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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m.
The Chaplain, Reverend James David

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

O gracious God, by whose hand we
have come to be and by whose spirit we
live each day, grant us a better under-
standing of the concerns and opportu-
nities of our communities and our
world. Keep us from any shallow ideas
or hollow interpretations of the needs
of the Nation as we seek to discover
and appreciate and respect the ideas
and interpretations of others. Encour-
age us, O God, to discover anew the
unity and common purpose that we
share with others so that justice will
flow down as waters and righteousness
like an ever flowing stream. This is our
earnest prayer. Amen.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

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

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

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

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

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

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Montana (Mr. HILL) come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Mr. HILL of Montana led the Pledge
of Allegiance as follows:

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

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
with an amendment in which the con-
currence of the House is requested, a
bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 2415. An act to enhance security of
United States missions and personnel over-
seas, to authorize appropriations for the De-
partment of State for fiscal year 2000, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 2415) ‘‘An Act to enhance
security of United States missions and
personnel overseas, to authorize appro-
priations for the Department of State
for fiscal year 2000, and for other pur-
poses,’’ requests a conference with the
House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
HELMS, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr.
GRAMS, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. SARBANES, and
Mr. DODD, to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the Com-
mittee of Conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendment of the Senate to the
bill (H.R. 2465) ‘‘An Act making appro-
priations for military construction,
family housing, and base realignment
and closure for the Department of De-
fense for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses.’’

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain 15 1-minute speeches on each side.

f

SURPLUS BELONGS TO WORKING
FAMILIES OF AMERICA

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

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, those who
believe Washington politicians are ad-
dicted to spending lived too long with
the other party in control of Congress.
That malady no longer exists with the
Republicans controlling the Congress
of the United States.

We are the party that balanced the
budget, gave America the first broad-
based tax cut in 16 years, preserved So-
cial Security, saved Medicare from
bankruptcy, reformed welfare, and we
did it in spite of the fact that we have
a liberal in the White House who has
never supported a single attempt by
the Republicans in this Chamber to
limit spending.

We Republicans today, with a surplus
economy, do not trust the Federal Gov-
ernment to use the budget surplus to
reduce the debt, because we know that
politicians will spend that money if
they have the opportunity to do so.
They always have in the past, and they
always will in the future.

We Republicans in Congress believe
that the surplus, after saving Social
Security and Medicare, belongs to the
people who earned it in the first place,
and that is the working families of
America.

f

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION

(Mr. WU asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, as my col-
leagues know, I have been a strong pro-
ponent of reducing classroom size by
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adding 100,000 additional qualified
teachers across America. But we need
classrooms for these teachers to teach,
and modern, decent facilities where
these students can learn. That is why I
strongly, strongly support the school
modernization initiative which will
help build more school space and mod-
ernize aging school facilities.

Schools like Findlay Elementary
School near my home in Oregon which
has trailers, trailers in the front lawn
and in the parking lot; school districts
like that in Astoria which has not
added a new classroom since 1927. Many
classrooms there have only one electric
plug in the wall.

This does not evidence a commit-
ment to our children. We show that we
value our children by giving them the
facilities where they can truly learn.
We should start building additional
modern school facilities today.
f

CASE STATISTICS DO MATTER

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

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, later this
week we will address the question of
funding for the Legal Services Corpora-
tion relative to the accuracy of their
reporting regarding the caseload that
they handle on behalf of the American
people.

The President of the Legal Services
Corporation, John McKay, stated in
February of 1999:

Case statistics play an essential role in the
budget request and performance plan sub-
mitted by LSC to Congress each year. There-
fore, the reliability of case statistics sub-
mitted by programs to LSC is vital to ob-
taining continued Federal funding for legal
services. This type of information holds
great promise for securing increased Federal
funding.

Now, what is it that we have learned
about their case reports? According to
the Inspector General and GAO audit of
11 grantees, the 1997 report caseload for
the 11 grantees was 370,000 cases; in-
validated cases by their own IG and
GAO were 175,000. That means one-half
of the caseload reports based upon
which they request money were invali-
dated by their own IG and the GAO.
Therefore, they should receive one-half
the financial requests they make.
f

TAX LOOPHOLE TO BE SHUT DOWN

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

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, today I am introducing legis-
lation to eliminate a tax avoidance
technique available to only the very
wealthy. This technique involves the
use of swap funds.

Legislation to shut down this par-
ticular practice was enacted in 1967, in
1976, and most recently in the Tax-
payer Relief Act of 1997. Each time

that we have acted to shut this activ-
ity down, we have failed. We will not
fail this time.

Swap funds are designed to permit in-
dividuals with large blocks of appre-
ciated stock to diversify their portfolio
without recognizing gain and paying
taxes, like ordinary Americans. This
transaction is often limited to blocks
of stock with a value in excess of $1
million to investors with investment
holdings exceeding $5 million.

My bill shuts down the latest avoid-
ance techniques being used, which is to
retain 21 percent of the assets of the
swap fund in certain limited partner-
ships holding real estate.

The second part of this bill is broad-
er. It states that any transfer of mar-
ketable stock or securities to any enti-
ty would be a taxable event under cer-
tain specific conditions. Let us be
clear. This bill will be enacted into law
this year.
f

WHO PAYS THE TAXES?
(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, let us
have a reality check. How can we have
a debate about tax cuts without dis-
cussing who pays the taxes? That is
right, who pays the taxes? Now, many
people might find this quite odd; bi-
zarre, in fact, in circumstances in to-
day’s politics, but I think most people
would have to agree with me that one
side never, ever talks about who pays
the taxes.

In fact, in all my years of politics, I
have yet to hear a Democrat talk
about who pays the taxes.

Just this week, I have heard perhaps
100 speeches by Democrats attacking
the Republican tax relief package and
have not heard a single Democrat dis-
cuss the question of who pays the
taxes? This goes without saying, of
course. None of the networks ever do a
story on who pays the taxes. For exam-
ple, I wonder how many Americans are
aware of the fact that the top 50 per-
cent of income earners pay 96 percent
of the Federal income taxes. That is
right. The bottom 50 percent pay only
4 percent of the load.

Now, just think about that for a sec-
ond.

I ask, why do my Democrat colleague
refuse to discuss the question of who
pays the taxes.
f

COVERUP IN WACO, TEXAS
(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, over
80 Americans were killed at Waco,
many of them women and children, ac-
tually burned to death, and the Texas
Rangers have now uncovered new evi-
dence that said the Federal Govern-
ment covered up the truth and lied
about Waco.

Check it out. A recent memo says,
Federal agents had a friendly meeting
with Koresh just 9 days before the as-
sault, yet Federal agents testified in
court, and I quote, they said, they
could not lure Koresh from the com-
pound and were forced to engage in the
assault.

Unbelievable. The Justice Depart-
ment is lying through their teeth. Mr.
Speaker, 700 Federal agents, tanks, and
rocket power attacked American civil-
ians, 80 of them killed, many of them
women and children, burned to death,
and nobody did anything about it. No-
body. It is time for an independent in-
vestigation into the FBI, the Justice
Department, and the coverup in Waco,
Texas.
f

MARRIAGE TAX ELIMINATION ACT

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

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, over the
last several years, many of us have
been asking a pretty fundamental ques-
tion, and that is, is it right, is it fair
that under our Tax Code married work-
ing couples pay higher taxes than iden-
tical couples who live together outside
of marriage. They pay higher taxes just
because they are married. That is the
marriage tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to intro-
duce to my colleagues Michelle and
Shad Hallahan out of Joliette, Illinois,
two public schoolteachers who suffer
the marriage tax penalty just because
they are married.

Well, I have good news for Michelle
and Shad Hallahan, as well as 28 mil-
lion married working couples who suf-
fer the marriage tax penalty. The
House and Senate agreement on low-
ering taxes for working families makes
elimination of the marriage tax pen-
alty the centerpiece.

I am proud to say that the Marriage
Tax Elimination Act, which now has
230 cosponsors, there were two key pro-
visions which were included which
helped both itemizers and non-
itemizers. If one does not itemize their
taxes, they benefit from the standard
deduction; we double that. If one does
itemize their taxes, they benefit from
the widening of 15 percent tax bracket.

The bottom line is, we eliminate the
marriage tax penalty.
f

SCHOOL MODERNIZATION

(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, the
Republican leadership can somehow
find the time to pass a trillion dollar
tax giveaway to the special interests
who said this last weekend, We got the
sun, the moon, the sky in the Repub-
lican tax bill. But that tax cut will add
hundreds of billions of dollars to our
national debt, debt for the very people
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who pay the taxes we are asking about.
But they cannot find the time to ad-
dress the needs of America’s families.

We already know they will not bring
a patients’ protection act to the floor
because they will not stand up to the
HMO industry, and now, 1 month before
the start of the school year, they will
not even bring up a school moderniza-
tion bill to the floor because they will
not stand up and be counted for the Na-
tion’s children.

So, this morning, we Democrats
begin signing a discharge petition to
force them to do so. Some of our chil-
dren will be going back to schools
where there is inadequate heating for
the winter, and without the modern
educational tools they deserve.

Yes, this Republican Congress is a
do-nothing Congress, but much worse
than that, it has no values. The values
of our children should be upheld today.
f

AMERICANS CAN BE TRUSTED TO
USE THEIR MONEY WISELY

(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, I want
to commend Glenn McCoy of the Belle-
ville News-Democrat in Illinois. He is a
political cartoonist whose cartoon has
been circulating throughout the coun-
try this week. It shows the President of
the United States at a McDonald’s and
the cashier behind the counter saying,
‘‘You are right, Mr. President. I did
charge you too much for your value
meal, leaving me with extra cash, a
surplus, if you will. However, I feel it
would be irresponsible and risky to
give you your money back.’’

How ironic. The President, just a few
months ago in Buffalo, New York,
speaking about the Nation’s budget
surplus said, we could give it all back
to you and hope you spend it right,
but . . .

What we see unfolding today in
Washington, D.C. is a sad example of
the ideals of the White House and the
President and the Democrat party who
want to keep the change of the Amer-
ican taxpayers.

We have a different opinion on the
Republican side. We believe the Amer-
ican taxpayers deserve their change
back. Let us give them their change
back and trust the American people to
build good schools, to afford health in-
surance, and to run their families as
they see fit.
f

A STEP IN THE WRONG DIRECTION

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

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
the Republican tax deal is a step in the
wrong direction. We must use this his-
toric opportunity to save Social Secu-
rity and Medicare and to pay down on
our national debt. We should not be

wasting it on huge tax breaks for
America’s wealthiest people.

The Republican tax bill does nothing
to save Social Security, nothing to
strengthen Medicare, nothing to reduce
our national debt. A huge windfall for
the rich, pocket change; pocket change
for working Americans.
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Yes, it is pocket change for working
families. It is a mistake. It is irrespon-
sible. It is not the right thing to do. It
is not the right direction to go.
f

TAX RELIEF

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

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, today we are faced with the
largest tax burden since World War II,
and what many people do not realize is
that the Federal Government is taxing
our American values.

For example, the death tax. The
death tax is one of the most onerous
taxes imposed by our own Federal Gov-
ernment. It is double and triple tax-
ation on American families’ hard-
earned savings. Even worse, the death
tax forces grieving sons and daughters
to sell the family business or farms
just to pay their taxes. It is outrageous
for the Federal Government to do this
to our families.

With almost no support from the
Democrats, Republicans in the House
and Senate have agreed to eliminate
the death tax. But President Clinton
has no compassion for American val-
ues. He is saying he will veto it.

Enough is enough. It is time to start
repealing taxes on our American val-
ues. Americans want, need, and deserve
tax relief now.
f

SUPPORT THE PATIENTS’ BILL OF
RIGHTS AND PASS REAL HMO
REFORM NOW

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

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
last week there was a newspaper arti-
cle that highlighted one of the funda-
mental issues at the center of the HMO
debate: Who decides medical necessity,
an insurance company or our local doc-
tors?

A doctor was treating a pregnant
woman who had obstetric coverage and
needed a shot to protect her unborn
baby from the chicken pox virus. De-
spite the fact that this shot is routine
in this situation, and the fact that her
insurance coverage also covered obstet-
rical care, her HMO refused to pay for
that shot.

The response by the American Asso-
ciation of Health Care Plans was that
the decision to deny care was probably
based on the fact that the service was
not covered by that woman’s health

plan. Now it seems it is not enough
simply to purchase a health insurance
that covers obstetric care, but HMOs
expect every employer in our country
to make sure that every foreseeable
problem or treatment is specifically
covered.

Obviously, that would be impossible,
and it is ridiculous to even suggest
that. If our insurance plan covers a
medical condition, our doctor should be
able to decide how to treat us for that
particular medical condition.

The right of doctors to determine
medical necessity is one of the key
issues that has been included in the
HMO reform bill that is predominantly
Democrat-supported.

f

THE MIAMI RIVER CLEANUP
PROJECT

(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,
scores of south Florida boaters and
hundreds of volunteers will be picking
up debris and trash from the Miami
River on the last weekend of this
month to contribute to the cleanup ef-
forts that are paramount to the revi-
talization of this important waterway.

The cleanup is being organized by my
office, by the Save Old Stiltsville
group, and the Miami River Commis-
sion, to encourage others to become ac-
tive in environmental issues and to
promote volunteerism in our commu-
nity.

The cleaning of the Miami River is
vital to both the ecosystems and the
economy of our south Florida commu-
nity. The Miami River is the fifth larg-
est port in the State of Florida, and it
is an important link to the Caribbean
and Latin America.

This cleanup effort is a good example
of what can be accomplished when
there is a successful coalition of busi-
nesses, civic leaders, environmental-
ists, and elected officials working to-
gether toward one common goal.

I congratulate the Save Old
Stiltsville organization for caring so
deeply about preserving our commu-
nity’s resources. Let us join them and
clean up the Miami River.

f

THE EMPEROR HAS NO CLOTHES,
AND THE REPUBLICANS HAVE
NO SURPLUS TO SPEND ON TAX
CUTS FOR THE WEALTHY

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, ‘‘emer-
gency,’’ an unforeseen combination of
circumstances or the resulting state
that calls for immediate action.

Today the House of Representatives,
under Republican leadership, will de-
clare an emergency, $4.5 billion for the
decennial census. Since that is required
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in Article 1, Section 2 of the Constitu-
tion, Thomas Jefferson could have pre-
dicted that we would have to do a cen-
sus next year, but not the Republican
leadership. No.

This is the second of at least three
emergencies they are going to declare
this year: The war in Kosovo, with a
whole lot of things added in; the
drought, a real emergency; and now,
the census; more than $27 billion.

The emergency is, they want to deny
the reality of the budget. That reality
is, we now have a deficit looming next
year and for years to come because of
faulty assumptions and emergency
spending and other needs of the govern-
ment.

The emperor has no clothes, and the
Republicans have no surplus to spend
on tax cuts for the wealthy. But they
continue to deny that reality with she-
nanigans like emergency spending for
routine, constitutionally-required gov-
ernment duties. It is a very bad joke.
f

TAXES ARE HIGHER THAN THEY
NEED TO BE SO WASHINGTON
CAN SPEND MORE

(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, the pollsters and political
consultants tell us not to use statistics
in our speeches. They tell us that peo-
ples’ eyes just glaze over at hearing the
numbers. No matter. Honest statistics,
facts, do matter.

For instance, when Bill Clinton be-
came president in 1993, the Federal
Government took 17.8 percent of our
productivity. Today that share is 20.7
percent, nearly 3 percent higher. Let us
hear those numbers again, because
they are important in discussing
whether or not tax cuts are a good
idea. They are also numbers that we
will never, ever hear the other side
refer to, ever.

In 1993 when Bill Clinton became
president, Federal taxes were 17.8 per-
cent of our economy. Today Federal
taxes are 20.7 percent of the economy.
In other words, the Federal tax burden
is at a record peacetime level. Taxes
are higher than they need to be so that
Washington can spend more and more
money, creating new programs, ex-
panding old ones, and giving us less
power and control over our own lives.

One-fifth of the economy in Federal
taxes is just too much.
f

URGING A NO VOTE ON THE
AMERICAN INVENTORS PROTEC-
TION ACT OF 1999

(Ms. KAPTUR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I would
urge Members to vote no this morning
on H.R. 1907, the so-called American In-
ventors Protection Act of 1999. This

bill is being brought up under suspen-
sion. It should be brought up under reg-
ular order. It is a very consequential
bill.

Last night the bill was brought on
this floor at 9:17 p.m. as the last item
of business. Those who had concerns
about the bill and did not even have a
chance to read it were limited to 10
minutes on a bill with constitutional
consequences.

This is not the bill that cleared the
Committee on the Judiciary on May 26,
1999. I think our U.S. patent system de-
serves more than this cursory treat-
ment by the leadership of this institu-
tion.

At stake are the constitutional
rights of our inventors, intellectual
property rights into the next millen-
nium, the rights to sue that are inher-
ent in our legal system, and in fact, the
independence of the Patent Office
itself.

I would urge my colleagues to vote
no on H.R. 1907 until they have had a
chance to read it. Bring it up under
regular order.
f

HANDS OFF THE INTERNET FOR
THE U.N.

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

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, the United
Nations is an organization of sovereign
states funded with voluntary contribu-
tions. It lacks any authority to impose
taxes on its member states. Yet, the
U.N.’s development program has pro-
posed $70 billion in taxes on e-mail, 35
times more than it currently receives
in contributions. Why has it done this?
Because it believes countries are poor
because they lack the Internet.

The U.N. should be more concerned
about real problems in developing
countries, like political mismanage-
ment and repressive economic policies.
Giving away computers does nothing
for the poor if their countries lack the
economic fundamentals to take advan-
tage of the Internet.

The Internet offers tremendous po-
tential to small businesses seeking an
efficient way to gain new markets.
Internet taxes and the bureaucracy
needed to administer them would crip-
ple this commerce. Congress has had a
hands off policy when it comes to
Internet taxes, and the U.N. should do
the same. Hands off the Internet for
the U.N.
f

AMERICAN FAMILIES DESERVE
AFFORDABLE AND ACCESSIBLE
HEALTH CARE

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, our
families deserve health care that is af-
fordable and accessible. They deserve
to have their medical decisions made

by their doctors and not by insurance
company bureaucrats.

For the past 2 years the American
public has consistently asked for re-
forms that put medical decisions back
into the hands of doctors and patients.
What do they want? Simply to choose
their own doctor, to have access to the
nearest emergency room, to be able to
see a specialist when necessary, to be
free from an HMO gag rule that pre-
vents doctors from discussing their
treatment options, and yes, they want
to hold HMOs accountable.

The fact is that HMOs are making
medical decisions for people today, and
when something goes terribly wrong,
the American individual has to have
the opportunity to seek some redress
and to have these HMOs be account-
able.

There are Members in this body who
are doctors, Democrats and Repub-
licans. They agree that these measures
benefit patients, make our health care
system stronger. We need to pass a
meaningful Patients’ Bill of Rights
that reflects our values in this country
for quality health care. Let us put pa-
tients ahead of profits.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SUNUNU). The Chair asks all Members
to please abide by the 1-minute rule
during 1-minute speeches.
f

DEMOCRATS ARE WRITING OFF
RURAL AMERICA

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

Mr. HILL of Montana. Mr. Speaker,
things are tough in rural America
these days. Commodity prices, wheat,
corn, soybeans, livestock, including
cattle and hogs, are at near Depression
level prices.

The head of the Democratic Congres-
sional Campaign Committee has said
that Democrats are writing off rural
America. That is evidenced by their
vote this week against tax relief for
American farmers and ranchers.

Republicans have not written off
rural communities. We are going to
fight for them, because we know that
these rural communities and the people
who live in them represent bedrock
American values of traditional family
and hard work and individual responsi-
bility.

Our Republican tax bill eliminates
the death tax. If we do not act, this
could be the last generation of Amer-
ican farms and ranches, and the people
that the Democrats say are rich be-
cause they may have high development
values on their lands would qualify on
their income for food stamps.

Listen to the Democrats. They will
put welfare over work. They will put
government over taxpayers. They will
put foreign markets over our domestic
producers.
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We Republicans are going to fight for

rural America, even though the Demo-
crats say, give it up.
f

LET US PASS H.R. 1660, A SCHOOL
MODERNIZATION PROGRAM

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

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, several
years ago we seemed to realize that
classrooms around this country were
overcrowded, and we decided that we
needed smaller class sizes. The Demo-
crats proposed funding for 100,000 new
teachers to go out all across the coun-
try to teach our children.

After much wrangling, and in a rare
moment of bipartisanship, we finally
passed the funding to provide for those
new teachers. Now we have the first
wave of them, tens of thousands of new
teachers going out across the country.
Guess what, there is no place for them
to go. There are no classrooms for
them to teach.

Now we have proposed, on the Demo-
cratic side, something to correct that
situation, a school modernization pro-
gram, so that the classrooms are avail-
able for all these new teachers. Mr.
Speaker, I do not want these new
teachers to be instructing our children
in hallways, broom closets, and trail-
ers. Let us pass H.R. 1660.
f

IT IS THE SAME OLD NONSENSE,
THE LEFT HATES TAX CUTS

(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, how is it
that creating new spending programs
will not blow a hole in the deficit, but
tax cuts will? Liberals accuse Repub-
licans of fiscal irresponsibility for
passing tax relief, and yet they call us
extremist in every single attempt we
make to hold the line on spending.

During the 1980s, in the Reagan years
liberals insisted that social spending
not be cut. Not only that, they insisted
that spending on social programs in-
crease at levels far higher than the
rate of inflation. Then they turned
around and blamed President Reagan
for the deficits.

During the 1980s, tax rates were cut
but tax revenues doubled. Members
heard that right, tax rates were re-
duced but the economy boomed so
strongly that revenues increased. In
fact, they doubled. Yet, liberal Demo-
crats blamed the deficits on the tax
cuts.

b 1030
It is the same old line. The left just

hates tax cuts, plain and simple.
f

BETTER SCHOOLS NEEDED FOR
OUR NATION’S GREATEST
ASSET: OUR CHILDREN
(Mr. CROWLEY asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1

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

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, this
morning I proudly join my colleagues
in signing the discharge petition H.R.
1660, the School Modernization Con-
struction Act.

As a member of the freshman class, I
have organized numerous 1 minutes
and Special Orders to allow us to share
with our Republican colleagues the sto-
ries from our own districts: the over-
crowding, the crumbling buildings, the
rapid school-age population growth.
Whether they are urban, rural, or sub-
urban, schools across our Nation need
the help of Congress in addressing the
infrastructure problems.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot accept that the
only action taken by Congress this
year to help our schools is a small arbi-
trage provision contained within the
recently passed tax bill.

This provision will not provide as-
sistance to our beleaguered school sys-
tem and could result in delays in
school construction and modernization
projects for more than 2 years.

We can fix our highways. We can re-
build our bridges. Why do we sit by and
do nothing about the infrastructure
that houses our Nation’s greatest as-
sets, its children.

We need to help our school districts
by providing them with interest-free
bonds to build new facilities and to im-
prove the existing structures now, not
2 years from now.

Mr. Speaker, before, one of our col-
leagues said who pays the taxes. I for-
got, our children in public schools do
not pay taxes. But their families do.

f

AGRICULTURE CRISIS

(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, unfortu-
nately, American agriculture is in a
crisis, bad weather, terribly low com-
modity prices caused from lost mar-
kets, markets closed to our farmers,
and excessive world production.

This has caused real financial stress,
and it is serious. We could lose 10 to 20
percent of our family farms. The abil-
ity to produce a safe and sufficient food
supply is necessary for a stable society.

What must this Congress do? We
must pass the Improved Crop Insurance
bill, which allows higher leverage of
coverage for our farmers. That is not
all. We must open market. We must
make available necessary credit re-
sources. We must improve the tax pro-
gram for our farmers’ inheritance tax
and capital gains. We must reform our
regulatory system which is such a bur-
den to our family farmers.

Let us show our American farmers
that we care and that we care about
agriculture.

GET OUR PRIORITIES STRAIGHT;
PROVIDE CHILDREN WITH WELL-
EQUIPPED CLASSROOMS
(Mr. PRICE of North Carolina asked

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

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, today I am proud to be among
the Members signing a discharge peti-
tion to bring school modernization tax
credits to the House floor. I come from
the Triangle district of North Carolina,
where quality education is valued and
where a trained work force is a neces-
sity. Yet thousands of our students are
going to school in hundreds of trailers.

The school modernization bill of the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL) would address this need. I am also
cosponsoring with 90 other Members
the School Construction Act intro-
duced by the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE), especially
targeted to high growth areas like the
one I represent.

Our approach is nonintrusive. We are
providing tax credits to bondholders.
We are not telling local authorities
when or how to build. But we are say-
ing to local communities, as they take
on these obligations, that the Federal
tax code will help them stretch their
scarce dollars further.

Let us get our kids out of trailers and
into modern, well-equipped classrooms,
where teachers can teach and students
can learn. Let’s get our priorities
straight.
f

HELP OUR FARMERS DURING
CRISIS

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

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, agriculture in this country has very
serious problems. It is the second year
in a row that we had low commodity
prices. Profits for farmers are 30 per-
cent below what they were just a cou-
ple of years ago. We can lose maybe 10
percent of our family farms this year.

We have got to come up with some
Federal help. We have got to come up
with an emergency bill this year. It
might be as high as $6 billion or $7 bil-
lion or $8 billion if we want farmers in
this country to continue producing the
highest quality, lowest priced food in
the world. If we lose our farmers and
become dependent on other countries,
we will have serious problems. Other
countries will be able to dictate price
and quality.

A couple things in the tax bill that
the conferees approved yesterday that
help farmers: estate tax relief so farm-
ers do not have to sell their farms to
pay taxes, above-the-line health deduc-
tions so farmers and other self-em-
ployed can be like everybody else and
not have to pay taxes on what they pay
for health insurance; an increase in the
amount allowed for first-year deprecia-
tion so if farmers buy machinery, they
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can deduct it in the year of purchase
rather than a depreciation schedule
where the deduction is reduced by in-
flation; ‘‘FARRM’’ IRA accounts so, in
good years, farmers can put some
money aside as a reduction in income
and pay taxes on it when they use it in
future low-income years; AMT, doing
away with it so farmers are not forced
to pay taxes when there is no profit.
Mr. Speaker, we need the tax relief for
farmers. We need to help expand ex-
ports. We need to stop other countries
from dumping their surplus on our
markets. We need a better risk insur-
ance program for crops, and we need an
emergency supplemental. We need to
help our farmers.
f

WE NEED TO BEHAVE RESPON-
SIBLY WITH FEDERAL BUDGET
AND SURPLUS

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

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, in 1981,
then President Reagan pushed through
the Congress and then signed a tax cut
bill that, in the words of then budget
director Dick Stockman, gave us budg-
et deficits as far as the eye could see.
Those budget deficits in 1993 ap-
proached $300 billion a year and a na-
tional debt approaching $5 trillion a
year.

The Clinton budget resolution of 1993
corrected all of that. We are now mov-
ing into a situation of budget sur-
pluses, and we have begun to pay down
the national debt. Now, because of
that, the Republicans are again pro-
posing another tax cut similar to the
one in 1981 which would duplicate that
process all over again. It is a serious
error which we need to ensure does not
take place.

With this tax cut, if it passes and it
were to be signed, there would be no
money for education, no money for so-
cial security, no money for Medicare.
Let us make sure we behave in a re-
sponsible way with this Federal budget
and ensure the future of our children
and the security of our parents and
grandparents.
f

ADMINISTRATION MUST BE HELD
ACCOUNTABLE FOR LOSING NU-
CLEAR SECRETS TO CHINA

(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, appar-
ently the other side thinks we need a 25
percent tax increase. I would disagree
with that. I think we need a tax reduc-
tion.

But yesterday, in Georgia, someone
won $116 million for buying a $2 lottery
ticket. That seems like a great ex-
change. It is. But that is not nearly as
good as the deal the Communist Chi-
nese received when they obtained bil-
lions of dollars of nuclear weapons se-

crets from our own Department of En-
ergy.

Well, it is not about selling out to
the Communist Chinese; it is about the
Clinton administration’s poor manage-
ment of our Nation’s most important
secrets. They knew that the Chinese
were obtaining nuclear secrets at the
same time they were receiving illegal
campaign contributions from the Chi-
nese, and they did nothing.

The administration must be held ac-
countable. We need to eliminate the
Department of Energy and transfer all
nuclear funds to the Department of De-
fense where at least they have a cul-
ture of keeping secrets.
f

BRING SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION
LEGISLATION TO THE FLOOR

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Speaker, today
millions of Americans will go to work
and conduct business on the World
Wide Web. Millions of Americans will
send e-mail messages to each other.
Millions of consumers will buy goods
and services over the Internet.

But next month, millions of Amer-
ican children will go back to schools
that are out of the 1950s where they get
half an hour a week on a computer if
they are lucky. What is worse than
that, there will be students going to
schools that were built during the Civil
War. There will be children taking gym
class in the hallway, children taking
reading classes in broom closets.

America’s schools need to be modern-
ized. We certainly can take just a piece
of the largess of the Federal surplus
and invest it back into a quality public
school system.

I stand before my colleagues as one
of the proud cosponsors of the Demo-
cratic school construction legislation. I
just signed a petition which said bring
that bill to the floor. Give us a vote so
we can modernize and improve Amer-
ica’s schools.
f

IT IS TIME FOR RESPONSIBLE TAX
RELIEF FOR WORKING AMERICANS

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

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, the average
middle-class American family earning
the median income around $39,000 a
year or so pays over 40 percent of its
gross income in taxes. Meanwhile,
Washington is taking the highest share
of our whole economy in taxes in over
two centuries of the Nation’s peace-
time history.

The tax relief bill passed by this
House will help working Americans.
But it will first lock away 100 percent
of Social Security taxes for retirement
security and set aside $2 trillion for So-
cial Security and Medicare over the
next 10 years. It will pay down the na-

tional debt, $227 billion more in debt
relief than the Democratic minority
proposal.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for respon-
sible tax relief for working Americans.

f

SUPPORT SCHOOL
MODERNIZATION LEGISLATION

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

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, that we
even have to debate the need for school
modernization defies logic. Some con-
gressional issues are simply nothing
more than common sense, and this
issue is one.

For years now, Democrats have been
trying to enact a meaningful school
modernization initiative. When I came
to Congress in 1997, I joined these ef-
forts and cosponsored legislation to ad-
dress this crisis. But we have been con-
sistently blocked by the majority.
America’s children are ultimately the
victims of this disregard.

It boils down to two crucial points,
crumbling schools and overcrowding.
Quite simply, our schools are run down
and out of room. Conditions are so poor
that we would have to spend $112 bil-
lion to make the basic repairs needed.

The Public School Modernization Act
of 1999 would help local communities
meet that $122 billion backlog in school
modernization needs documented by
the nonpartisan General Accounting
Office.

Ultimately, it is about ensuring that
our children get safe, clean, and mod-
ern schools.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SUNUNU). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the pending business is the ques-
tion of agreeing to the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal of the last day’s
proceedings.

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

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the time for
any further votes on suspension mo-
tions postponed from yesterday.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 366, noes 56,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 10, as
follows:

[Roll No. 367]

YEAS—366

Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Bachus

Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia

Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
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Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Farr
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 (WI)
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)

McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

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

Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher

Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters

Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—56

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Baird
Borski
Brown (OH)
Chenoweth
Clay
Condit
Costello
Crane
Crowley
DeFazio
Dickey
English
Evans
Filner
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Gutknecht

Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoyer
Hutchinson
Johnson, E. B.
Kucinich
Lewis (GA)
LoBiondo
McKinney
McNulty
Mink
Moran (KS)
Oberstar
Olver
Pallone
Peterson (MN)
Pickett

Ramstad
Riley
Rogan
Sabo
Schaffer
Slaughter
Stark
Stupak
Sweeney
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Weller
Wolf

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Tancredo

NOT VOTING—10

Armey
Bilbray
Fattah
Jefferson

Lantos
Maloney (NY)
McDermott
Miller, George

Peterson (PA)
Thompson (MS)

b 1100

Mr. ABERCROMBIE changed his vote
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Mr. LARGENT and Mr. REGULA
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

f

AMERICAN INVENTORS
PROTECTION ACT OF 1999

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SUNUNU). The unfinished business is
the question of suspending the rules
and passing the bill, H.R. 1907, as
amended.

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

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. COBLE) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1907, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

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

vice, and there were—yeas 376, nays 43,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 368]

YEAS—376

Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Armey
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger

Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen

Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich

Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor

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

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
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
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh

McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
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
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Scarborough
Schaffer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
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Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)

Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Vitter
Walden

Walsh
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—43

Abercrombie
Andrews
Bachus
Baldwin
Barcia
Bartlett
Bonior
Brown (OH)
Capuano
Chenoweth
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
Dingell
Duncan
Filner

Forbes
Goode
Green (TX)
Hinchey
Hoyer
Hunter
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kucinich
Lee
McGovern
Mink
Moakley
Owens
Paul

Rangel
Sanders
Saxton
Schakowsky
Shows
Slaughter
Stabenow
Stark
Tierney
Visclosky
Wamp
Waters
Wu

NOT VOTING—14

Archer
Bilbray
Cox
Fattah
Jefferson

Lantos
McDermott
Miller, George
Peterson (PA)
Radanovich

Rothman
Roukema
Thompson (MS)
Watkins

b 1111

Messrs. VISCLOSKY, BARCIA,
SAXTON, and Ms. STABENOW
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:
Mr. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, on roll call

No. 368 I was inadvertently detained. Had I
been present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’

f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2670, DEPARTMENTS OF
COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND
STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 273 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 273

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. 2670) making
appropriations for the Departments of Com-
merce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and
related agencies for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other purposes.
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. Points of order against consid-
eration of the bill for failure to comply with

clause 4 of rule XIII and section 306 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are waived.
General debate shall be confined to the bill
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Appropriations. After general debate the
bill shall be considered for amendment under
the five-minute rule. Points of order against
provisions in the bill for failure to comply
with clause 2 of rule XXI are waived. The
amendments printed in the report of the
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution may be offered only by a Member
designated in the report and only at the ap-
propriate point in the reading of the bill,
shall be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for the time specified in the report
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, and shall not be
subject to amendment. All points of order
against the amendments printed in the re-
port are waived. During consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole may accord priority
in recognition on the basis of whether the
Member offering an amendment has caused
it to be printed in the portion of the Con-
gressional Record designated for that pur-
pose in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amendments
so printed shall be considered as read. The
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may: (1) postpone until a time during further
consideration in the Committee of the Whole
a request for a recorded vote on any amend-
ment; and (2) reduce to five minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting on any post-
poned question that follows another elec-
tronic vote without intervening business,
provided that the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on the first in any series of
questions shall be 15 minutes. During consid-
eration of the bill, points of order against
amendments for failure to comply with
clause 2(e) of rule XXI are waived. At the
conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious 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 without in-
structions.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SUNUNU). The gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. LINDER) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 273 is an open rule
providing for consideration of H.R.
2670, the Commerce, Justice, State, Ju-
diciary and related agencies appropria-
tion bill for fiscal year 2000. The rule
provides for 1 hour of general debate di-
vided equally between the chairman
and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations. The rule
waives clause 3 of rule XIV which re-
quires a 3-day layover of the com-
mittee report and the 3-day avail-
ability of printed hearings on a general
appropriations bill. The rule also
waives clause 2 of rule XXI which pro-
hibits unauthorized or legislative pro-
visions in the appropriations bill. Sec-

tion 306 of the Congressional Budget
Act which prohibits consideration of
legislation within the Committee on
the Budget’s jurisdiction unless re-
ported by the Committee on the Budg-
et is also waived. The rule makes in
order the amendments printed in Com-
mittee on Rules report which may be
offered only by a Member designated in
the report and only at the appropriate
point in the reading of the bill, shall be
debatable for the time specified in the
report, equally divided and controlled
between the proponent and an oppo-
nent and shall not be subject to an
amendment.

The rule waives all points of order
against the amendment printed in
Committee on Rules report. In addition
the rule waives all points of order
against all amendments to the bill for
failure to comply with clause 2(e) of
rule XXI which prohibits non-emer-
gency designated amendments to be of-
fered to an appropriations bill con-
taining an emergency designation. This
rule also accords priority and recogni-
tion to Members who have preprinted
their amendments in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. This simply encourages
Members to take advantage of the op-
tion to facilitate consideration of
amendments and to inform Members of
the details pending amendments. The
rule also provides that the chairman of
the Committee of the Whole may post-
pone recorded votes on any amendment
and that the chairman may reduce the
voting time on a postponed question to
5 minutes provided that the vote imme-
diately follows another recorded vote
and that voting time on the first in a
series of votes is not less than 15 min-
utes. This will provide a more definite
voting schedule for all Members and
hopefully will help guarantee the time
of the completion of appropriations
bills.

House Resolution 273 also provides
for one motion to recommit with or
without instructions as is the right of
the minority Members of the House.
Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 273 is a typical
open rule to be considered for the gen-
eral appropriations bills. This rule does
not restrict the normal open amending
process in any way, and any amend-
ments that comply with the standing
rules of the House may be offered for
consideration.

Mr. Speaker, as I mentioned earlier,
H. Res. 273 specifically makes in order
three amendments printed in the Com-
mittee on Rules report. I am pleased
that this open rule also grants nec-
essary waivers to permit consideration
of the following amendments on the
House floor.

Amendment No. 1 offered by the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
BASS) directs the FCC to enact meas-
ures that relieve the area code and
phone number shortage problem and
gives the FCC until March 31, 2000, to
develop and implement a plan to ad-
dress this problem. Amendment No. 2
offered by the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. TIAHRT) and the gentleman from
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Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) prohibits the ex-
penditure of funds for education mate-
rials and counseling programs if pro-
moted by the Justice Department’s Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice of Delinquency
Prevention which undermine or deni-
grate the religious beliefs of minor
children or adults participating in such
programs.

And finally, Amendment No. 3 offered
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
DEAL) will prevent any funds appro-
priated under the bill from being used
to process or provide visas to those
countries that refuse to repatriate
their citizens or nationalists.

The Committee on Appropriations
has for the fourth straight year had to
balance a wide array of interests and
make tough choices of scarce re-
sources. I commend the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) and the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) for the work on this legisla-
tion. In particular, I want to briefly
comment on the crime immigration
and anti-drug provisions included in
the underlying text of H.R. 2670.

First, I am pleased that the bill pro-
vides 2.82 billion for State and local
law enforcement assistance so that
local officials can successfully con-
tinue their efforts to fight crimes
against our citizens. This provision is
1.2 billion more than requested by the
administration including 523 million
for the local law enforcement block
grant program, 552 million for Edward
Byrne Memorial State and Local law
Enforcement Assistance Grant pro-
gram and 686 million for the Truth in
Sentencing State Prison Grant pro-
gram and 283 million for Violence
Against Women programs.

I am also pleased that the committee
has provided 3 billion in direct funding,
a $484 million increase to enforce our
immigration laws. The committee rec-
ommendation includes an increase of
100 million to enforce border control
including 1,000 new border control
agents, 140 support personnel and in-
creased detention of criminal and ille-
gal aliens.

Finally I want to point out the good
work by the committee in providing 1.3
billion for the Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration to continue the fight
against drugs in our neighborhoods.
This $73 million increase over the last
year indicates our commitment to win
the war on drugs, and I commend the
committee for this increase in funding
enhancements to bolster the Caribbean
enforcement strategy and drug intel-
ligence capabilities.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2670 was favorably
reported out of the Committee on Ap-
propriations, as was this open rule by
the Committee on Rules. I urge my col-
leagues to support the rule so we may
proceed with the general debate and
consideration of this legislation.

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. I want to thank the gentleman

from Georgia (Mr. LINDER) for yielding
me this time.

This rule will allow for consideration
of H.R. 2670. This is the bill that makes
appropriation in fiscal year 2000 for
Commerce, Justice and State Depart-
ments, Federal Judiciary and related
agencies. As my colleague from Geor-
gia explained, this rule provides for 1
hour of general debate to be equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman
and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations. Under
the rule germane amendments will be
allowed under the 5-minute rule, which
is the normal amending process in the
House.

The underlying bill is an inadequate
piece of legislation which will probably
be vetoed by the President. This rule
provides an insufficient opportunity to
improve the bill. Therefore, I will op-
pose the rule, and I also intend to op-
pose the previous question.

The bill makes deep cuts in the
President’s request for numerous Fed-
eral law enforcement agencies, and this
is not frivolous spending. These pro-
grams help preserve law, reduce vio-
lence, make our streets and homes safe
from crime. The bill cuts funding for
international organizations by 14 per-
cent below last year’s level of funding.
It reduces funding for the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation to less than half of its
current level, and of course that is the
organization that provides legal help to
the poor. The bill cuts the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion by 10 percent below last year’s
level. Included in this cut is critical
weather research that can help save
lives and protect property. The bill
cuts $1 billion from the COPS program
intended to put 100,000 new police offi-
cers on the street. The list goes on and
on and on.

I am pleased that the bill does pro-
vide $244 million as a down payment on
the back dues the United States owes
the United Nations. But once again
this bill holds that money hostage to
the authorization bill, and as we all
know, that bill does not stand much
chance of passage.

During Committee on Rules consider-
ation yesterday, I offered a motion to
make a free and clear appropriation to
pay our U.N. dues back, or back dues.
This amendment was defeated on a
straight party-line vote. Later today I
will offer the amendment on the House
floor.

Mr. Speaker, it is a disgrace that we
have not paid our back dues to the
United Nations; it is an absolute dis-
grace. This is not optional spending.
We made a promise; we owe them
money. The faith and the credit of the
United States is on the line. Do not
take my word. Here is what seven
former U.S. Secretaries of State have
said. In a letter earlier this year to the
House and Senate leaders, former State
Secretaries Henry Kissinger, Alexander
Haig, James Baker, Warren Chris-
topher, Cyrus Vance, George Schultz,
and Lawrence Eagleburger said our

great Nation is squandering its moral
authority, leadership and influence in
the world. It is simply unacceptable
that the richest Nation on Earth is also
the biggest debtor to the United Na-
tions.

Yesterday the Committee on Rules
considered granting waivers to make in
order 11 amendments that were sub-
mitted to the committee. Six were
Democratic amendments, and five were
Republicans. One of the amendments
was offered by the ranking minority
member of the Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, State, and Judiciary,
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO).

Another was offered by the ranking
minority member of the full Com-
mittee on Appropriations, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).
Three Republican amendments were
made in order, but not one Democratic
amendment was made in order, not
one, not even the amendment by the
ranking minority member of the com-
mittee or subcommittee.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a bipartisan
cooperation. Therefore, I must oppose
the rule and ask my colleagues to vote
against it.

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

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER).

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from Atlanta for yielding
this time to me and congratulate him
on this handling of this rule.

I rise to begin by complimenting my
very good friend and classmate, the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS), for the work that he has done on
this bill. It has been, as we all know, a
very difficult measure dealing with the
constraints that have been imposed by
the 1997 Budget Act, and I believe that
he has done a superb job, and I am
happy to report, as Mr. ROGERS well
knows, that we in the Committee on
Rules have done exactly what he re-
quested of him; we provided an open
rule plus. We, in fact under this open
amendment process, will have every
germane amendment allowable to be
debated and considered, and we added
three additional legislative amend-
ments which address some concerns
that a number of Members had raised
to it.

So I believe that this is a very, very
fair and appropriate way in which to
deal with this important issue.

I also want to congratulate the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO)
of the minority who came forward and
made the exact same request of us that
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
ROGERS) did in his testimony before
the Committee on Rules.

Let me talk about the bill itself and
a couple of provisions that I think are
very important.

Last week we had a very rigorous de-
bate here in the House on the issue of
whether or not to maintain normal
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trading relations with the People’s Re-
public of China, and during that debate
I was happy to briefly raise an issue
which is very important in our quest
for political pluralism and democra-
tization of the People’s Republic of
China, and that is the support of the
village election process.

Now more than 2 decades ago, Mao
Tze Tong was a supporter of the idea of
village elections, and yet at that time
there were only 9 Communist can-
didates in the People’s Republic of
China who were running. Today
through the efforts of the National En-
dowment for Democracy, which is fund-
ed in this bill and the work of the
International Republican Institute, one
of the core groups associated with the
NED, the National Endowment for De-
mocracy, and I am privileged to serve
on their board, we have been very, very
key to promoting those village elec-
tions in the People’s Republic of China.
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I am happy to say that today, over
500 million people in China have been
able to participate in local village elec-
tions. That is why I think that while it
is a relatively small amount in the big
picture, the support for the National
Endowment for Democracy is very im-
portant, because we have the private
sector involved with this and, as I said,
several other core groups. So I con-
gratulate my friend from Kentucky for
putting that in the bill and maintain-
ing strong bipartisan support for it.

I also want to mention one other
issue that is of very great importance,
and I see my colleague, the gentleman
from California (Mr. CONDIT) to us, and
it is dealing with what is known as
SCAAP funding. We have in California
a problem with the tremendous cost
burden imposed on California’s tax-
payers for the incarceration of illegal
immigrant felons, people who are in
this country illegally and commit
crimes.

In fact, one of every five prisoners in
state prisons in California happens to
be someone who is in this country ille-
gally. So we all recognize that it is not
the responsibility of a single state to
protect the international borders, it is
the responsibility of the Federal Gov-
ernment to do that.

That is one of the reasons we have
said when we have problems protecting
the boarders, the responsibility for the
consequences of that should not be
shouldered by the State taxpayers of
one particular State. That is why this
SCAAP funding provision is very im-
portant, and, again, it enjoys bipar-
tisan support, and I am very pleased it
is included in this bill.

So, once again, this is an open rule-
plus that we have. All germane amend-
ments will be made in order for consid-
eration. I hope my colleagues on both
the Republican and Democratic side of
the aisle will join in enthusiastic sup-
port of it.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from

Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, this rule is
one of the most important items to
come before the House in this Con-
gress. It would permit the wholesale
breach of the budget caps under the
pretense that the decennial census is
an emergency and, as it is currently
crafted, it would even deny the House a
vote on whether that designation is ap-
propriate.

What is at stake here is more impor-
tant than this bill or the $4.5 billion it
spends off budget. What is at stake is
the total abandonment of any pretense
of orderly decision making on the
budget.

If the decennial census can be classi-
fied as an ‘‘unforeseen emergency,’’
then any item in the appropriation
bills is fair game. At that point, we
have returned to the era of totally ad
hoc budgeting, we have thrown away
the budget resolution that was adopted
this spring, and we are striking out
with no end game and no plan for how
much we will spend or what we will
spend it on.

We will continue to make daily ad-
justments based on the Republican
whip meetings and complaints deliv-
ered to the Speaker’s office. That is
not a process that is acceptable to the
American people, whether they hope to
sustain existing services or whether
they wish for deep tax cuts. It is a pre-
scription for chaos.

Equally important, this would dev-
astate Congress’ credibility in using
the discretion provided in the Budget
Act to deal with real emergencies. If
we permit this wholesale abuse of
emergency spending powers in the
Budget Act, we will end up having
those powers challenged and we will
find that Congress is unable to meet its
fundamental responsibility in con-
fronting future emergencies.

Whether we face a question of war or
peace or whether we face a great do-
mestic disaster, our ability to act with-
out rewriting the funding levels agreed
to over the arduous course of the pre-
vious appropriations cycle will likely
depend on how responsibly we act at
this moment.

I urge the House to defeat this rule
and adopt a rule that will permit the
House to at least vote on the emer-
gency designation.

I would urge Members to take note of
the letter from Taxpayers for Common
Sense, which indicates that this is an
extremely shaky way in which to pro-
ceed if we are interested in responsible
budgeting.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YOUNG), the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, I listened with great in-
terest to my friend from Wisconsin

(Mr. OBEY), the ranking member on the
Committee on Appropriations, and I
agree with him that the wholesale use
of the emergency designation would
not be too smart, but then this is not
the smartest place in the world. The
emergency designation in our budget
process was created in 1990. That was a
long time before the Republicans be-
came the majority party in the Con-
gress.

Since 1990, when the Democrats cre-
ated this emergency provision, it has
been used many times, not necessarily
by the Republican majority that exists
today. I would be happy to provide for
the record and for Members who would
like to see it, a very long list of times
and events when the emergency des-
ignation was actually used.

Now, let me say something about the
census, which is the issue before us
today that the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY) mentioned. The
problem here is we are dealing with the
1997 balanced budget agreement. I am
not sure who the players were at that
time, but when that decision was made,
when those conferences were held,
when the give and take was over, there
was no money in the 1997 balanced
budget agreement for the census, al-
though everybody knows that the Con-
stitution says there shall be a census
every 10 years.

Of course, the Supreme Court did
rule just recently in a ruling that re-
quires that we do an actual census
count in the year 2000 plus the sam-
pling that the Administration wants to
do. But, anyway, the 1997 balanced
budget agreement did not provide the
funding to take care of the census for
the year 2000.

Now, when the House did the budget
resolution for fiscal year 2000 this year,
again there was no provision made for
the census. So here we are trying to
keep the budget balanced, trying to
stay at or below last year’s level of
spending on all of these bills, except for
national defense, trying to protect all
of the receipts to the Social Security
Trust Fund for Social Security recipi-
ents. We are doing all of those things,
but we still have to do the census. So
that is the reason that the committee
decided and determined that we would
use the emergency designation, similar
to the way that this administration
has used it without a lot of regard for
what the balanced budget situation
was and the way this Congress has used
it many, many times.

I would hope that we would order the
previous question, adopt the rule, and
get on to the bill.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SERRANO), the ranking
member on the Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, State and the Judiciary
of the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, let me first explain
what I will be doing here today. I will
be voting for this bill, because I believe
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it is the proper position for me to take
to move this process along in the hope
we can get a better bill and because it
fully funds the census, which is impor-
tant not only for my district, but for
every district throughout this country.

However, I rise today in opposition to
the rule. At first glance this is a fine
rule. It is an open rule providing for
procedures that would help the House
consider the Commerce, Justice, State
appropriations bill in a fine manner.

If the Committee on Rules had sim-
ply granted the Committee on Appro-
priations’ requested rule, this debate
would be over with a voice vote. How-
ever, Mr. Speaker, Committee on Rules
Republicans once again chose to stiff
the Democrats on amendments. They
made in order and protected from
points of order three Republican
amendments by the gentleman from
New Hampshire (Mr. BASS), the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT), and
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
DEAL). But of at least seven Demo-
cratic amendments requested at the
Committee on Rules hearing, not one
was made in order.

I asked the committee to make in
order an amendment based on my bill,
H.R. 1644, the Cuban Food and Medicine
Security Act of 1999, which would per-
mit sales of U.S. food and agricultural
products, including seeds and medicine
and medical equipment to Cuba, with-
out the cumbersome licensing proce-
dures now in effect.

I argued that the time has come for
the United States, on moral grounds,
to relieve the suffering of the Cuban
people and that American business, ag-
riculture in particular, could benefit
greatly from entering the Cuban mar-
ket. USDA lists more than 25 agricul-
tural products that Cuba imports, and
farm advocates say that the U.S. could
reasonably expect to provide 70 percent
of Cuba’s agriculture imports, earning
in excess of $1 billion a year, and $3 bil-
lion by the second year.

The committee did not see fit to
make my amendment in order.

Now, my amendment might be con-
troversial in some quarters. Indeed,
one Member of the Committee on Rules
was heard to say ‘‘baloney,’’ which is
not on the chart, as I was discussing it.
But the committee did not even pro-
tect the bipartisan amendment to
name the main Justice Building after
former Senator and Attorney General
Robert F. Kennedy. The amendment
based on legislation introduced by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH), was requested by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER), the
gentleman from New York (Mr. QUINN),
and the very eloquent gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LEWIS). Even Mr. LEWIS’
eloquence did not move the Committee
on Rules to let the House consider the
amendment.

In short, Mr. Speaker, the needless
partisanship of the Republicans on the
Committee on Rules has turned a good
rule as requested by my chairman, the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-

ERS), into a slap in my caucus’s face,
and I urge my colleagues to vote
against the rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS), the chairman of the sub-
committee whose bill we are about to
take up.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, this is a fair rule. This
rule is like practically all the other
rules that have been brought before
this body on an appropriations bill.
This is an open rule. Offer any amend-
ment you want. There are no limita-
tions. The Committee on Rules says
take it to the floor and let anybody on
the floor say whatever they want, offer
any amendment they want. So there
you are.

Now, what you want over here, you
want to offer legislation on an appro-
priations bill. There are legislative
committees all over this Congress, all
over Capitol Hill, meeting just this mo-
ment considering legislation, author-
izing programs, deauthorizing pro-
grams and the like.

We do not do that on the Committee
on Appropriations. Members know
that. We appropriate funds. If you want
to get your legislation passed, go to
the appropriate committee and get it
passed. I will probably vote for it. But
not on an appropriations bill. That is
not what we do.

This is a fair rule, and I urge its im-
mediate adoption. This bill is a major
bill that is restrained beyond any bill
that I have brought to the floor in my
experience. We actually cut spending
from current levels by $833 million, and
we do maintain the critical agencies at
their current levels. We do not cut the
FBI, the DEA, the Weather Service. We
increase the Border Patrol. But prac-
tically everything else is frozen. It is a
responsible bill written under very
tough spending caps that you imposed
on us 3 years ago. You voted for the
caps. I am here to tell you now that
you have had your good time, the piper
is at the door waiting to be paid, and
that is this bill. It is restrained, and we
had to restrain ourselves because of the
caps.

But if you want to legislate on my
bill, I am going to oppose you. Go to
the appropriate committee. Make your
fight. Make your case. Bring it to the
floor in the right way and we will prob-
ably pass it, but not on this bill.

So I urge Members to support this
fair rule. There is nothing the Com-
mittee on Rules could have done under
the gentleman from California (Chair-
man DREIER) better than this rule I
think, because it is open. It is like all
the other rules. It precludes legisla-
tion, because that is what this Con-
gress is all about.

So I urge, Mr. Speaker, a strong vote
for the rule, so that we can get to the
bill.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Ms. STABENOW).

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

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to oppose the Commerce, Jus-
tice, State appropriations rule and the
bill. While there are many reasons to
do so, I am especially disappointed in
the committee’s decision to eliminate
totally the funding for the Advanced
Technology Program known as ATP.
This means that not only is there no
money for new research awards, but
the research currently being supported
will be terminated. In other words, cur-
rent research contracts, current com-
mitments, will not be kept. And who
gets hurt by this cut? The hundreds of
small businesses involved with ATP
projects. Fifty-five percent of all ATP
projects are led by small businesses,
and they participate in 70 percent of all
of the ATP projects.

In fact, small businesses receive
about half of all ATP funding, and be-
cause Federal funds are limited to
know more than 50 percent of the re-
search project’s cost, small businesses
will be on the hook for the investment
dollars. They have committed to the
research.

Also hurt are more than 100 univer-
sities that take part in this important
project, including several in Michigan
that are very involved in pre-competi-
tive research and technology efforts.
This bill will terminate 240 research
projects in 30 States representing a pri-
vate sector investment of $931.5 million
in private research dollars to create
jobs.

This is matched by $926.4 million in
Federal funds. In other words, this
shortsighted bill wastes almost $2 bil-
lion in public-private investment that
will lead to real jobs for Americans.
This bill is shortsighted at best.

We know if we want to keep our
strong economy going, we must con-
tinue to create cutting-edge tech-
nologies for the future. In Michigan we
are doing that, and I would rise today
to ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote on the rule and
on the bill.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE).

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, let me
start by saying that I have the utmost
respect for the chairman of the sub-
committee, but when he mentioned
that Democratic amendments were
seeking to impose legislation on the
appropriations bill, the bottom line is
that the rule makes in order 3 Repub-
lican amendments with special waivers
that really are legislative, and also the
bill itself has all kinds of legislative
language. So I think that saying that
the Democratic amendments were not
made in order because they were legis-
lative is really not accurate.

The bottom line is that the Repub-
lican leadership makes in order what-
ever amendments they please, as long
as they are Republican, but they de-
nied each of the Democratic amend-
ments that were requested.
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One of those amendments was mine,

and it was an amendment that really
was very bipartisan. It was important
to ensure that Holocaust victims who
were U.S. citizens at the time they
were persecuted are justly com-
pensated for their sufferings at the
hands of Nazi Germany.

I just have to say, if I can, Mr.
Speaker, that I wanted to thank, first
of all, the committee and particularly
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER) for her help on this. This
was a recorded vote, and essentially
what the Republicans did in voting
against this amendment was to put
themselves on record opposing the op-
portunity, if you will, the opportunity
to provide compensation for Holocaust
victims.

Over the years, many people are not
aware, but over the years if you were a
U.S. citizen and you happened to find
yourself in Nazi Germany at the time
of the Holocaust, the German govern-
ment would refuse to give you any
compensation or any reparations.

I found my own constituent, Hugo
Prince, a few years ago in this situa-
tion, and I worked on a bipartisan basis
with Senators, Republican Senators
and Republicans in this House to put in
place a plan whereby a compensation
could be provided to these U.S. citizens
that happened to be in Nazi Germany,
suffered in the concentration camps
and were not able to get compensation.

What we found in putting this provi-
sion in place was that over the years
the money ran out, the German gov-
ernment was providing the money, not
the taxpayers, this was money coming
from the German government, and the
money ran out and there were a num-
ber of claimants who did not have an
opportunity, if you will, because of the
law, to raise their claims.

All we are trying to do with this
amendment is to make that oppor-
tunity there again. The amendment
simply says that if you fail to meet the
notification period, that you can now
put your claim forward in a timely
fashion, and if the State Department
finds that your claim is legitimate,
they will then negotiate with the Ger-
man government to find more money
to compensate these victims of the
Holocaust.
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Again, I have no idea what is going
on here today and why it is that the
Republicans would refuse to allow this
amendment. It has been bipartisan; it
is clearly something that should be
done, and there is a need for it right
now. This time has expired. This is not
something that we can wait a year or 2
years for. A lot of these people are
older, and they are dying off. So there
is an immediate need for it; it is al-
most an emergency. I would charac-
terize it as an emergency more in the
sense than some of the ‘‘emergencies’’
that I have heard on the other side.

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, listen-
ing to these excuses this morning from
our Republican colleagues, I cannot
help but think how far this great Re-
publican revolution has sagged. My col-
leagues claimed they wanted to change
everything, and yet they justify this
morning’s adventure in fiscal responsi-
bility on the grounds that we ought to
keep doing things the same old way it
has been done in the past.

Last year, this Congress managed to
pack in billions of dollars of pork into
a weighty bill, weighing in at 40 pounds
to be exact, something called the Om-
nibus Spending bill. Some of us called
it the ‘‘Octopus Spending’’ bill, because
of the strange reach of its long tenta-
cles. Labeling projects as ‘‘emer-
gencies’’ that did not have any genuine
emergency associated with them at all
was done for the sole purpose of avoid-
ing the limitations of the Balanced
Budget Act. Again this spring, billions
of dollars of projects that did not have
anything to do with Kosovo were given
that very valued appellation ‘‘emer-
gency’’ as a way of increasing defense
spending while pretending to comply
with the Balanced Budget Act. Appar-
ently, getting away with such charades
only whetted the appetites of those
who come to this floor and preach fis-
cal restraint and then proceed to en-
gage in this kind of gamesmanship.

In this bill, they designate almost $5
billion for the 2000 Census. That is the
same ‘‘emergency’’ that our Founding
Fathers required us to do every decade
in the United States Constitution. It is
the same ‘‘emergency’’ that we have
had every 10 years since the year 1790.
This is not an emergency, it is just an-
other example of Republicans cooking
the books.

Republicans say they want to get all
of this money out of Washington with
an irresponsible tax cut. Apparently,
they just want protection from them-
selves. They really cry out, keep us
from taking more money from Social
Security for purposes that have noth-
ing to do with Social Security at all.
That is what they are doing this morn-
ing to pay for their phony ‘‘emer-
gency.’’

Webster’s dictionary defines an
‘‘emergency’’ as ‘‘an unforeseen com-
bination of circumstances.’’ Certainly,
the census is not that, but the second
definition is applicable. It is ‘‘an ur-
gent need for assistance or relief.’’
That is what America needs relief from
this kind of Republican fiscal irrespon-
sibility. It is urgent. It is an emer-
gency in that context.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY).

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

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Georgia for bringing
this rule to the floor, and I obviously

support the underlying initiative, the
bill on Commerce, Justice, and State.

Mr. Speaker, I support the additional
$20 million being allocated to the De-
partment of Justice for border patrols,
but I must tell my colleagues that I am
frustrated and outraged by the pitiful
amount of funding for Florida. People
are literally dying on our shores. They
are victims of illegal smuggling oper-
ations that take advantage of des-
perate, innocent people, trying to leave
the rapidly deteriorating conditions in
Haiti and Cuba and other impoverished
or politically oppressive countries.

These countries treat human beings
like cargo. This past March, 40 people
died off of south Florida shores while
the boat they were being smuggled in
sank, 40 people died. A similar tragedy
in mid-December when as many as 13
people died in another illegal smug-
gling attempt. Mr. Speaker, 300,000 ille-
gal immigrants enter the United States
each year. In the short period between
January 1 and March 10, there were 45
illegal landings, 31 interdictions, and 34
identified smuggling activities, result-
ing in over 400 illegal alien entrants by
sea. These entrants by sea are all com-
ing to Florida. Florida is shortchanged
while all of the funding goes to other
States.

Florida is the weak link and the focal
point of current smuggling operations.
While the number of immigration
criminal agents has more than doubled
during the past 5 years to over 8,000,
Florida has not seen an increase of
agents in 10 years. In Florida, 52 Border
Patrol agents are trying to stop an es-
timated 12,000 illegals who come into
Florida by sea each year. Because of
their few numbers, the Border Patrol
and Coast Guard together are only ca-
pable of catching a mere 10 percent of
them.

The mechanisms designed to nab the
illegal aliens that slip in is also failing.
The INS has now decided to change
their enforcement tactics and has sus-
pended most surprised workplace in-
spections that would identify illegal
workers and the employers who hire
them. The switch sends a clear message
to illegal aliens and to smugglers that
they are okay unless they get caught
committing a crime. Enforcement
standards are going down just when il-
legal immigration is on the rise.

Florida Governor Jeb Bush wrote to
Attorney General Janet Reno following
our most recent tragedy requesting ad-
ditional efforts. We need, and I would
ask this House to consider in the fu-
ture, and I specifically ask the admin-
istration to listen: greater interdiction
efforts along the U.S. coast; increased
Federal resources to make the preven-
tion of illegal smuggling a top priority
with an increased focus on south Flor-
ida; expanded hold capacity for the
Krome detention facility located in
Miami, County so that officials will be
able to retain larger numbers of illegal
aliens after the raids. Even one of my
own counties, Glades County, Florida
has offered to construct the facility for
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INS, to lease on a per diem basis, bed
space to make available for the excess
illegals that are coming and being ar-
rested. This request goes unanswered
by members of the administration.

Again, let us think about the human
tragedy here. People are smuggling in-
nocent people to this country and of-
tentimes throwing them overboard
miles offshore so they will not get
caught, yet they have taken the money
from the person hoping to come to
America.

Mr. Speaker, we must support in-
creased funding for Border Patrol. I
recognize that, and that is why the
base bill I support. But I want every-
body to listen here today, because I be-
lieve Florida has been shortchanged. I
have repeatedly asked the administra-
tion, I have repeatedly asked my col-
leagues in the House, and I would hope
that the rest of the Florida delegation
will support us in our effort for several
things: Coast Guard, Border Patrol,
INS and Customs.

Florida is a growing State with grow-
ing tourism, growing needs, and we
would certainly hope that this Con-
gress would be receptive to assisting us
in meeting those needs and demands,
and let not one more person perish on
Florida seas or on Florida’s coast with-
out this being addressed.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).

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

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from Ohio for yielding me
this time.

If one is in a school and one is seen
carrying around a host of books and
one uses those books, and one’s argu-
ments are reflective of the study of
those books, one is probably seen as an
academician and scholarly. But if one
is an accountant and one has two
books, one is kind of known as cooking
the books, keeping two sets of account-
ing on one’s budget. And that is not
known as a particularly good practice.

Now, I urge my colleagues to defeat
this rule because this bill includes $4.5
billion of money that is in the second
book. It is not accounted for. It is de-
clared emergency funding that breaks
the budget caps, that is not accounted
for in the way that we should be ac-
counting for the money as fiscally re-
sponsible Democrats and fiscally re-
sponsible Republicans.
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Now, many Republicans came here in

1994 under the Republican revolution to
revolutionize the way we did the budg-
et around here, not to cook the books
and keep two sets of books for a rou-
tine measure of spending. We are talk-
ing about $4.5 billion. That is as much
as many States have for their entire
yearly budget. Yet, it is okay in this
practice to declare this emergency
spending.

Thomas Jefferson, John Adams,
James Madison, knew about it. We

knew in 1991, in 1992, 1993, we were
going to have to spend this money. Our
American families know before they go
on a vacation that they have to sit
down and plan out what they are going
to do with that budget, and plan back-
wards; if it is going to take them $1,500
for their vacation, that they may not
have the opportunity to do other
things. But in this budget, we go for-
ward and spend $4.5 billion on census
funding that we have known for years
was coming that is routine spending,
and we declare it emergency spending.

My second argument, other than fis-
cal responsibility for encouraging de-
feating the rule, is a fairness argu-
ment.

In addition to the fiscal responsi-
bility argument, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. SCARBOROUGH), the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. QUINN), the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS),
and myself, a Democrat from Indiana,
went before the Committee on Rules to
ask for a rule to simply give us the
waiver, the same waiver they have
given three Republican amendments,
no Democratic amendment; to simply
rename the Justice Department build-
ing after Robert Kennedy.

This is, of course, the Commerce-
State-Justice bill. It is not major legis-
lation. It is not redoing U.N. funding.
It is not major legislation on a new
policy. Three Republican amendments
were in order, no Democratic amend-
ments in order.

So for fiscal responsibility and $4.5
billion being cooked in two sets of
books on this bill, and for a rule that
reflects a six-vote difference in the ma-
jority and minority for fairness for
rules, I urge my colleagues to defeat
this rule and send it back. Let us get a
fair rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KASICH).

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, I want to
just take a moment, because as many
in the House know, I have been, along
with a number of my colleagues, fight-
ing a battle against corporate welfare.
Corporate welfare is defined as those
governmental programs that cost the
taxpayers more than the benefits they
derive from the subsidies.

The fact is that we have a break-
through today in corporate welfare,
and we need to celebrate the victories
that we have. The chairman of the
committee, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS) should receive
large praise for his elimination of the
advanced technology program. That is
a program where government uses tax-
payers’ dollars to pick winners and los-
ers without any relationship at all to
the marketplace.

It is not the job in a free market sys-
tem for the government to engage in
the picking of winners and losers, par-
ticularly when the picking of winners
and losers results in a bigger cost to
the taxpayer than the benefit it brings
to society.

No one should be confused about
what this term ‘‘corporate welfare’’ is

all about. Many of my friends on the
other side do not like the notion of tax
cuts. Frankly, lowering the corporate
tax burden works to the benefit of job
creation. The creation and extension of
making permanent the research and
development tax credit is a system
that will allow businesses to have the
incentives to do the research that they
should do for themselves that exists in
the real world.

Legal reform, a system that would
set businesses free from the entangle-
ments of lawsuits that in many cases
make no rhyme nor reason to the kind
of justice system that we all hope for,
or simple regulatory reform that my
friend, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER) who just spoke has sup-
ported, the efforts to try to make more
common sense as it applies to business.

Those are the answers in terms of the
way in which our businesses should be
expanded, not through a government
program that costs taxpayers more and
provides very little benefit to the tax-
payers who pay the bill.

The picking of winners and losers by
government should end, and frankly, I
think this is a very good day when it
comes to the effort to try to reduce the
level of corporate welfare that we find
in the budget of the United States.

I want to praise the chairman for his
good work, and hope we can hold this
all the way through conference.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. UDALL).

(Mr. UDALL of Colorado asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I oppose this rule and
have many serious concerns about the
bill itself. For one thing, as it stands,
the bill will hurt, not help, our efforts
to make our communities safer and to
afford equal justice to all of our citi-
zens.

Let me give a few examples. Termi-
nating the COPS program will be bad
for communities like those that I rep-
resent, where residents are struggling
to cope with the increased crime that
too often comes with population
growth.

Secondly, cutting funding for the
Legal Services Corporation calls into
question our commitment to assuring
that lower-income citizens can have
access to our courts.

Finally, number three, failing to ade-
quately fund the enforcement of our
civil rights laws will make it harder to
protect the rights of all of our Amer-
ican citizens.

The bill is also very bad for small
business. In fact, it would cut back the
Small Business Administration by forc-
ing the SBA to lay off over 75 percent
of its work force. It provides no fund-
ing for the new markets initiative,
which will promote business invest-
ment in underserved areas like our
urban centers and our Indian reserva-
tions.
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Just as troubling is the way the bill

would affect the Commerce Depart-
ment’s National Oceanographic and At-
mospheric Administration and the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology, two agencies that have impor-
tant research facilities in Colorado.

The bill does provide for funds for
some important NOAA projects, includ-
ing the hyperaircraft. However, cuts in
other NOAA funding are still trouble-
some, particularly as they affect the
oceanic and atmospheric research pro-
grams.

These programs support vital re-
search, both in NOAA’s own labs and
through cooperation with universities
like the University of Colorado. The
bill’s cuts in their funding are counter-
productive to our efforts to understand
and respond to climate change and
global warming, and would set back
needed progress in the ability of the
Weather Service to predict severe
events that threaten lives and prop-
erty, like the destructive tornadoes in
the State of Oklahoma this spring.

As for the National Institute of
Standards and Technology, I asked
that agency how the bill would affect
them. To sum it up, the effects would
be terrible. The bill would delay con-
struction of the Advanced Measure-
ment Laboratory, which is essential to
allow NIST to conduct research that is
sorely needed by American science and
American industry, and would require
NIST to continue to cope with deterio-
rating physical facilities that are a se-
rious impediment to its ability to
carry out its mission.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD a more detailed explanation of
how the bill would affect NIST, which
was provided to me at my request. I do
not want to read it all, but I will sum
it up. In short, the bill threatens to
make it impossible for NIST to prop-
erly carry out its job of promoting
technological progress and helping
American industry to compete effec-
tively.

These are just a few of the serious
problems with the bill, Mr. Speaker, so
I cannot support the bill. We can do
better. We must do better.

The material referred to is as follows:
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE NATIONAL

INSTITUTE OF STANDARDS AND TECHNOLOGY

House Appropriations Bill impacts on
NIST’s Construction of Research Facilities:

The House Committee allowance bill
freezes funding at the FY 1999 level and
delays construction of the Advanced Meas-
urement Laboratory (AML). The AML is the
major step in a long-term plan to remedy the
technical obsolescence of the NIST facilities.

NIST’s mission requires it to perform
world-class research, which requires world-
class laboratories. NIST’s outdated and dete-
riorating laboratory facilities are under-
mining its ability to promote U.S. economic
growth and international competitiveness.

Delay will move the estimated completion
of the AML to 2005 and could add as much as
$6M to the cost. A delay in construction also
means a delay in the planned renovations of
our current facilities, which are in a state of
continuous deterioration.

Below are just a few examples of how
NIST’s deteriorating physical facilities are
hampering its mission.

The semiconductor and chemical proc-
essing industries need subnanometer level
reference materials for measuring silicon
wafer contamination and for studying cata-
lytic surface reactions. NIST has the instru-
mentation available to make these measure-
ments but cannot develop them due to poor
temperature, vibration, and air quality con-
trol in its laboratories.

Nuclear facilities, pharmaceutical compa-
nies, aerospace industries, and others are
pressing NIST to improve the accuracy of its
mass calibrations. The lack of good environ-
mental controls in NIST’s current General
Purpose Laboratories causes NIST’s preci-
sion mass calibrations to be four to 10 times
less accurate than they should be.

The aerospace, semiconductor, pharma-
ceutical, and other high tech industries need
high quality pressure calibrations from
NIST. Many of these measurements are de-
layed in delivery due to poor temperature
and vibration control that prevent NIST’s
best calibration instrument from being used
about one third of the time.

NIST’s research on ferroelectric oxide thin
films important in lightwave communica-
tions networks and next generation optical
computing is frequently set back by dust
particles that ruin delicate samples and is
limited by temperature and vibration con-
trol problems.

As these examples illustrate, many NIST
researchers in advanced technology areas
currently must throw out or delay 10 to 30
percent of their measurements due to unac-
ceptably large variations environmental con-
ditions.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH).

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

I listened with great interest, Mr.
Speaker, to several comments from the
other side. Let us begin with my good
friend, the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. UDALL), an Arizona native whose
subsequent life’s journey took him to
another State. We welcome him in this
body.

He mentioned his concern about the
elimination of the new markets initia-
tive as a reason why he would oppose
the rule, and I surmise, the general
bill. I think it is important to actually
take a look at what the President pro-
posed in his so-called new markets ini-
tiative.

Like many programs that come from
the administration, it was heavy on
overhead. Indeed, the new markets ini-
tiative, posturing as a program to help
Indian reservations and those who live
in the inner city who are economically
disadvantaged, only worked to the ad-
vantage of government bureaucrats.

Indeed, what the President asked to
happen was to have the taxpayers un-
derwrite some $100 million in loans, or
actually provide some $45 million in
cash for a modest loan program, when
instead, in our tax bill that passed on
this floor in the proper jurisdiction,
the Committee on Ways and Means, we
incorporated a bipartisan plan that did
more through tax relief for the inner
cities and distressed areas than the
new markets initiative could ever hope
to do.

To my friend, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. ROEMER) who talked about

keeping two sets of books, I would sim-
ply commend the rest of the story.
Part of it goes back to the wise words
of our good friend, the committee
chairman, who will offer his appropria-
tions legislation.

We need to understand this, Mr.
Speaker, that sadly, when it comes to
the analogy of two sets of books, we
would do well to look at the policy of
the director of the Census, who, in ap-
parent irreverence for existing law and
the Constitution, this administration
and this Census Bureau says that ac-
tual enumeration is not good enough
when it comes to the Census, that we
need to project.

We should oppose the rule. Not two
sets of books, one set of facts. Support
the rule and support the underlying
legislation.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM).

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I want
to make it clear, I have only the high-
est respect for my friend and colleague,
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
ROGERS), the chairman of the com-
mittee. I rise against this rule but not
against my colleague and the unten-
able situation that he and the chair-
man of the full committee have been
put in.

I rise in opposition to the rule be-
cause it is not a fair rule. If they had
allowed three Democratic votes to have
waivers of the rules, then it would be a
fair rule and open, and I would be sup-
porting the rule. But someone chose
not to do that.

The primary reason that I rise
against the rule and against the bill is
this continued charade that my friends
on this side of the aisle are using re-
garding the caps. Everyone knows this
bill, by declaring $4.5 billion as an
emergency for the Census, breaks the
caps. Everyone in this body knows
that. If someone here does not know
that, please stand up and challenge me
at this time. Everyone knows we are
breaking the caps.

We are spending social security trust
funds for purposes of declaring an
emergency on a Census that everyone
has known for 220-plus years we do
every 10 years.

The gentleman from Arizona was
making a point a moment ago, and I
could get into that, too, because I hap-
pen to believe that we do better in this
country when we allow sound science
to determine our policies. We could
have saved $1.7 billion, $1.7 billion, had
we chosen to use sound science instead
of political rhetoric.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, does
my friend, the gentleman from Texas,
actually favor sampling over actual
enumeration and counting?
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Mr. STENHOLM. I absolutely do. I

take back my time. I absolutely do, be-
cause based on sound science, as I
argue in the Committee on Agriculture
every day, including yesterday, when
we had a ruling by EPA that chose not
to follow sound science, it hurts con-
sumers, it hurts producers in Arizona,
and I find myself consistent in that.

Let me just say again in closing, my
reason for opposing this today is, as
Members heard, no one challenged me
when I said that we are spending $4.5
billion out of social security trust
funds. That is why we all should oppose
this rule and send it back until we can
get bipartisanly accurate.

Let us start shooting straight with
the American public. If we are going to
spend their social security dollars, let
us tell them. If they are going to break
the caps, let us tell them. If we are
going to give a tax cut from a fictitious
surplus that is not there, let us tell
them.

Let us start being honest, and we will
find there will be bipartisan support for
honesty, in opposition to what is going
on in this rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART), on the Committee on Rules.

(Mr. DIAZ-BALART asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Georgia for
yielding time to me.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), and all the people who worked
so hard on the Committee on Appro-
priations, for bringing this bill for-
ward. It is a good bill.

The rule we brought forth to bring it
to the floor is a fair rule. It is an open
rule. We brought more open rules than
any time before in the history of this
Congress to the floor. We are very
proud of that.

Someone spoke before, a colleague,
and talked about the fact that he was
opposed to the fact that we in the
House are not going to lift sanctions on
the Castro dictatorship until the three
conditions that are within U.S. law are
met, very simple conditions: the libera-
tion of all political prisoners; the legal-
ization of all political parties, labor
unions, and the independent press; and
the scheduling of three elections, inter-
nationally supervised.

Since we are going to insist on that,
I think it is important to remind our
colleagues and the American people
through C-Span that we have those
conditions. We do not have sanctions
on that dictatorship 90 miles from our
shores of people who have been suf-
fering 40 years of oppression simply for
the sake of having sanctions, but rath-
er, because we are going to insist on a
democratic transition that we know is
going to come. Cuba is going to be free.

We also do not want, at this point, to
give Castro access to American agri-

cultural products and financing, and
further exacerbate the plight of the
American farmer. Do we want Castro
to be able to dump citrus and rice and
tobacco and sugar on the American
market, exacerbate the condition of
the American farmer with U.S. financ-
ing? I do not think we should do that.
The House is not going to do that.
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I also want to talk about four reasons
why we maintain our sanctions. Rene
Gomez Manzano, Marta Beatriz Roque,
Vladimiro Roca, and Felix Bonne, dis-
tinguished professionals all. They
wrote an article 21⁄2 years ago called
‘‘The Homeland Belongs To All,’’ where
they called for that great crime in the
eyes of Castro, the right to free elec-
tions. They were thrown in the dun-
geon where they are today, languishing
along with thousands of other political
prisoners in a rodent-infested dungeon
and 120-degree heat without access to
health care or even light.

Those are reasons. We have many
reasons. What we will say, until Cuba
is free, no access to the U.S. market,
and the Cuban people will forever re-
member, and that will be glory and dig-
nity and honor, it will mean, for the
generous American people.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. HASTINGS).

(Mr. HASTINGS of Florida asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Ohio for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to asso-
ciate myself with those who expressed
concern about the funding levels of
many of the important programs in
this bill. I associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. FOLEY), with reference to the in-
adequate funding of customs, INS, and
the Coast Guard.

But more specifically of concern to
me is the cut in funding for the Dante
B. Fascell North-South Center at the
University of Miami as well as the
East-West Center in Hawaii.

Created in response to the post-Cold
War power vacuum, the Dante Fascell
North-South Center has served as an
incubator of innovative ideas to pro-
mote better relations among the
United States, Canada, and the nations
of Latin America and the Caribbean for
the past 10 years.

The Center produces nonpartisan,
policy-relevant analysis on issues such
as trade, investment, competitiveness,
security, corruption, institutional re-
form, drug trafficking immigration,
and the environment. As the only re-
search and public policy study center
dedicated to finding practical re-
sponses to hemispheric challenges af-
fecting the United States, the center
provides a valuable service.

Zeroing out this center and zeroing
out the East-West Center is irrespon-
sible. Although I have no hope of alter-

ing the bill on the floor today, I do
hope to work with the conferees to
raise their conscious level with ref-
erence to the need for funding for this
particularly important program.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I have
never really understood why our Re-
publican colleagues are so opposed to
COPS, the Community Oriented Polic-
ing Services. It works. It gets more law
enforcement officers on our streets. It
reduces crime. It involves a minimum,
of administrative expense and delay
and a maximum amount of crime pre-
vention. The only reason I can think of
that they oppose the COPS program is
that they did not think of it first.

Through COPS, we have added in my
home area of Travis County, Texas, the
equivalent of almost 300 new law en-
forcement officers in our neighbor-
hoods and on our roads. Chief Knee,
Chief Buesing, and Sheriff Frazer who
are outstanding local law enforcement
officers. Through the COPS program,
we say to them and to crime fighters
across America, ‘‘keep up the good
work.’’ We provide them the additional
tools that they need to provide law en-
forcement that is highly visible and ex-
tremely effective.

Some of these new officers in my
hometown are helping to prevent
school violence; some are addressing
domestic violence. Some are combat-
ting drugs and gang violence. Together,
they are not only making our commu-
nity safer, they are making all of us
feel safer in our community.

This week, I expect further an-
nouncements of the Troops to COPS
program that permits some of our vet-
erans who have gained skills in the
military and need jobs the opportunity
to transition into law enforcement, an
excellent program. Yet, our Republican
colleagues come forward today in this
bill and propose to slash the COPS pro-
gram by a billion dollars.

I would say that, with this bill, the
Republicans are not only cooking the
books in a fiscally irresponsible man-
ner, but neither set of the budget books
that they use contain the priority for
law enforcement that I think American
families have a right to demand.

This rule and this bill should be re-
jected.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, before I yield back the
balance of my time, I would just like to
say that we oppose the rule for a num-
ber of reasons. I would say in response
to what the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. ROGERS) said a few minutes ago, I
note that, especially in the last few
years, that we have lots of problems
and difficulties in passing authoriza-
tion bills.

