his legacy will un-
doubtedly remain for years. We consider our-
selves lucky to have worked with Dr. Roberts 
and extend our sincere thanks and apprecia-
tion for his years of remarkable service and 
our best wishes for the future. 

f 

AVIATION INVESTMENT AND RE-
FORM ACT FOR THE 21ST CEN-
TURY 

SPEECH OF 

HON. JIM KOLBE 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, June 15, 1999 

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union has under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 1000) to amend 
title 49, United States Code, to reauthorize 

programs of the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, and for other purposes: 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to H.R. 1000. 

Although I support the reauthorization of the 
FAA and the Airport Improvement Program, I 
find the manipulation of the current budget 
structure in this bill detrimental to the fiscally 
sound budget process the Republicans have 
been fighting for, and have achieved, as the 
majority party. 

Why do we want to take a step backwards, 
back to when this House was governed by a 
tax and spend policy, in a misguided attempt 
to drastically inflate a federal agency’s budg-
et? 

Where is the Republican agenda—the agen-
da to make the federal government smaller, 
leaner, more efficient? 

It is disappointing to see the bill come be-
fore the House today under the slogan of 
‘‘unlocking the Aviation Trust Fund.’’ Federal 
trust funds are not your run-of-the-mill trust 
fund that can be compared to a family or busi-
ness trust fund. These federal trust funds are 
authorizations for appropriations, and this has 
always been the intent since their creation. 

But, don’t take my word for it. Let me quote 
a CRS report: 

Whatever their intended purposes, federal 
trust funds are basically record-keeping de-
vices that account for the spending author-
ity available for certain programs. Although 
frequently thought of as holding financial 
assets, they do not. 

I repeat: trust funds do not hold financial as-
sets; there is not money in them. 

The report goes on to say: 
Simply stated, as long as a trust fund has 

a balance, the Treasury Department has au-
thority to keep issuing checks for the pro-
gram, but balances do not provide the treas-
ury with the cash to cover these checks. 

So if it’s the right policy to take trust funds 
off-budget, where is the cash going to come 
from to cover the checks written on the trust 
fund balances? Are we going to cut funding 
for our schools, for law enforcement, for envi-
ronmental programs, for our Veterans? Are we 
going to increase the debt, raise taxes? I hope 
not. 

And we are not talking about a few dollars. 
There are over 100 federal trust funds, and 
this bill deals with only one. But, at the end of 
FY1997, these trust funds had a combined 
‘‘virtual balance’’ of $1.520 trillion—that’s one 
and a half trillion dollars! If we are going to 
unlock our trust funds because this money 
was intended for specific purposes, we need 
to find $11⁄2 trillion to put real money into 
these funds. 

In addition, we simply cannot govern a na-
tion by compartmentalizing our budget through 
dedicated funding streams. Revenue streams 
must be spent on the nation’s priorities as a 
whole. You can’t run a business by restricting 
cash flows to expenses directly attributable to 
their related sales. Can GM effectively com-
pete in the world market if the money they re-
ceived from selling shock absorbers couldn’t 
be used for maintenance of brake manufac-
turing equipment? No. GM can’t, and neither 
can the federal government. 

We need to take a step back and under-
stand where this road leads us. I understand 

the supporters of this measure see guaran-
teed money every year. Wouldn’t this be nice 
if everyone had a guaranteed stream of cash 
flowing into their coffers every October First? 
But, that is not the way to run a fiscally re-
sponsible government. 

Republicans have governed our nation’s tax 
dollars with restraint and have given the tax-
payer some of this money back with tax cuts. 
Let’s not sabotage 4 and a half years of work. 
We should be looking at ways of streamlining 
federal agencies, not bloating their budgets by 
creating a mandatory account and increasing 
the taxes for this account. 

f 

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 Thursday, 
June 17, 1999 may be found in the Daily 
Digest of today’s RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

JUNE 21 

9 a.m. 
United States Senate Caucus on Inter-

national Narcotics Control 
To hold hearings to examine the black 

market peso exchange, focusing on how 
U.S. companies are used to launder 
money. 

SH–216 

JUNE 22 

Time to be announced 
Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Gwen C. Clare, of South Carolina, to be 
Ambassador to the Republic of Ecua-
dor. 

SD–562 
9:30 a.m. 

Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
To resume hearings on proposed legisla-

tion authorizing funds for programs of 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, focusing on professional de-
velopment. 

SD–628 
Intelligence 
Armed Services 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Governmental Affairs 

To hold joint hearings on the President’s 
Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board’s 
report to the President: Science at its 
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Best; Security at its Worst: A Report 
on Security Problems at the U.S. De-
partment of Energy. 

SD–106 
10 a.m. 

Foreign Relations 
Western Hemisphere, Peace Corps, Nar-

cotics and Terrorism Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine confronting 

threats to security in the Americas. 
SD–562 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To hold hearings on the nomination of 

Lawrence H. Summers, of Maryland, to 
be Secretary of the Treasury. 

SD–538 
Finance 

Business meeting to mark up the pro-
posed Generalized System of Pref-
erences Extension Act, the proposed 
Trade Adjustment Assistance Reau-
thorization Act, and the proposed U.S. 
Caribbean Basin Trade Enhancement 
Act. 

SD–215 
2 p.m. 

Judiciary 
To resume hearings on S. 952, to expand 

an antitrust exemption applicable to 
professional sports leagues and to re-
quire, as a condition of such an exemp-
tion, participation by professional foot-
ball and major league baseball sports 
leagues in the financing of certain sta-
dium construction activities. 