This bill, in effect, becomes almost
an authorization bill, even though it is
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an appropriation bill. It is critically
important to permit legislative amend-
ments on these bills. All three amend-
ments that were accepted on this rule
were Republican, and not only in na-
ture; but there were Democrat amend-
ments offered in the Committee on
Rules, and none of them were per-
mitted that were of legislative provi-
sions.

I will just read from the Committee
on Rules put out by the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. LINDER) relative to
what we have in this bill: ‘‘The waiver
of clause 2 of rule XI is necessary be-
cause the bill contains at least 67 legis-
lative provisions and over 75 unauthor-
ized programs in the bill.’’ So for that
reason and many others, we oppose the
rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield the remaining 31⁄2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), the majority whip of the
House.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
support the rule and the bill. I want to
give my heartfelt thanks to the chair-
man of the subcommittee for all the
hard work under very difficult cir-
cumstances that he has done on this
bill and finally crafting a bill that
maintains a strategy of fiscal responsi-
bility that the majority has been on
the path of for all this summer.

I also want to commend the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG),
chairman of the full committee, who
has been working so hard to carry out
a strategy that was laid out by the
Speaker of the House early in this
year.

That strategy was basically that we
would lock up Social Security and not
spend one dime of the Social Security
surplus, unlike the Democrats for so
many years has taken the surplus to
spend on bigger government; that we
would maintain the balanced budget
that we brought because of a Repub-
lican Congress in the Balanced Budget
Act of 1997; and we would work as hard
as we could to stay under the budget
cap. We have been able to do that so far
through this bill.

Now I wish the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) was still here,
because I am standing here challenging
him, as he asked me to do when he
made the comment that, with this bill,
we are breaking the cap and spending
Social Security. Nothing could be far-
ther from the truth.

If we just can add, we take all of the
11 bills after this bill is passed and add
them up, we are actually cutting
spending from last year, real cuts to
real spending, something the Democrat
Congress has not been able to do in my
lifetime. Real cuts and real spending.

Now, we did make a mistake in 1997,
and I am here to admit it. In the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997, we did not
contemplate and did not put in the
money to do the census, and we have to
deal with that. But in declaring this an
emergency, we do not break the cap,
although, if someone votes to remove

the emergency designation, they will
be voting to break the cap.

What we did was we are spending the
on-budget surplus, not Social Security
surplus, the on-budget surplus of $4.5
billion. That is reality. That is the real
thing that we are doing here.

Now, the underlying reality here is
that the Democrats, the do-nothing
Democrats, because we know what
their strategy is, they are trying to
make sure we do nothing and trying to
stop all of the good things that we have
been able to do this year. They want to
spend more money. They are crying
out to spend more money.

The administration has already put
out four statements of administration
policies saying that the appropriations
bills that we have been passing are too
low in spending. The other side of the
aisle, Members have been here during
this debate saying there is not enough
spending, there is not enough spending.

They want to break the cap. They
want to spend Social Security surplus.
They want more spending. That has
been their legacy for nigh on these 30
or 40 years. They want to spend more
money. We are keeping fiscal responsi-
bility. We are keeping the balanced
budget. We are not going to spend one
dime of the Social Security surplus.

Overall, there is only one essential
thing to remember about this situa-
tion. If my colleagues vote to defeat
this rule or offer an amendment that
undermines this rule, they are collabo-
rating with the forces for increased
spending. Vote for the rule and vote for
the bill.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the resolu-
tion.

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

SUNUNU). The question is the resolu-
tion.

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

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject 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 221, nays
205, not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 369]

YEAS—221

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilirakis

Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell

Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham

Davis (VA)
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
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 (OK)
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
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
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
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
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—205

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne

Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)

Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lampson
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
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Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone

Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter

Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—8

Bilbray
Deal
Ehrlich

Jefferson
Lantos
McDermott

Peterson (PA)
Thompson (MS)

b 1246

Mr. CALLAHAN and Mr. SANFORD
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

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. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill (H.R. 2670) making appropriations
for the Departments of Commerce, Jus-
tice, and State, the Judiciary, and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other
purposes, and that I may include tab-
ular and extraneous material.

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

There was no objection.
f

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 273 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 2670.

b 1248

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2670)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Commerce, Justice, and

State, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes,
with Mr. HASTINGS of Washington 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
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS).

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 12 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2670, making ap-
propriations for the Departments of
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Ju-
diciary, and related agencies for fiscal
year 2000, provides funding for pro-
grams whose impact ranges from the
safety of people in their homes, to the
conduct of diplomacy around the
world, to predicting the weather from
satellites in outer space.

Mr. Chairman, this bill requires a
very delicate balancing of needs and re-
quirements, from ongoing activities
and operations of the departments and
regulatory agencies, to new areas of
concern like preparing to respond to
the threat of domestic terrorism or
beefing up worldwide security for our
embassies overseas, to special funding
requirements like the decennial cen-
sus.

This year, our capacity to respond to
all of these needs is tempered by the
fiscal restraint under which we are
forced to operate. The 1997 budget act
for 5 years imposed spending restraints
in each of those 5 years, in other words,
budget caps, spending caps, beyond
which we cannot exceed. We all went
home after we passed that Budget Act
of 1997, most of us voted for it, both
sides of the aisle, and we crowed about
how we were saving America’s fiscal in-
tegrity, and we did.

Mr. Chairman, the piper is at the
door waiting to be paid for that party,
and this bill represents the piper. This
is a very, very austere bill. We are hav-
ing to live with those budget caps and
yet maintain some very, very critical
agencies of this government, a little
bit like as I told in the full committee,
the old drunk back home that was ar-
rested for setting his bed on fire at the
rooming house where he lived, he came
into court and the judge asked for his
plea, and the old fellow said, ‘‘Well,
your honor, I plead guilty to being
drunk, but that doggone bed was on
fire when I got in it.’’ I am telling my
colleagues that these budget caps are
with us. We have to live with it. And
we will.

We have had to carefully prioritize
the funding in this bill and make very
hard judgments about how to spend
these limited resources.

The bill before the Committee today
recommends a total of $35.8 billion in
discretionary funding that comes from
three places: $27.1 billion is general

purpose discretionary funds; $4.2 billion
is from the violent crime trust fund;
and $4.5 billion is emergency funding.

Leaving aside the Census, and oh,
how I wish I could leave aside the Cen-
sus, the bill is $833 million below cur-
rent spending and $1.3 billion below the
CBO’s freeze level for fiscal year 2000.

For the Department of Justice, the
bill provides $18.1 billion, $6 million
above current spending. Increases are
provided to maintain current operating
levels of key law enforcement agencies.
FBI, DEA, U.S. Attorneys, U.S. Mar-
shals, U.S. Bureau of Prisons all are
maintained at their current operating
level. And we address a severe deten-
tion space shortfall in the Bureau of
Prisons and the INS with this bill.

These increases are offset by a de-
crease in funding for COPS, from $1.4
billion to $268 million. I would point
out that that $268 million is the full
authorization level set in law for the
final year of the current program. That
is all we are allowed by law to appro-
priate, and we did.

Local law enforcement and criminal
justice block grants are maintained at
or near last year’s level, $1.3 billion
more than the administration re-
quested. That assures that your State
and local law enforcement agencies,
your sheriffs, your police departments,
continue to have the resources to fight
crime in your districts.

The major program increases in the
bill can be counted on two fingers, and
they are both in Justice, $100 million
for 1,000 new border patrol agents,
which the administration refused to re-
quest, and $22 million for the Drug En-
forcement Administration, equaling
the administration’s budget request.

I would point out and remind Mem-
bers that the latest statistics on vio-
lent crime in the United States show
that America is now suffering the least
number of violent crimes since we have
been keeping records. I would like to
say to my subcommittee members over
those years, and the full committee
members, and the full Congress, a big
thank you on behalf of the American
people for staying with funding for
these law agencies over these years to
enable America now to have the lowest
crime rate in recorded history.

For the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service, we continue to provide re-
sources for the naturalization backlog
reduction initiative, for the detention
shortfall, and for the border patrol, and
we continue to hope against hope that
the most mismanaged and unmanage-
able agency of the Federal Govern-
ment, the INS, will dig its way out of
its continuing state of crisis. They can-
not claim money as a cause, because
we have given them all the money they
can spend and more, to be frank. We
have doubled this agency’s budget in 5
years, tripled it in the last 10 years,
and yet it manages now to perform cri-
sis after crisis.

In the Department of Commerce, we
provide full funding for the 2000 decen-
nial census. All the money is there.
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Every penny that is needed by the De-
partment of Commerce and the Bureau
of the Census to conduct the decennial
census is in this bill. Make no mistake.
For those who have been crying all of
these years for adequate funding for
the decennial census, and after we had
pleaded with the administration to fur-
nish us the dollar figure of the request
for a full census, only 7 weeks ago,
months and months behind schedule,
they finally coughed up the figure.
That figure now in this bill, $4.5 bil-
lion, is an increase of $3.5 billion over
current spending, no restrictions. ‘‘Do
the census. You got the money.’’

In the rest of the Commerce section,
we provide $3.6 billion, which is $500
million below fiscal year 1999. We in-
clude current operating levels for the
National Weather Service and avert
commercial service office closings
overseas, which are more than offset by
decreases in low priority NOAA pro-
grams and the termination of the Ad-
vanced Technology Program.

Judiciary, $3.9 billion, an increase of
$272 million, maintains current oper-
ating levels.

State Department and the Broad-
casting Board of Governors, $5.7 bil-
lion, $1.3 billion below current appro-
priations, including emergencies.

We include $568 million, Mr. Chair-
man, for the costs of worldwide secu-
rity improvements to our embassies,
places where Americans work overseas,
and we replace vulnerable embassies
started in 1999 with emergency funding.

We include $351 million for the third
and final year of U.N. arrears, subject
to authorization, the amount agreed to
by the White House and Congress in
the pending authorization.

It abolishes two agencies, Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency, and the
U.S. Information Agency. We merge
them into the State Department.

b 1300

Most of the related agencies are fro-
zen at 1999 levels; 141 million for the
LSC; for SBA, 734 million, a $15 million
increase over fiscal 1999. And we con-
tinue our emphasis on funding disaster
loans, a function that SBA has contin-
ued to raid to fund salaries and ex-
penses over the last 3 years. This is the
second year we have been required to
send them a message on that issue.

This is the bare bones of the rec-
ommendations before my colleagues
today. It is based on a freeze with re-
ductions where we could, and increases
above fiscal 1999 where needed to main-
tain operations of critical law enforce-
ment and other agencies. We give no
ground on the war on crime and drugs.
We provide the resources to State and
local law enforcement that has helped
bring the violent crime rate down for 5
straight years to its lowest level since
Justice began tracking in 1973. We fully
fund the 2000 census. We pull our
weight with respect to meeting the
need for fiscal restraint and more.

Mr. Chairman, this bill represents
our best take on matching needs with
scarce resources to do the right thing.

I want to thank the ranking minor-
ity member, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO), who has been a
very effective and a very valued part-
ner and colleague on this bill. He has
been a quick study. He is brand new on
the subcommittee and brand new as
ranking member, and this is a com-

plicated bill with a lot of coverage, and
he has spent a lot of late nights work-
ing getting ready for preparing to help
bring this bill to the floor. I want to
thank him for his good work.

I also want to thank all of the mem-
bers of the subcommittee: the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. KOLBE), the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
TAYLOR), the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
REGULA), the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LATHAM), the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MILLER), the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP), the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DIXON),
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN), and the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD) for all
of their help and assistance.

And let us take a moment to extend
our deepest sympathy to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MOL-
LOHAN) and his family on the loss of his
father who preceded Alan, of course, as
a Member of this body and on this sub-
committee. Our hearts go out to Alan
and all of his family, and I thank him
for his valued help in preparing this
bill.

Finally, I want to thank my full
chairman, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), the ranking member, the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).
They have been marvelous in helping
us move this bill forward. We have
tried very hard to produce the best bill
we possibly could within the resources
we had to work with. I think it is a
good bill; it is a fair bill. It is austere,
but I think it is fair, and I urge all
Members to support it.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of

my time.
Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Chairman, today we take up H.R.

2670, the bill making appropriations for
the Departments of Commerce, Justice
and State, the Judiciary, and several
related agencies. It has been a great
personal pleasure for me to work with
our chairman, the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) and with the
other members of the subcommittee.
Special thanks also to my ranking
member, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY).

The gentleman from Kentucky’s (Mr.
ROGERS) many years on this sub-
committee have given him tremendous
knowledge, both broad and deep, of the
wide variety of topics under the sub-
committee’s jurisdiction. His steward-
ship of the subcommittee is marked by
his fairness and attentiveness to the
interests and concerns of Members. I
have also benefited greatly from the
guidance of the former chairman and
ranking Democrat of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN), who has
spent so many years on this bill. I
know all my colleagues join me and the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS) in sending their condolences to
Alan and his family on the loss of his
father, Robert Mollohan, who served
with such distinction in this body.

I must also say a word about our very
professional and able staff who have
worked long and hard, including nights
and weekends, to get us to the floor so
quickly after the decision on offsets.
More on that later. They enabled us to
begin putting a bill together. Since we
are on first-name basis, I will do it this
way. On the majority side they are Jim
and Jennifer, Mike and Cordia and
Christine, with Kevin and Jason from
the office of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS). On our side we
have Sally and Pat, who have done just
tremendous work on my behalf, and of
course all of my personal staff under
the leadership of Lucy Hand.

As my colleagues know, Mr. Chair-
man, this year I was catapulted from
not on the subcommittee at all to
ranking Democrat. Learning this large
and challenging bill practically from
scratch has made this an interesting
and educational year for me.

As the chairman has explained, the
bill includes budget authority of about
$35.7 billion. This is certainly much
better than our initial 302(b) alloca-
tion, but it is still about $3 billion
short, below the budget request. The
manner in which the chairman allo-
cated funds among the major accounts
was for the most part fair and even-
handed, and I applaud his efforts to
minimize staff cuts and facility clos-
ings.

But the bill still has problems. The
biggest problem is simply the inad-
equacy of the subcommittee’s alloca-
tion. This bill underfunds important
programs. It does not fund important

Member and administration initia-
tives, and still has to use gimmicks to
stay under the allocation. It is ironic
that House and Senate Republicans
pointed to forecasts of huge on-budget
surpluses to justify passing their bills
to make massive backloaded tax cuts;
but forecasts of future economic activi-
ties are unreliable at best, and, more
important, the surpluses mostly de-
pend on Congress sticking with the
deepening appropriations cuts enacted
in the Balanced Budget Act, which, in-
cidentally, I did not support. The gim-
micks used to make this bill look as if
it is under the FY2000 cap show how
unlikely it is that these spending cuts
will materialize over the next decade.

The main gimmick, of course, is the
emergency designation for the census.
This provision, imposed on the com-
mittee by the Republican leadership, is
a misuse of the emergency designation;
we have known that a census would be
required in 2000 for about 200 years. It
also means spending the Social Secu-
rity surplus.

On more specific provisions, the bill
provides the Census Bureau with the
resources it needs to do the 2000 census
and the necessary quality checks on it.
This is a tremendous accomplishment,
and I am very proud of the work that
both sides of the aisle did on this.

While I am pleased that the bill in-
cludes funding for the U.N. arrears, I
am very concerned that the bill
underfunds our U.N. accounts. This
may cost us our vote in the General As-
sembly and, with it, any leverage we
might hope to exercise over manage-
ment and budget reforms at the U.N.
The bill is $95 million short of the re-
quest for arrears, creates new arrears
by cutting funding for peacekeeping,
and conditions $100 million of our pay-
ments on a time-consuming certifi-
cation process. But if we do not pay the
U.N. $352 million by December 31, our
General Assembly vote will automati-
cally, and we mean automatically, be
lost.

The most troubling shortfall and the
major exception to the relatively even-
handed treatment of other agencies is
the real cut to SBA salaries and ex-
penses, which would have a drastic im-
pact on the agency. If enacted, the SBA
estimates it would require a reduction
in force of 2,400 employees or 75 percent
of SBA’s work force. Apart from effec-
tively closing down activities vital to
our Nation’s small businesses, it would
also hamper SBA’s ability to monitor a
loan portfolio totaling $45 billion. By
the end of this process, this dev-
astating cut must be restored.

The Legal Services Corporation, too,
was grossly underfunded in what has
become an annual ritual. The bill pro-
vides only $141 million, less than half
of last year’s level, and 200 million
below the President’s request. Each
year for the last 3 or 4 years this level
has been proposed, and each year there
has been an amendment raising the
level to $250 million or so. And so it
will be again this year.

Other important examples of under-
funding includes the COPS program,
over $1 billion under the request; the
Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission, frozen at $33 million below the
request; the Civil Rights Commission,
also frozen at $2 million below the re-
quest; the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, half a bil-
lion under the request; and the State
Department, half a billion under the
request.

Unfunded initiatives include the 21st
century policing initiative or COPS II,
the anti-drug initiative on the State or
local law enforcement, efforts to com-
bat terrorism and cybercrime, the ad-
vanced technology program, the new
markets initiative, the Lands Legacy
initiative, the tobacco lawsuit, and the
Pacific Salmon Recovery initiative.

Mr. Chairman, in closing I think the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS) has generally done a good job dis-
tributing funds within a much too
small allocation. The meager size of
the bill and the programs and initia-
tives that cannot be fully funded with-
in the total remain problems, and the
administration has raised serious con-
cerns with the bill, many of which I
have mentioned, and has suggested
that it would be vetoed in its present
form.

However, Mr. Chairman, I look for-
ward to working with my chairman to
address these problems. I am hopeful
that by the time we bring a conference
report to the floor we will have more
money to work with so that we can re-
store much-needed resources to the im-
portant programs in this bill and to ac-
commodate requests for important ini-
tiatives.

Let me say, so that I am clear, that
this is so important to me that I am
giving my vote to this bill in support of
the chairman’s desire to make this a
better bill. I cannot account for the
rest of my Members who may feel that
this bill, as it stands, will not get any
better, and we will see quite a large
number of Members voting against it. I
personally will vote for it in the hope
that we can achieve our objectives. If
we cannot achieve the improvements
that I hope for, I will oppose the con-
ference report. If the President vetoes
the bill, I will vote to sustain his veto.
But for now I choose to move the proc-
ess along, and I will support H.R. 2670.

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

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNGc),
the very effective chairman of the full
committee who has done a wonderful
job this year bringing these bills to the
floor.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the bill and to
pay a special tribute to the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) and the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO), the ranking member, be-
cause as we get to the end of the appro-
priations process for the 13 regular
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bills, the job gets a little more dif-
ficult, and they have done a really out-
standing job in bringing us a bill that
we should pass here.

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) mentioned he wants to make
it a better bill. He will be an important
member of the conference committee
as will the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. ROGERS) who will chair the con-
ference committee.

But they have got a good bill now.
Could they use more money? Why sure.
Back in our homes we could all use
more money, at least most of us could.
And in our businesses, we all could use
more money. The government loves to
have more money.

But we took on the responsibility of
trying to stay within the budget cap,
at least balance the budget and stay at
or below last year’s level, and that is
what the gentleman from Kentucky
(Mr. ROGERS) has been able to accom-
plish. I know there are some disagree-
ments and some differences in how we
got where we are, but let me tell my
colleagues where we are.

First off, Mr. Chairman, members of
the Committee on Appropriations real-
ly have a special responsibility to this
House and to the Nation. Of all the leg-
islation that we consider in this House,
the only bills that really have to pass,
that must pass, are the appropriation
bills, and the appropriators have recog-
nized that responsibility, and I am
happy to report that as we pass this
bill today, we will have passed through
the House 11 of the 13 regular appro-
priations bills.

The 13th bill we had put off by agree-
ment until we resume our sitting in
September, and the VA–HUD bill that
we were scheduled to consider on to-
morrow, we have delayed consideration
out of respect for our colleague, the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN) due to the loss of his father
yesterday. So we will put off that bill
until we reconvene in September.
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We will have done 11 regular bills be-
fore we break for the recess. We have
done two supplementals. We will have
done two conference reports by the
time we pass this bill today. So 11 plus
2 is 13, plus 2 more is 15 important
measures that the appropriators have
brought to this House and passed
through this House.

We also expect, Mr. Chairman, to
have 3 more conference reports ready
on regular bills before this week is
over.

We have done a good job. There have
been some disagreements, some in sub-
committee, some in full committee,
some on the floor. But, Mr. Chairman,
this committee has had to consider,
and I want all Members to pay atten-
tion to this, this committee has had to
consider requests from Members, and
Members have every right to come to
this body to represent their districts
and to represent what they believe is
right for America, for some $80 billion

in requests to add money over the
budget. In most of those cases, while
most of them were good projects that
should have been considered, we did
not have the money to fund them.

Despite the fact we had to say no to
an awful lot of Members because we did
not have the money to fund the pro-
gram that they wanted to fund exactly
the way they wanted it, and again I
want all Members to listen to this, Mr.
Chairman, the Transportation appro-
priations bill passed with a vote of 429
to 3; the Energy and Water appropria-
tions bill passed with a vote of 420 to 8;
the Military Construction appropria-
tions bill passed with a vote of 418 to 4;
the Defense appropriations bill passed
with a vote of 379 to 45; the Interior ap-
propriations bill passed with a vote of
377 to 47; the District of Columbia ap-
propriations bill passed with a vote of
333 to 92; and the list goes on. The bills
have been receiving great bipartisan
support.

The appropriators have done a good
job, have brought good appropriations
bills at or below last year’s level,
which is the first time that has hap-
pened, except for national defense,
where we did have increases that were
necessary because of the many, many
deployments that our troops have been
required to conduct in the last 6 or 7
years.

So I support this bill. It is a good
bill. I understand that in conference
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) will have an opportunity to
work further on the bill, but with the
leadership of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Chairman ROGERS) and the tre-
mendous staff that we have on this
subcommittee, I am satisfied that the
end result will be a product that most
of us can support.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), the distinguished
ranking member of the committee.

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

Mr. Chairman, let me say the re-
marks that I will make are in no way
intended to criticize either the distin-
guished chairman of the subcommittee
or the distinguished ranking member.
They have both done the best job they
can under the circumstances. The prob-
lem is that the circumstances are ridic-
ulous.

Let me cite first my concerns with
the specifics of this bill. This bill, de-
spite evidence that community polic-
ing has been of great assistance in low-
ering the crime rate, this bill effec-
tively ends the Cops on the Beat pro-
gram. It provides the last remaining
money that is needed to fund that pro-
gram, but it does not fund the follow-
on program that is meant to put addi-
tional police on the streets in our com-
munities, because it is not authorized.
If this Congress does not provide that
money, it is a serious mistake.

This bill would take a number of ac-
tions which I think are extremely
mean-minded in terms of the way it

deals with the poor and with minority
groups in our society. The bill effec-
tively terminates the Legal Services
Corporation. The funding provided
would effectively result in a 3-year
phaseout of that corporation.

The Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission, it cuts $33 million or 11
percent below the request. We ought to
be doing more to enforce the law
against discrimination, not less in real
terms.

The bill eliminates the entire $20
million requested for the Justice De-
partment to initiate litigation against
the tobacco industry to recover Fed-
eral costs for smoking-related illnesses
under Medicare.

The bill effectively will provide for
the loss of the U.S. voting rights in the
General Assembly in the United Na-
tions. That is definitely not in our na-
tional interest.

It provides very deep cuts in environ-
mental programs, such as our National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion programs and the National Weath-
er Service, and it has an outrageous
provision which, in a gross abuse of the
Budget Act, pretends that somehow the
Congress did not know we were going
to have to appropriate over $4 billion
to run the decennial census. That
abuse of the budget process by declar-
ing those funds to be emergency funds
outside the normal limits of the budget
process discredits the committee.

I believe in the committee having the
right when we have a legitimate emer-
gency to declare one and to move for-
ward to meet that emergency, but if we
pretend that amounts that we know we
are going to spend on a regular basis
are actually emergency appropriations,
we lose the right to have people view
our request with credibility when we
make requests for a legitimate emer-
gency designation.

The problem with this bill is simply
that it is not real. It is yet another bill
that allows the majority in this House
to maintain the fiction that we can af-
ford to pass out $1 trillion in tax cuts,
two-thirds of the benefits of which are
going to the highest income 10 percent
of the people in this country. It pre-
tends that we can do all of that, but
there is a hidden assumption. That hid-
den assumption is that the government
is going to take everything that we do
in the appropriations process, the edu-
cation programs, the health programs,
the anti-crime programs, and that we
are essentially going to carve those up
by at least 20 percent.

Right now we spend about $1,100 per
person to provide those kinds of serv-
ices to the American people. If we can
hold the defense budget to the level
that the President has asked, we will
only see under this and other bills pro-
vided by the majority, we will only see
that cut to $780 per person. That is a
huge per-person reduction in services
for education and health and environ-
mental cleanup and the rest.

If the Clinton budget numbers for the
military budget are not held and if in
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fact we spend more on defense, as this
committee has already done, then what
we are providing by way of those in-
vestments per person in this country
will drop from over $1,100 per person to
just over $600 per person.

Does anybody really believe that this
Congress is going to make those kinds
of cuts? That is a false promise, that is
a phony promise, and I do not think we
ought to be making promises this insti-
tution does not have any intention of
keeping.

That is why this bill is going to be
vetoed by the President. This is an-
other one of the appropriations bills
which is on a short route to nowhere.

I would remind you, we have only 18
legislative days left before the begin-
ning of the next fiscal year. We need to
have our work done. This is going to
delay our ability to get our work done.
That is why I think we ought to vote
against the bill on final passage.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to a very hard working
Member of this subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM).

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman very much for yielding
me time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of the Commerce, Justice,
State, Judiciary appropriations bill for
this next fiscal year.

The gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
ROGERS), the chairman of our sub-
committee, has worked with Members
on both sides of the aisle to craft a bill
that I think properly reflects this Con-
gress’ priorities, particularly in the
area of law enforcement.

Each year there are new and greater
challenges confronting law enforce-
ment officials throughout this Nation.
In order to be successful, Federal,
State and local law enforcement need
to work together in a coordinated ef-
fort to combat criminals that are in-
creasingly better organized, more le-
thal and more technologically ad-
vanced.

To assist local law enforcement in
every Members’ districts, this bill once
again provides $523 million in local law
enforcement block grants that the ad-
ministration, again this year, tried to
eliminate in its budget submissions.

In my home State of Iowa, like many
States throughout the Midwest and the
West, it has become inundated with the
methamphetamine production and
trafficking. In fact, the tri-state
Siouxland region of Iowa, Nebraska,
and South Dakota has become the
meth distribution center of the coun-
try, where the drug costs up to $30,000
a kilo.

According to DEA officials, more
than 20 Mexican organizations run op-
erations in this region and supply 90
percent of Iowa’s meth. This is no hap-
penstance. These people actually sat
down, set up a marketing plan in the
U.S., targeted the upper Midwest, and
are executing this marketing plan with
this poison to our families and our
children.

Mr. Chairman, even though we have
the cartels active in the area, domestic
producers are also a very significant
problem. In 1994, Iowa law enforcement
officials seized one clandestine meth
lab. In 1996, it had risen to 10. Despite
the increased awareness of the prob-
lem, this year in Iowa we will have
over 300 meth labs seized in the State.

The bill before us today provides
greater resources for the DEA to focus
on the meth epidemic in America’s
heartland. The DEA is funded at more
than $1.2 billion, which includes funds
targeted at meth production and traf-
ficking, and funding is provided to as-
sist small communities in my district
and throughout rural America with the
expensive and technologically chal-
lenging removal of hazardous waste
generated from clandestine meth lab
sites.

The bill directs $35 million in re-
sources to local law enforcement in the
war on meth, to the COPS Meth Drug
Hot Spots Program. Included in this
funding is the innovative tri-state
meth training center in Sioux City,
Iowa, which provides police officers in
rural areas with training and com-
prehensive counter-drug operations
that their communities would not be
able to afford or have access to.

Continuing our efforts to stem the
flow of illegal aliens, this bill once
again provides funding for 1,000 new
Border Patrol agents.

I would like to take the remainder of
my time to thank the chairman, who
has done a fantastic job and been so re-
sponsive to the needs of rural America,
and I think for this entire country in
his outstanding efforts as far as law en-
forcement, and also thank the ranking
member, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO). It has been a pleasure
to work with you in your first year on
the committee. I look forward to work-
ing together very, very closely in con-
ference and to get a bill that passes
with an overwhelming vote.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. SAWYER).

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ohio.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. SAWYER) is recognized
for 3 minutes.

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

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, timeli-
ness is critical to the census. The Cen-
sus Bureau needs full funding on Octo-
ber 1st. Delay will irrevocably degrade
the accuracy of the count. A lot of
work has been done to make the census
better than previous ones. I know the
problems of 1990, I went through the
process with a number of us here, and
I do not want to see them repeated
again.

Without timely funding, the adver-
tisements for the awareness campaign
will not be aired when people will hear
them; they will be aired at 3 in the
morning when nobody is listening.

That is what happened during 1990
when we missed 8.4 million people and
double-counted another 4.4 million.
The Bureau needs to screen and hire
and train hundreds of thousands of
workers for its 520 offices and 12 re-
gional centers. Without timely fund-
ing, staffing and operations of those of-
fices will be delayed, and that will
compromise the quality and the accu-
racy of the census.

Without timely funding, the work of
local governments in developing the
critical address lists will be crippled. If
those address lists are not complete,
we will miss large numbers of people
and vital information that is needed
for addressing national and local poli-
cies. We simply cannot afford to do
that again.

There is an enormous part of this
census that depends on the accurate
and timely execution of the work. That
is why timely funding is so important.

Let me just add one final note. There
appears to be a misunderstanding
about the 2000 census plan. There will
not be two censuses, there will be one,
starting with the direct count using
the mail and the follow-up visits, two
operations for which the Bureau has
prepared since its first unveiling of its
2000 plan in 1996.

Next there will be a large 300,000
household quality check survey to ac-
count for people missed and to elimi-
nate double counting. The need to visit
all unresponsive households and the ad-
dition of several field canvassing ac-
tivities, unfortunately, are the most
costly, labor intensive, and time-con-
suming aspects of the census. That is
why it is important that it be done on
time.

It is one census with one count using
both direct and statistical methods.
The census planning a sample quality
check operation like the survey first
proposed, but at a lower cost.

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

Mr. SAWYER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

b 1330
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, is the

gentleman satisfied that in this bill we
adequately fund the census in order for
the census to be maintained and con-
ducted appropriately?

Mr. SAWYER. Mr. Chairman, the
critical question is whether or not
what we have done in the House will
meet timely resolution with what is
being done in the Senate, and whether
or not the rest of the bill can with-
stand administration scrutiny. That is
what is at stake. It is not the quality
of the work that has been done by the
gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, the
question is, is there enough money in
the bill to do the census?

Mr. SAWYER. I believe there is, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. REGULA), a very hard working
member of our subcommittee.
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(Mr. REGULA asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

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

I want to say that the chairman of
the subcommittee and the ranking
member and the staff have done an ex-
cellent job under the constraints that
were put on the subcommittee in terms
of the amount available.

Mr. Chairman, this funds a very di-
verse range of projects. I would just
like to address a couple of them that I
think are very important. But first, I
would mention embassy security and
additional Border Patrol agents. Those
are certainly two items that needed ad-
ditional funding and received it.

The two I want to mention, one is the
JASON program and the other is our
trade functions. The bill provides an
additional $1 million in funding over
last year’s base for the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative’s office, because this is a
very important function in terms of
opening up markets for U.S. goods. I
think Ambassador Barshefsky has done
an outstanding job as the USTR and
has been very aggressive in getting
markets open to U.S. products, and I
am pleased that we can not only sup-
port them with last year’s numbers,
but add $1 million to their budget.

The second item under the trade
issue is the ITA, the International
Trade Administration. They too, as
part of the Commerce Department,
have continued with the important
programs, including the Import Admin-
istration, which enforces our U.S. trade
laws. We have had a number of cases in
which they have ruled in favor of
American goods to prevent unfair trade
practices and dumping into our market
and taking jobs away from American
workers. Those two things, opening
foreing markets and protecting U.S.
jobs against unfair trading practices,
are critical to the expansion of our
economy and the job base and main-
taining well-paying jobs.

The other item is the JASON project.
This is an exciting program. JASON is
pioneering in terms of interactive TV.
This is the way in which a classroom in
Ohio or Kentucky or New York can
take the electronic school bus to sites
all over the world. Thus far, JASON
has taken students to the Yellowstone
National Park and compared the
thermals there, with thermals in Ice-
land. They have taken students to the
bottom of Monterey Bay. They have
taken students to the rain forest in
Brazil. So students in a classroom, in
our case in Ohio, could interact
through the medium of TV to talk to
these people in Monterrey Bay or in
the rain forest.

This is an exciting program, and I
think it is going to be the future. I can
see when the agencies around this city,
the National Gallery, the Smithsonian,
the Kennedy Center, the Holocaust Mu-
seum will be doing a lot of this type of
work with classrooms throughout the

Nation. We provide $2 million for the
JASON program. Next year they hope
to take students into outer space and
deep sea laboratories and juxtaposite
the outer space with the deep sea lab-
oratories in one program, so students
can compare what is not only hap-
pening up in space, but what is hap-
pening on inner space, namely the bot-
toms of the oceans or in the deep sea
areas.

So it is a great project. I am pleased
that we have the funding for this in the
bill. This is the third year, and I be-
lieve it is a pioneering effort that will
bring great benefits to the education
programs of this Nation.

I would like to commend the Chairman for
putting together a bill under very difficult cir-
cumstances this year.

The Commerce, Justice, State Appropria-
tions bill contains many diverse functions from
Federal law enforcement programs, to trade
negotiation and enforcement programs, to dip-
lomatic functions, to the funding of our Federal
Judiciary.

Under the tight funding caps, an effort was
made to keep most programs and agencies at
last year’s levels so that no program or per-
sonnel reductions would be necessary. There
are program enhancements to ensure em-
bassy security and to provide additional border
patrol agents, in addition to the funding need-
ed to do the enhanced Census work required
by the recent Supreme Court decision.

I would like to discuss two issues of par-
ticular interest to me—funding for our national
trade functions and funding for an innovative
educational partnership with the JASON pro-
gram.

The bill provides an additional $1 million in
funding over last year’s base for the U.S.
Trade Representative’s office so that the im-
portant work of opening foreign markets for
U.S. goods is continued. The U.S. market re-
mains the most open market in the world and
it is critical that we ensure that other nations
reciprocate by opening their markets to U.S.
goods.

The Commerce Department also contains
important trade functions within the Inter-
national Trade Administration (ITA). The bill
provides funding sufficient to continue the im-
portant program within ITA including the Im-
port Administration which enforces our U.S.
trade laws against unfair foreign imports. Also
with ITA is the U.S. Foreign Commercial Serv-
ice which provides technical and practical as-
sistance to help U.S. companies enter foreign
markets.

Expanding markets for U.S. goods and pro-
tecting domestic industries against unfair for-
eign imports are two important functions of our
Federal Government. These functions are crit-
ical to ensure a level playing field in the global
marketplace and to maintain well-paying jobs
for American workers.

The bill also provides $2 million to continue
the exciting educational partnership that has
developed between the JASON program and
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin-
istration (NOAA). The partnership allows Fed-
eral research on oceans to be used in the
interactive educational JASON program. This
program seeks to excite our elementary, junior
high and high school students into pursuing
careers in the sciences.

Next year the students will be studying ‘‘ex-
treme environments’’ focusing on outer space

and deep sea laboratories and comparing the
science related to both of these environments.

Every year after studying the course mate-
rials, the students take the electronic school
bus on a virtual scientific expedition using
interactive communications technology. This
innovative program represents the future of
our education system.

I urge members to support the Fiscal Year
2000 Commerce, Justice, State Appropriations
bill.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from Or-
egon (Ms. HOOLEY).

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the Chair, and I thank
my ranking member for allowing me
this time.

I rise today in opposition to this bill.
I do not think this bill reflects our na-
tional priorities. I am concerned about
this bill’s commitment to reducing
crime. This bill virtually eliminates
the COPS program, which is the com-
munity policing program, despite the
fact that law enforcement groups all
over the country strongly support it. It
is no accident that the national crime
rate is at its lowest that it has been for
25 years. We can credit the drop in
crime to strong local efforts, in part-
nership with the Federal Government.
The COPS program has been a critical
part of that partnership. Yet, this bill
decimates COPS.

The COPS program has funded posi-
tions for 100,000 officers across the Na-
tion, 50,000 of which are out on the beat
right now, and the rest are being
trained and certified. But what I do not
understand is when we are enjoying un-
mitigated success in reducing the
crime rate, why would we now choose
this time to change our tactics? My
local police officers support the COPS
program, my county officials support
this program, my neighbors support
this program, and so do I.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. BAIRD).

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise today with very
serious concerns about this legislation.
Despite all of the rhetoric about being
tough on crime, this bill cuts the pro-
gram to put 100,000 police officers on
the street by $1 billion. Despite all of
the rhetoric by my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle just last night
about needing stronger science before
instituting new regulations, this bill
would make extensive cuts in science
and technology programs.

Despite our nearly unanimous claims
that we support small business, this
bill cuts SBA funding to a level that
could lead to the elimination of up to
75 percent of current staff.

And, here is the topper. Despite 200
years of advance warning on the need
for conducting a census next year, this
bill designates the decennial census as
‘‘emergency spending.’’ It does all of
this at a time when Members of this
body are finalizing a package of tax
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cuts totaling $792 billion that the peo-
ple do not think is needed, when they
think we really ought to be working on
balancing the budget and reducing the
debt.

Mr. Chairman, this is a cynical, des-
perate approach to continue this ap-
pearance of this Congress is balancing
its budget by staying in the caps while
in reality, spending the surplus on tax
breaks.

Now, that being said, I do want to
point out one area where we do agree,
and that has to do with funding for
methamphetamine programs. The
other body provided less money, and I
am grateful that this committee has
chosen to include the full thirty-five
million dollars requested by the Presi-
dent for the state and local meth-
amphetamine grant program at the De-
partment of Justice. But here is the
problem. We need more.

In my home State of Washington, the
number of methamphetamine labs has
increased by 400 percent in the first 6
months of 1999, a 400 percent increase.
Methamphetamine is produced often-
times in clandestine labs and often-
times in our rural communities. This
leads to huge problems in cleaning up
the hazardous sites and, of course, in
the use of the material itself. So far
this year, the Washington State De-
partment of Ecology has already iden-
tified 322 labs and dump sites, nearly
passing the 349 that were identified in
all of 1998.

Law enforcement officials know of
this problem. We need to fully support
funding to solve this problem, and I
will work with this committee to make
sure we increase funding for meth-
amphetamine treatment and preven-
tion.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MILLER), who is a member of our
subcommittee, but incidentally and co-
incidentally is chairman of the Sub-
committee on the Census of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, it has been a pleasure to serve
with the gentleman this year on the
Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice,
State, the Judiciary and Related Agen-
cies and to bring this appropriations
bill to the floor today, which I very
strongly support.

The Republican leadership of this
House has always made a commitment
to the American people that we will
provide the resources needed by the
Census Bureau to conduct a full enu-
meration in accordance with the Con-
stitution and the law, and we have pro-
vided that in a timely manner.

Today, this Congress will fulfill that
commitment, and we provide every dol-
lar requested by the Census Bureau for
the decennial census.

I would for a minute like to explain
how we got to this point today. While
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle have said that the cost of the cen-
sus has increased by $1.7 billion be-
cause of the Republican court chal-

lenge, nothing could be further from
the truth. We took the administration
to court because we believe that the
plan they were putting forward vio-
lated the law and the Constitution. To
be intellectually honest, any addi-
tional costs associated with the census
are because of the original plan put
forth by the administration was in vio-
lation of the law, and that is the truth,
plain and simple.

It is also important that we take into
account what the cost would have been
had the administration’s illegal plan
not been challenged in a timely man-
ner. There was a real chance that the
entire 2000 Census could have been
voided by the Supreme Court. This
could have forced us to hold up re-
apportionment and redistricting to
allow the Census Bureau time to con-
duct an emergency census at a cost of
billions and billions of dollars.

Mr. Chairman, I am sure every Mem-
ber of this body, regardless of how they
feel about sampling, is at least grati-
fied that we found out now and not
later that the Clinton-Gore plan was il-
legal. There is no doubt that it will al-
ways cost more to be thorough and ac-
curate than it does to cut corners and
take a risky short cut.

While some are critical of the mecha-
nism being used to fund the census, it
seems to me that the most important
thing is that we are paying for the cen-
sus to be done correctly. Republicans
have always given the Census Bureau
the money it needs. In fact, in each of
the appropriation bills for the past sev-
eral years, we have given the Census
Bureau more money than the adminis-
tration has requested. In fact, this fis-
cal year 1999, we gave the Bureau al-
most $180 million more than requested
by the administration. The Repub-
licans made a promise to pay a full
count census, and today, we are ful-
filling that promise. Promise made,
promise kept.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support final passage of the Com-
merce, Justice, State, the Judiciary
and Related Agencies appropriations
bill.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, no matter what we do, we
must fund the decennial census, and we
have to stop putting the census in jeop-
ardy. The Census Bureau needs full
funding by October 1. The administra-
tion has requested $4.5 billion in order
to count everyone in America. The bill
before us contains all but about $11
million of that request, and I commend
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
ROGERS) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO) and the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. MILLER), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on the Cen-
sus of the Committee on Government
Reform for providing that money.

Almost as important, this bill con-
tains none of the onerous language pro-
hibiting the use of modern scientific

methods which has been in previous
Commerce-Justice-State funding bills
that have held up two budgets and led
to one presidential veto of a disaster
relief bill because of the antisampling
language attached to it.

The Census Bureau plans to use such
methods to conduct a quality check on
the raw census field counts. These
more accurate numbers can and will be
used for nonapportionment purposes
like redistricting and the distribution
of hundreds of millions of dollars in
Federal funds.

Mr. Chairman, we have been debating
the census for an entire decade. No one
should be surprised. But Congress
failed to allow for the census in the
Balanced Budget Act of 1997, and now,
we find ourselves in the embarrassing
situation of declaring the census unan-
ticipated. This is not an emergency. We
have done the census every 10 years
since 1790. The majority is about to put
together and pass a huge tax cut. They
should pay for the census out of that,
rather than resorting to an accounting
trick and declaring it an emergency.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentlewoman will yield, the
question was raised by the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. SAWYER) and the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY) about timing on October 1.
As I have said in the past, I will work
with the chairman and the leadership
to make sure the funding is going to be
there on October 1 if a CR, which hap-
pens historically, on this bill is nec-
essary. Because I agree and I under-
stand the problem, and as we have in
the past, we have always worked to
make sure that money flows.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, as the
gentleman knows better than most
people, the tight time frame that the
Census Bureau is on, all that needs to
be done, and it is very strictly marked
down on a tight time frame.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY) has again expired.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 additional seconds to the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, what bothers me is if the
bill is vetoed, as the President has said
he will do, then that will put in jeop-
ardy the time frame of getting the
money to the Census Bureau on time.

b 1345
Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield

3 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS).

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to engage the distinguished chair-
man of the subcommittee in a col-
loquy.
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Mr. Chairman, I want to commend

the Committee on crafting a bill which
I feel is extremely fair under the cir-
cumstances. Given this, I know that
funding any new initiatives or re-
quested increases was all but impos-
sible. However, there are three key pro-
grams which are vitally important that
I would like to continue to work to-
gether on as the bill moves through
conference.

The administration requested fund-
ing for a Pacific Salmon Recovery
Fund which would assist the four West
Coast States of Alaska, Washington,
Oregon, and California, and help them
respond to the recent Endangered Spe-
cies Act listings of 13 salmon and
steelhead populations.

Our region has been extremely hard
hit by these listings, and is responding
with both local and State money, but
the Federal money requested by the ad-
ministration is imperative, given the
complexity of this species and the
densely populated areas they impact.

Related to the coastal initiative, the
National Marine Fisheries Service has
requested an increase for expanded
workload on the West Coast for Endan-
gered Species Act requirements. With-
out the necessary consultation and per-
mitting, routine growth in our region
will come to a standstill.

Lastly, the United States and Canada
recently reached agreement on the Pa-
cific Salmon Treaty, which sets har-
vest restrictions and conservation
measures between the two countries.
To implement this agreement, the ad-
ministration has requested appropria-
tions for two endowment funds to as-
sist with resource conservation and
targeted buybacks.

Given the importance of this treaty
in addressing over-harvest, I remain
optimistic that this, too, may be revis-
ited.

It is my strong hope that the gen-
tleman can agree to continue to work
with me on these issues as the bill pro-
ceeds in conference. I would be happy
to work with the gentleman.

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

Mr. DICKS. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. I would be happy to
work with the gentleman, Mr. Chair-
man. I know how important the gen-
tleman feels this is to his State and re-
gion. We will be happy to continue to
work with him.

Mr. DICKS. I thank the gentleman. I
commend him for his work on the bill.

I want to compliment the ranking
member, who has also promised he
would work with us on this important
issue.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WU).

(Mr. WU asked and was given permis-
sion to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
gentleman from Washington for bringing such
an important issue to the forefront of the de-
bate.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of efforts to
provide much-needed resources to the Pacific
Coast Salmon Recovery Fund. This fund will
help local efforts in Oregon, and across the
Pacific Northwest, to restore native salmon
runs.

I also want to commend Oregon Governor
John Kitzhaber and Washington Governor
Gary Locke for their hard work and interstate
cooperation on this issue.

Salmon are a cultural icon in the Pacific
Northwest; indeed, they are part of our iden-
tify. But salmon are also a national treasure,
and more importantly, they are an indicator
species. Like the canary in the coal mine, the
health of salmon tell us volumes about how
clean and safe our rivers and streams are.

Steep declines in Northwest salmon have
led to several species listings under the En-
dangered Species Act. The four H’s which
have contributed to the consistent decline of
salmon are habitat, hatcheries, hydro and har-
vest: Only by making sound investments in the
programs that address these four H’s, will we
be able to bring salmon back.

The Pacific Coast Salmon Recovery Fund,
which was included in the President’s Budget
at a level of $100 million, will support local ini-
tiatives to save salmon. It will help give states
the ability to improve habitat, and bring salm-
on back. The Pacific Coast Salmon Recovery
Fund will help local communities continue ef-
forts such as mass marking, which help com-
mercial and sport fisherman determine the dif-
ference between habitat fish and wild fish.
Mass marking can reduce the amount of wild
fish that are mistakenly taken and thus con-
tinue economic stability by harvesting hatchery
fish. Finally, the Pacific Salmon Recovery fund
could help local communities build Fish lad-
ders, purchase fish friendly turbines and con-
tinue with mitigation around dams.

These are just a few examples of important
initiatives that people in Oregon and the
Northwest have taken upon themselves to re-
store salmon. All of these local initiatives are
in desperate need of federal help.

Several species of salmon are on the verge
of extinction, and we now find ourselves with
a choice to make. Are we going to honor the
commitments we have made to our children?
Will they have the chance to enjoy clean water
and healthy streams in the future? Will they in-
herit a healthy ecosystem that includes indige-
nous salmon? Or are we going to stand idly
by and let salmon vanish?

By funding the Pacific Coast Salmon Recov-
ery Fund, we can continue the process of
helping coastal states recovery salmon. I want
to work with my friend from Washington, Mr.
DICKS, and the entire subcommittee to help
ensure that the Pacific Coast Salmon Recov-
ery Fund is funded at the maximum possible
level, and that Oregon gets its fair share.

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

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to praise
the gentleman for the excellent work
that he has done on this bill.

With that, and saying that I am op-
posed to the bill, I will lay out the rea-
sons why I am opposed to the Com-
merce-State-Justice appropriation bill.

It is my view in this effort that in
order for the Republican leadership to

fund a massive tax cut, that this bill
will ultimately do harm to the most
vulnerable people in our society, to mi-
norities and to communities attempt-
ing to make their streets safe. This bill
cuts in half the funding for the Legal
Services Corporation, which is the Re-
publican leadership’s attempt to phase
out this program.

It zeros out the hiring portion of the
COPS program, meaning 50,000 fewer
police officers will be on our streets.
This bill freezes the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Commission, which
will hinder the agency’s efforts to re-
duce the backlog of discrimination
complaints.

Funding for the Civil Rights Division
under Justice is so low that it will tie
the hands of investigators looking into
prosecuting criminal civil rights cases,
including hate crimes. The list goes on.
The bill eliminates the Advanced Tech-
nology Program in order to pick a fight
with the administration. It decimates
funding for the Small Business Admin-
istration’s work force, causing a reduc-
tion in force of more than 2,400 Federal
employees, or 74 percent of the SBA’s
work force.

It eliminates the entire $20 million to
help the Justice Department initiate
litigation against the big tobacco com-
panies in order to recover Federal costs
for smoking-related illnesses. It freezes
State Department funds.

It pretends to deal with U.N. arrear-
ages, but makes them subject to au-
thorization, so if the authorizing bill
gets held up, the U.S. could lose its
voting rights in the General Assembly.
It guts the NOAA and the National
Weather Service.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that we
ought not to vote to gut legal services,
to gut civil rights, our police forces, or
the Small Business Administration, or
research on advanced technology. Vote
no on the Commerce-State-Justice ap-
propriation bill because I believe that
it has America’s priorities upside
down.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MEEKS), my friend, col-
league, and neighbor.

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to engage in a col-
loquy with the ranking member, the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO).

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
the committee for including report lan-
guage recognizing the tragic killing of
Amadou Diallo in the Bronx, New
York, in the gentleman’s district. How-
ever, I still feel the need for additional
report language regarding police bru-
tality.

In the committee report’s section
dealing with the Bureau of Justice Sta-
tistics, the committee directs BGS to
implement a voluntary annual report-
ing system of all deaths in law enforce-
ment custody, and to provide a report
to the committee on its progress no
later than July 1, 2000.

Although this is a start in addressing
this problem, I ask for report language
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that instructs the Attorney General to
do three things: Evaluate and collect
data in regard to police brutality; not
later than September 15, 2000, to report
the findings; and third and most impor-
tantly, make recommendations to Con-
gress regarding effective strategies to
combat such brutal acts.

It is not enough for a statistical re-
port to be issued like the one I have in
my hand. We need recommendations to
solve this problem, and we need to
work hand in hand with the Attorney
General.

I just ask the gentleman, will he help
to work on that to make sure it is in
the reporting language?

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

Mr. MEEKS of New York. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SERRANO. I thank the gen-
tleman for his concern. Mr. Chairman,
we have worked together on this issue.
This is a very serious issue, to the
point where the gentleman and I gave
ourselves up for arrest during dem-
onstrations that took place in New
York. We did not do that lightly. We
took that very seriously at this stage
in our development as human beings,
and at this stage in our careers.

I give the gentleman my word that
on the way to passage and signature of
this bill, to approval by the President,
I will do whatever I have to do to see
that we make changes in the language
that will fit the gentleman’s request
and our desire.

Mr. MEEKS of New York. I thank the
gentleman from New York, and I appre-
ciate his hard work.

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

Mr. Chairman, I just wanted once
again to thank the gentleman, my
chairman, for his work, and for the
way he has treated me in these deal-
ings. I have made it clear to the chair-
man that this is a very difficult bill;
one, however, that I personally sup-
port, and I will try in my support of
this bill to send the chairman and the
majority a message that I stand ready,
willing, and able to work with them to
make this bill a better bill.

However, I have to state that with
the problems that this bill has, it still
does have a very positive statement
about the Census, one that I support,
one that I know is necessary, and one
that I thank the chairman for.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, let me close with
thanking the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO). As I said, he is a
new member of the subcommittee, as
well as being the new ranking member
of the subcommittee, and that is a
heavy chore dumped in his lap over-
night. But he has carried it out admi-
rably and with good humor. He makes
the heaviest of tasks a lot lighter be-
cause of his sense of humor and his joy,
and he is a joy to work with.

I appreciate very much the work that
he has done on this bill with us all year
long. He has attended every hearing,
and I think we had 23 or so hearings
covering a broad expanse of the govern-
ment. But the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO) educated himself
on those matters as the hearings came
up, and participated brilliantly, and he
has been a real asset. I mean that sin-
cerely, and I appreciate his work.

I appreciate his support for the bill.
That takes a good deal of courage, and
I really appreciate that kind of com-
mitment.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, Webster’s dic-
tionary defines the word emergency as, ‘‘an
unforseen combination of circumstances or the
resulting state that calls for immediate action.’’
In the past, Congress has passed emergency
spending legislation to address pressing
needs resulting from natural disasters, wars or
other unforseen crisis. But today, the House
will consider legislation to expand the defini-
tion of ‘‘emergency’’ to fund, of all things, the
census.

Now, maybe I’m just naive. Or maybe I just
don’t get it. But from what I understand, the
federal government has been conducting the
census every ten years since 1790. In fact,
the authority of Congress to do so is explicitly
enumerated in the Constitution. Over 200
years later, how can anyone with a straight
face really say that census funding is some-
thing unforseen—an emergency?

If funding for the census is truly an emer-
gency, what is not? What about the Depart-
ments of Treasury, Justice or State? Like the
census, these are a core responsibility of the
federal government. Should we use emer-
gency spending to fund these departments?
Where does it end?

Unfortunately, this isn’t the first time Con-
gress has used emergency spending to by-
pass spending limits. The Omnibus spending
bill passed last year contained about $20 bil-
lion in speciously classified emergency spend-
ing. I voted against that bill for the same rea-
son that I will oppose this legislation today—
because it is fiscally irresponsible.

It’s time to end this charade. We impose
budget caps for a very simple reason—to con-
trol spending. If we are not willing to respect
those caps, let’s not use a bunch of fancy
budget gimmickry and smoke and mirrors to
fool the American people into believing that
we are. Let’s have an honest vote—up or
down—on whether or not we are willing to
abide by the agreement we passed in 1997.
At least that way, the American people will
know who is serious about controlling spend-
ing and who is not.

I urge my colleagues to support the Coburn
Amendment.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman,
I rise to thank the distinguished Chairman of
the Commerce, Justice, State, and Judiciary
Subcommittee, the Ranking Member, and all
members of the Subcommittee for the inclu-
sion of a $500,000 appropriation for planning
and site money for a Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service’s (INS) detention center in
Grand Island, Nebraska.

Unfortunately, the national INS office has
been slow to respond to the urgent need for
enhanced enforcement, including additional
detention facilities, in the interior. Various eco-
nomic and geographic circumstances are at-

tracting large numbers of illegal aliens to Ne-
braska and other interior states. In response,
INS launched enforcement initiatives in Ne-
braska and along the Interstate 80 corridor.
However, INS does not currently have deten-
tion facilities in our state to house illegal
aliens. That’s why I am pleased the Chairman
recognizes the importance of locating a deten-
tion facility in my district, Nebraska.

In closing, I want to once again express my
appreciation to the Chairman for his attention
to Nebraska’s concerns and his efforts toward
improving INS administration, enforcement,
and service.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to express my strong support of the FY2000
Commerce, Justice, State and Judiciary ap-
propriations bill for FY2000. Approving this
legislation would provide $585 million in funds
for State Criminal Alien Assistance Program
(SCAAP).

SCAAP was established as a way to reim-
burse state and local governments for the
costs of incarcerating illegal criminal aliens.
These funds are distributed at the discretion of
the Department of Justice to those states most
afflicted by this problem.

Mr. Chairman, California shoulders approxi-
mately half the costs associated with criminal
aliens in the entire nation. It is clear to me that
at both the State and Federal level for the
containment of those criminals are staggering
and should not be made the responsibility of
the California taxpayer alone.

Mr. Chairman, illegal immigration is a prob-
lem the Federal government should be ad-
dressing. Neither California nor any other state
should be made liable for the federal govern-
ment’s failure to restrict the entry of illegal im-
migrants. I encourage my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 2670, the Commerce, Justice, State,
Judiciary Appropriations Bill.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, the
Commerce, Justice, State Appropriations bill
contains a number of provisions of importance
to the people of my district. Two National
Weather Service (NWS) programs in particular
are of critical importance: the funding level for
the Advanced Weather Interactive Processing
System (AWIPS) Build 5, and the reductions
in base operations dollars. I would ask that the
Members of the conference committee support
these critical programs during conference.

AWIPS is a key component of the National
Weather Service multiyear, multi-billion dollar
modernization effort. AWIPS capabilities have
enabled NWS forecasters throughout the
country to provide more timely, accurate fore-
casts and warnings to the American people.
The capability of this new technology was
most recently demonstrated during the May
tornado outbreak in Oklahoma and Kansas.
The investment of new technology, as rep-
resented by AWIPS, has saved lives.

Funding AWIPS Build 5 is crucial to the
continuing success of NWS modernization.
Longer lead times for severe weather warn-
ings is but one example of the many benefits
of the Build 5 program. An increase of as little
as 4 minutes of lead time can mean the dif-
ference between life and death for people in
the path of a tornado. I hope the Conference
committee Members will also support this ini-
tiative.

NWS base operations funds provide the
wherewithal to staff the offices, analyze the
data, gather the time critical information need-
ed to produce the warnings and forecasts on
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which all Americans rely. The NWS is com-
mitted to becoming a ‘‘No Surprise’’ weather
service, and the key to accomplishing that
goal is a combination of the latest technology
coupled with sufficient personnel to operate
and understand it. Cuts to base funds cut
bone, not fat, Mr. Chairman, and I would ask
the members to the conference committee to
remember that as this legislation proceeds to
conference.

Mr. Chairman, the NWS is a critical federal
agency. The work of the men and women at
offices across the country affects each and
every one of use every single day, twenty-four
hours a day. Let’s give them the resources
needed—both in terms of personnel and tech-
nology—to continue to do the tremendous job,
which we have become accustomed.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the effort this bill represents to in-
crease security at America’s embassies
around the world. I have seen my share of our
embassies, and know the Americans and na-
tional employees who work there to be coura-
geous people who are committed to their
work, and who deserve the support of this
Congress and our State Department.

I comment Chairman ROGERS and Mr.
SERRANO for their work on this bill, and for
their commitment to see that we do everything
in our power to deter attacks like those on two
of our embassies last year—and that no future
attack, if one occurs, produces such carnage.

I particularly appreciate their efforts to see
that the situation at our embassy in Cambodia
is addressed. As I have told the Committee,
the State Department, and others, I recently
visited Cambodia and was shocked to see
how exposed it is to almost any threat. The
building is virtually on top of a busy street,
with no setback, and is shared with non-em-
bassy organizations. It would not take a bomb
to do severe damage; even a hand grenade
tossed from the street would certainly kill
Americans and Cambodians who work there.

Mr. Chairman, after 30 years of civil war
Cambodia is now achieving peace. But while
there is no longer the threat of war, the coun-
try is far from stable; street violence and pub-
lic unrest had been common until recent
months and the U.S. embassy was one site of
Chinese demonstrations after the United
States mistakenly bombed Beijing’s embassy
in Belgrade.

I appreciate that the Committee does not
want to list which embassies are vulnerable in
report language that it traditionally uses to
give direction to government officials. But I
want to thank the Committee’s members for
whatever they can do to get the State Depart-
ment to do something to make Embassy
Phnom Penh safer.

In my view, too much attention is being fo-
cused on a few Cadillac solutions that turn a
handful of embassies into impenetrable for-
tresses—but leave all the rest not a whit safer.
I think money invested in relocating our em-
bassy in Cambodia, as our outgoing ambas-
sador has suggested, would be money well
spent, and I hope the Committee and its staff
will keep pressing until we get a solution that
is more responsible than the State Depart-
ment’s suggestion to our ambassador that he
move the embassy to another country.

I am hopeful about the United States’ rela-
tions with Cambodia, and believe we now
have an unusual opportunity to help close the
door on the wars and genocide that have dev-

astated it for 30 years. Many hurdles remain
to helping its suffering people, but few of them
could set back U.S. policy as an attack on our
embassy could—even if, by some miracle
given the building’s situation, no one was hurt.

Mr. Chairman, I will continue to urge this
Administration to look for an immediate rem-
edy to this disaster-waiting-to-happen. Not
only is that essential to the safety of some of
the hardest-working foreign service officers I
have met during my many years of focusing
on humanitarian issues; it is also important for
our efforts to aid some of the poorest people
in the world.

Mr. Chairman, my thanks again to the Com-
mittee for its achievement in providing money
needed to secure America’s embassies.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today to comment on H.R. 2670, the
Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judiciary
Appropriations Act of 1999. This bill contains
funding for the Department of Commerce’s
(DOC) Science and Technology programs as
well as legislative guidance on some key
project management issues at the Department
of Commerce.

In May of this year, the Committee on
Science passed H.R. 1552, the Marine Re-
search and Related Environmental Research
and Development Programs Authorization Act
of 1999, and H.R. 1553, the National Weather
Service and Related Agencies Authorization
Act of 1999. H.R. 1553 has since passed the
House on May 19th and awaits Senate action.

In H.R. 2670, NOAA is funded at
$1,959,838,000 and contains transfers of
$67,226,000. Within this amount, the National
Weather Service (NWS) is funded at
$599,196,000, which is a 7% increase over
the FY 1999 enacted. Chairman Rogers noted
that the NWS is the highest priority within
NOAA and I concur with his comments. The
protection of our citizens’ life and property
from severe weather must be NOAA’s highest
priority.

This bill funds the Office of Oceanic and At-
mospheric Research at NOAA at a level of
$260,560,000. I concur with Chairman ROG-
ERS’ assessment that this office should not be
funding duplicative social-science and human
dimensions research, and should fund hard
computational science that has real benefit to
the American taxpayer. The National Science
Foundation (NSF) has a social science pro-
gram area that is capable of making these as-
sessments and I consider social science re-
search at NOAA to be a low research priority.

I am pleased that the National Sea Grant
College Program is funded at $58,500,000,
which is $7,000,000 above the President’s re-
quest. Sea Grant’s cost-sharing approach with
states provides greater bang for the research
buck and in tight fiscal times it is the best way
to stretch research dollars.

Finally, I am extremely gratified that Chair-
man ROGERS decided not to fund the Fisheries
Research Vessels that were in the NOAA re-
quest. The Commerce Inspector General and
the Government Accounting Office have point-
ed out time and time again the need for
outsourcing NOAA fleet operations. While
NOAA is making some progress in the ocean-
ographic and hydrographic outsourcing areas,
there is little to no progress in the fisheries re-
search area. I urge NOAA to examine the use
of UNOLS vessels to support fisheries re-
search. NOAA should closely examine the
Dorman report which pointed out that the need
for these ships is questionable.

H.R. 2670 funds the National Institute of
Standards and Technology (NIST) at
$436,686,000 for FY 2000. This amount is
$300,270,000 below the President’s request
and $210,464,000 below the FY 1999 enacted
amount.

The Advanced Technology Program (ATP)
at NIST is terminated in H.R. 2670. As I have
stated in the past, until fundamental reforms
are made to ATP that will ensure that federal
grant funding is not simply displacing private
capital investment, I do not think the program
should be funded. The Science Committee
and the full House passed just such structural
changes to the program last year, but unfortu-
nately the Senate did not act on them. The
changes would not only prevent the displace-
ment of private capital, but would increase pri-
vate sector matching requirements for the pro-
gram. Congresswoman MORELLA has once
again introduced legislation, H.R. 1744, the
National Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology Authorization Act of 1999, to fix the
problem and authorize ATP. I am hopeful that
this time the bill will be enacted.

The Manufacturing Extension Partnership
(MEP) at NIST is funded at a level of
$99,836,000 in H.R. 2670. I am pleased that
the bill fully funds MEP at the President’s.

Finally, the construction account at NIST is
funded at $56,714,000 for FY 2000. This will
provide $44,916,000 of the required funds for
the Advanced Measurements Laboratory. Un-
fortunately, funding AML at this level will not
allow NIST to begin construction of the project
during FY 2000. The AML is necessary due to
the precise measurements required for estab-
lishing standards associated with today’s in-
creasingly complex technologies. It is my hope
that additional funding may become available
during the Conference to allow construction of
AML to begin during Fiscal Year 2000.

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

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule.

The amendments printed in House
Report 106–284 may be offered only by a
Member designated in the report, and
only at the appropriate point in the
reading of the bill, shall be considered
read, debatable for the time specified
in the report, equally divided and con-
trolled by a proponent and an oppo-
nent, and shall not be subject to
amendment.

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

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

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
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Congress assembled, That the following sums
are appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and for
other purposes, namely:

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the administra-
tion of the Department of Justice, $79,328,000,
of which not to exceed $3,317,000 is for the
Facilities Program 2000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That not to exceed
43 permanent positions and 44 full-time
equivalent workyears and $8,136,000 shall be
expended for the Department Leadership
Program exclusive of augmentation that oc-
curred in these offices in fiscal year 1999:
Provided further, That not to exceed 41 per-
manent positions and 48 full-time equivalent
workyears and $4,811,000 shall be expended
for the Offices of Legislative Affairs and
Public Affairs: Provided further, That the lat-
ter two aforementioned offices shall not be
augmented by personnel details, temporary
transfers of personnel on either a reimburs-
able or non-reimbursable basis or any other
type of formal or informal transfer or reim-
bursement of personnel or funds on either a
temporary or long-term basis: Provided fur-
ther, That the Attorney General is author-
ized to transfer, under such terms and condi-
tions as the Attorney General shall specify,
forfeited real or personal property of limited
or marginal value, as such value is deter-
mined by guidelines established by the At-
torney General, to a State or local govern-
ment agency, or its designated contractor or
transferee, for use to support drug abuse
treatment, drug and crime prevention and
education, housing, job skills, and other
community-based public health and safety
programs: Provided further, That any transfer
under the preceding proviso shall not create
or confer any private right of action in any
person against the United States, and shall
be treated as a reprogramming under section
605 of this Act.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word for the purposes of entering into
a colloquy with the subcommittee
chairman.

Mr. Chairman, let me first say that I
appreciate all the hard work that the
gentleman and his committee have
done on this measure.

As the chairman knows, the recent
listings of the nine salmon and
steelhead runs in the Pacific Northwest
as endangered has resulted in substan-
tial delays in the processing of jeop-
ardy reviews under the Endangered
Species Act by the National Marine
Fisheries Service.

This backlog has already caused im-
portant local transportation projects
to be delayed, and has even put Federal
highway funding for some of these
projects at risk of expiring.

In some cases, such as the replace-
ment of traffic lights in Richland,
Washington, these projects have no dis-
cernible impact on endangered species.
I know the gentleman shares my sup-
port for the measures, which will re-
duce this backlog within existing re-
sources. The NMFS has previously en-
tered into cooperative agreements with
State agencies to use State employees
to process these reviews more quickly.

Will the chairman work with me to
encourage NMFS to continue these ef-

forts to reduce delays without increas-
ing the number of NMFS employees?

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I
yield to the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for bringing this to our
attention. I certainly share the gentle-
man’s concern about these delays. As
the gentleman knows, the committee
was forced to make some very difficult
decisions in this bill. Where steps can
be taken to address these problems
without additional Federal funding, I
am eager to see them taken, and will
assist the gentleman in that.

I will be very pleased to work with
the gentleman to encourage NMFS to
modify this matter in that direction.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. I
thank the chairman, and I look for-
ward to working with the chairman on
this issue.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
WHITFIELD). The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:
COUNTERTERRORISM FUND

For necessary expenses, as determined by
the Attorney General, $10,000,000, to remain
available until expended, to reimburse any
Department of Justice organization for (1)
the costs incurred in reestablishing the oper-
ational capability of an office or facility
which has been damaged or destroyed as a
result of any domestic or international ter-
rorist incident; and (2) the costs of providing
support to counter, investigate or prosecute
domestic or international terrorism, includ-
ing payment of rewards in connection with
these activities: Provided, That any Federal
agency may be reimbursed for the costs of
detaining in foreign countries individuals ac-
cused of acts of terrorism that violate the
laws of the United States: Provided further,
That funds provided under this paragraph
shall be available only after the Attorney
General notifies the Committees on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives
and the Senate in accordance with section
605 of this Act.

TELECOMMUNICATIONS CARRIER COMPLIANCE
FUND

For payments authorized by section 109 of
the Communications Assistance for Law En-
forcement Act (47 U.S.C. 1008), $15,000,000, to
remain available until expended.

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW AND APPEALS

For expenses necessary for the administra-
tion of pardon and clemency petitions and
immigration related activities, $84,200,000.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to ask per-
mission of the Chair and of my es-
teemed colleague and chairman of the
Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice,
State, and Judiciary if he would engage
in a brief colloquy with me.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s longstanding support of the
laboratory programs and the research
facilities at the National Institute of
Standards and Technology, known as
NIST. As the gentleman knows, NIST’s
unique mission of promoting our Na-
tion’s competitiveness requires world-
class state-of-the-art facilities to pro-
vide precise measurements for today’s
increasingly complex technologies.

As a result, an expedited NIST con-
struction of the Advanced Measure-
ment Laboratory has been an impor-
tant goal for both my Subcommittee
on Technology and, indeed, the gentle-
man’s subcommittee. Over the past 2
years the Committee on Appropria-
tions has supported the AML, appro-
priating well over half the total needed
to complete the project.

But while H.R. 2670 includes $44 mil-
lion for the AML, that is not enough to
begin construction in fiscal year 2000.

b 1400

So while I appreciate the budget con-
straints imposed upon the Sub-
committee, it is my understanding
that the Committee is still fully com-
mitted to the AML construction. I
would like to hear from the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) if that is
correct, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman from Maryland yield?

Mrs. MORELLA. Indeed, I yield to
the gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tlewoman is correct. The Committee
has continued to support the construc-
tion of the laboratory within the avail-
ability of existing resources.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the clarification of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky and ongoing
support for this. This is really impor-
tant.

Should additional funds become
available in conference with the Sen-
ate, it is my hope that a portion of
those funds can be used to begin AML
construction in fiscal year 2000.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
In addition, $50,363,000, for such purposes,

to remain available until expended, to be de-
rived from the Violent Crime Reduction
Trust Fund.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the provi-
sions of the Inspector General Act of 1978, as
amended, $42,475,000; including not to exceed
$10,000 to meet unforeseen emergencies of a
confidential character, to be expended under
the direction of, and to be accounted for
solely under the certificate of, the Attorney
General; and for the acquisition, lease, main-
tenance, and operation of motor vehicles,
without regard to the general purchase price
limitation for the current fiscal year: Pro-
vided, That up to two-tenths of one percent
of the Department of Justice’s allocation
from the Violent Crime Reduction Trust
Fund grant programs may be transferred at
the discretion of the Attorney General to
this account for the audit or other review of
such grant programs, as authorized by the
Violent Crime Control and Law Enforcement
Act of 1994 (Public Law 103–322).

UNITED STATES PAROLE COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the United
States Parole Commission as authorized by
law, $7,380,000.

LEGAL ACTIVITIES

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, GENERAL LEGAL
ACTIVITIES

For expenses necessary for the legal activi-
ties of the Department of Justice, not other-
wise provided for, including not to exceed
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$20,000 for expenses of collecting evidence, to
be expended under the direction of, and to be
accounted for solely under the certificate of,
the Attorney General; and rent of private or
Government-owned space in the District of
Columbia, $355,691,000; of which not to exceed
$10,000,000 for litigation support contracts
shall remain available until expended: Pro-
vided, That of the funds available in this ap-
propriation, not to exceed $18,166,000 shall re-
main available until expended for office au-
tomation systems for the legal divisions cov-
ered by this appropriation, and for the
United States Attorneys, the Antitrust Divi-
sion, and offices funded through ‘‘Salaries
and Expenses’’, General Administration: Pro-
vided further, That of the total amount ap-
propriated, not to exceed $1,000 shall be
available to the United States National Cen-
tral Bureau, INTERPOL, for official recep-
tion and representation expenses.

In addition, $147,929,000, to be derived from
the Violent Crime Reduction Trust Fund, to
remain available until expended for such
purposes.

In addition, for reimbursement of expenses
of the Department of Justice associated with
processing cases under the National Child-
hood Vaccine Injury Act of 1986, as amended,
not to exceed $3,424,000, to be appropriated
from the Vaccine Injury Compensation Trust
Fund.
SALARIES AND EXPENSES, ANTITRUST DIVISION

For expenses necessary for the enforce-
ment of antitrust and kindred laws,
$57,368,000: Provided, That, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, not to exceed
$57,368,000 of offsetting collections derived
from fees collected in fiscal year 2000 for
premerger notification filings under the
Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improvements
Act of 1976 (15 U.S.C. 18(a) note) shall be re-
tained and used for necessary expenses in
this appropriation, and shall remain avail-
able until expended: Provided further, That
the sum herein appropriated from the Gen-
eral Fund shall be reduced as such offsetting
collections are received during fiscal year
2000, so as to result in a final fiscal year 2000
appropriation from the General Fund esti-
mated at not more than $0.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, UNITED STATES
ATTORNEYS

For necessary expenses of the Offices of the
United States Attorneys, including intergov-
ernmental and cooperative agreements,
$1,161,957,000; of which not to exceed $2,500,000
shall be available until September 30, 2001,
for (1) training personnel in debt collection,
(2) locating debtors and their property, (3)
paying the net costs of selling property, and
(4) tracking debts owed to the United States
Government: Provided, That of the total
amount appropriated, not to exceed $8,000
shall be available for official reception and
representation expenses: Provided further,
That not to exceed $10,000,000 of those funds
available for automated litigation support
contracts shall remain available until ex-
pended: Provided further, That, in addition to
reimbursable full-time equivalent workyears
available to the Offices of the United States
Attorneys, not to exceed 9,044 positions and
9,360 full-time equivalent workyears shall be
supported from the funds appropriated in
this Act for the United States Attorneys.

UNITED STATES TRUSTEE SYSTEM FUND

For necessary expenses of the United
States Trustee Program, as authorized by 28
U.S.C. 589a(a), $114,248,000, to remain avail-
able until expended and to be derived from
the United States Trustee System Fund: Pro-
vided, That, notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, deposits to the Fund shall be
available in such amounts as may be nec-
essary to pay refunds due depositors: Pro-

vided further, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, $114,248,000 of offset-
ting collections derived from fees collected
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 589a(b) shall be re-
tained and used for necessary expenses in
this appropriation and remain available
until expended: Provided further, That the
sum herein appropriated from the Fund shall
be reduced as such offsetting collections are
received during fiscal year 2000, so as to re-
sult in a final fiscal year 2000 appropriation
from the Fund estimated at $0: Provided fur-
ther, That 28 U.S.C. 589a is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘and’’ in subsection (b)(7); by striking
the period in subsection (b)(8) and inserting
in lieu thereof ‘‘; and’’; and by adding a new
paragraph as follows: ‘‘(9) interest earned on
Fund investment.’’.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, FOREIGN CLAIMS
SETTLEMENT COMMISSION

For expenses necessary to carry out the ac-
tivities of the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission, including services as author-
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $1,175,000.

Mr. ROGERS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the remainder of the bill
through page 12 line 16 be considered as
read, printed in the RECORD, and open
to amendment at any time.

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

There was no objection.
The text of the bill from page 9, line

1 through page 12, line 16 is as follows:
SALARIES AND EXPENSES, UNITED STATES

MARSHALS SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the United
States Marshals Service; including the ac-
quisition, lease, maintenance, and operation
of vehicles, and the purchase of passenger
motor vehicles for police-type use, without
regard to the general purchase price limita-
tion for the current fiscal year, $329,289,000,
as authorized by 28 U.S.C. 561(i); of which not
to exceed $6,000 shall be available for official
reception and representation expenses; of
which not to exceed $4,000,000 for develop-
ment, implementation, maintenance and
support, and training for an automated pris-
oner information system shall remain avail-
able until expended; and of which not less
than $2,762,000 shall be for the costs of con-
version to narrowband communications and
for the operations and maintenance of legacy
Land Mobile Radio systems: Provided, That
such amount shall be transferred to and ad-
ministered by the Department of Justice
Wireless Management Office.

In addition, $209,620,000, for such purposes,
to remain available until expended, to be de-
rived from the Violent Crime Reduction
Trust Fund.

CONSTRUCTION

For planning, constructing, renovating,
equipping, and maintaining United States
Marshals Service prisoner-holding space in
United States courthouses and federal build-
ings, including the renovation and expansion
of prisoner movement areas, elevators, and
sallyports, $4,600,000, to remain available
until expended.
JUSTICE PRISONER AND ALIEN TRANSPORTATION

SYSTEM FUND, UNITED STATES MARSHALS
SERVICE

Beginning in fiscal year 2000 and there-
after, payment shall be made from the Jus-
tice Prisoner and Alien Transportation Sys-
tem Fund for necessary expenses related to
the scheduling and transportation of United
States prisoners and illegal and criminal
aliens in the custody of the United States
Marshals Service, as authorized in 18 U.S.C.

4013, including, without limitation, salaries
and expenses, operations, and the acquisi-
tion, lease, and maintenance of aircraft and
support facilities: Provided, That the Fund
shall be reimbursed or credited with advance
payments from amounts available to the De-
partment of Justice, other Federal agencies,
and other sources at rates that will recover
the expenses of Fund operations, including,
without limitation, accrual of annual leave
and depreciation of plant and equipment of
the Fund: Provided further, That proceeds
from the disposal of Fund aircraft shall be
credited to the Fund: Provided further, That
amounts in the Fund shall be available with-
out fiscal year limitation, and may be used
for operating equipment lease agreements
that do not exceed 5 years.

FEDERAL PRISONER DETENTION

For expenses, related to United States
prisoners in the custody of the United States
Marshals Service as authorized in 18 U.S.C.
4013, but not including expenses otherwise
provided for in appropriations available to
the Attorney General, $525,000,000, as author-
ized by 28 U.S.C. 561(i), to remain available
until expended.

FEES AND EXPENSES OF WITNESSES

For expenses, mileage, compensation, and
per diems of witnesses, for expenses of con-
tracts for the procurement and supervision
of expert witnesses, for private counsel ex-
penses, and for per diems in lieu of subsist-
ence, as authorized by law, including ad-
vances, $95,000,000, to remain available until
expended; of which not to exceed $6,000,000
may be made available for planning, con-
struction, renovations, maintenance, remod-
eling, and repair of buildings, and the pur-
chase of equipment incident thereto, for pro-
tected witness safesites; and of which not to
exceed $1,000,000 may be made available for
the purchase and maintenance of armored
vehicles for transportation of protected wit-
nesses.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, COMMUNITY
RELATIONS SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the Community
Relations Service, established by title X of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, $7,199,000 and, in
addition, up to $1,000,000 of funds made avail-
able to the Department of Justice in this Act
may be transferred by the Attorney General
to this account: Provided, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, upon a
determination by the Attorney General that
emergent circumstances require additional
funding for conflict prevention and resolu-
tion activities of the Community Relations
Service, the Attorney General may transfer
such amounts to the Community Relations
Service, from available appropriations for
the current fiscal year for the Department of
Justice, as may be necessary to respond to
such circumstances: Provided further, That
any transfer pursuant to the previous pro-
viso shall be treated as a reprogramming
under section 605 of this Act and shall not be
available for obligation or expenditure ex-
cept in compliance with the procedures set
forth in that section.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

ASSETS FORFEITURE FUND

For expenses authorized by 28 U.S.C.
524(c)(1) (A)(ii), (B), (F), and (G), as amended,
$23,000,000, to be derived from the Depart-
ment of Justice Assets Forfeiture Fund.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to that portion of the bill?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SERRANO

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

The Clerk read as follows:
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Amendment offered by Mr. SERRANO:
Page 12, line 19, after the dollar amount,

insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$23,000,000)’’.

Page 14, line 7, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $20,000,000)’’.

Page 18, line 18, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$44,000,000)’’.

Page 21, line 21, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$44,000,000)’’.

Page 22, line 21, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$32,000,000)’’.

Page 65, line 17, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$24,000,000)’’.

Page 72, line 5, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $10,000,000)’’.

Page 93, line 25, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$109,000,000)’’.

Page 94, line 1, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$108,110,000)’’.

Page 94, line 2, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by $890,000)’’.

Mr. SERRANO (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, my

amendment would increase the appro-
priation for the Legal Services Cor-
poration to $250 million. Of this in-
crease, $108 million would be for the
LSC’s basic field programs and re-
quired independent audits and $900,000
would bring the Office of Inspector
General up to the fiscal year 1999 level
to assist in improving case reporting.

To offset the increase and assure that
the amendment is outlay-neutral, it
would cut $23 million from administra-
tion of the Justice Department’s Asset
Forfeiture Fund, $20 million from the
FBI’s National Instant Check System,
$32 million from the salaries and ex-
penses of the Bureau of Prisons, $24
million from the salaries and expenses
of the Federal Judiciary, and $10 mil-
lion from the salaries and expenses of
the Department of State, and transfers
$44 million within the Immigration and
Naturalization Service.

These are not easy cuts to make. But
each can be justified. The cut of 53 per-
cent contained in the bill would vir-
tually abandon our long-standing Fed-
eral commitment to the legal protec-
tion of low-income Americans, includ-
ing children, the elderly, and the vic-
tims of spousal and child abuse, arbi-
trary government action, and con-
sumer fraud.

A reduction of the fiscal year 2000
funding level to $141 million would re-
sult in severe reductions in services to
most clients. The number of cases
closed would fall, and families would
actually be turned away and denied ac-
cess to the court. There would be a de-
crease in the number of neighborhood
offices resulting in no offices providing
legal assistance to clients in thousands
of counties throughout the United
States.

Especially hard hit would be the mil-
lions of poor people living in rural
areas in the South, Southwest, and
large parts of the Midwest. The number
of Legal Services Corporation attor-
neys serving the poor would be dras-
tically reduced with just one LSC law-
yer for every 23,600 poor Americans in
the year 2000.

The Legal Services Corporation, Mr.
Chairman, was created in 1974 with bi-
partisan sponsorship and signed into
law by President Nixon. The Legal
Services Delivery System is based on
several principles: local priorities, na-
tional accountability, competition for
grants, and a strong public-private
partnership.

This corporation has been a success
with real programs to help low-income
women who are the victims of domestic
violence. LSC-funded programs have
helped millions of children living in
poverty by providing lawyers who rep-
resent children and their parents in
civil cases, helping them to avoid
homelessness, to obtain child support
or supplemental security income, and
to find a safe haven against violence in
the home.

Significant services are provided to
the elderly who, because of their spe-
cial health, income, and social needs,
often require legal assistance.

Mr. Chairman, the Legal Services
Corporation provides a valuable, even
essential, service to the Nation’s low-
income families that would be reduced
by the funding level in this bill.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment to give LSC more re-
sources to meet the legal needs of the
poor. This is without a doubt the most
important amendment of the day and
one that I know can have bipartisan
support on behalf of people who need it
and on behalf of those principles we
stand for in this country.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, we are all familiar
with the purported purpose of the
Legal Services Corporation, which is to
help the needy when they have prob-
lems with an eviction or some other
legal action and they do not have the
financial resources to turn to an attor-
ney and get the legal assistance that
they need.

Indeed, that is a purpose for the
Legal Services Corporation that I be-
lieve I support and the vast majority of
the Members of this House would sup-
port. Certainly the people who will rise
in opposition to this amendment would
agree to that, that if that were the pur-
pose, the sole purpose of the Legal
Services Corporation, then there would
be unanimous support for the Legal
Services Corporation, and there would
be no call for reducing their funding.

But the fact of the matter is that the
Legal Services Corporation has en-
gaged in a lot of other legal activity
other than what they purport to do. In-
deed, I believe they file legal briefs
challenging our welfare reform legisla-

tion that this body passed and the
President ultimately signed, which I
believe most Americans today would
now say has been a fabulous success.

I could go on and on and list all of
the various left-wing causes that the
Legal Services Corporation has decided
to sign up to over the years.

Now, I have had their members come
into my office and say we are getting
away from that, we are going to just
strictly apply ourselves to the bread
and butter issues of helping those poor
people with the legal representation
that they needed.

Frankly, I had seen a trend in that
direction in my State. But now we
have reported to us by their own IG
and the GAO that they have been fal-
sifying their records of caseloads for
the last I do not know how many years,
and that they are not actually rep-
resenting the number of people that
they are supposed to be representing.

Indeed, we have been informed that
they are actually doing about half the
amount of work that they have been
claiming to the Congress that they
have been doing.

I have been here for 5 years now, and
this to me has been one of the most
outrageous misrepresentations of any
agency in the 5 years that I have been
here. I must say it is probably one of
the worst in this century.

I applaud my colleagues on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. They did the
appropriate thing. The data comes in
and says, no, the Legal Services Cor-
poration is doing half the amount of
work that it is supposed to be doing.
Therefore, we will cut their appropria-
tion in half. We will fund them at the
level that they are actually doing.

Therefore, I strongly encourage my
colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on this amend-
ment. Support the committee mark in
this area. It is the right thing to do,
and it is the right thing to do for all of
the working people in this country who
get up every morning and work very,
very hard and typically do not have
enough money at the end of the week
to pay all of the bills that they need to
pay.

We are entrusted with the sacred re-
sponsibility to be able to take the
hard-earned dollars of the American
taxpayers and spend it appropriately;
and to give an agency that has been
falsifying their records an amount of
money consistent with their falsified
volume to me is absolutely unconscion-
able.

I urge my colleagues in the strongest
way to vote against this amendment
and support the original committee
mark in this area.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I have just come to
the floor from a hearing in the Com-
mittee on Judiciary dealing with the
Hate Crimes Prevention Act. As I lis-
tened to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. WELDON), although his arguments
are pertaining to the amendment of the
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gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) of which I rise to support,
and I appreciate his distinguished lead-
ership on this issue, the sound is simi-
lar.

For the opponents of the hate crimes
legislation were making a number of
legal arguments, a number of argu-
ments that would question Congress’
rightness in doing this for fear that it
would be difficult to prosecute or that
the courts would argue or the courts
would find this law unconstitutional.

Those of us who profess to support it
recognize that the courts may have
their chance at the legislation. But we
also recognize that people were dead.
James Barrett is dead. Matthew Shep-
herd is dead. A gay man is dead. We re-
alize that the Congress had to act.

In this instance, I support the Legal
Services Corporation because poor peo-
ple should have equal access to legal
services. Whether they are Indians on
America’s reservations; whether they
are citizens on the border in Texas;
whether they are African-American
single mothers in the inner cities of
Houston or all over this Nation, we
must provide in a manner that is re-
sponsible and efficient the kinds of
services that are the privileges of the
rich.

If any of us have ever entered into
the halls of a courtroom, and I prac-
ticed law for a number of years and
presided as an associate judge for the
Municipal Court of the City of Hous-
ton, I know the pain of those who do
not have adequate representation, the
pain of those who come into a system
that is confusing and intimidating. Our
legal services are officers and attor-
neys who work in the shadow of poor
working conditions, poor money as
compared to their counterparts in the
private sector, but they work with
compassion and dedication.

I cannot imagine this Congress op-
posing the opportunity to say to Amer-
ica that, because one is not born with
all of the attachments of privilege and
wealth that one does not have the op-
portunity to receive justice, as I would
not want to tell the Jewish person or
the black person or the Hispanic or the
gay or lesbian person that they cannot
be protected by the laws of this land in
a hate crimes act, as we tried to tell
African Americans in not being for the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Voter
Rights Act of 1965.

We have a better and a higher call-
ing, and I believe that this amendment
of the ranking member is a good
amendment, a fair amendment, and I
would ask my colleagues to support it.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I practiced law for 27
years. I was a city attorney of
Pinebluff, Arkansas, for 2 of those
years. I saw how the Legal Services
Corporation was doing a good job in
rural America.

I stayed with this program up until
right now. I stayed with it because of
what the lawyers, my fellow lawyers,

were telling me were the cir-
cumstances. It reminded me of what
the circumstances were at home.
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But now I can see that people who

had other ideas were just using the
poor people. I would like to see how
they, if they were given the case, would
handle the misrepresentation. In other
words, if we went to these political ac-
tivists, if that is what we want to call
them, or the people that use the poor
people to try to get other things done,
I would like to see what case they
would make as to whether or not the
money we have appropriated over the
years, based on their figures, should be
returned; how they would handle that
and what they would call it. I think it
would be very clear that they would
have an excellent case.

We have seen the Legal Services Cor-
poration used for exotic theories and
almost for law school type cir-
cumstances where they say, let us try
this, let us try this, let us see if we can
do this and that, and that all comes
from idleness. I think the only way to
bring the Legal Services Corporation
back to focusing on poor people and
trying to help them in their only
touch, sometimes, with justice, in the
municipal courts and smaller claims
courts all across the country, is just to
reduce the size of the appropriations;
make them, Mr. Chairman, understand
what their purpose is and get back to
the principles. Otherwise, we are going
to just promote misrepresentation and
government bureaucracy, and I think
that is a disservice to the poor people.

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to co-
sponsor this amendment with the rank-
ing member, the gentleman from New
York, and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. RAMSTAD). Our preceding
speaker referred to or used the meta-
phor about cooking the books. Well, if
somebody is cooking the books, we
should get new cooks, not go and blow
up the kitchen.

Last year, Legal Services Corpora-
tion provided support to 258 local agen-
cies in every county and Congressional
District in America. That support is a
lifeline for hundreds of thousands of
people with no other means of access to
the legal system.

Who are these people that rely on
Legal Services? Over two-thirds are
women, and most are mothers with
children. They are women, women
seeking protection against abusive
spouses, who oftentimes have their per-
sonal safety at risk along with the per-
sonal safety of their children. They are
children living in poverty and neglect.
They are elderly people threatened by
eviction or victimized by consumer
fraud. They are veterans denied bene-
fits, and small farmers facing eviction.
Everywhere in rural America this is oc-
curring.

These are the people who will be hurt
if this amendment is not adopted

today. If Legal Services is forced to ab-
sorb the huge cuts made in committee,
nearly a third of the 890 neighborhood
Legal Services offices will have to
close. This will leave one lawyer to
serve every 23,600 poor Americans. Over
250,000 people in need of legal services
will have to be turned away.

Nevertheless, we have already heard
from some critics that we should cut
the funding for the program. Why? Be-
cause some local grant recipients over-
stated the number of cases they han-
dled back in 1997, chiefly by reporting
telephone referrals to be cases. Never
mind the fact that the agency itself un-
covered the problem, brought it to con-
gressional attention and moved speed-
ily to correct it. Never mind the fact
that despite the cries of fraud and
abuse, neither LSC nor its affiliates de-
rived any financial gain from the erro-
neous reports, because case numbers
have no bearing on the program’s fund-
ing levels. Allocations are based on eli-
gible population living in each service
area, not on the number of cases han-
dled or referred. This has been pointed
out repeatedly. However, the allega-
tions continue.

There is a real irony here. Those who
criticize LSC for counting referrals as
cases fail to appreciate that referrals
are what an agency does for the thou-
sands of needy people when it is unable
to provide services. And even without
the proposed cuts, referrals must be
made in many thousands of cases be-
cause current funding meets only 20
percent of the need. So if my col-
leagues want to eliminate referrals, I
can tell them how to do it. Give the
Legal Services Corporation the re-
sources it needs to do the job more
fully.

Instead of doing this, the committee
voted to make further cuts that will
devastate the program. Our amend-
ment does not fully restore funding to
last year’s level because we could not
find sufficient offsets in the bill. More-
over, some of the offsets we are using
come at the expense of other legiti-
mate and worthwhile programs. I am
troubled by this, as is the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO) and the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
RAMSTAD).

I hope that after we pass the amend-
ment, and I hope we will, that we can
work with the White House and our
Senate colleagues to fully restore the
funding for Legal Services and restore
some of those offsets as well. Mean-
while, I urge my colleagues to support
the amendment. It is a critically im-
portant vote, and it is the right thing
to do.

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I join in sponsoring
this amendment to prevent the draco-
nian 53 percent cut in Legal Services’
funding. If the committee’s attempt to
wipe out Legal Services prevails, our
poorest most vulnerable citizens will
have no civil justice, and those sacred
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words ‘‘equal justice under law’’ etched
across the street on the Supreme Court
building will be meaningless.

Congress has already cut Legal Serv-
ices 30 percent since 1995. If we enact
this 53 percent cut on top of that 30
percent cut, we would devastate thou-
sands of domestic violence victims,
children, seniors, and people with dis-
abilities who depend on Legal Services
for their mere survival.

Although as sponsors of this amend-
ment, Mr. Chairman, we would prefer
to restore funding to last year’s level,
a problem with finding sufficient off-
sets means this amendment, which I
am sponsoring, still represents a $50
million cut from last year’s funding
level of $300 million.

Now, some have argued that funding
for the Legal Services Corporation
should be drastically cut because five
legal aid programs, of the 258 programs
total, allegedly overstated the number
of low-income clients they serve. Mr.
Chairman, it is time to look at the
facts.

GAO found absolutely no evidence of
fraud or intentional misreporting. Let
me repeat that. GAO found absolutely
no evidence of fraud or intentional
misreporting. The Legal Services Cor-
poration has already taken action to
eliminate the confusion about what
constitutes a case for reporting pur-
poses and it is aggressively enforcing
the reporting guideline.

The truth is, as the previous speaker
and cosponsor of this amendment
pointed out, no financial incentive ex-
ists to overstate the number of cases
they handle because funding is not
based on the number of cases but on
the number of people in the area living
at or below the poverty level. So there
is absolutely no incentive for Legal
Services to overstate the number of
cases.

Mr. Chairman, it is also time to set
the record straight about the mis-
leading outdated charges by people on
this floor who ignore the fact that the
Legal Services Corporation was re-
formed by Congress in 1996. In 1996, we
enacted tight restrictions on the Legal
Services Corporation, so there are no
class action lawsuits, no lobbying, no
legal assistance to illegal aliens, no po-
litical activities, no prisoner litiga-
tion, no redistricting representation,
no collection of attorneys’ fees, and no
representation of people evicted from
public housing because of drug charges.
These restrictions are in permanent
law, as we all should know, and are re-
stated in this bill.

These tight restrictions are not lim-
ited just to Legal Services Corporation
funds. Legal aid programs cannot even
use State or private funding on these
purposes if they receive just one penny
from the Legal Services Corporation.
They cannot use State or private fund-
ing on these purposes that have been
banned by the Congress by law. If they
violate these restrictions, attorneys
can be disbarred, programs lose their
funding and their ability to apply for

funding in the future. So we have ap-
propriate sanctions to deal with any
abuses.

Now, some critics here have already
pointed to a few isolated cases that ap-
pear to be abusive. In these cases that
have actually been documented, not
the rumors and the innuendoes, but the
cases that have actually been docu-
mented, either no Legal Services Cor-
poration funding program was involved
or the Legal Services Corporation is
enforcing sanctions against the abuses,
as they should.

But even with all the alleged abuses
that have been talked about by critics
of Legal Services, these represent a
mere handful of aberrations in a pro-
gram with countless success stories,
Mr. Chairman, of service to domestic
violence victims, to children in need of
support, to seniors and people with dis-
abilities in danger of losing the serv-
ices that they need for their survival.

Mr. Chairman, let us not shut the
courthouse door to poor people in
America. Let us not give our most vul-
nerable Americans the heave-ho. Let us
give poor people and vulnerable Ameri-
cans their day in court just like every
other American. If our justice system
is only accessible to people with
means, it cannot truly be just. I urge
my colleagues to support fairness, to
support equality under the law by re-
storing Legal Services funding.

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to begin
by associating myself with the remarks
of my colleague, the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. RAMSTAD). He has elo-
quently spoken of the importance of
the Legal Services program and of the
phony nature of the attacks against
the Legal Services program.

I would like to focus my comments
on a couple of other dimensions of the
Legal Services program. First, I think
it is worth noting that the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation is 25 years old this
year. Twenty-five years represents the
commitment that we have made at the
Federal level to equal access to the
law.

I have personally participated in var-
ious aspects of the Legal Services pro-
gram for 32 years, going back to the
mid-1960s, actually, 34 years. I first be-
came acquainted with it as a student in
law school. Upon finishing law school, I
joined with other attorneys in Min-
neapolis in forming a volunteer attor-
ney program. I worked with the Legal
Services Corporation as a law school
faculty member, and then as a country
lawyer I was on the Legal Services
board in our rural area of Minnesota
and also again worked with the volun-
teer attorney program.

My service is not unique, Mr. Chair-
man. There are thousands and thou-
sands of lawyers around the country
who have volunteered millions of hours
of time to provide volunteer legal serv-
ices to those in our country who can-
not afford access to the legal system.

Now, some may say if there are all of
these volunteer attorneys, why do we

need this Federal money? Well, I can
assure my colleagues that the ability
of volunteers to handle the caseload is
not adequate to the demands that are
made upon the programs. It simply is
not there. And the established program
is important in coordinating the work
of the volunteers, in making sure that
they have some of the basic resources
that are necessary for adequate rep-
resentation. The Legal Services Cor-
poration and the individual programs
around the country are serving a vital
need in even this coordination func-
tion.

Going beyond that, I think that it is
critical that we understand the impor-
tance of equal access to the law in this
country. It is one of the fundamental
concepts in our Democratic form of
government that everybody has access
to the political and the legal processes
of our Nation. If we lose this quality of
equal access to the law in America, we
compromise our commitments to our
Democratic form of government. Once
people feel that they are consigned to
the trash heap of being unable to ob-
tain redress for their legal grievances,
they lose faith in our Democratic form
of government.

And we may say, well, it is the ballot
box that they have access to. But I
would like to emphasize that the arena
in which we are working, the legisla-
tive branch, the elected officials, is
only part of our form of government.
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The rest of it is the judicial system.
And redress of grievances is as impor-
tant a function of the judicial system
and our ensuring people that they have
access to the judicial system is as im-
portant as ensuring them that they
have access to the ballot box. We can-
not compromise this feature of our
democratic form of government with-
out in my opinion undermining our
democratic form of government. For
this reason, I urge that all of us main-
tain a commitment to this very impor-
tant program.

I would also like to point out that in
funding this program, we are not fund-
ing some lavish program that has high-
ly compensated employees. We are
funding a program that is employing
people at very modest levels of com-
pensation. Often what we find is that
the attorneys in the Legal Services
program serve a few years and go on
into private practice because they say
they cannot afford to continue to work
in a program that provides modest
compensation. If you compare this to
the Medicaid and the Medicare pro-
grams in our country, you will find
that the professional, the university,
the postgraduate educated folks are
not highly compensated members of
their profession. They are very humbly
compensated. So we, I think, have a
very economical program. We are get-
ting a very good return on our dollar.

I again urge support of the amend-
ment.
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Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, this debate really, let
me assure my colleagues, is not about
the attributes of the volunteers at
home who do good work, I believe, for
their clients who need their assistance.
This debate is all about integrity. This
debate is all about honesty.

Let me give my colleagues a little bit
of background of what happened this
year. I had an individual come to my
office who worked for Legal Services to
explain to me, because of my position
on this subcommittee on appropria-
tions that funds Legal Services, ex-
actly what had happened in 1997 and
1998 and exactly what had happened
when we were going through the proc-
ess last year of appropriating addi-
tional dollars for Legal Services.

This individual, who happened to be
in part working with the Inspector
General at Legal Services and with the
Inspector General at Legal Services,
had audited five different agencies,
local agencies, and found that they had
overreported their cases in those five
by 90,000 cases. If anyone will remem-
ber the debate last year on Legal Serv-
ices about how many times people
would stand up here and say that Legal
Services did 1.9 million cases last year
and this justifies our appropriation.

So after this individual, who was
with the Inspector General, came to
my office to tell me what had hap-
pened, we ordered a GAO report to look
at just six more local agencies. When
they looked at those six agencies, they
found that another 75,000 cases were
falsely reported. So in total now, Mr.
Chairman, we are up about 165,000,
170,000 cases, or 50 percent of the total
cases reported by these 11 agencies.

Now, the question is, should they
have told us last year before we made
the appropriation for Legal Services
that their numbers were totally bogus?
They say, ‘‘No, we don’t have any cause
to report to you on a timely basis.’’ I
would respectfully submit the fact that
under the Inspector General statute,
they in fact were required to report to
Congress and the Legal Services board
was required to report to us exactly
the phony numbers that they had de-
rived and that they put to Congress.
And when they were questioned during
the appropriations process, they con-
tinually denied that they had held
back this information until in fact I
was able to lay the facts out.

We wonder why this would happen.
The reason is, Mr. Chairman, the In-
spector General at Legal Services,
which the board admitted to the com-
mittee, said that his job was in jeop-
ardy, and in fact what happened, he did
not report to Congress as it is stated in
statute that he has to if there are dra-
matic changes, he did not, because he
was afraid of losing his job at Legal
Services.

Again, Mr. Chairman, this is not
about what Legal Services does. This is
about integrity and honesty to Con-

gress. Every Member here should show
the disdain toward Legal Services
which they showed toward you as a
Member of Congress, to flat out come
to us with false numbers and then say
once again, ‘‘No, these are true’’ until
they were presented with the facts and
then they say, ‘‘Well, wait a minute, it
doesn’t matter what we said, because
our appropriation isn’t based on that,
anyway.’’

This is a personal affront to every
Member of Congress. If you believe
that Congress can now go forward and
talk to any other Federal agency and
say that they have to be accountable
but say to Legal Services, ‘‘It doesn’t
matter what you tell us because it’s
okay because you have a role that peo-
ple like, that you’re helping poor peo-
ple, so it’s okay no matter what you
tell Congress to justify the money.’’

Mr. Chairman, that is what it is
about. It is about honesty and integ-
rity. I personally have supported Legal
Services in the past. You can check my
record. I have voted to increase fund-
ing. But I will not do so this year. The
reason is, because I will not be insulted
once again.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of this amendment to eliminate
the proposed draconian 53 percent cut
in the appropriations for Legal Serv-
ices.

Legal Services Corporation makes a
real difference in the lives of those low-
income Americans who need legal rep-
resentation. Without the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation, we would truly have
the best legal rights that money can
buy. It is bad enough that we have
failed to enact campaign finance re-
form, so that Will Rogers’ quip that we
have the best government money can
buy has more than a slight ring of
truth. Without Legal Services, only
those with money would have any real
chance of finding justice in our courts.

There may be Members of this House
who do not worry about the ability of
low-income people to receive basic
Legal Services. The annual assault on
Legal Services Corporation would sug-
gest that this is the case. In fact, the
Legal Services Corporation does the
opposite of what the money-driven pol-
itics which too often tends to rule this
House these days would command. The
Legal Services Corporation helps the
poor and powerless assert their rights
against the wealthy and powerful. It
represents tenants against landlords, it
represents victims of toxic pollution
against corporate polluters, it rep-
resents those who have suffered dis-
crimination against those who dis-
criminate, it represents victims of do-
mestic violence against those who per-
petrate domestic violence. No wonder
it is so unpopular.

But, Mr. Chairman, the poor, just
like the wealthy, should be entitled to
fair legal representation. A right with-
out a ability to enforce it legally is not

meaningful. If any Member of this
House had a dispute or a legal problem,
he or she would seek out the best legal
services he or she could afford or could
raise the money to afford. So there is a
general recognition that to have mean-
ingful rights, you need competent legal
representation in this society.

In criminal proceedings, that need is
so obvious that the Constitution re-
quires publicly funded counsel. But
that requirement has not been deemed
to extend to protection of rights out-
side the criminal court, to family
court, housing court or civil court.
That is the job of Legal Services. We
are not forced by the Constitution to
do this, but simple decency and a com-
mitment to equal justice under law
should be enough. It was enough for
President Nixon and for the bipartisan
coalition that brought Legal Services
into being and it should be enough
now.

Some have argued that Legal Serv-
ices Corporation has failed to live up to
Congress’ expectations for record keep-
ing and accounting. Some have argued
there is some waste and fraud and even
abuse in Legal Services. I believe the
wild claims that LSC is wasting or mis-
using large sums of taxpayers’ money
bear little relation to reality. But
imagine if we applied the sort of rig-
orous accounting rules and this rea-
soning, the kind of reasoning we heard
from the last speaker, to some other
programs, like, for instance, the De-
fense Department. No one has ever sug-
gested that because there is obviously
waste, fraud and abuse in the Pen-
tagon, we should abolish the defense
budget, zero out the defense budget.
That would be absurd.

Mr. Chairman, there is incredible
cynicism in this country. The news-
papers, the press have pointed out that
the polls show that people feel that
government responds to the rich and
the powerful, that we do not particu-
larly care about what ordinary people
think. There is substantial truth to
this. Who gets their phone calls re-
turned from Congress or the executive
branch more quickly, the ordinary
voter or the $100,000 contributor? The
answer is obvious. That is bad enough
in the legislative and executive
branches. Only the Legal Services Cor-
poration prevents this from also being
true in our courts of law, in the judi-
cial branch, too.

We must adopt this amendment to
protect the honesty and the integrity
of the judicial branch and to protect
the faith of our citizens and the fact
that if they are hauled before the judi-
cial branch, if they need the services of
the judicial branch and if they cannot
afford legal representation on their
own, they will have the ability to have
fair representation.

This amendment must be passed to
protect the integrity and the honesty
and the due regard of our people for the
judicial branch of government and for
what we claim to be our regard for
equal justice under law.
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I urge my colleagues to adopt this

amendment.
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, equal access under the
law. Equal justice for all. The compas-
sionate Nation providing legal re-
sources to obtain these things for the
poor and the itinerate in this popu-
lation. These are great principles. They
are honorable principles. They are
principles we all embrace and prin-
ciples we are willing to support. These
are principles, Mr. Chairman, that we
have entrusted to the Legal Services
Corporation. We have said, ‘‘This is an
important job. It is a job where you are
trusted to reflect the heart, the com-
passion, the commitment of the Amer-
ican people. Do it right. Be of service.
Make us proud.’’

Mr. Chairman, the Legal Services
Corporation has failed in this duty.
They have failed in such a way as to in-
flate the statistical data for the pur-
pose of getting more of that money
that might be otherwise used.

Mr. Chairman, in February of 1999,
John McKay, the President of Legal
Services Corporation said, and I quote,
‘‘Case statistics play an essential role
in budget requests and the performance
plan submitted by the Legal Services
Corporation to Congress each year.’’

He went on to say, ‘‘Therefore, the
reliability of case statistics’’—there-
fore, the reliability of case statistics—
reliability, that it be true and accu-
rate. That is what ‘‘reliability’’ means
here. True and accurate reporting of
real cases really handled that reflect
our compassion and our commitment
to equal justice under the law for all
Americans. ‘‘The reliability of case
statistics submitted by programs to
LSC is vital to obtaining continued
Federal funding for Legal Services.’’
This type of information holds great
promise for securing increased Federal
funding.

I could not agree more. Give us great
reliability, and we will fulfill great
promise for increased funding. But
what did we find out? The Inspector
General of Legal Services Corporation
and the General Accounting Office au-
dited 11 grantees. What did they find
out? These 11 grantees reported 370,000
cases handled. The IG and the GAO in-
validated, either because the case was
not handled, it was merely a phone call
and a referral or that the case was in
fact a case taken on by Legal Services
for somebody with means not intended
to be covered by this service under the
law or that the case was counted more
than one time, 175,000 invalid cases.
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That is not the judgment of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY). That
is the General Accounting Office, the
accountability test.

The committee, quite rightly, saw
this, took Mr. John McKay at his word
and engaged in a further endorsement
not only of what this agency is sup-

posed to do but the standard by which
they should demonstrate their achieve-
ment as reported by the agency them-
selves and cut their budget back to
their actual caseload. A fair thing to
do. A necessary thing to do.

Accountability is not a passing
fancy, my colleagues, in the Govern-
ment of the United States. We are
given a trust to create agencies of com-
passion and service and then to hold
them accountable to the fulfillment of
that promise and the law by which we
created.

Agencies that fail in their duty
should not be rewarded. Yes, indeed, if
our favorite charity was not in fact
doing the things for which we volun-
tarily give our money, we would cut
back. And we, as Members of Congress,
given the trust to represent the com-
passion of the American people, must
do the same for a Federal Government
agency that does not fulfill its promise.

That is what is going on here. Do not
reward them for giving us data that is
not reliable for inflating the caseloads.

Now, Mr. Chairman, one final obser-
vation. If we are going to in fact re-
store money to Legal Services Corpora-
tion by this amendment in order to let
them continue to operate in such a
fashion as to report so many more
cases than they actually do, where does
this amendment suggest we take the
money? From all funds to run the
seized asset program vital to the battle
against drug traffickers. Twenty mil-
lion from the FBI’s investigative ex-
penses, 44 million from INS border en-
forcement, 44 million from violent
crime initiative, 32 million from Fed-
eral prisons, and 10 million from oper-
ations of the Federal Court.

This is a serious moment in oversight
accountability and service, Mr. Chair-
man. Are we in Congress going to take
money from these agencies with these
precious necessary duties so important
to the safety and security of our citi-
zens and say, no, we will take that fund
away from them and give it to an agen-
cy that has been proven to squander
their money and report falsely?

Mr. Chairman, for me to falsely rep-
resent my misdeeds is unacceptable.
But, Mr. Chairman, for me to exag-
gerate and falsely report my virtue in
the quest for the taxpayers’ dollar is
wholly unacceptable and frankly un-
dignified.

Let us vote for the dignity, the serv-
ice, and the compassion of the Amer-
ican people through its government
and vote down this amendment.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the amendment of the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO).

I can understand why the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO) entered
that amendment, because he has had
first-rate experience with some of the
pious platitudes I hear on this floor. He
has seen some of the things that are
happening. He is not basing all of his
opinion merely on statistical data.

My mother used to have an old say-
ing, ‘‘Figures do not lie but liars fig-
ure.’’ We find that out a lot of times
when we look at things in the Con-
gress.

I just heard a litany of abuses of the
Legal Services system, one of which
said 11 particular programs in Legal
Services abuse the statistical count.

What about the 258 others? Are they
to go down because 11 of them went out
of the way? 250,000 cases we are looking
at. So what are the opponents of the
Legal Services program voting
against? They are voting against the
rights and interest of one in every five
Americans who are potentially eligible
for legal services.

My colleagues are against their right
to contest evictions when the slum
lords put them out. They are willing to
protect them so that they can contest
foreclosures on these poor people, to
obtain access to health care. They are
willing to protect them because of
these 11 people who abuse the law.
They are trying to keep them from
seeking redress, which anyone in this
country should have, for child support
and custody matters, to pursue unem-
ployment or disability claims, or to
protect their family members from do-
mestic violence, one of the biggest
problems we have in this country.

The Legal Services opponents are
voting against some four million Legal
Services clients. I see them every day
in my community. Most of my col-
leagues see them in their community. I
am not the only one.

So remember, we are representing
people here. We are not representing
some numbers that someone has put
together to make us believe that there
is this widespread abuse. I say to my
colleagues, there is not.

My colleagues are overlooking the
family members which they talk so
much about, family values. If we be-
lieve in family values, let us then pro-
tect some of these poor and middle-
class people who cannot afford to pro-
tect their families. They are voting
against the elderly people of this coun-
try who comprise 10 percent of Legal
Services clients. They do not know
which way to go. They cannot go to an-
other attorney.

Simply put, they are voting against
equal justice under the law. I could
give my colleagues all kinds of cases
which would refute what we have heard
on the floor today regarding the liabil-
ity and validity of numbers.

I am saying to my colleagues to look
at the 11 cases. Yes, they should be
punished. But do not cut their budget
down to $150 million. Look at all the
money we spend here in the Congress.
We spend it on widgets and gidgets and
everything else. Yet we cannot look at
these poor families that need legal
services.

They have met some success over the
years, Legal Services has. In 1995, we
gave them $415 million for legal serv-
ices. That was not a whole heck of a
lot, but at least we gave it to them.
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In 1996 we cut them to $278 million,

slowly deescalating this wonderful
agency. At the end of 1994, Legal Serv-
ices programs funded by the LSC oper-
ated more than 1,200 neighborhood of-
fices and they employed 4,500 attor-
neys.

These attorneys are not making a big
amount of money either. They are
working for the good of the people. By
the end of 1996, we closed down 300 of-
fices and the number of attorneys was
cut by 900.

Where are we going to send these
people? We cannot send them to a big,
highly-paid lawyer. Where are we going
to send these senior citizens who have
no redress?

So in Florida there are about 106 mil-
lion people living at or below the pov-
erty level. They qualify for LSC-funded
programs. In the Miami area alone,
there are 350,000 poor citizens who are
eligible and depend upon Legal Serv-
ices programs.

Walk the streets of Miami with me
and my colleagues will see those who
came there, some by boat, some by
ship, some forced there; and they can-
not get any help because here in the
Congress we quibble over $250 million.

I say to my colleagues it is a trav-
esty of justice. I hope that we will vote
for the Serrano amendment and forget
about this litany of statistical misin-
formation.

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the
amendment that has been offered to re-
instate some of the funds for Legal
Services. I do so with great pain and
reluctance. Because many times in the
past, even though I have always sup-
ported the right of the poor to have
and to gain access to the court systems
of our country, I have felt that there
were certain abuses, alleged or actual
or real, within the Legal Services Cor-
poration and its grantees that cried
out for reform.

We have succeeded many times to
bring about such reforms. Those re-
forms are still in the play book. We
must bring more accountability to
Legal Services. But until we do, we
cannot immediately put a finishing
touch on the Legal Services’ attempt
to serve those people who are already
on the books and who are yet to come.

I looked very carefully at the report
of the committee, which I think is one
of the finest analyses accompanying a
decision by an appropriations com-
mittee that I have ever seen, and it
seems to me that the language of the
report serves as our next set of duties
in the questions of the Legal Services
Corporation.

The committee report talks about
the serious concerns about the case
service reporting and associated data
reports, all those things that have been
repeated by both the proponents and
the opponents of Legal Services.

There is no question about it, we
need accountability. There are abuses
rampant in what we have seen already
on the record in this proceeding.

It is my reasoning that we ought to
consider all of this as allegations for
the time being that the report by the
committee, as excellent as it is, should
constitute an indictment against the
Legal Services Corporation and that we
should, as fact-finders, proceed down
the line with hearings and other over-
sight capacity to make sure that this
never occurs again.

Now, if we consider this an indict-
ment, that means that we should not
consider the Legal Services Corpora-
tion at this moment or the grantees
guilty. We give them the benefit of the
doubt, assume their innocence until
they are proven guilty, and then move
to the rest of the calendar in this re-
maining first year of this session and
in the next session to determine the
truth of the allegations, and then in
next year’s allocation and appropria-
tion, in that time, to make the correc-
tions that are absolutely necessary.

This is an indictment that the Legal
Services Corporation shall not avoid,
and we have the duty to pursue this in-
dictment. We have already determined
in the Subcommittee on Commercial
and Administrative Law that we will
have an oversight hearing on the Legal
Services Corporation on Wednesday,
September 22, 1999, at 2 p.m. We are
doing so in following the lead of the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS) and the Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, State, and Judiciary
because of the findings of that com-
mittee; and that committee set of find-
ings will also be part of the hearing
that we intend to conduct.

At all times, we will keep in constant
touch with the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. ROGERS) to make sure that
this indictment against the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation be fully fleshed out in
a full trial before the American people
to guarantee that the money will go to
serve the poor, to guarantee access of
the court system to the poor, and to
make sure that accountability for it
and accountability by the professionals
shall be a part of the next era of Legal
Services.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I know
there are a number of speakers on ei-
ther side waiting to be heard. But I
wonder, in the interest of time, if it
might be possible to set some sort of
time limit on the time devoted to this
amendment. We have a number of
other amendments waiting.

I ask unanimous consent that we
have a time limit of 30 minutes for all
debate on this amendment and amend-
ments thereto divided equally between
both sides.

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

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, I appreciate the
desire of the chairman to set a reason-
able time limit. But I think there are
probably more Members here wishing
to speak. So if he would amend his
unanimous consent request to, I think,
an hour, that may be satisfactory.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I think
if we did 40 minutes it would be a rea-
sonable time.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, con-
tinuing to reserve my right to object, I
believe we have too many Members on
the floor.

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

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I object.
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I with-

draw my unanimous consent request.
The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.
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Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, first let me com-
pliment the ranking member on this
amendment which I support which
would restore the moneys that have
been cut or recommended to be cut
from the Legal Services Corporation.

It is interesting. I listened to some of
the opponents, and the Legal Services
Corporation has enjoyed bipartisan
support throughout its history and for
good reason. There are many Repub-
licans and Democrats who are coming
to the well today to speak in favor of
this amendment because we understand
the importance of equal access to our
legal system in our rule of law.

We are looked upon around the world
as the beacon of hope for democracy
and freedom, in part because of our
rule of law. Our rule of law does not
mean anything unless we have equal
access to justice, and the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation helps provide that
equal access to justice.

The Legal Service Corporation is a
conduit of funds that go into our local
communities. They are used for basic
services in our legal system, to get
child support payments, or to get pro-
tective orders against abuse, or to help
get benefits that people are entitled to,
low-income Americans; they are enti-
tled to that rule of law, to the access
to our legal system.

Now the bill before us, Mr. Chairman,
would cut the funding to the Legal
Service Corporation by 53 percent, to
$141 million.

Mr. Chairman, for a period of time I
chaired the Maryland Legal Services
Corporation, and as a private attorney
I handled pro bono cases; and, yes,
there is a responsibility on the private
sector to help make access to justice a
reality for all people in our commu-
nity, but government must play a prin-
cipal role.

The last time that we had a major
cut in 1995, I can tell my colleagues
what happened in my own State of
Maryland. The Maryland Legal Serv-
ices had to close two offices, and there
was drastic cuts which necessitated
further closings, eliminating about 20
attorney positions, forcing Legal Aid
to handle about 6,000 fewer cases. I can
tell my colleagues today that we can
handle about 30 percent of the need in
our community of people who come for-
ward for help, and in many of those
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cases we have to conclude those issues
through legal advice only because we
do not have the support necessary to
pursue a court remedy.

That is not equal access to our jus-
tice system. That is wrong. We should
do better, and we can do better.

We have looked at the Maryland sta-
tistics, and this is true around the Na-
tion. We know that we are not meeting
the need that is there. We know in
every State in the country there are
people being turned away today, and
let me remind my colleagues the Legal
Service Corporation provides some of
the funds for the local programs, and
we want to penalize the local programs
and our constituents and penalize our
system of justice because of an audit
report that quite frankly I do not
think is the real reason why this cut is
being brought forward. Many of the
people that are supporting it have
never supported the Legal Services
Corporation. They will look for any
reason to reduce that budget.

Mr. Chairman, access to our legal
system by every American, no matter
how poor, is vital to the liberties that
this Congress is supposed to protect
and promote. If my colleagues will vote
against this amendment, they are vot-
ing against fairness and access to our
justice for people in this country who
are most in need. It would be a shame-
ful stance for this body to provide such
a drastic cut.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO).

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
this amendment for several reasons.
First of all, I have a philosophical dif-
ference with my colleagues on whether
this is a Federal responsibility. I do
not disagree with the previous speaker
about the need for access to legal serv-
ices, but we are talking about State
court issues and not the Federal court
issues. So the question is: Why is the
Federal Government taking this re-
sponsibility?

So I just have a question, why we
need to do it. At the Federal court
level I definitely could support it or
this type of program, but the State
court level, this should be a State and
local responsibility.

The second reason I have a problem
with this particular amendment is the
way we are trying to fund it. The gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS)
had a very tight number to work with,
and we all recognize that; and he had
to make some tough choices, and what
this amendment does is it cuts pro-
grams from essential Federal pro-
grams.

For example, it is going to cut $44
million from the Border Patrol. We
have all agreed we need to tighten our
border, and now we are going to cut 44
million?

The National Instant Check System.
We have all been fighting over the gun

issue. We all agree, I think, that we
should have an instant check. And now
our colleagues want to take $20 million
away from that? How do we even do it
if we want to check for guns if they are
going to take the money away when we
start going after the issue of gun shows
unless it is a funded program?

We are going to take $44 million from
the violent crime reduction program
and the Federal prisons, $32 million.
Well, let us see. Let us just turn some
more prisoners loose and cut the Fed-
eral prison system.

So it is wrong to make these cuts.
And, finally, the third reason I am

opposed to this is what the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM) and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY) talked
about, and that is this issue of credi-
bility of the Legal Services Corpora-
tion. GAO and the Inspector General
both issued reports that really ques-
tion the credibility there as an over-
sight responsibility. We need to make
sure that the money is being spent in
the right manner and wisely, and the
Legal Services Corporation has not
been straight with the subcommittee.

So Mr. Chairman, I have serious con-
cerns about whether this program
should even exist, and I very much dis-
agree with the gentleman, the ranking
member, for taking cuts from programs
that are already cut too much already,
and I urge opposition to this amend-
ment.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, let me
renew my unanimous consent request.

I think the number of speakers has
diminished somewhat. If each of them
would restrict their comments maybe
to 3 minutes apiece, I think we can be
through in a reasonably short period of
time.

Could we agree to a 30-minute limit
of time divided equally?

The CHAIRMAN. Is that a unanimous
consent request?

Mr. ROGERS. That is a unanimous
consent request.

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

Mr. BERMAN. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Chairman, under my res-
ervation I yield to the ranking member
of the subcommittee, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO), for any
thoughts he has.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I un-
derstand the gentleman’s request, and
we all want to finish as quickly as we
can, but there are just on this side too
many speakers.

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

Mr. BERMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. If I can inquire, how
many speakers does my colleague
have?

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would continue to yield, we
know of at least about a dozen who
want to speak now, and all the cour-
tesy should be given to them. So it is
a problem at this point.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I only
see three on the gentleman’s side.
There is maybe four on my side.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman can take my word for it.
They are here if their time comes to
speak.

Mr. ROGERS. Well, can we agree on
any time limit, Mr. Chairman?

Mr. BERMAN. Under my reservation
of objection, Mr. Chairman, I would
ask the gentleman, for the life of me I
never understand why when we go to
the Committee on Rules we do not
come out with a set time limit so that
time can be allocated at the beginning
based on the demand for people to
speak, but at this particular point I
just think we are not quite ready to en-
tertain this. I suggest submitting it in
a little while, but we are not quite
ready, and so I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.
Mr. BERMAN. I move to strike the

requisite number of words, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take a
moment just to review the bidding on
the Legal Services Corporation.

In 1981 this program took an unbe-
lievably deep cut which it took 11
years, until Fiscal Year 1993, to get
back to where it was in 1981. In Fiscal
Year 1995, we finally reached the $400
million level on Legal Services Cor-
poration appropriations, a level which
served nowhere near 50 percent of the
population then living in poverty in
terms of legal services programs.

Since that time the program has
been reduced to the present level of 300
millions, so the bill in front of us
which the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO), the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. RAMSTAD), the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
DELAHUNT) seek to amend is a 53 per-
cent cut for a program that is already
$100 million less than it was in Fiscal
Year 1995. This is a massive cutback in
an essential program.

All the laws we have to protect con-
sumers and tenants and employees, our
whole quality of life, these are ren-
dered virtually meaningless for low-in-
come people if they cannot get a law-
yer to advocate on their behalf.

When I hear the leader talk about the
different sins of the Legal Services
Corporation, and on each one there is
an answer, there is a different interpre-
tation; I believe there is a fairer inter-
pretation. What I do know is that the
distinguished majority leader has op-
posed the Legal Services Corporation
every year with the GAO report, with-
out a GAO report, with an Inspector
General comment, without an Inspec-
tor General comment. The majority
leader does not like the program.

Now there is an alternative to Legal
Services Corporation. It is creating the
most massive bureaucracy of enforcers
of these laws one could imagine at a
time when we surely do not want to do
that to regulate and control every as-
pect of commercial and landlord-ten-
ant and other kinds of private relation-
ships to make sure that low-income
people are getting a fair shake.
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I suggest this program is the most ef-

ficient and most effective way. It uti-
lizes the skills of tremendously tal-
ented people who get very low wages.
No one in this Chamber would work for
the salaries that these people are work-
ing for. These people could make fac-
tors of two and three times as much
money going off in the private sector,
but their commitment to serve low-in-
come people allows them and moti-
vates them to serve in these kinds of
jobs.

The American people and the low-in-
come people in this country are getting
tremendous service from this. We talk
about case numbers. One can have a
case that involves a phone call for 20
minutes and an interview for 15 min-
utes and a letter that takes another 10
minutes, or one can have a case that
takes hundreds of hours of research
and judicial time and court time and
deposition time and discovery time. To
get into a clinical analysis of numbers
of cases and then make automatic as-
sumptions about budget makes no
sense whatsoever in terms of the real
world of the legal practice of these peo-
ple who again, I repeat, are working at
far below the incomes that their tal-
ents would justify.

I myself think the amendment in
front of us is much too low; $250 mil-
lion is not an acceptable figure. That
would leave a cut of $50 million from
the already too low level we are at this
year. I myself do not like the offsets,
but I know that in a conference com-
mittee we can change the offsets, we
can continue this effort; and if my col-
leagues believe in what the Legal Serv-
ices programs represent in this coun-
try, they have to vote aye on this
amendment, and I urge an aye vote.

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

Mr. BERMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SERRANO. I would just take
time from the gentleman to clarify a
point.

This amendment does not cut any
funding from the Border Patrol. My
amendment merely shifts funding from
one INS account to another, a shift of
$44 million that is budget-authority
neutral. This shift is necessary to keep
this amendment outlay-neutral in
total.

Mr. BERMAN. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, just to add one thing.
There are other offsets, some of them I
have to admit I do not like, I would not
have chosen. But I have to sympathize
with the subcommittee, too. I could
not come up. The cap for this sub-
committee is woefully inadequate to
meet the needs of the Commerce De-
partment, the Justice Department, the
State Department and Legal Services
Corporation. It is woefully inadequate
to do that. Any offset is going to pay a
price, but the principle here is the prin-
ciple, do we continue our commitment
to legal services for the poor? I urge an
aye vote on the amendment.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I hold my colleague
from California in high regard, but I
just have a different opinion about
this. I agree with the majority leader.
It is just unbelievable to me that we
are talking about cutting FBI funds,
the funds for the INS, which we believe
goes to the Border Patrol, for the vio-
lent crime reduction programs, for the
Federal prison system, even cutting
judges’ salaries in order to fund this
Federal legal services program. What-
ever happened to the States? Whatever
happened to volunteerism? Why do we
have to have the Federal Government
step in and fill every little nook and
cranny?
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We are in the era of downsizing and
of moving power back from the Federal
Government to the States. It is not as
though there are not well-established
programs and many, many attorneys
across the country already donating
their time. So, please, I support help-
ing poor people as well as anyone else.
It does not require increasing the budg-
et of the Legal Services Corporation.

I heard my friend who spoke earlier
from Florida talk about giving them
the benefit of the doubt. They do not
deserve the benefit of the doubt. This is
an entity that has repeatedly abused
its authority, and now we find evidence
that they have intentionally and
wrongfully inflated their statistics
with the intent to secure more funding.
So we are going to turn around and
give them more funding, when we have
caught them red-handed deceiving the
Congress about how much work they
actually do?

This is just outrageous. I commend
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY)
for his speech against this amendment,
and I hope we will all join with him.

We are about setting priorities. This
is not a high priority. In fact, this
agency deserves to be punished for the
clear abuses it has committed. We
should not reward them. What are we
going to say to these arrogant Federal
bureaucrats if we allow them to lie and
then to be blessed with a huge increase
in funding as a result of that lie? I
think it is very, very bad policy.

I think I should remind Members
that this agency, we as a Congress ac-
tually had to get involved and tell the
Legal Services Corporation through
legislation that they could not get in-
volved in redistricting, that they could
not get involved in abortion litigation
or prison litigation on behalf of pris-
oners’ rights or welfare litigation or
pro-union advocacy or union orga-
nizing; they could not get involved in
fee-generating cases or representation
of public housing tenants charged with
possession of illegal drugs or against
whom eviction proceedings had begun
as a result of illegal drug activity; we
had to tell them they could not get in-
volved in representing illegal aliens.

It is outrageous. So we told them.
Hopefully they are complying, al-
though we will see. But now they are
inflating their own statistics.

I think it is interesting that the
President of Legal Services, Mr.
McKay, earlier this year no less had
this to say: ‘‘Case statistics play an es-
sential role in the budget request and
performance plans submitted by the
Legal Services Corporation to Congress
each year. Therefore, the reliability of
case statistics submitted by programs
to Legal Services Corporation is vital
to obtaining continued Federal funding
for Legal Services. This type of infor-
mation holds great promise for secur-
ing increased Federal funding.’’ Then
we find out that they have just about
50 percent less clients than was rep-
resented.

It is outrageous, Mr. Chairman. We
should oppose this amendment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment. To the Members of the
House, I have just listened to the very
scathing critique of another colleague
who supports the majority leader’s po-
sition, but I rise to point out that this
request is still $50 million short of last
year’s funding level. What we have here
is still a reduction, even with the
amendment skillfully put together by
the gentleman from New York in a bi-
partisan way.

Let me tell you that in Michigan,
these Legal Service corporations do
wonderful work. Wayne County Legal
Service, headed by attorney Linda Ber-
nard, has been working for years and
years on a very important mission and
does great work. They get rave reviews
constantly.

This request, even though short $50
million of last year’s funding level, is
still $90 million short of the adminis-
tration’s request, so I do not think we
are doing anything as dramatic as one
of the speakers indicated.

Are we trying to punish the poor or
deprive them from legal access? This
amendment says restore funding.

As it is written, we cannot help but
notice that the bankruptcy reform that
the majority supported, that the ma-
jority leader supported, gives big com-
panies and powerful creditors even
more power, and at the same time they
impose dramatic cuts on Legal Serv-
ices representation for the poor. What
are we revealing about this Congress?
Fortunately, I am told that most of the
Members of the House and the other
body support some modest improve-
ments.

So we have to remember that during
last year’s impeachment proceedings,
it was the majority that clamored
about ensuring equal access to justice
and equal access to the courts. The
cuts in this bill, however, only ensure
unequal access to the court.

Remember, the Legal Services Cor-
poration is only representing some of
the people that are eligible. It is not
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that everybody eligible for Legal Serv-
ices that is getting them. We are still
very much short of providing all of the
work and representation they need.

Now, these are not bureaucrats.
Somebody referred to them as bureau-
crats. These are members of the bar
who have sacrificed in many ways, not
just financially, but to work the long
hard hours. I have visited some of these
people. They work long hard hours on
cases that will not bring them fame,
certainly not fortune. So to merely
pass them off as some kind of a govern-
ment apparatus is really not doing fair-
ness and demeans the whole concept of
this organization.

Happy birthday, Legal Services Cor-
poration. You are 25 years old, and
there are still people trying to beat
your brains out. Perhaps you are doing
too good a job to those who do not
want the poor to be represented. But I
am sure that there is a spirit larger
than some of the language and debate
that I am hearing here.

So, despite repeated attempts to re-
duce Legal Services, and, from some
people’s point of view, let us face it, to
kill Legal Services, to get rid of it en-
tirely, we feel that there is strong sup-
port in both bodies for this Legal Serv-
ices mission.

Join us in this bipartisan effort to
show that democracy can work in the
Legal Services area.

I commend all of the Members who
have created this amendment, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO),
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
RAMSTAD), and the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT), and I
think that they will be rewarded in the
end.

I urge the Members to support the Serrano-
Ramstad-Delahunt amendment seeking fund-
ing for the Legal Services Corporation at the
level of $250 million. This is a modest request
that is still $90 million short of the Administra-
tion’s request and $50 million short of last
year’s funding level.

As it is written, this bill demonstrates the hy-
pocrisy of the Majority’s position. They use
bankruptcy reform to give big companies and
powerful creditors even more power, and, at
the same time, they impose dramatic cuts on
the Legal Services Corporation to take power
away from those who have none. Moreover,
during last Congress’s impeachment pro-
ceedings, the Majority clamored about ensur-
ing equal access to justice and equal access
to the courts. The cuts in this bill, however,
only ensure unequal access to justice. If the
Majority truly is interested in empowering
those who most need legal assistance, the
powerless, it will support this modest increase
in funding for the LSC.

Only in March, Majority Members of the Ju-
diciary Committee promised to hold a hearing
on what level of funding the LSC should re-
ceive. Yet, here we are, 5 months later, and
no such hearings have been held. Now, we
are left debating the future of the LSC, at the
last possible minute, on the House floor. We
cannot allow the Majority to constrict the LSC
until it can no longer function.

Despite repeated attempts to reduce or kill
legal services funding, we have learned that

the full House and Senate are strongly sup-
portive of the Legal Services mission, which is
to assist non-profit organizations that provide
legal services to individuals living in poverty.

And the need for Legal Services continues
to be overwhelming even though we live in a
time of great economic prosperity. There are
still 35 million Americans living below the pov-
erty line and 10 million additional individuals
with income below 125% of the poverty level.
This means almost 1 in 5 Americans is eligible
for LSC-funded services.

If we increase funding for the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation, we will enable it to address
over 1.6 million issues annually involving crit-
ical legal problems for clients and their fami-
lies, including employment disputes, individual
rights, consumer fraud, and assistance to vet-
erans suffering from post-traumatic stress dis-
order.

Nearly 30% of the requested increase is
needed to provide a small cost of living adjust-
ment, while the remaining 70% would fund ini-
tiatives to help victims of domestic violence
and children, and to expand the use of tech-
nology to promote client self-help.

I urge all of my colleagues to vote in favor
of this common sense amendment.

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to make
a couple of points. Legal Services was
in need of reform, desperate reform,
and I have got to tell you that in 1996
that happened. There are strong pen-
alties for those that abuse the system.
In fact, you can lose your license. You
can be disbarred.

In 1995, Legal Services was cut by
one-third, and that cut is in essence
still in place. In fact, if the Serrano
amendment does pass today, there will
still be a $50 million cut in 2000 versus
1999. It does not go quite far enough.

Some here today have talked about
some abuses. As far as I know, they are
pretty old abuses. They were corrected,
rightly so. The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GEKAS) who spoke a little
bit before me talked about some of the
abuses, and he was quite proud, rightly
so, of the efforts that were made.

Some here today may have heard
from some of their farmers, and good-
ness knows I have a lot of folks in agri-
culture in southwest Michigan. Last
year, I wrote more than 4,000 of my
farmers asking them for specific cases
of abuse that they could tell me about
involving Legal Services. Do you know
how many responses I got back? None.
Not a single farmer responded back
with a single case of abuse, period.

Lawyers are expensive. They are
costly to any family, whether you be
rich or poor.

Let me tell you about a couple of the
cases I found out, my local Legal Serv-
ices, what they have done back in
Michigan this year. The Berrien Coun-
ty Legal Services, my home county, in-
tervened to assist a home-bound elder-
ly woman who was ready to sign an un-
fair contract for home improvement.
Not only did this widow avoid, thank
goodness, because of the efforts of
Legal Services, but she avoided enter-
ing into that agreement, and had she

done so, the contractor would have
ended up owning all of the equity in
her home. Wrong. She got help, and she
deserved it.

Another case, Legal Services helped a
76-year-old woman adopting her 8-year-
old great granddaughter that she had
raised from birth, even though the
adoption was contested by the girl’s fa-
ther, her real father, who is serving
time in prison and, in fact, had never
seen his daughter. Legal Services suc-
ceeded in keeping this young girl in a
stable home environment that she had
known from birth. Those are the cases
that Legal Services does every day of
the week.

We have heard a little bit about pad-
ding some of the cases here, and, right-
ly so, perhaps. It is troublesome. But I
have to tell you, the funding for all of
these counties comes based on the pov-
erty level in your counties. It is not by
level of cases. It is based on need.

This is a program that works. If it
does not work, Members of this House
should go to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HYDE), the chairman of the
Committee on the Judiciary, who has
proven his moxie, has proven he has
the votes to get things done, bring
those abuses to the Committee on the
Judiciary, and, if they are true, he will
fix them. I have confidence in the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE).

There are lots of statements around
here that are chiseled into buildings.
‘‘Equal justice under law.’’ Let us not
ask that brick layer to take that state-
ment off the wall and instead put in
‘‘no justice for some.’’

Without this amendment, the brick
layers may as well go back to work.
Let us not close the courthouse doors.
Let us not take away rights that the
middle class and the rich are able to be
able to pay for, whether it be adoption
or custody or even doing a will. That is
not right.

This amendment, even if it passes,
still reduces Legal Services by almost
20 percent. A $50 million cut in a
$300,000 program is still going to throw
a lot of people out of work.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, today I want to speak
in support of the Serrano-Ramstad-
Delahunt amendment to restore fund-
ing to Legal Services Corporation. If
this amendment is not accepted, the
Legal Services Corporation will suffer
yet another devastating blow.

As currently written, this bill pro-
vides only $141 million for Legal Serv-
ices Corporation. This proposal is $159
million less than the current appro-
priation and $199 million less than the
administration’s request. Such a reduc-
tion would crush an already vulnerable
Legal Services, thereby rendering it
even more difficult to provide Legal
Services for those who most need it.

Let us be clear: Legal Services has
already been cut to the bone. This wor-
thy program cannot survive another
massive reduction in funds. We have
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cut Legal Services from a budget of
$415 million in fiscal year 1995 to $283
million in fiscal year 1998. I know that
there are people who just do not like
legal aid, so they have decided to dev-
astate it by attacking it every year
with cuts, cutting it to the bone so it
cannot operate. It is not fair.

The effects of these cuts are already
being felt by those low-income clients
that depend on Legal Services organi-
zations. In California, the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation provided Legal Serv-
ices to 217,015 clients in 1997. Those rep-
resented included our most vulnerable
citizens, including the elderly, battered
women, and families who are barely
surviving poverty.

b 1530
However, if the Serrano-Ramstad-

Delahunt amendment is not accepted,
we, as legislators, would effectively be
abandoning the longstanding commit-
ment to legal services for the poor.

Let us put a face on it. Who are we
talking about? We are talking about
renters. Do my colleagues know that
still in America there are unscrupulous
landlords who turn off the water, who
put padlocks on the doors, who set peo-
ple out on the sidewalk. They would
rather do this than go through the ex-
pense of going through the courts, and
if they went to the courts, many times,
the renters would be found to be within
their rights to refuse payment. In Cali-
fornia, we have Deduct and Repair. If
one is living in run-down rental units,
if the water is not working, the elec-
tricity is not working, one can repair it
and deduct it from the rent. Some
landlords do not like that. So we have
people who depend on Legal Services.
We have the elderly, as just described,
who are oftentimes tricked into sign-
ing contracts, and they cannot get out
of them alone. They cannot get to the
courts. They do not have any money.

We have people who are tricked into
signing contracts that my colleagues
and I, if we saw them, would be out-
raged by them, but it is legal services
who is there to help. The more we cut
them, the more exposed these very vul-
nerable populations are.

To make matters worse, in my own
State, the State of California, many of
the poor are already without service
because of Governor Pete Wilson’s veto
of the State Bar Fee Authorization in
1997. The poor in California have been
failed by their governor, and this
amendment is their last hope. More-
over, the deep cuts in Legal Services
will mean that whole sectors of our so-
ciety will be left without access to
Legal Services Corporations. In many
poor and rural regions of the country,
there will be no publicly-funded legal
assistance available to the poor. We
must not forget that 40 percent of the
23 million people over 18 who live in
poverty in this country are the work-
ing poor, and they also depend on Legal
Services, organizations for legal assist-
ance.

Now, I know there are some who do
not know a lot about this, and they

may think that the poor are just in
these inner cities depending on these
services. I am amazed at how many leg-
islators are representing poor districts
that are not cities, that are in subur-
ban communities, in rural commu-
nities, and they act as if they do not
have the poor. They are simply not get-
ting their representation.

There are many poor farmers who
need legal services, who have lost ev-
erything, who have nowhere to turn.
And the legal services are there for
them in some areas, but with these
kinds of cuts, we are not going to have
them in those poor, rural communities.

The American public supports a fed-
erally funded Legal Services Corpora-
tion for those individuals who would
not otherwise be able to afford an at-
torney’s services in certain civil mat-
ters. The provision of adequate Federal
funding for legal services cannot be
provided elsewhere.

Mr. Chairman, I would ask for sup-
port for this very important amend-
ment.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to give my
thanks to the gentleman from Arizona,
who is a member of the committee.

I rise to oppose this amendment on
behalf of farmers of all income levels in
Kentucky, Tennessee, North Carolina
and throughout the southeastern
United States. This agency, under the
leadership of President John McKay,
has abused its legislative mandate and
has misled the U.S. Congress, as many
people have talked about, on its case-
load. We could spend a lot of time talk-
ing about the caseload, but I want to
talk about an aspect of the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation that continues to cre-
ate problems, particularly in the
Southeast, as well as other parts of the
country.

Section 504 of the law states that
none of the funds appropriated in this
act to Legal Services may be used to
provide legal services for or on behalf
of any alien, unless the alien is present
in the United States.

Now, that should be clear to anyone,
and we want aliens who are working in
the U.S. under some agricultural pro-
gram to have access to the courts. And
they do have access to the courts. But
when they leave and they go back to
Mexico or wherever they may go, the
law states that they cannot be bringing
lawsuits while they are not present in
the U.S.

But, despite that, the President of
the Legal Services Corporation, John
McKay, has said that he will not penal-
ize any Legal Services Corporation if
they misinterpret the phrase, ‘‘is
present in the United States.’’ He
wants it to say, ‘‘was present in the
United States.’’ Mr. McKay goes on to
say that he has absolute discretion to
determine what laws to enforce and
how.

Now, the Legal Services Corporation,
as a result of that, has ignored the

statutory authority that is even in the
bill this year. It was there last year
and he ignored it, and it was there the
year before and he ignored it, and the
legal services lawyers from North Caro-
lina were videotaped on an illegal trip
to Mexico to recruit clients to sue
farmers in North Carolina, in Ken-
tucky, and other States. Paralegals
were sent passing out brochures saying
that you have these rights that need to
be pursued in court. And not only that,
but when they find these clients, they
send threatening letters to farmers
throughout my district in which they
are saying, if you will pay $4,763 to one
farmer, $14,289 that another farmer re-
ceives, $26,000, $65,000, $73,000, if you
will pay this money, then we will not
proceed in court.

Now, a lot of these farmers do not be-
lieve that there is any legal basis to
file the suit, so they defend themselves
in suits filed in Kentucky, in Ten-
nessee, in North Carolina, and in many
cases, the local judges grant a sum-
mary judgment for the farmer. And
then what happens? Well, then the
legal aid lawyers go to Texas Federal
court and they file lawsuits there.

So when the farmers try to get it
transferred to a Federal court in Ken-
tucky or North Carolina, then the
judges say, no, I am not going to trans-
fer it. So then the farmers have to hire
lawyers in Texas, they have to go to
Texas for depositions, they have to go
to Texas for lawsuits for the case to be
tried, and it costs large sums of money,
and many of them end up settling and
some of them have even gone into
bankruptcy because of this abuse.

The sad thing about this is, many of
the plaintiffs are not present in the
U.S., even though the law specifically
says, you must be present when the
lawsuit is filed. And John McKay has
repeatedly ignored that, has repeatedly
disavowed that and has said, I will in-
terpret the law the way I want to inter-
pret it.

Mr. Chairman, there is something
wrong when we have a system that is
taking tax dollars from hard-working,
law-abiding taxpayers to have suits
filed against them in violation of the
law that is there. I realize we live in a
particularly permissive society, but I
hope we have not reached the point
where we not only condone a Federal
agency misleading Congress about its
caseload, but we reward them when we
discovered that they provided false tes-
timony, and then we turn our head
when we know that the agency is vio-
lating Federal law.

Now, the President says he is going
to veto this, and I would urge him if he
does, I want to take him to Kentucky,
Tennessee, North Carolina, and he can
talk to the farmers about why he is
vetoing it.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, the Legal Services
Corporation celebrates its 25th anni-
versary this year. For 25 years, legal
services has provided critical legal aid
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to low-income people, including chil-
dren, the elderly, and victims of do-
mestic abuse. In those years, legal
services has helped low-income Ameri-
cans fight unjust eviction from their
apartments, arbitrary government ac-
tions, and consumer fraud. And reflect-
ing their level of concern for low-in-
come Americans, the Republican lead-
ership has slashed funding for the
Legal Services Corporation.

The Republican leadership is pre-
pared to give a $792 billion tax break to
the rich. It is also trying to cut $159
million in legal aid to the poor. The
other side of the aisle argues that
those who pay little in taxes should get
no tax relief, and some of them argue
that those with little recourse to our
legal system should get no legal aid,
but not all of them. The gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. RAMSTAD) and
others who have spoken today have
stood up for legal services and have
stood up for the principle of equal jus-
tice under law.

The bill before us cuts funding for
the Legal Services Corporation in half.
Mr. Chairman, with this cut, more
than 250,000 families will be denied ac-
cess to legal counsel in the courts, and
there will be only one Legal Services
Corporation for every 24,000 low-income
Americans. This drastic cut to Legal
Services funding will hurt hundreds of
thousands of Americans, particularly
those who live in rural areas, because
legal services programs will have to
close neighborhood offices and limit
their services.

I believe that claims that Legal Serv-
ices is misrepresenting the number of
people it has helped are vastly over-
stated and have been properly ad-
dressed, but it is the latest excuse for
those who year after year after year
after year come to this floor to do just
what they are trying to do today and
cut out legal aid for the poor.

We should listen to the scores of
businesses, religious organizations,
seniors’ groups and victims’ advocacy
groups that support the Legal Services
Corporation.

Mr. Chairman, I would have thought
that legal services for the poor to help
ensure equal justice under law was a
conservative ideal, an ideal rooted in
our Constitution. I believe it is simply
wrong to slam the courthouse doors
shut on the poor simply because they
do not have the money to obtain legal
counsel.

In Maine, one of the great advocates
for legal services for the poor is a man
named Howard Dana. He was appointed
to the Legal Services Board, I believe,
by President Reagan, and year after
year after year in the 1980s he fought to
make sure that the Legal Services Cor-
poration remained in existence and was
adequately funded. He was and remains
a conservative Republican. As I said,
this is a conservative ideal: equal jus-
tice under law. He is now a distin-
guished judge on the Maine Supreme
Court, and I know he stands by the be-
liefs that he held as a member of the
board.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to remember that although Legal Serv-
ices attorneys may not be convenient,
they may be inconvenient, for land-
lords, for corporations, and even for
this government, inconvenience is no
argument for subverting a fundamental
principle of our Constitution. I urge
my colleagues to support the bi-
partisan Serrano-Ramstad-Delahunt
amendment which would restore fund-
ing for the Legal Services Corporation.
All Americans deserve equal justice
under law, not just those who cannot
afford it. Keep the courthouse door
open for all Americans.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, in the
interest of time, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on this amendment
and all amendments thereto be con-
cluded in 30 minutes, and that the time
be equally divided on either side of the
aisle.

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

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I have
spoken to the chairman, and we do not
object.

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) and the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) each will control 15 minutes.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. KOLBE).

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time. I rise in opposition to this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, others have spoken
here today about the improprieties or,
some would say at the very least, the
inconsistencies that we have seen in
the caseload figures that have been
provided by the Legal Services Cor-
poration. Others have said, well, that is
not really how they get their funding,
they get it from the level of poverty
that is found in each of the areas where
legal services are provided.

But the fact is, we have seen some
wild variations in the caseloads, and
we do know that the Inspector General
and even the Chairman of the Legal
Services Corporation, has himself ac-
knowledged that there are tremendous
discrepancies in the way caseloads
these are reported.

Now, some say it is because there are
no real guidelines. Well, I believe the
Board has a responsibility to promul-
gate those guidelines to make sure
that it is clear so that we know what
cases are being accepted or how they
are being disposes of so that we can
have consistent statistical data on
which to make the judgment in the
subcommittee that I serve on level of
funding for the Legal Services Corpora-
tion.
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We also heard the gentleman from
California talk about how over the
years Congress has had to take action
against the Legal Services Corporation

for meddling in areas where Congress
has demonstrated clear legislative di-
rection. Instead, too often the Legal
Services Corporation has attempted
not to implement legislative intent,
but to block the actions of Congress.
We heard about that most dramati-
cally, in the memory of most of the
Members of Congress, in the area of re-
districting.

I want to talk about another area
where this is going on, legislation that
we passed a few years ago dealing with
migrant farm worker programs, and
the very limited guest worker pro-
grams with foreign countries.

These are very heavily constricted
programs with a lot of regulations, a
lot of rules which must be implemented
in order to comply with them. They
have to advertise; they have to show
that there is no work force available.

Even with all these hurdles to clear,
what we have found is that Legal Serv-
ices Corporation in almost every area
and every State, has filed all kinds of
actions to block any approval of these
worker programs. The result is none,
virtually none, have been approved.
Less than 1 percent of the potential
need for migrant workers, giving peo-
ple jobs here in the United States to
work, have actually been approved by
the Labor Department. What we hear
time and again from farm organiza-
tions is they just do not initiate the
process because they know they are
going to be blocked by the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation.

I want to finally discuss where the
author proposes to find offsets for re-
storing this money to the Legal Serv-
ices Corporation. The gentleman from
New York (Mr. SERRANO) has told us
the money does not really come out of
the Border Patrol, that this is really a
shift from one account to the other.

I will acknowledge that this is true.
But there is a definite cut in the Na-
tional Instant Crime Check system for
the FBI, there is a definite cut in the
Federal prison system, and there is a
definite cut in the judicial services.

Mr. Chairman, these funds are abso-
lutely vital in order to carry out the
legal system for those who need it
most. Who needs it most except those
who are the most impoverished? If we
do not have a judicial system that
works to put criminals behind bars,
who is going to suffer? Those who are
the most poor. If we do not have a judi-
cial system that has the staff to proc-
ess cases, who is going to suffer? Those
who are the most poor. If we do not
have a system to do crime checks, who
will be the victims of crime? Those who
are the most poor.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that we defeat
this amendment. I urge that we keep
the cuts that the committee has judi-
ciously imposed on the Legal Services
Corporation.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. HOEFFEL).

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the subcommittee for yielding
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time to me, and for bringing this excel-
lent amendment to the House, which I
strongly support.

The Serrano-Ramstad-Delahunt
amendment would avoid a devastating
53 percent cut in Federal support for
the Legal Services Corporation. This
money is desperately needed in our
communities, and we must support the
Serrano amendment.

I heard the majority leader speak,
questioning the reliability of case sta-
tistics offered by the Legal Services
Corporation. I would like to share with
him and the House some case statistics
from the Legal Aid Society of Mont-
gomery County, Pennsylvania, where I
come from.

In 1995, they received about $300,000
in Federal money for their legal aid
program. This year they are receiving
under $200,000, a one-third cut. If this
bill goes through unamended, they will
realize another $100,000 reduction in
funding, so a two-thirds reduction from
1995 in Federal support.

This has a very real impact on the
quality of legal services offered in
Montgomery County, Pennsylvania, as
it obviously does in every county
throughout this country. They have
had to reduce their caseload in my
county by over 250 cases out of a couple
of thousand, and if these funds are fur-
ther reduced, as the bill proposes, an-
other 200 or 300 cases will be reduced
from their annual caseload.

I heard the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLITTLE) talk about
where are the States in volunteerism?
In my county, the county commis-
sioners have offered up more money as
the Federal Government has reduced
funding. The Bar Association has of-
fered up money and pro bono time to
make up for Federal cuts. But they
cannot take the place of the Federal
money, and the caseloads are going
down.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
DOOLITTLE) said we should punish the
bureaucrats. This is not about pun-
ishing bureaucrats. The bureaucrats
will not be punished, it is the people
that receive and need the legal services
that will be punished. Who are these
people? They are about two-thirds
women: poor women; women that need
help with protection from abuse cases;
women that need help with consumer
protection cases; women that need help
with employment problems, financial
problems, foreclosures. These are the
people that the majority would punish
if this bill is unamended and if the cuts
are passed as the bill proposes.

We have a principle in this country of
equal justice for all. To achieve that,
we need equal access for all to the
courts. We must pass this amendment.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of this amendment. The Legal

Services Corporation is important to
assisting vulnerable people in our soci-
ety. This is a little bit of what I will
address.

Women and children are among the
vulnerable who, without assistance,
often find themselves in abusive situa-
tions that they cannot control. The im-
pact of these situations is significant,
and it could well result in homeless-
ness and the loss of necessary financial
resources for food, maintenance, and
health care.

To give one example from my own
district, which is Montgomery County,
Maryland, as a result of domestic vio-
lence and in fear for her safety and
that of her five children, a woman left
her husband of 15 years. He had been
the primary support for the family.

She was able on her own to obtain
housing, although it was neither de-
cent nor safe. Still, because of her fi-
nancial situation, she was threatened
with eviction. Local legal services
helped her to get Section 8 housing,
and the family was able to relocate to
decent housing with adequate space.
This stabilized the family during a
very disruptive and unsettling time.

Millions of children are the victims
of abuse from their parents and others
who are responsible for their care. This
abuse goes on somewhere in the coun-
try every minute of the day, and Legal
Services in Maryland represents chil-
dren who are neglected or abused, such
as neglect or abuse which ranges from
a child being left alone by a parent, not
being provided a nutritional meal, to
physical or sexual abuse that results in
severe injury and, all too often, death.

Legal Services has helped the infant
that has been abandoned at birth, the
child who is left unattended, the child
who is beaten, burned by cigarette
butts because he would not stop crying,
or scalded by hot water to teach him a
lesson. These children are vulnerable,
and without the protection of the law
they would be endangered and lost.

Legal Services advocacy on behalf of
children assures that they will not be
the subject of abuse, and it helps to se-
cure services for children, such as
housing support, health care, food, edu-
cational programs, and necessary coun-
seling.

The work of Legal Services on behalf
of families and children touches at the
heart of what we value most in this
country: decent housing, adequate
health care, food, a safe environment.
Because of the importance of safety in
our society, Legal Services programs
have supported legislation to prevent
abuse and protect the abused.

In general, the States are not allo-
cating funds for civil legal services for
poor citizens. Without this federally
funded program, the most vulnerable
members of our society will not have
the ability to get inside the courtroom
door to seek judicial protections of
their rights. We must assure that suffi-
cient funds are available. This amend-
ment restores some of the amount that
Legal Services needs, not even the
total amount that could be used.

I certainly urge support for this mod-
est amendment.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KUCINICH), who has been patiently
waiting for over 2 hours to speak.

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to say at the
outset that I, too, am offended by the
false reports which are alluded to by
my colleagues. It is repugnant that any
agency should submit information to
the government which is anything less
than accurate.

I can understand why some would be
so offended about the abuses cited.
However, I am even more offended by
poverty, poverty which locks people
out of opportunities for justice, pov-
erty which humiliates people when
they cannot be represented, poverty
which makes people invisible when
courts would take action in their ab-
sence; poverty which would deny the
poor legal representation.

How many of those who have been in
this Chamber can imagine what it is
like to need an attorney but have no
access to help because one cannot af-
ford it? Indeed, if a Member of Congress
is subject to legal process in the per-
formance of his or her duties, he or she
will receive legal assistance from the
Office of General Counsel at no cost.
How could we deny those who we rep-
resent, who have much less recourse,
how could we deny them access or
claim to the resources of the country?

Mr. Chairman, there is a level of con-
descension and condemnation of the
poor and judgment which is inappro-
priate here, because this is not only
about whether we will see full legal
services for the poor and whether Legal
Services for the poor will survive. Mo-
ments like this instruct us as to the
health of our democracy and its ability
to survive.

At a time when Members of Congress
are prepared to give 70 percent of a
multi-billion dollar tax cut to the top 5
percent of the people who make over
$200,000, this Congress should be more
gentle with the have-nots on such basic
issues as legal representation.

Somewhere in America there are
poor and working poor who are con-
cerned about whether they will have
representation on issues of consumer
debt, defective products, insurance cov-
erage denial, assistance on family vio-
lence, eviction defense, illegal lockout
defense, utility cutoff defense, housing
discrimination defense, disability bene-
fits defense.

Legal Services is there for them, and
this Congress ought to be here for
Legal Services. The poor have a right
to a decent legal representation. The
poor already are at a disadvantage in
all legal situations. They tend to lack
education; they tend to lack knowledge
of the system; they tend to be, because
of the sting of poverty, a bit disorga-
nized.

We will be challenged by a higher
test here, and which resonates with a
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very old question that was put forth
about 2000 years ago: When I was hun-
gry, did you feed me? When I was
naked, did you clothe me? When I was
thirsty, did you give me water?

Let me add in that spirit, as we move
towards the 21st century, when I was
poor and I needed help, did you give me
access to legal assistance? Let this
Congress meet that test. Vote for the
amendment.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. DAVIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I want to thank the gentleman for
yielding time to me.

It seems to me that here we are once
again, the same old wine with a new
bottle; the same lemon, just a new
twist; the same target, the poor, a new
weapon: Take away not just legal rep-
resentation, but take away hope, take
away faith, take away belief in a sys-
tem. Take away the idea that you, too,
can receive justice, notwithstanding
the size of your wallet or your pocket-
book or your purse.

There is a legal assistance office
down the hall from my district office,
and I see people go in with their heads
down, wondering what is going to hap-
pen. But then I see them turn around
and leave, and they are walking dif-
ferently. They now have hope. They
have spoken with an attorney. They
have spoken to someone who seemed to
understand their plight, to know what
they are going through, to know what
it is all about.

b 1600

I have seen people in Housing Court,
no lawyer, no attorney, wondering
what is going to happen. I have seen
them in Juvenile Court. No attorney,
no lawyer, not knowing.

I say to my colleagues today that we
have an opportunity to reverse a trend.
Rather than attack the poor, let us
give aid and comfort to the develop-
ment of our judicial system by helping
everybody in this country know that
they, too, can receive justice. Let us
vote in favor of the amendment and ex-
tend justice to all.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. NETHERCUTT).

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Kentucky
(Chairman ROGERS) for yielding me the
time.

I rise in support of the amendment
which freezes Legal Services funding
essentially from last year. But I rise
more importantly in support of John
McKay whose name has been taken in
vain here today.

John McKay is from my State, an ex-
cellent lawyer with a great background
in history in our State. He decided to
come out of private practice and come
to Legal Services to head it up, to
bring it back to its core mission. So I

have taken a bit of concern and offense
at people who have discredited John
McKay.

John McKay is a decent, honorable,
certainly not a deceitful man. He is a
good lawyer and good person trying to
do a tough job.

Now, Legal Services Corporation has
its problems. It has had its problems in
the past. It has allegations of problems
today. John McKay is trying to fix
those problems. He is not the cause of
the problem. He is trying to fix them.

So he is a good person with a tough
mission, and we ought to help him ac-
complish that mission to bring this
Legal Services Corporation nationally
back to its core mission of helping peo-
ple who are poor.

In my State of Washington, the Legal
Services Corporation is doing a fine
job. I have had Justice Richard Guy of
the Supreme Court come to my office.
Attorney Bill Hislop, who is head of
our Bar Association in Spokane, Wash-
ington; Jim Bamberger who has
worked very hard for Legal Services;
Nancy Islip, these are good people try-
ing to make the core mission of Legal
Services effective.

I have had my problems with Legal
Services. I have had good conversations
with these people who are in charge in
my State. I think they have been very
responsive.

The farm community is less burdened
by the Legal Services Corporation
practices of the past than they are
today. That is progress. That is
progress at the hands of John McKay.

If one is poor in this country and one
is hungry, our government provides
one with food. One can get it imme-
diately. If one does not have housing,
the government helps one. But if one
has legal problems, one cannot go to
law school and get help.

The Legal Services Corporation pro-
vides the poor with this kind of help,
and we ought to insist on accommoda-
tion by this corporation, but we ought
to support them.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLEY).

(Mr. DOOLEY of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in favor of this amend-
ment to restore funding for the Legal
Services Corporation. I represent a dis-
trict in the San Joaquin Valley of Cali-
fornia that, despite the good economic
times in our State and our Nation, is
plagued by 14 percent unemployment.

I represent many people who are poor
and, therefore, do not have the ability
to access our judicial system. Their
only option, oftentimes, is legal assist-
ance through the Legal Services Cor-
poration.

Mr. Chairman, if a low-income elder-
ly person is unfairly evicted from their
home, if a young mother is unable to
collect child support or is a victim of
abuse and must go to the courts to in-
tervene, they have no opportunity if

they cannot afford legal representa-
tion.

I find it somewhat ironic that the
same week that this Congress will be
considering a huge tax cut bill of al-
most $800 billion, that Republicans
think is important to cut funding, or
some Republicans think it is important
for cut funding for one of the most im-
portant programs that assist the poor-
est of our citizens.

The Legal Services Corporation fills
our constitutional obligation to pro-
vide the poor with competent legal rep-
resentation. Our country was founded
on the principles of equal opportunity.
If we turn our back on the poorest fam-
ilies and deny them access to due proc-
ess, we are trampling on the principle
of equal justice under the law.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, who
has the right to close?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS) has the
right to close.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the remainder of the time.

Mr. Chairman, let me first say that I
understand that there have been some
concerns about the offsets to pay for
this change. Whenever we have a bill
that is as difficult as this one, it is
very difficult to come up with offsets. I
certainly understand the concern about
those offsets.

However, those offsets, as we know,
are not cast in stone right now. I com-
mit myself to all of those Members, es-
pecially my ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY),
that I will continue to work with the
chairman to make sure that the offsets
later on and in conference are accept-
able to as many people as possible.

But I repeat, it is very difficult to
come up with this kind of a change,
this kind of an amendment and, at the
same time, be able to come up with off-
sets that will make people happy.

Having said that, let me just say that
so many of the speakers today have
spoken the truth; that, if there is a
program, if there is an agency, if there
is a concept that speaks to the core of
who we are as a Nation, it is the Legal
Services Corporation.

To suggest that someone under our
system of law and our system of gov-
ernment cannot get the proper help,
the proper representation simply be-
cause they are poor, that is out-
rageous, should not be tolerated, and
should never be brought up at all.

Sure, there have been problems with
that agency at times. There have been
problems with every single agency. But
we have not decided to get rid of all
agencies we have problems with. My
God, there have been problems with
Congress, and no one would suggest
getting rid of Congress. Although there
are some people who suggest getting
rid of Congress, but we are not going to
pay attention to them.

My point is that what we do best in
our society, in my opinion, is to help
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those who find it difficult to help
themselves. All of us want to take care
of the middle class. All of us want to
keep our economy growing so that peo-
ple at the top can hopefully generate
some wealth for the rest of the Nation.

But if one cannot walk into court
with proper representation because one
is too poor to do so, and this Congress
is somehow responsible for that hap-
pening to that person, then we have a
lot to be ashamed of.

This is an issue that comes up every
year; and every year, people on that
side of the aisle try to destroy this pro-
gram. This program should not have
been funded at this level. I should have
been able to find $50 million more,
maybe $100 million more to cover the
people that are needed.

But story after story after story indi-
cates that this is a program that serves
the have-nots in our society. They are
the people that we have to protect.