SD–226 
2:30 p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To hold hearings to explore the effective-

ness of existing federal and industry ef-
forts to promote distributed generating 
technologies, including solar, wind, 
fuel cells and microturbines, as well as 
regulatory and other barriers to their 
widespread use. 

SD–366 
Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings on the nomination of 
Richard Holbrooke, of New York, to be 
the Representative to the United Na-
tions with the rank and status of Am-
bassador, and the Representative in the 
Security Council of the United Na-
tions. 

SH–216 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
Aging Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine the Older 
Americans and a National Family 
Caregiver Support Program. 

SD–628 

JUNE 23 

9 a.m. 
Environment and Public Works 

Business meeting to mark up S. 1090, to 
reauthorize and amend the Comprehen-
sive Environmental Response, Liabil-
ity, and Compensation Act of 1980 
(Superfund). 

SD–406 
9:30 a.m. 

Indian Affairs 
To hold oversight hearings on National 

Gambling Impact Study Commission 
report. 

SR–485 
10 a.m. 

Governmental Affairs 
To hold hearings on interagency Inspec-

tors General report on the export con-
trol process for dual-use and munitions 
list commodities. 

SD–342 

Judiciary 
To hold hearings on issues relating to re-

ligious liberty. 
SD–226 

1:30 p.m. 
Environment and Public Works 
Fisheries, Wildlife, and Drinking Water 

Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on issues relating to 

salmon recovery. 
SD–406 

2:15 p.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

committee 
To hold hearings on S. 503, designating 

certain land in the San Isabel National 
Forest in the State of Colorado as the 
‘‘Spanish Peaks Wilderness’’; S. 953, to 
direct the Secretary of Agriculture to 
convey certain land in the State of 
South Dakota to the Terry Peak Ski 
Area; S. 977, to provide for the convey-
ance by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment to Douglas County, Oregon, of a 
county park and certain adjacent land; 
and S. 1088, to authorize the Secretary 
of Agriculture to convey certain ad-
ministrative sites in national forests in 
the State of Arizona, to convey certain 
land to the City of Sedona, Arizona for 
a wastewater treatment facility. 

SD–366 
2:30 p.m. 

Judiciary 
Immigration Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on enforcement prior-
ities against criminal aliens. 

SD–226 

JUNE 24 

9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold oversight hearings to examine 
the impications of the proposed acqui-
sition of the Atlantic Richfield Com-
pany by BP Amoco, PLC. 

SD–366 
10 a.m. 

Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 
To resume hearings on proposed legisla-

tion authorizing funds for programs of 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act, focusing on Title VI. 

SD–628 

JUNE 29 

9:30 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold hearings on S. 161, to provide for 
a transition to market-based rates for 
power sold by the Federal Power Mar-
keting Administrations and the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority; S. 282, to pro-
vide that no electric utility shall be re-
quired to enter into a new contract or 
obligation to purchase or to sell elec-
tricity or capacity under section 210 of 
the Public Utility Regulatory Policies 
Act of 1978; S. 516, to benefit consumers 
by promoting competition in the elec-
tric power industry; and S. 1047, to pro-
vide for a more competitive electric 
power industry. 

SH–216 
2:30 p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

committee 
To hold hearings on fire preparedness by 

the Bureau of Land Management and 
the Forest Service on Federal lands. 

SD–366 

JUNE 30 
9:30 a.m. 

Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 438, to provide for 

the settlement of the water rights 
claims of the Chippewa Cree Tribe of 
the Rocky Boy’s Reservation; to be fol-
lowed by a business meeting to con-
sider pending calendar business. 

Room to be announced 
Rules and Administration 

To hold oversight hearings on the oper-
ations of the Architect of the Capitol. 

SR–301 
2 p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

committee 
To hold oversight hearings on the United 

States Forest Service Economic Action 
programs. 

SD–366 

JULY 1 
9:30 a.m. 

Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings to establish the Amer-

ican Indian Educational Foundation. 
SR–485 

Energy and Natural Resources 
To resume hearings on S. 161, to provide 

for a transition to market-based rates 
for power sold by the Federal Power 
Marketing Administrations and the 
Tennessee Valley Authority; S. 282, to 
provide that no electric utility shall be 
required to enter into a new contract 
or obligation to purchase or to sell 
electricity or capacity under section 
210 of the Public Utility Regulatory 
Policies Act of 1978; S. 516, to benefit 
consumers by promoting competition 
in the electric power industry; and S. 
1047, to provide for a more competitive 
electric power industry. 

SH–216 

JULY 14 

9:30 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold joint oversight hearings on the 
General Accounting Office report on 
Interior Department’s trust funds re-
form. 

Room to be announced 

JULY 21 

9:30 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 

To hold hearings on S. 985, to amend the 
Indian Gaming Regulatory Act. 

SR–485 

JULY 28 

9:30 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 

To hold hearings on S. 979, to amend the 
Indian Self-Determination and Edu-
cation Assistance Act to provide for 
further self-governance by Indian 
tribes. 

SR–485 

AUGUST 4 

9:30 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 

To hold hearings on S. 299, to elevate the 
position of Director of the Indian 
Health Service within the Department 
of Health and Human Services to As-
sistant Secretary for Indian Health; 
and S. 406, to amend the Indian Health 
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Care Improvement Act to make perma-
nent the demonstration program that 
allows for direct billing of medicare, 
medicaid, and other third party payors, 
and to expand the eligibility under 
such program to other tribes and tribal 

organizations; followed by a business 
meeting to consider pending calendar 
business. 

SR–485 

SEPTEMBER 28 

9:30 a.m. 
Veterans Affairs 

To hold joint hearings with the House 
Committee on Veterans Affairs to re-
view the legislative recommendations 
of the American Legion. 

345 Cannon Building 
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