As I look at the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole, and I see be-
hind him our flag, I realize how many
times we get up on this floor on amend-
ments to protect the physical well-
being of the flag. Well, I suspect that
the flag stands for more than itself. It
stands for taking care of all Ameri-
cans.

I think if that flag could speak to us
today, it would tell us that we need to
take care of the poor. In this case, that
is what we are doing. That is why I
think my colleagues should support
this amendment, and this amendment
should not be about a partisan fight. It
should be a bipartisan effort.

Let us do what is right. Let us sup-
port the amendment and give us a very
strong vote.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I strongly sup-
port this amendment. Cutting the funding of
the Legal Services Corporation to $141 million
would be a disaster for families living in pov-
erty across this nation.

Legal Services attorneys deserve our
thanks. They help our poorest and most vul-
nerable citizens navigate the complicated bu-
reaucracy of our court system in search of jus-
tice and fairness.

Many of my colleagues may not think of
Legal Services as a women’s issue, but it is.
More than two-thirds of the clients served by
Legal Services are women. The funding cuts
in this bill will force Legal Services to abandon
many of the critical legal services that it pro-
vides to poor women, particularly victims of
domestic violence.

Mr. Chairman, for the past 25 years, Legal
Services have held the courthouse doors open
to clients seeking legal protection from abu-
sive spouses. In fact, family law—which in-
cludes domestic violence cases—makes up
over one-third of the cases handled by legal
services programs each year.

In addition to helping domestic violence vic-
tims, the lawyers at the Legal Services Cor-
poration help poor women to enforce child
support orders against dead-beat dads. They
also help women with employment discrimina-
tion cases.

Slashing funding for Legal Services means
barring the door of the courthouse for tens of
thousands of women who have nowhere else
to turn for help.

As the Legal Services Corporation cele-
brates its 25th Anniversary, we must not aban-
don these women to violence and abuse and
greater poverty. Please support Legal Serv-
ices, protect poor families and vote for the
amendment.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, it is with
very strong reservations that I support Mr.
Ramstad’s amendment to the Fiscal Year
2000 Commerce, Justice, State, and the Judi-
ciary Appropriations Act that restores $109
million in funding to the Legal Services Cor-
poration.

As a practicing attorney in Georgia for over
two decades, I had the opportunity to view
firsthand the multitude of services provided by
public legal services personnel throughout my
state. While I have been critical at times of the
Georgia Legal Services Program, they do pro-
vide indigent citizens of my state needed legal
services.

While I support the legal services provided
to the indigent by the hard working men and
women of programs like the Georgia Legal
Services Program, I rise today to register my
deep dissatisfaction on the actions of individ-
uals within the Legal Services Corporation.

Last year on October 21, Congress ap-
proved $300 million for the Legal Services
Corporation, a $17 million increase that I sup-
ported. At the time of this vote, Congress was
relying on the accuracy of legal services case
statistics provided by the Corporation. As a re-
sult of subsequent audits and investigations, it
is evident that for months prior to this vote
Corporation officials knew that the case num-
bers given to Congress were both false and
inflated, deliberately withholding that informa-
tion from Congress. This is absolutely inexcus-
able and those providing false information to
Congress should be fired immediately.

With regard to the serious mismanagement
at the Legal Services Corporation, I would like
to associate myself with the report of the Ap-
propriations Committee. In their report to ac-
company H.R. 2670, the Committee raised se-
rious concerns about the case service report-
ing and associated data reports submitted an-
nually by the Corporation to the Congress. Ad-
ditionally, the Committee found that substantial
inaccuracies in these submissions, as docu-
mented by the Corporation’s Office of Inspec-
tor General and the General Accounting Of-
fice, and directed the Corporation to make im-
provement of the accuracy of these submis-
sions a top priority.

To continue receiving my support and pro-
vide assurances that the Corporation is
proactively addressing its problems, I support
the Committee’s directive that the Corporation
submit its 1999 annual case service reports
and associated data reports to Congress no
later than April 30, 2000 in order to provide
my colleagues with the information necessary
to consider the Corporation’s budget for fiscal
year 2001.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the amendment to restore
$109 million in funding for the Legal Services
Corporation. But even with this increase, there
would only be $250 million available for LSC
programs across the country. This would still
be insufficient to meet our needs across the
country, but it is a step in the right direction.

Even with this year’s funding level of $283
million, Legal Services’ resources are over-ex-
tended. We must send a more positive signal
to the dedicated staff who stretch every dollar
to provide basic legal services for the poor.

Many of our legal protections today came
from the cases made possible by Legal Serv-
ices. Protections such as due process, voting
rights, property rights, women’s rights, and
many other areas came from Legal Services
Corporation litigation. On a day to day basis,
Legal Aid bureaus across the country help en-
sure that individuals have access to the most
basic legal services.

In today’s society, whenever a single per-
son’s rights are violated, everyone is in dan-
ger. To guard against such infringement, peo-
ple need competent and timely legal advice.
For the less fortunate, this is no different. LSC
affords them the ability to protect their rights
just as anyone else.

What are we construing here? Voting rights,
employment right, access to education, free-
dom from discrimination, due process . . . the
list goes on. What price tag can we put on
these most precious commodities of our de-
mocracy?

I urge my colleagues to raise the level of
LSC funding. I ask my colleagues to vote their
CJS pocketbook for freedom.

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

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, there
are no further speakers on this side of
the aisle, and I yield back the balance
of the time.

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

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ROGERS. 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 242, noes 178,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 370]

AYES—242

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Bachus
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Camp
Canady
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement

Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost

Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
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Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaHood
Lampson
Larson
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)

Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky

Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Stupak
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Wilson
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—178

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Campbell
Cannon
Chabot
Chenoweth
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Deal
DeLay

DeMint
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Gallegly
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hostettler
Hunter
Hyde

Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
Latham
Lazio
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Myrick
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Petri

Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Quinn
Radanovich
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions

Shadegg
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)

Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Vitter
Walden
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—13

Bilbray
Cox
Cramer
Jefferson
John

Lantos
Largent
McDermott
Peterson (PA)
Shaw

Slaughter
Stenholm
Tanner

b 1628
Mr. DICKEY changed his vote from

‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’
Messrs. STARK, HOUGHTON, and

BACHUS changed their vote from ‘‘no’’
to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Stated for:
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall

No. 370, I was unavoidable detained. Had I
been present, I would have voted ‘‘aye.’’

Stated against:
Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, on Roll No.

370, the Serrano amendment to the Depart-
ments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the
Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 2000 (H.R. 2670), I intended to vote
‘‘no.’’

b 1630
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-

tleman from New York Mr. ENGEL for a
colloquy.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today to engage in a colloquy with my
colleague from New York (Mr.
SERRANO), ranking member of the sub-
committee, along with the gentleman
from Kentucky (Chairman ROGERS).

Mr. Chairman, today I wish to ex-
press my support for the New York Bo-
tanical Garden. The district of the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO)
and mine encompass a large portion of
the Bronx in New York. The New York
Botanical Garden has been located in
my district. It is currently located in
the district of the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO) which borders
mine.

Mr. Chairman, those who have been
to New York know that the Botanical

Garden is considered by many to be the
jewel of the Bronx as well as an insti-
tution renowned for its support and de-
velopment of advanced research and
graduate studies in plant biology.

I, along with 17 of my colleagues
from New York, have urgently re-
quested that $5 million be appropriated
for construction of a new plant studies
research laboratory at the New York
Botanical Garden. The Botanical Gar-
den is currently recognized as a pre-
mier institution in botanical research
in the United States.

The facility which houses advanced
botanical studies laboratories, how-
ever, has become obsolete. A new facil-
ity is desperately needed to continue to
attract top scientists and researchers
from around the world.

As I am sure the chairman and rank-
ing member are aware, $1 million has
been included in the Commerce-Jus-
tice-State appropriations bill of the
Senate. I urge them to maintain or in-
crease this level of funding during the
conference committee.

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

Mr. ENGEL. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague from New York for
expressing his support for the Botan-
ical Garden and want to assure him
that funding for the new facility is of
high importance to me.

The Botanical Garden has been in-
strumental in maintaining our place as
a world leader in plant research. With-
out this new plant research facility,
the Botanical Garden may lose its pre-
eminent status in botanical studies,
forcing many of its scientists and
scholars to conduct that research in
countries with adequate facilities.

I want to reassure my colleague from
New York that maintaining or increas-
ing the $1 million in the Senate appro-
priations bill for the new plant studies
research laboratory is of the highest
priority with this Member.

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

Mr. ENGEL. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand the interest of the two gentle-
men, including the ranking minority
member. I will be pleased to work with
them as we go through this.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

N O T I C E

Incomplete record of House proceedings. Except for concluding business which follows,
today’s House proceedings will be continued in the next issue of the Record.
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f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of
absence was granted to:

Mr. REYES (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for after 7 p.m. today and au-
gust 5 on account of attending a family
funeral.

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. PALLONE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. PALLONE for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. SPRATT for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SHERMAN for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SMITH of Washington for 5 min-

utes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. VITTER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mrs. EMERSON for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. HOEKSTRA for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. VITTER for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. METCALF for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. SIMPSON for 5 minutes, August 5.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 40 minutes
a.m.), the House adjourned until today.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

3481. A letter from the Acting Executive
Director, Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Performance of Certain Func-
tions by the National Futures Association
with Respect to Regulation 9.11—received
July 29, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

3482. A letter from the Deputy Under Sec-
retary, National Resources and Environ-
ment, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Land Uses;
Appeal of Decisions Relating to Occupancy
and Use of National Forest System Lands;
Mediation of Grazing Disputes (RIN: 0596–
AB59) received July 21, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

3483. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Gypsy Moth Generally Infested Areas
[Docket No. 99–042–1] received July 22, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

3484. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,

Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Hydrogen Per-
oxide; Exemption from the Requirement of a
Tolerance [OPP–300872; FRL–6083–9] (RIN:
2070–AB78) received June 17, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

3485. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Propargite;
Revocation of Certain Tolerances [OPP–
300891; FRL–6089–7] (RIN: 2070–AB78) received
July 19, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

3486. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Dalapon,
Fluchloralin, et al.; Various Tolerance Rev-
ocations [OPP–300841A; FRL–6093–6] (RIN:
2070–AB78) received July 19, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

3487. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Biphenyl, Cal-
cium cyanide, and Captafol, et al.; Final Tol-
erance Actions [OPP–300898; FRL–6092–7]
(RIN: 2070–AB78) received July 19, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

3488. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Bentazon,
Cyanazine, Dicrotophos, Diquat, Ethephon,
Oryzalin, Oxadiazon, Picloram, Prometryn,
and Trifluralin; Tolerance Actions [Opp-
300847A; FRL–6093–9] (RIN: 2070–AB78) re-
ceived July 19, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

3489. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Zinc Phosphide;
Extension of Tolerance for Emergency Ex-
emptions [OPP–300893; FRL–6090–9] (RIN:
2070–AB78) received July 21, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

3490. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Formaldehyde;
Revocation of Exemptions from the Require-
ment of Tolerances [OPP–300868A; FRL–6097–
1] (RIN: 2070–AB78) received July 29, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

3491. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Fenbutatin
oxide, Glyphosate, Linuron, and Mevinphos;
Tolerance Actions [OPP–300906; FRL–6096–2]
(RIN: 2070–AB78) received July 29, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

3492. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Azoxystrobin;
Pesticide Tolerances for Emergency Exemp-
tions [OPP–300880; FRL–6086–9] (RIN: 2070–
AB78) received July 29, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

3493. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Spinosad; Pes-
ticide Tolerances For Emergency Exemp-
tions [OPP–300882; FRL–6086–7] (RIN: 2070–
AB78) received July 15, 1999, pursuant to 5

U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

3494. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Pyriproxyfen;
Extension of Tolerance for Emergency Ex-
emptions [OPP–300901; FRL–6092–9] (RIN:
2070–AB78) received July 27, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

3495. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a request
for appropriations in budget authority for
the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices’ Low Income Home Energy Assistance
Program; (H. Doc. No. 106–111); to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed.

3496. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Defense
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement;
Electronic Publication of DFARS [DFARS
Case 98–D024] received July 20, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Armed Services.

3497. A letter from the Director, Defense
Porcurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Defense
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement;
Improved Accounting for Defense Contract
Services [DFARS Case 98–D312] received July
20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Armed Services.

3498. A letter from the Director, Defense
Procurement, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Defense
Federal Acquisition Regulation Supplement;
Short Form Research Contract Clauses
[DFARS Case 99–D014] received July 20, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

3499. A letter from the President and
Chairman, Export-Import Bank, transmit-
ting a report involving U.S. exports to South
Africa, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 635(b)(3)(i); to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

3500. A letter from the Director, Office of
Legislative Affairs, Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Corporation, transmitting the Corpora-
tion’s final rule—Asset and Liability Backup
Program (RIN: 3064–AC23) received June 17,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

3501. A letter from the Managing Director,
Federal Housing Finance Board, transmit-
ting the Board’s final rule—Procedures (RIN:
3069–AA86) received June 24, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

3502. A letter from the General Counsel,
National Credit Union Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Organization and Operations of Federal
Credit Unions; Fidelity BOND and Insurance
Coverage for Federal Credit Unions; Require-
ments for Insurance—received June 18, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

3503. A letter from the General Counsel,
National Credit Union Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Change in Official or Senior Executive
officer in Credit Unions that are Newly Char-
tered or are in a Troubled Condition (RIN:
3133–AC03) received June 18, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

3504. A letter from the General Counsel,
National Credit Union Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Organization and Operation of Federal
Credit Unions; Member Business Loans [12
C.F.R. Part 723] received June 27, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Banking and Financial Services.
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3505. A letter from the General Counsel,

Corporation for National and Community
Service, transmitting the Corporation’s final
rule—AmeriCorps Education Awards (RIN:
3045–AA09) received July 20, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

3506. A letter from the Executive Director,
Federal Labor Relations Authority, trans-
mitting the Authority’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Equal Access to Justice Act Attor-
ney Fees Regulations [5 CFR part 2430] re-
ceived June 15, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

3507. A letter from the Director, Corporate
Policy and Research Department, Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, transmitting
the Corporation’s final rule—Allocation of
Assets in Single-Employer Plans; Interest
Assumptions for Valuing Benefits; Correc-
tion—received July 27, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

3508. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting the fifteenth Annual Re-
port on the activities and expenditures of the
Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Manage-
ment, pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 10224(c); to the
Committee on Commerce.

3509. A letter from the Director, Acquisi-
tion Policy and Programs, Office of the Sec-
retary, Department of Commerce, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Solicita-
tion Provisions and Contract Clauses;
Women-Owned Small Business Sources
[Docket No. 981202294–8294–01] (RIN: 0605–
AA13) received July 6, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3510. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Office of Hear-
ings and Appeals, Department of Energy,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Criteria and Procedure for DOE Contractor
Employee Protection Program (RIN: 1901–
AA78) received July 14, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3511. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Secretary to the Department, Department of
Health and Human Resources, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Over-the-
Counter Human Drugs; Labeling Require-
ments [Docket Nos. 98N–0337, 96N–0420, 95N–
0259, and 90P–0201] (RIN: 0910–AA79) received
August 2, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3512. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Secretary to the Department, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—National Vac-
cine Injury Compensation Program: Addition
of Vaccines Against Rotavirus to the Pro-
gram (RIN: 0906–AA50) received August 2,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

3513. A letter from the Attorney, NHTSA,
Department of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Motor Vehicle
Content Labeling [Docket No. NHTSA–98–
5064, Notice 2] (RIN: 2127–AH33) received July
29, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

3514. A letter from the Trial Attorney, Na-
tional Highway Traffic Safety Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Vehicle
Certification; Contents of Certification La-
bels for Altered Vehicles [Docket No.
NHTSA–99–5937] (RIN: 2127–AH49) received
July 15, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3515. 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 Maintenance Plan Revi-

sions; Ohio [OH 125–1a; FRL 6375–6] received
July 6, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Commerce.

3516. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Regulation of
Fuels and Fuel Additives: Corrections to
Standards and Requirements for Reformu-
lated and Conventional Gasoline [FRL–6375–
1] (RIN: 2060–AG76) received July 6, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

3517. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Consumer and
Commercial Products: Wood Furniture,
Aerospace, and Shipbuilding and Ship Repair
Coatings: Control Techniques Guidelines in
Lieu of Regulations [AD–FRL–6375–2] (RIN:
2060–AG59) received July 6, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3518. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Classification
of the San Francisco Bay Area Ozone Non-
attainment Area for Congestion Mitigation
and Air Quality (CMAQ) [CA–010–0001, FRL–
6401–6] received July 20, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3519. 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 State Implementation
Plans; California—South Coast [CA—227–151;
FRL–6378–2] received July 20, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3520. 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 Plan; Indi-
ana [IN96–1a; FRL 6401–9] received July 20,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

3521. 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 Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Maryland; Reasonably Available
Control Technology Requirements for Major
Sources of Nitrogen Oxides [MD 027–3038;
FRL–6362–2] received June 17, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3522. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Interim Final
Stay of Action on Section 126 Petitions for
Purposes of Reducing Interstate Ozone
Transport [FRL 6364–4] (RIN: 2060–AH88) re-
ceived June 17, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3523. 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 Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Revised Format for Materials
Being Incorporated by Reference for Mis-
souri [MO 065–1065; FRL–6364–3] received
June 21, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3524. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Technical and
Procedural Amendments to TSCA Regula-
tions-Disposal of Polychlorinated Biphenyls
(PCBs) [OPPTS–66009E; FRL–6072–4] (RIN:

2070–AC01) received June 21, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3525. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Clean Air Act
Approval and Promulgation of California
State Implementation Plan for the San Joa-
quin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control
District [CA 71–154a; FRL–6400–1] received
July 19, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3526. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Prior-
ities for Uncontrolled Hazardous Waste Sites
[FRL–6401–5] received July 21, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3527. 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 Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; District of Columbia; 15 Percent
Plan for the Metropolitan Washington, D.C.
Ozone Nonattainment Area [DC25–2018a;
FRL–6412–5] received July 29, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3528. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
California State Implementation Plan Revi-
sion, South Coast Air Quality Management
District and Yolo-Solano Air Quality Man-
agement District [CA 226–0159a FRL–6376–3]
received July 15, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3529. 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 State Implementation
Plans; Michigan [MI69–01–7277a; FRL–6357–3]
received July 15, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3530. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Technical Cor-
rection to Partial Withdrawl of Direct Final
Rule, ‘‘Protection of Stratospheric Ozone:
Reconsideration of Petition Criteria and In-
corporation of Montreal Protocol Decisions’’
[AD–FRL–6400–9] received July 15, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

3531. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Air Quality
Index Reporting [FRL–6409–7] (RIN: 2060–
AH92) received July 27, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3532. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Findings of
Failure to Submit a Revised State Imple-
mentation Plan (SIP) for Lead; Missouri;
Doe Run-Herculaneum Lead Nonattainment
Area [Region VII Tracking No. MO–076–1076;
FRL–6408–3] received July 22, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3533. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Hazardous Air
Pollutants: Regulations Governing Con-
structed or Reconstructed Major Sources
[AD–FRL–6369–6] (RIN: 2060–AD06) received
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June 25, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3534. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Emis-
sion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants:
Group I Polymers and Resins and Group IV
Polymers and Resins [AD–FRL–6369–9] (RIN:
2060–AH47) received June 25, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3535. 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 Plan for
Texas: Transportation Conformity Rule [TX–
56–1–7391a; FRL–6372–6] received July 1, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

3536. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Acquisition
Regulation: Contractor Performance Evalua-
tions [FRL–6409–6] received July 27, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

3537. A letter from the Special Assistant
Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Federal Commu-
nications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule—Amendment of Sec-
tion 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM
Broadcast Stations (Saltillo, Mississippi)
[MM Docket No. 99–2 RM–9347] (Rozel, Kan-
sas) [MM Docket No. 99–3 RM–9427] (New Cas-
tle, Colorado) [MM Docket No. 99–27 RM–
9437] (Walden, Colorado) [MM Docket No. 99–
29 RM–9439] (Aberdeen, Idaho) [MM Docket
No. 99–30 RM–9443] (Palisade, Colorado) [MM
Docket No. 99–31 RM–9444] (Rye, Colorado)
[MM Docket No. 99–32 RM–9445] (Burdett,
Kansas) [MM Docket No. 99–33 RM–9453] re-
ceived July 26, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3538. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule—Amendment of Sec-
tion 73.202(b), Table of Allotments, FM
Broadcast Stations (Tecopa, California) [MM
Docket No. 99–46 RM–9470] (Council Grove,
Kansas) [MM Docket No. 99–47 RM–9471]
(Carbondale, Colorado) [MM Docket No. 99–48
RM–9472] (El Jebel, Colorado) [MM Docket
No. 99–49 RM–9473] received July 26, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

3539. A letter from the Secretary, Federal
Trade Commission, transmitting the Report
to Congress for 1997 Pursuant to the Federal
Cigarette Labeling and Advertising Act, pur-
suant to 15 U.S.C. 1337(b); to the Committee
on Commerce.

3540. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, Food
and Drug Administration, transmitting the
Administration’s final rule—Secondary Di-
rect Food Additives Permitted in Food for
Human Consumption [Docket No. 98F–0894]
received July 22, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3541. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Office of Nuclear Re-
actor Regulation, Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Monitoring the Effectiveness of
Maintenance at Nuclear Power Plants (RIN:
3150–AF95) received July 22, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3542. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Domestic Licensing of Special
Nuclear Material; Possession of a Critical
Mass of Special Nuclear Material (RIN: 3150–

AF22) received July 30, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3543. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting a report entitled,
‘‘Consolidated Guidance About Materials Li-
censes’’; to the Committee on Commerce.

3544. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Office of Nuclear Ma-
terial Safety and Safeguards, Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—Licensing Require-
ments for the Independent Storage of Spent
Nuclear Fuel and High-Level Radioactive
Waste (RIN: 3150–AF80) received July 12, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

3545. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Securities and Exchange Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—Year
2000 Operational Capability Requirements
for Registered Broker-Dealers and Transfer
Agents [Release No. 34–41661; File No. S7–8–
99] (RIN: 3235–AH61) received July 28, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

3546. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Export Administration, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Revisions to the Export Adminis-
tration Regulations; Commerce Control List:
Revision to Categories 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,and 9
Based on Wassenaar Arrangement Review
[Docket No. 990625176–9176–01] (RIN: 0694–
AB86) received July 22, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
International Relations.

3547. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Export Administration, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Expansion of License Exception
CIV Eligibility for ‘‘Microprocessors’’ Con-
trolled by ECCN 3A001 [Docket No. 990701179–
9179–01] (RIN: 0694–AB90) received July 15,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on International Relations.

3548. A letter from the Bureau of Export
Administration, Department of Commerce,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Revision of High Performance Computer Li-
censing Policy [Docket No. 990709187–9187–01]
(RIN: 0694–AB96) received July 30, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

3549. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the text of ILO Recommenda-
tion No. 189 concerning General Conditions
to Stimulate Job Creation in Small and Me-
dium-Sized Enterprises; to the Committee on
International Relations.

3550. A letter from the Sr. Investment Spe-
cialist, Treasury Division, Army and Air
Force Exchange Service, transmitting a re-
port on the Annual Federal Pension Plans,
pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 9503(a)(1)(B); to the
Committee on Government Reform.

3551. A letter from the Executive Director,
Committee For Purchase From People Who
Are Blind Or Severely Disabled, transmitting
the Committee’s final rule—Procurement
List Additions and Deletion—received July
29, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Government Reform.

3552. A letter from the Executive Director,
Committee For Purchase From People Who
Are Blind Or Severely Disabled, transmitting
the Committee’s final rule—Procurement
List Additions and Deletion—received July
29, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Government Reform.

3553. 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 July 13, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.

801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

3554. A letter from the Alternate OSD Fed-
eral Register Liaison Officer, Department of
Defense, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Implementation of Wildfire Suppres-
sion Aircraft Transfer Act of 1996 (Pub. L.
104–307) (RIN: 0790–AG68) received May 25,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Government Reform.

3555. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Administrator for Acquisition Policy, Gen-
eral Services Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—General
Services Administration Acquisition Regula-
tion; Reissuance of 48 CFR Chapter 5 (RIN:
3090–AE90) received June 21, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Government Reform.

3556. A letter from the General Counsel, Of-
fice of Management and Budget, transmit-
ting notification of two recent actions relat-
ing to vacancies in OMB; to the Committee
on Government Reform.

3557. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Career Transition Assist-
ance for Surplus and Displaced Federal Em-
ployees (RIN: 3206–AI39) received July 28,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Government Reform.

3558. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule—Positions Restricted to
Preference Eligibles (RIN: 3206–AI69) re-
ceived July 28, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

3559. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
North Dakota Regulatory Program [SPATS
No. ND–039–FOR, Amendment No. XXVIII]
received July 15, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

3560. A letter from the Acting Chair, Fed-
eral Subsistence Board, Fish and Wildlife
Service, transmitting the Service’s final
rule—Subsistence Management Regulations
for Public Lands in Alaska, Subparts A, B, C,
And D, Redefinition to Include Waters Sub-
ject to Subsistence Priority; Correction
(RIN: 1018–AD68) received July 14, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

3561. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Pacific Ocean Perch in the East-
ern Aleutian District of the Bering Sea and
Aleutian Islands [Docket No. 990304063–9063–
01; I.D. 070999A] received July 20, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Resources.

3562. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Pacific Ocean Perch in the Cen-
tral Regulatory Area of the Gulf of Alaska
[Docket No. 990304062–9062–01; I.D. 070999B]
received July 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

3563. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Atlantic
Highly Migratory Species Fisheries; Atlantic
Bluefin Tuna [I.D. 060399A] received July 22,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Resources.

3564. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Atlantic
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Tuna Fisheries; Atlantic Bluefin Tuna [I.D.
062599B] received July 22, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

3565. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Fisheries, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries
Off West Coast States and in the Western Pa-
cific; Western Pacific Crustacean Fisheries;
Bank-Specific Harvest Guidelines [Docket
No. 990630177–9177–01; I.D. 51099A] (RIN: 0648–
AK61) received July 14, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

3566. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator For Fisheries, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries
Off West Coast States and in the Western Pa-
cific; Western Pacific Crustacean Fisheries;
1999 Bank-Specific Harvest Guidelines [Dock-
et No. 990630178–9178–01; I.D. 062499A] (RIN:
0648–XA31) received July 14, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

3567. A letter from the Fisheries Biologist,
Office of Protected Resources, PR3, National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Endangered and Threatened Wildlife
and Plants; 90-Day Finding for a Petition to
List Barndoor Skate (‘‘Rajalaevis’’) as
Threatened or Endangered [Docket No.
990614160–9160–01; I.D. 061199C] received July
19, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

3568. A letter from the General Counsel,
Presidio Trust, transmitting the Trust’s
final rule—Management of the Presidio: En-
vironmental Quality (RIN: 3212–AA02) re-
ceived July 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

3569. A letter from the Chief Justice, Su-
preme Court of the United States, transmit-
ting a copy of the Report of the Proceedings
of the Judicial Conference of the United
States, held in Washington D.C., on March
16, 1999, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 331; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

3570. A letter from the Treasurer, Congres-
sional Medal of Honor Society, transmitting
the annual financial report of the Society for
calendar year 1998, pursuant to 36 U.S.C.
1101(19) and 1103; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

3571. A letter from the Accounting Admin.
Supervisor, Daughters of the American Rev-
olution, transmitting the report of the audit
of the Society for the fiscal year ended Feb-
ruary 28, 1999, pursuant to 36 U.S.C. 1101(20)
and 1103; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

3572. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of the State,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
VISAS: Documentation of Nonimmigrants
Under the Immigration and Nationality Act,
as Amended—Border Crossing Cards [Public
Notice 2976] received July 2, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

3573. A letter from the Assistant Attorney
General, Office of Justice Programs, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Timing of Police Corps
Reimbursements of Educational Expenses
[OJP(OJP)–1205] (RIN: 1121–AA50) received
June 17, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

3574. A letter from the Director, Policy Di-
rectives and Instructions Branch, Depart-
ment of Justice, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Extending the Period of
Duration of Status for Certain F and J Non-
immigrant Aliens [INS 1992–99] (RIN: 1115–

AF47) received June 21, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

3575. A letter from the Principal Deputy
Director, Office of Community Oriented Po-
licing Services, Department of Justice,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
FY 1998 Police Recruitment Program (RIN:
1105–AA58) received July 1, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

3576. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment of
Class E Airspace; Sanford, NC [Airspace
Docket No. 99–ASO–7] received July 20, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3577. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class D and Class E Airspace; San Juan, PR.
[Airspace Docket No. 9–ASO–6] received July
20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3578. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Airworthiness Directives;
Boeing Model 737–700 and -800 Series Air-
planes [Docket No. 99–NM–133–AD; Amend-
ment 39–11213; AD 99–13–51] (RIN: 2120–AA64)
received July 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3579. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule— Airworthiness Di-
rectives; SAAB Model SAAB 2000 Series Air-
planes [Docket No. 98–NM–350–AD; Amend-
ment 39–11232; AD 99–15–12] (RIN: 2120–AA64)
received July 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3580. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Sikorsky Aircraft-Manufactured
Model CH–54B Helicopters [Docket No. 97–
SW–59–AD; Amendment 39–11235; AD 99–15–14]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received July 26, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3581. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Alexander Schleicher
Segelflugzeugbau Model ASH 26E Sailplanes
[Docket No. 99–CE–06–AD; Amendment 39–
11234; AD 99–15–13] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received
July 26, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3582. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; AlliedSignal Inc. (formerly Textron
Lycoming) Model ALF502R–5 and ALF502R–
3A Turbofan Engines [Docket No. 98–ANE–42–
AD; Amendment 39–11225; AD 99–15–06] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received July 26, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3583. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Establishment of
VOR Federal Airways; WA [Airspace Docket
No. 97–ANM–23] (RIN: 2120–AA66) received

July 26, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3584. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Parsons, KS [Airspace
Docket No. 99–ACE–36] received July 26, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3585. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Lawrence, KS [Airspace
Docket No. 99–ACE–35] received July 26, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3586. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Grain Valley, MO [Airspace
Docket No. 99–ACE–28] received July 26, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3587. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Revision of Class E
Airspace; Perry, OK [Airspace Docket No. 99–
ASW–15] received July 26, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3588. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Revision of Class E
Airspace; Center, TX. [Airspace Docket No.
99–ASW–14] received July 26, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3589. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Revision of Class E
Airspace; Galveston, TX [Airspace Docket
No. 99–ASW–09] received July 26, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

3590. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Revision of Class E
Airspace; Shreveport, LA. [Airspace Docket
No. 99–ASW–10] received July 26, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

3591. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; Decorah, IA [Airspace
Docket No. 99–ACE–19] received July 26, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3592. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Change Name of
Using Agency for Restricted Areas R–2102A,
R–2102B, and R2102C; AL [Airspace Docket
No. 98–ASO–11] (RIN: 2120–AA66) received
July 26, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3593. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
General Counsel, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Dis-
ability in Air Travel; Compensation for Dam-
age to Wheelchairs and Other Assistance De-
vices (RIN: 2105–AC77) received July 26, 1999,
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pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3594. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Standard Instru-
ment Approach Procedures; Miscellaneous
Amendments [Docket No. 29666; Amdt. No.
1942] received July 29, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3595. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Standard Instru-
ment Approach Procedures; Miscellaneous
Amendments [Docket No. 29665; Amdt. No.
1941] received July 29, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3596. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Standard Instru-
ment Approach Procedures; Miscellaneous
Amendments [Docket No. 29667; Amdt. No.
1943] received July 29, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3597. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Technical
Amendments; Organizational Changes; Mis-
cellaneous Editorial Changes and Con-
forming Amendments [USCG–1999–5832] re-
ceived July 22, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3598. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Proposed Establish-
ment of Class E Airspace; Imperial County,
CA [Airspace Docket No. 98–AWP–33] re-
ceived July 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3599. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Modification of
Legal Description of the Class D Airspace;
Cincinnati, OH [Airspace Docket No. 99–
AGL–25] received July 20, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3600. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Modification of
Class E Airspace; Indianapolis, IN; and Rev-
ocation of Class E Airspace; Greenwood, IN
[Airspace Docket No. 99–AGL–26] received
July 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3601. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Modification of
Class E Airspace; Barnesville, OH [Airspace
Docket No. 99–AGL–24] received July 20, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3602. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Pratt & Whitney JT9D Series Tur-
bofan Engines [Docket No. 98–ANE–31–AD;
Amendment 39–11221; AD 99–15–02] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received July 20, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3603. A letter from the Attorney, Research
and Special Programs Administration, De-

partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Pipeline Safe-
ty: Adoption of Consensus for Breakout
Tanks [Docket No. RSPA–97–2095; Amend-
ment 195–66] (RIN: 2137–AC11) received July
20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3604. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Establishment of
Class E Airspace; Minden, NV [Airspace
Docket No. 97–AWP–16] received July 20,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3605. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment of VOR
Federal Airways; Kahului, HI [Airspace
Docket No. 97–AWP–35] (RIN: 2120–AA66) re-
ceived July 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3606. A letter from the Senior Analyst, Of-
fice of the Secretary, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Exemptions Form Passenger Tar-
iff-Filing Requirements in Certain Instances
[Docket No. OST–97–2050; Notice No. 97–1]
(RIN: 2105–AC61) received July 20, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3607. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone:
Fireworks, Parade of Lights, Boston, MA
[CGD01–99–110] (RIN: 2115–AA97) received
July 22, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3608. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Amendment to
Class E Airspace; North Platte, NE [Airspace
Docket No. 99–ACE–33] received July 22, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3609. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, United
States Coast Guard, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Special Local Regulations for Ma-
rine Events; Hampton Offshore Challenge,
Chesapeake Bay, Hampton, Virgina [CGD 05–
99–038] (RIN: 2115–AE46) received June 17,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3610. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, United
States Coast Guard, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Special Local Regulations: Inde-
pendence Day Celebration, Cumberland
River mile 190.0–191.0, Nashville, TN [CGD08–
99–036](RIN: 2115–AE46) received June 17, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3611. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, United
States Coast Guard, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Safety Zone: 4th of July Fire-
works, Charles River Esplanade, Boston, MA
[CGD01–99–057] (RIN: 2115–AA97) received
June 17, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

3612. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, United

States Coast Guard, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Safety Zone: New York Super
Boat Race, Hudson River, New York [CGD01–
98–175] (RIN: 2115–AA97) received June 17,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3613. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, United
States Coast Guard, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Drawbridge Operation Regula-
tions: Fort Point Channel, MA [CGD01–98–
173] (RIN: 2115–AE47) received June 17, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3614. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, United
States Coast Guard, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Special Local Regulations:
Riverfest ’99, Tennessee River, Mile Marker
140.0–141.0, Parsons, TN [CGD08–99–038] (RIN:
2115–AE46) received June 17, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3615. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, United
States Coast Guard, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Special Local Regulations:
Riverbend Festival, Tennessee River mile
463.5 to 464.5, Chattanooga, TN [CGD08–99–
037] (RIN: 2115–AE46) received June 17, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3616. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, United
States Coast Guard, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Special local Regulations for Ma-
rine Events; Sharptown Outboard Regatta,
Nanticoke River, Sharptown, Maryland [CGD
05–99–037] (RIN: 2115–AE46) received June 17,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3617. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Establishment of Class E
Airspace; Escobas, TX [Airspace Docket No.
99–ASW–05] received June 17, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3618. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Airworthiness Directives;
Bell Helicopter Textron Canada (BHTC)
Model 206L–4 Helicopters [Docket No. 98–SW–
66–AD; Amendment 39–11196; AD 99–13–03]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received June 17, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3619. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Airworthiness Directives;
Eurocopter France Model AS 332C, L, L1, and
L2 Helicopters [Docket No. 99–SW–17–AD;
Amendment 39–11195; AD 99–13–02] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received June 17, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3620. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Revision of Class E Air-
space; Guthrie, OK; [Airspace Docket No. 99–
ASW–06] received June 17, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3621. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of
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Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Revision of Class E Air-
space; Shawnee, OK [Airspace Docket No. 99–
ASW–07] received June 17, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3622. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, Department of
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Procedures for Protests
and Contract Disputes; Amendment of Equal
Access to Justice Act Regulations [Docket
No. FAA–1998–4379; Amendment No. 14–03 17–
01] (RIN: 2120–AG19) received June 24, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

3623. A letter from the Senior Attorney, Of-
fice of the Secretary, Department of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Petitions Involving the Effective
Dates of the Disclosure Code-Sharing Ar-
rangements and Long-Term Wet Leases
Final Rule CFR Part 257, and the Disclosure
of Change-of-Guage Services Final Rule, 14
CFR Part 258 [Docket Nos. OST–95–179, OST–
95–623, and OST–95–177] (RIN: 2105–AC10, 2105–
AC17) received July 12, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3624. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Pol-
lutant Discharge Elimination System Per-
mit Application Requirements for Publicly
Owned Treatment Works and Other Treat-
ment Works Treating Domestic Sewage
[FRL–6401–2] (RIN: 2040–AB39) received July
20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3625. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Ocean Dump-
ing; Amendment of Site Designation [FRL–
6377–3] received July 19, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3626. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Standards for
the Use or Disposal of Sewage Sludge [FRL–
6401–3] (RIN: 2040–AC25) received July 19,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

3627. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Con-
duct at the Mt. Weather Emergency Assist-
ance Center and at the National Emergency
Training Center [64 FR 31136] (RIN: 3067–
AC83) received June 21, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

3628. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Veterans Benefits
Administration, Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Veterans Education: Effective Date for
Reducing Educational Assistance (RIN: 2900–
AJ39) received July 20, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

3629. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulations Management, Department of
Veterans Affairs, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—VA Acquisition Regula-
tion: Taxes (RIN: 2900–AJ32) received July 13,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

3630. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Branch, Customs Service, transmitting the
Service’s final rule—Exemption of Origi-
nating Mexican Goods From Certain Cus-

toms User Fees [TD 99–61] (RIN: 1515–AC47)
received July 30, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

3631. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Department of the Treasury, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Employ-
ment Tax Deposits—De Minimis Rule (RIN:
1545–AW28) received June 21, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801 (a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

3632. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Secretary to the Department, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Implementa-
tion of Section 403(a)(2) of Social Security
Act Bonus to Reward Decrease in Illegit-
imacy Ratio (RIN: 0970–AB79) received Au-
gust 2, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

3633. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Secretary to the Department, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Child Support
Enforcement Program; Standards for Pro-
gram Operations (RIN: 0970–AB82) received
August 2, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

3634. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Secretary to the Department, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Child Support
Enforcement Program; State Plan Require-
ments, Standards for Program Operations,
and Federal Financial Participation (RIN:
0970–AB69) received August 2, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

3635. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Early Referal Of
Issues To Appeals—received July 14, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

3636. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Returns Relating to
Payments of Qualified Tuition and Related
Expenses; and Returns Relating to Payments
of Interest on Education Loans [Notice 99–37]
received July 15, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

3637. A letter from the Acting Associate
Chief, Forest Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting an annual report of
Forest Service accomplishments; jointly to
the Committees on Agriculture and Re-
sources.

3638. A letter from the Director, Defense
Security Cooperation Agency, transmitting
the transfer of up to $100M in defense articles
and services to the Government of Bosnia-
Herzegovina; jointly to the Committees on
International Relations and Appropriations.

3639. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting a report on the objec-
tives and endpoints of contingency oper-
ations involving over 500 US military per-
sonnel for which supplemental appropria-
tions are requested; jointly to the Commit-
tees on International Relations and Armed
Services.

3640. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting a report entitled, ‘‘HUD
Procurement Reform: Substantial Progress
Underway’’; jointly to the Committees on
Government Reform and Banking and Finan-
cial Services.

3641. A letter from the Secretary of the
Treasury, transmitting the first Semiannual
Report to Congress prepared by the Office of
the Treasury Inspector General for Tax Ad-
ministration (TIGTA) for the period ending
March 31, 1999; jointly to the Committees on
Government Reform and Ways and Means.

3642. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting the First Edition of
the U.S. Department of Transportation’s
Transportation Research and Development
Plan; jointly to the Committees on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure and Science.

3643. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Secretary to the Department, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Medicare Pro-
gram; Hospice Wage Index [HCFA–1054–N]
(RIN: 0938–AJ62) received August 2, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the
Committees on Ways and Means and Com-
merce.

3644. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Secretary to the Department, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Medicare Pro-
gram; Changes to the Hospital Inpatient Pro-
spective Payment Systems and Fiscal Year
2000 Rates [HCFA–1053–F] (RIN: 0938–AJ50)
received August 2, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); jointly to the Committees on
Ways and Means and Commerce.

3645. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Secretary to the Department, Department of
Health and Human Services, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Health Care
Programs: Fraud and Abuse; Revised OIG
Sanction Authorities Resulting From Public
Law 105–33 (RIN: 0991–AA95) received July 22,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); jointly
to the Committees on Ways and Means and
Commerce.

3646. A letter from the Chairman, Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve, Chair-
person, Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, Secretary of the Treasury, Chair-
man, Securities transmitting the report of
the President’s Working Group on Financial
Markets on Hedge Funds, Leverage, and the
Lessons of Long-Term Capital Management
(LTCM); jointly to the Committees on Bank-
ing and Financial Services, Commerce, and
Agriculture.

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
calender, as follows:

Mr. YOUNG of Florida: Committee on Ap-
propriations. Report on the Revised Sub-
allocation of Budget Allocations for Fiscal
Year 2000 (Rept. 106–288). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. ARCHER: Committee of Conference.
Conference report on H.R. 2488. A bill to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
reduce individual income tax rates, to pro-
vide marriage penalty relief, to reduce taxes
on savings and investments, to provide es-
tate and gift tax relief, to provide incentives
for education savings and health care, and
for other purposes (Rept. 106–289) Ordered to
be printed.

Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina: Com-
mittee of Conference. Conference report on
H.R. 1905. A bill making appropriations for
the Legislative Branch of the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 106–290). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. LINDER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 274. Resolution waiving points of
order against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 2488) to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to reduce indi-
vidual income tax rates, to provide marriage
penalty relief, to reduce taxes on savings and
investments, to provide estate and gift tax
relief, to provide incentives for education
savings and health care, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 106–291). Referred to the House
Calendar.
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Mr. PRYCE of Ohio: Committee on Rules.

House Resolution 275. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 2684) mak-
ing appropriations for the Departments of
Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban De-
velopment, and for sundry independent agen-
cies, boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2000, and for other purposes (Rept. 106–
292). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. REYNOLDS: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 276. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (S. 1467) to ex-
tend the funding levels for aviation programs
for 60 days (Rept. 106–293). Referred to the
House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. DAVIS of Virginia:
H.R. 2696. A bill to amend title 5, United

States Code, to provide for more equitable
policies relating to overtime pay for Federal
employees and the accumulation and use of
credit hours; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

By Mr. MANZULLO:
H.R. 2697. A bill to amend title 38, United

States Code, to establish a presumption of
service connection for purposes of veterans
benefits for certain chronic symptoms occur-
ring in veterans who served in the Persian
Gulf War; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Mr. DREIER (for himself, Mr. DAVIS
of Virginia, Ms. DUNN, and Mr.
ROGAN):

H.R. 2698. A bill to promote economic
growth and opportunity by increasing the
level of visas available for highly specialized
scientists and engineers and by eliminating
the earnings penalty on senior citizens who
continue to work after reaching retirement
age; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and in addition to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, 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. BISHOP (for himself, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, and Mr. CHAMBLISS):

H.R. 2699. A bill to designate the United
States courthouse located at 223 Broad
Street in Albany, Georgia, as the ‘‘C.B. King
United States Courthouse‘‘; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. JACKSON of Illinois:
H.R. 2700. A bill to require that United

States supported clinical research that is
conducted in sub-Saharan African countries
be conducted in accordance with the most
protective ethical standards regarding the
use of human research subjects, and to pro-
hibit the revocation or revision of intellec-
tual property or competition laws or policies
of sub-Saharan African countries that are
designed to promote access to pharma-
ceuticals or other medical technologies; to
the Committee on International Relations.

By Mr. HYDE:
H.R. 2701. A bill to amend title 28, United

States Code, to provide remedies for losses
occasioned by unreasonable delay in the
processing of certain Federal Communica-
tions Commission licenses; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SHAYS, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. KIL-

PATRICK, Mr. ROTHMAN, Ms. KAPTUR,
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. NADLER, Mr. MAR-
TINEZ, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. WEINER, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms.
LEE, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr.
VENTO, and Mr. KUCINICH):

H.R. 2702. A bill to reestablish the Office of
Noise Abatement and Control in the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce,
and in addition to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, 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. MINGE:
H.R. 2703. A bill to ensure that land en-

rolled in the land conservation program of
the State of Minnesota known as Reinvest in
Minnesota remains eligible for enrollment in
the conservation reserve upon the expiration
of the Reinvest in Minnesota contract; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

H.R. 2704. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Act of 1949 to restore and improve the farmer
owned reserve program, to extend the term
of marketing assistance loans made under
the Agricultural Market Transition Act, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts:
H.R. 2705. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 prevent the avoidance of
gain recognition through swap funds; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WEINER:
H.R. 2706. A bill to amend the Public

Health Service Act, the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974, and chap-
ter 5, United States Code, to require cov-
erage for the treatment of infertility; to the
Committee on Commerce, and in addition to
the Committees on Education and the Work-
force, and Government Reform, 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. WU:
H.R. 2707. A bill to amend the Older Ameri-

cans Act of 1965 to establish pension coun-
seling programs, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force.

By Mrs. BIGGERT (for herself, Mr.
MCINTOSH, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. GREEN-
WOOD, and Mr. BARCIA):

H.R. 2708. A bill to amend the Victims of
Child Abuse Act of 1990 to require electronic
communication service providers to report
child pornography violations to the Cyber
Tip Line at the National Center for Missing
and Exploited Children; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. GOODLATTE (for himself, Mr.
LAHOOD, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr.
CALVERT, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. SIMPSON,
Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. GOODE, and Mrs.
EMERSON):

H.R. 2709. A bill to amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 to provide for a national standard
of interoperability and portablility applica-
ble to electronic food stamp benefit trans-
actions; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HEFLEY:
H.R. 2710. A bill to establish the National

Law Enforcement Museum on Federal land
in the District of Columbia; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mrs. KELLY (for herself, Mr. GIL-
MAN, and Mr. SWEENEY):

H.R. 2711. A bill to amend section 4531(c) of
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 to permit
payment for ALS intercept services fur-
nished in areas other than rural areas, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee

on Ways and Means, 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. ROMERO-BARCELO (for him-
self, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. TOWNS, and
Mr. MCCRERY):

H.R. 2712. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to increase the percent-
age of the national rate payable for inpatient
hospitals services applicable to hospitals lo-
cated in Puerto Rico to 100 percent; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CHABOT (for himself, Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN, Mr. SALMON, Mr. BARCIA,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. BRADY of Texas,
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. LOBIONDO,
Mrs. BONO, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. SMITH
of New Jersey, Mr. HORN, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. GREEN of Wis-
consin, Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr.
LAHOOD, Ms. GRANGER, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. DELAY,
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. MORAN of
Virginia, Mr. FOLEY, and Mrs.
MYRICK):

H.J. Res. 64. A joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States to protect the rights of crime
victims; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SESSIONS (for himself, Mr.
DOOLITTLE, Mr. ARMEY, Mr. BARTON
of Texas, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. BONILLA,
Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. BURR of
North Carolina, Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mrs.
CHENOWETH, Ms. DUNN, Mr. GOODE,
Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. HANSEN, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr.
HAYWORTH, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr.
ISTOOK, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas,
Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. LINDER,
Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, Mr.
MCINNIS, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. MICA,
Mr. GARY MILLER of California, Mr.
NEY, Mr. OSE, Mr. PAUL, Mr. PEASE,
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
POMBO, Mr. ROGAN, Mr. SCHAFFER,
Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr.
SWEENEY, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. TERRY,
Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma,
Mr. WICKER, Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr.
COOK, and Mrs. MYRICK):

H. Con. Res. 172. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress in opposition
to a ‘‘bit tax‘‘ on Internet data proposed in
the Human Development Report 1999 pub-
lished by the United Nations Development
Programme; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

f

MEMORIALS
Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials

were presented and referred as follows:
205. The SPEAKER presented a memorial

of the Senate of the State of Louisiana, rel-
ative to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 60
memorializing Congress to restore National
Resource Conservation Service’s budget in
order that it can continue to serve the con-
servation and environmental needs of Lou-
isiana; to the Committee on Agriculture.

206. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Louisiana, relative to Senate Con-
current Resolution No. 42 memorializing
Congress to proclaim the first week in Au-
gust of each year as ‘‘National Week of Pray-
er for Schools’’; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

207. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Louisiana, relative to Senate Con-
current Resolution No. 12 memorializing
Congress to pursue viable alternatives to the
current Turtle Excluder Device regulations;
to the Committee on Resources.
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208. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the

State of Louisiana, relative to Senate Con-
current Resolution No. 136 memorializing
Congress to pass the Flag Protection Amend-
ment, an amendment to the Constitution of
the United States giving Congress the au-
thority to pass laws protecting the United
States flag from desecration; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

209. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Louisiana, relative to Senate Con-
current Resolution No. 30 memorializing
Congress to authorize and to urge the gov-
ernor of the state of Louisiana to support the
development of the ‘‘Comprehensive Hurri-
cane Protection Plan for Coastal Louisiana’’
by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to pro-
vide continuous hurricane protection from
Morgan City to the Mississippi border; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

210. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Michigan, relative to Senate Reso-
lution No. 55 memorializing Congress on vol-
untary, individual, unorganized, and non-
mandatory prayer in public schools; jointly
to the Committees on Education and the
Workforce and the Judiciary.

211. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Louisiana, relative to Senate Con-
current Resolution No. 59 memorializing
Congress to take certain actions to guar-
antee all monies due to states from any to-
bacco industry settlement, agreement, or
judgment be paid in full to such states and
to prohibit any activities that would result
in reducing the amount of funds available to
the states from any tobacco industry settle-
ment, agreement, or judgment; jointly to the
Committees on Commerce and Ways and
Means.

212. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Louisiana, relative to Senate Reso-
lution No. 51 memorializing Congress to
adopt legislation which would allow the sale
of food and other humanitarian aid to the
people of Cuba; jointly to the Committees on
International Relations and Agriculture.

213. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Louisiana, relative to Senate Con-
current Resolution No. 124 memorializing
Congress to provide funding for the construc-
tion of the Big Creek Recreation Access
Project; jointly to the Committees on Re-
sources and Agriculture.

214. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Michigan, rel-
ative to House Concurrent Resolution No. 27
and House Resolution No. 51 memorializing
Congress to investigate the issue of apple
juice concentrate from other countries being
sold in the American Market at prices below
cost; jointly to the Committees on Ways and
Means and Agriculture.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 9: Mr. MCHUGH.
H.R. 44: Mr. WALSH.
H.R. 61: Mr. LAMPSON.
H.R. 86: Mr. DIAZ-BALART.
H.R. 123: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.
H.R. 170: Mr. ROYCE
H.R. 191: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio.
H.R. 303: Ms. MCKINNEY.
H.R. 316: Mr. DELAHUNT.
H.R. 353: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. POMEROY, Mr.

SALMON, Mr. WISE, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. SMITH
of Washington, and Mr. GORDON.

H.R. 355: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
H.R. 405: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.

GEKAS, Mr. PICKETT, and Mr. HOLT.
H.R. 415: Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 453: Mr. CLEMENT, Ms. KILPATRICK,
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Mrs.
EMERSON, Mr. ALLEN, and Mr. SMITH of
Washington.

H.R. 488: Mr. SHERMAN.
H.R. 501: Mrs. NORTHUP.
H.R. 516: Mrs. CUBIN.
H.R. 531: Mr. VITTER.
H.R. 648: Mr. MCHUGH.
H.R. 714: Mr. BAIRD, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois,

Mr. KIND, and Mr. SERRANO.
H.R. 731: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 750: Mr. WU, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. WAXMAN,

and Mr. PICKETT.
H.R. 783: Mr. NEY and Mr. JONES of North

Carolina.
H.R. 802: Mr. MINGE, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.

LARSON, Mr. WU, and Mr. CAPUANO.
H.R. 845: Mr. DINGELL.
H.R. 915: Mr. WISE and Mr. SHAYS.
H.R. 919: Mr. GUTIERREZ.
H.R. 976: Mr. SMITH of Washington and Ms.

STABENOW.
H.R. 997: Mr. HILLIARD.
H.R. 1032: Mr. SHOWS.
H.R. 1063: Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 1070: Mr. KOLBE and Mr. VITTER.
H.R. 1111: Mrs. NAPOLITANO and Mr.

PHELPS.
H.R. 1149: Mr. WAXMAN.
H.R. 1180: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH and Mr. LIPIN-

SKI.
H.R. 1221: Mr. BEREUTER and Mr. GEKAS.
H.R. 1222: Mr. TIERNEY.
H.R. 1288: Mr. MCNULTY.
H.R. 1298: Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 1325: Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky.
H.R. 1337: Mr. WEXLER and Mr. ROGERS.
H.R. 1344: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.
H.R. 1354: Mr. KELLY, Mr. TERRY, and Ms.

DUNN.
H.R. 1356: Mr. SHERMAN and Mr. SALMON.
H.R. 1358: Mr. GORDON.
H.R. 1445: Mr. OLVER and Mrs. MINK of Ha-

waii.
H.R. 1482: Mr. WAXMAN.
H.R. 1491: Mr. SMITH of Washington and Mr.

OLVER.
H.R. 1504: Mr. LATOURETTE.
H.R. 1507: Mr. SIMPSON.
H.R. 1577: Mr. HUNTER and Mr. RILEY.
H.R. 1581: Mr. COYNE, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois,

Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. GOSS, and Mr. HASTINGS
of Florida.

H.R. 1622: Mr. SMITH of Washington.
H.R. 1629: Mr. DEAL of Georgia and Mr.

PHELPS.
H.R. 1644: Mr. CHRISTENSEN and Mr.

SANDLIN.
H.R. 1650: Mr. GARY MILLER of California,

Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. HOB-
SON, and Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 1685: Mr. GARRY MILLER of California.
H.R. 1731: Mr. HUTCHINSON and Mr. PICK-

ERING.
H.R. 1747: Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. VITTER,

and Mr. TERRY.
H.R. 1788: Mr. MENENDEZ and Mr. SMITH of

Washington.
H.R. 1812: Mr. BERMAN and Mr. KLECZKA.
H.R. 1849: Mr. OWENS.
H.R. 1857: Mr. PICKERING.
H.R. 1862: Mr. BROWN of Ohio and Mr. BOS-

WELL.
H.R. 1863: Mr. BAIRD.
H.R. 1883: Mr. LEACH, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.

IASAKSON, Mr. TANNER, Mr. KOLBE, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. COYNE, Mr. PICK-
ERING, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. SISISKY, Mrs. MEEK of
Florida, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Mr.
ALLEN, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. INSLEE,
Mr. MOORE, Mr. LARSON, Mr. LUTHER, Mr.
SANFORD, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. RYUN of
Kansas, Mr. CHABOT, and Mr. OBERSTAR.

H.R. 1887: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
HORN, Mr. SMITH of Texas, and Mr.
CUNNINGHAM.

H.R. 1926: Mrs. MORELLA, Mr. LINDER, Mr.
COOK, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. GREEN of Wis-
consin, and Mr. SISISKY.

H.R. 1933: Mr. GARY MILLER of California,
Mr. GOODE, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. HANSEN,
and Mr. LAHOOD.

H.R. 1983: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 2056: Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 2120: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr.

ACKERMAN, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. MEE-
HAN, Ms. WATERS, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms.
STABENOW, Mr. DAVIS of Florida, Mr. LEWIS
of Georgia, Mr. WU, Mr. WEXLER, and Mr.
GEJDENSON.

H.R. 2130: Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. HORN, Mr. HOB-
SON, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. BASS, and Mr.
KINGSTON.

H.R. 2283: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 2286: Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 2289: Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. SKEEN, Mrs.

CAPPS, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. HASTINGS of Wash-
ington, and Mr. GOSS.

H.R. 2303: Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. BURTON of In-
diana, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. BARTLETT
of Maryland, Mr. SMITH of Texas, and Mr.
FLETCHER.

H.R. 2305: Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 2340: Mr. DEAL of Georgia and Mr.

NORWOOD.
H.R. 2344: Ms. LEE and Mr. GREEN of Texas.
H.R. 2356: Mrs. FOWLER.
H.R. 2357: Mr. KASICH and Mr. REGULA.
H.R. 2386: Mr. FILNER and Mr. GEORGE MIL-

LER of California.
H.R. 2409: Mr. HINOJOSA.
H.R. 2420: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland and

Mr. CALLAHAN.
H.R. 2434: Mr. HEFLEY and Ms. PRYCE of

Ohio.
H.R. 2446: Mr. GONZALEZ and Mr. KENNEDY

of Rhode Island.
H.R. 2491: Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. BARTLETT of

Maryland, and Mr. GREENWOOD.
H.R. 2498: Mr. PICKERING and Mr. PRICE of

North Carolina.
H.R. 2527: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.
H.R. 2532: Mr. MCKEON.
H.R. 2539: Ms. ESHOO.
H.R. 2548: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,

Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. HINCHEY, and Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York.

H.R. 2573: Mr. WEXLER.
H.R. 2586: Mr. RAHALL and Mr. STUPAK.
H.R. 2687: Mr. FROST.
H. Con. Res. 34: Mr. PRICE of North Caro-

lina.
H.Con. Res. 60: Mr. CALVERT, Mr. TOOMEY,

Mr. KIND, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, and
Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H. Con. Res. 80: Mr. SNYDER, Mr. MCIN-
TYRE, and Ms. DEGETTE.

H. Con. Res. 120: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.
DEFAZIO, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr.
MOORE, Mr. HYDE, and Mr. CAMP.

H. Con. Res. 124: Ms. NORTON and Mr. WATT
of North Carolina.

H. Con. Res. 128: Ms. STABENOW, Mr.
FOSSELLA, Mr. OBERSTAR, and Ms. PRYCE of
Ohio.

H. Res. 134: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mrs.
MCCARTHY of New York, Mrs. MORELLA, Mr.
PACKARD, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr. SCHAFFER,
Mr. TOWNS, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, and Mr.
WAXMAN.

H. Res. 187: Mr. COSTELLO.
H. Res. 203: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. HILLEARY, and

Mr. GARY MILLER of California.
H. Res. 238: Mr. KOLBE and Mr. SMITH of

New Jersey.
H. Res. 268: Mr. ENGLISH and Ms. DUNN.

f

AMENDMENTS
Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, proposed

amendments were submitted as follows:
H.R. 2670

OFFERED BY: MR. EHLERS

AMENDMENT NO. 22: Page 53, line 26, after
the dollar amount insert ‘‘(increased by
$390,000)’’.
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Page 54, line 12, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $390,000)’’.
Page 54, line 13, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $390,000)’’.
Page 54, line 18, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(increased by $390,000)’’.
Page 56, line 9, after the dollar amount in-

sert ‘‘(reduced by $390,000)’’.

H.R. 2670

OFFERED BY: MR. STEARNS

AMENDMENT NO. 23. On page 72, 5 strike
‘‘$2,482,825,000’’ and insert ‘‘2,482,325,000’’

H.R. 2670

OFFERED BY: MR. TANCREDO

AMENDMENT NO. 24: Page 80, strike line 7
and all that follows through page 81, line 14
(relating to arrearage payments).

f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2488,
FINANCIAL FREEDOM ACT OF 1999

Mr. ARCHER (during the Special
Order of Mr. ETHERIDGE) submitted the
following conference report and state-
ment on the bill (H.R. 2488) to provide
for reconciliation pursuant to sections
105 and 211 of the concurrent resolution
on the budget for fiscal year 2000:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. Rept. 106–289)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2488), to provide for reconciliation pursuant
to sections 105 and 211 of the concurrent res-
olution on the budget for fiscal year 2000,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses as fol-
lows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the
following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; ETC.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Taxpayer Refund and Relief Act of
1999’’.

(b) AMENDMENT OF 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.

(c) SECTION 15 NOT TO APPLY.—No amend-
ment made by this Act shall be treated as a
change in a rate of tax for purposes of sec-
tion 15 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.

(d) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; etc.

TITLE I—BROAD-BASED AND FAMILY
TAX RELIEF

Subtitle A—Reduction in Individual Income
Taxes

Sec. 101. Reduction in individual income
taxes.

Subtitle B—Family Tax Relief

Sec. 111. Elimination of marriage penalty in
standard deduction.

Sec. 112. Exclusion for foster care payments
to apply to payments by quali-
fied placement agencies.

Sec. 113. Expansion of adoption credit.
Sec. 114. Modification of dependent care

credit.
Sec. 115. Marriage penalty relief for earned

income credit.

Subtitle C—Repeal of Alternative Minimum
Tax on Individuals

Sec. 121. Repeal of alternative minimum tax
on individuals.

TITLE II—RELIEF FROM TAXATION ON
SAVINGS AND INVESTMENTS

Subtitle A—Capital Gains Tax Relief
Sec. 201. Reduction in individual capital

gain tax rates.
Sec. 202. Indexing of certain assets acquired

after December 31, 1999, for pur-
poses of determining gain.

Sec. 203. Capital gains tax rates applied to
capital gains of designated set-
tlement funds.

Sec. 204. Special rule for members of uni-
formed services and Foreign
Service, and other employees,
in determining exclusion of
gain from sale of principal resi-
dence.

Sec. 205. Tax treatment of income and loss
on derivatives.

Sec. 206. Worthless securities of financial in-
stitutions.

Subtitle B—Individual Retirement
Arrangements

Sec. 211. Modification of deduction limits
for IRA contributions.

Sec. 212. Modification of income limits on
contributions and rollovers to
Roth IRAs.

Sec. 213. Deemed IRAs under employer
plans.

Sec. 214. Catchup contributions to IRAs by
individuals age 50 or over.

TITLE III—ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX
REFORM

Sec. 301. Modification of alternative min-
imum tax on corporations.

Sec. 302. Repeal of 90 percent limitation on
foreign tax credit.

TITLE IV—EDUCATION SAVINGS
INCENTIVES

Sec. 401. Modifications to education indi-
vidual retirement accounts.

Sec. 402. Modifications to qualified tuition
programs.

Sec. 403. Exclusion of certain amounts re-
ceived under the National
Health Service Corps Scholar-
ship Program, the F. Edward
Hebert Armed Forces Health
Professions Scholarship and Fi-
nancial Assistance Program,
and certain other programs.

Sec. 404. Extension of exclusion for em-
ployer-provided educational as-
sistance.

Sec. 405. Additional increase in arbitrage re-
bate exception for govern-
mental bonds used to finance
educational facilities.

Sec. 406. Modification of arbitrage rebate
rules applicable to public
school construction bonds.

Sec. 407. Elimination of 60-month limit and
increase in income limitation
on student loan interest deduc-
tion.

Sec. 408. 2-percent floor on miscellaneous
itemized deductions not to
apply to qualified professional
development expenses of ele-
mentary and secondary school
teachers.

TITLE V—HEALTH CARE PROVISIONS
Sec. 501. Deduction for health and long-term

care insurance costs of individ-
uals not participating in em-
ployer-subsidized health plans.

Sec. 502. Long-term care insurance per-
mitted to be offered under cafe-
teria plans and flexible spend-
ing arrangements.

Sec. 503. Additional personal exemption for
taxpayer caring for elderly fam-
ily member in taxpayer’s home.

Sec. 504. Expanded human clinical trials
qualifying for orphan drug cred-
it.

Sec. 505. Inclusion of certain vaccines
against streptococcus
pneumoniae to list of taxable
vaccines; reduction in per dose
tax rate.

Sec. 506. Drug benefits for medicare bene-
ficiaries.

TITLE VI—ESTATE TAX RELIEF
Subtitle A—Repeal of Estate, Gift, and Gen-

eration-Skipping Taxes; Repeal of Step Up
in Basis At Death

Sec. 601. Repeal of estate, gift, and genera-
tion-skipping taxes.

Sec. 602. Termination of step up in basis at
death.

Sec. 603. Carryover basis at death.
Subtitle B—Reductions of Estate and Gift

Tax Rates Prior to Repeal
Sec. 611. Additional reductions of estate and

gift tax rates.
Subtitle C—Unified Credit Replaced With

Unified Exemption Amount
Sec. 621. Unified credit against estate and

gift taxes replaced with unified
exemption amount.

Subtitle D—Modifications of Generation-
Skipping Transfer Tax

Sec. 631. Deemed allocation of gst exemp-
tion to lifetime transfers to
trusts; retroactive allocations.

Sec. 632. Severing of trusts.
Sec. 633. Modification of certain valuation

rules.
Sec. 634. Relief provisions.

Subtitle E—Conservation Easements
Sec. 641. Expansion of estate tax rule for

conservation easements.
TITLE VII—TAX RELIEF FOR DIS-

TRESSED COMMUNITIES AND INDUS-
TRIES

Subtitle A—American Community Renewal
Act of 1999

Sec. 701. Short title.
Sec. 702. Designation of and tax incentives

for renewal communities.
Sec. 703. Extension of expensing of environ-

mental remediation costs to re-
newal communities.

Sec. 704. Extension of work opportunity tax
credit for renewal communities.

Sec. 705. Conforming and clerical amend-
ments.

Subtitle B—Farming Incentive
Sec. 711. Production flexibility contract

payments.
Subtitle C—Oil and Gas Incentives

Sec. 721. 5-year net operating loss carryback
for losses attributable to oper-
ating mineral interests of inde-
pendent oil and gas producers.

Sec. 722. Deduction for delay rental pay-
ments.

Sec. 723. Election to expense geological and
geophysical expenditures.

Sec. 724. Temporary suspension of limita-
tion based on 65 percent of tax-
able income.

Sec. 725. Determination of small refiner ex-
ception to oil depletion deduc-
tion.

Subtitle D—Timber Incentives
Sec. 731. Temporary suspension of maximum

amount of amortizable reforest-
ation expenditures.

Sec. 732. Capital gain treatment under sec-
tion 631(b) to apply to outright
sales by land owner.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7028 August 4, 1999
TITLE VIII—RELIEF FOR SMALL

BUSINESSES
Sec. 801. Deduction for 100 percent of health

insurance costs of self-em-
ployed individuals.

Sec. 802. Increase in expense treatment for
small businesses.

Sec. 803. Repeal of Federal unemployment
surtax.

Sec. 804. Increased deduction for meal ex-
penses; increased deductibility
of business meal expenses for
individuals subject to Federal
limitations on hours of service.

Sec. 805. Income averaging for farmers and
fishermen not to increase alter-
native minimum tax liability.

Sec. 806. Farm, fishing, and ranch risk man-
agement accounts.

Sec. 807. Exclusion of investment securities
income from passive income
test for bank S corporations.

Sec. 808. Treatment of qualifying director
shares.

TITLE IX—INTERNATIONAL TAX RELIEF
Sec. 901. Interest allocation rules.
Sec. 902. Look-thru rules to apply to divi-

dends from noncontrolled sec-
tion 902 corporations.

Sec. 903. Clarification of treatment of pipe-
line transportation income.

Sec. 904. Subpart F treatment of income
from transmission of high volt-
age electricity.

Sec. 905. Recharacterization of overall do-
mestic loss.

Sec. 906. Treatment of military property of
foreign sales corporations.

Sec. 907. Treatment of certain dividends of
regulated investment compa-
nies.

Sec. 908. Repeal of special rules for applying
foreign tax credit in case of for-
eign oil and gas income.

Sec. 909. Advance pricing agreements treat-
ed as confidential taxpayer in-
formation.

Sec. 910. Increase in dollar limitation on
section 911 exclusion.

Sec. 911. Airline mileage awards to certain
foreign persons.

TITLE X—PROVISIONS RELATING TO
TAX-EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS

Sec. 1001. Exemption from income tax for
State-created organizations
providing property and cas-
ualty insurance for property for
which such coverage is other-
wise unavailable.

Sec. 1002. Modification of special arbitrage
rule for certain funds.

Sec. 1003. Exemption procedure from taxes
on self-dealing.

Sec. 1004. Expansion of declaratory judg-
ment remedy to tax-exempt or-
ganizations.

Sec. 1005. Modifications to section 512(b)(13).
Sec. 1006. Mileage reimbursements to chari-

table volunteers excluded from
gross income.

Sec. 1007. Charitable contribution deduction
for certain expenses incurred in
support of Native Alaskan sub-
sistence whaling.

Sec. 1008. Simplification of lobbying expend-
iture limitation.

Sec. 1009. Tax-free distributions from indi-
vidual retirement accounts for
charitable purposes.

TITLE XI—REAL ESTATE PROVISIONS
Subtitle A—Improvements in Low-Income

Housing Credit
Sec. 1101. Modification of State ceiling on

low-income housing credit.
Sec. 1102. Modification of criteria for allo-

cating housing credits among
projects.

Sec. 1103. Additional responsibilities of
housing credit agencies.

Sec. 1104. Modifications to rules relating to
basis of building which is eligi-
ble for credit.

Sec. 1105. Other modifications.
Sec. 1106. Carryforward rules.
Sec. 1107. Effective date.

Subtitle B—Provisions Relating to Real
Estate Investment Trusts

PART I—TREATMENT OF INCOME AND SERVICES
PROVIDED BY TAXABLE REIT SUBSIDIARIES

Sec. 1111. Modifications to asset diversifica-
tion test.

Sec. 1112. Treatment of income and services
provided by taxable REIT sub-
sidiaries.

Sec. 1113. Taxable REIT subsidiary.
Sec. 1114. Limitation on earnings stripping.
Sec. 1115. 100 percent tax on improperly allo-

cated amounts.
Sec. 1116. Effective date.

PART II—HEALTH CARE REITS

Sec. 1121. Health care REITs.
PART III—CONFORMITY WITH REGULATED

INVESTMENT COMPANY RULES

Sec. 1131. Conformity with regulated invest-
ment company rules.

PART IV—CLARIFICATION OF EXCEPTION FROM
IMPERMISSIBLE TENANT SERVICE INCOME

Sec. 1141. Clarification of exception for inde-
pendent operators.

PART V—MODIFICATION OF EARNINGS AND
PROFITS RULES

Sec. 1151. Modification of earnings and prof-
its rules.

Subtitle C—Modification of At-Risk Rules
for Publicly Traded Nonrecourse Debt

Sec. 1161. Treatment under at-risk rules of
publicly traded nonrecourse
debt.

Subtitle D—Treatment of Certain
Contributions to Capital of Retailers

Sec. 1171. Exclusion from gross income for
certain contributions to the
capital of certain retailers.

Subtitle E—Private Activity Bond Volume
Cap

Sec. 1181. Acceleration of phase-in of in-
crease in volume cap on private
activity bonds.

Subtitle F—Deduction for Renovating
Historic Homes

Sec. 1191. Deduction for renovating historic
homes.

TITLE XII—PROVISIONS RELATING TO
PENSIONS

Subtitle A—Expanding Coverage

Sec. 1201. Increase in benefit and contribu-
tion limits.

Sec. 1202. Plan loans for subchapter S own-
ers, partners, and sole propri-
etors.

Sec. 1203. Modification of top-heavy rules.
Sec. 1204. Elective deferrals not taken into

account for purposes of deduc-
tion limits.

Sec. 1205. Repeal of coordination require-
ments for deferred compensa-
tion plans of State and local
governments and tax-exempt
organizations.

Sec. 1206. Elimination of user fee for re-
quests to IRS regarding pension
plans.

Sec. 1207. Deduction limits.
Sec. 1208. Option to treat elective deferrals

as after-tax contributions.
Sec. 1209. Reduced PBGC premium for new

plans of small employers.
Sec. 1210. Reduction of additional PBGC pre-

mium for new and small plans.

Subtitle B—Enhancing Fairness for Women
Sec. 1221. Catchup contributions for individ-

uals age 50 or over.
Sec. 1222. Equitable treatment for contribu-

tions of employees to defined
contribution plans.

Sec. 1223. Faster vesting of certain employer
matching contributions.

Sec. 1224. Simplify and update the minimum
distribution rules.

Sec. 1225. Clarification of tax treatment of
division of section 457 plan ben-
efits upon divorce.

Sec. 1226. Modification of safe harbor relief
for hardship withdrawals from
cash or deferred arrangements.

Subtitle C—Increasing Portability for
Participants

Sec. 1231. Rollovers allowed among various
types of plans.

Sec. 1232. Rollovers of IRAs into workplace
retirement plans.

Sec. 1233. Rollovers of after-tax contribu-
tions.

Sec. 1234. Hardship exception to 60-day rule.
Sec. 1235. Treatment of forms of distribu-

tion.
Sec. 1236. Rationalization of restrictions on

distributions.
Sec. 1237. Purchase of service credit in gov-

ernmental defined benefit
plans.

Sec. 1238. Employers may disregard roll-
overs for purposes of cash-out
amounts.

Sec. 1239. Minimum distribution and inclu-
sion requirements for section
457 plans.

Subtitle D—Strengthening Pension Security
and Enforcement

Sec. 1241. Repeal of 150 percent of current li-
ability funding limit.

Sec. 1242. Maximum contribution deduction
rules modified and applied to
all defined benefit plans.

Sec. 1243. Missing participants.
Sec. 1244. Excise tax relief for sound pension

funding.
Sec. 1245. Excise tax on failure to provide

notice by defined benefit plans
significantly reducing future
benefit accruals.

Sec. 1246. Protection of investment of em-
ployee contributions to 401(k)
plans.

Sec. 1247. Treatment of multiemployer plans
under section 415.

Subtitle E—Reducing Regulatory Burdens
Sec. 1251. Modification of timing of plan

valuations.
Sec. 1252. ESOP dividends may be reinvested

without loss of dividend deduc-
tion.

Sec. 1253. Repeal of transition rule relating
to certain highly compensated
employees.

Sec. 1254. Employees of tax-exempt entities.
Sec. 1255. Clarification of treatment of em-

ployer-provided retirement ad-
vice.

Sec. 1256. Reporting simplification.
Sec. 1257. Improvement of employee plans

compliance resolution system.
Sec. 1258. Substantial owner benefits in ter-

minated plans.
Sec. 1259. Modification of exclusion for em-

ployer provided transit passes.
Sec. 1260. Repeal of the multiple use test.
Sec. 1261. Flexibility in nondiscrimination,

coverage, and line of business
rules.

Sec. 1262. Extension to international organi-
zations of moratorium on appli-
cation of certain non-
discrimination rules applicable
to State and local plans.
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Subtitle F—Plan Amendments

Sec. 1271. Provisions relating to plan amend-
ments.

TITLE XIII—MISCELLANEOUS
PROVISIONS

Subtitle A—Provisions Primarily Affecting
Individuals

Sec. 1301. Consistent treatment of survivor
benefits for public safety offi-
cers killed in the line of duty.

Sec. 1302. Expansion of dc homebuyer tax
credit.

Sec. 1303. No Federal income tax on
amounts and lands received by
Holocaust victims or their
heirs.

Subtitle B—Provisions Primarily Affecting
Businesses

Sec. 1311. Distributions from publicly traded
partnerships treated as quali-
fying income of regulated in-
vestment companies.

Sec. 1312. Special passive activity rule for
publicly traded partnerships to
apply to regulated investment
companies.

Sec. 1313. Large electric trucks, vans, and
buses eligible for deduction for
clean-fuel vehicles in lieu of
credit.

Sec. 1314. Modifications to special rules for
nuclear decommissioning costs.

Sec. 1315. Consolidation of life insurance
companies with other corpora-
tions.

Sec. 1316. Modification of active business
definition under section 355.

Sec. 1317. Expansion of exemption from per-
sonal holding company tax for
lending or finance companies.

Sec. 1318. Extension of expensing of environ-
mental remediation costs.

Subtitle C—Provisions Relating to Excise
Taxes

Sec. 1321. Consolidation of Hazardous Sub-
stance Superfund and Leaking
Underground Storage Tank
Trust Fund.

Sec. 1322. Repeal of certain motor fuel ex-
cise taxes on fuel used by rail-
roads and on inland waterway
transportation.

Sec. 1323. Repeal of excise tax on fishing
tackle boxes.

Sec. 1324. Clarification of excise tax imposed
on arrow components.

Sec. 1325. Exemption from ticket taxes for
certain transportation provided
by small seaplanes.

Sec. 1326. Modification of rural airport defi-
nition.

Subtitle D—Other Provisions
Sec. 1331. Tax-exempt financing of qualified

highway infrastructure con-
struction.

Sec. 1332. Tax treatment of Alaska Native
Settlement Trusts.

Sec. 1333. Increase in threshold for Joint
Committee reports on refunds
and credits.

Sec. 1334. Credit for clinical testing research
expenses attributable to certain
qualified academic institutions
including teaching hospitals.

Sec. 1335. Payment of dividends on stock of
cooperatives without reducing
patronage dividends.

Subtitle E—Tax Court Provisions
Sec. 1341. Tax court filing fee in all cases

commenced by filing petition.
Sec. 1342. Expanded use of Tax Court prac-

tice fee.
Sec. 1343. Confirmation of authority of Tax

Court to apply doctrine of equi-
table recoupment.

TITLE XIV—EXTENSIONS OF EXPIRING
PROVISIONS

Sec. 1401. Research credit.
Sec. 1402. Subpart F exemption for active fi-

nancing income.
Sec. 1403. Taxable income limit on percent-

age depletion for marginal pro-
duction.

Sec. 1404. Work opportunity credit and wel-
fare-to-work credit.

Sec. 1405. Extension and modification of
credit for producing electricity
from certain renewable re-
sources.

TITLE XV—REVENUE OFFSETS
Sec. 1501. Returns relating to cancellations

of indebtedness by organiza-
tions lending money.

Sec. 1502. Extension of Internal Revenue
Service user fees.

Sec. 1503. Limitations on welfare benefit
funds of 10 or more employer
plans.

Sec. 1504. Increase in elective withholding
rate for nonperiodic distribu-
tions from deferred compensa-
tion plans.

Sec. 1505. Controlled entities ineligible for
REIT status.

Sec. 1506. Treatment of gain from construc-
tive ownership transactions.

Sec. 1507. Transfer of excess defined benefit
plan assets for retiree health
benefits.

Sec. 1508. Modification of installment meth-
od and repeal of installment
method for accrual method tax-
payers.

Sec. 1509. Limitation on use of nonaccrual
experience method of account-
ing.

Sec. 1510. Charitable split-dollar life insur-
ance, annuity, and endowment
contracts.

Sec. 1511. Restriction on use of real estate
investment trusts to avoid esti-
mated tax payment require-
ments.

Sec. 1512. Modification of anti-abuse rules
related to assumption of liabil-
ity.

Sec. 1513. Allocation of basis on transfers of
intangibles in certain non-
recognition transactions.

Sec. 1514. Distributions to a corporate part-
ner of stock in another corpora-
tion.

Sec. 1515. Prohibited allocations of S cor-
poration stock held by an
ESOP.

TITLE XVI—COMPLIANCE WITH BUDGET
ACT

Sec. 1601. Compliance with Budget Act.
TITLE I—BROAD-BASED AND FAMILY TAX

RELIEF
Subtitle A—Reduction in Individual Income

Taxes
SEC. 101. REDUCTION IN INDIVIDUAL INCOME

TAXES.
(a) REGULAR INCOME TAX RATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f) of section 1

is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(8) RATE REDUCTIONS.—The following ad-
justments shall apply in prescribing the ta-
bles under paragraph (1):

‘‘(A) REDUCTION IN LOWEST RATE.—With re-
spect to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2000, the rate applicable to the
lowest income bracket shall be—

‘‘(i) 14.5 percent in the case of taxable
years beginning during 2001 or 2002, and

‘‘(ii) 14.0 percent in the case of taxable
years beginning after 2002.

‘‘(B) REDUCTION IN OTHER RATES.—With re-
spect to taxable years beginning after De-

cember 31, 2004, each rate (other than the
rate referred to in subparagraph (A)) shall be
reduced by 1 percentage point.

‘‘(C) PHASEOUT OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN
LOWEST BRACKET.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—With respect to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2004—

‘‘(I) the maximum taxable income in the
lowest rate bracket in the table contained in
subsection (a) (and the minimum taxable in-
come in the next higher taxable income
bracket in such table) shall be the applicable
percentage of the maximum taxable income
in the lowest rate bracket in the table con-
tained in subsection (c) (after any other ad-
justment under this subsection), and

‘‘(II) the comparable taxable income
amounts in the table contained in subsection
(d) shall be 1⁄2 of the amounts determined
under subclause (I).

‘‘(ii) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of clause (i), the applicable percentage
shall be determined in accordance with the
following table:
‘‘For taxable years beginning The applicable

in calendar year— percentage is—
2005 ...................................... 173.7
2006 ...................................... 176.1
2007 ...................................... 188.1
2008 and thereafter .............. 200.0.

‘‘(D) INCREASE IN MAXIMUM TAXABLE INCOME
IN LOWEST BRACKET FOR OTHER INDIVIDUALS.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—With respect to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2005, the
maximum taxable income in the lowest rate
bracket in the tables contained in sub-
sections (b) and (c), after any other adjust-
ment under this subsection (and the min-
imum taxable income in the next higher tax-
able income bracket in such tables, as so ad-
justed) shall be increased by $3,000.

‘‘(ii) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—In the
case of any taxable year beginning in any
calendar year after 2006, the $3,000 amount in
clause (i) shall be increased by an amount
equal to—

‘‘(I) such dollar amount, multiplied by
‘‘(II) the cost-of living adjustment deter-

mined under paragraph (3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, deter-
mined by substituting ‘calendar year 2005’
for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B)
thereof.’’.

‘‘(iii) Any increase under clause (ii) shall
be added to the amount it is increasing be-
fore such amount is rounded under para-
graph (6).

‘‘(9) POST-2001 RATE REDUCTIONS CONTINGENT
ON NO INCREASE IN INTEREST ON TOTAL UNITED
STATES DEBT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the calendar year pre-
ceding any adjustment year is not a debt re-
duction calendar year, then—

‘‘(i) such adjustment shall not take effect
until the calendar year following the adjust-
ment year, and

‘‘(ii) this subparagraph shall apply to such
following calendar year as if it were an ad-
justment year.
For purposes of this subparagraph, the term
‘adjustment year’ means, with respect to any
adjustment under subparagraph (A), (B), or
(D) of paragraph (8), the first calendar year
for which such adjustment takes effect with-
out regard to this paragraph.

‘‘(B) DEBT REDUCTION CALENDAR YEAR.—For
purposes of this paragraph, the term ‘debt
reduction calendar year’ means any calendar
year after 2000 if the Secretary of the Treas-
ury (after consultation with the chairman of
the Federal Reserve Board) determines by
August 31 of such calendar year that the
United States interest expense for the 12-
month period ending on July 31 of such cal-
endar year is not more than $1,000,000,000
greater than the United States interest ex-
pense for the 12-month period ending on July
31 of the preceding calendar year.
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‘‘(C) UNITED STATES INTEREST EXPENSE.—

For purposes of this paragraph, the term
‘United States interest expense’ means inter-
est on obligations which are subject to the
public debt limit in section 3101 of title 31,
United States Code.’’.

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Subparagraph (B) of section 1(f)(2) is

amended by inserting ‘‘except as provided in
paragraph (8),’’ before ‘‘by not changing’’.

(B) Subparagraph (C) of section 1(f)(2) is
amended by inserting ‘‘and the reductions
under paragraph (8) in the rates of tax’’ be-
fore the period.

(C) The heading for subsection (f) of sec-
tion 1 is amended by inserting ‘‘RATE REDUC-
TIONS;’’ before ‘‘ADJUSTMENTS’’.

(D) Section 1(g)(7)(B)(ii)(II) is amended by
striking ‘‘15 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘the per-
centage applicable to the lowest income
bracket in subsection (c)’’.

(E) Subparagraphs (A)(ii)(I) and (B)(i) of
section 1(h)(1) are each amended by striking
‘‘28 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘27 percent’’.

(F) Section 531 is amended by striking
‘‘39.6 percent of the accumulated taxable in-
come’’ and inserting ‘‘the product of the ac-
cumulated taxable income and the percent-
age applicable to the highest income bracket
in section 1(c)’’.

(G) Section 541 is amended by striking
‘‘39.6 percent of the undistributed personal
holding company income’’ and inserting ‘‘the
product of the undistributed personal hold-
ing company income and the percentage ap-
plicable to the highest income bracket in
section 1(c)’’.

(H) Section 3402(p)(1)(B) is amended by
striking ‘‘specified is 7, 15, 28, or 31 percent’’
and all that follows and inserting ‘‘specified
is—

‘‘(i) 7 percent,
‘‘(ii) a percentage applicable to 1 of the 3

lowest income brackets in section 1(c), or
‘‘(iii) such other percentage as is permitted

under regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary.’’.

(I) Section 3402(p)(2) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘15 percent of such payment’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘the product of such payment and the
percentage applicable to the lowest income
bracket in section 1(c)’’.

(J) Section 3402(q)(1) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘28 percent of such payment’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘the product of such payment and the
percentage applicable to the next to the low-
est income bracket in section 1(c)’’.

(K) Section 3402(r)(3) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘31 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘the rate ap-
plicable to the third income bracket in such
section’’.

(L) Section 3406(a)(1) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘31 percent of such payment’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘the product of such payment and the
percentage applicable to the third income
bracket in section 1(c)’’.

(b) MINIMUM TAX RATES.—Subparagraph
(A) of section 55(b)(1) is amended by adding
at the end the following new clause:

‘‘(iv) RATE REDUCTION.—In the case of tax-
able years beginning after December 31, 2004,
each rate in clause (i) shall be reduced by 1
percentage point.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.

Subtitle B—Family Tax Relief
SEC. 111. ELIMINATION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY

IN STANDARD DEDUCTION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section

63(c) (relating to standard deduction) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ in subparagraph (A)
and inserting ‘‘200 percent of the dollar
amount in effect under subparagraph (C) for
the taxable year’’,

(2) by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B),

(3) by striking ‘‘in the case of’’ and all that
follows in subparagraph (C) and inserting ‘‘in
any other case.’’, and

(4) by striking subparagraph (D).
(b) PHASE-IN.—Subsection (c) of section 63

is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(7) PHASE-IN OF INCREASE IN BASIC STAND-
ARD DEDUCTION.—In the case of taxable years
beginning before January 1, 2005—

‘‘(A) paragraph (2)(A) shall be applied by
substituting for ‘200 percent’—

‘‘(i) ‘172.8 percent’ in the case of taxable
years beginning during 2001,

‘‘(ii) ‘180.1 percent’ in the case of taxable
years beginning during 2002,

‘‘(iii) ‘187.0 percent’ in the case of taxable
years beginning during 2003, and

‘‘(iv) ‘193.5 percent’ in the case of taxable
years beginning during 2004, and

‘‘(B) the basic standard deduction for a
married individual filing a separate return
shall be one-half of the amount applicable
under paragraph (2)(A).
If any amount determined under subpara-
graph (A) is not a multiple of $50, such
amount shall be rounded to the next lowest
multiple of $50.’’.

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subparagraph (B) of section 1(f)(6) is

amended by striking ‘‘(other than with’’ and
all that follows through ‘‘shall be applied’’
and inserting ‘‘(other than with respect to
sections 63(c)(4) and 151(d)(4)(A)) shall be ap-
plied’’.

(2) Paragraph (4) of section 63(c) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following flush
sentence:
‘‘The preceding sentence shall not apply to
the amount referred to in paragraph (2)(A).’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 112. EXCLUSION FOR FOSTER CARE PAY-

MENTS TO APPLY TO PAYMENTS BY
QUALIFIED PLACEMENT AGENCIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The matter preceding
subparagraph (B) of section 131(b)(1) (defin-
ing qualified foster care payment) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified fos-
ter care payment’ means any payment made
pursuant to a foster care program of a State
or political subdivision thereof—

‘‘(A) which is paid by—
‘‘(i) the State or political subdivision

thereof, or
‘‘(ii) a qualified foster care placement

agency, and’’.
(b) QUALIFIED FOSTER INDIVIDUALS TO IN-

CLUDE INDIVIDUALS PLACED BY QUALIFIED
PLACEMENT AGENCIES.—Subparagraph (B) of
section 131(b)(2) (defining qualified foster in-
dividual) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(B) a qualified foster care placement
agency.’’.

(c) QUALIFIED FOSTER CARE PLACEMENT
AGENCY DEFINED.—Subsection (b) of section
131 is amended by redesignating paragraph
(3) as paragraph (4) and by inserting after
paragraph (2) the following new paragraph:

‘‘(3) QUALIFIED FOSTER CARE PLACEMENT
AGENCY.—The term ‘qualified foster care
placement agency’ means any placement
agency which is licensed or certified by—

‘‘(A) a State or political subdivision there-
of, or

‘‘(B) an entity designated by a State or po-
litical subdivision thereof,
for the foster care program of such State or
political subdivision to make foster care
payments to providers of foster care.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 113. EXPANSION OF ADOPTION CREDIT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 23(a)(1) (relating
to allowance of credit) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-
vidual, there shall be allowed as a credit
against the tax imposed by this chapter—

‘‘(A) in the case of an adoption of a child
other than a child with special needs, the
amount of the qualified adoption expenses
paid or incurred by the taxpayer, and

‘‘(B) in the case of an adoption of a child
with special needs, $10,000.’’.

(b) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—Section 23(b)(1) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘($6,000, in the case of a
child with special needs)’’, and

(2) by striking ‘‘subsection (a)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘subsection (a)(1)’’.

(c) YEAR CREDIT ALLOWED.—Section 23(a)(2)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new flush sentence:
‘‘In the case of the adoption of a child with
special needs, the credit allowed under para-
graph (1) shall be allowed for the taxable
year in which the adoption becomes final.’’.

(d) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE CHILD.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 23(d)(2) is amend-

ed to read as follows:
‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE CHILD.—The term ‘eligible

child’ means any individual who—
‘‘(A) has not attained age 18, or
‘‘(B) is physically or mentally incapable of

caring for himself.’’.
(2) CLARIFICATION OF TERMINATION.—Sec-

tion 23 is amended by adding at the end the
following new subsection:

‘‘(i) TERMINATION FOR CHILDREN WITHOUT
SPECIAL NEEDS.—Except in the case of a
child with special needs, this section shall
not apply to expenses paid or incurred after
December 31, 2001.’’

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 114. MODIFICATION OF DEPENDENT CARE

CREDIT.
(a) INCREASE IN PERCENTAGE OF EMPLOY-

MENT-RELATED EXPENSES TAKEN INTO AC-
COUNT.—Subsection (a)(2) of section 21 (relat-
ing to expenses for household and dependent
care services necessary for gainful employ-
ment) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘30 percent’’ and inserting
‘‘35 percent (40 percent in the case of taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2005)’’,

(2) by striking ‘‘$2,000’’ and inserting
‘‘$1,000’’, and

(3) by striking ‘‘$10,000’’ and inserting
‘‘$30,000’’.

(b) INDEXING OF LIMIT ON EMPLOYMENT-RE-
LATED EXPENSES.—Section 21(c) (relating to
dollar limit on amount creditable) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘‘(c) DOLLAR LIMIT ON AMOUNT CRED-
ITABLE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the em-
ployment-related expenses incurred during
any taxable year which may be taken into
account under subsection (a) shall not
exceed—

‘‘(A) an amount equal to 50 percent of the
amount determined under subparagraph (B)
if there is 1 qualifying individual with re-
spect to the taxpayer for such taxable year,
or

‘‘(B) $4,800 if there are 2 or more qualifying
individuals with respect to the taxpayer for
such taxable year.
The amount determined under subparagraph
(A) or (B) (whichever is applicable) shall be
reduced by the aggregate amount excludable
from gross income under section 129 for the
taxable year.

‘‘(2) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxable

year beginning after 2001, the $4,800 amount
under paragraph (1)(B) shall be increased by
an amount equal to—

‘‘(i) such dollar amount, multiplied by
‘‘(ii) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
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year in which the taxable year begins, deter-
mined by substituting ‘calendar year 2000’
for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B)
thereof.

‘‘(B) ROUNDING RULES.—If any amount after
adjustment under subparagraph (A) is not a
multiple of $50, such amount shall be round-
ed to the next lower multiple of $50.’’.

(c) MINIMUM DEPENDENT CARE CREDIT AL-
LOWED FOR STAY-AT-HOME PARENTS.—Section
21(e) (relating to special rules) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(11) MINIMUM CREDIT ALLOWED FOR STAY-
AT-HOME PARENTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (d), in the case of any taxpayer with
1 or more qualifying individuals described in
subsection (b)(1)(A) under the age of 1, such
taxpayer shall be deemed to have employ-
ment-related expenses for the taxable year
with respect to each such qualifying indi-
vidual in an amount equal to the sum of—

‘‘(i) $200 for each month in such taxable
year during which such qualifying individual
is under the age of 1, and

‘‘(ii) the amount of employment-related
expenses otherwise incurred for such quali-
fying individual for the taxable year (deter-
mined under this section without regard to
this paragraph).

‘‘(B) ELECTION TO NOT APPLY THIS PARA-
GRAPH.—This paragraph shall not apply with
respect to any qualifying individual for any
taxable year if the taxpayer elects to not
have this paragraph apply to such qualifying
individual for such taxable year.’’.

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

this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2001.

(2) SUBSECTION (C).—The amendment made
by subsection (c) shall apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 2005.
SEC. 115. MARRIAGE PENALTY RELIEF FOR

EARNED INCOME CREDIT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section

32(b) (relating to percentages and amounts)
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘AMOUNTS.—The earned’’
and inserting ‘‘AMOUNTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(B), the earned’’, and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(B) JOINT RETURNS.—In the case of a joint
return, the phaseout amount determined
under subparagraph (A) shall be increased by
$2,000.’’.

(b) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—Paragraph
(1)(B) of section 32(j) (relating to inflation
adjustments) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(B) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins,
determined—

‘‘(i) in the case of amounts in subsections
(b)(1)(A) and (i)(1), by substituting ‘calendar
year 1995’ for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subpara-
graph (B) thereof, and

‘‘(ii) in the case of the $2,000 amount in
subsection (b)(1)(B), by substituting ‘cal-
endar year 2005’ for ‘calendar year 1992’ in
subparagraph (B) of such section 1.’’.

(c) ROUNDING.—Section 32(j)(2)(A) (relating
to rounding) is amended by striking ‘‘sub-
section (b)(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection
(b)(2)(A) (after being increased under sub-
paragraph (B) thereof)’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2005.

Subtitle C—Repeal of Alternative Minimum
Tax on Individuals

SEC. 121. REPEAL OF ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM
TAX ON INDIVIDUALS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
55 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new flush sentence:

‘‘For purposes of this title, the tentative
minimum tax on any taxpayer other than a
corporation for any taxable year beginning
after December 31, 2007, shall be zero.’’.

(b) REDUCTION OF TAX ON INDIVIDUALS
PRIOR TO REPEAL.—Section 55 is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(f) PHASEOUT OF TAX ON INDIVIDUALS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The tax imposed by this

section on a taxpayer other than a corpora-
tion for any taxable year beginning after De-
cember 31, 2004, and before January 1, 2008,
shall be the applicable percentage of the tax
which would be imposed but for this sub-
section.

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the applicable per-
centage shall be determined in accordance
with the following table:
‘‘For taxable years beginning The applicable

in calendar year— percentage is—
2005 ......................................... 80
2006 ......................................... 70
2007 ......................................... 60.’’.

(c) NONREFUNDABLE PERSONAL CREDITS
FULLY ALLOWED AGAINST REGULAR TAX LI-
ABILITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
26 (relating to limitation based on amount of
tax) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF
TAX.—The aggregate amount of credits al-
lowed by this subpart for the taxable year
shall not exceed the taxpayer’s regular tax
liability for the taxable year.’’.

(2) CHILD CREDIT.—Subsection (d) of section
24 is amended by striking paragraph (2) and
by redesignating paragraph (3) as paragraph
(2).

(d) LIMITATION ON USE OF CREDIT FOR PRIOR
YEAR MINIMUM TAX LIABILITY.—Subsection
(c) of section 53 is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(c) LIMITATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this subsection, the credit allowable
under subsection (a) for any taxable year
shall not exceed the excess (if any) of—

‘‘(A) the regular tax liability of the tax-
payer for such taxable year reduced by the
sum of the credits allowable under subparts
A, B, D, E, and F of this part, over

‘‘(B) the tentative minimum tax for the
taxable year.

‘‘(2) TAXABLE YEARS BEGINNING AFTER 2007.—
In the case of any taxable year beginning
after 2007, the credit allowable under sub-
section (a) to a taxpayer other than a cor-
poration for any taxable year shall not ex-
ceed 90 percent of the excess (if any) of—

‘‘(A) regular tax liability of the taxpayer
for such taxable year, over

‘‘(B) the sum of the credits allowable under
subparts A, B, D, E, and F of this part.’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1998.

TITLE II—RELIEF FROM TAXATION ON
SAVINGS AND INVESTMENTS

Subtitle A—Capital Gains Tax Relief
SEC. 201. REDUCTION IN INDIVIDUAL CAPITAL

GAIN TAX RATES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) Sections 1(h)(1)(B) and 55(b)(3)(B) are

each amended by striking ‘‘10 percent’’ and
inserting ‘‘8 percent’’.

(2) The following sections are each amend-
ed by striking ‘‘20 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘18
percent’’:

(A) Section 1(h)(1)(C).
(B) Section 55(b)(3)(C).
(C) Section 1445(e)(1).
(D) The second sentence of section

7518(g)(6)(A).
(E) The second sentence of section

607(h)(6)(A) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936.

(3) Sections 1(h)(1)(D) and 55(b)(3)(D) are
each amended by striking ‘‘25 percent’’ and
inserting ‘‘23 percent’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 311 of the Taxpayer Relief Act

of 1997 is amended by striking subsection (e).
(2) Section 1(h) is amended—
(A) by striking paragraphs (2), (9), and (13),
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3)

through (8) as paragraphs (2) through (7), re-
spectively, and

(C) by redesignating paragraphs (10), (11),
and (12) as paragraphs (8), (9), and (10), re-
spectively.

(3) Paragraph (3) of section 55(b) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘In the case of taxable years
beginning after December 31, 2000, rules simi-
lar to the rules of section 1(h)(2) shall apply
for purposes of subparagraphs (B) and (C).’’.

(4) Paragraph (7) of section 57(a) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘42 percent’’ and inserting
‘‘28 percent’’, and

(B) by striking the last sentence.
(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided by this subsection, the amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1998.

(2) WITHHOLDING.—The amendment made
by subsection (a)(2)(C) shall apply to
amounts paid after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.
SEC. 202. INDEXING OF CERTAIN ASSETS AC-

QUIRED AFTER DECEMBER 31, 1999,
FOR PURPOSES OF DETERMINING
GAIN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part II of subchapter O of
chapter 1 (relating to basis rules of general
application) is amended by inserting after
section 1021 the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 1022. INDEXING OF CERTAIN ASSETS AC-

QUIRED AFTER DECEMBER 31, 1999,
FOR PURPOSES OF DETERMINING
GAIN.

‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—
‘‘(1) INDEXED BASIS SUBSTITUTED FOR AD-

JUSTED BASIS.—Solely for purposes of deter-
mining gain on the sale or other disposition
by a taxpayer (other than a corporation) of
an indexed asset which has been held for
more than 1 year, the indexed basis of the
asset shall be substituted for its adjusted
basis.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR DEPRECIATION, ETC.—
The deductions for depreciation, depletion,
and amortization shall be determined with-
out regard to the application of paragraph (1)
to the taxpayer or any other person.

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION FOR PRINCIPAL RESI-
DENCES.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply to
any disposition of the principal residence
(within the meaning of section 121) of the
taxpayer .

‘‘(b) INDEXED ASSET.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, the term ‘indexed asset’ means—
‘‘(A) common stock in a C corporation

(other than a foreign corporation), and
‘‘(B) tangible property,

which is a capital asset or property used in
the trade or business (as defined in section
1231(b)).

‘‘(2) STOCK IN CERTAIN FOREIGN CORPORA-
TIONS INCLUDED.—For purposes of this
section—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘indexed asset’
includes common stock in a foreign corpora-
tion which is regularly traded on an estab-
lished securities market.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Subparagraph (A) shall
not apply to—

‘‘(i) stock of a foreign investment company
(within the meaning of section 1246(b)),

‘‘(ii) stock in a passive foreign investment
company (as defined in section 1296),

‘‘(iii) stock in a foreign corporation held by
a United States person who meets the re-
quirements of section 1248(a)(2), and
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‘‘(iv) stock in a foreign personal holding

company (as defined in section 552).
‘‘(C) TREATMENT OF AMERICAN DEPOSITORY

RECEIPTS.—An American depository receipt
for common stock in a foreign corporation
shall be treated as common stock in such
corporation.

‘‘(c) INDEXED BASIS.—For purposes of this
section—

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—The indexed basis for
any asset is—

‘‘(A) the adjusted basis of the asset, in-
creased by

‘‘(B) the applicable inflation adjustment.
‘‘(2) APPLICABLE INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—

The applicable inflation adjustment for any
asset is an amount equal to—

‘‘(A) the adjusted basis of the asset, multi-
plied by

‘‘(B) the percentage (if any) by which—
‘‘(i) the chain-type price index for GDP for

the last calendar quarter ending before the
asset is disposed of, exceeds

‘‘(ii) the chain-type price index for GDP for
the last calendar quarter ending before the
asset was acquired by the taxpayer.
The percentage under subparagraph (B) shall
be rounded to the nearest 1⁄10 of 1 percentage
point.

‘‘(3) CHAIN-TYPE PRICE INDEX FOR GDP.—
The chain-type price index for GDP for any
calendar quarter is such index for such quar-
ter (as shown in the last revision thereof re-
leased by the Secretary of Commerce before
the close of the following calendar quarter).

‘‘(d) SUSPENSION OF HOLDING PERIOD WHERE
DIMINISHED RISK OF LOSS; TREATMENT OF
SHORT SALES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the taxpayer (or a re-
lated person) enters into any transaction
which substantially reduces the risk of loss
from holding any asset, such asset shall not
be treated as an indexed asset for the period
of such reduced risk.

‘‘(2) SHORT SALES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a short

sale of an indexed asset with a short sale pe-
riod in excess of 1 year, for purposes of this
title, the amount realized shall be an
amount equal to the amount realized (deter-
mined without regard to this paragraph) in-
creased by the applicable inflation adjust-
ment. In applying subsection (c)(2) for pur-
poses of the preceding sentence, the date on
which the property is sold short shall be
treated as the date of acquisition and the
closing date for the sale shall be treated as
the date of disposition.

‘‘(B) SHORT SALE PERIOD.—For purposes of
subparagraph (A), the short sale period be-
gins on the day that the property is sold and
ends on the closing date for the sale.

‘‘(e) TREATMENT OF REGULATED INVESTMENT
COMPANIES AND REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT
TRUSTS.—

‘‘(1) ADJUSTMENTS AT ENTITY LEVEL.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this paragraph, the adjustment
under subsection (a) shall be allowed to any
qualified investment entity (including for
purposes of determining the earnings and
profits of such entity).

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR CORPORATE SHARE-
HOLDERS.—Under regulations—

‘‘(i) in the case of a distribution by a quali-
fied investment entity (directly or indi-
rectly) to a corporation—

‘‘(I) the determination of whether such dis-
tribution is a dividend shall be made without
regard to this section, and

‘‘(II) the amount treated as gain by reason
of the receipt of any capital gain dividend
shall be increased by the percentage by
which the entity’s net capital gain for the
taxable year (determined without regard to
this section) exceeds the entity’s net capital
gain for such year determined with regard to
this section, and

‘‘(ii) there shall be other appropriate ad-
justments (including deemed distributions)
so as to ensure that the benefits of this sec-
tion are not allowed (directly or indirectly)
to corporate shareholders of qualified invest-
ment entities.
For purposes of the preceding sentence, any
amount includible in gross income under sec-
tion 852(b)(3)(D) shall be treated as a capital
gain dividend and an S corporation shall not
be treated as a corporation.

‘‘(C) EXCEPTION FOR QUALIFICATION PUR-
POSES.—This section shall not apply for pur-
poses of sections 851(b) and 856(c).

‘‘(D) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN TAXES IM-
POSED AT ENTITY LEVEL.—

‘‘(i) TAX ON FAILURE TO DISTRIBUTE ENTIRE

GAIN.—If any amount is subject to tax under
section 852(b)(3)(A) for any taxable year, the
amount on which tax is imposed under such
section shall be increased by the percentage
determined under subparagraph (B)(i)(II). A
similar rule shall apply in the case of any
amount subject to tax under paragraph (2) or
(3) of section 857(b) to the extent attrib-
utable to the excess of the net capital gain
over the deduction for dividends paid deter-
mined with reference to capital gain divi-
dends only. The first sentence of this clause
shall not apply to so much of the amount
subject to tax under section 852(b)(3)(A) as is
designated by the company under section
852(b)(3)(D).

‘‘(ii) OTHER TAXES.—This section shall not
apply for purposes of determining the
amount of any tax imposed by paragraph (4),
(5), or (6) of section 857(b).

‘‘(2) ADJUSTMENTS TO INTERESTS HELD IN
ENTITY.—

‘‘(A) REGULATED INVESTMENT COMPANIES.—
Stock in a regulated investment company
(within the meaning of section 851) shall be
an indexed asset for any calendar quarter in
the same ratio as—

‘‘(i) the average of the fair market values
of the indexed assets held by such company
at the close of each month during such quar-
ter, bears to

‘‘(ii) the average of the fair market values
of all assets held by such company at the
close of each such month.

‘‘(B) REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT TRUSTS.—
Stock in a real estate investment trust
(within the meaning of section 856) shall be
an indexed asset for any calendar quarter in
the same ratio as—

‘‘(i) the fair market value of the indexed
assets held by such trust at the close of such
quarter, bears to

‘‘(ii) the fair market value of all assets
held by such trust at the close of such quar-
ter.

‘‘(C) RATIO OF 80 PERCENT OR MORE.—If the
ratio for any calendar quarter determined
under subparagraph (A) or (B) would (but for
this subparagraph) be 80 percent or more,
such ratio for such quarter shall be 100 per-
cent.

‘‘(D) RATIO OF 20 PERCENT OR LESS.—If the
ratio for any calendar quarter determined
under subparagraph (A) or (B) would (but for
this subparagraph) be 20 percent or less, such
ratio for such quarter shall be zero.

‘‘(E) LOOK-THRU OF PARTNERSHIPS.—For
purposes of this paragraph, a qualified in-
vestment entity which holds a partnership
interest shall be treated (in lieu of holding a
partnership interest) as holding its propor-
tionate share of the assets held by the part-
nership.

‘‘(3) TREATMENT OF RETURN OF CAPITAL DIS-
TRIBUTIONS.—Except as otherwise provided
by the Secretary, a distribution with respect
to stock in a qualified investment entity
which is not a dividend and which results in
a reduction in the adjusted basis of such
stock shall be treated as allocable to stock

acquired by the taxpayer in the order in
which such stock was acquired.

‘‘(4) QUALIFIED INVESTMENT ENTITY.—For
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘quali-
fied investment entity’ means—

‘‘(A) a regulated investment company
(within the meaning of section 851), and

‘‘(B) a real estate investment trust (within
the meaning of section 856).

‘‘(f) OTHER PASS-THRU ENTITIES.—
‘‘(1) PARTNERSHIPS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a partner-

ship, the adjustment made under subsection
(a) at the partnership level shall be passed
through to the partners.

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE IN THE CASE OF SECTION
754 ELECTIONS.—In the case of a transfer of an
interest in a partnership with respect to
which the election provided in section 754 is
in effect—

‘‘(i) the adjustment under section 743(b)(1)
shall, with respect to the transferor partner,
be treated as a sale of the partnership assets
for purposes of applying this section, and

‘‘(ii) with respect to the transferee partner,
the partnership’s holding period for purposes
of this section in such assets shall be treated
as beginning on the date of such adjustment.

‘‘(2) S CORPORATIONS.—In the case of an S
corporation, the adjustment made under sub-
section (a) at the corporate level shall be
passed through to the shareholders. This sec-
tion shall not apply for purposes of deter-
mining the amount of any tax imposed by
section 1374 or 1375.

‘‘(3) COMMON TRUST FUNDS.—In the case of a
common trust fund, the adjustment made
under subsection (a) at the trust level shall
be passed through to the participants.

‘‘(4) INDEXING ADJUSTMENT DISREGARDED IN
DETERMINING LOSS ON SALE OF INTEREST IN EN-
TITY.—Notwithstanding the preceding provi-
sions of this subsection, for purposes of de-
termining the amount of any loss on a sale
or exchange of an interest in a partnership,
S corporation, or common trust fund, the ad-
justment made under subsection (a) shall not
be taken into account in determining the ad-
justed basis of such interest.

‘‘(g) DISPOSITIONS BETWEEN RELATED PER-
SONS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—This section shall not
apply to any sale or other disposition of
property between related persons except to
the extent that the basis of such property in
the hands of the transferee is a substituted
basis.

‘‘(2) RELATED PERSONS DEFINED.—For pur-
poses of this section, the term ‘related per-
sons’ means—

‘‘(A) persons bearing a relationship set
forth in section 267(b), and

‘‘(B) persons treated as single employer
under subsection (b) or (c) of section 414.

‘‘(h) TRANSFERS TO INCREASE INDEXING AD-
JUSTMENT.—If any person transfers cash,
debt, or any other property to another per-
son and the principal purpose of such trans-
fer is to secure or increase an adjustment
under subsection (a), the Secretary may dis-
allow part or all of such adjustment or in-
crease.

‘‘(i) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of this
section—

‘‘(1) TREATMENT OF IMPROVEMENTS, ETC.—If
there is an addition to the adjusted basis of
any tangible property or of any stock in a
corporation during the taxable year by rea-
son of an improvement to such property or a
contribution to capital of such corporation—

‘‘(A) such addition shall never be taken
into account under subsection (c)(1)(A) if the
aggregate amount thereof during the taxable
year with respect to such property or stock
is less than $1,000, and

‘‘(B) such addition shall be treated as a
separate asset acquired at the close of such
taxable year if the aggregate amount thereof
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during the taxable year with respect to such
property or stock is $1,000 or more.
A rule similar to the rule of the preceding
sentence shall apply to any other portion of
an asset to the extent that separate treat-
ment of such portion is appropriate to carry
out the purposes of this section.

‘‘(2) ASSETS WHICH ARE NOT INDEXED ASSETS
THROUGHOUT HOLDING PERIOD.—The applica-
ble inflation adjustment shall be appro-
priately reduced for periods during which the
asset was not an indexed asset.

‘‘(3) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN DISTRIBU-
TIONS.—A distribution with respect to stock
in a corporation which is not a dividend shall
be treated as a disposition.

‘‘(4) ACQUISITION DATE WHERE THERE HAS
BEEN PRIOR APPLICATION OF SUBSECTION (a)(1)
WITH RESPECT TO THE TAXPAYER.—If there has
been a prior application of subsection (a)(1)
to an asset while such asset was held by the
taxpayer, the date of acquisition of such
asset by the taxpayer shall be treated as not
earlier than the date of the most recent such
prior application.

‘‘(5) COLLAPSIBLE CORPORATIONS.—The ap-
plication of section 341(a) (relating to col-
lapsible corporations) shall be determined
without regard to this section.

‘‘(j) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out the pur-
poses of this section.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for part II of subchapter O of chap-
ter 1 is amended by inserting after the item
relating to section 1021 the following new
item:

‘‘Sec. 1022. Indexing of certain assets ac-
quired after December 31, 1999,
for purposes of determining
gain.’’.

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

this section shall apply to the disposition of
any property the holding period of which be-
gins after December 31, 1999.

(2) CERTAIN TRANSACTIONS BETWEEN RE-
LATED PERSONS.—The amendments made by
this section shall not apply to the disposi-
tion of any property acquired after December
31, 1999, from a related person (as defined in
section 1022(g)(2) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986, as added by this section) if—

(A) such property was so acquired for a
price less than the property’s fair market
value, and

(B) the amendments made by this section
did not apply to such property in the hands
of such related person.

(d) ELECTION TO RECOGNIZE GAIN ON ASSETS
HELD ON JANUARY 1, 2000.—For purposes of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A taxpayer other than a
corporation may elect to treat—

(A) any readily tradable stock (which is an
indexed asset) held by such taxpayer on Jan-
uary 1, 2000, and not sold before the next
business day after such date, as having been
sold on such next business day for an amount
equal to its closing market price on such
next business day (and as having been reac-
quired on such next business day for an
amount equal to such closing market price),
and

(B) any other indexed asset held by the
taxpayer on January 1, 2000, as having been
sold on such date for an amount equal to its
fair market value on such date (and as hav-
ing been reacquired on such date for an
amount equal to such fair market value).

(2) TREATMENT OF GAIN OR LOSS.—
(A) Any gain resulting from an election

under paragraph (1) shall be treated as re-
ceived or accrued on the date the asset is
treated as sold under paragraph (1) and shall
be recognized notwithstanding any provision
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.

(B) Any loss resulting from an election
under paragraph (1) shall not be allowed for
any taxable year.

(3) ELECTION.—An election under paragraph
(1) shall be made in such manner as the Sec-
retary of the Treasury or his delegate may
prescribe and shall specify the assets for
which such election is made. Such an elec-
tion, once made with respect to any asset,
shall be irrevocable.

(4) READILY TRADABLE STOCK.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘‘readily
tradable stock’’ means any stock which, as
of January 1, 2000, is readily tradable on an
established securities market or otherwise.
SEC. 203. CAPITAL GAINS TAX RATES APPLIED TO

CAPITAL GAINS OF DESIGNATED
SETTLEMENT FUNDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
468B(b) (relating to taxation of designated
settlement funds) is amended by inserting
‘‘(subject to section 1(h))’’ after ‘‘maximum
rate’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 204. SPECIAL RULE FOR MEMBERS OF UNI-

FORMED SERVICES AND FOREIGN
SERVICE, AND OTHER EMPLOYEES,
IN DETERMINING EXCLUSION OF
GAIN FROM SALE OF PRINCIPAL
RESIDENCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (d) of section
121 (relating to exclusion of gain from sale of
principal residence) is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraphs:

‘‘(9) MEMBERS OF UNIFORMED SERVICES AND
FOREIGN SERVICE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The running of the 5-
year period described in subsection (a) shall
be suspended with respect to an individual
during any time that such individual or such
individual’s spouse is serving on qualified of-
ficial extended duty as a member of the uni-
formed services or of the Foreign Service.

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED OFFICIAL EXTENDED DUTY.—
For purposes of this paragraph—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified offi-
cial extended duty’ means any period of ex-
tended duty as a member of the uniformed
services or a member of the Foreign Service
during which the member serves at a duty
station which is at least 50 miles from such
property or is under Government orders to
reside in Government quarters.

‘‘(ii) UNIFORMED SERVICES.—The term ‘uni-
formed services’ has the meaning given such
term by section 101(a)(5) of title 10, United
States Code, as in effect on the date of the
enactment of the Taxpayer Refund and Re-
lief Act of 1999.

‘‘(iii) FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE UNITED
STATES.—The term ‘member of the Foreign
Service’ has the meaning given the term
‘member of the Service’ by paragraph (1), (2),
(3), (4), or (5) of section 103 of the Foreign
Service Act of 1980, as in effect on the date
of the enactment of the Taxpayer Refund
and Relief Act of 1999.

‘‘(iv) EXTENDED DUTY.—The term ‘extended
duty’ means any period of active duty pursu-
ant to a call or order to such duty for a pe-
riod in excess of 90 days or for an indefinite
period.

‘‘(10) OTHER EMPLOYEES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The running of the 5-

year period described in subsection (a) shall
be suspended with respect to an individual
during any time that such individual or such
individual’s spouse is serving as an employee
for a period in excess of 90 days in an assign-
ment by such employee’s employer outside
the United States.

‘‘(B) LIMITATIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(i) MAXIMUM PERIOD OF SUSPENSION.—The

suspension under subparagraph (A) with re-
spect to a principal residence shall not ex-
ceed (in the aggregate) 5 years.

‘‘(ii) MEMBERS OF UNIFORMED SERVICES AND
FOREIGN SERVICE.—Subparagraph (A) shall
not apply to an individual to whom para-
graph (9) applies.

‘‘(iii) SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVIDUAL NOT CON-
SIDERED AN EMPLOYEE.—For purposes of this
paragraph, the term ‘employee’ does not in-
clude an individual who is an employee with-
in the meaning of section 401(c)(1) (relating
to self-employed individuals).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to sales and
exchanges after the date of the enactment of
this Act.
SEC. 205. TAX TREATMENT OF INCOME AND LOSS

ON DERIVATIVES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1221 (defining

capital assets) is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘For purposes’’ and insert-

ing the following:
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes’’,
(2) by striking the period at the end of

paragraph (5) and inserting a semicolon, and
(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(6) any commodities derivative financial

instrument held by a commodities deriva-
tives dealer, unless—

‘‘(A) it is established to the satisfaction of
the Secretary that such instrument has no
connection to the activities of such dealer as
a dealer, and

‘‘(B) such instrument is clearly identified
in such dealer’s records as being described in
subparagraph (A) before the close of the day
on which it was acquired, originated, or en-
tered into (or such other time as the Sec-
retary may by regulations prescribe);

‘‘(7) any hedging transaction which is
clearly identified as such before the close of
the day on which it was acquired, originated,
or entered into (or such other time as the
Secretary may by regulations prescribe); or

‘‘(8) supplies of a type regularly used or
consumed by the taxpayer in the ordinary
course of a trade or business of the taxpayer.

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(1) COMMODITIES DERIVATIVE FINANCIAL IN-

STRUMENTS.—For purposes of subsection
(a)(6)—

‘‘(A) COMMODITIES DERIVATIVES DEALER.—
The term ‘commodities derivatives dealer’
means a person which regularly offers to
enter into, assume, offset, assign, or termi-
nate positions in commodities derivative fi-
nancial instruments with customers in the
ordinary course of a trade or business.

‘‘(B) COMMODITIES DERIVATIVE FINANCIAL IN-
STRUMENT.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘commodities
derivative financial instrument’ means any
contract or financial instrument with re-
spect to commodities (other than a share of
stock in a corporation, a beneficial interest
in a partnership or trust, a note, bond, de-
benture, or other evidence of indebtedness,
or a section 1256 contract (as defined in sec-
tion 1256(b)), the value or settlement price of
which is calculated by or determined by ref-
erence to a specified index.

‘‘(ii) SPECIFIED INDEX.—The term ‘specified
index’ means any one or more or any com-
bination of—

‘‘(I) a fixed rate, price, or amount, or
‘‘(II) a variable rate, price, or amount,

which is based on any current, objectively
determinable financial or economic informa-
tion with respect to commodities which is
not within the control of any of the parties
to the contract or instrument and is not
unique to any of the parties’ circumstances.

‘‘(2) HEDGING TRANSACTION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, the term ‘hedging transaction’ means
any transaction entered into by the taxpayer
in the normal course of the taxpayer’s trade
or business primarily—

‘‘(i) to manage risk of price changes or cur-
rency fluctuations with respect to ordinary
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property which is held or to be held by the
taxpayer,

‘‘(ii) to manage risk of interest rate or
price changes or currency fluctuations with
respect to borrowings made or to be made, or
ordinary obligations incurred or to be in-
curred, by the taxpayer, or

‘‘(iii) to manage such other risks as the
Secretary may prescribe in regulations.

‘‘(B) TREATMENT OF NONIDENTIFICATION OR
IMPROPER IDENTIFICATION OF HEDGING TRANS-
ACTIONS.—Notwithstanding subsection (a)(7),
the Secretary shall prescribe regulations to
properly characterize any income, gain, ex-
pense, or loss arising from a transaction—

‘‘(i) which is a hedging transaction but
which was not identified as such in accord-
ance with subsection (a)(7), or

‘‘(ii) which was so identified but is not a
hedging transaction.

‘‘(3) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as are appropriate
to carry out the purposes of paragraph (6)
and (7) of subsection (a) in the case of trans-
actions involving related parties.’’.

(b) MANAGEMENT OF RISK.—
(1) Section 475(c)(3) is amended by striking

‘‘reduces’’ and inserting ‘‘manages’’.
(2) Section 871(h)(4)(C)(iv) is amended by

striking ‘‘to reduce’’ and inserting ‘‘to man-
age’’.

(3) Clauses (i) and (ii) of section 988(d)(2)(A)
are each amended by striking ‘‘to reduce’’
and inserting ‘‘to manage’’.

(4) Paragraph (2) of section 1256(e) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) DEFINITION OF HEDGING TRANSACTION.—
For purposes of this subsection, the term
‘hedging transaction’ means any hedging
transaction (as defined in section
1221(b)(2)(A)) if, before the close of the day on
which such transaction was entered into (or
such earlier time as the Secretary may pre-
scribe by regulations), the taxpayer clearly
identifies such transaction as being a hedg-
ing transaction.’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Each of the following sections are

amended by striking ‘‘section 1221’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 1221(a)’’:

(A) Section 170(e)(3)(A).
(B) Section 170(e)(4)(B).
(C) Section 367(a)(3)(B)(i).
(D) Section 818(c)(3).
(E) Section 865(i)(1).
(F) Section 1092(a)(3)(B)(ii)(II).
(G) Subparagraphs (C) and (D) of section

1231(b)(1).
(H) Section 1234(a)(3)(A).
(2) Each of the following sections are

amended by striking ‘‘section 1221(1)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 1221(a)(1)’’:

(A) Section 198(c)(1)(A)(i).
(B) Section 263A(b)(2)(A).
(C) Clauses (i) and (iii) of section

267(f)(3)(B).
(D) Section 341(d)(3).
(E) Section 543(a)(1)(D)(i).
(F) Section 751(d)(1).
(G) Section 775(c).
(H) Section 856(c)(2)(D).
(I) Section 856(c)(3)(C).
(J) Section 856(e)(1).
(K) Section 856(j)(2)(B).
(L) Section 857(b)(4)(B)(i).
(M) Section 857(b)(6)(B)(iii).
(N) Section 864(c)(4)(B)(iii).
(O) Section 864(d)(3)(A).
(P) Section 864(d)(6)(A).
(Q) Section 954(c)(1)(B)(iii).
(R) Section 995(b)(1)(C).
(S) Section 1017(b)(3)(E)(i).
(T) Section 1362(d)(3)(C)(ii).
(U) Section 4662(c)(2)(C).
(V) Section 7704(c)(3).
(W) Section 7704(d)(1)(D).
(X) Section 7704(d)(1)(G).
(Y) Section 7704(d)(5).

(3) Section 818(b)(2) is amended by striking
‘‘section 1221(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
1221(a)(2)’’.

(4) Section 1397B(e)(2) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘section 1221(4)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
1221(a)(4)’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to any in-
strument held, acquired, or entered into, any
transaction entered into, and supplies held
or acquired on or after the date of enactment
of this Act.
SEC. 206. WORTHLESS SECURITIES OF FINANCIAL

INSTITUTIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence fol-

lowing section 165(g)(3)(B) (relating to secu-
rities of affiliated corporation) is amended to
read as follows: ‘‘In computing gross receipts
for purposes of the preceding sentence, (i)
gross receipts from sales or exchanges of
stocks and securities shall be taken into ac-
count only to the extent of gains therefrom,
and (ii) gross receipts from royalties, rents,
dividends, interest, annuities, and gains from
sales or exchanges of stocks and securities
derived from (or directly related to) the con-
duct of an active trade or business of an in-
surance company subject to tax under sub-
chapter L or a qualified financial institution
(as defined in subsection (l)(3)) shall be treat-
ed as from such sources other than royalties,
rents, dividends, interest, annuities, and
gains.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to securi-
ties which become worthless in taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1999.

Subtitle B—Individual Retirement
Arrangements

SEC. 211. MODIFICATION OF DEDUCTION LIMITS
FOR IRA CONTRIBUTIONS.

(a) INCREASE IN CONTRIBUTION LIMIT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1)(A) of sec-

tion 219(b) (relating to maximum amount of
deduction) is amended by striking ‘‘$2,000’’
and inserting ‘‘the deductible amount’’.

(2) DEDUCTIBLE AMOUNT.—Section 219(b) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(5) DEDUCTIBLE AMOUNT.—For purposes of
paragraph (1)(A)—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The deductible amount
shall be determined in accordance with the
following table:
‘‘For taxable years be-

ginning in:
The deductible

amount is:
512001, 2002, and 2003 ..... $3,000
2004 and 2005 ................. $4,000
2006 and thereafter ...... $5,000.

‘‘(B) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any tax-

able year beginning in a calendar year after
2006, the $5,000 amount under subparagraph
(A) shall be increased by an amount equal
to—

‘‘(I) such dollar amount, multiplied by
‘‘(II) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, deter-
mined by substituting ‘calendar year 2005’
for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B)
thereof.

‘‘(ii) ROUNDING RULES.—If any amount after
adjustment under clause (i) is not a multiple
of $100, such amount shall be rounded to the
next lower multiple of $100.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 408(a)(1) is amended by striking

‘‘in excess of $2,000 on behalf of any indi-
vidual’’ and inserting ‘‘on behalf of any indi-
vidual in excess of the amount in effect for
such taxable year under section 219(b)(1)(A)’’.

(2) Section 408(b)(2)(B) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘$2,000’’ and inserting ‘‘the dollar
amount in effect under section 219(b)(1)(A)’’.

(3) Section 408(b) is amended by striking
‘‘$2,000’’ in the matter following paragraph

(4) and inserting ‘‘the dollar amount in effect
under section 219(b)(1)(A)’’.

(4) Section 408(j) is amended by striking
‘‘$2,000’’.

(5) Section 408(p)(8) is amended by striking
‘‘$2,000’’ and inserting ‘‘the dollar amount in
effect under section 219(b)(1)(A)’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 212. MODIFICATION OF INCOME LIMITS ON

CONTRIBUTIONS AND ROLLOVERS
TO ROTH IRAS.

(a) REPEAL OF AGI LIMIT ON CONTRIBU-
TIONS.—Section 408A(c)(3) (relating to limits
based on modified adjusted gross income) is
amended—

(1) by striking clause (ii) of subparagraph
(A) and inserting:

‘‘(ii) $10,000.’’, and
(2) by striking clause (ii) of subparagraph

(C) and inserting:
‘‘(ii) the applicable dollar amount is—
‘‘(I) $200,000 in the case of a taxpayer filing

a joint return, and
‘‘(II) $100,000 in the case of any other tax-

payer.’’
(b) INCREASE IN AGI LIMIT FOR ROLLOVER

CONTRIBUTIONS.—Section 408A(c)(3)(B) (relat-
ing to rollover from IRA) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(B) ROLLOVER FROM IRA.—A taxpayer
shall not be allowed to make a qualified roll-
over contribution from an individual retire-
ment plan other than a Roth IRA during any
taxable year if, for the taxable year of the
distribution to which the contribution re-
lates, the taxpayer’s adjusted gross income
exceeds $100,000 ($200,000 in the case of a tax-
payer filing a joint return).’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2002.
SEC. 213. DEEMED IRAS UNDER EMPLOYER

PLANS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 408 (relating to

individual retirement accounts) is amended
by redesignating subsection (q) as subsection
(r) and by inserting after subsection (p) the
following new subsection:

‘‘(q) DEEMED IRAS UNDER QUALIFIED EM-
PLOYER PLANS.—

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—If—
‘‘(A) a qualified employer plan elects to

allow employees to make voluntary em-
ployee contributions to a separate account
or annuity established under the plan, and

‘‘(B) under the terms of the qualified em-
ployer plan, such account or annuity meets
the applicable requirements of this section
or section 408A for an individual retirement
account or annuity,
then such account or annuity shall be treat-
ed for purposes of this title in the same man-
ner as an individual retirement plan (and
contributions to such account or annuity as
contributions to an individual retirement
plan). For purposes of subparagraph (B), the
requirements of subsection (a)(5) shall not
apply.

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES FOR QUALIFIED EM-
PLOYER PLANS.—For purposes of this title—

‘‘(A) a qualified employer plan shall not
fail to meet any requirement of this title
solely by reason of establishing and main-
taining a program described in paragraph (1),
and

‘‘(B) any account or annuity described in
paragraph (1), and any contribution to the
account or annuity, shall not be subject to
any requirement of this title applicable to a
qualified employer plan or taken into ac-
count in applying any such requirement to
any other contributions under the plan.

‘‘(3) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
subsection—

‘‘(A) QUALIFIED EMPLOYER PLAN.—The term
‘qualified employer plan’ has the meaning
given such term by section 72(p)(4).
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‘‘(B) VOLUNTARY EMPLOYEE CONTRIBUTION.—

The term ‘voluntary employee contribution’
means any contribution (other than a man-
datory contribution within the meaning of
section 411(c)(2)(C))—

‘‘(i) which is made by an individual as an
employee under a qualified employer plan
which allows employees to elect to make
contributions described in paragraph (1), and

‘‘(ii) with respect to which the individual
has designated the contribution as a con-
tribution to which this subsection applies.’’.

(b) AMENDMENT OF ERISA.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 4 of the Employee

Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29
U.S.C. 1003) is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

‘‘(c) If a pension plan allows an employee
to elect to make voluntary employee con-
tributions to accounts and annuities as pro-
vided in section 408(q) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986, such accounts and annu-
ities (and contributions thereto) shall not be
treated as part of such plan (or as a separate
pension plan) for purposes of any provision of
this title other than section 403(c), 404, or 405
(relating to exclusive benefit, and fiduciary
and co-fiduciary responsibilities).’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 4(a)
of such Act (29 U.S.C. 1003(a)) is amended by
inserting ‘‘or (c)’’ after ‘‘subsection (b)’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to plan
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 214. CATCHUP CONTRIBUTIONS TO IRAS BY

INDIVIDUALS AGE 50 OR OVER.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 219(b), as amend-

ed by section 211, is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(6) CATCHUP CONTRIBUTIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-

vidual who has attained the age of 50 before
the close of the taxable year, the dollar
amount in effect under paragraph (1)(A) for
such taxable year shall be equal to the appli-
cable percentage of such amount determined
without regard to this paragraph.

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the applicable per-
centage shall be determined in accordance
with the following table:
‘‘For taxable years be-

ginning in:
The applicable
percentage is:

2001 .............................. 110 percent
2002 .............................. 120 percent
2003 .............................. 130 percent
2004 .............................. 140 percent
2005 and thereafter ...... 150percent.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to contribu-
tions in taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2000.

TITLE III—ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX
REFORM

SEC. 301. MODIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVE MIN-
IMUM TAX ON CORPORATIONS.

(a) LIMITATION ON USE OF CREDIT FOR PRIOR
YEAR MINIMUM TAX LIABILITY.—Subsection
(c) of section 53, as amended by section 121,
is amended by redesignating paragraph (2) as
paragraph (3) and by inserting after para-
graph (1) the following new paragraph:

‘‘(2) CORPORATIONS FOR TAXABLE YEARS BE-
GINNING AFTER 2004.—In the case of a corpora-
tion for any taxable year beginning after
2004, the limitation under paragraph (1) shall
be increased by the lesser of—

‘‘(A) 50 percent of the tentative minimum
tax for the taxable year, or

‘‘(B) the excess (if any) of the tentative
minimum tax for the taxable year over the
regular tax for the taxable year.’’

(b) REPEAL OF 90 PERCENT LIMITATION ON
NOL DEDUCTION.—Section 56(d)(1)(A) is
amended by striking ‘‘90 percent’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘90 percent (100 percent in the case of a
corporation)’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) SUBSECTION (a).—The amendment made

by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 2004.

(2) SUBSECTION (b).—The amendment made
by subsection (b) shall apply to taxable years
beginning after December 31, 2001.
SEC. 302. REPEAL OF 90 PERCENT LIMITATION

ON FOREIGN TAX CREDIT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 59(a) (relating to

alternative minimum tax foreign tax credit)
is amended by striking paragraph (2) and by
redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) as para-
graphs (2) and (3), respectively.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
53(d)(1)(B)(i)(II) is amended by striking ‘‘and
if section 59(a)(2) did not apply’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2001.

TITLE IV—EDUCATION SAVINGS
INCENTIVES

SEC. 401. MODIFICATIONS TO EDUCATION INDI-
VIDUAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS.

(a) MAXIMUM ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(1)(A)(iii)

(defining education individual retirement ac-
count) is amended by striking ‘‘$500’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$2,000’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
4973(e)(1)(A) is amended by striking ‘‘$500’’
and inserting ‘‘$2,000’’.

(b) TAX-FREE EXPENDITURES FOR ELEMEN-
TARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOL EXPENSES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b)(2) (defining
qualified higher education expenses) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED EDUCATION EXPENSES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified edu-

cation expenses’ means—
‘‘(i) qualified higher education expenses (as

defined in section 529(e)(3)), and
‘‘(ii) qualified elementary and secondary

education expenses (as defined in paragraph
(4)).

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED STATE TUITION PROGRAMS.—
Such term shall include any contribution to
a qualified State tuition program (as defined
in section 529(b)) on behalf of the designated
beneficiary (as defined in section 529(e)(1));
but there shall be no increase in the invest-
ment in the contract for purposes of apply-
ing section 72 by reason of any portion of
such contribution which is not includible in
gross income by reason of subsection (d)(2).’’.

(2) QUALIFIED ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION EXPENSES.—Section 530(b) (relat-
ing to definitions and special rules) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(4) QUALIFIED ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
EDUCATION EXPENSES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified ele-
mentary and secondary education expenses’
means—

‘‘(i) expenses for tuition, fees, academic tu-
toring, special needs services, books, sup-
plies, computer equipment (including related
software and services), and other equipment
which are incurred in connection with the
enrollment or attendance of the designated
beneficiary of the trust as an elementary or
secondary school student at a public, pri-
vate, or religious school, and

‘‘(ii) expenses for room and board, uni-
forms, transportation, and supplementary
items and services (including extended day
programs) which are required or provided by
a public, private, or religious school in con-
nection with such enrollment or attendance.

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR HOMESCHOOLING.—
Such term shall include expenses described
in subparagraph (A)(i) in connection with
education provided by homeschooling if the
requirements of any applicable State or local
law are met with respect to such education.

‘‘(C) SCHOOL.—The term ‘school’ means any
school which provides elementary education

or secondary education (kindergarten
through grade 12), as determined under State
law.’’.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 530
is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘higher’’ each place it ap-
pears in subsections (b)(1) and (d)(2), and

(B) by striking ‘‘HIGHER’’ in the heading for
subsection (d)(2).

(c) WAIVER OF AGE LIMITATIONS FOR CHIL-
DREN WITH SPECIAL NEEDS.—Section 530(b)(1)
(defining education individual retirement ac-
count) is amended by adding at the end the
following flush sentence:
‘‘The age limitations in subparagraphs
(A)(ii) and (E) and paragraphs (5) and (6) of
subsection (d) shall not apply to any des-
ignated beneficiary with special needs (as de-
termined under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary).’’.

(d) ENTITIES PERMITTED TO CONTRIBUTE TO
ACCOUNTS.—Section 530(c)(1) (relating to re-
duction in permitted contributions based on
adjusted gross income) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘The maximum amount which a contrib-
utor’’ and inserting ‘‘In the case of a contrib-
utor who is an individual, the maximum
amount the contributor’’.

(e) TIME WHEN CONTRIBUTIONS DEEMED
MADE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(b) (relating to
definitions and special rules), as amended by
subsection (b)(2), is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) TIME WHEN CONTRIBUTIONS DEEMED
MADE.—An individual shall be deemed to
have made a contribution to an education in-
dividual retirement account on the last day
of the preceding taxable year if the contribu-
tion is made on account of such taxable year
and is made not later than the time pre-
scribed by law for filing the return for such
taxable year (not including extensions there-
of).’’.

(2) EXTENSION OF TIME TO RETURN EXCESS
CONTRIBUTIONS.—Subparagraph (C) of section
530(d)(4) (relating to additional tax for dis-
tributions not used for educational expenses)
is amended—

(A) by striking clause (i) and inserting the
following new clause:

‘‘(i) such distribution is made before the
1st day of the 6th month of the taxable year
following the taxable year, and’’, and

(B) by striking ‘‘DUE DATE OF RETURN’’ in
the heading and inserting ‘‘CERTAIN DATE’’.

(f) COORDINATION WITH HOPE AND LIFETIME
LEARNING CREDITS AND QUALIFIED TUITION
PROGRAMS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 530(d)(2)(C) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(C) COORDINATION WITH HOPE AND LIFETIME
LEARNING CREDITS AND QUALIFIED TUITION
PROGRAMS.—For purposes of subparagraph
(A)—

‘‘(i) CREDIT COORDINATION.—The total
amount of qualified higher education ex-
penses with respect to an individual for the
taxable year shall be reduced—

‘‘(I) as provided in section 25A(g)(2), and
‘‘(II) by the amount of such expenses which

were taken into account in determining the
credit allowed to the taxpayer or any other
person under section 25A.

‘‘(ii) COORDINATION WITH QUALIFIED TUITION
PROGRAMS.—If, with respect to an individual
for any taxable year—

‘‘(I) the aggregate distributions during
such year to which subparagraph (A) and sec-
tion 529(c)(3)(B) apply, exceed

‘‘(II) the total amount of qualified edu-
cation expenses (after the application of
clause (i)) for such year,
the taxpayer shall allocate such expenses
among such distributions for purposes of de-
termining the amount of the exclusion under
subparagraph (A) and section 529(c)(3)(B).’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
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(A) Subsection (e) of section 25A is amend-

ed to read as follows:
‘‘(e) ELECTION NOT TO HAVE SECTION

APPLY.—A taxpayer may elect not to have
this section apply with respect to the quali-
fied tuition and related expenses of an indi-
vidual for any taxable year.’’.

(B) Section 135(d)(2)(A) is amended by
striking ‘‘allowable’’ and inserting ‘‘al-
lowed’’.

(C) Section 530(d)(2)(D) is amended—
(i) by striking ‘‘or credit’’, and
(ii) by striking ‘‘CREDIT OR’’ in the heading.
(D) Section 4973(e)(1) is amended by adding

‘‘and’’ at the end of subparagraph (A), by
striking subparagraph (B), and by redesig-
nating subparagraph (C) as subparagraph (B).

(g) RENAMING EDUCATION INDIVIDUAL RE-
TIREMENT ACCOUNTS AS EDUCATION SAVINGS
ACCOUNTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—
(A) Section 530 (as amended by the pre-

ceding provisions of this section) is amended
by striking ‘‘education individual retirement
account’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘education savings account’’.

(B) The heading for paragraph (1) of section
530(b) is amended by striking ‘‘EDUCATION IN-
DIVIDUAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNT’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘EDUCATION SAVINGS ACCOUNT’’.

(C) The heading for section 530 is amended
to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 530. EDUCATION SAVINGS ACCOUNTS.’’.

(D) The item in the table of contents for
part VII of subchapter F of chapter 1 relating
to section 530 is amended to read as follows:

‘‘Sec. 530. Education savings accounts.’’.
(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) The following provisions are each

amended by striking ‘‘education individual
retirement’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘education savings’’:

(i) Section 25A(e)(2).
(ii) Section 26(b)(2)(E).
(iii) Section 72(e)(9).
(iv) Section 135(c)(2)(C).
(v) Subsections (a) and (e) of section 4973.
(vi) Subsections (c) and (e) of section 4975.
(vii) Section 6693(a)(2)(D).
(B) The headings for each of the following

provisions are amended by striking ‘‘EDU-
CATION INDIVIDUAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS’’
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘EDU-
CATION SAVINGS ACCOUNTS’’.

(i) Section 72(e)(9).
(ii) Section 135(c)(2)(C).
(iii) Section 4973(e).
(iv) Section 4975(c)(5).
(h) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this
section shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2000.

(2) SUBSECTION (g).—The amendments made
by subsection (g) shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 402. MODIFICATIONS TO QUALIFIED TUI-

TION PROGRAMS.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be

cited as the ‘‘Collegiate Learning and Stu-
dent Savings (CLASS) Act’’.

(b) ELIGIBLE EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS
PERMITTED TO MAINTAIN QUALIFIED TUITION
PROGRAMS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 529(b)(1) (defining
qualified State tuition program) is amended
by inserting ‘‘or by 1 or more eligible edu-
cational institutions’’ after ‘‘maintained by
a State or agency or instrumentality there-
of ’’.

(2) PRIVATE QUALIFIED TUITION PROGRAMS

LIMITED TO BENEFIT PLANS.—Clause (ii) of
section 529(b)(1)(A) is amended by inserting
‘‘in the case of a program established and
maintained by a State or agency or instru-
mentality thereof,’’ before ‘‘may make’’.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Sections 72(e)(9), 135(c)(2)(C),

135(d)(1)(D), 529, 530(b)(2)(B), 4973(e), and
6693(a)(2)(C) are each amended by striking
‘‘qualified State tuition’’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘qualified tuition’’.

(B) The headings for sections 72(e)(9) and
135(c)(2)(C) are each amended by striking
‘‘QUALIFIED STATE TUITION’’ and inserting
‘‘QUALIFIED TUITION’’.

(C) The headings for sections 529(b) and
530(b)(2)(B) are each amended by striking
‘‘QUALIFIED STATE TUITION’’ and inserting
‘‘QUALIFIED TUITION’’.

(D) The heading for section 529 is amended
by striking ‘‘state’’.

(E) The item relating to section 529 in the
table of sections for part VIII of subchapter
F of chapter 1 is amended by striking
‘‘State’’.

(c) EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME OF EDU-
CATION DISTRIBUTIONS FROM QUALIFIED TUI-
TION PROGRAMS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 529(c)(3)(B) (relat-
ing to distributions) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(B) DISTRIBUTIONS FOR QUALIFIED HIGHER

EDUCATION EXPENSES.—For purposes of this
paragraph—

‘‘(i) IN-KIND DISTRIBUTIONS.—No amount
shall be includible in gross income under
subparagraph (A) by reason of a distribution
which consists of providing a benefit to the
distributee which, if paid for by the dis-
tributee, would constitute payment of a
qualified higher education expense.

‘‘(ii) CASH DISTRIBUTIONS.—In the case of
distributions not described in clause (i), if—

‘‘(I) such distributions do not exceed the
qualified higher education expenses (reduced
by expenses described in clause (i)), no
amount shall be includible in gross income,
and

‘‘(II) in any other case, the amount other-
wise includible in gross income shall be re-
duced by an amount which bears the same
ratio to such amount as such expenses bear
to such distributions.

‘‘(iii) EXCEPTION FOR INSTITUTIONAL PRO-
GRAMS.—In the case of any taxable year be-
ginning before January 1, 2004, clauses (i)
and (ii) shall not apply with respect to any
distribution during such taxable year under
a qualified tuition program established and
maintained by 1 or more eligible educational
institutions.

‘‘(iv) TREATMENT AS DISTRIBUTIONS.—Any
benefit furnished to a designated beneficiary
under a qualified tuition program shall be
treated as a distribution to the beneficiary
for purposes of this paragraph.

‘‘(v) COORDINATION WITH HOPE AND LIFETIME

LEARNING CREDITS.—The total amount of
qualified higher education expenses with re-
spect to an individual for the taxable year
shall be reduced—

‘‘(I) as provided in section 25A(g)(2), and
‘‘(II) by the amount of such expenses which

were taken into account in determining the
credit allowed to the taxpayer or any other
person under section 25A.

‘‘(vi) COORDINATION WITH EDUCATION INDI-
VIDUAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS.—If, with re-
spect to an individual for any taxable year—

‘‘(I) the aggregate distributions to which
clauses (i) and (ii) and section 530(d)(2)(A)
apply, exceed

‘‘(II) the total amount of qualified higher
education expenses otherwise taken into ac-
count under clauses (i) and (ii) (after the ap-
plication of clause (v)) for such year,
the taxpayer shall allocate such expenses
among such distributions for purposes of de-
termining the amount of the exclusion under
clauses (i) and (ii) and section 530(d)(2)(A).’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(A) Section 135(d)(2)(B) is amended by
striking ‘‘the exclusion under section
530(d)(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘the exclusions
under sections 529(c)(3)(B)(i) and 530(d)(2)’’.

(B) Section 221(e)(2)(A) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘529,’’ after ‘‘135,’’.

(d) ROLLOVER TO DIFFERENT PROGRAM FOR

BENEFIT OF SAME DESIGNATED BENEFICIARY.—
Section 529(c)(3)(C) (relating to change in
beneficiaries) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘transferred to the credit’’
in clause (i) and inserting ‘‘transferred—

‘‘(I) to another qualified tuition program
for the benefit of the designated beneficiary,
or

‘‘(II) to the credit’’,
(2) by adding at the end the following new

clause:
‘‘(iii) LIMITATION ON CERTAIN ROLLOVERS.—

Clause (i)(I) shall not apply to any amount
transferred with respect to a designated ben-
eficiary if, at any time during the 1-year pe-
riod ending on the day of such transfer, any
other amount was transferred with respect
to such beneficiary which was not includible
in gross income by reason of clause (i)(I).’’,
and

(3) by inserting ‘‘OR PROGRAMS’’ after
‘‘BENEFICIARIES’’ in the heading.

(e) MEMBER OF FAMILY INCLUDES FIRST

COUSIN.—Section 529(e)(2) (defining member
of family) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at
the end of subparagraph (B), by striking the
period at the end of subparagraph (C) and by
inserting ‘‘; and’’, and by adding at the end
the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(D) any first cousin of such beneficiary.’’.

(f) DEFINITION OF QUALIFIED HIGHER EDU-
CATION EXPENSES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 529(e)(3) (relating to definition of quali-
fied higher education expenses) is amended
to read as follows:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified
higher education expenses’ means—

‘‘(i) tuition and fees required for the enroll-
ment or attendance of a designated bene-
ficiary at an eligible educational institution
for courses of instruction of such beneficiary
at such institution, and

‘‘(ii) expenses for books, supplies, and
equipment which are incurred in connection
with such enrollment or attendance, but not
to exceed the allowance for books and sup-
plies included in the cost of attendance (as
defined in section 472 of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087ll), as in ef-
fect on the date of enactment of the Tax-
payer Refund and Relief Act of 1999) as deter-
mined by the eligible educational institu-
tion.’’.

(2) EXCEPTION FOR EDUCATION INVOLVING

SPORTS, ETC.—Paragraph (3) of section 529(e)
(relating to qualified higher education ex-
penses) is amended by adding at the end the
following new subparagraph:

‘‘(C) EXCEPTION FOR EDUCATION INVOLVING

SPORTS, ETC.—The term ‘qualified higher
education expenses’ shall not include ex-
penses with respect to any course or other
education involving sports, games, or hob-
bies unless such course or other education is
part of the beneficiary’s degree program or is
taken to acquire or improve job skills of the
beneficiary.’’.

(g) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1999.

(2) QUALIFIED HIGHER EDUCATION EX-
PENSES.—The amendments made by sub-
section (f) shall apply to amounts paid for
courses beginning after December 31, 1999.
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SEC. 403. EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN AMOUNTS RE-

CEIVED UNDER THE NATIONAL
HEALTH SERVICE CORPS SCHOLAR-
SHIP PROGRAM, THE F. EDWARD
HEBERT ARMED FORCES HEALTH
PROFESSIONS SCHOLARSHIP AND
FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM,
AND CERTAIN OTHER PROGRAMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 117(c) (relating to
the exclusion from gross income amounts re-
ceived as a qualified scholarship) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Subsections (a)’’ and in-
serting the following:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), subsections (a)’’, and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply to any amount received by an indi-
vidual under—

‘‘(A) the National Health Service Corps
Scholarship program under section
338A(g)(1)(A) of the Public Health Service
Act,

‘‘(B) the Armed Forces Health Professions
Scholarship and Financial Assistance pro-
gram under subchapter I of chapter 105 of
title 10, United States Code,

‘‘(C) the National Institutes of Health Un-
dergraduate Scholarship program under sec-
tion 487D of the Public Health Service Act,
or

‘‘(D) any State program determined by the
Secretary to have substantially similar ob-
jectives as such programs.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the amendments made by sub-
section (a) shall apply to amounts received
in taxable years beginning after December
31, 1993.

(2) STATE PROGRAMS.—Section 117(c)(2)(D)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (as
added by the amendments made by sub-
section (a)) shall apply to amounts received
in taxable years beginning after December
31, 1999.
SEC. 404. EXTENSION OF EXCLUSION FOR EM-

PLOYER-PROVIDED EDUCATIONAL
ASSISTANCE.

Section 127(d) (relating to termination of
exclusion for educational assistance pro-
grams) is amended by striking ‘‘May 31,
2000’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2003’’.
SEC. 405. ADDITIONAL INCREASE IN ARBITRAGE

REBATE EXCEPTION FOR GOVERN-
MENTAL BONDS USED TO FINANCE
EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 148(f)(4)(D)(vii)
(relating to increase in exception for bonds
financing public school capital expenditures)
is amended by striking ‘‘$5,000,000’’ the sec-
ond place it appears and inserting
‘‘$10,000,000’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to obliga-
tions issued in calendar years beginning
after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 406. MODIFICATION OF ARBITRAGE REBATE

RULES APPLICABLE TO PUBLIC
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION BONDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (C) of sec-
tion 148(f)(4) is amended by adding at the end
the following new clause:

‘‘(xviii) 4-YEAR SPENDING REQUIREMENT FOR
PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION ISSUE.—

‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a public
school construction issue, the spending re-
quirements of clause (ii) shall be treated as
met if at least 10 percent of the available
construction proceeds of the construction
issue are spent for the governmental pur-
poses of the issue within the 1-year period
beginning on the date the bonds are issued,
30 percent of such proceeds are spent for such
purposes within the 2-year period beginning
on such date, 60 percent of such proceeds are
spent for such purposes within the 3-year pe-

riod beginning on such date, and 100 percent
of such proceeds are spent for such purposes
within the 4-year period beginning on such
date.

‘‘(II) PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION ISSUE.—
For purposes of this clause, the term ‘public
school construction issue’ means any con-
struction issue if no bond which is part of
such issue is a private activity bond and all
of the available construction proceeds of
such issue are to be used for the construction
(as defined in clause (iv)) of public school fa-
cilities to provide education or training
below the postsecondary level or for the ac-
quisition of land that is functionally related
and subordinate to such facilities.

‘‘(III) OTHER RULES TO APPLY.—Rules simi-
lar to the rules of the preceding provisions of
this subparagraph which apply to clause (ii)
also apply to this clause.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to obliga-
tions issued after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 407. ELIMINATION OF 60-MONTH LIMIT AND

INCREASE IN INCOME LIMITATION
ON STUDENT LOAN INTEREST DE-
DUCTION.

(a) ELIMINATION OF 60-MONTH LIMIT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 221 (relating to in-

terest on education loans) is amended by
striking subsection (d) and by redesignating
subsections (e), (f), and (g) as subsections (d),
(e), and (f), respectively.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
6050S(e) is amended by striking ‘‘section
221(e)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 221(d)(1)’’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply with re-
spect to any loan interest paid after Decem-
ber 31, 1999, in taxable years ending after
such date.

(b) INCREASE IN INCOME LIMITATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 221(b)(2)(B) (relat-

ing to amount of reduction) is amended by
striking clauses (i) and (ii) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(i) the excess of—
‘‘(I) the taxpayer’s modified adjusted gross

income for such taxable year, over
‘‘(II) $45,000 ($90,000 in the case of a joint

return), bears to
‘‘(ii) $15,000.’’.
(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section

221(g)(1) is amended by striking ‘‘$40,000 and
$60,000 amounts’’ and inserting ‘‘$45,000 and
$90,000 amounts’’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to tax-
able years ending after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 408. 2-PERCENT FLOOR ON MISCELLANEOUS

ITEMIZED DEDUCTIONS NOT TO
APPLY TO QUALIFIED PROFES-
SIONAL DEVELOPMENT EXPENSES
OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY
SCHOOL TEACHERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 67(b) (defining
miscellaneous itemized deductions) is
amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of
paragraph (11), by striking the period at the
end of paragraph (12) and inserting ‘‘, and’’,
and by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(13) any deduction allowable for the quali-
fied professional development expenses of an
eligible teacher.’’.

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 67 (relating to 2-
percent floor on miscellaneous itemized de-
ductions) is amended by adding at the end
the following new subsection:

‘‘(g) QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOP-
MENT EXPENSES OF ELIGIBLE TEACHERS.—For
purposes of subsection (b)(13)—

‘‘(1) QUALIFIED PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
EXPENSES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified pro-
fessional development expenses’ means ex-
penses in an amount not to exceed $1,000 for
any taxable year—

‘‘(i) for tuition, fees, books, supplies, equip-
ment, and transportation required for the
enrollment or attendance of an individual in
a qualified course of instruction, and

‘‘(ii) with respect to which a deduction is
allowable under section 162 (determined
without regard to this section).

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED COURSE OF INSTRUCTION.—
The term ‘qualified course of instruction’
means a course of instruction which—

‘‘(i) is—
‘‘(I) at an institution of higher education

(as defined in section 481 of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1088), as in effect
on the date of the enactment of this sub-
section), or

‘‘(II) a professional conference, and
‘‘(ii) is part of a program of professional

development which is approved and certified
by the appropriate local educational agency
as furthering the individual’s teaching skills.

‘‘(C) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY.—The
term ‘local educational agency’ has the
meaning given such term by section 14101 of
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965, as so in effect.

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE TEACHER.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible

teacher’ means an individual who is a kin-
dergarten through grade 12 classroom teach-
er, instructor, counselor, aide, or principal in
an elementary or secondary school.

‘‘(B) ELEMENTARY OR SECONDARY SCHOOL.—
The terms ‘elementary school’ and ‘sec-
ondary school’ have the meanings given such
terms by section 14101 of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
8801), as so in effect.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000, and
ending before January 1, 2005.

TITLE V—HEALTH CARE PROVISIONS
SEC. 501. DEDUCTION FOR HEALTH AND LONG-

TERM CARE INSURANCE COSTS OF
INDIVIDUALS NOT PARTICIPATING
IN EMPLOYER-SUBSIDIZED HEALTH
PLANS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part VII of subchapter B
of chapter 1 is amended by redesignating sec-
tion 222 as section 223 and by inserting after
section 221 the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 222. HEALTH AND LONG-TERM CARE INSUR-

ANCE COSTS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-
vidual, there shall be allowed as a deduction
an amount equal to the applicable percent-
age of the amount paid during the taxable
year for insurance which constitutes medical
care for the taxpayer and the taxpayer’s
spouse and dependents.

‘‘(b) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of subsection (a), the applicable per-
centage shall be determined in accordance
with the following table:

‘‘For taxable years beginning The applicable
in calendar year— percentage is—
2002, 2003, and 2004 ..................... 25
2005 ............................................ 35
2006 ............................................ 65
2007 and thereafter .................... 100.
‘‘(c) LIMITATION BASED ON OTHER COV-

ERAGE.—
‘‘(1) COVERAGE UNDER CERTAIN SUBSIDIZED

EMPLOYER PLANS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) shall not

apply to any taxpayer for any calendar
month for which the taxpayer participates in
any health plan maintained by any employer
of the taxpayer or of the spouse of the tax-
payer if 50 percent or more of the cost of cov-
erage under such plan (determined under sec-
tion 4980B and without regard to payments
made with respect to any coverage described
in subsection (e)) is paid or incurred by the
employer.
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‘‘(B) EMPLOYER CONTRIBUTIONS TO CAFE-

TERIA PLANS, FLEXIBLE SPENDING ARRANGE-
MENTS, AND MEDICAL SAVINGS ACCOUNTS.—Em-
ployer contributions to a cafeteria plan, a
flexible spending or similar arrangement, or
a medical savings account which are ex-
cluded from gross income under section 106
shall be treated for purposes of subparagraph
(A) as paid by the employer.

‘‘(C) AGGREGATION OF PLANS OF EM-
PLOYER.—A health plan which is not other-
wise described in subparagraph (A) shall be
treated as described in such subparagraph if
such plan would be so described if all health
plans of persons treated as a single employer
under subsections (b), (c), (m), or (o) of sec-
tion 414 were treated as one health plan.

‘‘(D) SEPARATE APPLICATION TO HEALTH IN-
SURANCE AND LONG-TERM CARE INSURANCE.—
Subparagraphs (A) and (C) shall be applied
separately with respect to—

‘‘(i) plans which include primarily cov-
erage for qualified long-term care services or
are qualified long-term care insurance con-
tracts, and

‘‘(ii) plans which do not include such cov-
erage and are not such contracts.

‘‘(2) COVERAGE UNDER CERTAIN FEDERAL
PROGRAMS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to any amount paid for any coverage
for an individual for any calendar month if,
as of the first day of such month, the indi-
vidual is covered under any medical care
program described in—

‘‘(i) title XVIII, XIX, or XXI of the Social
Security Act,

‘‘(ii) chapter 55 of title 10, United States
Code,

‘‘(iii) chapter 17 of title 38, United States
Code,

‘‘(iv) chapter 89 of title 5, United States
Code, or

‘‘(v) the Indian Health Care Improvement
Act.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTIONS.—
‘‘(i) QUALIFIED LONG-TERM CARE.—Subpara-

graph (A) shall not apply to amounts paid for
coverage under a qualified long-term care in-
surance contract.

‘‘(ii) CONTINUATION COVERAGE OF FEHBP.—
Subparagraph (A)(iv) shall not apply to cov-
erage which is comparable to continuation
coverage under section 4980B.

‘‘(d) LONG-TERM CARE DEDUCTION LIMITED
TO QUALIFIED LONG-TERM CARE INSURANCE
CONTRACTS.—In the case of a qualified long-
term care insurance contract, only eligible
long-term care premiums (as defined in sec-
tion 213(d)(10)) may be taken into account
under subsection (a).

‘‘(e) DEDUCTION NOT AVAILABLE FOR PAY-
MENT OF ANCILLARY COVERAGE PREMIUMS.—
Any amount paid as a premium for insurance
which provides for—

‘‘(1) coverage for accidents, disability, den-
tal care, vision care, or a specified illness, or

‘‘(2) making payments of a fixed amount
per day (or other period) by reason of being
hospitalized.
shall not be taken into account under sub-
section (a).

‘‘(f) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(1) COORDINATION WITH DEDUCTION FOR

HEALTH INSURANCE COSTS OF SELF-EMPLOYED
INDIVIDUALS.—The amount taken into ac-
count by the taxpayer in computing the de-
duction under section 162(l) shall not be
taken into account under this section.

‘‘(2) COORDINATION WITH MEDICAL EXPENSE
DEDUCTION.—The amount taken into account
by the taxpayer in computing the deduction
under this section shall not be taken into ac-
count under section 213.

‘‘(g) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be appro-
priate to carry out this section, including
regulations requiring employers to report to

their employees and the Secretary such in-
formation as the Secretary determines to be
appropriate.’’.

(b) DEDUCTION ALLOWED WHETHER OR NOT
TAXPAYER ITEMIZES OTHER DEDUCTIONS.—
Subsection (a) of section 62 is amended by in-
serting after paragraph (17) the following
new item:

‘‘(18) HEALTH AND LONG-TERM CARE INSUR-
ANCE COSTS.—The deduction allowed by sec-
tion 222.’’.

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for part VII of subchapter B of chap-
ter 1 is amended by striking the last item
and inserting the following new items:

‘‘Sec. 222. Health and long-term care insur-
ance costs.

‘‘Sec. 223. Cross reference.’’.
(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 502. LONG-TERM CARE INSURANCE PER-

MITTED TO BE OFFERED UNDER
CAFETERIA PLANS AND FLEXIBLE
SPENDING ARRANGEMENTS.

(a) CAFETERIA PLANS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f) of section

125 (defining qualified benefits) is amended
by inserting before the period at the end ‘‘;
except that such term shall include the pay-
ment of premiums for any qualified long-
term care insurance contract (as defined in
section 7702B) to the extent the amount of
such payment does not exceed the eligible
long-term care premiums (as defined in sec-
tion 213(d)(10)) for such contract’’.

(b) FLEXIBLE SPENDING ARRANGEMENTS.—
Section 106 (relating to contributions by em-
ployer to accident and health plans) is
amended by striking subsection (c).

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2001.
SEC. 503. ADDITIONAL PERSONAL EXEMPTION

FOR TAXPAYER CARING FOR ELDER-
LY FAMILY MEMBER IN TAXPAYER’S
HOME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 151 (relating to
allowance of deductions for personal exemp-
tions) is amended by redesignating sub-
section (e) as subsection (f) and by inserting
after subsection (d) the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(e) ADDITIONAL EXEMPTION FOR CERTAIN
ELDERLY FAMILY MEMBERS RESIDING WITH
TAXPAYER.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An exemption of the ex-
emption amount for each qualified family
member of the taxpayer.

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED FAMILY MEMBER.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘qualified
family member’ means, with respect to any
taxable year, any individual—

‘‘(A) who is an ancestor of the taxpayer or
of the taxpayer’s spouse or who is the spouse
of any such ancestor,

‘‘(B) who is a member for the entire tax-
able year of a household maintained by the
taxpayer, and

‘‘(C) who has been certified, before the due
date for filing the return of tax for the tax-
able year (without extensions), by a physi-
cian (as defined in section 1861(r)(1) of the
Social Security Act) as being an individual
with long-term care needs described in para-
graph (3) for a period—

‘‘(i) which is at least 180 consecutive days,
and

‘‘(ii) a portion of which occurs within the
taxable year.
Such term shall not include any individual
otherwise meeting the requirements of the
preceding sentence unless within the 391⁄2
month period ending on such due date (or
such other period as the Secretary pre-
scribes) a physician (as so defined) has cer-
tified that such individual meets such re-
quirements.

‘‘(3) INDIVIDUALS WITH LONG-TERM CARE
NEEDS.—An individual is described in this
paragraph if the individual—

‘‘(A) is unable to perform (without sub-
stantial assistance from another individual)
at least 2 activities of daily living (as defined
in section 7702B(c)(2)(B)) due to a loss of
functional capacity, or

‘‘(B) requires substantial supervision to
protect such individual from threats to
health and safety due to severe cognitive im-
pairment and is unable to perform, without
reminding or cuing assistance, at least 1 ac-
tivity of daily living (as so defined) or to the
extent provided in regulations prescribed by
the Secretary (in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services), is un-
able to engage in age appropriate activities.

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULES.—Rules similar to the
rules of paragraphs (1), (2), (3), (4), and (5) of
section 21(e) shall apply for purposes of this
subsection.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 504. EXPANDED HUMAN CLINICAL TRIALS

QUALIFYING FOR ORPHAN DRUG
CREDIT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subclause (I) of section
45C(b)(2)(A)(ii) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(I) after the date that the application is
filed for designation under such section 526,
and’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Clause (i) of
section 45C(b)(2)(A) is amended by inserting
‘‘which is’’ before ‘‘being’’ and by inserting
before the comma at the end ‘‘and which is
designated under section 526 of such Act’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to amounts
paid or incurred after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 505. INCLUSION OF CERTAIN VACCINES

AGAINST STREPTOCOCCUS
PNEUMONIAE TO LIST OF TAXABLE
VACCINES; REDUCTION IN PER DOSE
TAX RATE.

(a) INCLUSION OF VACCINES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 4132(a)(1) (defin-

ing taxable vaccine) is amended by adding at
the end the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(L) Any conjugate vaccine against strep-
tococcus pneumoniae.’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(A) SALES.—The amendment made by this

subsection shall apply to vaccine sales begin-
ning on the day after the date on which the
Centers for Disease Control makes a final
recommendation for routine administration
to children of any conjugate vaccine against
streptococcus pneumoniae, but shall not
take effect if subsection (c) does not take ef-
fect.

(B) DELIVERIES.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (A), in the case of sales on or before
the date described in such subparagraph for
which delivery is made after such date, the
delivery date shall be considered the sale
date.

(b) REDUCTION IN PER DOSE TAX RATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 4131(b)(1) (relating

to amount of tax) is amended by striking ‘‘75
cents’’ and inserting ‘‘50 cents’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(A) SALES.—The amendment made by this

subsection shall apply to vaccine sales after
December 31, 2004, but shall not take effect if
subsection (c) does not take effect.

(B) DELIVERIES.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (A), in the case of sales on or before
the date described in such subparagraph for
which delivery is made after such date, the
delivery date shall be considered the sale
date.

(3) LIMITATION ON CERTAIN CREDITS OR RE-
FUNDS.—For purposes of applying section
4132(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
with respect to any claim for credit or re-
fund filed after August 31, 2004, the amount
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of tax taken into account shall not exceed
the tax computed under the rate in effect on
January 1, 2005.

(c) VACCINE TAX AND TRUST FUND AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) Sections 1503 and 1504 of the Vaccine In-
jury Compensation Program Modification
Act (and the amendments made by such sec-
tions) are hereby repealed.

(2) Subparagraph (A) of section 9510(c)(1) is
amended by striking ‘‘August 5, 1997’’ and in-
serting ‘‘October 21, 1998’’.

(3) The amendments made by this sub-
section shall take effect as if included in the
provisions of the Tax and Trade Relief Ex-
tension Act of 1998 to which they relate.
SEC. 506. DRUG BENEFITS FOR MEDICARE BENE-

FICIARIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 213 (relating to

medical, dental, etc., expenses) is amended
by redesignating subsection (e) as subsection
(f) and by inserting after subsection (d) the
following new subsection:

‘‘(e) DRUG BENEFITS FOR MEDICARE BENE-
FICIARIES.—

‘‘(1) DEDUCTION FOR CERTAIN FORMER PRE-
SCRIPTION DRUGS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) shall not
apply to amounts paid for eligible former
prescription drugs for a medicare beneficiary
who is the taxpayer or the taxpayer’s spouse
or dependent (as defined in section 152).

‘‘(B) ELIGIBLE FORMER PRESCRIPTION
DRUG.—For purposes of subparagraph (A), the
term ‘eligible former prescription drug’
means any drug or biological which is not a
prescribed drug at the time purchased by the
taxpayer but was a prescribed drug at any
prior time during the calendar year in which
so purchased or during the 2 preceding cal-
endar years.

‘‘(2) ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME THRESHOLD
NOT TO APPLY TO PRESCRIPTION DRUG INSUR-
ANCE COVERAGE FOR MEDICARE BENEFICIARIES
IF CERTAIN CONDITIONS MET.—The 7.5 percent
adjusted gross income threshold in sub-
section (a) shall not apply to the expenses
paid during the taxable year for prescription
drug insurance coverage for a medicare bene-
ficiary who is the taxpayer or the taxpayer’s
spouse or dependent (as defined in section
152) if—

‘‘(A) the Secretary certifies that, through-
out such taxable year, the conditions speci-
fied in paragraph (3) are met, and

‘‘(B) the charge for such coverage is either
separately stated in the contract or fur-
nished to the policyholder by the insurance
company in a separate statement.

‘‘(3) CONDITIONS.—For purposes of para-
graph (2), the conditions specified in this
paragraph are met if all of the following are
in effect:

‘‘(A) ASSISTANCE FOR PRESCRIPTION DRUGS
FOR LOW-INCOME MEDICARE BENEFICIARIES.—

‘‘(i) Low-income assistance is available to
enable the purchase of coverage of prescrip-
tion drugs as described in subparagraph (B)
or (C) for medicare beneficiaries with in-
comes under 135 percent of the applicable
Federal poverty level, with such assistance
phasing out for beneficiaries with incomes
between 135 percent and 150 percent of such
level.

‘‘(ii) The Federal Government provides
funding for the costs of such assistance.

‘‘(B) AUTHORIZING MEDIGAP COVERAGE SOLE-
LY OF PRESCRIPTION DRUGS.—At least 1 of the
benefit packages authorized to be offered
under a medicare supplemental policy under
the Social Security Act is a package which
provides solely for the coverage of costs of
prescription drugs.

‘‘(C) STRUCTURAL MEDICARE REFORM.—Cov-
erage for outpatient prescription drugs for
medicare beneficiaries is provided only
through integrated comprehensive health
plans which offer current medicare covered

services and maximum limitations on out-of-
pocket spending and such comprehensive
plans sponsored by the Health Care Financ-
ing Administration compete on the same
basis as private plans.

‘‘(D) DEDUCTION FOR ELIGIBLE FORMER PRE-
SCRIPTION DRUGS.—The treatment under
paragraph (1) of expenses paid for eligible
former prescription drugs applies for such
taxable year.

‘‘(4) DEFINITION AND SPECIAL RULE.—
‘‘(A) MEDICARE BENEFICIARY.—For purposes

of this subsection, the term ‘medicare bene-
ficiary’ means an individual who is entitled
to benefits under part A, or enrolled under
part B or C, of title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act.

‘‘(B) COORDINATION WITH OTHER EXPENSES.—
Expenses to which the 7.5 percent adjusted
gross income threshold in subsection (a) does
not apply by reason of paragraph (1) and (2)
shall not be taken into account in applying
such threshold to other expenses.’’

(b) DEDUCTION FOR PRESCRIPTION DRUG IN-
SURANCE COVERAGE ALLOWED WHETHER OR
NOT TAXPAYER ITEMIZES OTHER DEDUC-
TIONS.—Subsection (a) of section 62 (defining
adjusted gross income) is amended by insert-
ing after paragraph (18) the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(19) PRESCRIPTION DRUG INSURANCE COV-
ERAGE FOR MEDICARE BENEFICIARIES.—The de-
duction allowed by section 213(a) to the ex-
tent of the expenses to which the 7.5 percent
adjusted gross income threshold in sub-
section (a) does not apply by reason of para-
graph (2) of section 213(e).’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2002.

TITLE VI—ESTATE TAX RELIEF
Subtitle A—Repeal of Estate, Gift, and Gen-

eration-Skipping Taxes; Repeal of Step Up
in Basis At Death

SEC. 601. REPEAL OF ESTATE, GIFT, AND GEN-
ERATION-SKIPPING TAXES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle B is hereby re-
pealed.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The repeal made by
subsection (a) shall apply to the estates of
decedents dying, and gifts and generation-
skipping transfers made, after December 31,
2008.
SEC. 602. TERMINATION OF STEP UP IN BASIS AT

DEATH.
(a) TERMINATION OF APPLICATION OF SEC-

TION 1014.—Section 1014 (relating to basis of
property acquired from a decedent) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(f) TERMINATION.—In the case of a dece-
dent dying after December 31, 2008, this sec-
tion shall not apply to property for which
basis is provided by section 1023.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsection
(a) of section 1016 (relating to adjustments to
basis) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end of paragraph (26), by striking the period
at the end of paragraph (27) and inserting ‘‘;
and’’, and by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(28) to the extent provided in section 1023
(relating to basis for certain property ac-
quired from a decedent dying after December
31, 2008).’’.
SEC. 603. CARRYOVER BASIS AT DEATH.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Part II of subchapter
O of chapter 1 (relating to basis rules of gen-
eral application) is amended by inserting
after section 1022, as added by section 202,
the following:
‘‘SEC. 1023. CARRYOVER BASIS FOR CERTAIN

PROPERTY ACQUIRED FROM A DE-
CEDENT DYING AFTER DECEMBER
31, 2008.

‘‘(a) CARRYOVER BASIS.—Except as other-
wise provided in this section, the basis of
carryover basis property in the hands of a
person acquiring such property from a dece-
dent shall be determined under section 1015.

‘‘(b) CARRYOVER BASIS PROPERTY DE-
FINED.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘carryover basis property’
means any property—

‘‘(A) which is acquired from or passed from
a decedent who died after December 31, 2008,
and

‘‘(B) which is not excluded pursuant to
paragraph (2).
The property taken into account under sub-
paragraph (A) shall be determined under sec-
tion 1014(b) without regard to subparagraph
(A) of the last sentence of paragraph (9)
thereof.

‘‘(2) CERTAIN PROPERTY NOT CARRYOVER
BASIS PROPERTY.—The term ‘carryover basis
property’ does not include—

‘‘(A) any item of gross income in respect of
a decedent described in section 691,

‘‘(B) property which was acquired from the
decedent by the surviving spouse of the dece-
dent but only if the value of such property
would have been deductible from the value of
the taxable estate of the decedent under sec-
tion 2056, as in effect on the day before the
date of the enactment of the Taxpayer Re-
fund and Relief Act of 1999, and

‘‘(C) any includible property of the dece-
dent if the aggregate adjusted fair market
value of such property does not exceed
$2,000,000.
For purposes of this subsection, the term
‘adjusted fair market value’ means, with re-
spect to any property, fair market value re-
duced by any indebtedness secured by such
property.

‘‘(3) LIMITATION ON EXCEPTION FOR PROP-
ERTY ACQUIRED BY SURVIVING SPOUSE.—The
adjusted fair market value of property which
is not carryover basis property by reason of
paragraph (2)(B) shall not exceed $3,000,000.
The executor shall allocate the limitation
under the preceding sentence among such
property.

‘‘(4) PHASEIN OF CARRYOVER BASIS IF PROP-
ERTY EXCEEDS $1,300,000.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the aggregate ad-
justed fair market value of the includible
property of the decedent exceeds $1,300,000,
but does not exceed $2,000,000, the amount of
the increase in the basis of includible prop-
erty which would (but for this paragraph) re-
sult under section 1014 shall be reduced by
the amount which bears the same ratio to
such increase as such excess bears to $700,000.

‘‘(B) ALLOCATION OF REDUCTION.—The re-
duction under subparagraph (A) shall be allo-
cated among only the excepted includible
property having net appreciation and shall
be allocated in proportion to the respective
amounts of such net appreciation. For pur-
poses of the preceding sentence, the term
‘net appreciation’ means the excess of the
adjusted fair market value over the dece-
dent’s adjusted basis immediately before
such decedent’s death.

‘‘(5) INCLUDIBLE PROPERTY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-

section, the term ‘includible property’ means
property which would be included in the
gross estate of the decedent under any of the
following provisions as in effect on the day
before the date of the enactment of the Tax-
payer Refund and Relief Act of 1999:

‘‘(i) Section 2033.
‘‘(ii) Section 2038.
‘‘(iii) Section 2040.
‘‘(iv) Section 2041.
‘‘(v) Section 2042(1).
‘‘(B) EXCLUSION OF PROPERTY ACQUIRED BY

SPOUSE.—Such term shall not include prop-
erty which is not carryover basis property by
reason of paragraph (2)(B).

‘‘(c) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary to carry out the purposes of this sec-
tion.’’.
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(b) MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS RELATED

TO CARRYOVER BASIS.—
(1) CAPITAL GAIN TREATMENT FOR INHERITED

ART WORK OR SIMILAR PROPERTY.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (C) of sec-

tion 1221(3) (defining capital asset) is amend-
ed by inserting ‘‘(other than by reason of
section 1023)’’ after ‘‘is determined’’.

(B) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 170.—Para-
graph (1) of section 170(e) (relating to certain
contributions of ordinary income and capital
gain property) is amended by adding at the
end the following: ‘‘For purposes of this
paragraph, the determination of whether
property is a capital asset shall be made
without regard to the exception contained in
section 1221(3)(C) for basis determined under
section 1023.’’.

(2) DEFINITION OF EXECUTOR.—Section
7701(a) (relating to definitions) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(47) EXECUTOR.—The term ‘executor’
means the executor or administrator of the
decedent, or, if there is no executor or ad-
ministrator appointed, qualified, and acting
within the United States, then any person in
actual or constructive possession of any
property of the decedent.’’.

(3) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for part II of subchapter O of chap-
ter 1 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new item:

‘‘Sec. 1023. Carryover basis for certain prop-
erty acquired from a decedent
dying after December 31, 2008.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to estates of
decedents dying after December 31, 2008.
Subtitle B—Reductions of Estate and Gift Tax

Rates Prior to Repeal
SEC. 611. ADDITIONAL REDUCTIONS OF ESTATE

AND GIFT TAX RATES.
(a) MAXIMUM RATE OF TAX REDUCED TO 50

PERCENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The table contained in

section 2001(c)(1) is amended by striking the
2 highest brackets and inserting the fol-
lowing:
‘‘Over $2,500,000 ............... $1,025,800, plus 50% of the

excess over $2,500,000.’’.
(2) PHASE-IN OF REDUCED RATE.—Subsection

(c) of section 2001 is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(3) PHASE-IN OF REDUCED RATE.—In the
case of decedents dying, and gifts made, dur-
ing 2001, the last item in the table contained
in paragraph (1) shall be applied by sub-
stituting ‘53%’ for ‘50%’.’’.

(b) REPEAL OF PHASEOUT OF GRADUATED
RATES.—Subsection (c) of section 2001 is
amended by striking paragraph (2) and redes-
ignating paragraph (3), as added by sub-
section (a), as paragraph (2).

(c) ADDITIONAL REDUCTIONS OF RATES OF
TAX.—Subsection (c) of section 2001, as so
amended, is amended by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(3) PHASEDOWN OF TAX.—In the case of es-
tates of decedents dying, and gifts made,
during any calendar year after 2004 and be-
fore 2009—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (C), the tentative tax under
this subsection shall be determined by using
a table prescribed by the Secretary (in lieu
of using the table contained in paragraph (1))
which is the same as such table; except
that—

‘‘(i) each of the rates of tax shall be re-
duced by the number of percentage points de-
termined under subparagraph (B), and

‘‘(ii) the amounts setting forth the tax
shall be adjusted to the extent necessary to
reflect the adjustments under clause (i).

‘‘(B) PERCENTAGE POINTS OF REDUCTION.—
The number of

‘‘For calendar year: percentage points is:
2003 ...................................... 1.0

2004 ...................................... 2.0
2005 ...................................... 3.0
2006 ...................................... 4.0
2007 ...................................... 5.5
2008 ...................................... 7.5.

‘‘(C) COORDINATION WITH INCOME TAX
RATES.—The reductions under subparagraph
(A)—

‘‘(i) shall not reduce any rate under para-
graph (1) below the lowest rate in section
1(c), and

‘‘(ii) shall not reduce the highest rate
under paragraph (1) below the highest rate in
section 1(c).

‘‘(D) COORDINATION WITH CREDIT FOR STATE
DEATH TAXES.—Rules similar to the rules of
subparagraph (A) shall apply to the table
contained in section 2011(b) except that the
Secretary shall prescribe percentage point
reductions which maintain the proportionate
relationship (as in effect before any reduc-
tion under this paragraph) between the cred-
it under section 2011 and the tax rates under
subsection (c).’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) SUBSECTIONS (a) AND (b).—The amend-

ments made by subsections (a) and (b) shall
apply to estates of decedents dying, and gifts
made, after December 31, 2000.

(2) SUBSECTION (c).—The amendment made
by subsection (c) shall apply to estates of de-
cedents dying, and gifts made, after Decem-
ber 31, 2004.

Subtitle C—Unified Credit Replaced With
Unified Exemption Amount

SEC. 621. UNIFIED CREDIT AGAINST ESTATE AND
GIFT TAXES REPLACED WITH UNI-
FIED EXEMPTION AMOUNT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) ESTATE TAX.—Part IV of subchapter A

of chapter 11 is amended by inserting after
section 2051 the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 2052. EXEMPTION.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of the tax
imposed by section 2001, the value of the tax-
able estate shall be determined by deducting
from the value of the gross estate an amount
equal to the excess (if any) of—

‘‘(1) the exemption amount for the cal-
endar year in which the decedent died, over

‘‘(2) the sum of—
‘‘(A) the aggregate amount allowed as an

exemption under section 2521 with respect to
gifts made by the decedent after December
31, 2000, and

‘‘(B) the aggregate amount of gifts made
by the decedent for which credit was allowed
by section 2505 (as in effect on the day before
the date of the enactment of the Taxpayer
Refund and Relief Act of 1999).
Gifts which are includible in the gross estate
of the decedent shall not be taken into ac-
count in determining the amounts under
paragraph (2).

‘‘(b) EXEMPTION AMOUNT.—For purposes of
subsection (a), the term ‘exemption amount’
means the amount determined in accordance
with the following table:
‘‘In the case of The exemption

calendar year: amount is:
2001 ................................. $675,000
2002 and 2003 .................... $700,000
2004 ................................. $850,000
2005 ................................. $950,000
2006 or thereafter ............ $1,000,000.’’
(2) GIFT TAX.—Subchapter C of chapter 12

(relating to deductions) is amended by in-
serting before section 2522 the following new
section:
‘‘SEC. 2521. EXEMPTION.

‘‘In computing taxable gifts for any cal-
endar year, there shall be allowed as a deduc-
tion in the case of a citizen or resident of the
United States an amount equal to the excess
of—

‘‘(1) the exemption amount determined
under section 2052 for such calendar year,
over

‘‘(2) the sum of—
‘‘(A) the aggregate amount allowed as an

exemption under this section for all pre-
ceding calendar years after 2000, and

‘‘(B) the aggregate amount of gifts for
which credit was allowed by section 2505 (as
in effect on the day before the date of the en-
actment of the Taxpayer Refund and Relief
Act of 1999).’’

(b) REPEAL OF UNIFIED CREDITS.—
(1) Section 2010 (relating to unified credit

against estate tax) is hereby repealed.
(2) Section 2505 (relating to unified credit

against gift tax) is hereby repealed.
(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subparagraph (B) of section 2001(b)(1) is

amended by inserting before the comma ‘‘re-
duced by the amount described in section
2052(a)(2)(B)’’.

(2)(A) Subsection (b) of section 2011 is
amended—

(i) by striking ‘‘adjusted’’ in the table, and
(ii) by striking the last sentence.
(B) Subsection (f) of section 2011 is amend-

ed by striking ‘‘, reduced by the amount of
the unified credit provided by section 2010’’.

(3) Subsection (a) of section 2012 is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘and the unified credit pro-
vided by section 2010’’.

(4)(A) Subsection (b) of section 2013 is
amended by inserting before the period at
the end of the first sentence ‘‘and increased
by the exemption allowed under section 2052
or 2106(a)(4) (or the corresponding provisions
of prior law) in determining the taxable es-
tate of the transferor for purposes of the es-
tate tax’’.

(B) Subparagraph (A) of section 2013(c)(1) is
amended by striking ‘‘2010,’’.

(5) Paragraph (2) of section 2014(b) is
amended by striking ‘‘2010,’’.

(6) Clause (ii) of section 2056A(b)(12)(C) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(ii) to treat any reduction in the tax im-
posed by paragraph (1)(A) by reason of the
credit allowable under section 2010 (as in ef-
fect on the day before the date of the enact-
ment of the Taxpayer Refund and Relief Act
of 1999) or the exemption allowable under
section 2052 with respect to the decedent as
a credit under section 2505 (as so in effect) or
exemption under section 2521 (as the case
may be) allowable to such surviving spouse
for purposes of determining the amount of
the exemption allowable under section 2521
with respect to taxable gifts made by the
surviving spouse during the year in which
the spouse becomes a citizen or any subse-
quent year,’’.

(7) Paragraph (3) of section 2057(a) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(3) COORDINATION WITH EXEMPTION
AMOUNT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), if this section applies to
an estate, the exemption amount under sec-
tion 2052 shall be $625,000.

‘‘(B) INCREASE IN EXEMPTION AMOUNT IF DE-
DUCTION IS LESS THAN $675,000.—If the deduc-
tion allowed by this section is less than
$675,000, the amount of the exemption
amount under section 2052 shall be increased
(but not above the amount which would
apply to the estate without regard to this
section) by the excess of $675,000 over the
amount of the deduction allowed.’’

(8)(A) Subparagraph (B) of section
2101(b)(1) is amended by inserting before the
comma ‘‘reduced by the aggregate amount of
gifts for which credit was allowed by section
2505 (as in effect on the day before the date
of the enactment of the Taxpayer Refund
and Relief Act of 1999)’’

(B) Subsection (b) of section 2101 is amend-
ed by striking the last sentence.

(9) Section 2102 is amended by striking sub-
section (c).
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(10) Subsection (a) of section 2106 is amend-

ed by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(4) EXEMPTION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—An exemption of $60,000.
‘‘(B) RESIDENTS OF POSSESSIONS OF THE

UNITED STATES.—In the case of a decedent
who is considered to be a nonresident not a
citizen of the United States under section
2209, the exemption under this paragraph
shall be the greater of—

‘‘(i) $60,000, or
‘‘(ii) that proportion of $175,000 which the

value of that part of the decedent’s gross es-
tate which at the time of his death is situ-
ated in the United States bears to the value
of his entire gross estate wherever situated.

‘‘(C) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(i) COORDINATION WITH TREATIES.—To the

extent required under any treaty obligation
of the United States, the exemption allowed
under this paragraph shall be equal to the
amount which bears the same ratio to the
exemption amount under section 2052 (for
the calendar year in which the decedent
died) as the value of the part of the dece-
dent’s gross estate which at the time of his
death is situated in the United States bears
to the value of his entire gross estate wher-
ever situated. For purposes of the preceding
sentence, property shall not be treated as
situated in the United States if such prop-
erty is exempt from the tax imposed by this
subchapter under any treaty obligation of
the United States.

‘‘(ii) COORDINATION WITH GIFT TAX EXEMP-
TION AND UNIFIED CREDIT.—If an exemption
has been allowed under section 2521 (or a
credit has been allowed under section 2505 as
in effect on the day before the date of the en-
actment of the Taxpayer Refund and Relief
Act of 1999) with respect to any gift made by
the decedent, each dollar amount contained
in subparagraph (A) or (B) or the exemption
amount applicable under clause (i) of this
subparagraph (whichever applies) shall be re-
duced by the exemption so allowed under
2521 (or, in the case of such a credit, by the
amount of the gift for which the credit was
so allowed).’’

(11)(A) Subsection (a) of section 2107 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(3) LIMITATION ON EXEMPTION AMOUNT.—
Subparagraphs (B) and (C) of section
2106(a)(4) shall not apply in applying section
2106 for purposes of this section.’’

(B) Subsection (c) of section 2107 is
amended—

(i) by striking paragraph (1) and by redes-
ignating paragraphs (2) and (3) as paragraphs
(1) and (2), respectively, and

(ii) by striking the second sentence of
paragraph (2) (as so redesignated).

(12) Section 2206 is amended by striking
‘‘the taxable estate’’ in the first sentence
and inserting ‘‘the sum of the taxable estate
and the amount of the exemption allowed
under section 2052 or 2106(a)(4) in computing
the taxable estate’’.

(13) Section 2207 is amended by striking
‘‘the taxable estate’’ in the first sentence
and inserting ‘‘the sum of the taxable estate
and the amount of the exemption allowed
under section 2052 or 2106(a)(4) in computing
the taxable estate’’.

(14) Subparagraph (B) of section 2207B(a)(1)
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(B) the sum of the taxable estate and the
amount of the exemption allowed under sec-
tion 2052 or 2106(a)(4) in computing the tax-
able estate.’’

(15) Subsection (a) of section 2503 is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘section 2522’’ and inserting
‘‘section 2521’’.

(16) Paragraph (1) of section 6018(a) is
amended by striking ‘‘the applicable exclu-
sion amount in effect under section 2010(c)’’

and inserting ‘‘the exemption amount under
section 2052’’.

(17) Subparagraph (A) of section 6601(j)(2) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) the amount of the tax which would be
imposed by chapter 11 on an amount of tax-
able estate equal to $1,000,000, or’’.

(18) The table of sections for part II of sub-
chapter A of chapter 11 is amended by strik-
ing the item relating to section 2010.

(19) The table of sections for part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 11 is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 2051 the
following new item:

‘‘Sec. 2052. Exemption.’’
(20) The table of sections for subchapter A

of chapter 12 is amended by striking the item
relating to section 2505.

(21) The table of sections for subchapter C
of chapter 12 is amended by inserting before
the item relating to section 2522 the fol-
lowing new item:

‘‘Sec. 2521. Exemption.’’
(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section—
(1) insofar as they relate to the tax im-

posed by chapter 11 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986, shall apply to estates of dece-
dents dying after December 31, 2000, and

(2) insofar as they relate to the tax im-
posed by chapter 12 of such Code, shall apply
to gifts made after December 31, 2000.

Subtitle D—Modifications of Generation-
Skipping Transfer Tax

SEC. 631. DEEMED ALLOCATION OF GST EXEMP-
TION TO LIFETIME TRANSFERS TO
TRUSTS; RETROACTIVE ALLOCA-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2632 (relating to
special rules for allocation of GST exemp-
tion) is amended by redesignating subsection
(c) as subsection (e) and by inserting after
subsection (b) the following new subsections:

‘‘(c) DEEMED ALLOCATION TO CERTAIN LIFE-
TIME TRANSFERS TO GST TRUSTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If any individual makes
an indirect skip during such individual’s life-
time, any unused portion of such individual’s
GST exemption shall be allocated to the
property transferred to the extent necessary
to make the inclusion ratio for such prop-
erty zero. If the amount of the indirect skip
exceeds such unused portion, the entire un-
used portion shall be allocated to the prop-
erty transferred.

‘‘(2) UNUSED PORTION.—For purposes of
paragraph (1), the unused portion of an indi-
vidual’s GST exemption is that portion of
such exemption which has not previously
been—

‘‘(A) allocated by such individual,
‘‘(B) treated as allocated under subsection

(b) with respect to a direct skip occurring
during or before the calendar year in which
the indirect skip is made, or

‘‘(C) treated as allocated under paragraph
(1) with respect to a prior indirect skip.

‘‘(3) DEFINITIONS.—
‘‘(A) INDIRECT SKIP.—For purposes of this

subsection, the term ‘indirect skip’ means
any transfer of property (other than a direct
skip) subject to the tax imposed by chapter
12 made to a GST trust.

‘‘(B) GST TRUST.—The term ‘GST trust’
means a trust that could have a generation-
skipping transfer with respect to the trans-
feror unless—

‘‘(i) the trust instrument provides that
more than 25 percent of the trust corpus
must be distributed to or may be withdrawn
by 1 or more individuals who are non-skip
persons—

‘‘(I) before the date that the individual at-
tains age 46,

‘‘(II) on or before 1 or more dates specified
in the trust instrument that will occur be-

fore the date that such individual attains
age 46, or

‘‘(III) upon the occurrence of an event that,
in accordance with regulations prescribed by
the Secretary, may reasonably be expected
to occur before the date that such individual
attains age 46;

‘‘(ii) the trust instrument provides that
more than 25 percent of the trust corpus
must be distributed to or may be withdrawn
by 1 or more individuals who are non-skip
persons and who are living on the date of
death of another person identified in the in-
strument (by name or by class) who is more
than 10 years older than such individuals;

‘‘(iii) the trust instrument provides that, if
1 or more individuals who are non-skip per-
sons die on or before a date or event de-
scribed in clause (i) or (ii), more than 25 per-
cent of the trust corpus either must be dis-
tributed to the estate or estates of 1 or more
of such individuals or is subject to a general
power of appointment exercisable by 1 or
more of such individuals;

‘‘(iv) the trust is a trust any portion of
which would be included in the gross estate
of a non-skip person (other than the trans-
feror) if such person died immediately after
the transfer;

‘‘(v) the trust is a charitable lead annuity
trust (within the meaning of section
2642(e)(3)(A)) or a charitable remainder annu-
ity trust or a charitable remainder unitrust
(within the meaning of section 664(d)); or

‘‘(vi) the trust is a trust with respect to
which a deduction was allowed under section
2522 for the amount of an interest in the
form of the right to receive annual payments
of a fixed percentage of the net fair market
value of the trust property (determined year-
ly) and which is required to pay principal to
a non-skip person if such person is alive
when the yearly payments for which the de-
duction was allowed terminate.
For purposes of this subparagraph, the value
of transferred property shall not be consid-
ered to be includible in the gross estate of a
non-skip person or subject to a right of with-
drawal by reason of such person holding a
right to withdraw so much of such property
as does not exceed the amount referred to in
section 2503(b) with respect to any trans-
feror, and it shall be assumed that powers of
appointment held by non-skip persons will
not be exercised.

‘‘(4) AUTOMATIC ALLOCATIONS TO CERTAIN
GST TRUSTS.—For purposes of this sub-
section, an indirect skip to which section
2642(f) applies shall be deemed to have been
made only at the close of the estate tax in-
clusion period. The fair market value of such
transfer shall be the fair market value of the
trust property at the close of the estate tax
inclusion period.

‘‘(5) APPLICABILITY AND EFFECT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—An individual—
‘‘(i) may elect to have this subsection not

apply to—
‘‘(I) an indirect skip, or
‘‘(II) any or all transfers made by such in-

dividual to a particular trust, and
‘‘(ii) may elect to treat any trust as a GST

trust for purposes of this subsection with re-
spect to any or all transfers made by such in-
dividual to such trust.

‘‘(B) ELECTIONS.—
‘‘(i) ELECTIONS WITH RESPECT TO INDIRECT

SKIPS.—An election under subparagraph
(A)(i)(I) shall be deemed to be timely if filed
on a timely filed gift tax return for the cal-
endar year in which the transfer was made or
deemed to have been made pursuant to para-
graph (4) or on such later date or dates as
may be prescribed by the Secretary.

‘‘(ii) OTHER ELECTIONS.—An election under
clause (i)(II) or (ii) of subparagraph (A) may
be made on a timely filed gift tax return for
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the calendar year for which the election is to
become effective.

‘‘(d) RETROACTIVE ALLOCATIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If—
‘‘(A) a non-skip person has an interest or a

future interest in a trust to which any trans-
fer has been made,

‘‘(B) such person—
‘‘(i) is a lineal descendant of a grandparent

of the transferor or of a grandparent of the
transferor’s spouse or former spouse, and

‘‘(ii) is assigned to a generation below the
generation assignment of the transferor, and

‘‘(C) such person predeceases the trans-
feror,
then the transferor may make an allocation
of any of such transferor’s unused GST ex-
emption to any previous transfer or transfers
to the trust on a chronological basis.

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES.—If the allocation
under paragraph (1) by the transferor is
made on a gift tax return filed on or before
the date prescribed by section 6075(b) for
gifts made within the calendar year within
which the non-skip person’s death occurred—

‘‘(A) the value of such transfer or transfers
for purposes of section 2642(a) shall be deter-
mined as if such allocation had been made on
a timely filed gift tax return for each cal-
endar year within which each transfer was
made,

‘‘(B) such allocation shall be effective im-
mediately before such death, and

‘‘(C) the amount of the transferor’s unused
GST exemption available to be allocated
shall be determined immediately before such
death.

‘‘(3) FUTURE INTEREST.—For purposes of
this subsection, a person has a future inter-
est in a trust if the trust may permit income
or corpus to be paid to such person on a date
or dates in the future.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph
(2) of section 2632(b) is amended by striking
‘‘with respect to a direct skip’’ and inserting
‘‘or subsection (c)(1)’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) DEEMED ALLOCATION.—Section 2632(c) of

the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (as added
by subsection (a)), and the amendment made
by subsection (b), shall apply to transfers
subject to chapter 11 or 12 made after Decem-
ber 31, 1999, and to estate tax inclusion peri-
ods ending after December 31, 1999.

(2) RETROACTIVE ALLOCATIONS.—Section
2632(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(as added by subsection (a)) shall apply to
deaths of non-skip persons occurring after
the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 632. SEVERING OF TRUSTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
2642 (relating to inclusion ratio) is amended
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(3) SEVERING OF TRUSTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If a trust is severed in a

qualified severance, the trusts resulting from
such severance shall be treated as separate
trusts thereafter for purposes of this chap-
ter.

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED SEVERANCE.—For purposes
of subparagraph (A)—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified sev-
erance’ means the division of a single trust
and the creation (by any means available
under the governing instrument or under
local law) of 2 or more trusts if—

‘‘(I) the single trust was divided on a frac-
tional basis, and

‘‘(II) the terms of the new trusts, in the ag-
gregate, provide for the same succession of
interests of beneficiaries as are provided in
the original trust.

‘‘(ii) TRUSTS WITH INCLUSION RATIO GREATER
THAN ZERO.—If a trust has an inclusion ratio
of greater than zero and less than 1, a sever-
ance is a qualified severance only if the sin-

gle trust is divided into 2 trusts, one of
which receives a fractional share of the total
value of all trust assets equal to the applica-
ble fraction of the single trust immediately
before the severance. In such case, the trust
receiving such fractional share shall have an
inclusion ratio of zero and the other trust
shall have an inclusion ratio of 1.

‘‘(iii) REGULATIONS.—The term ‘qualified
severance’ includes any other severance per-
mitted under regulations prescribed by the
Secretary.

‘‘(C) TIMING AND MANNER OF SEVERANCES.—
A severance pursuant to this paragraph may
be made at any time. The Secretary shall
prescribe by forms or regulations the manner
in which the qualified severance shall be re-
ported to the Secretary.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to
severances after the date of the enactment of
this Act.
SEC. 633. MODIFICATION OF CERTAIN VALU-

ATION RULES.
(a) GIFTS FOR WHICH GIFT TAX RETURN

FILED OR DEEMED ALLOCATION MADE.—Para-
graph (1) of section 2642(b) (relating to valu-
ation rules, etc.) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(1) GIFTS FOR WHICH GIFT TAX RETURN
FILED OR DEEMED ALLOCATION MADE.—If the
allocation of the GST exemption to any
transfers of property is made on a gift tax re-
turn filed on or before the date prescribed by
section 6075(b) for such transfer or is deemed
to be made under section 2632 (b)(1) or (c)(1)—

‘‘(A) the value of such property for pur-
poses of subsection (a) shall be its value as
finally determined for purposes of chapter 12
(within the meaning of section 2001(f)(2)), or,
in the case of an allocation deemed to have
been made at the close of an estate tax inclu-
sion period, its value at the time of the close
of the estate tax inclusion period, and

‘‘(B) such allocation shall be effective on
and after the date of such transfer, or, in the
case of an allocation deemed to have been
made at the close of an estate tax inclusion
period, on and after the close of such estate
tax inclusion period.’’.

(b) TRANSFERS AT DEATH.—Subparagraph
(A) of section 2642(b)(2) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(A) TRANSFERS AT DEATH.—If property is
transferred as a result of the death of the
transferor, the value of such property for
purposes of subsection (a) shall be its value
as finally determined for purposes of chapter
11; except that, if the requirements pre-
scribed by the Secretary respecting alloca-
tion of post-death changes in value are not
met, the value of such property shall be de-
termined as of the time of the distribution
concerned.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect as if
included in the amendments made by section
1431 of the Tax Reform Act of 1986.
SEC. 634. RELIEF PROVISIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 2642 is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(g) RELIEF PROVISIONS.—
‘‘(1) RELIEF FOR LATE ELECTIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall by

regulation prescribe such circumstances and
procedures under which extensions of time
will be granted to make—

‘‘(i) an allocation of GST exemption de-
scribed in paragraph (1) or (2) of subsection
(b), and

‘‘(ii) an election under subsection (b)(3) or
(c)(5) of section 2632.
Such regulations shall include procedures for
requesting comparable relief with respect to
transfers made before the date of the enact-
ment of this paragraph.

‘‘(B) BASIS FOR DETERMINATIONS.—In deter-
mining whether to grant relief under this
paragraph, the Secretary shall take into ac-
count all relevant circumstances, including
evidence of intent contained in the trust in-
strument or instrument of transfer and such
other factors as the Secretary deems rel-
evant. For purposes of determining whether
to grant relief under this paragraph, the
time for making the allocation (or election)
shall be treated as if not expressly prescribed
by statute.

‘‘(2) SUBSTANTIAL COMPLIANCE.—An alloca-
tion of GST exemption under section 2632
that demonstrates an intent to have the low-
est possible inclusion ratio with respect to a
transfer or a trust shall be deemed to be an
allocation of so much of the transferor’s un-
used GST exemption as produces the lowest
possible inclusion ratio. In determining
whether there has been substantial compli-
ance, all relevant circumstances shall be
taken into account, including evidence of in-
tent contained in the trust instrument or in-
strument of transfer and such other factors
as the Secretary deems relevant.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) RELIEF FOR LATE ELECTIONS.—Section

2642(g)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (as added by subsection (a)) shall apply
to requests pending on, or filed after, the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(2) SUBSTANTIAL COMPLIANCE.—Section
2642(g)(2) of such Code (as so added) shall
take effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act and shall apply to allocations made
prior to such date for purposes of deter-
mining the tax consequences of generation-
skipping transfers with respect to which the
period of time for filing claims for refund has
not expired. No implication is intended with
respect to the availability of relief for late
elections or the application of a rule of sub-
stantial compliance prior to the enactment
of this amendment.

Subtitle E—Conservation Easements
SEC. 641. EXPANSION OF ESTATE TAX RULE FOR

CONSERVATION EASEMENTS.
(a) WHERE LAND IS LOCATED.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section

2031(c)(8)(A) (defining land subject to a con-
servation easement) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘25 miles’’ both places it
appears and inserting ‘‘50 miles’’, and

(B) striking ‘‘10 miles’’ and inserting ‘‘25
miles’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to es-
tates of decedents dying after December 31,
1999.

(b) CLARIFICATION OF DATE FOR DETER-
MINING VALUE OF LAND AND EASEMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 2031(c)(2) (defining
applicable percentage) is amended by adding
at the end the following new sentence: ‘‘The
values taken into account under the pre-
ceding sentence shall be such values as of the
date of the contribution referred to in para-
graph (8)(B).’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this subsection shall apply to es-
tates of decedents dying after December 31,
1997.
TITLE VII—TAX RELIEF FOR DISTRESSED

COMMUNITIES AND INDUSTRIES
Subtitle A—American Community Renewal

Act of 1999
SEC. 701. SHORT TITLE.

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Amer-
ican Community Renewal Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 702. DESIGNATION OF AND TAX INCENTIVES

FOR RENEWAL COMMUNITIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 is amended by

adding at the end the following new sub-
chapter:

‘‘Subchapter X—Renewal Communities
‘‘Part I. Designation.
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‘‘Part II. Renewal community capital gain;

renewal community business.

‘‘Part III. Family development accounts.

‘‘Part IV. Additional incentives.

‘‘PART I—DESIGNATION
‘‘Sec. 1400E. Designation of renewal commu-

nities.
‘‘SEC. 1400E. DESIGNATION OF RENEWAL COMMU-

NITIES.
‘‘(a) DESIGNATION.—
‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this

title, the term ‘renewal community’ means
any area—

‘‘(A) which is nominated by one or more
local governments and the State or States in
which it is located for designation as a re-
newal community (hereinafter in this sec-
tion referred to as a ‘nominated area’); and

‘‘(B) which the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development designates as a renewal
community, after consultation with—

‘‘(i) the Secretaries of Agriculture, Com-
merce, Labor, and the Treasury; the Director
of the Office of Management and Budget; and
the Administrator of the Small Business Ad-
ministration; and

‘‘(ii) in the case of an area on an Indian
reservation, the Secretary of the Interior.

‘‘(2) NUMBER OF DESIGNATIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Hous-

ing and Urban Development may designate
not more than 20 nominated areas as renewal
communities.

‘‘(B) MINIMUM DESIGNATION IN RURAL
AREAS.—Of the areas designated under para-
graph (1), at least 4 must be areas—

‘‘(i) which are within a local government
jurisdiction or jurisdictions with a popu-
lation of less than 50,000,

‘‘(ii) which are outside of a metropolitan
statistical area (within the meaning of sec-
tion 143(k)(2)(B)), or

‘‘(iii) which are determined by the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development,
after consultation with the Secretary of
Commerce, to be rural areas.

‘‘(3) AREAS DESIGNATED BASED ON DEGREE
OF POVERTY, ETC.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section, the nominated areas
designated as renewal communities under
this subsection shall be those nominated
areas with the highest average ranking with
respect to the criteria described in subpara-
graphs (B), (C), and (D) of subsection (c)(3).
For purposes of the preceding sentence, an
area shall be ranked within each such cri-
terion on the basis of the amount by which
the area exceeds such criterion, with the
area which exceeds such criterion by the
greatest amount given the highest ranking.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION WHERE INADEQUATE COURSE
OF ACTION, ETC.—An area shall not be des-
ignated under subparagraph (A) if the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
determines that the course of action de-
scribed in subsection (d)(2) with respect to
such area is inadequate.

‘‘(C) PRIORITY FOR EMPOWERMENT ZONES
AND ENTERPRISE COMMUNITIES WITH RESPECT
TO FIRST HALF OF DESIGNATIONS.—With re-
spect to the first 10 designations made under
this section—

‘‘(i) all shall be chosen from nominated
areas which are empowerment zones or en-
terprise communities (and are otherwise eli-
gible for designation under this section); and

‘‘(ii) 2 shall be areas described in paragraph
(2)(B).

‘‘(4) LIMITATION ON DESIGNATIONS.—
‘‘(A) PUBLICATION OF REGULATIONS.—The

Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment shall prescribe by regulation no later
than 4 months after the date of the enact-
ment of this section, after consultation with
the officials described in paragraph (1)(B)—

‘‘(i) the procedures for nominating an area
under paragraph (1)(A);

‘‘(ii) the parameters relating to the size
and population characteristics of a renewal
community; and

‘‘(iii) the manner in which nominated areas
will be evaluated based on the criteria speci-
fied in subsection (d).

‘‘(B) TIME LIMITATIONS.—The Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development may des-
ignate nominated areas as renewal commu-
nities only during the 24-month period begin-
ning on the first day of the first month fol-
lowing the month in which the regulations
described in subparagraph (A) are prescribed.

‘‘(C) PROCEDURAL RULES.—The Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development shall not
make any designation of a nominated area as
a renewal community under paragraph (2)
unless—

‘‘(i) the local governments and the States
in which the nominated area is located have
the authority—

‘‘(I) to nominate such area for designation
as a renewal community;

‘‘(II) to make the State and local commit-
ments described in subsection (d); and

‘‘(III) to provide assurances satisfactory to
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment that such commitments will be ful-
filled,

‘‘(ii) a nomination regarding such area is
submitted in such a manner and in such
form, and contains such information, as the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment shall by regulation prescribe; and

‘‘(iii) the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development determines that any informa-
tion furnished is reasonably accurate.

‘‘(5) NOMINATION PROCESS FOR INDIAN RES-
ERVATIONS.—For purposes of this subchapter,
in the case of a nominated area on an Indian
reservation, the reservation governing body
(as determined by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior) shall be treated as being both the State
and local governments with respect to such
area.

‘‘(b) PERIOD FOR WHICH DESIGNATION IS IN
EFFECT.—

‘‘(1) AL.—Any designation of an area as a
renewal community shall remain in effect
during the period beginning on the date of
the designation and ending on the earliest
of—

‘‘(A) December 31, 2007,
‘‘(B) the termination date designated by

the State and local governments in their
nomination, or

‘‘(C) the date the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development revokes such designa-
tion.

‘‘(2) REVOCATION OF DESIGNATION.—The Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
may revoke the designation under this sec-
tion of an area if such Secretary determines
that the local government or the State in
which the area is located—

‘‘(A) has modified the boundaries of the
area, or

‘‘(B) is not complying substantially with,
or fails to make progress in achieving, the
State or local commitments, respectively,
described in subsection (d).

‘‘(c) AREA AND ELIGIBILITY REQUIRE-
MENTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development may designate a
nominated area as a renewal community
under subsection (a) only if the area meets
the requirements of paragraphs (2) and (3) of
this subsection.

‘‘(2) AREA REQUIREMENTS.—A nominated
area meets the requirements of this para-
graph if—

‘‘(A) the area is within the jurisdiction of
one or more local governments;

‘‘(B) the boundary of the area is contin-
uous; and

‘‘(C) the area—
‘‘(i) has a population, of at least—
‘‘(I) 4,000 if any portion of such area (other

than a rural area described in subsection
(a)(2)(B)(i)) is located within a metropolitan
statistical area (within the meaning of sec-
tion 143(k)(2)(B)) which has a population of
50,000 or greater; or

‘‘(II) 1,000 in any other case; or
‘‘(ii) is entirely within an Indian reserva-

tion (as determined by the Secretary of the
Interior).

‘‘(3) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—A nomi-
nated area meets the requirements of this
paragraph if the State and the local govern-
ments in which it is located certify (and the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, after such review of supporting data as
he deems appropriate, accepts such certifi-
cation) that—

‘‘(A) the area is one of pervasive poverty,
unemployment, and general distress;

‘‘(B) the unemployment rate in the area, as
determined by the most recent available
data, was at least 11⁄2 times the national un-
employment rate for the period to which
such data relate;

‘‘(C) the poverty rate for each population
census tract within the nominated area is at
least 20 percent; and

‘‘(D) in the case of an urban area, at least
70 percent of the households living in the
area have incomes below 80 percent of the
median income of households within the ju-
risdiction of the local government (deter-
mined in the same manner as under section
119(b)(2) of the Housing and Community De-
velopment Act of 1974).

‘‘(4) CONSIDERATION OF HIGH INCIDENCE OF

CRIME.—The Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development shall take into account, in se-
lecting nominated areas for designation as
renewal communities under this section, the
extent to which such areas have a high inci-
dence of crime.

‘‘(5) CONSIDERATION OF COMMUNITIES IDENTI-
FIED IN GAO STUDY.—The Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development shall take into
account, in selecting nominated areas for
designation as renewal communities under
this section, if the area has census tracts
identified in the May 12, 1998, report of the
Government Accounting Office regarding the
identification of economically distressed
areas.

‘‘(d) REQUIRED STATE AND LOCAL COMMIT-
MENTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development may designate
any nominated area as a renewal community
under subsection (a) only if—

‘‘(A) the local government and the State in
which the area is located agree in writing
that, during any period during which the
area is a renewal community, such govern-
ments will follow a specified course of action
which meets the requirements of paragraph
(2) and is designed to reduce the various bur-
dens borne by employers or employees in
such area; and

‘‘(B) the economic growth promotion re-
quirements of paragraph (3) are met.

‘‘(2) COURSE OF ACTION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A course of action meets

the requirements of this paragraph if such
course of action is a written document,
signed by a State (or local government) and
neighborhood organizations, which evidences
a partnership between such State or govern-
ment and community-based organizations
and which commits each signatory to spe-
cific and measurable goals, actions, and
timetables. Such course of action shall in-
clude at least five of the following:

‘‘(i) A reduction of tax rates or fees apply-
ing within the renewal community.
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‘‘(ii) An increase in the level of efficiency

of local services within the renewal commu-
nity.

‘‘(iii) Crime reduction strategies, such as
crime prevention (including the provision of
such services by nongovernmental entities).

‘‘(iv) Actions to reduce, remove, simplify,
or streamline governmental requirements
applying within the renewal community.

‘‘(v) Involvement in the program by pri-
vate entities, organizations, neighborhood
organizations, and community groups, par-
ticularly those in the renewal community,
including a commitment from such private
entities to provide jobs and job training for,
and technical, financial, or other assistance
to, employers, employees, and residents from
the renewal community.

‘‘(vi) State or local income tax benefits for
fees paid for services performed by a non-
governmental entity which were formerly
performed by a governmental entity.

‘‘(vii) The gift (or sale at below fair market
value) of surplus real property (such as land,
homes, and commercial or industrial struc-
tures) in the renewal community to neigh-
borhood organizations, community develop-
ment corporations, or private companies.

‘‘(B) RECOGNITION OF PAST EFFORTS.—For
purposes of this section, in evaluating the
course of action agreed to by any State or
local government, the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development shall take into ac-
count the past efforts of such State or local
government in reducing the various burdens
borne by employers and employees in the
area involved.

‘‘(3) ECONOMIC GROWTH PROMOTION REQUIRE-
MENTS.—The economic growth promotion re-
quirements of this paragraph are met with
respect to a nominated area if the local gov-
ernment and the State in which such area is
located certify in writing that such govern-
ment and State, respectively, have repealed
or otherwise will not enforce within the
area, if such area is designated as a renewal
community—

‘‘(A) licensing requirements for occupa-
tions that do not ordinarily require a profes-
sional degree;

‘‘(B) zoning restrictions on home-based
businesses which do not create a public nui-
sance;

‘‘(C) permit requirements for street ven-
dors who do not create a public nuisance;

‘‘(D) zoning or other restrictions that im-
pede the formation of schools or child care
centers; and

‘‘(E) franchises or other restrictions on
competition for businesses providing public
services, including but not limited to taxi-
cabs, jitneys, cable television, or trash haul-
ing,
except to the extent that such regulation of
businesses and occupations is necessary for
and well-tailored to the protection of health
and safety.

‘‘(e) COORDINATION WITH TREATMENT OF EM-
POWERMENT ZONES AND ENTERPRISE COMMU-
NITIES.—For purposes of this title, if there
are in effect with respect to the same area
both—

‘‘(1) a designation as a renewal community;
and

‘‘(2) a designation as an empowerment zone
or enterprise community,
both of such designations shall be given full
effect with respect to such area.

‘‘(f) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—For
purposes of this subchapter—

‘‘(1) GOVERNMENTS.—If more than one gov-
ernment seeks to nominate an area as a re-
newal community, any reference to, or re-
quirement of, this section shall apply to all
such governments.

‘‘(2) STATE.—The term ‘State’ includes
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands of the United
States, Guam, American Samoa, the North-

ern Mariana Islands, and any other posses-
sion of the United States.

‘‘(3) LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—The term ‘local
government’ means—

‘‘(A) any county, city, town, township, par-
ish, village, or other general purpose polit-
ical subdivision of a State;

‘‘(B) any combination of political subdivi-
sions described in subparagraph (A) recog-
nized by the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development; and

‘‘(C) the District of Columbia.
‘‘(4) APPLICATION OF RULES RELATING TO

CENSUS TRACTS AND CENSUS DATA.—The rules
of sections 1392(b)(4) and 1393(a)(9) shall
apply.
‘‘PART II—RENEWAL COMMUNITY CAP-

ITAL GAIN; RENEWAL COMMUNITY BUSI-
NESS

‘‘Sec. 1400F. Renewal community capital
gain.

‘‘Sec. 1400G. Renewal community business
defined.

‘‘SEC. 1400F. RENEWAL COMMUNITY CAPITAL
GAIN.

‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—Gross income does
not include any qualified capital gain recog-
nized on the sale or exchange of a qualified
community asset held for more than 5 years.

‘‘(b) QUALIFIED COMMUNITY ASSET.—For
purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified com-
munity asset’ means—

‘‘(A) any qualified community stock;
‘‘(B) any qualified community partnership

interest; and
‘‘(C) any qualified community business

property.
‘‘(2) QUALIFIED COMMUNITY STOCK.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subparagraph (B), the term ‘qualified com-
munity stock’ means any stock in a domes-
tic corporation if—

‘‘(i) such stock is acquired by the taxpayer
after December 31, 2000, and before January
1, 2008, at its original issue (directly or
through an underwriter) from the corpora-
tion solely in exchange for cash;

‘‘(ii) as of the time such stock was issued,
such corporation was a renewal community
business (or, in the case of a new corpora-
tion, such corporation was being organized
for purposes of being a renewal community
business); and

‘‘(iii) during substantially all of the tax-
payer’s holding period for such stock, such
corporation qualified as a renewal commu-
nity business.

‘‘(B) REDEMPTIONS.—A rule similar to the
rule of section 1202(c)(3) shall apply for pur-
poses of this paragraph.

‘‘(3) QUALIFIED COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIP IN-
TEREST.—The term ‘qualified community
partnership interest’ means any capital or
profits interest in a domestic partnership
if—

‘‘(A) such interest is acquired by the tax-
payer after December 31, 2000, and before
January 1, 2008;

‘‘(B) as of the time such interest was ac-
quired, such partnership was a renewal com-
munity business (or, in the case of a new
partnership, such partnership was being or-
ganized for purposes of being a renewal com-
munity business); and

‘‘(C) during substantially all of the tax-
payer’s holding period for such interest, such
partnership qualified as a renewal commu-
nity business.
A rule similar to the rule of paragraph (2)(B)
shall apply for purposes of this paragraph.

‘‘(4) QUALIFIED COMMUNITY BUSINESS PROP-
ERTY.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified
community business property’ means tan-
gible property if—

‘‘(i) such property was acquired by the tax-
payer by purchase (as defined in section

179(d)(2)) after December 31, 2000, and before
January 1, 2008;

‘‘(ii) the original use of such property in
the renewal community commences with the
taxpayer; and

‘‘(iii) during substantially all of the tax-
payer’s holding period for such property,
substantially all of the use of such property
was in a renewal community business of the
taxpayer.

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR SUBSTANTIAL IM-
PROVEMENTS.—The requirements of clauses
(i) and (ii) of subparagraph (A) shall be treat-
ed as satisfied with respect to—

‘‘(i) property which is substantially im-
proved (within the meaning of section
1400B(b)(4)(B)(ii)) by the taxpayer before Jan-
uary 1, 2008; and

‘‘(ii) any land on which such property is lo-
cated.

‘‘(c) CERTAIN RULES TO APPLY.—Rules
similar to the rules of paragraphs (5), (6), and
(7) of subsection (b), and subsections (e), (f),
and (g), of section 1400B shall apply for pur-
poses of this section.
‘‘SEC. 1400G. RENEWAL COMMUNITY BUSINESS

DEFINED.
‘‘For purposes of this part, the term ‘re-

newal community business’ means any enti-
ty or proprietorship which would be a quali-
fied business entity or qualified proprietor-
ship under section 1397B if—

‘‘(1) references to renewal communities
were substituted for references to empower-
ment zones in such section; and

‘‘(2) ‘80 percent’ were substituted for ‘50
percent’ in subsections (b)(2) and (c)(1) of
such section.

‘‘PART III—FAMILY DEVELOPMENT
ACCOUNTS

‘‘Sec. 1400H. Family development accounts
for renewal community EITC
recipients.

‘‘Sec. 1400I. Designation of earned income
tax credit payments for deposit
to family development account.

‘‘SEC. 1400H. FAMILY DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNTS
FOR RENEWAL COMMUNITY EITC
RECIPIENTS.

‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There shall be allowed as

a deduction—
‘‘(A) in the case of a qualified individual,

the amount paid in cash for the taxable year
by such individual to any family develop-
ment account for such individual’s benefit;
and

‘‘(B) in the case of any person other than a
qualified individual, the amount paid in cash
for the taxable year by such person to any
family development account for the benefit
of a qualified individual but only if the
amount so paid is designated for purposes of
this section by such individual.

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The amount allowable

as a deduction to any individual for any tax-
able year by reason of paragraph (1)(A) shall
not exceed the lesser of—

‘‘(i) $2,000, or
‘‘(ii) an amount equal to the compensation

includible in the individual’s gross income
for such taxable year.

‘‘(B) PERSONS DONATING TO FAMILY DEVEL-
OPMENT ACCOUNTS OF OTHERS.—The amount
which may be designated under paragraph
(1)(B) by any qualified individual for any
taxable year of such individual shall not ex-
ceed $1,000.

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR CERTAIN MARRIED
INDIVIDUALS.—Rules similar to rules of sec-
tion 219(c) shall apply to the limitation in
paragraph (2)(A).

‘‘(4) COORDINATION WITH IRAS.—No deduc-
tion shall be allowed under this section for
any taxable year to any person by reason of
a payment to an account for the benefit of a
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qualified individual if any amount is paid for
such taxable year into an individual retire-
ment account (including a Roth IRA) for the
benefit of such individual.

‘‘(5) ROLLOVERS.—No deduction shall be al-
lowed under this section with respect to any
rollover contribution.

‘‘(b) TAX TREATMENT OF DISTRIBUTIONS.—
‘‘(1) INCLUSION OF AMOUNTS IN GROSS IN-

COME.—Except as otherwise provided in this
subsection, any amount paid or distributed
out of a family development account shall be
included in gross income by the payee or dis-
tributee, as the case may be.

‘‘(2) EXCLUSION OF QUALIFIED FAMILY DEVEL-
OPMENT DISTRIBUTIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall
not apply to any qualified family develop-
ment distribution.

‘‘(c) QUALIFIED FAMILY DEVELOPMENT DIS-
TRIBUTION.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified fam-
ily development distribution’ means any
amount paid or distributed out of a family
development account which would otherwise
be includible in gross income, to the extent
that such payment or distribution is used ex-
clusively to pay qualified family develop-
ment expenses for the holder of the account
or the spouse or dependent (as defined in sec-
tion 152) of such holder.

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED FAMILY DEVELOPMENT EX-
PENSES.—The term ‘qualified family develop-
ment expenses’ means any of the following:

‘‘(A) Qualified higher education expenses.
‘‘(B) Qualified first-time homebuyer costs.
‘‘(C) Qualified business capitalization

costs.
‘‘(D) Qualified medical expenses.
‘‘(E) Qualified rollovers.
‘‘(3) QUALIFIED HIGHER EDUCATION EX-

PENSES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified

higher education expenses’ has the meaning
given such term by section 72(t)(7), deter-
mined by treating postsecondary vocational
educational schools as eligible educational
institutions.

‘‘(B) POSTSECONDARY VOCATIONAL EDU-
CATION SCHOOL.—The term ‘postsecondary vo-
cational educational school’ means an area
vocational education school (as defined in
subparagraph (C) or (D) of section 521(4) of
the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied
Technology Education Act (20 U.S.C. 2471(4)))
which is in any State (as defined in section
521(33) of such Act), as such sections are in
effect on the date of the enactment of this
section.

‘‘(C) COORDINATION WITH OTHER BENEFITS.—
The amount of qualified higher education ex-
penses for any taxable year shall be reduced
as provided in section 25A(g)(2).

‘‘(4) QUALIFIED FIRST-TIME HOMEBUYER
COSTS.—The term ‘qualified first-time home-
buyer costs’ means qualified acquisition
costs (as defined in section 72(t)(8) without
regard to subparagraph (B) thereof) with re-
spect to a principal residence (within the
meaning of section 121) for a qualified first-
time homebuyer (as defined in section
72(t)(8)).

‘‘(5) QUALIFIED BUSINESS CAPITALIZATION
COSTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified
business capitalization costs’ means quali-
fied expenditures for the capitalization of a
qualified business pursuant to a qualified
plan.

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED EXPENDITURES.—The term
‘qualified expenditures’ means expenditures
included in a qualified plan, including cap-
ital, plant, equipment, working capital, and
inventory expenses.

‘‘(C) QUALIFIED BUSINESS.—The term ‘quali-
fied business’ means any trade or business
other than any trade or business—

‘‘(i) which consists of the operation of any
facility described in section 144(c)(6)(B), or

‘‘(ii) which contravenes any law.
‘‘(D) QUALIFIED PLAN.—The term ‘qualified

plan’ means a business plan which meets
such requirements as the Secretary may
specify.

‘‘(6) QUALIFIED MEDICAL EXPENSES.—The
term ‘qualified medical expenses’ means any
amount paid during the taxable year, not
compensated for by insurance or otherwise,
for medical care (as defined in section 213(d))
of the taxpayer, his spouse, or his dependent
(as defined in section 152).

‘‘(7) QUALIFIED ROLLOVERS.—The term
‘qualified rollover’ means any amount paid
from a family development account of a tax-
payer into another such account established
for the benefit of—

‘‘(A) such taxpayer, or
‘‘(B) any qualified individual who is—
‘‘(i) the spouse of such taxpayer, or
‘‘(ii) any dependent (as defined in section

152) of the taxpayer.
Rules similar to the rules of section 408(d)(3)
shall apply for purposes of this paragraph.

‘‘(d) TAX TREATMENT OF ACCOUNTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any family development

account is exempt from taxation under this
subtitle unless such account has ceased to be
a family development account by reason of
paragraph (2). Notwithstanding the pre-
ceding sentence, any such account is subject
to the taxes imposed by section 511 (relating
to imposition of tax on unrelated business
income of charitable, etc., organizations).
Notwithstanding any other provision of this
title (including chapters 11 and 12), the basis
of any person in such an account is zero.

‘‘(2) LOSS OF EXEMPTION IN CASE OF PROHIB-
ITED TRANSACTIONS.—For purposes of this
section, rules similar to the rules of section
408(e) shall apply.

‘‘(3) OTHER RULES TO APPLY.—Rules similar
to the rules of paragraphs (4), (5), and (6) of
section 408(d) shall apply for purposes of this
section.

‘‘(e) FAMILY DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNT.—For
purposes of this title, the term ‘family devel-
opment account’ means a trust created or or-
ganized in the United States for the exclu-
sive benefit of a qualified individual or his
beneficiaries, but only if the written gov-
erning instrument creating the trust meets
the following requirements:

‘‘(1) Except in the case of a qualified roll-
over (as defined in subsection (c)(7))—

‘‘(A) no contribution will be accepted un-
less it is in cash; and

‘‘(B) contributions will not be accepted for
the taxable year in excess of $3,000.

‘‘(2) The requirements of paragraphs (2)
through (6) of section 408(a) are met.

‘‘(f) QUALIFIED INDIVIDUAL.—For purposes
of this section, the term ‘qualified indi-
vidual’ means, for any taxable year, an
individual—

‘‘(1) who is a bona fide resident of a re-
newal community throughout the taxable
year; and

‘‘(2) to whom a credit was allowed under
section 32 for the preceding taxable year.

‘‘(g) OTHER DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL
RULES.—

‘‘(1) COMPENSATION.—The term ‘compensa-
tion’ has the meaning given such term by
section 219(f)(1).

‘‘(2) MARRIED INDIVIDUALS.—The maximum
deduction under subsection (a) shall be com-
puted separately for each individual, and
this section shall be applied without regard
to any community property laws.

‘‘(3) TIME WHEN CONTRIBUTIONS DEEMED
MADE.—For purposes of this section, a tax-
payer shall be deemed to have made a con-
tribution to a family development account
on the last day of the preceding taxable year
if the contribution is made on account of
such taxable year and is made not later than
the time prescribed by law for filing the re-

turn for such taxable year (not including ex-
tensions thereof).

‘‘(4) EMPLOYER PAYMENTS; CUSTODIAL AC-
COUNTS.—Rules similar to the rules of sec-
tions 219(f)(5) and 408(h) shall apply for pur-
poses of this section.

‘‘(5) REPORTS.—The trustee of a family de-
velopment account shall make such reports
regarding such account to the Secretary and
to the individual for whom the account is
maintained with respect to contributions
(and the years to which they relate), dis-
tributions, and such other matters as the
Secretary may require under regulations.
The reports required by this paragraph—

‘‘(A) shall be filed at such time and in such
manner as the Secretary prescribes in such
regulations; and

‘‘(B) shall be furnished to individuals—
‘‘(i) not later than January 31 of the cal-

endar year following the calendar year to
which such reports relate; and

‘‘(ii) in such manner as the Secretary pre-
scribes in such regulations.

‘‘(6) INVESTMENT IN COLLECTIBLES TREATED
AS DISTRIBUTIONS.—Rules similar to the rules
of section 408(m) shall apply for purposes of
this section.

‘‘(h) PENALTY FOR DISTRIBUTIONS NOT USED
FOR QUALIFIED FAMILY DEVELOPMENT EX-
PENSES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If any amount is distrib-
uted from a family development account and
is not used exclusively to pay qualified fam-
ily development expenses for the holder of
the account or the spouse or dependent (as
defined in section 152) of such holder, the tax
imposed by this chapter for the taxable year
of such distribution shall be increased by 10
percent of the portion of such amount which
is includible in gross income.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN DISTRIBU-
TIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply to dis-
tributions which are—

‘‘(A) made on or after the date on which
the account holder attains age 591⁄2,

‘‘(B) made to a beneficiary (or the estate of
the account holder) on or after the death of
the account holder, or

‘‘(C) attributable to the account holder’s
being disabled within the meaning of section
72(m)(7).

‘‘(i) APPLICATION OF SECTION.—This section
shall apply to amounts paid to a family de-
velopment account for any taxable year be-
ginning after December 31, 2000, and before
January 1, 2008.
‘‘SEC. 1400I. DESIGNATION OF EARNED INCOME

TAX CREDIT PAYMENTS FOR DE-
POSIT TO FAMILY DEVELOPMENT
ACCOUNT.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—With respect to the re-
turn of any qualified individual (as defined
in section 1400H(f)) for the taxable year of
the tax imposed by this chapter, such indi-
vidual may designate that a specified por-
tion (not less than $1) of any overpayment of
tax for such taxable year which is attrib-
utable to the earned income tax credit shall
be deposited by the Secretary into a family
development account of such individual. The
Secretary shall so deposit such portion des-
ignated under this subsection.

‘‘(b) MANNER AND TIME OF DESIGNATION.—A
designation under subsection (a) may be
made with respect to any taxable year—

‘‘(1) at the time of filing the return of the
tax imposed by this chapter for such taxable
year, or

‘‘(2) at any other time (after the time of
filing the return of the tax imposed by this
chapter for such taxable year) specified in
regulations prescribed by the Secretary.
Such designation shall be made in such man-
ner as the Secretary prescribes by regula-
tions.

‘‘(c) PORTION ATTRIBUTABLE TO EARNED IN-
COME TAX CREDIT.—For purposes of sub-
section (a), an overpayment for any taxable
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year shall be treated as attributable to the
earned income tax credit to the extent that
such overpayment does not exceed the credit
allowed to the taxpayer under section 32 for
such taxable year.

‘‘(d) OVERPAYMENTS TREATED AS RE-
FUNDED.—For purposes of this title, any por-
tion of an overpayment of tax designated
under subsection (a) shall be treated as being
refunded to the taxpayer as of the last date
prescribed for filing the return of tax im-
posed by this chapter (determined without
regard to extensions) or, if later, the date
the return is filed.

‘‘(e) TERMINATION.—This section shall not
apply to any taxable year beginning after
December 31, 2007.

‘‘PART IV—ADDITIONAL INCENTIVES
‘‘Sec. 1400K. Commercial revitalization de-

duction.
‘‘Sec. 1400L. Increase in expensing under sec-

tion 179.
‘‘SEC. 1400K. COMMERCIAL REVITALIZATION DE-

DUCTION.
‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—At the election of the

taxpayer, either—
‘‘(1) one-half of any qualified revitalization

expenditures chargeable to capital account
with respect to any qualified revitalization
building shall be allowable as a deduction for
the taxable year in which the building is
placed in service, or

‘‘(2) a deduction for all such expenditures
shall be allowable ratably over the 120-
month period beginning with the month in
which the building is placed in service.
The deduction provided by this section with
respect to such expenditure shall be in lieu
of any depreciation deduction otherwise al-
lowable on account of such expenditure.

‘‘(b) QUALIFIED REVITALIZATION BUILDINGS
AND EXPENDITURES.—For purposes of this
section—

‘‘(1) QUALIFIED REVITALIZATION BUILDING.—
The term ‘qualified revitalization building’
means any building (and its structural com-
ponents) if—

‘‘(A) such building is located in a renewal
community and is placed in service after De-
cember 31, 2000;

‘‘(B) a commercial revitalization deduction
amount is allocated to the building under
subsection (d); and

‘‘(C) depreciation (or amortization in lieu
of depreciation) is allowable with respect to
the building (without regard to this section).

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED REVITALIZATION EXPENDI-
TURE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified revi-
talization expenditure’ means any amount
properly chargeable to capital account—

‘‘(i) for property for which depreciation is
allowable under section 168 (without regard
to this section) and which is—

‘‘(I) nonresidential real property; or
‘‘(II) an addition or improvement to prop-

erty described in subclause (I);
‘‘(ii) in connection with the construction of

any qualified revitalization building which
was not previously placed in service or in
connection with the substantial rehabilita-
tion (within the meaning of section
47(c)(1)(C)) of a building which was placed in
service before the beginning of such rehabili-
tation; and

‘‘(iii) for land (including land which is
functionally related to such property and
subordinate thereto).

‘‘(B) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The aggregate
amount which may be treated as qualified
revitalization expenditures with respect to
any qualified revitalization building for any
taxable year shall not exceed the excess of—

‘‘(i) $10,000,000, reduced by
‘‘(ii) any such expenditures with respect to

the building taken into account by the tax-
payer or any predecessor in determining the

amount of the deduction under this section
for all preceding taxable years.

‘‘(C) CERTAIN EXPENDITURES NOT IN-
CLUDED.—The term ‘qualified revitalization
expenditure’ does not include—

‘‘(i) ACQUISITION COSTS.—The costs of ac-
quiring any building or interest therein and
any land in connection with such building to
the extent that such costs exceed 30 percent
of the qualified revitalization expenditures
determined without regard to this clause.

‘‘(ii) CREDITS.—Any expenditure which the
taxpayer may take into account in com-
puting any credit allowable under this title
unless the taxpayer elects to take the ex-
penditure into account only for purposes of
this section.

‘‘(c) WHEN EXPENDITURES TAKEN INTO AC-
COUNT.—Qualified revitalization expendi-
tures with respect to any qualified revital-
ization building shall be taken into account
for the taxable year in which the qualified
revitalization building is placed in service.
For purposes of the preceding sentence, a
substantial rehabilitation of a building shall
be treated as a separate building.

‘‘(d) LIMITATION ON AGGREGATE DEDUCTIONS
ALLOWABLE WITH RESPECT TO BUILDINGS LO-
CATED IN A STATE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the de-
duction determined under this section for
any taxable year with respect to any build-
ing shall not exceed the commercial revital-
ization deduction amount (in the case of an
amount determined under subsection (a)(2),
the present value of such amount as deter-
mined under the rules of section 42(b)(2)(C)
by substituting ‘100 percent’ for ‘72 percent’
in clause (ii) thereof) allocated to such build-
ing under this subsection by the commercial
revitalization agency. Such allocation shall
be made at the same time and in the same
manner as under paragraphs (1) and (7) of
section 42(h).

‘‘(2) COMMERCIAL REVITALIZATION DEDUC-
TION AMOUNT FOR AGENCIES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate commer-
cial revitalization deduction amount which a
commercial revitalization agency may allo-
cate for any calendar year is the amount of
the State commercial revitalization deduc-
tion ceiling determined under this paragraph
for such calendar year for such agency.

‘‘(B) STATE COMMERCIAL REVITALIZATION DE-
DUCTION CEILING.—The State commercial re-
vitalization deduction ceiling applicable to
any State—

‘‘(i) for each calendar year after 2000 and
before 2008 is $6,000,000 for each renewal com-
munity in the State; and

‘‘(ii) zero for each calendar year thereafter.
‘‘(C) COMMERCIAL REVITALIZATION AGENCY.—

For purposes of this section, the term ‘com-
mercial revitalization agency’ means any
agency authorized by a State to carry out
this section.

‘‘(e) RESPONSIBILITIES OF COMMERCIAL RE-
VITALIZATION AGENCIES.—

‘‘(1) PLANS FOR ALLOCATION.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this section,
the commercial revitalization deduction
amount with respect to any building shall be
zero unless—

‘‘(A) such amount was allocated pursuant
to a qualified allocation plan of the commer-
cial revitalization agency which is approved
(in accordance with rules similar to the rules
of section 147(f)(2) (other than subparagraph
(B)(ii) thereof)) by the governmental unit of
which such agency is a part; and

‘‘(B) such agency notifies the chief execu-
tive officer (or its equivalent) of the local ju-
risdiction within which the building is lo-
cated of such allocation and provides such
individual a reasonable opportunity to com-
ment on the allocation.

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED ALLOCATION PLAN.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘qualified
allocation plan’ means any plan—

‘‘(A) which sets forth selection criteria to
be used to determine priorities of the com-
mercial revitalization agency which are ap-
propriate to local conditions;

‘‘(B) which considers—
‘‘(i) the degree to which a project contrib-

utes to the implementation of a strategic
plan that is devised for a renewal community
through a citizen participation process;

‘‘(ii) the amount of any increase in perma-
nent, full-time employment by reason of any
project; and

‘‘(iii) the active involvement of residents
and nonprofit groups within the renewal
community; and

‘‘(C) which provides a procedure that the
agency (or its agent) will follow in moni-
toring compliance with this section.

‘‘(f) REGULATIONS.—For purposes of this
section, the Secretary shall, by regulations,
provide for the application of rules similar
to the rules of section 49 and subsections (a)
and (b) of section 50.

‘‘(g) TERMINATION.—This section shall not
apply to any building placed in service after
December 31, 2007.
‘‘SEC. 1400L. INCREASE IN EXPENSING UNDER

SECTION 179.
‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—In the case of a re-

newal community business (as defined in sec-
tion 1400G), for purposes of section 179—

‘‘(1) the limitation under section 179(b)(1)
shall be increased by the lesser of—

‘‘(A) $35,000; or
‘‘(B) the cost of section 179 property which

is qualified renewal property placed in serv-
ice during the taxable year; and

‘‘(2) the amount taken into account under
section 179(b)(2) with respect to any section
179 property which is qualified renewal prop-
erty shall be 50 percent of the cost thereof.

‘‘(b) RECAPTURE.—Rules similar to the
rules under section 179(d)(10) shall apply with
respect to any qualified renewal property
which ceases to be used in a renewal commu-
nity by a renewal community business.

‘‘(c) QUALIFIED RENEWAL PROPERTY.—For
purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified re-
newal property’ means any property to
which section 168 applies (or would apply but
for section 179) if—

‘‘(A) such property was acquired by the
taxpayer by purchase (as defined in section
179(d)(2)) after December 31, 2000, and before
January 1, 2008; and

‘‘(B) such property would be qualified zone
property (as defined in section 1397C) if ref-
erences to renewal communities were sub-
stituted for references to empowerment
zones in section 1397C.

‘‘(2) CERTAIN RULES TO APPLY.—The rules of
subsections (a)(2) and (b) of section 1397C
shall apply for purposes of this section.’’.
SEC. 703. EXTENSION OF EXPENSING OF ENVI-

RONMENTAL REMEDIATION COSTS
TO RENEWAL COMMUNITIES.

(a) EXTENSION.—Paragraph (2) of section
198(c) (defining targeted area) is amended by
redesignating subparagraph (C) as subpara-
graph (D) and by inserting after subpara-
graph (B) the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(C) RENEWAL COMMUNITIES INCLUDED.—Ex-
cept as provided in subparagraph (B), such
term shall include a renewal community (as
defined in section 1400E) with respect to ex-
penditures paid or incurred after December
31, 2000.’’.

(b) EXTENSION OF TERMINATION DATE FOR
RENEWAL COMMUNITIES.—Subsection (h) of
section 198 is amended by inserting before
the period ‘‘(December 31, 2007, in the case of
a renewal community, as defined in section
1400E).’’.
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SEC. 704. EXTENSION OF WORK OPPORTUNITY

TAX CREDIT FOR RENEWAL COMMU-
NITIES.

(a) EXTENSION.—Subsection (c) of section 51
(relating to termination) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) EXTENSION OF CREDIT FOR RENEWAL

COMMUNITIES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-

vidual who begins work for the employer
after the date contained in paragraph (4)(B),
for purposes of section 38—

‘‘(i) in lieu of applying subsection (a), the
amount of the work opportunity credit de-
termined under this section for the taxable
year shall be equal to—

‘‘(I) 15 percent of the qualified first-year
wages for such year; and

‘‘(II) 30 percent of the qualified second-year
wages for such year;

‘‘(ii) subsection (b)(3) shall be applied by
substituting ‘$10,000’ for ‘$6,000’;

‘‘(iii) paragraph (4)(B) shall be applied by
substituting for the date contained therein
the last day for which the designation under
section 1400E of the renewal community re-
ferred to in subparagraph (B)(i) is in effect;
and

‘‘(iv) rules similar to the rules of section
51A(b)(5)(C) shall apply.

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED FIRST- AND SECOND-YEAR
WAGES.—For purposes of subparagraph (A)—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified
wages’ means, with respect to each 1-year pe-
riod referred to in clause (ii) or (iii), as the
case may be, the wages paid or incurred by
the employer during the taxable year to any
individual but only if—

‘‘(I) the employer is engaged in a trade or
business in a renewal community throughout
such 1-year period;

‘‘(II) the principal place of abode of such
individual is in such renewal community
throughout such 1-year period; and

‘‘(III) substantially all of the services
which such individual performs for the em-
ployer during such 1-year period are per-
formed in such renewal community.

‘‘(ii) QUALIFIED FIRST-YEAR WAGES.—The
term ‘qualified first-year wages’ means, with
respect to any individual, qualified wages at-
tributable to service rendered during the 1-
year period beginning with the day the indi-
vidual begins work for the employer.

‘‘(iii) QUALIFIED SECOND-YEAR WAGES.—The
term ‘qualified second-year wages’ means,
with respect to any individual, qualified
wages attributable to service rendered dur-
ing the 1-year period beginning on the day
after the last day of the 1-year period with
respect to such individual determined under
clause (ii).’’.

(b) CONGRUENT TREATMENT OF RENEWAL

COMMUNITIES AND ENTERPRISE ZONES FOR

PURPOSES OF YOUTH RESIDENCE REQUIRE-
MENTS.—

(1) HIGH-RISK YOUTH.—Subparagraphs
(A)(ii) and (B) of section 51(d)(5) are each
amended by striking ‘‘empowerment zone or
enterprise community’’ and inserting ‘‘em-
powerment zone, enterprise community, or
renewal community’’.

(2) QUALIFIED SUMMER YOUTH EMPLOYEE.—
Clause (iv) of section 51(d)(7)(A) is amended
by striking ‘‘empowerment zone or enter-
prise community’’ and inserting ‘‘empower-
ment zone, enterprise community, or re-
newal community’’.

(3) HEADINGS.—Paragraphs (5)(B) and (7)(C)
of section 51(d) are each amended by insert-
ing ‘‘OR COMMUNITY’’ in the heading after
‘‘ZONE’’.

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to indi-
viduals who begin work for the employer
after December 31, 2000.

SEC. 705. CONFORMING AND CLERICAL AMEND-
MENTS.

(a) DEDUCTION FOR CONTRIBUTIONS TO FAM-
ILY DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNTS ALLOWABLE
WHETHER OR NOT TAXPAYER ITEMIZES.—Sub-
section (a) of section 62 (relating to adjusted
gross income defined) is amended by insert-
ing after paragraph (19) the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(20) FAMILY DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNTS.—The
deduction allowed by section 1400H(a)(1).’’.

(b) TAX ON EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONS.—
(1) TAX IMPOSED.—Subsection (a) of section

4973 is amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end
of paragraph (3), adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of
paragraph (4), and inserting after paragraph
(4) the following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) a family development account (within
the meaning of section 1400H(e)),’’.

(2) EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONS.—Section 4973 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(g) FAMILY DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNTS.—For
purposes of this section, in the case of family
development accounts, the term ‘excess con-
tributions’ means the sum of—

‘‘(1) the excess (if any) of—
‘‘(A) the amount contributed for the tax-

able year to the accounts (other than a
qualified rollover, as defined in section
1400H(c)(7)), over

‘‘(B) the amount allowable as a deduction
under section 1400H for such contributions;
and

‘‘(2) the amount determined under this sub-
section for the preceding taxable year re-
duced by the sum of—

‘‘(A) the distributions out of the accounts
for the taxable year which were included in
the gross income of the payee under section
1400H(b)(1);

‘‘(B) the distributions out of the accounts
for the taxable year to which rules similar to
the rules of section 408(d)(5) apply by reason
of section 1400H(d)(3); and

‘‘(C) the excess (if any) of the maximum
amount allowable as a deduction under sec-
tion 1400H for the taxable year over the
amount contributed to the account for the
taxable year.
For purposes of this subsection, any con-
tribution which is distributed from the fam-
ily development account in a distribution to
which rules similar to the rules of section
408(d)(4) apply by reason of section
1400H(d)(3) shall be treated as an amount not
contributed.’’.

(c) TAX ON PROHIBITED TRANSACTIONS.—
Section 4975 is amended—

(1) by adding at the end of subsection (c)
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(6) SPECIAL RULE FOR FAMILY DEVELOP-
MENT ACCOUNTS.—An individual for whose
benefit a family development account is es-
tablished and any contributor to such ac-
count shall be exempt from the tax imposed
by this section with respect to any trans-
action concerning such account (which
would otherwise be taxable under this sec-
tion) if, with respect to such transaction, the
account ceases to be a family development
account by reason of the application of sec-
tion 1400H(d)(2) to such account.’’; and

(2) in subsection (e)(1), by striking ‘‘or’’ at
the end of subparagraph (E), by redesig-
nating subparagraph (F) as subparagraph
(G), and by inserting after subparagraph (E)
the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(F) a family development account de-
scribed in section 1400H(e), or’’.

(d) INFORMATION RELATING TO CERTAIN
TRUSTS AND ANNUITY PLANS.—Subsection (c)
of section 6047 is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘or section 1400H’’ after
‘‘section 219’’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘, of any family develop-
ment account described in section 1400H(e),’’,
after ‘‘section 408(a)’’.

(e) INSPECTION OF APPLICATIONS FOR TAX
EXEMPTION.—Clause (i) of section
6104(a)(1)(B) is amended by inserting ‘‘a fam-
ily development account described in section
1400H(e),’’ after ‘‘section 408(a),’’.

(f) FAILURE TO PROVIDE REPORTS ON FAM-
ILY DEVELOPMENT ACCOUNTS.—Paragraph (2)
of section 6693(a) is amended by striking
‘‘and’’ at the end of subparagraph (C), by
striking the period and inserting ‘‘, and’’ at
the end of subparagraph (D), and by adding
at the end the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(E) section 1400H(g)(6) (relating to family
development accounts).’’.

(g) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS REGARDING
COMMERCIAL REVITALIZATION DEDUCTION.—

(1) Section 172 is amended by redesignating
subsection (j) as subsection (k) and by insert-
ing after subsection (i) the following new
subsection:

‘‘(j) NO CARRYBACK OF SECTION 1400K DEDUC-
TION BEFORE DATE OF THE ENACTMENT.—No
portion of the net operating loss for any tax-
able year which is attributable to any com-
mercial revitalization deduction determined
under section 1400K may be carried back to a
taxable year ending before the date of the
enactment of section 1400K.’’.

(2) Subparagraph (B) of section 48(a)(2) is
amended by inserting ‘‘or commercial revi-
talization’’ after ‘‘rehabilitation’’ each place
it appears in the text and heading.

(3) Subparagraph (C) of section 469(i)(3) is
amended—

(A) by inserting ‘‘or section 1400K’’ after
‘‘section 42’’; and

(B) by inserting ‘‘AND COMMERCIAL REVITAL-
IZATION DEDUCTION’’ after ‘‘CREDIT’’ in the
heading.

(h) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—The table of
subchapters for chapter 1 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new item:

‘‘Subchapter X. Renewal Communities.’’.

Subtitle B—Farming Incentive
SEC. 711. PRODUCTION FLEXIBILITY CONTRACT

PAYMENTS.
Any option to accelerate the receipt of any

payment under a production flexibility con-
tract which is payable under the Federal Ag-
riculture Improvement and Reform Act of
1996 (7 U.S.C. 7200 et seq.), as in effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act, shall be
disregarded in determining the taxable year
for which such payment is properly includ-
ible in gross income for purposes of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986.

Subtitle C—Oil and Gas Incentives
SEC. 721. 5-YEAR NET OPERATING LOSS

CARRYBACK FOR LOSSES ATTRIB-
UTABLE TO OPERATING MINERAL
INTERESTS OF INDEPENDENT OIL
AND GAS PRODUCERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
172(b) (relating to years to which loss may be
carried) is amended by adding at the end the
following new subparagraph:

‘‘(H) LOSSES ON OPERATING MINERAL INTER-
ESTS OF INDEPENDENT OIL AND GAS PRO-
DUCERS.—In the case of a taxpayer—

‘‘(i) which has an eligible oil and gas loss
(as defined in subsection (j)) for a taxable
year, and

‘‘(ii) which is not an integrated oil com-
pany (as defined in section 291(b)(4)),
such eligible oil and gas loss shall be a net
operating loss carryback to each of the 5 tax-
able years preceding the taxable year of such
loss.’’.

(b) ELIGIBLE OIL AND GAS LOSS.—Section
172 is amended by redesignating subsection
(j) as subsection (k) and by inserting after
subsection (i) the following new subsection:

‘‘(j) ELIGIBLE OIL AND GAS LOSS.—For pur-
poses of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible oil
and gas loss’ means the lesser of—
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‘‘(A) the amount which would be the net

operating loss for the taxable year if only in-
come and deductions attributable to oper-
ating mineral interests (as defined in section
614(d)) in oil and gas wells are taken into ac-
count, or

‘‘(B) the amount of the net operating loss
for such taxable year.

‘‘(2) COORDINATION WITH SUBSECTION (b)(2).—
For purposes of applying subsection (b)(2), an
eligible oil and gas loss for any taxable year
shall be treated in a manner similar to the
manner in which a specified liability loss is
treated.

‘‘(3) ELECTION.—Any taxpayer entitled to a
5-year carryback under subsection (b)(1)(H)
from any loss year may elect to have the
carryback period with respect to such loss
year determined without regard to sub-
section (b)(1)(H).’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to net oper-
ating losses for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1998.
SEC. 722. DEDUCTION FOR DELAY RENTAL PAY-

MENTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 263 (relating to

capital expenditures) is amended by adding
after subsection (i) the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(j) DELAY RENTAL PAYMENTS FOR DOMES-
TIC OIL AND GAS WELLS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a), a taxpayer may elect to treat
delay rental payments incurred in connec-
tion with the development of oil or gas with-
in the United States (as defined in section
638) as payments which are not chargeable to
capital account. Any payments so treated
shall be allowed as a deduction in the tax-
able year in which paid or incurred.

‘‘(2) DELAY RENTAL PAYMENTS.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the term ‘delay rental
payment’ means an amount paid for the
privilege of deferring development of an oil
or gas well.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
263A(c)(3) is amended by inserting ‘‘263(j),’’
after ‘‘263(i),’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to amounts
paid or incurred in taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 723. ELECTION TO EXPENSE GEOLOGICAL

AND GEOPHYSICAL EXPENDITURES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 263 (relating to

capital expenditures) is amended by adding
after subsection (j) the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(k) GEOLOGICAL AND GEOPHYSICAL EX-
PENDITURES FOR DOMESTIC OIL AND GAS
WELLS.—Notwithstanding subsection (a), a
taxpayer may elect to treat geological and
geophysical expenses incurred in connection
with the exploration for, or development of,
oil or gas within the United States (as de-
fined in section 638) as expenses which are
not chargeable to capital account. Any ex-
penses so treated shall be allowed as a deduc-
tion in the taxable year in which paid or in-
curred.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
263A(c)(3) is amended by inserting ‘‘263(k),’’
after ‘‘263(j),’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to costs
paid or incurred in taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 724. TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF LIMITA-

TION BASED ON 65 PERCENT OF TAX-
ABLE INCOME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (d) of section
613A (relating to limitation on percentage
depletion in case of oil and gas wells) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(6) TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF TAXABLE IN-
COME LIMIT.—Paragraph (1) shall not apply to

taxable years beginning after December 31,
1998, and before January 1, 2005, including
with respect to amounts carried under the
second sentence of paragraph (1) to such tax-
able years.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1998.
SEC. 725. DETERMINATION OF SMALL REFINER

EXCEPTION TO OIL DEPLETION DE-
DUCTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (4) of section
613A(d) (relating to certain refiners ex-
cluded) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(4) CERTAIN REFINERS EXCLUDED.—If the
taxpayer or a related person engages in the
refining of crude oil, subsection (c) shall not
apply to the taxpayer for a taxable year if
the average daily refinery runs of the tax-
payer and the related person for the taxable
year exceed 50,000 barrels. For purposes of
this paragraph, the average daily refinery
runs for any taxable year shall be deter-
mined by dividing the aggregate refinery
runs for the taxable year by the number of
days in the taxable year.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.

Subtitle D—Timber Incentives
SEC. 731. TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF MAXIMUM

AMOUNT OF AMORTIZABLE REFOR-
ESTATION EXPENDITURES.

(a) INCREASE IN DOLLAR LIMITATION.—Para-
graph (1) of section 194(b) (relating to amor-
tization of reforestation expenditures) is
amended by striking ‘‘$10,000 ($5,000’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$25,000 ($12,500’’.

(b) TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF INCREASED
DOLLAR LIMITATION.—Subsection (b) of sec-
tion 194(b) (relating to amortization of refor-
estation expenditures) is amended by adding
at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) SUSPENSION OF DOLLAR LIMITATION.—
Paragraph (1) shall not apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999, and
before January 1, 2004.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph
(1) of section 48(b) is amended by striking
‘‘section 194(b)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
194(b)(1) and without regard to section
194(b)(5)’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 732. CAPITAL GAIN TREATMENT UNDER SEC-

TION 631(b) TO APPLY TO OUTRIGHT
SALES BY LAND OWNER.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section
631 (relating to disposal of timber with a re-
tained economic interest) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘AND OUTRIGHT SALES OF
TIMBER’’ after ECONOMIC INTEREST’’ in the
subsection heading, and

(2) by adding before the last sentence the
following new sentence: ‘‘The requirement in
the first sentence of this subsection to retain
an economic interest in timber shall not
apply to an outright sale of such timber by
the owner thereof if such owner owned the
land (at the time of such sale) from which
the timber is cut.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to sales
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

TITLE VIII—RELIEF FOR SMALL
BUSINESSES

SEC. 801. DEDUCTION FOR 100 PERCENT OF
HEALTH INSURANCE COSTS OF
SELF-EMPLOYED INDIVIDUALS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
162(l) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(1) ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.—In the case
of an individual who is an employee within
the meaning of section 401(c)(1), there shall
be allowed as a deduction under this section
an amount equal to 100 percent of the

amount paid during the taxable year for in-
surance which constitutes medical care for
the taxpayer and the taxpayer’s spouse and
dependents.’’.

(b) CLARIFICATION OF LIMITATIONS ON OTHER
COVERAGE.—The first sentence of section
162(l)(2)(B) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘Paragraph (1) shall not apply to any tax-
payer for any calendar month for which the
taxpayer participates in any subsidized
health plan maintained by any employer
(other than an employer described in section
401(c)(4)) of the taxpayer or the spouse of the
taxpayer.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 802. INCREASE IN EXPENSE TREATMENT

FOR SMALL BUSINESSES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section

179(b) (relating to dollar limitation) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(1) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The aggregate
cost which may be taken into account under
subsection (a) for any taxable year shall not
exceed $30,000.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 803. REPEAL OF FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT

SURTAX.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3301 (relating to

rate of Federal unemployment tax) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘2007’’ and inserting ‘‘2004’’,
and

(2) by striking ‘‘2008’’ and inserting ‘‘2005’’.
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment

made by this section shall apply to calendar
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.
SEC. 804. INCREASED DEDUCTION FOR MEAL EX-

PENSES; INCREASED DEDUCT-
IBILITY OF BUSINESS MEAL EX-
PENSES FOR INDIVIDUALS SUBJECT
TO FEDERAL LIMITATIONS ON
HOURS OF SERVICE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
274(n) (relating to only 50 percent of meal
and entertainment expenses allowed as de-
duction) is amended by striking ‘‘50 percent’’
in the text and inserting ‘‘the allowable per-
centage’’.

(b) ALLOWABLE PERCENTAGES.—Subsection
(n) of section 274 is amended by redesig-
nating paragraphs (2) and (3) as paragraphs
(3) and (4), respectively, and by inserting
after paragraph (2) the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(2) ALLOWABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the allowable percent-
age is—

‘‘(A) in the case of amounts for items de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(B), 50 percent, and

‘‘(B) in the case of expenses for food or bev-
erages, the percentage determined in accord-
ance with the following table:
‘‘For taxable years beginning The applicable

in calendar year— percentage is—
2000 through 2005 ................. 50
2006 ...................................... 55
2007 and thereafter .............. 60.’’.

(c) INDIVIDUALS SUBJECT TO FEDERAL LIMI-
TATIONS ON HOURS OF SERVICE.—The table in
section 274(n)(4)(B) (relating to special rule
for individuals subject to Federal hours of
service), as redesignated by subsection (b), is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or 2007’’, and
(2) by striking ‘‘2008’’ and inserting ‘‘2007’’.
(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The heading for subsection (n) of sec-

tion 274 is amended by striking ‘‘50 PERCENT’’
and inserting ‘‘LIMITED PERCENTAGES’’.

(2) Subparagraph (A) of section 274(n)(4), as
redesignated by subsection (b), is amended
by striking ‘‘50 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘the
allowable percentage’’.
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(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 805. INCOME AVERAGING FOR FARMERS

AND FISHERMEN NOT TO INCREASE
ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX LIABIL-
ITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 55(c) (defining
regular tax) is amended by redesignating
paragraph (2) as paragraph (3) and by insert-
ing after paragraph (1) the following:

‘‘(2) COORDINATION WITH INCOME AVERAGING
FOR FARMERS AND FISHERMEN.—Solely for
purposes of this section, section 1301 (relat-
ing to averaging of farm and fishing income)
shall not apply in computing the regular
tax.’’.

(b) ALLOWING INCOME AVERAGING FOR FISH-
ERMEN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1301(a) is amended
by striking ‘‘farming business’’ and inserting
‘‘farming business or fishing business,’’.

(2) DEFINITION OF ELECTED FARM INCOME.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section

1301(b)(1)(A) is amended by inserting ‘‘or
fishing business’’ before the semicolon.

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subpara-
graph (B) of section 1301(b)(1) is amended by
inserting ‘‘or fishing business’’ after ‘‘farm-
ing business’’ both places it occurs.

(3) DEFINITION OF FISHING BUSINESS.—Sec-
tion 1301(b) is amended by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(4) FISHING BUSINESS.—The term ‘fishing
business’ means the conduct of commercial
fishing as defined in section 3 of the Magnu-
son-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Man-
agement Act (16 U.S.C. 1802).’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 806. FARM, FISHING, AND RANCH RISK MAN-

AGEMENT ACCOUNTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart C of part II of

subchapter E of chapter 1 (relating to tax-
able year for which deductions taken) is
amended by inserting after section 468B the
following:
‘‘SEC. 468C. FARM AND RANCH RISK MANAGE-

MENT ACCOUNTS.
‘‘(a) DEDUCTION ALLOWED.—In the case of

an individual engaged in an eligible farming
business or commercial fishing, there shall
be allowed as a deduction for any taxable
year the amount paid in cash by the tax-
payer during the taxable year to a Farm,
Fishing, and Ranch Risk Management Ac-
count (hereinafter referred to as the
‘FFARRM Account’).

‘‘(b) LIMITATION.—
‘‘(1) CONTRIBUTIONS.—The amount which a

taxpayer may pay into the FFARRM Ac-
count for any taxable year shall not exceed
20 percent of so much of the taxable income
of the taxpayer (determined without regard
to this section) which is attributable (deter-
mined in the manner applicable under sec-
tion 1301) to any eligible farming business or
commercial fishing.

‘‘(2) DISTRIBUTIONS.—Distributions from a
FFARRM Account may not be used to pur-
chase, lease, or finance any new fishing ves-
sel, add capacity to any fishery, or otherwise
contribute to the overcapitalization of any
fishery. The Secretary of Commerce shall
implement regulations to enforce this para-
graph.

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE BUSINESSES.—For purposes of
this section—

‘‘(1) ELIGIBLE FARMING BUSINESS.—The term
‘eligible farming business’ means any farm-
ing business (as defined in section 263A(e)(4))
which is not a passive activity (within the
meaning of section 469(c)) of the taxpayer.

‘‘(2) COMMERCIAL FISHING.—The term ‘com-
mercial fishing’ has the meaning given such
term by section (3) of the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act

(16 U.S.C. 1802) but only if such fishing is not
a passive activity (within the meaning of
section 469(c)) of the taxpayer.

‘‘(d) FFARRM ACCOUNT.—For purposes of
this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘FFARRM Ac-
count’ means a trust created or organized in
the United States for the exclusive benefit of
the taxpayer, but only if the written gov-
erning instrument creating the trust meets
the following requirements:

‘‘(A) No contribution will be accepted for
any taxable year in excess of the amount al-
lowed as a deduction under subsection (a) for
such year.

‘‘(B) The trustee is a bank (as defined in
section 408(n)) or another person who dem-
onstrates to the satisfaction of the Secretary
that the manner in which such person will
administer the trust will be consistent with
the requirements of this section.

‘‘(C) The assets of the trust consist en-
tirely of cash or of obligations which have
adequate stated interest (as defined in sec-
tion 1274(c)(2)) and which pay such interest
not less often than annually.

‘‘(D) All income of the trust is distributed
currently to the grantor.

‘‘(E) The assets of the trust will not be
commingled with other property except in a
common trust fund or common investment
fund.

‘‘(2) ACCOUNT TAXED AS GRANTOR TRUST.—
The grantor of a FFARRM Account shall be
treated for purposes of this title as the
owner of such Account and shall be subject
to tax thereon in accordance with subpart E
of part I of subchapter J of this chapter (re-
lating to grantors and others treated as sub-
stantial owners).

‘‘(e) INCLUSION OF AMOUNTS DISTRIBUTED.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), there shall be includible in the
gross income of the taxpayer for any taxable
year—

‘‘(A) any amount distributed from a
FFARRM Account of the taxpayer during
such taxable year, and

‘‘(B) any deemed distribution under—
‘‘(i) subsection (f)(1) (relating to deposits

not distributed within 5 years),
‘‘(ii) subsection (f)(2) (relating to cessation

in eligible farming business), and
‘‘(iii) subparagraph (A) or (B) of subsection

(f)(3) (relating to prohibited transactions and
pledging account as security).

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1)(A) shall
not apply to—

‘‘(A) any distribution to the extent attrib-
utable to income of the Account, and

‘‘(B) the distribution of any contribution
paid during a taxable year to a FFARRM Ac-
count to the extent that such contribution
exceeds the limitation applicable under sub-
section (b) if requirements similar to the re-
quirements of section 408(d)(4) are met.
For purposes of subparagraph (A), distribu-
tions shall be treated as first attributable to
income and then to other amounts.

‘‘(f) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(1) TAX ON DEPOSITS IN ACCOUNT WHICH ARE

NOT DISTRIBUTED WITHIN 5 YEARS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If, at the close of any

taxable year, there is a nonqualified balance
in any FFARRM Account—

‘‘(i) there shall be deemed distributed from
such Account during such taxable year an
amount equal to such balance, and

‘‘(ii) the taxpayer’s tax imposed by this
chapter for such taxable year shall be in-
creased by 10 percent of such deemed dis-
tribution.
The preceding sentence shall not apply if an
amount equal to such nonqualified balance is
distributed from such Account to the tax-
payer before the due date (including exten-
sions) for filing the return of tax imposed by
this chapter for such year (or, if earlier, the

date the taxpayer files such return for such
year).

‘‘(B) NONQUALIFIED BALANCE.—For purposes
of subparagraph (A), the term ‘nonqualified
balance’ means any balance in the Account
on the last day of the taxable year which is
attributable to amounts deposited in such
Account before the 4th preceding taxable
year.

‘‘(C) ORDERING RULE.—For purposes of this
paragraph, distributions from a FFARRM
Account (other than distributions of current
income) shall be treated as made from depos-
its in the order in which such deposits were
made, beginning with the earliest deposits.

‘‘(2) CESSATION IN ELIGIBLE BUSINESS.—At
the close of the first disqualification period
after a period for which the taxpayer was en-
gaged in an eligible farming business or com-
mercial fishing, there shall be deemed dis-
tributed from the FFARRM Account of the
taxpayer an amount equal to the balance in
such Account (if any) at the close of such
disqualification period. For purposes of the
preceding sentence, the term ‘disqualifica-
tion period’ means any period of 2 consecu-
tive taxable years for which the taxpayer is
not engaged in an eligible farming business
or commercial fishing.

‘‘(3) CERTAIN RULES TO APPLY.—Rules simi-
lar to the following rules shall apply for pur-
poses of this section:

‘‘(A) Section 220(f)(8) (relating to treat-
ment on death).

‘‘(B) Section 408(e)(2) (relating to loss of
exemption of account where individual en-
gages in prohibited transaction).

‘‘(C) Section 408(e)(4) (relating to effect of
pledging account as security).

‘‘(D) Section 408(g) (relating to community
property laws).

‘‘(E) Section 408(h) (relating to custodial
accounts).

‘‘(4) TIME WHEN PAYMENTS DEEMED MADE.—
For purposes of this section, a taxpayer shall
be deemed to have made a payment to a
FFARRM Account on the last day of a tax-
able year if such payment is made on ac-
count of such taxable year and is made on or
before the due date (without regard to exten-
sions) for filing the return of tax for such
taxable year.

‘‘(5) INDIVIDUAL.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘individual’ shall not include
an estate or trust.

‘‘(6) DEDUCTION NOT ALLOWED FOR SELF-EM-
PLOYMENT TAX.—The deduction allowable by
reason of subsection (a) shall not be taken
into account in determining an individual’s
net earnings from self-employment (within
the meaning of section 1402(a)) for purposes
of chapter 2.

‘‘(g) REPORTS.—The trustee of a FFARRM
Account shall make such reports regarding
such Account to the Secretary and to the
person for whose benefit the Account is
maintained with respect to contributions,
distributions, and such other matters as the
Secretary may require under regulations.
The reports required by this subsection shall
be filed at such time and in such manner and
furnished to such persons at such time and in
such manner as may be required by such reg-
ulations.’’.

(b) TAX ON EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONS.—
(1) Subsection (a) of section 4973 (relating

to tax on excess contributions to certain tax-
favored accounts and annuities) is amended
by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of paragraph (3),
by redesignating paragraph (4) as paragraph
(5), and by inserting after paragraph (3) the
following:

‘‘(4) a FFARRM Account (within the mean-
ing of section 468C(d)), or’’.

(2) Section 4973 is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(g) EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONS TO FFARRM
ACCOUNTS.—For purposes of this section, in
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the case of a FFARRM Account (within the
meaning of section 468C(d)), the term ‘excess
contributions’ means the amount by which
the amount contributed for the taxable year
to the Account exceeds the amount which
may be contributed to the Account under
section 468C(b) for such taxable year. For
purposes of this subsection, any contribution
which is distributed out of the FFARRM Ac-
count in a distribution to which section
468C(e)(2)(B) applies shall be treated as an
amount not contributed.’’.

(3) The section heading for section 4973 is
amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 4973. EXCESS CONTRIBUTIONS TO CERTAIN

ACCOUNTS, ANNUITIES, ETC.’’.
(4) The table of sections for chapter 43 is

amended by striking the item relating to
section 4973 and inserting the following:

‘‘Sec. 4973. Excess contributions to certain
accounts, annuities, etc.’’.

(c) TAX ON PROHIBITED TRANSACTIONS.—
(1) Subsection (c) of section 4975 (relating

to tax on prohibited transactions) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(6) SPECIAL RULE FOR FFARRM ACCOUNTS.—
A person for whose benefit a FFARRM Ac-
count (within the meaning of section 468C(d))
is established shall be exempt from the tax
imposed by this section with respect to any
transaction concerning such account (which
would otherwise be taxable under this sec-
tion) if, with respect to such transaction, the
account ceases to be a FFARRM Account by
reason of the application of section
468C(f)(3)(A) to such account.’’.

(2) Paragraph (1) of section 4975(e) is
amended by redesignating subparagraphs (E)
and (F) as subparagraphs (F) and (G), respec-
tively, and by inserting after subparagraph
(D) the following:

‘‘(E) a FFARRM Account described in sec-
tion 468C(d),’’.

(d) FAILURE TO PROVIDE REPORTS ON
FFARRM ACCOUNTS.—Paragraph (2) of sec-
tion 6693(a) (relating to failure to provide re-
ports on certain tax-favored accounts or an-
nuities) is amended by redesignating sub-
paragraphs (C) and (D) as subparagraphs (D)
and (E), respectively, and by inserting after
subparagraph (B) the following:

‘‘(C) section 468C(g) (relating to FFARRM
Accounts),’’.

(e) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart C of part II of sub-
chapter E of chapter 1 is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 468B
the following:

‘‘Sec. 468C. Farm, Fishing and Ranch Risk
Management Accounts.’’.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 807. EXCLUSION OF INVESTMENT SECURI-

TIES INCOME FROM PASSIVE IN-
COME TEST FOR BANK S CORPORA-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1362(d)(3)(C) (de-
fining passive investment income) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(v) EXCEPTION FOR BANKS; ETC.—In the
case of a bank (as defined in section 581), a
bank holding company (as defined in section
246A(c)(3)(B)(ii)), or a qualified subchapter S
subsidiary bank, the term ‘passive invest-
ment income’ shall not include—

‘‘(I) interest income earned by such bank,
bank holding company, or qualified sub-
chapter S subsidiary bank, or

‘‘(II) dividends on assets required to be
held by such bank, bank holding company, or
qualified subchapter S subsidiary bank to
conduct a banking business, including stock
in the Federal Reserve Bank, the Federal
Home Loan Bank, or the Federal Agricul-
tural Mortgage Bank or participation certifi-

cates issued by a Federal Intermediate Cred-
it Bank.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 808. TREATMENT OF QUALIFYING DIRECTOR

SHARES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1361 is amended

by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(f) TREATMENT OF QUALIFYING DIRECTOR

SHARES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this

subchapter—
‘‘(A) qualifying director shares shall not be

treated as a second class of stock, and
‘‘(B) no person shall be treated as a share-

holder of the corporation by reason of hold-
ing qualifying director shares.

‘‘(2) QUALIFYING DIRECTOR SHARES DE-
FINED.—For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘qualifying director shares’ means any
shares of stock in a bank (as defined in sec-
tion 581) or in a bank holding company reg-
istered as such with the Federal Reserve
System—

‘‘(i) which are held by an individual solely
by reason of status as a director of such bank
or company or its controlled subsidiary; and

‘‘(ii) which are subject to an agreement
pursuant to which the holder is required to
dispose of the shares of stock upon termi-
nation of the holder’s status as a director at
the same price as the individual acquired
such shares of stock.

‘‘(3) DISTRIBUTIONS.—A distribution (not in
part or full payment in exchange for stock)
made by the corporation with respect to
qualifying director shares shall be includible
as ordinary income of the holder and deduct-
ible to the corporation as an expense in com-
puting taxable income under section 1363(b)
in the year such distribution is received.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 1361(b)(1) is amended by insert-

ing ‘‘, except as provided in subsection (f),’’
before ‘‘which does not’’.

(2) Section 1366(a) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(3) ALLOCATION WITH RESPECT TO QUALI-
FYING DIRECTOR SHARES.—The holders of
qualifying director shares (as defined in sec-
tion 1361(f)) shall not, with respect to such
shares of stock, be allocated any of the items
described in paragraph (1).’’.

(3) Section 1373(a) is amended by striking
‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph (1), by strik-
ing the period at the end of paragraph (2) and
inserting ‘‘, and’’, and adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(3) no amount of an expense deductible
under this subchapter by reason of section
1361(f)(3) shall be apportioned or allocated to
such income.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.

TITLE IX—INTERNATIONAL TAX RELIEF
SEC. 901. INTEREST ALLOCATION RULES.

(a) ELECTION TO ALLOCATE INTEREST ON A
WORLDWIDE BASIS.—Subsection (e) of section
864 (relating to rules for allocating interest,
etc.) is amended by redesignating paragraphs
(6) and (7) as paragraphs (7) and (8), respec-
tively, and by inserting after paragraph (5)
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(6) ELECTION TO ALLOCATE INTEREST ON A
WORLDWIDE BASIS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
this paragraph, this subsection shall be ap-
plied by treating a worldwide affiliated
group for which an election under this para-
graph is in effect as an affiliated group sole-
ly for purposes of allocating and appor-
tioning interest expense of each domestic
corporation which is a member of such
group.

‘‘(B) WORLDWIDE AFFILIATED GROUP.—For
purposes of this paragraph, the term ‘world-

wide affiliated group’ means the group of
corporations which consists of—

‘‘(i) all corporations in an affiliated group
(as defined in section 1504 without regard to
paragraphs (2) and (4) of section 1504(b)), and

‘‘(ii) all foreign corporations (other than a
FSC, as defined in section 922(a)) with re-
spect to which corporations described in
clause (i) own stock meeting the ownership
requirements of section 957(a).
For purposes of clause (ii), ownership shall
be determined under section 958; except that
paragraphs (3) and (4) of section 318(a) shall
not apply for purposes of section 958(b).

‘‘(C) TREATMENT OF WORLDWIDE AFFILIATED
GROUP.—For purposes of applying paragraph
(1), the taxable income of the domestic mem-
bers of a worldwide affiliated group from
sources outside the United States shall be
determined by allocating and apportioning
the interest expense of such domestic mem-
bers to such income in an amount equal to
the excess (if any) of—

‘‘(i) the total interest expense of the world-
wide affiliated group multiplied by the ratio
which the foreign assets of the worldwide af-
filiated group bears to all the assets of the
worldwide affiliated group, over

‘‘(ii) the interest expense of all foreign cor-
porations which are members of the world-
wide affiliated group to the extent such in-
terest expense of such foreign corporations
would have been allocated and apportioned
to foreign source income if this subsection
were applied to a group consisting of all the
foreign corporations in such worldwide affili-
ated group.

‘‘(D) ASSETS AND INTEREST EXPENSE OF FOR-
EIGN CORPORATIONS.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (C), only the applicable percentage of
the interest expense and assets of a foreign
corporation described in subparagraph (B)(ii)
shall be taken into account.

‘‘(ii) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the term ‘applicable
percentage’ means, with respect to any for-
eign corporation, the percentage equal to the
ratio which the value of the stock in such
corporation taken into account under sub-
paragraph (B)(ii) (without regard to stock
considered as owned under section 958(b))
bears to the aggregate value of all stock in
such corporation.

‘‘(E) ELECTION.—An election under this
paragraph with respect to any worldwide af-
filiated group may be made only by the com-
mon parent of the affiliated group referred to
in subparagraph (B)(i) and may be made only
for the first taxable year beginning after De-
cember 31, 2001, in which a worldwide affili-
ated group exists which includes such affili-
ated group and at least 1 corporation de-
scribed in subparagraph (B)(ii). Such an elec-
tion, once made, shall apply to such common
parent and all other corporations which are
members of such worldwide affiliated group
for such taxable year and all subsequent
years unless revoked with the consent of the
Secretary.’’.

(b) ELECTION TO ALLOCATE INTEREST WITH-
IN FINANCIAL INSTITUTION GROUPS AND SUB-
SIDIARY GROUPS.—Section 864 is amended by
redesignating subsection (f) as subsection (g)
and by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(f) ELECTION TO APPLY SUBSECTION (e) ON

BASIS OF FINANCIAL INSTITUTION GROUP AND

SUBSIDIARY GROUPS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a world-

wide affiliated group for which an election
under subsection (e)(6) is in effect, sub-
section (e) shall be applied—

‘‘(A) by treating an electing financial insti-
tution group as if it were a separate world-
wide affiliated group, and
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‘‘(B) by treating each electing subsidiary

group as if it were a separate worldwide af-
filiated group for purposes of allocating in-
terest expense with respect to qualified in-
debtedness of members of an electing sub-
sidiary group.
Subsection (e) shall apply to any such elect-
ing group in the same manner as subsection
(e) applies to the pre-election worldwide af-
filiated group of which such electing group is
a part.

‘‘(2) ELECTING FINANCIAL INSTITUTION
GROUP.—For purposes of this subsection—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘electing fi-
nancial institution group’ means any group
of corporations if—

‘‘(i) such group consists only of all of the
financial corporations in the pre-election
worldwide affiliated group, and

‘‘(ii) an election under this paragraph is in
effect for such group of corporations.

‘‘(B) FINANCIAL CORPORATION.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘financial cor-

poration’ means any corporation if at least
80 percent of its gross income is income de-
scribed in section 904(d)(2)(C)(ii) and the reg-
ulations thereunder which is derived from
transactions with unrelated persons.

‘‘(ii) INCOME FROM RELATED FINANCIAL COR-
PORATIONS.—Dividend income, and income
described in section 904(d)(2)(C)(ii) and the
regulations thereunder, which is derived di-
rectly or indirectly from a financial corpora-
tion (as defined in clause (i) without regard
to this clause) which is not an unrelated per-
son shall be treated as income described in
clause (i).

‘‘(iii) BANK HOLDING COMPANIES.—To the ex-
tent provided in regulations prescribed by
the Secretary, a bank holding company
(within the meaning of section 2(a) of the
Bank Holding Company Act of 1956) shall be
treated as a corporation meeting the require-
ments of clause (i).

‘‘(iv) ANTIABUSE RULE.—For purposes of
this subparagraph, there shall be disregarded
any item of income or gain from a trans-
action or series of transactions a principal
purpose of which is the qualification of any
corporation as a financial corporation.

‘‘(C) EFFECT OF CERTAIN TRANSACTIONS.—
Rules similar to the rules of paragraph (3)(D)
shall apply to transactions between any
member of the electing financial institution
group and any member of the pre-election
worldwide affiliated group (other than a
member of the electing financial institution
group).

‘‘(D) ELECTION.—An election under this
paragraph with respect to any financial in-
stitution group may be made only by the
common parent of the pre-election world-
wide affiliated group and may be made only
for the first taxable year beginning after De-
cember 31, 2001, in which such affiliated
group includes 1 or more financial corpora-
tions described in subparagraph (B). Such an
election, once made, shall apply to such tax-
able year and all subsequent years unless re-
voked with the consent of the Secretary.

‘‘(3) ELECTING SUBSIDIARY GROUPS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘electing sub-

sidiary group’ means any group of corpora-
tions if—

‘‘(i) such group consists only of corpora-
tions in the pre-election worldwide affiliated
group,

‘‘(ii) such group includes—
‘‘(I) a domestic corporation (which is not

the common parent of the pre-election
worldwide affiliated group or a member of an
electing financial institution group) which
incurs interest expense with respect to quali-
fied indebtedness, and

‘‘(II) every other corporation (other than a
member of an electing financial institution
group) which is in the pre-election worldwide
affiliated group and which would be a mem-

ber of an affiliated group having such domes-
tic corporation as the common parent, and

‘‘(iii) an election under this paragraph is in
effect for such group.

‘‘(B) EQUALIZATION RULE.—All interest ex-
pense of a domestic corporation which is a
member of a pre-election worldwide affili-
ated group (other than subsidiary group in-
terest expense) shall be treated as allocated
to foreign source income to the extent such
expense does not exceed the excess (if any)
of—

‘‘(i) the interest expense of the pre-election
worldwide affiliated group (including sub-
sidiary group interest expense) which would
(but for any election under this paragraph)
be allocated to foreign source income, over

‘‘(ii) the subsidiary group interest expense
allocated to foreign source income.
For purposes of the preceding sentence, the
subsidiary group interest expense is the in-
terest expense to which subsection (e) ap-
plies separately by reason of paragraph
(1)(B).

‘‘(C) QUALIFIED INDEBTEDNESS.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘qualified
indebtedness’ means any indebtedness of a
domestic corporation—

‘‘(i) which is held by an unrelated person,
and

‘‘(ii) which is not guaranteed (or otherwise
supported) by any corporation which is a
member of the pre-election worldwide affili-
ated group other than a corporation which is
a member of the electing subsidiary group.

‘‘(D) EFFECT OF CERTAIN TRANSACTIONS ON
QUALIFIED INDEBTEDNESS.—In the case of a
corporation which is a member of an electing
subsidiary group, to the extent that such
corporation—

‘‘(i) distributes dividends or makes other
distributions with respect to its stock after
the date of the enactment of this paragraph
to any member of the pre-election worldwide
affiliated group (other than to a member of
the electing subsidiary group) in excess of
the greater of—

‘‘(I) its average annual dividend (expressed
as a percentage of current earnings and prof-
its) during the 5-taxable-year period ending
with the taxable year preceding the taxable
year, or

‘‘(II) 25 percent of its average annual earn-
ings and profits for such 5 taxable year pe-
riod, or

‘‘(ii) deals with any person in any manner
not clearly reflecting the income of the cor-
poration (as determined under principles
similar to the principles of section 482),
except as provided by the Secretary, an
amount of qualified indebtedness equal to
the excess distribution or the understate-
ment or overstatement of income, as the
case may be, shall be recharacterized (for the
taxable year and subsequent taxable years)
for purposes of this subsection as indebted-
ness which is not qualified indebtedness. If a
corporation has not been in existence for 5
taxable years, this subparagraph shall be ap-
plied with respect to the period it was in ex-
istence.

‘‘(E) ELECTION.—An election under this
paragraph with respect to any electing sub-
sidiary group may be made only by the com-
mon parent of the pre-election worldwide af-
filiated group. Such an election, once made,
shall apply to the taxable year for which
made and the 4 succeeding taxable years un-
less revoked with the consent of the Sec-
retary. No election may be made under this
paragraph if the effect of the election would
be to have the same member of the pre-elec-
tion worldwide affiliated group included in
more than 1 electing subsidiary group.

‘‘(4) PRE-ELECTION WORLDWIDE AFFILIATED
GROUP.—For purposes of this subsection, the
term ‘pre-election worldwide affiliated
group’ means, with respect to a corporation,

the worldwide affiliated group of which such
corporation would (but for an election under
this subsection) be a member for purposes of
applying subsection (e).

‘‘(5) UNRELATED PERSON.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘unrelated person’
means any person not bearing a relationship
specified in section 267(b) or 707(b)(1) to the
corporation.

‘‘(6) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be appro-
priate to carry out this subsection and sub-
section (e), including regulations—

‘‘(A) providing for the direct allocation of
interest expense in other circumstances
where such allocation would be appropriate
to carry out the purposes of this subsection,

‘‘(B) preventing assets or interest expense
from being taken into account more than
once, and

‘‘(C) dealing with changes in members of
any group (through acquisitions or other-
wise) treated under this subsection as an af-
filiated group for purposes of subsection
(e).’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2001.
SEC. 902. LOOK-THRU RULES TO APPLY TO DIVI-

DENDS FROM NONCONTROLLED
SECTION 902 CORPORATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 904(d)(4) (relating
to application of look-thru rules to dividends
from noncontrolled section 902 corporations)
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(4) LOOK-THRU APPLIES TO DIVIDENDS FROM
NONCONTROLLED SECTION 902 CORPORATIONS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-
section, any dividend from a noncontrolled
section 902 corporation with respect to the
taxpayer shall be treated as income in a sep-
arate category in proportion to the ratio of—

‘‘(i) the portion of earnings and profits at-
tributable to income in such category, to

‘‘(ii) the total amount of earnings and prof-
its.

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of this
paragraph—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Rules similar to the
rules of paragraph (3)(F) shall apply; except
that the term ‘separate category’ shall in-
clude the category of income described in
paragraph (1)(I).

‘‘(ii) EARNINGS AND PROFITS.—
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—The rules of section 316

shall apply.
‘‘(II) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary may

prescribe regulations regarding the treat-
ment of distributions out of earnings and
profits for periods before the taxpayer’s ac-
quisition of the stock to which the distribu-
tions relate.

‘‘(iii) DIVIDENDS NOT ALLOCABLE TO SEPA-
RATE CATEGORY.—The portion of any divi-
dend from a noncontrolled section 902 cor-
poration which is not treated as income in a
separate category under subparagraph (A)
shall be treated as a dividend to which sub-
paragraph (A) does not apply.

‘‘(iv) LOOK-THRU WITH RESPECT TO
CARRYFORWARDS OF CREDIT.—Rules similar to
subparagraph (A) also shall apply to any
carryforward under subsection (c) from a
taxable year beginning before January 1,
2002, of tax allocable to a dividend from a
noncontrolled section 902 corporation with
respect to the taxpayer.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subparagraph (E) of section 904(d)(1), as

in effect both before and after the amend-
ments made by section 1105 of the Taxpayer
Relief Act of 1997, is hereby repealed.

(2) Section 904(d)(2)(C)(iii), as so in effect,
is amended by striking subclause (II) and by
redesignating subclause (III) as subclause
(II).

(3) The last sentence of section 904(d)(2)(D),
as so in effect, is amended to read as follows:
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‘‘Such term does not include any financial
services income.’’.

(4) Section 904(d)(2)(E) is amended by strik-
ing clauses (ii) and (iv) and by redesignating
clause (iii) as clause (ii).

(5) Section 904(d)(3)(F) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘(D), or (E)’’ and inserting ‘‘or (D)’’.

(6) Section 864(d)(5)(A)(i) is amended by
striking ‘‘(C)(iii)(III)’’ and inserting
‘‘(C)(iii)(II)’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2001.
SEC. 903. CLARIFICATION OF TREATMENT OF

PIPELINE TRANSPORTATION IN-
COME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 954(g)(1) (defining
foreign base company oil related income) is
amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A), by striking the period at the
end of subparagraph (B) and inserting ‘‘, or’’,
and by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following new subparagraph:

‘‘(C) the pipeline transportation of oil or
gas within such foreign country.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years of controlled foreign corporations be-
ginning after December 31, 2001, and taxable
years of United States shareholders with or
within which such taxable years of con-
trolled foreign corporations end.
SEC. 904. SUBPART F TREATMENT OF INCOME

FROM TRANSMISSION OF HIGH
VOLTAGE ELECTRICITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section
954(e) (relating to foreign base company serv-
ices income) is amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at
the end of subparagraph (A), by striking the
period at the end of subparagraph (B) and in-
serting ‘‘, or’’, and by inserting after sub-
paragraph (B) the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(C) the transmission of high voltage elec-
tricity.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years of controlled foreign corporations be-
ginning after December 31, 2001, and taxable
years of United States shareholders with or
within which such taxable years of con-
trolled foreign corporations end.
SEC. 905. RECHARACTERIZATION OF OVERALL

DOMESTIC LOSS.
(a) GENERAL RULE.—Section 904 is amended

by redesignating subsections (g), (h), (i), (j),
and (k) as subsections (h), (i), (j), (k), and (l),
respectively, and by inserting after sub-
section (f) the following new subsection:

‘‘(g) RECHARACTERIZATION OF OVERALL DO-
MESTIC LOSS.—

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—For purposes of this
subpart and section 936, in the case of any
taxpayer who sustains an overall domestic
loss for any taxable year beginning after De-
cember 31, 2005, that portion of the tax-
payer’s taxable income from sources within
the United States for each succeeding tax-
able year which is equal to the lesser of—

‘‘(A) the amount of such loss (to the extent
not used under this paragraph in prior tax-
able years), or

‘‘(B) 50 percent of the taxpayer’s taxable
income from sources within the United
States for such succeeding taxable year,
shall be treated as income from sources
without the United States (and not as in-
come from sources within the United
States).

‘‘(2) OVERALL DOMESTIC LOSS DEFINED.—For
purposes of this subsection—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘overall do-
mestic loss’ means any domestic loss to the
extent such loss offsets taxable income from
sources without the United States for the
taxable year or for any preceding taxable
year by reason of a carryback. For purposes
of the preceding sentence, the term ‘domes-

tic loss’ means the amount by which the
gross income for the taxable year from
sources within the United States is exceeded
by the sum of the deductions properly appor-
tioned or allocated thereto (determined
without regard to any carryback from a sub-
sequent taxable year).

‘‘(B) TAXPAYER MUST HAVE ELECTED FOR-
EIGN TAX CREDIT FOR YEAR OF LOSS.—The
term ‘overall domestic loss’ shall not include
any loss for any taxable year unless the tax-
payer chose the benefits of this subpart for
such taxable year.

‘‘(3) CHARACTERIZATION OF SUBSEQUENT IN-
COME.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any income from
sources within the United States that is
treated as income from sources without the
United States under paragraph (1) shall be
allocated among and increase the income
categories in proportion to the loss from
sources within the United States previously
allocated to those income categories.

‘‘(B) INCOME CATEGORY.—For purposes of
this paragraph, the term ‘income category’
has the meaning given such term by sub-
section (f)(5)(E)(i).

‘‘(4) COORDINATION WITH SUBSECTION (f).—
The Secretary shall prescribe such regula-
tions as may be necessary to coordinate the
provisions of this subsection with the provi-
sions of subsection (f).’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 535(d)(2) is amended by striking

‘‘section 904(g)(6)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
904(h)(6)’’.

(2) Subparagraph (A) of section 936(a)(2) is
amended by striking ‘‘section 904(f)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsections (f) and (g) of section
904’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to losses for
taxable years beginning after December 31,
2005.
SEC. 906. TREATMENT OF MILITARY PROPERTY

OF FOREIGN SALES CORPORATIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 923(a) (defining

exempt foreign trade income) is amended by
striking paragraph (5) and by redesignating
paragraph (6) as paragraph (5).

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2001.
SEC. 907. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN DIVIDENDS

OF REGULATED INVESTMENT COM-
PANIES.

(a) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN DIVIDENDS.—
(1) NONRESIDENT ALIEN INDIVIDUALS.—Sec-

tion 871 (relating to tax on nonresident alien
individuals) is amended by redesignating
subsection (k) as subsection (l) and by insert-
ing after subsection (j) the following new
subsection:

‘‘(k) EXEMPTION FOR CERTAIN DIVIDENDS OF
REGULATED INVESTMENT COMPANIES.—

‘‘(1) INTEREST-RELATED DIVIDENDS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subparagraph (B), no tax shall be imposed
under paragraph (1)(A) of subsection (a) on
any interest-related dividend received from a
regulated investment company.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTIONS.—Subparagraph (A) shall
not apply—

‘‘(i) to any interest-related dividend re-
ceived from a regulated investment company
by a person to the extent such dividend is at-
tributable to interest (other than interest
described in clause (i), (iii), or the last sen-
tence of subparagraph (E)) received by such
company on indebtedness issued by such per-
son or by any corporation or partnership
with respect to which such person is a 10-per-
cent shareholder,

‘‘(ii) to any interest-related dividend with
respect to stock of a regulated investment
company unless the person who would other-
wise be required to deduct and withhold tax
from such dividend under chapter 3 receives

a statement (which meets requirements
similar to the requirements of subsection
(h)(5)) that the beneficial owner of such
stock is not a United States person, and

‘‘(iii) to any interest-related dividend paid
to any person within a foreign country (or
any interest-related dividend payment ad-
dressed to, or for the account of, persons
within such foreign country) during any pe-
riod described in subsection (h)(6) with re-
spect to such country.
Clause (iii) shall not apply to any dividend
with respect to any stock the holding period
of which begins on or before the date of the
publication of the Secretary’s determination
under subsection (h)(6).

‘‘(C) INTEREST-RELATED DIVIDEND.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, an interest-related
dividend is any dividend (or part thereof)
which is designated by the regulated invest-
ment company as an interest-related divi-
dend in a written notice mailed to its share-
holders not later than 60 days after the close
of its taxable year. If the aggregate amount
so designated with respect to a taxable year
of the company (including amounts so des-
ignated with respect to dividends paid after
the close of the taxable year described in sec-
tion 855) is greater than the qualified net in-
terest income of the company for such tax-
able year, the portion of each distribution
which shall be an interest-related dividend
shall be only that portion of the amounts so
designated which such qualified net interest
income bears to the aggregate amount so
designated.

‘‘(D) QUALIFIED NET INTEREST INCOME.—For
purposes of subparagraph (C), the term
‘qualified net interest income’ means the
qualified interest income of the regulated in-
vestment company reduced by the deduc-
tions properly allocable to such income.

‘‘(E) QUALIFIED INTEREST INCOME.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (D), the term ‘quali-
fied interest income’ means the sum of the
following amounts derived by the regulated
investment company from sources within the
United States:

‘‘(i) Any amount includible in gross income
as original issue discount (within the mean-
ing of section 1273) on an obligation payable
183 days or less from the date of original
issue (without regard to the period held by
the company).

‘‘(ii) Any interest includible in gross in-
come (including amounts recognized as ordi-
nary income in respect of original issue dis-
count or market discount or acquisition dis-
count under part V of subchapter P and such
other amounts as regulations may provide)
on an obligation which is in registered form;
except that this clause shall not apply to—

‘‘(I) any interest on an obligation issued by
a corporation or partnership if the regulated
investment company is a 10-percent share-
holder in such corporation or partnership,
and

‘‘(II) any interest which is treated as not
being portfolio interest under the rules of
subsection (h)(4).

‘‘(iii) Any interest referred to in subsection
(i)(2)(A) (without regard to the trade or busi-
ness of the regulated investment company).

‘‘(iv) Any interest-related dividend includ-
able in gross income with respect to stock of
another regulated investment company.
Such term includes any interest derived by
the regulated investment company from
sources outside the United States other than
interest that is subject to a tax imposed by
a foreign jurisdiction if the amount of such
tax is reduced (or eliminated) by a treaty
with the United States.

‘‘(F) 10-PERCENT SHAREHOLDER.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the term ‘10-percent
shareholder’ has the meaning given such
term by subsection (h)(3)(B).

‘‘(2) SHORT-TERM CAPITAL GAIN DIVIDENDS.—
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‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subparagraph (B), no tax shall be imposed
under paragraph (1)(A) of subsection (a) on
any short-term capital gain dividend re-
ceived from a regulated investment com-
pany.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR ALIENS TAXABLE UNDER
SUBSECTION (a)(2).—Subparagraph (A) shall
not apply in the case of any nonresident
alien individual subject to tax under sub-
section (a)(2).

‘‘(C) SHORT-TERM CAPITAL GAIN DIVIDEND.—
For purposes of this paragraph, a short-term
capital gain dividend is any dividend (or part
thereof) which is designated by the regulated
investment company as a short-term capital
gain dividend in a written notice mailed to
its shareholders not later than 60 days after
the close of its taxable year. If the aggregate
amount so designated with respect to a tax-
able year of the company (including amounts
so designated with respect to dividends paid
after the close of the taxable year described
in section 855) is greater than the qualified
short-term gain of the company for such tax-
able year, the portion of each distribution
which shall be a short-term capital gain divi-
dend shall be only that portion of the
amounts so designated which such qualified
short-term gain bears to the aggregate
amount so designated.

‘‘(D) QUALIFIED SHORT-TERM GAIN.—For
purposes of subparagraph (C), the term
‘qualified short-term gain’ means the excess
of the net short-term capital gain of the reg-
ulated investment company for the taxable
year over the net long-term capital loss (if
any) of such company for such taxable year.
For purposes of this subparagraph—

‘‘(i) the net short-term capital gain of the
regulated investment company shall be com-
puted by treating any short-term capital
gain dividend includible in gross income
with respect to stock of another regulated
investment company as a short-term capital
gain, and

‘‘(ii) the excess of the net short-term cap-
ital gain for a taxable year over the net long-
term capital loss for a taxable year (to which
an election under section 4982(e)(4) does not
apply) shall be determined without regard to
any net capital loss or net short-term capital
loss attributable to transactions after Octo-
ber 31 of such year, and any such net capital
loss or net short-term capital loss shall be
treated as arising on the 1st day of the next
taxable year.
To the extent provided in regulations, clause
(ii) shall apply also for purposes of com-
puting the taxable income of the regulated
investment company.’’.

(2) FOREIGN CORPORATIONS.—Section 881
(relating to tax on income of foreign cor-
porations not connected with United States
business) is amended by redesignating sub-
section (e) as subsection (f) and by inserting
after subsection (d) the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(e) TAX NOT TO APPLY TO CERTAIN DIVI-
DENDS OF REGULATED INVESTMENT COMPA-
NIES.—

‘‘(1) INTEREST-RELATED DIVIDENDS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subparagraph (B), no tax shall be imposed
under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) on any
interest-related dividend (as defined in sec-
tion 871(k)(1)) received from a regulated in-
vestment company.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Subparagraph (A) shall
not apply—

‘‘(i) to any dividend referred to in section
871(k)(1)(B), and

‘‘(ii) to any interest-related dividend re-
ceived by a controlled foreign corporation
(within the meaning of section 957(a)) to the
extent such dividend is attributable to inter-
est received by the regulated investment
company from a person who is a related per-

son (within the meaning of section 864(d)(4))
with respect to such controlled foreign cor-
poration.

‘‘(C) TREATMENT OF DIVIDENDS RECEIVED BY
CONTROLLED FOREIGN CORPORATIONS.—The
rules of subsection (c)(5)(A) shall apply to
any interest-related dividend received by a
controlled foreign corporation (within the
meaning of section 957(a)) to the extent such
dividend is attributable to interest received
by the regulated investment company which
is described in clause (ii) of section
871(k)(1)(E) (and not described in clause (i),
(iii), or the last sentence of such section).

‘‘(2) SHORT-TERM CAPITAL GAIN DIVIDENDS.—
No tax shall be imposed under paragraph (1)
of subsection (a) on any short-term capital
gain dividend (as defined in section 871(k)(2))
received from a regulated investment com-
pany.’’.

(3) WITHHOLDING TAXES.—
(A) Section 1441(c) (relating to exceptions)

is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(12) CERTAIN DIVIDENDS RECEIVED FROM
REGULATED INVESTMENT COMPANIES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—No tax shall be required
to be deducted and withheld under sub-
section (a) from any amount exempt from
the tax imposed by section 871(a)(1)(A) by
reason of section 871(k).

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (A), clause (i) of section
871(k)(1)(B) shall not apply to any dividend
unless the regulated investment company
knows that such dividend is a dividend re-
ferred to in such clause. A similar rule shall
apply with respect to the exception con-
tained in section 871(k)(2)(B).’’.

(B) Section 1442(a) (relating to withholding
of tax on foreign corporations) is amended—

(i) by striking ‘‘and the reference in sec-
tion 1441(c)(10)’’ and inserting ‘‘the reference
in section 1441(c)(10)’’, and

(ii) by inserting before the period at the
end the following: ‘‘, and the references in
section 1441(c)(12) to sections 871(a) and
871(k) shall be treated as referring to sec-
tions 881(a) and 881(e) (except that for pur-
poses of applying subparagraph (A) of section
1441(c)(12), as so modified, clause (ii) of sec-
tion 881(e)(1)(B) shall not apply to any divi-
dend unless the regulated investment com-
pany knows that such dividend is a dividend
referred to in such clause)’’.

(b) ESTATE TAX TREATMENT OF INTEREST IN
CERTAIN REGULATED INVESTMENT COMPA-
NIES.—Section 2105 (relating to property
without the United States for estate tax pur-
poses) is amended by adding at the end the
following new subsection:

‘‘(d) STOCK IN A RIC.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-

chapter, stock in a regulated investment
company (as defined in section 851) owned by
a nonresident not a citizen of the United
States shall not be deemed property within
the United States in the proportion that, at
the end of the quarter of such investment
company’s taxable year immediately pre-
ceding a decedent’s date of death (or at such
other time as the Secretary may designate
in regulations), the assets of the investment
company that were qualifying assets with re-
spect to the decedent bore to the total assets
of the investment company.

‘‘(2) QUALIFYING ASSETS.—For purposes of
this subsection, qualifying assets with re-
spect to a decedent are assets that, if owned
directly by the decedent, would have been—

‘‘(A) amounts, deposits, or debt obligations
described in subsection (b) of this section,

‘‘(B) debt obligations described in the last
sentence of section 2104(c), or

‘‘(C) other property not within the United
States.’’.

(c) TREATMENT OF REGULATED INVESTMENT
COMPANIES UNDER SECTION 897.—

(1) Paragraph (1) of section 897(h) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘REIT’’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘qualified investment entity’’.

(2) Paragraphs (2) and (3) of section 897(h)
are amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) SALE OF STOCK IN DOMESTICALLY CON-
TROLLED ENTITY NOT TAXED.—The term
‘United States real property interest’ does
not include any interest in a domestically
controlled qualified investment entity.

‘‘(3) DISTRIBUTIONS BY DOMESTICALLY CON-
TROLLED QUALIFIED INVESTMENT ENTITIES.—In
the case of a domestically controlled quali-
fied investment entity, rules similar to the
rules of subsection (d) shall apply to the for-
eign ownership percentage of any gain.’’.

(3) Subparagraphs (A) and (B) of section
897(h)(4) are amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) QUALIFIED INVESTMENT ENTITY.—The
term ‘qualified investment entity’ means
any real estate investment trust and any
regulated investment company.

‘‘(B) DOMESTICALLY CONTROLLED.—The
term ‘domestically controlled qualified in-
vestment entity’ means any qualified invest-
ment entity in which at all times during the
testing period less than 50 percent in value of
the stock was held directly or indirectly by
foreign persons.’’.

(4) Subparagraphs (C) and (D) of section
897(h)(4) are each amended by striking
‘‘REIT’’ and inserting ‘‘qualified investment
entity’’.

(5) The subsection heading for subsection
(h) of section 897 is amended by striking
‘‘REITS’’ and inserting ‘‘CERTAIN INVEST-
MENT ENTITIES’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this subsection, the amendments
made by this section shall apply to dividends
with respect to taxable years of regulated in-
vestment companies beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 2004.

(2) ESTATE TAX TREATMENT.—The amend-
ment made by subsection (b) shall apply to
estates of decedents dying after December 31,
2004.

(3) CERTAIN OTHER PROVISIONS.—The
amendments made by subsection (c) (other
than paragraph (1) thereof) shall take effect
on January 1, 2005.

SEC. 908. REPEAL OF SPECIAL RULES FOR AP-
PLYING FOREIGN TAX CREDIT IN
CASE OF FOREIGN OIL AND GAS IN-
COME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 907 (relating to
special rules in case of foreign oil and gas in-
come) is repealed.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Each of the following provisions are

amended by striking ‘‘907,’’:
(A) Section 245(a)(10).
(B) Section 865(h)(1)(B).
(C) Section 904(d)(1).
(D) Section 904(g)(10)(A).
(2) Section 904(f)(5)(E)(iii) is amended by

inserting ‘‘, as in effect before its repeal by
the Taxpayer Refund and Relief Act of 1999’’
after ‘‘section 907(c)(4)(B)’’.

(3) Section 954(g)(1) is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘, as in effect before its repeal by the
Taxpayer Refund and Relief Act of 1999’’
after ‘‘907(c)’’.

(4) Section 6501(i) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘, or under section 907(f)

(relating to carryback and carryover of dis-
allowed oil and gas extraction taxes)’’, and

(B) by striking ‘‘or 907(f)’’.
(5) The table of sections for subpart A of

part III of subchapter N of chapter 1 is
amended by striking the item relating to
section 907.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2007.
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SEC. 909. ADVANCE PRICING AGREEMENTS

TREATED AS CONFIDENTIAL TAX-
PAYER INFORMATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) TREATMENT AS RETURN INFORMATION.—

Paragraph (2) of section 6103(b) (defining re-
turn information) is amended by striking
‘‘and’’ at the end of subparagraph (A), by in-
serting ‘‘and’’ at the end of subparagraph
(B), and by inserting after subparagraph (B)
the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(C) any advance pricing agreement en-
tered into by a taxpayer and the Secretary
and any background information related to
such agreement or any application for an ad-
vance pricing agreement,’’.

(2) EXCEPTION FROM PUBLIC INSPECTION AS
WRITTEN DETERMINATION.—Paragraph (1) of
section 6110(b) (defining written determina-
tion) is amended by adding at the end the
following new sentence: ‘‘Such term shall
not include any advance pricing agreement
entered into by a taxpayer and the Secretary
and any background information related to
such agreement or any application for an ad-
vance pricing agreement.’’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall take effect on
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(b) ANNUAL REPORT REGARDING ADVANCE
PRICING AGREEMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the end of each calendar year, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall prepare and pub-
lish a report regarding advance pricing
agreements.

(2) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report shall
include the following for the calendar year
to which such report relates:

(A) Information about the structure, com-
position, and operation of the advance pric-
ing agreement program office.

(B) A copy of each model advance pricing
agreement.

(C) The number of—
(i) applications filed during such calendar

year for advanced pricing agreements;
(ii) advance pricing agreements executed

cumulatively to date and during such cal-
endar year;

(iii) renewals of advanced pricing agree-
ments issued;

(iv) pending requests for advance pricing
agreements;

(v) pending renewals of advance pricing
agreements;

(vi) for each of the items in clauses (ii)
through (v), the number that are unilateral,
bilateral, and multilateral, respectively;

(vii) advance pricing agreements revoked
or canceled, and the number of withdrawals
from the advance pricing agreement pro-
gram; and

(viii) advanced pricing agreements final-
ized or renewed by industry.

(D) General descriptions of—
(i) the nature of the relationships between

the related organizations, trades, or busi-
nesses covered by advance pricing agree-
ments;

(ii) the covered transactions and the busi-
ness functions performed and risks assumed
by such organizations, trades, or businesses;

(iii) the related organizations, trades, or
businesses whose prices or results are tested
to determine compliance with transfer pric-
ing methodologies prescribed in advanced
pricing agreements;

(iv) methodologies used to evaluate tested
parties and transactions and the cir-
cumstances leading to the use of those meth-
odologies;

(v) critical assumptions made and sources
of comparables used;

(vi) comparable selection criteria and the
rationale used in determining such criteria;

(vii) the nature of adjustments to
comparables or tested parties;

(viii) the nature of any ranges agreed to,
including information regarding when no
range was used and why, when interquartile
ranges were used, and when there was a sta-
tistical narrowing of the comparables;

(ix) adjustment mechanisms provided to
rectify results that fall outside of the agreed
upon advance pricing agreement range;

(x) the various term lengths for advance
pricing agreements, including rollback
years, and the number of advance pricing
agreements with each such term length;

(xi) the nature of documentation required;
and

(xii) approaches for sharing of currency or
other risks.

(E) Statistics regarding the amount of
time taken to complete new and renewal ad-
vance pricing agreements.

(F) A detailed description of the Secretary
of the Treasury’s efforts to ensure compli-
ance with existing advance pricing agree-
ments.

(3) CONFIDENTIALITY.—The reports required
by this subsection shall be treated as author-
ized by the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 for
purposes of section 6103 of such Code, but the
reports shall not include information—

(A) which would not be permitted to be dis-
closed under section 6110(c) of such Code if
such report were a written determination as
defined in section 6110 of such Code, or

(B) which can be associated with, or other-
wise identify, directly or indirectly, a par-
ticular taxpayer.

(4) FIRST REPORT.—The report for calendar
year 1999 shall include prior calendar years
after 1990.

(c) USER FEE.—Section 7527, as added by
title XV of this Act, is amended by redesig-
nating subsection (c) as subsection (d) and by
inserting after subsection (b) the following
new subsection:

‘‘(c) ADVANCE PRICING AGREEMENTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any fee

otherwise imposed under this section, the fee
imposed for requests for advance pricing
agreements shall be increased by $500.

‘‘(2) REDUCED FEE FOR SMALL BUSINESSES.—
The Secretary shall provide an appropriate
reduction in the amount imposed by reason
of paragraph (1) for requests for advance
pricing agreements for small businesses.’’.

(d) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of the
Treasury or the Secretary’s delegate shall
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out the pur-
poses of section 6103(b)(2)(C), and the last
sentence of section 6110(b)(1), of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986, as added by this sec-
tion.
SEC. 910. INCREASE IN DOLLAR LIMITATION ON

SECTION 911 EXCLUSION.
(a) GENERAL RULE.—The table contained in

clause (i) of section 911(b)(2)(D) is amended
to read as follows:
‘‘For calendar year— The exclusion

amount is—
2000 .............................. $76,000
2001 .............................. 78,000
2002 .............................. 80,000
2003 .............................. 83,000
2004 .............................. 86,000
2005 .............................. 89,000
2006 .............................. 92,000
2007 and thereafter ...... 95,000.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Clause (ii) of
section 911(b)(2)(D) is amended by striking
‘‘$80,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$95,000’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 911. AIRLINE MILEAGE AWARDS TO CERTAIN

FOREIGN PERSONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section

4261(e) is amended by redesignating subpara-
graph (C) as subparagraph (D) and by insert-

ing after subparagraph (B) the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(C) MILEAGE AWARDS ISSUED TO INDIVID-
UALS RESIDING OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES.—
The tax imposed by subsection (a) shall not
apply to amounts attributable to mileage
awards credited to individuals whose mailing
addresses on record with the person pro-
viding the right to air transportation are
outside the United States.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to amounts
paid after December 31, 2004.

TITLE X—PROVISIONS RELATING TO TAX-
EXEMPT ORGANIZATIONS

SEC. 1001. EXEMPTION FROM INCOME TAX FOR
STATE-CREATED ORGANIZATIONS
PROVIDING PROPERTY AND CAS-
UALTY INSURANCE FOR PROPERTY
FOR WHICH SUCH COVERAGE IS
OTHERWISE UNAVAILABLE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section
501 (relating to exemption from tax on cor-
porations, certain trusts, etc.) is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(28)(A) Any association created before
January 1, 1999, by State law and organized
and operated exclusively to provide property
and casualty insurance coverage for property
located within the State for which the State
has determined that coverage in the author-
ized insurance market is limited or unavail-
able at reasonable rates, if—

‘‘(i) no part of the net earnings of which in-
ures to the benefit of any private share-
holder or individual,

‘‘(ii) except as provided in clause (v), no
part of the assets of which may be used for,
or diverted to, any purpose other than—

‘‘(I) to satisfy, in whole or in part, the li-
ability of the association for, or with respect
to, claims made on policies written by the
association,

‘‘(II) to invest in investments authorized
by applicable law,

‘‘(III) to pay reasonable and necessary ad-
ministration expenses in connection with the
establishment and operation of the associa-
tion and the processing of claims against the
association, or

‘‘(IV) to make remittances pursuant to
State law to be used by the State to provide
for the payment of claims on policies written
by the association, purchase reinsurance
covering losses under such policies, or to
support governmental programs to prepare
for or mitigate the effects of natural cata-
strophic events,

‘‘(iii) the State law governing the associa-
tion permits the association to levy assess-
ments on insurance companies authorized to
sell property and casualty insurance in the
State, or on property and casualty insurance
policyholders with insurable interests in
property located in the State to fund deficits
of the association, including the creation of
reserves,

‘‘(iv) the plan of operation of the associa-
tion is subject to approval by the chief exec-
utive officer or other official of the State, by
the State legislature, or both, and

‘‘(v) the assets of the association revert
upon dissolution to the State, the State’s
designee, or an entity designated by the
State law governing the association, or
State law does not permit the dissolution of
the association.

‘‘(B)(i) An entity described in clause (ii)
shall be disregarded as a separate entity and
treated as part of the association described
in subparagraph (A) from which it receives
remittances described in clause (ii) if an
election is made within 30 days after the
date that such association is determined to
be exempt from tax.
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‘‘(ii) An entity is described in this clause if

it is an entity or fund created before Janu-
ary 1, 1999, pursuant to State law and orga-
nized and operated exclusively to receive,
hold, and invest remittances from an asso-
ciation described in subparagraph (A) and ex-
empt from tax under subsection (a), to make
disbursements to pay claims on insurance
contracts issued by such association, and to
make disbursements to support govern-
mental programs to prepare for or mitigate
the effects of natural catastrophic events.’’.

(b) UNRELATED BUSINESS TAXABLE IN-
COME.—Subsection (a) of section 512 (relating
to unrelated business taxable income) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(6) SPECIAL RULE APPLICABLE TO ORGANIZA-
TIONS DESCRIBED IN SECTION 501(C)(28).—In the
case of an organization described in section
501(c)(28), the term ‘unrelated business tax-
able income’ means taxable income for a tax-
able year computed without the application
of section 501(c)(28) if at the end of the imme-
diately preceding taxable year the organiza-
tion’s net equity exceeded 15 percent of the
total coverage in force under insurance con-
tracts issued by the organization and out-
standing at the end of such preceding year.’’.

(c) TRANSITIONAL RULE.—No income or
gain shall be recognized by an association as
a result of a change in status to that of an
association described by section 501(c)(28) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amend-
ed by subsection (a).

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 1002. MODIFICATION OF SPECIAL ARBI-

TRAGE RULE FOR CERTAIN FUNDS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section

648 of the Tax Reform Act of 1984 is amended
to read as follows:

‘‘(1) such securities or obligations are held
in a fund—

‘‘(A) which, except to the extent of the in-
vestment earnings on such securities or obli-
gations, cannot be used, under State con-
stitutional or statutory restrictions continu-
ously in effect since October 9, 1969, through
the date of issue of the bond issue, to pay
debt service on the bond issue or to finance
the facilities that are to be financed with the
proceeds of the bonds, or

‘‘(B) the annual distributions from which
cannot exceed 7 percent of the average fair
market value of the assets held in such fund
except to the extent distributions are nec-
essary to pay debt service on the bond
issue,’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph
(3) of such section is amended by striking
‘‘the investment earnings of’’ and inserting
‘‘distributions from’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on
January 1, 2000.
SEC. 1003. EXEMPTION PROCEDURE FROM TAXES

ON SELF-DEALING.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (d) of section

4941 (relating to taxes on self-dealing) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(3) SPECIAL EXEMPTION.—The Secretary
shall establish an exemption procedure for
purposes of this subsection. Pursuant to such
procedure, the Secretary may grant a condi-
tional or unconditional exemption of any
disqualified person or transaction or class of
disqualified persons or transactions, from all
or part of the restrictions imposed by para-
graph (1). The Secretary may not grant an
exemption under this paragraph unless he
finds that such exemption is—

‘‘(A) administratively feasible,
‘‘(B) in the interests of the private founda-

tion, and

‘‘(C) protective of the rights of the private
foundation.
Before granting an exemption under this
paragraph, the Secretary shall require ade-
quate notice to be given to interested per-
sons and shall publish notice in the Federal
Register of the pendency of such exemption
and shall afford interested persons an oppor-
tunity to present views.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions occurring after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.
SEC. 1004. EXPANSION OF DECLARATORY JUDG-

MENT REMEDY TO TAX-EXEMPT OR-
GANIZATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
7428 (relating to creation of remedy) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B) by inserting after
‘‘509(a))’’ the following: ‘‘or as a private oper-
ating foundation (as defined in section
4942(j)(3))’’, and

(2) by amending subparagraph (C) to read
as follows:

‘‘(C) with respect to the initial qualifica-
tion or continuing qualification of an organi-
zation as an organization described in sec-
tion 501(c) (other than paragraph (3)) which
is exempt from tax under section 501(a), or’’.

(b) COURT JURISDICTION.—Subsection (a) of
section 7428 is amended in the material fol-
lowing paragraph (2) by striking ‘‘United
States Tax Court, the United States Claims
Court, or the district court of the United
States for the District of Columbia’’ and in-
serting the following: ‘‘United States Tax
Court (in the case of any such determination
or failure) or the United States Claims Court
or the district court of the United States for
the District of Columbia (in the case of a de-
termination or failure with respect to an
issue referred to in subparagraph (A) or (B)
of paragraph (1)),’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to pleadings
filed with respect to determinations (or re-
quests for determinations) made after the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 1005. MODIFICATIONS TO SECTION 512(b)(13).

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (13) of section
512(b) is amended by redesignating subpara-
graph (E) as subparagraph (F) and by insert-
ing after subparagraph (D) the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(E) PARAGRAPH TO APPLY ONLY TO EXCESS
PAYMENTS.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) shall
apply only to the portion of a specified pay-
ment received by the controlling organiza-
tion that exceeds the amount which would
have been paid if such payment met the re-
quirements prescribed under section 482.

‘‘(ii) ADDITION TO TAX FOR VALUATION
MISSTATEMENTS.—The tax imposed by this
chapter on the controlling organization shall
be increased by an amount equal to 20 per-
cent of such excess.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by

this section shall apply to payments received
or accrued after December 31, 1999.

(2) PAYMENTS SUBJECT TO BINDING CONTRACT
TRANSITION RULE.—If the amendments made
by section 1041 of the Taxpayer Relief Act of
1997 do not apply to any amount received or
accrued after the date of the enactment of
this Act under any contract described in sub-
section (b)(2) of such section, such amend-
ments also shall not apply to amounts re-
ceived or accrued under such contract before
January 1, 2000.
SEC. 1006. MILEAGE REIMBURSEMENTS TO CHAR-

ITABLE VOLUNTEERS EXCLUDED
FROM GROSS INCOME.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part III of subchapter B
of chapter 1 is amended by inserting after
section 138 the following new section:

‘‘SEC. 138A. MILEAGE REIMBURSEMENTS TO
CHARITABLE VOLUNTEERS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Gross income of an indi-
vidual does not include amounts received,
from an organization described in section
170(c), as reimbursement of operating ex-
penses with respect to use of a passenger
automobile for the benefit of such organiza-
tion for which a deduction would otherwise
be allowable under section 170. The preceding
sentence shall apply only to the extent that
such reimbursement would be deductible
under section 274(d) (determined by applying
the standard business mileage rate estab-
lished pursuant to section 274(d)) if the orga-
nization were not so described and such indi-
vidual were an employee of such organiza-
tion.

‘‘(b) NO DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Subsection (a)
shall not apply with respect to any expenses
if the individual claims a deduction or credit
for such expenses under any other provision
of this title.

‘‘(c) EXEMPTION FROM REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Section 6041 shall not apply with re-
spect to reimbursements excluded from in-
come under subsection (a).’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for part III of subchapter B of chap-
ter 1 is amended by inserting after the item
relating to section 138 the following new
items:

‘‘Sec. 138A. Reimbursement for use of pas-
senger automobile for char-
ity.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 1007. CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTION DEDUC-

TION FOR CERTAIN EXPENSES IN-
CURRED IN SUPPORT OF NATIVE
ALASKAN SUBSISTENCE WHALING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 170 (relating to
charitable, etc., contributions and gifts) is
amended by redesignating subsection (m) as
subsection (n) and by inserting after sub-
section (l) the following new subsection:

‘‘(m) EXPENSES PAID BY CERTAIN WHALING
CAPTAINS IN SUPPORT OF NATIVE ALASKAN
SUBSISTENCE WHALING.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-
vidual who is recognized by the Alaska Es-
kimo Whaling Commission as a whaling cap-
tain charged with the responsibility of main-
taining and carrying out sanctioned whaling
activities and who engages in such activities
during the taxable year, the amount de-
scribed in paragraph (2) (to the extent such
amount does not exceed $7,500 for the taxable
year) shall be treated for purposes of this
section as a charitable contribution.

‘‘(2) AMOUNT DESCRIBED.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The amount described in

this paragraph is the aggregate of the rea-
sonable and necessary whaling expenses paid
by the taxpayer during the taxable year in
carrying out sanctioned whaling activities.

‘‘(B) WHALING EXPENSES.—For purposes of
subparagraph (A), the term ‘whaling ex-
penses’ includes expenses for—

‘‘(i) the acquisition and maintenance of
whaling boats, weapons, and gear used in
sanctioned whaling activities,

‘‘(ii) the supplying of food for the crew and
other provisions for carrying out such activi-
ties, and

‘‘(iii) storage and distribution of the catch
from such activities.

‘‘(3) SANCTIONED WHALING ACTIVITIES.—For
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘sanc-
tioned whaling activities’ means subsistence
bowhead whale hunting activities conducted
pursuant to the management plan of the
Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
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SEC. 1008. SIMPLIFICATION OF LOBBYING EX-

PENDITURE LIMITATION.
(a) REPEAL OF GRASSROOTS EXPENDITURE

LIMIT.—Paragraph (1) of section 501(h) (relat-
ing to expenditures by public charities to in-
fluence legislation) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—In the case of an orga-
nization to which this subsection applies, ex-
emption from taxation under subsection (a)
shall be denied because a substantial part of
the activities of such organization consists
of carrying on propaganda, or otherwise at-
tempting, to influence legislation, but only
if such organization normally makes lob-
bying expenditures in excess of the lobbying
ceiling amount for such organization for
each taxable year.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 501(h)(2) is amended by striking

subparagraphs (C) and (D).
(2) Section 4911(b) is amended to read as

follows:
‘‘(b) EXCESS LOBBYING EXPENDITURES.—For

purposes of this section, the term ‘excess
lobbying expenditures’ means, for a taxable
year, the amount by which the lobbying ex-
penditures made by the organization during
the taxable year exceed the lobbying non-
taxable amount for such organization for
such taxable year.’’.

(3) Section 4911(c) is amended by striking
paragraphs (3) and (4).

(4) Paragraph (1)(A) of section 4911(f) is
amended by striking ‘‘limits of section
501(h)(1) have’’ and inserting ‘‘limit of sec-
tion 501(h)(1) has’’.

(5) Paragraph (1)(C) of section 4911(f) is
amended by striking ‘‘limits of section
501(h)(1) are’’ and inserting ‘‘limit of section
501(h)(1) is’’.

(6) Paragraphs (4)(A) and (4)(B) of section
4911(f) are each amended by striking ‘‘limits
of section 501(h)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘limit of
section 501(h)(1)’’.

(7) Paragraph (8) of section 6033(b) (relating
to certain organizations described in section
501(c)(3)) is amended by inserting ‘‘and’’ at
the end of subparagraph (A) and by striking
subparagraphs (C) and (D).

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 1009. TAX-FREE DISTRIBUTIONS FROM INDI-

VIDUAL RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS
FOR CHARITABLE PURPOSES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (d) of section
408 (relating to individual retirement ac-
counts) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

‘‘(8) DISTRIBUTIONS FOR CHARITABLE PUR-
POSES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a qualified
charitable distribution from an individual
retirement account to an organization de-
scribed in section 170(c), no amount shall be
includible in the gross income of the dis-
tributee.

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED CHARITABLE DISTRIBUTION.—
For purposes of this paragraph, the term
‘qualified charitable distribution’ means any
distribution from an individual retirement
account—

‘‘(i) which is made on or after the date that
the individual for whose benefit the account
is maintained has attained age 701⁄2, and

‘‘(ii) which is a charitable contribution (as
defined in section 170(c)) made directly from
the account to an organization or entity de-
scribed in section 170(c).

‘‘(C) DENIAL OF DEDUCTION.—The amount
allowable as a deduction to the taxpayer for
the taxable year under section 170 for quali-
fied charitable distributions shall be reduced
(but not below zero) by the sum of the
amounts of the qualified charitable distribu-
tions during such year which (but for this
paragraph) would have been includible in the
gross income of the taxpayer for such year.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2002.

TITLE XI—REAL ESTATE PROVISIONS
Subtitle A—Improvements in Low-Income

Housing Credit
SEC. 1101. MODIFICATION OF STATE CEILING ON

LOW-INCOME HOUSING CREDIT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Clauses (i) and (ii) of sec-

tion 42(h)(3)(C) (relating to State housing
credit ceiling) are amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(i) the unused State housing credit ceiling
(if any) of such State for the preceding cal-
endar year,

‘‘(ii) the greater of—
‘‘(I) the applicable amount under subpara-

graph (H) multiplied by the State popu-
lation, or

‘‘(II) $2,000,000,’’.
(b) APPLICABLE AMOUNT.—Paragraph (3) of

section 42(h) (relating to housing credit dol-
lar amount for agencies) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(H) APPLICABLE AMOUNT OF STATE CEIL-
ING.—For purposes of subparagraph (C)(ii),
the applicable amount shall be determined
under the following table:

‘‘For calendar year:
The applicable amount is:

2000 ...................................... $1.35
2001 ...................................... 1.45
2002 ...................................... 1.55
2003 ...................................... 1.65
2004 and thereafter .............. 1.75.

(d) ADJUSTMENT OF STATE CEILING FOR IN-
CREASES IN COST-OF-LIVING.—Paragraph (3) of
section 42(h) (relating to housing credit dol-
lar amount for agencies), as amended by sub-
section (c), is amended by adding at the end
the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(I) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a calendar

year after 2004, the $2,000,000 in subparagraph
(C) and the $1.75 amount in subparagraph (H)
shall each be increased by an amount equal
to—

‘‘(I) such dollar amount, multiplied by
‘‘(II) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for such calendar
year by substituting ‘calendar year 2003’ for
‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B)
thereof.

‘‘(ii) ROUNDING.—
‘‘(I) In the case of the amount in subpara-

graph (C), any increase under clause (i)
which is not a multiple of $5,000 shall be
rounded to the next lowest multiple of $5,000.

‘‘(II) In the case of the amount in subpara-
graph (H), any increase under clause (i)
which is not a multiple of 5 cents shall be
rounded to the next lowest multiple of 5
cents.’’.

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 42(h)(3)(C), as amended by sub-

section (a), is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘clause (ii)’’ in the matter

following clause (iv) and inserting ‘‘clause
(i)’’, and

(B) by striking ‘‘clauses (i)’’ in the matter
following clause (iv) and inserting ‘‘clauses
(ii)’’.

(2) Section 42(h)(3)(D)(ii) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘subparagraph (C)(ii)’’ and

inserting ‘‘subparagraph (C)(i)’’, and
(B) by striking ‘‘clauses (i)’’ in subclause

(II) and inserting ‘‘clauses (ii)’’.
(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply to calendar
years after 2000 but shall not take effect if
sections 1102 and 1103 do not take effect.
SEC. 1102. MODIFICATION OF CRITERIA FOR AL-

LOCATING HOUSING CREDITS
AMONG PROJECTS.

(a) SELECTION CRITERIA.—Subparagraph (C)
of section 42(m)(1) (relating to certain selec-
tion criteria must be used) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘, including whether the
project includes the use of existing housing
as part of a community revitalization plan’’
before the comma at the end of clause (iii),
and

(2) by striking clauses (v), (vi), and (vii)
and inserting the following new clauses:

‘‘(v) tenant populations with special hous-
ing needs,

‘‘(vi) public housing waiting lists,
‘‘(vii) tenant populations of individuals

with children, and
‘‘(viii) projects intended for eventual ten-

ant ownership.’’.
(b) PREFERENCE FOR COMMUNITY REVITAL-

IZATION PROJECTS LOCATED IN QUALIFIED CEN-
SUS TRACTS.—Clause (ii) of section
42(m)(1)(B) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at
the end of subclause (I), by adding ‘‘and’’ at
the end of subclause (II), and by inserting
after subclause (II) the following new sub-
clause:

‘‘(III) projects which are located in quali-
fied census tracts (as defined in subsection
(d)(5)(C)) and the development of which con-
tributes to a concerted community revital-
ization plan,’’.
SEC. 1103. ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF

HOUSING CREDIT AGENCIES.
(a) MARKET STUDY; PUBLIC DISCLOSURE OF

RATIONALE FOR NOT FOLLOWING CREDIT ALLO-
CATION PRIORITIES.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 42(m)(1) (relating to responsibilities of
housing credit agencies) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause (i), by striking
the period at the end of clause (ii) and insert-
ing a comma, and by adding at the end the
following new clauses:

‘‘(iii) a comprehensive market study of the
housing needs of low-income individuals in
the area to be served by the project is con-
ducted before the credit allocation is made
and at the developer’s expense by a disin-
terested party who is approved by such agen-
cy, and

‘‘(iv) a written explanation is available to
the general public for any allocation of a
housing credit dollar amount which is not
made in accordance with established prior-
ities and selection criteria of the housing
credit agency.’’.

(b) SITE VISITS.—Clause (iii) of section
42(m)(1)(B) (relating to qualified allocation
plan) is amended by inserting before the pe-
riod ‘‘and in monitoring for noncompliance
with habitability standards through regular
site visits’’.
SEC. 1104. MODIFICATIONS TO RULES RELATING

TO BASIS OF BUILDING WHICH IS EL-
IGIBLE FOR CREDIT.

(a) ADJUSTED BASIS TO INCLUDE PORTION OF
CERTAIN BUILDINGS USED BY LOW-INCOME IN-
DIVIDUALS WHO ARE NOT TENANTS AND BY
PROJECT EMPLOYEES.—Paragraph (4) of sec-
tion 42(d) (relating to special rules relating
to determination of adjusted basis) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘subparagraph (B)’’ in sub-
paragraph (A) and inserting ‘‘subparagraphs
(B) and (C)’’,

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as
subparagraph (D), and

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following new subparagraph:

‘‘(C) INCLUSION OF BASIS OF PROPERTY USED
TO PROVIDE SERVICES FOR CERTAIN NONTEN-
ANTS.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The adjusted basis of any
building located in a qualified census tract
(as defined in paragraph (5)(C)) shall be de-
termined by taking into account the ad-
justed basis of property (of a character sub-
ject to the allowance for depreciation and
not otherwise taken into account) used
throughout the taxable year in providing
any community service facility.

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION.—The increase in the ad-
justed basis of any building which is taken
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into account by reason of clause (i) shall not
exceed 10 percent of the eligible basis of the
qualified low-income housing project of
which it is a part. For purposes of the pre-
ceding sentence, all community service fa-
cilities which are part of the same qualified
low-income housing project shall be treated
as 1 facility.

‘‘(iii) COMMUNITY SERVICE FACILITY.—For
purposes of this subparagraph, the term
‘community service facility’ means any fa-
cility designed to serve primarily individuals
whose income is 60 percent or less of area
median income (within the meaning of sub-
section (g)(1)(B)).’’.

(b) CERTAIN NATIVE AMERICAN HOUSING AS-
SISTANCE DISREGARDED IN DETERMINING

WHETHER BUILDING IS FEDERALLY SUBSIDIZED

FOR PURPOSES OF THE LOW-INCOME HOUSING

CREDIT.—Subparagraph (E) of section 42(i)(2)
(relating to determination of whether build-
ing is federally subsidized) is amended—

(1) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘or the Native
American Housing Assistance and Self-De-
termination Act of 1996 (25 U.S.C. 4101 et
seq.) (as in effect on October 1, 1997)’’ after
‘‘this subparagraph)’’, and

(2) in the subparagraph heading, by insert-
ing ‘‘OR NATIVE AMERICAN HOUSING ASSIST-
ANCE’’ after ‘‘HOME ASSISTANCE’’.

SEC. 1105. OTHER MODIFICATIONS.

(a) ALLOCATION OF CREDIT LIMIT TO CER-
TAIN BUILDINGS.—

(1) The first sentence of section
42(h)(1)(E)(ii) is amended by striking ‘‘(as of’’
the first place it appears and inserting ‘‘(as
of the later of the date which is 6 months
after the date that the allocation was made
or’’.

(2) The last sentence of section 42(h)(3)(C)
is amended by striking ‘‘project which’’ and
inserting ‘‘project which fails to meet the 10
percent test under paragraph (1)(E)(ii) on a
date after the close of the calendar year in
which the allocation was made or which’’.

(b) DETERMINATION OF WHETHER BUILDINGS

ARE LOCATED IN HIGH COST AREAS.—The first
sentence of section 42(d)(5)(C)(ii)(I) is
amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘either’’ before ‘‘in which
50 percent’’, and

(2) by inserting before the period ‘‘or which
has a poverty rate of at least 25 percent’’.

SEC. 1106. CARRYFORWARD RULES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (ii) of section
42(h)(3)(D) (relating to unused housing credit
carryovers allocated among certain States)
is amended by striking ‘‘the excess’’ and all
that follows and inserting ‘‘the excess (if
any) of—

‘‘(I) the unused State housing credit ceil-
ing for the year preceding such year, over

‘‘(II) the aggregate housing credit dollar
amount allocated for such year.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The second
sentence of section 42(h)(3)(C) (relating to
State housing credit ceiling) is amended by
striking ‘‘clauses (i) and (iii)’’ and inserting
‘‘clauses (i) through (iv)’’.

SEC. 1107. EFFECTIVE DATE.

Except as otherwise provided in this sub-
title, the amendments made by this subtitle
shall apply to—

(1) housing credit dollar amounts allocated
after December 31, 1999, and

(2) buildings placed in service after such
date to the extent paragraph (1) of section
42(h) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
does not apply to any building by reason of
paragraph (4) thereof, but only with respect
to bonds issued after such date.

Subtitle B—Provisions Relating to Real
Estate Investment Trusts

PART I—TREATMENT OF INCOME AND
SERVICES PROVIDED BY TAXABLE REIT
SUBSIDIARIES

SEC. 1111. MODIFICATIONS TO ASSET DIVER-
SIFICATION TEST.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of sec-
tion 856(c)(4) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(B)(i) not more than 25 percent of the
value of its total assets is represented by se-
curities (other than those includible under
subparagraph (A)), and

‘‘(ii) except with respect to a taxable REIT
subsidiary and securities includible under
subparagraph (A)—

‘‘(I) not more than 5 percent of the value of
its total assets is represented by securities of
any 1 issuer,

‘‘(II) the trust does not hold securities pos-
sessing more than 10 percent of the total vot-
ing power of the outstanding securities of
any 1 issuer, and

‘‘(III) the trust does not hold securities
having a value of more than 10 percent of the
total value of the outstanding securities of
any 1 issuer.’’.

(b) EXCEPTION FOR STRAIGHT DEBT SECURI-
TIES.—Subsection (c) of section 856 is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(7) STRAIGHT DEBT SAFE HARBOR IN APPLY-
ING PARAGRAPH (4).—Securities of an issuer
which are straight debt (as defined in section
1361(c)(5) without regard to subparagraph
(B)(iii) thereof) shall not be taken into ac-
count in applying paragraph (4)(B)(ii)(III)
if—

‘‘(A) the issuer is an individual, or
‘‘(B) the only securities of such issuer

which are held by the trust or a taxable
REIT subsidiary of the trust are straight
debt (as so defined), or

‘‘(C) the issuer is a partnership and the
trust holds at least a 20 percent profits inter-
est in the partnership.’’.
SEC. 1112. TREATMENT OF INCOME AND SERV-

ICES PROVIDED BY TAXABLE REIT
SUBSIDIARIES.

(a) INCOME FROM TAXABLE REIT SUBSIDI-
ARIES NOT TREATED AS IMPERMISSIBLE TEN-
ANT SERVICE INCOME.—Clause (i) of section
856(d)(7)(C) (relating to exceptions to imper-
missible tenant service income) is amended
by inserting ‘‘or through a taxable REIT sub-
sidiary of such trust’’ after ‘‘income’’.

(b) CERTAIN INCOME FROM TAXABLE REIT
SUBSIDIARIES NOT EXCLUDED FROM RENTS
FROM REAL PROPERTY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (d) of section
856 (relating to rents from real property de-
fined) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraphs:

‘‘(8) SPECIAL RULE FOR TAXABLE REIT SUB-
SIDIARIES.—For purposes of this subsection,
amounts paid to a real estate investment
trust by a taxable REIT subsidiary of such
trust shall not be excluded from rents from
real property by reason of paragraph (2)(B) if
the requirements of either of the following
subparagraphs are met:

‘‘(A) LIMITED RENTAL EXCEPTION.—The re-
quirements of this subparagraph are met
with respect to any property if at least 90
percent of the leased space of the property is
rented to persons other than taxable REIT
subsidiaries of such trust and other than per-
sons described in section 856(d)(2)(B). The
preceding sentence shall apply only to the
extent that the amounts paid to the trust as
rents from real property (as defined in para-
graph (1) without regard to paragraph (2)(B))
from such property are substantially com-
parable to such rents made by the other ten-
ants of the trust’s property for comparable
space.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN LODGING FA-
CILITIES.—The requirements of this subpara-

graph are met with respect to an interest in
real property which is a qualified lodging fa-
cility leased by the trust to a taxable REIT
subsidiary of the trust if the property is op-
erated on behalf of such subsidiary by a per-
son who is an eligible independent con-
tractor.

‘‘(9) ELIGIBLE INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR.—
For purposes of paragraph (8)(B)—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘eligible inde-
pendent contractor’ means, with respect to
any qualified lodging facility, any inde-
pendent contractor if, at the time such con-
tractor enters into a management agreement
or other similar service contract with the
taxable REIT subsidiary to operate the facil-
ity, such contractor (or any related person)
is actively engaged in the trade or business
of operating qualified lodging facilities for
any person who is not a related person with
respect to the real estate investment trust
or the taxable REIT subsidiary.

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULES.—Solely for purposes
of this paragraph and paragraph (8)(B), a per-
son shall not fail to be treated as an inde-
pendent contractor with respect to any
qualified lodging facility by reason of any of
the following:

‘‘(i) The taxable REIT subsidiary bears the
expenses for the operation of the facility
pursuant to the management agreement or
other similar service contract.

‘‘(ii) The taxable REIT subsidiary receives
the revenues from the operation of such fa-
cility, net of expenses for such operation and
fees payable to the operator pursuant to
such agreement or contract.

‘‘(iii) The real estate investment trust re-
ceives income from such person with respect
to another property that is attributable to a
lease of such other property to such person
that was in effect as of the later of—

‘‘(I) January 1, 1999, or
‘‘(II) the earliest date that any taxable

REIT subsidiary of such trust entered into a
management agreement or other similar
service contract with such person with re-
spect to such qualified lodging facility.

‘‘(C) RENEWALS, ETC., OF EXISTING LEASES.—
For purposes of subparagraph (B)(iii)—

‘‘(i) a lease shall be treated as in effect on
January 1, 1999, without regard to its re-
newal after such date, so long as such re-
newal is pursuant to the terms of such lease
as in effect on whichever of the dates under
subparagraph (B)(iii) is the latest, and

‘‘(ii) a lease of a property entered into
after whichever of the dates under subpara-
graph (B)(iii) is the latest shall be treated as
in effect on such date if—

‘‘(I) on such date, a lease of such property
from the trust was in effect, and

‘‘(II) under the terms of the new lease, such
trust receives a substantially similar or less-
er benefit in comparison to the lease referred
to in subclause (I).

‘‘(D) QUALIFIED LODGING FACILITY.—For
purposes of this paragraph—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified lodg-
ing facility’ means any lodging facility un-
less wagering activities are conducted at or
in connection with such facility by any per-
son who is engaged in the business of accept-
ing wagers and who is legally authorized to
engage in such business at or in connection
with such facility.

‘‘(ii) LODGING FACILITY.—The term ‘lodging
facility’ means a hotel, motel, or other es-
tablishment more than one-half of the dwell-
ing units in which are used on a transient
basis.

‘‘(iii) CUSTOMARY AMENITIES AND FACILI-
TIES.—The term ‘lodging facility’ includes
customary amenities and facilities operated
as part of, or associated with, the lodging fa-
cility so long as such amenities and facilities
are customary for other properties of a com-
parable size and class owned by other owners
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unrelated to such real estate investment
trust.

‘‘(E) OPERATE INCLUDES MANAGE.—Ref-
erences in this paragraph to operating a
property shall be treated as including a ref-
erence to managing the property.

‘‘(F) RELATED PERSON.—Persons shall be
treated as related to each other if such per-
sons are treated as a single employer under
subsection (a) or (b) of section 52.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subpara-
graph (B) of section 856(d)(2) is amended by
inserting ‘‘except as provided in paragraph
(8),’’ after ‘‘(B)’’.

(3) DETERMINING RENTS FROM REAL PROP-
ERTY.—

(A)(i) Paragraph (1) of section 856(d) is
amended by striking ‘‘adjusted bases’’ each
place it occurs and inserting ‘‘fair market
values’’.

(ii) The amendment made by this subpara-
graph shall apply to taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2000.

(B)(i) Clause (i) of section 856(d)(2)(B) is
amended by striking ‘‘number’’ and inserting
‘‘value’’.

(ii) The amendment made by this subpara-
graph shall apply to amounts received or ac-
crued in taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2000, except for amounts paid pur-
suant to leases in effect on July 12, 1999, or
pursuant to a binding contract in effect on
such date and at all times thereafter.
SEC. 1113. TAXABLE REIT SUBSIDIARY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 856 is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(l) TAXABLE REIT SUBSIDIARY.—For pur-
poses of this part—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘taxable REIT
subsidiary’ means, with respect to a real es-
tate investment trust, a corporation (other
than a real estate investment trust) if—

‘‘(A) such trust directly or indirectly owns
stock in such corporation, and

‘‘(B) such trust and such corporation joint-
ly elect that such corporation shall be treat-
ed as a taxable REIT subsidiary of such trust
for purposes of this part.
Such an election, once made, shall be irrev-
ocable unless both such trust and corpora-
tion consent to its revocation. Such election,
and any revocation thereof, may be made
without the consent of the Secretary.

‘‘(2) 35 PERCENT OWNERSHIP IN ANOTHER TAX-
ABLE REIT SUBSIDIARY.—The term ‘taxable
REIT subsidiary’ includes, with respect to
any real estate investment trust, any cor-
poration (other than a real estate invest-
ment trust) with respect to which a taxable
REIT subsidiary of such trust owns directly
or indirectly—

‘‘(A) securities possessing more than 35
percent of the total voting power of the out-
standing securities of such corporation, or

‘‘(B) securities having a value of more than
35 percent of the total value of the out-
standing securities of such corporation.
The preceding sentence shall not apply to a
qualified REIT subsidiary (as defined in sub-
section (i)(2)). The rule of section 856(c)(7)
shall apply for purposes of subparagraph (B).

‘‘(3) EXCEPTIONS.—The term ‘taxable REIT
subsidiary’ shall not include—

‘‘(A) any corporation which directly or in-
directly operates or manages a lodging facil-
ity or a health care facility, and

‘‘(B) any corporation which directly or in-
directly provides to any other person (under
a franchise, license, or otherwise) rights to
any brand name under which any lodging fa-
cility or health care facility is operated.
Subparagraph (B) shall not apply to rights
provided to an eligible independent con-
tractor to operate or manage a lodging facil-
ity if such rights are held by such corpora-
tion as a franchisee, licensee, or in a similar

capacity and such lodging facility is either
owned by such corporation or is leased to
such corporation from the real estate invest-
ment trust.

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of para-
graph (3)—

‘‘(A) LODGING FACILITY.—The term ‘lodging
facility’ has the meaning given to such term
by paragraph (9)(D)(ii).

‘‘(B) HEALTH CARE FACILITY.—The term
‘health care facility’ has the meaning given
to such term by subsection (e)(6)(D)(ii).’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph
(2) of section 856(i) is amended by adding at
the end the following new sentence: ‘‘Such
term shall not include a taxable REIT sub-
sidiary.’’.
SEC. 1114. LIMITATION ON EARNINGS STRIPPING.

Paragraph (3) of section 163(j) (relating to
limitation on deduction for interest on cer-
tain indebtedness) is amended by striking
‘‘and’’ at the end of subparagraph (A), by
striking the period at the end of subpara-
graph (B) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by add-
ing at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(C) any interest paid or accrued (directly
or indirectly) by a taxable REIT subsidiary
(as defined in section 856(l)) of a real estate
investment trust to such trust.’’.
SEC. 1115. 100 PERCENT TAX ON IMPROPERLY AL-

LOCATED AMOUNTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section

857 (relating to method of taxation of real es-
tate investment trusts and holders of shares
or certificates of beneficial interest) is
amended by redesignating paragraphs (7) and
(8) as paragraphs (8) and (9), respectively,
and by inserting after paragraph (6) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(7) INCOME FROM REDETERMINED RENTS, RE-
DETERMINED DEDUCTIONS, AND EXCESS INTER-
EST.—

‘‘(A) IMPOSITION OF TAX.—There is hereby
imposed for each taxable year of the real es-
tate investment trust a tax equal to 100 per-
cent of redetermined rents, redetermined de-
ductions, and excess interest.

‘‘(B) REDETERMINED RENTS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘redetermined

rents’ means rents from real property (as de-
fined in subsection 856(d)) the amount of
which would (but for subparagraph (E)) be re-
duced on distribution, apportionment, or al-
location under section 482 to clearly reflect
income as a result of services furnished or
rendered by a taxable REIT subsidiary of the
real estate investment trust to a tenant of
such trust.

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN SERVICES.—
Clause (i) shall not apply to amounts re-
ceived directly or indirectly by a real estate
investment trust for services described in
paragraph (1)(B) or (7)(C)(i) of section 856(d).

‘‘(iii) EXCEPTION FOR DE MINIMIS AMOUNTS.—
Clause (i) shall not apply to amounts de-
scribed in section 856(d)(7)(A) with respect to
a property to the extent such amounts do
not exceed the one percent threshold de-
scribed in section 856(d)(7)(B) with respect to
such property.

‘‘(iv) EXCEPTION FOR COMPARABLY PRICED
SERVICES.—Clause (i) shall not apply to any
service rendered by a taxable REIT sub-
sidiary of a real estate investment trust to a
tenant of such trust if—

‘‘(I) such subsidiary renders a significant
amount of similar services to persons other
than such trust and tenants of such trust
who are unrelated (within the meaning of
section 856(d)(8)(F)) to such subsidiary, trust,
and tenants, but

‘‘(II) only to the extent the charge for such
service so rendered is substantially com-
parable to the charge for the similar services
rendered to persons referred to in subclause
(I).

‘‘(v) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN SEPARATELY
CHARGED SERVICES.—Clause (i) shall not
apply to any service rendered by a taxable
REIT subsidiary of a real estate investment
trust to a tenant of such trust if—

‘‘(I) the rents paid to the trust by tenants
(leasing at least 25 percent of the net
leasable space in the trust’s property) who
are not receiving such service from such sub-
sidiary are substantially comparable to the
rents paid by tenants leasing comparable
space who are receiving such service from
such subsidiary, and

‘‘(II) the charge for such service from such
subsidiary is separately stated.

‘‘(vi) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN SERVICES
BASED ON SUBSIDIARY’S INCOME FROM THE
SERVICES.—Clause (i) shall not apply to any
service rendered by a taxable REIT sub-
sidiary of a real estate investment trust to a
tenant of such trust if the gross income of
such subsidiary from such service is not less
than 150 percent of such subsidiary’s direct
cost in furnishing or rendering the service.

‘‘(vii) EXCEPTIONS GRANTED BY SEC-
RETARY.—The Secretary may waive the tax
otherwise imposed by subparagraph (A) if the
trust establishes to the satisfaction of the
Secretary that rents charged to tenants were
established on an arms’ length basis even
though a taxable REIT subsidiary of the
trust provided services to such tenants.

‘‘(C) REDETERMINED DEDUCTIONS.—The term
‘redetermined deductions’ means deductions
(other than redetermined rents) of a taxable
REIT subsidiary of a real estate investment
trust if the amount of such deductions would
(but for subparagraph (E)) be decreased on
distribution, apportionment, or allocation
under section 482 to clearly reflect income as
between such subsidiary and such trust.

‘‘(D) EXCESS INTEREST.—The term ‘excess
interest’ means any deductions for interest
payments by a taxable REIT subsidiary of a
real estate investment trust to such trust to
the extent that the interest payments are in
excess of a rate that is commercially reason-
able.

‘‘(E) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 482.—The
imposition of tax under subparagraph (A)
shall be in lieu of any distribution, appor-
tionment, or allocation under section 482.

‘‘(F) REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—The Sec-
retary shall prescribe such regulations as
may be necessary or appropriate to carry out
the purposes of this paragraph. Until the
Secretary prescribes such regulations, real
estate investment trusts and their taxable
REIT subsidiaries may base their allocations
on any reasonable method.’’.

(b) AMOUNT SUBJECT TO TAX NOT REQUIRED
TO BE DISTRIBUTED.—Subparagraph (E) of
section 857(b)(2) (relating to real estate in-
vestment trust taxable income) is amended
by striking ‘‘paragraph (5)’’ and inserting
‘‘paragraphs (5) and (7)’’.
SEC. 1116. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by
this part shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2000.

(b) TRANSITIONAL RULES RELATED TO SEC-
TION 1111.—

(1) EXISTING ARRANGEMENTS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this paragraph, the amendment
made by section 1111 shall not apply to a real
estate investment trust with respect to—

(i) securities of a corporation held directly
or indirectly by such trust on July 12, 1999,

(ii) securities of a corporation held by an
entity on July 12, 1999, if such trust acquires
control of such entity pursuant to a written
binding contract in effect on such date and
at all times thereafter before such acquisi-
tion,

(iii) securities received by such trust (or a
successor) in exchange for, or with respect
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to, securities described in clause (i) or (ii) in
a transaction in which gain or loss is not
recognized, and

(iv) securities acquired directly or indi-
rectly by such trust as part of a reorganiza-
tion (as defined in section 368(a)(1) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986) with respect to
such trust if such securities are described in
clause (i), (ii), or (iii) with respect to any
other real estate investment trust.

(B) NEW TRADE OR BUSINESS OR SUBSTAN-
TIAL NEW ASSETS.—Subparagraph (A) shall
cease to apply to securities of a corporation
as of the first day after July 12, 1999, on
which such corporation engages in a substan-
tial new line of business, or acquires any
substantial asset, other than—

(i) pursuant to a binding contract in effect
on such date and at all times thereafter be-
fore the acquisition of such asset,

(ii) in a transaction in which gain or loss is
not recognized by reason of section 1031 or
1033 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, or

(iii) in a reorganization (as so defined) with
another corporation the securities of which
are described in paragraph (1)(A) of this sub-
section.

(C) LIMITATION ON TRANSITION RULES.—Sub-
paragraph (A) shall cease to apply to securi-
ties of a corporation held, acquired, or re-
ceived, directly or indirectly, by a real es-
tate investment trust as of the first day
after July 12, 1999, on which such trust ac-
quires any additional securities of such cor-
poration other than—

(i) pursuant to a binding contract in effect
on July 12, 1999, and at all times thereafter,
or

(ii) in a reorganization (as so defined) with
another corporation the securities of which
are described in paragraph (1)(A) of this sub-
section.

(2) TAX-FREE CONVERSION.—If—
(A) at the time of an election for a corpora-

tion to become a taxable REIT subsidiary,
the amendment made by section 1021 does
not apply to such corporation by reason of
paragraph (1), and

(B) such election first takes effect before
January 1, 2004,
such election shall be treated as a reorga-
nization qualifying under section 368(a)(1)(A)
of such Code.

PART II—HEALTH CARE REITS
SEC. 1121. HEALTH CARE REITS.

(a) SPECIAL FORECLOSURE RULE FOR
HEALTH CARE PROPERTIES.—Subsection (e) of
section 856 (relating to special rules for fore-
closure property) is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(6) SPECIAL RULE FOR QUALIFIED HEALTH
CARE PROPERTIES.—For purposes of this
subsection—

‘‘(A) ACQUISITION AT EXPIRATION OF
LEASE.—The term ‘foreclosure property’
shall include any qualified health care prop-
erty acquired by a real estate investment
trust as the result of the termination of a
lease of such property (other than a termi-
nation by reason of a default, or the immi-
nence of a default, on the lease).

‘‘(B) GRACE PERIOD.—In the case of a quali-
fied health care property which is fore-
closure property solely by reason of subpara-
graph (A), in lieu of applying paragraphs (2)
and (3)—

‘‘(i) the qualified health care property shall
cease to be foreclosure property as of the
close of the second taxable year after the
taxable year in which such trust acquired
such property, and

‘‘(ii) if the real estate investment trust es-
tablishes to the satisfaction of the Secretary
that an extension of the grace period in
clause (i) is necessary to the orderly leasing
or liquidation of the trust’s interest in such
qualified health care property, the Secretary

may grant 1 or more extensions of the grace
period for such qualified health care prop-
erty.
Any such extension shall not extend the
grace period beyond the close of the 6th year
after the taxable year in which such trust
acquired such qualified health care property.

‘‘(C) INCOME FROM INDEPENDENT CONTRAC-
TORS.—For purposes of applying paragraph
(4)(C) with respect to qualified health care
property which is foreclosure property by
reason of subparagraph (A) or paragraph (1),
income derived or received by the trust from
an independent contractor shall be dis-
regarded to the extent such income is attrib-
utable to—

‘‘(i) any lease of property in effect on the
date the real estate investment trust ac-
quired the qualified health care property
(without regard to its renewal after such
date so long as such renewal is pursuant to
the terms of such lease as in effect on such
date), or

‘‘(ii) any lease of property entered into
after such date if—

‘‘(I) on such date, a lease of such property
from the trust was in effect, and

‘‘(II) under the terms of the new lease, such
trust receives a substantially similar or less-
er benefit in comparison to the lease referred
to in subclause (I).

‘‘(D) QUALIFIED HEALTH CARE PROPERTY.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified

health care property’ means any real prop-
erty (including interests therein), and any
personal property incident to such real prop-
erty, which—

‘‘(I) is a health care facility, or
‘‘(II) is necessary or incidental to the use

of a health care facility.
‘‘(ii) HEALTH CARE FACILITY.—For purposes

of clause (i), the term ‘health care facility’
means a hospital, nursing facility, assisted
living facility, congregate care facility,
qualified continuing care facility (as defined
in section 7872(g)(4)), or other licensed facil-
ity which extends medical or nursing or an-
cillary services to patients and which, imme-
diately before the termination, expiration,
default, or breach of the lease of or mortgage
secured by such facility, was operated by a
provider of such services which was eligible
for participation in the medicare program
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act
with respect to such facility.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
PART III—CONFORMITY WITH REGU-

LATED INVESTMENT COMPANY RULES
SEC. 1131. CONFORMITY WITH REGULATED IN-

VESTMENT COMPANY RULES.
(a) DISTRIBUTION REQUIREMENT.—Clauses (i)

and (ii) of section 857(a)(1)(A) (relating to re-
quirements applicable to real estate invest-
ment trusts) are each amended by striking
‘‘95 percent (90 percent for taxable years be-
ginning before January 1, 1980)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘90 percent’’.

(b) IMPOSITION OF TAX.—Clause (i) of sec-
tion 857(b)(5)(A) (relating to imposition of
tax in case of failure to meet certain require-
ments) is amended by striking ‘‘95 percent
(90 percent in the case of taxable years be-
ginning before January 1, 1980)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘90 percent’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
PART IV—CLARIFICATION OF EXCEPTION

FROM IMPERMISSIBLE TENANT SERV-
ICE INCOME

SEC. 1141. CLARIFICATION OF EXCEPTION FOR
INDEPENDENT OPERATORS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section
856(d) (relating to independent contractor de-
fined) is amended by adding at the end the
following flush sentence:

‘‘In the event that any class of stock of ei-
ther the real estate investment trust or such
person is regularly traded on an established
securities market, only persons who own, di-
rectly or indirectly, more than 5 percent of
such class of stock shall be taken into ac-
count as owning any of the stock of such
class for purposes of applying the 35 percent
limitation set forth in subparagraph (B) (but
all of the outstanding stock of such class
shall be considered outstanding in order to
compute the denominator for purpose of de-
termining the applicable percentage of own-
ership).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.

PART V—MODIFICATION OF EARNINGS
AND PROFITS RULES

SEC. 1151. MODIFICATION OF EARNINGS AND
PROFITS RULES.

(a) RULES FOR DETERMINING WHETHER REG-
ULATED INVESTMENT COMPANY HAS EARNINGS
AND PROFITS FROM NON-RIC YEAR.—Sub-
section (c) of section 852 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(3) DISTRIBUTIONS TO MEET REQUIREMENTS
OF SUBSECTION (a)(2)(B).—Any distribution
which is made in order to comply with the
requirements of subsection (a)(2)(B)—

‘‘(A) shall be treated for purposes of this
subsection and subsection (a)(2)(B) as made
from the earliest earnings and profits accu-
mulated in any taxable year to which the
provisions of this part did not apply rather
than the most recently accumulated earn-
ings and profits, and

‘‘(B) to the extent treated under subpara-
graph (A) as made from accumulated earn-
ings and profits, shall not be treated as a dis-
tribution for purposes of subsection (b)(2)(D)
and section 855.’’.

(b) CLARIFICATION OF APPLICATION OF REIT
SPILLOVER DIVIDEND RULES TO DISTRIBUTIONS
TO MEET QUALIFICATION REQUIREMENT.—Sub-
paragraph (B) of section 857(d)(3) is amended
by inserting before the period ‘‘and section
858’’.

(c) APPLICATION OF DEFICIENCY DIVIDEND
PROCEDURES.—Paragraph (1) of section 852(e)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new sentence: ‘‘If the determination
under subparagraph (A) is solely as a result
of the failure to meet the requirements of
subsection (a)(2), the preceding sentence
shall also apply for purposes of applying sub-
section (a)(2) to the non-RIC year.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions after December 31, 2000.
Subtitle C—Modification of At-Risk Rules for

Publicly Traded Nonrecourse Debt
SEC. 1161. TREATMENT UNDER AT-RISK RULES

OF PUBLICLY TRADED NON-
RECOURSE DEBT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 465(b)(6) (relating to qualified non-
recourse financing treated as amount at
risk) is amended by striking ‘‘share of’’ and
all that follows and inserting ‘‘share of—

‘‘(i) any qualified nonrecourse financing
which is secured by real property used in
such activity, and

‘‘(ii) any other financing which—
‘‘(I) would (but for subparagraph (B)(ii)) be

qualified nonrecourse financing,
‘‘(II) is qualified publicly traded debt, and
‘‘(III) is not borrowed by the taxpayer from

a person described in subclause (I), (II), or
(III) of section 49(a)(1)(D)(iv).’’.

(b) QUALIFIED PUBLICLY TRADED DEBT.—
Paragraph (6) of section 465(b) is amended by
adding at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(F) QUALIFIED PUBLICLY TRADED DEBT.—
For purposes of subparagraph (A), the term
‘qualified publicly traded debt’ means any
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debt instrument which is readily tradable on
an established securities market. Such term
shall not include any debt instrument which
has a yield to maturity which equals or ex-
ceeds the limitation in section 163(i)(1)(B).’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to debt in-
struments issued after December 31, 1999.

Subtitle D—Treatment of Certain
Contributions to Capital of Retailers

SEC. 1171. EXCLUSION FROM GROSS INCOME FOR
CERTAIN CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE
CAPITAL OF CERTAIN RETAILERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 118 (relating to
contributions to the capital of a corporation)
is amended by redesignating subsections (d)
and (e) as subsections (e) and (f), respec-
tively, and by inserting after subsection (c)
the following new subsection:

‘‘(d) SAFE HARBOR FOR CONTRIBUTIONS TO
CERTAIN RETAILERS.—

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—For purposes of this
section, the term ‘contribution to the capital
of the taxpayer’ includes any amount of
money or other property received by the tax-
payer if—

‘‘(A) the taxpayer has entered into an
agreement to operate (or cause to be oper-
ated) a qualified retail business at a par-
ticular location for a period of at least 15
years,

‘‘(B)(i) immediately after the receipt of
such money or other property, the taxpayer
owns the land and the structure to be used
by the taxpayer in carrying on a qualified re-
tail business at such location, or

‘‘(ii) the taxpayer uses such amount to ac-
quire ownership of at least such land and
structure,

‘‘(C) such amount meets the requirements
of the expenditure rule of paragraph (2), and

‘‘(D) the contributor of such amount does
not hold a beneficial interest in any property
located on the premises of such qualified re-
tail business other than de minimis amounts
of property associated with the operation of
property adjacent to such premises.

‘‘(2) EXPENDITURE RULE.—An amount meets
the requirements of this paragraph if—

‘‘(A) an amount equal to such amount is
expended for the acquisition of land or for
acquisition or construction of other property
described in section 1231(b)—

‘‘(i) which was the purpose motivating the
contribution, and

‘‘(ii) which is used predominantly in a
qualified retail business at the location re-
ferred to in paragraph (1)(A),

‘‘(B) the expenditure referred to in sub-
paragraph (A) occurs before the end of the
second taxable year after the year in which
such amount was received, and

‘‘(C) accurate records are kept of the
amounts contributed and expenditures made
on the basis of the project for which the con-
tribution was made and on the basis of the
year of the contribution expenditure.

‘‘(3) DEFINITION OF QUALIFIED RETAIL BUSI-
NESS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), the term ‘qualified retail
business’ means a trade or business of selling
tangible personal property to the general
public if the premises on which such trade or
business is conducted is in close proximity to
property that the contributor of the amount
referred to in paragraph (1) is developing or
operating for profit (or, in the case of a con-
tributor which is a governmental entity, is
attempting to revitalize).

‘‘(B) SERVICES.—A trade or business shall
not fail to be treated as a qualified retail
business by reason of sales of services if such
sales are incident to the sale of tangible per-
sonal property or if the services are de mini-
mis in amount.

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULES.—

‘‘(A) LEASES.—For purposes of paragraph
(1)(B)(i), property shall be treated as owned
by the taxpayer if the taxpayer is the lessee
of such property under a lease having a term
of at least 30 years and on which only nomi-
nal rent is required.

‘‘(B) CONTROLLED GROUPS.—For purposes of
this subsection, all persons treated as a sin-
gle employer under subsection (a) or (b) of
section 52 shall be treated as 1 person.

‘‘(5) DISALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTIONS AND
CREDITS; ADJUSTED BASIS.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of this subtitle, no de-
duction or credit shall be allowed for, or by
reason of, any amount received by the tax-
payer which constitutes a contribution to
capital to which this subsection applies. The
adjusted basis of any property acquired with
the contributions to which this subsection
applies shall be reduced by the amount of the
contributions to which this subsection ap-
plies.

‘‘(6) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations are appropriate to
prevent the abuse of the purposes of the sub-
section, including regulations which allocate
income and deductions (or adjust the amount
excludable under this subsection) in cases in
which—

‘‘(A) payments in excess of fair market
value are paid to the contributor by the tax-
payer, or

‘‘(B) the contributor and the taxpayer are
related parties.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subsection
(e) of section 118 (as redesignated by sub-
section (a)) is amended by adding at the end
the following flush sentence:
‘‘Rules similar to the rules of the preceding
sentence shall apply to any amount treated
as a contribution to the capital of the tax-
payer under subsection (d).’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to amounts
received after December 31, 1999.

Subtitle E—Private Activity Bond Volume
Cap

SEC. 1181. ACCELERATION OF PHASE-IN OF IN-
CREASE IN VOLUME CAP ON PRI-
VATE ACTIVITY BONDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The table contained in
section 146(d)(2) (relating to per capita limit;
aggregate limit) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

Calendar Year Per Capita Limit Aggregate Limit

2000 .......... $55.00 165,000,000
2001 .......... 60.00 180,000,000
2002 .......... 65.00 195,000,000
2003 .......... 70.00 210,000,000
2004 and
thereafter.

75.00 225,000,000.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to calendar
years beginning after 1999.

Subtitle F—Deduction for Renovating
Historic Homes

SEC. 1191. DEDUCTION FOR RENOVATING HIS-
TORIC HOMES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part VII of subchapter B
of chapter 1 (relating to additional itemized
deductions for individuals) is amended by re-
designating section 223 as section 224 and by
inserting after section 222 the following new
section:
‘‘SEC. 223. HISTORIC HOMEOWNERSHIP REHA-

BILITATION DEDUCTION.
‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—In the case of an indi-

vidual, there shall be allowed as a deduction
an amount equal to 50 percent of the quali-
fied rehabilitation expenditures made by the
taxpayer with respect to a qualified historic
home.

‘‘(b) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The deduction
allowed by subsection (a) with respect to any

residence of a taxpayer shall not exceed
$50,000 ($25,000 in the case of a married indi-
vidual filing a separate return).

‘‘(c) QUALIFIED REHABILITATION EXPENDI-
TURE.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified reha-
bilitation expenditure’ means any amount
properly chargeable to capital account—

‘‘(A) in connection with the certified reha-
bilitation of a qualified historic home, and

‘‘(B) for property for which depreciation
would be allowable under section 168 if the
qualified historic home were used in a trade
or business.

‘‘(2) CERTAIN EXPENDITURES NOT IN-
CLUDED.—

‘‘(A) EXTERIOR.—Such term shall not in-
clude any expenditure in connection with the
rehabilitation of a building unless at least 5
percent of the total expenditures made in the
rehabilitation process are allocable to the
rehabilitation of the exterior of such build-
ing.

‘‘(B) OTHER RULES TO APPLY.—Rules similar
to the rules of clauses (ii) and (iii) of section
47(c)(2)(B) shall apply.

‘‘(3) MIXED USE OR MULTIFAMILY BUILDING.—
If only a portion of a building is used as the
principal residence of the taxpayer, only
qualified rehabilitation expenditures which
are properly allocable to such portion shall
be taken into account under this section.

‘‘(d) CERTIFIED REHABILITATION.—For pur-
poses of this section:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this subsection, the term ‘certified
rehabilitation’ has the meaning given such
term by section 47(c)(2)(C).

‘‘(2) FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED IN THE CASE
OF TARGETED AREA RESIDENCES, ETC.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of applying
section 47(c)(2)(C) under this section with re-
spect to the rehabilitation of a building to
which this paragraph applies, consideration
shall be given to—

‘‘(i) the feasibility of preserving existing
architectural and design elements of the in-
terior of such building,

‘‘(ii) the risk of further deterioration or
demolition of such building in the event that
certification is denied because of the failure
to preserve such interior elements, and

‘‘(iii) the effects of such deterioration or
demolition on neighboring historic prop-
erties.

‘‘(B) BUILDINGS TO WHICH THIS PARAGRAPH
APPLIES.—This paragraph shall apply with
respect to any building—

‘‘(i) any part of which is a targeted area
residence within the meaning of section
143(j)(1), or

‘‘(ii) which is located within an enterprise
community or empowerment zone as des-
ignated under section 1391,
but shall not apply with respect to any
building which is listed in the National Reg-
ister.

‘‘(3) APPROVED STATE PROGRAM.—The term
‘certified rehabilitation’ includes a certifi-
cation made by—

‘‘(A) a State Historic Preservation Officer
who administers a State Historic Preserva-
tion Program approved by the Secretary of
the Interior pursuant to section 101(b)(1) of
the National Historic Preservation Act, as in
effect on July 21, 1999, or

‘‘(B) a local government, certified pursuant
to section 101(c)(1) of the National Historic
Preservation Act, as in effect on July 21,
1999, and authorized by a State Historic
Preservation Officer, or the Secretary of the
Interior where there is no approved State
program),
subject to such terms and conditions as may
be specified by the Secretary of the Interior
for the rehabilitation of buildings within the
jurisdiction of such officer (or local govern-
ment) for purposes of this section.
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‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—For

purposes of this section—
‘‘(1) QUALIFIED HISTORIC HOME.—The term

‘qualified historic home’ means a certified
historic structure—

‘‘(A) which has been substantially rehabili-
tated, and

‘‘(B) which (or any portion of which)—
‘‘(i) is owned by the taxpayer, and
‘‘(ii) is used (or will, within a reasonable

period, be used) by such taxpayer as his prin-
cipal residence.

‘‘(2) SUBSTANTIALLY REHABILITATED.—The
term ‘substantially rehabilitated’ has the
meaning given such term by section
47(c)(1)(C); except that, in the case of any
building described in subsection (d)(2), clause
(i)(I) of section 47(c)(1)(C) shall not apply.

‘‘(3) PRINCIPAL RESIDENCE.—The term ‘prin-
cipal residence’ has the same meaning as
when used in section 121.

‘‘(4) CERTIFIED HISTORIC STRUCTURE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘certified his-

toric structure’ means any building (and its
structural components) which—

‘‘(i) is listed in the National Register, or
‘‘(ii) is located in a registered historic dis-

trict (as defined in section 47(c)(3)(B)) within
which only qualified census tracts (or por-
tions thereof) are located, and is certified by
the Secretary of the Interior to the Sec-
retary as being of historic significance to the
district.

‘‘(B) CERTAIN STRUCTURES INCLUDED.—Such
term includes any building (and its struc-
tural components) which is designated as
being of historic significance under a statute
of a State or local government, if such stat-
ute is certified by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to the Secretary as containing criteria
which will substantially achieve the purpose
of preserving and rehabilitating buildings of
historic significance.

‘‘(C) QUALIFIED CENSUS TRACTS.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (A)(ii)—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified cen-
sus tract’ means a census tract in which the
median family income is less than twice the
statewide median family income.

‘‘(ii) DATA USED.—The determination under
clause (i) shall be made on the basis of the
most recent decennial census for which data
are available.

‘‘(5) REHABILITATION NOT COMPLETE BEFORE
CERTIFICATION.—A rehabilitation shall not be
treated as complete before the date of the
certification referred to in subsection (d).

‘‘(6) LESSEES.—A taxpayer who leases his
principal residence shall, for purposes of this
section, be treated as the owner thereof if
the remaining term of the lease (as of the
date determined under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary) is not less than
such minimum period as the regulations re-
quire.

‘‘(7) TENANT-STOCKHOLDER IN COOPERATIVE
HOUSING CORPORATION.—If the taxpayer holds
stock as a tenant-stockholder (as defined in
section 216) in a cooperative housing cor-
poration (as defined in such section), such
stockholder shall be treated as owning the
house or apartment which the taxpayer is
entitled to occupy as such stockholder.

‘‘(8) ALLOCATION OF EXPENDITURES RELAT-
ING TO EXTERIOR OF BUILDING CONTAINING CO-
OPERATIVE OR CONDOMINIUM UNITS.—The per-
centage of the total expenditures made in
the rehabilitation of a building containing
cooperative or condominium residential
units allocated to the rehabilitation of the
exterior of the building shall be attributed
proportionately to each cooperative or con-
dominium residential unit in such building
for which a deduction under this section is
claimed.

‘‘(f) WHEN EXPENDITURES TAKEN INTO AC-
COUNT.—Qualified rehabilitation expendi-
tures shall be treated for purposes of this

section as made on the date the rehabilita-
tion is completed.

‘‘(g) RECAPTURE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If, before the end of the

5-year period beginning on the date on which
the rehabilitation of the building is
completed—

‘‘(A) the taxpayer disposes of such tax-
payer’s interest in such building, or

‘‘(B) such building ceases to be used as the
principal residence of the taxpayer,
the taxpayer’s gross income for the taxable
year in which such disposition or cessation
occurs shall be increased by the recapture
percentage of the deduction allowed under
this section for all prior taxable years with
respect to such rehabilitation.

‘‘(2) RECAPTURE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the recapture percent-
age shall be determined in accordance with
the following table:

‘‘If the disposition or cessation occurs
within—

The recap-
ture per-
centage

is—

(i) One full year after the tax-
payer becomes entitled to the
deduction ................................. 100

(ii) One full year after the close
of the period described in
clause (i) ................................... 805

(iii) One full year after the close
of the period described in
clause (ii) ................................. 60

(iv) One full year after the close
of the period described in
clause (iii) ................................ 40

(v) One full year after the close
of the period described in
clause (iv) ................................. 20.’’.

‘‘(h) BASIS ADJUSTMENTS.—For purposes of
this subtitle, if a deduction is allowed under
this section for any expenditure with respect
to any property, the increase in the basis of
such property which would (but for this sub-
section) result from such expenditure shall
be reduced by the amount of the deduction
so allowed.

‘‘(i) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—No de-
duction shall be allowed under this section
for any amount for which credit is allowed
under section 47.

‘‘(j) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be appro-
priate to carry out the purposes of this sec-
tion, including regulations where less than
all of a building is used as a principal resi-
dence and where more than 1 taxpayer use
the same dwelling unit as their principal res-
idence.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Clause (i) of section 56(b)(1)(A) is

amended by inserting before the comma
‘‘other than the deduction under section 223
(relating to historic homeownership rehabili-
tation deduction)’’.

(2) Subsection (a) of section 1016 is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph
(27), by striking the period at the end of
paragraph (28) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by
adding at the end the following new item:

‘‘(29) to the extent provided in section
223(h).’’.

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for part VII of subchapter B of chap-
ter 1 is amended by striking the item relat-
ing to section 223 and inserting the following
new items:

‘‘Sec. 223. Historic homeownership rehabili-
tation deduction.

‘‘Sec. 224. Cross reference.’’

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to expenses
paid or incurred in taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1999.

TITLE XII—PROVISIONS RELATING TO
PENSIONS

Subtitle A—Expanding Coverage

SEC. 1201. INCREASE IN BENEFIT AND CONTRIBU-
TION LIMITS.

(a) DEFINED BENEFIT PLANS.—
(1) DOLLAR LIMIT.—
(A) Subparagraph (A) of section 415(b)(1)

(relating to limitation for defined benefit
plans) is amended by striking ‘‘$90,000’’ and
inserting ‘‘$160,000’’.

(B) Subparagraphs (C) and (D) of section
415(b)(2) are each amended by striking
‘‘$90,000’’ each place it appears in the head-
ings and the text and inserting ‘‘$160,000’’.

(C) Paragraph (7) of section 415(b) (relating
to benefits under certain collectively bar-
gained plans) is amended by striking ‘‘the
greater of $68,212 or one-half the amount oth-
erwise applicable for such year under para-
graph (1)(A) for ‘$90,000’ ’’ and inserting ‘‘one-
half the amount otherwise applicable for
such year under paragraph (1)(A) for
‘$160,000’ ’’.

(2) LIMIT REDUCED WHEN BENEFIT BEGINS BE-
FORE AGE 62.—Subparagraph (C) of section
415(b)(2) is amended by striking ‘‘the social
security retirement age’’ each place it ap-
pears in the heading and text and inserting
‘‘age 62’’.

(3) LIMIT INCREASED WHEN BENEFIT BEGINS
AFTER AGE 65.—Subparagraph (D) of section
415(b)(2) is amended by striking ‘‘the social
security retirement age’’ each place it ap-
pears in the heading and text and inserting
‘‘age 65’’.

(4) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS.—Sub-
section (d) of section 415 (related to cost-of-
living adjustments) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘$90,000’’ in paragraph
(1)(A) and inserting ‘‘$160,000’’, and

(B) in paragraph (3)(A)—
(i) by striking ‘‘$90,000’’ in the heading and

inserting ‘‘$160,000’’, and
(ii) by striking ‘‘October 1, 1986’’ and in-

serting ‘‘July 1, 2000’’.
(5) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section

415(b)(2) is amended by striking subpara-
graph (F).

(b) DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLANS.—
(1) DOLLAR LIMIT.—Subparagraph (A) of

section 415(c)(1) (relating to limitation for
defined contribution plans) is amended by
striking ‘‘$30,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$40,000’’.

(2) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS.—Sub-
section (d) of section 415 (related to cost-of-
living adjustments) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘$30,000’’ in paragraph
(1)(C) and inserting ‘‘$40,000’’, and

(B) in paragraph (3)(D)—
(i) by striking ‘‘$30,000’’ in the heading and

inserting ‘‘$40,000’’, and
(ii) by striking ‘‘October 1, 1993’’ and in-

serting ‘‘July 1, 2000’’.
(c) QUALIFIED TRUSTS.—
(1) COMPENSATION LIMIT.—Sections

401(a)(17), 404(l), 408(k), and 505(b)(7) are each
amended by striking ‘‘$150,000’’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘$200,000’’.

(2) BASE PERIOD AND ROUNDING OF COST-OF-
LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—Subparagraph (B) of
section 401(a)(17) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘October 1, 1993’’ and in-
serting ‘‘July 1, 2000’’, and

(B) by striking ‘‘$10,000’’ both places it ap-
pears and inserting ‘‘$5,000’’.

(d) ELECTIVE DEFERRALS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section

402(g) (relating to limitation on exclusion for
elective deferrals) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(A) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding sub-

sections (e)(3) and (h)(1)(B), the elective de-
ferrals of any individual for any taxable year
shall be included in such individual’s gross
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income to the extent the amount of such de-
ferrals for the taxable year exceeds the ap-
plicable dollar amount.

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE DOLLAR AMOUNT.—For
purposes of subparagraph (A), the applicable
dollar amount shall be the amount deter-
mined in accordance with the following
table:

‘‘For taxable years The applicable
beginning in dollar amount:
calendar year:
2001 ...................................... $11,000
2002 ...................................... $12,000
2003 ...................................... $13,000
2004 ...................................... $14,000
2005 or thereafter ................ $15,000.’’

(2) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—Para-
graph (5) of section 402(g) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(5) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—In the
case of taxable years beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 2005, the Secretary shall adjust the
$15,000 amount under paragraph (1)(B) at the
same time and in the same manner as under
section 415(d), except that the base period
shall be the calendar quarter beginning July
1, 2004, and any increase under this para-
graph which is not a multiple of $500 shall be
rounded to the next lowest multiple of
$500.’’.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 402(g) (relating to limitation

on exclusion for elective deferrals), as
amended by paragraphs (1) and (2), is further
amended by striking paragraph (4) and redes-
ignating paragraphs (5), (6), (7), (8), and (9) as
paragraphs (4), (5), (6), (7), and (8), respec-
tively.

(B) Paragraph (2) of section 457(c) is
amended by striking ‘‘402(g)(8)(A)(iii)’’ and
inserting ‘‘402(g)(7)(A)(iii)’’.

(C) Clause (iii) of section 501(c)(18)(D) is
amended by striking ‘‘(other than paragraph
(4) thereof)’’.

(e) DEFERRED COMPENSATION PLANS OF
STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AND TAX-EX-
EMPT ORGANIZATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 457 (relating to
deferred compensation plans of State and
local governments and tax-exempt organiza-
tions) is amended—

(A) in subsections (b)(2)(A) and (c)(1) by
striking ‘‘$7,500’’ each place it appears and
inserting ‘‘the applicable dollar amount’’,
and

(B) in subsection (b)(3)(A) by striking
‘‘$15,000’’ and inserting ‘‘twice the dollar
amount in effect under subsection (b)(2)(A)’’.

(2) APPLICABLE DOLLAR AMOUNT; COST-OF-
LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—Paragraph (15) of sec-
tion 457(e) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(15) APPLICABLE DOLLAR AMOUNT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The applicable dollar

amount shall be the amount determined in
accordance with the following table:

‘‘For taxable years The applicable
beginning in dollar amount:
calendar year:
2001 ...................................... $11,000
2002 ...................................... $12,000
2003 ...................................... $13,000
2004 ...................................... $14,000
2005 or thereafter ................ $15,000.

‘‘(B) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENTS.—In the
case of taxable years beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 2005, the Secretary shall adjust the
$15,000 amount specified in the table in sub-
paragraph (A) at the same time and in the
same manner as under section 415(d), except
that the base period shall be the calendar
quarter beginning July 1, 2004, and any in-
crease under this paragraph which is not a
multiple of $500 shall be rounded to the next
lowest multiple of $500.’’.

(f) SIMPLE RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS.—
(1) LIMITATION.—Clause (ii) of section

408(p)(2)(A) (relating to general rule for

qualified salary reduction arrangement) is
amended by striking ‘‘$6,000’’ and inserting
‘‘the applicable dollar amount’’.

(2) APPLICABLE DOLLAR AMOUNT.—Subpara-
graph (E) of 408(p)(2) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(E) APPLICABLE DOLLAR AMOUNT; COST-OF-
LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of subpara-
graph (A)(ii), the applicable dollar amount
shall be the amount determined in accord-
ance with the following table:

‘‘For taxable years The applicable
beginning in dollar amount:
calendar year:

2001 ................................ $7,000
2002 ................................ $8,000
2003 ................................ $9,000
2004 or thereafter .......... $10,000.

‘‘(ii) COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—In the
case of a year beginning after December 31,
2004, the Secretary shall adjust the $10,000
amount under clause (i) at the same time
and in the same manner as under section
415(d), except that the base period taken into
account shall be the calendar quarter begin-
ning July 1, 2003, and any increase under this
subparagraph which is not a multiple of $500
shall be rounded to the next lower multiple
of $500.’’.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Clause (I) of section 401(k)(11)(B)(i) is

amended by striking ‘‘$6,000’’ and inserting
‘‘the amount in effect under section
408(p)(2)(A)(ii)’’.

(B) Section 401(k)(11) is amended by strik-
ing subparagraph (E).

(g) ROUNDING RULE RELATING TO DEFINED
BENEFIT PLANS AND DEFINED CONTRIBUTION
PLANS.—Paragraph (4) of section 415(d) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(4) ROUNDING.—
‘‘(A) $160,000 AMOUNT.—Any increase under

subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1) which is
not a multiple of $5,000 shall be rounded to
the next lowest multiple of $5,000.

‘‘(B) $40,000 AMOUNT.—Any increase under
subparagraph (C) of paragraph (1) which is
not a multiple of $1,000 shall be rounded to
the next lowest multiple of $1,000.’’.

(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to years be-
ginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1202. PLAN LOANS FOR SUBCHAPTER S OWN-

ERS, PARTNERS, AND SOLE PROPRI-
ETORS.

(a) AMENDMENT TO 1986 CODE.—Subpara-
graph (B) of section 4975(f)(6) (relating to ex-
emptions not to apply to certain trans-
actions) is amended by adding at the end the
following new clause:

‘‘(iii) LOAN EXCEPTION.—For purposes of
subparagraph (A)(i), the term ‘owner-em-
ployee’ shall only include a person described
in subclause (II) or (III) of clause (i).’’.

(b) AMENDMENT TO ERISA.—Section
408(d)(2) of the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1108(d)(2)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subparagraph:

‘‘(C) For purposes of paragraph (1)(A), the
term ‘owner-employee’ shall only include a
person described in clause (ii) or (iii) of sub-
paragraph (A).’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to loans
made after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1203. MODIFICATION OF TOP-HEAVY RULES.

(a) SIMPLIFICATION OF DEFINITION OF KEY
EMPLOYEE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 416(i)(1)(A) (defin-
ing key employee) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘or any of the 4 preceding
plan years’’ in the matter preceding clause
(i),

(B) by striking clause (i) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(i) an officer of the employer having an
annual compensation greater than $150,000,’’,

(C) by striking clause (ii) and redesig-
nating clauses (iii) and (iv) as clauses (ii) and
(iii), respectively, and

(D) by striking the second sentence in the
matter following clause (iii), as redesignated
by subparagraph (C).

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
416(i)(1)(B)(iii) is amended by striking ‘‘and
subparagraph (A)(ii)’’.

(b) MATCHING CONTRIBUTIONS TAKEN INTO
ACCOUNT FOR MINIMUM CONTRIBUTION RE-
QUIREMENTS.—Section 416(c)(2)(A) (relating
to defined contribution plans) is amended by
adding at the end the following: ‘‘Employer
matching contributions (as defined in sec-
tion 401(m)(4)(A)) shall be taken into account
for purposes of this subparagraph.’’.

(c) DISTRIBUTIONS DURING LAST YEAR BE-
FORE DETERMINATION DATE TAKEN INTO AC-
COUNT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section
416(g) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(3) DISTRIBUTIONS DURING LAST YEAR BE-
FORE DETERMINATION DATE TAKEN INTO AC-
COUNT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of
determining—

‘‘(i) the present value of the cumulative ac-
crued benefit for any employee, or

‘‘(ii) the amount of the account of any em-
ployee,
such present value or amount shall be in-
creased by the aggregate distributions made
with respect to such employee under the
plan during the 1-year period ending on the
determination date. The preceding sentence
shall also apply to distributions under a ter-
minated plan which if it had not been termi-
nated would have been required to be in-
cluded in an aggregation group.

‘‘(B) 5-YEAR PERIOD IN CASE OF IN-SERVICE
DISTRIBUTION.—In the case of any distribu-
tion made for a reason other than separation
from service, death, or disability, subpara-
graph (A) shall be applied by substituting ‘5-
year period’ for ‘1-year period’.’’.

(2) BENEFITS NOT TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.—
Subparagraph (E) of section 416(g)(4) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘LAST 5 YEARS’’ in the head-
ing and inserting ‘‘LAST YEAR BEFORE DETER-
MINATION DATE’’, and

(B) by striking ‘‘5-year period’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘1-year period’’.

(d) DEFINITION OF TOP-HEAVY PLANS.—
Paragraph (4) of section 416(g) (relating to
other special rules for top-heavy plans) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subparagraph:

‘‘(H) CASH OR DEFERRED ARRANGEMENTS
USING ALTERNATIVE METHODS OF MEETING NON-
DISCRIMINATION REQUIREMENTS.—The term
‘top-heavy plan’ shall not include a plan
which consists solely of—

‘‘(i) a cash or deferred arrangement which
meets the requirements of section 401(k)(12),
and

‘‘(ii) matching contributions with respect
to which the requirements of section
401(m)(11) are met.
If, but for this subparagraph, a plan would be
treated as a top-heavy plan because it is a
member of an aggregation group which is a
top-heavy group, contributions under the
plan may be taken into account in deter-
mining whether any other plan in the group
meets the requirements of subsection
(c)(2).’’.

(e) FROZEN PLAN EXEMPT FROM MINIMUM
BENEFIT REQUIREMENT.—Subparagraph (C) of
section 416(c)(1) (relating to defined benefit
plans) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘clause (ii)’’ in clause (i)
and inserting ‘‘clause (ii) or (iii)’’, and

(B) by adding at the end the following:
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‘‘(iii) EXCEPTION FOR FROZEN PLAN.—For

purposes of determining an employee’s years
of service with the employer, any service
with the employer shall be disregarded to
the extent that such service occurs during a
plan year when the plan benefits (within the
meaning of section 410(b)) no employee or
former employee.’’.

(f) ELIMINATION OF FAMILY ATTRIBUTION.—
Section 416(i)(1)(B) (defining 5-percent
owner) is amended by adding at the end the
following new clause:

‘‘(iv) FAMILY ATTRIBUTION DISREGARDED.—
Solely for purposes of applying this para-
graph (and not for purposes of any provision
of this title which incorporates by reference
the definition of a key employee or 5-percent
owner under this paragraph), section 318
shall be applied without regard to subsection
(a)(1) thereof in determining whether any
person is a 5-percent owner.’’.

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to years be-
ginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1204. ELECTIVE DEFERRALS NOT TAKEN

INTO ACCOUNT FOR PURPOSES OF
DEDUCTION LIMITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 404 (relating to
deduction for contributions of an employer
to an employees’ trust or annuity plan and
compensation under a deferred payment
plan) is amended by adding at the end the
following new subsection:

‘‘(n) ELECTIVE DEFERRALS NOT TAKEN INTO
ACCOUNT FOR PURPOSES OF DEDUCTION LIM-
ITS.—Elective deferrals (as defined in section
402(g)(3)) shall not be subject to any limita-
tion contained in paragraph (3), (7), or (9) of
subsection (a), and such elective deferrals
shall not be taken into account in applying
any such limitation to any other contribu-
tions.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to years be-
ginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1205. REPEAL OF COORDINATION REQUIRE-

MENTS FOR DEFERRED COMPENSA-
TION PLANS OF STATE AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENTS AND TAX-EXEMPT
ORGANIZATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section
457 (relating to deferred compensation plans
of State and local governments and tax-ex-
empt organizations), as amended by section
1201, is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(c) LIMITATION.—The maximum amount of
the compensation of any one individual
which may be deferred under subsection (a)
during any taxable year shall not exceed the
amount in effect under subsection (b)(2)(A)
(as modified by any adjustment provided
under subsection (b)(3)).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to years
beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1206. ELIMINATION OF USER FEE FOR RE-

QUESTS TO IRS REGARDING PEN-
SION PLANS.

(a) ELIMINATION OF CERTAIN USER FEES.—
The Secretary of the Treasury or the Sec-
retary’s delegate shall not require payment
of user fees under the program established
under section 7527 of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 for requests to the Internal Rev-
enue Service for determination letters with
respect to the qualified status of a pension
benefit plan maintained solely by one or
more eligible employers or any trust which
is part of the plan. The preceding sentence
shall not apply to any request—

(1) made after the 5th plan year the pen-
sion benefit plan is in existence, or

(2) made by the sponsor of any prototype
or similar plan which the sponsor intends to
market to participating employers.

(b) PENSION BENEFIT PLAN.—For purposes
of this section, the term ‘‘pension benefit
plan’’ means a pension, profit-sharing, stock

bonus, annuity, or employee stock ownership
plan.

(c) ELIGIBLE EMPLOYER.—For purposes of
this section, the term ‘‘eligible employer’’
has the same meaning given such term in
section 408(p)(2)(C)(i)(I) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986. The determination of
whether an employer is an eligible employer
under this section shall be made as of the
date of the request described in subsection
(a).

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of
this section shall apply with respect to re-
quests made after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1207. DEDUCTION LIMITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 404(a) (relating to
general rule) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(12) DEFINITION OF COMPENSATION.—For
purposes of paragraphs (3), (7), (8), and (9),
the term ‘compensation’ shall include
amounts treated as participant’s compensa-
tion under subparagraph (C) or (D) of section
415(c)(3).’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Subpara-
graph (B) of section 404(a)(3) is amended by
striking the last sentence thereof.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to years be-
ginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1208. OPTION TO TREAT ELECTIVE DEFER-

RALS AS AFTER-TAX CONTRIBU-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part I of
subchapter D of chapter 1 (relating to de-
ferred compensation, etc.) is amended by in-
serting after section 402 the following new
section:
‘‘SEC. 402A. OPTIONAL TREATMENT OF ELECTIVE

DEFERRALS AS PLUS CONTRIBU-
TIONS.

‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—If an applicable re-
tirement plan includes a qualified plus con-
tribution program—

‘‘(1) any designated plus contribution made
by an employee pursuant to the program
shall be treated as an elective deferral for
purposes of this chapter, except that such
contribution shall not be excludable from
gross income, and

‘‘(2) such plan (and any arrangement which
is part of such plan) shall not be treated as
failing to meet any requirement of this chap-
ter solely by reason of including such pro-
gram.

‘‘(b) QUALIFIED PLUS CONTRIBUTION PRO-
GRAM.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified plus
contribution program’ means a program
under which an employee may elect to make
designated plus contributions in lieu of all or
a portion of elective deferrals the employee
is otherwise eligible to make under the ap-
plicable retirement plan.

‘‘(2) SEPARATE ACCOUNTING REQUIRED.—A
program shall not be treated as a qualified
plus contribution program unless the appli-
cable retirement plan—

‘‘(A) establishes separate accounts (‘des-
ignated plus accounts’) for the designated
plus contributions of each employee and any
earnings properly allocable to the contribu-
tions, and

‘‘(B) maintains separate recordkeeping
with respect to each account.

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS AND RULES RELATING TO
DESIGNATED PLUS CONTRIBUTIONS.—For pur-
poses of this section—

‘‘(1) DESIGNATED PLUS CONTRIBUTION.—The
term ‘designated plus contribution’ means
any elective deferral which—

‘‘(A) is excludable from gross income of an
employee without regard to this section, and

‘‘(B) the employee designates (at such time
and in such manner as the Secretary may
prescribe) as not being so excludable.

‘‘(2) DESIGNATION LIMITS.—The amount of
elective deferrals which an employee may

designate under paragraph (1) shall not ex-
ceed the excess (if any) of—

‘‘(A) the maximum amount of elective de-
ferrals excludable from gross income of the
employee for the taxable year (without re-
gard to this section), over

‘‘(B) the aggregate amount of elective de-
ferrals of the employee for the taxable year
which the employee does not designate under
paragraph (1).

‘‘(3) ROLLOVER CONTRIBUTIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A rollover contribution

of any payment or distribution from a des-
ignated plus account which is otherwise al-
lowable under this chapter may be made
only if the contribution is to—

‘‘(i) another designated plus account of the
individual from whose account the payment
or distribution was made, or

‘‘(ii) a Roth IRA of such individual.
‘‘(B) COORDINATION WITH LIMIT.—Any roll-

over contribution to a designated plus ac-
count under subparagraph (A) shall not be
taken into account for purposes of paragraph
(1).

‘‘(d) DISTRIBUTION RULES.—For purposes of
this title—

‘‘(1) EXCLUSION.—Any qualified distribu-
tion from a designated plus account shall not
be includible in gross income.

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED DISTRIBUTION.—For purposes
of this subsection—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified dis-
tribution’ has the meaning given such term
by section 408A(d)(2)(A) (without regard to
clause (iv) thereof).

‘‘(B) DISTRIBUTIONS WITHIN NONEXCLUSION
PERIOD.—A payment or distribution from a
designated plus account shall not be treated
as a qualified distribution if such payment or
distribution is made within the 5-taxable-
year period beginning with the earlier of—

‘‘(i) the 1st taxable year for which the indi-
vidual made a designated plus contribution
to any designated plus account established
for such individual under the same applica-
ble retirement plan, or

‘‘(ii) if a rollover contribution was made to
such designated plus account from a des-
ignated plus account previously established
for such individual under another applicable
retirement plan, the 1st taxable year for
which the individual made a designated plus
contribution to such previously established
account.

‘‘(C) DISTRIBUTIONS OF EXCESS DEFERRALS
AND EARNINGS.—The term ‘qualified distribu-
tion’ shall not include any distribution of
any excess deferral under section 402(g)(2)
and any income on the excess deferral.

‘‘(3) AGGREGATION RULES.—Section 72 shall
be applied separately with respect to dis-
tributions and payments from a designated
plus account and other distributions and
payments from the plan.

‘‘(e) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of
this section—

‘‘(1) APPLICABLE RETIREMENT PLAN.—The
term ‘applicable retirement plan’ means—

‘‘(A) an employees’ trust described in sec-
tion 401(a) which is exempt from tax under
section 501(a), and

‘‘(B) a plan under which amounts are con-
tributed by an individual’s employer for an
annuity contract described in section 403(b).

‘‘(2) ELECTIVE DEFERRAL.—The term ‘elec-
tive deferral’ means any elective deferral de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) or (C) of section
402(g)(3).’’.

(b) EXCESS DEFERRALS.—Section 402(g) (re-
lating to limitation on exclusion for elective
deferrals) is amended—

(1) by adding at the end of paragraph (1)
the following new sentence: ‘‘The preceding
sentence shall not apply to so much of such
excess as does not exceed the designated plus
contributions of the individual for the tax-
able year.’’, and
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(2) by inserting ‘‘(or would be included but

for the last sentence thereof)’’ after ‘‘para-
graph (1)’’ in paragraph (2)(A).

(c) ROLLOVERS.—Subparagraph (B) of sec-
tion 402(c)(8) is amended by adding at the end
the following:
‘‘If any portion of an eligible rollover dis-
tribution is attributable to payments or dis-
tributions from a designated plus account (as
defined in section 402A), an eligible retire-
ment plan with respect to such portion shall
include only another designated plus account
and a Roth IRA.’’.

(d) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—
(1) W–2 INFORMATION.—Section 6051(a)(8) is

amended by inserting ‘‘, including the
amount of designated plus contributions (as
defined in section 402A)’’ before the comma
at the end.

(2) INFORMATION.—Section 6047 is amended
by redesignating subsection (f) as subsection
(g) and by inserting after subsection (e) the
following new subsection:

‘‘(f) DESIGNATED PLUS CONTRIBUTIONS.—The
Secretary shall require the plan adminis-
trator of each applicable retirement plan (as
defined in section 402A) to make such re-
turns and reports regarding designated plus
contributions (as so defined) to the Sec-
retary, participants and beneficiaries of the
plan, and such other persons as the Sec-
retary may prescribe.’’.

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 408A(e) is amended by adding

after the first sentence the following new
sentence: ‘‘Such term includes a rollover
contribution described in section
402A(c)(3)(A).’’.

(2) The table of sections for subpart A of
part I of subchapter D of chapter 1 is amend-
ed by inserting after the item relating to
section 402 the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 402A. Optional treatment of elective
deferrals as plus contribu-
tions.’’.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1209. REDUCED PBGC PREMIUM FOR NEW

PLANS OF SMALL EMPLOYERS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-

tion 4006(a)(3) of the Employee Retirement
Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C.
1306(a)(3)(A)) is amended—

(1) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘other than a
new single-employer plan (as defined in sub-
paragraph (F)) maintained by a small em-
ployer (as so defined),’’ after ‘‘single-em-
ployer plan,’’,

(2) in clause (iii), by striking the period at
the end and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
clause:

‘‘(iv) in the case of a new single-employer
plan (as defined in subparagraph (F)) main-
tained by a small employer (as so defined)
for the plan year, $5 for each individual who
is a participant in such plan during the plan
year.’’.

(b) DEFINITION OF NEW SINGLE-EMPLOYER
PLAN.—Section 4006(a)(3) of the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29
U.S.C. 1306(a)(3)) is amended by adding at the
end the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(F)(i) For purposes of this paragraph, a
single-employer plan maintained by a con-
tributing sponsor shall be treated as a new
single-employer plan for each of its first 5
plan years if, during the 36-month period
ending on the date of the adoption of such
plan, the sponsor or any member of such
sponsor’s controlled group (or any prede-
cessor of either) had not established or main-
tained a plan to which this title applies with
respect to which benefits were accrued for
substantially the same employees as are in
the new single-employer plan.

‘‘(ii)(I) For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘small employer’ means an employer
which on the first day of any plan year has,
in aggregation with all members of the con-
trolled group of such employer, 100 or fewer
employees.

‘‘(II) In the case of a plan maintained by 2
or more contributing sponsors that are not
part of the same controlled group, the em-
ployees of all contributing sponsors and con-
trolled groups of such sponsors shall be ag-
gregated for purposes of determining wheth-
er any contributing sponsor is a small em-
ployer.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to plans es-
tablished after December 31, 2000.

SEC. 1210. REDUCTION OF ADDITIONAL PBGC
PREMIUM FOR NEW AND SMALL
PLANS.

(a) NEW PLANS.—Subparagraph (E) of sec-
tion 4006(a)(3) of the Employee Retirement
Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C.
1306(a)(3)(E)) is amended by adding at the end
the following new clause:

‘‘(v) In the case of a new defined benefit
plan, the amount determined under clause
(ii) for any plan year shall be an amount
equal to the product of the amount deter-
mined under clause (ii) and the applicable
percentage. For purposes of this clause, the
term ‘applicable percentage’ means—

‘‘(I) 0 percent, for the first plan year.
‘‘(II) 20 percent, for the second plan year.
‘‘(III) 40 percent, for the third plan year.
‘‘(IV) 60 percent, for the fourth plan year.
‘‘(V) 80 percent, for the fifth plan year.

For purposes of this clause, a defined benefit
plan (as defined in section 3(35)) maintained
by a contributing sponsor shall be treated as
a new defined benefit plan for its first 5 plan
years if, during the 36-month period ending
on the date of the adoption of the plan, the
sponsor and each member of any controlled
group including the sponsor (or any prede-
cessor of either) did not establish or main-
tain a plan to which this title applies with
respect to which benefits were accrued for
substantially the same employees as are in
the new plan.’’.

(b) SMALL PLANS.—Paragraph (3) of section
4006(a) of the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1306(a)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘The’’ in subparagraph
(E)(i) and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in
subparagraph (G), the’’, and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (F) the
following new subparagraph:

‘‘(G)(i) In the case of an employer who has
25 or fewer employees on the first day of the
plan year, the additional premium deter-
mined under subparagraph (E) for each par-
ticipant shall not exceed $5 multiplied by the
number of participants in the plan as of the
close of the preceding plan year.

‘‘(ii) For purposes of clause (i), whether an
employer has 25 or fewer employees on the
first day of the plan year is determined tak-
ing into consideration all of the employees
of all members of the contributing sponsor’s
controlled group. In the case of a plan main-
tained by 2 or more contributing sponsors,
the employees of all contributing sponsors
and their controlled groups shall be aggre-
gated for purposes of determining whether
25-or-fewer-employees limitation has been
satisfied.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) SUBSECTION (a).—The amendments made

by subsection (a) shall apply to plans estab-
lished after December 31, 2000.

(2) SUBSECTION (b).—The amendments made
by subsection (b) shall apply to plan years
beginning after December 31, 2000.

Subtitle B—Enhancing Fairness for Women
SEC. 1221. CATCHUP CONTRIBUTIONS FOR INDI-

VIDUALS AGE 50 OR OVER.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 414 (relating to
definitions and special rules) is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(v) CATCHUP CONTRIBUTIONS FOR INDIVID-
UALS AGE 50 OR OVER.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An applicable employer
plan shall not be treated as failing to meet
any requirement of this title solely because
the plan permits an eligible participant to
make additional elective deferrals in any
plan year.

‘‘(2) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF ADDITIONAL
DEFERRALS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A plan shall not permit
additional elective deferrals under paragraph
(1) for any year in an amount greater than
the lesser of—

‘‘(i) the applicable percentage of the appli-
cable dollar amount for such elective defer-
rals for such year, or

‘‘(ii) the excess (if any) of—
‘‘(I) the participant’s compensation for the

year, over
‘‘(II) any other elective deferrals of the

participant for such year which are made
without regard to this subsection.

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the applicable per-
centage shall be determined in accordance
with the following table:

‘‘For taxable years be-
ginning in:

The applicable
percentage is:

2001 .............................. 10 percent
2002 .............................. 20 percent
2003 .............................. 30 percent
2004 .............................. 40 percent
2005 and thereafter ...... 50 percent.

‘‘(3) TREATMENT OF CONTRIBUTIONS.—In the
case of any contribution to a plan under
paragraph (1)—

‘‘(A) such contribution shall not, with re-
spect to the year in which the contribution
is made—

‘‘(i) be subject to any otherwise applicable
limitation contained in section 402(g), 402(h),
403(b), 404(a), 404(h), 408, 415, or 457, or

‘‘(ii) be taken into account in applying
such limitations to other contributions or
benefits under such plan or any other such
plan, and

‘‘(B) such plan shall not be treated as fail-
ing to meet the requirements of section
401(a)(4), 401(a)(26), 401(k)(3), 401(k)(11),
401(k)(12), 401(m), 403(b)(12), 408(k), 408(p),
408B, 410(b), or 416 by reason of the making of
(or the right to make) such contribution.

‘‘(4) ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANT.—For purposes
of this subsection, the term ‘eligible partici-
pant’ means, with respect to any plan year,
a participant in a plan—

‘‘(A) who has attained the age of 50 before
the close of the plan year, and

‘‘(B) with respect to whom no other elec-
tive deferrals may (without regard to this
subsection) be made to the plan for the plan
year by reason of the application of any limi-
tation or other restriction described in para-
graph (3) or contained in the terms of the
plan.

‘‘(5) OTHER DEFINITIONS AND RULES.—For
purposes of this subsection—

‘‘(A) APPLICABLE DOLLAR AMOUNT.—The
term ‘applicable dollar amount’ means, with
respect to any year, the amount in effect
under section 402(g)(1)(B), 408(p)(2)(E)(i), or
457(e)(15)(A), whichever is applicable to an
applicable employer plan, for such year.

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE EMPLOYER PLAN.—The
term ‘applicable employer plan’ means—

‘‘(i) an employees’ trust described in sec-
tion 401(a) which is exempt from tax under
section 501(a),
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‘‘(ii) a plan under which amounts are con-

tributed by an individual’s employer for an
annuity contract described in section 403(b),

‘‘(iii) an eligible deferred compensation
plan under section 457 of an eligible em-
ployer as defined in section 457(e)(1)(A), and

‘‘(iv) an arrangement meeting the require-
ments of section 408 (k) or (p).

‘‘(C) ELECTIVE DEFERRAL.—The term ‘elec-
tive deferral’ has the meaning given such
term by subsection (u)(2)(C).

‘‘(D) EXCEPTION FOR SECTION 457 PLANS.—
This subsection shall not apply to an appli-
cable employer plan described in subpara-
graph (B)(iii) for any year to which section
457(b)(3) applies.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to contribu-
tions in taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2000.
SEC. 1222. EQUITABLE TREATMENT FOR CON-

TRIBUTIONS OF EMPLOYEES TO DE-
FINED CONTRIBUTION PLANS.

(a) EQUITABLE TREATMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of sec-

tion 415(c)(1) (relating to limitation for de-
fined contribution plans) is amended by
striking ‘‘25 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘100 per-
cent’’.

(2) APPLICATION TO SECTION 403(b).—Section
403(b) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘the exclusion allowance
for such taxable year’’ in paragraph (1) and
inserting ‘‘the applicable limit under section
415’’,

(B) by striking paragraph (2), and
(C) by inserting ‘‘or any amount received

by a former employee after the 5th taxable
year following the taxable year in which
such employee was terminated’’ before the
period at the end of the second sentence of
paragraph (3).

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Subsection (f) of section 72 is amended

by striking ‘‘section 403(b)(2)(D)(iii))’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 403(b)(2)(D)(iii), as in effect
before the enactment of the Taxpayer Re-
fund and Relief Act of 1999)’’.

(B) Section 404(a)(10)(B) is amended by
striking ‘‘, the exclusion allowance under
section 403(b)(2),’’.

(C) Section 415(a)(2) is amended by striking
‘‘, and the amount of the contribution for
such portion shall reduce the exclusion al-
lowance as provided in section 403(b)(2)’’.

(D) Section 415(c)(3) is amended by adding
at the end the following new subparagraph:

‘‘(E) ANNUITY CONTRACTS.—In the case of
an annuity contract described in section
403(b), the term ‘participant’s compensation’
means the participant’s includible com-
pensation determined under section
403(b)(3).’’.

(E) Section 415(c) is amended by striking
paragraph (4).

(F) Section 415(c)(7) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(7) CERTAIN CONTRIBUTIONS BY CHURCH
PLANS NOT TREATED AS EXCEEDING LIMIT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this subsection, at the
election of a participant who is an employee
of a church or a convention or association of
churches, including an organization de-
scribed in section 414(e)(3)(B)(ii), contribu-
tions and other additions for an annuity con-
tract or retirement income account de-
scribed in section 403(b) with respect to such
participant, when expressed as an annual ad-
dition to such participant’s account, shall be
treated as not exceeding the limitation of
paragraph (1) if such annual addition is not
in excess of $10,000.

‘‘(B) $40,000 AGGREGATE LIMITATION.—The
total amount of additions with respect to
any participant which may be taken into ac-
count for purposes of this subparagraph for
all years may not exceed $40,000.

‘‘(C) ANNUAL ADDITION.—For purposes of
this paragraph, the term ‘annual addition’
has the meaning given such term by para-
graph (2).’’.

(G) Subparagraph (B) of section 402(g)(7)
(as redesignated by section 1201) is amended
by inserting before the period at the end the
following: ‘‘(as in effect before the enact-
ment of the Taxpayer Refund and Relief Act
of 1999)’’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to years
beginning after December 31, 2000.

(b) SPECIAL RULES FOR SECTIONS 403(b) AND
408.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (k) of section
415 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULES FOR SECTIONS 403(b) AND
408.—For purposes of this section, any annu-
ity contract described in section 403(b) for
the benefit of a participant shall be treated
as a defined contribution plan maintained by
each employer with respect to which the par-
ticipant has the control required under sub-
section (b) or (c) of section 414 (as modified
by subsection (h)). For purposes of this sec-
tion, any contribution by an employer to a
simplified employee pension plan for an indi-
vidual for a taxable year shall be treated as
an employer contribution to a defined con-
tribution plan for such individual for such
year.’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by

paragraph (1) shall apply to limitation years
beginning after December 31, 1999.

(B) EXCLUSION ALLOWANCE.—Effective for
limitation years beginning in 2000, in the
case of any annuity contract described in
section 403(b) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986, the amount of the contribution dis-
qualified by reason of section 415(g) of such
Code shall reduce the exclusion allowance as
provided in section 403(b)(2) of such Code.

(3) MODIFICATION OF 403(b) EXCLUSION AL-
LOWANCE TO CONFORM TO 415 MODIFICATION.—
The Secretary of the Treasury shall modify
the regulations regarding the exclusion al-
lowance under section 403(b)(2) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to render void the
requirement that contributions to a defined
benefit pension plan be treated as previously
excluded amounts for purposes of the exclu-
sion allowance. For taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1999, such regulations
shall be applied as if such requirement were
void.

(c) DEFERRED COMPENSATION PLANS OF
STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS AND TAX-EX-
EMPT ORGANIZATIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of sec-
tion 457(b)(2) (relating to salary limitation
on eligible deferred compensation plans) is
amended by striking ‘‘331⁄3 percent’’ and in-
serting ‘‘100 percent’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this subsection shall apply to years
beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1223. FASTER VESTING OF CERTAIN EM-

PLOYER MATCHING CONTRIBU-
TIONS.

(a) AMENDMENTS TO 1986 CODE.—Section
411(a) (relating to minimum vesting stand-
ards) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘A plan’’
and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in para-
graph (12), a plan’’, and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(12) FASTER VESTING FOR MATCHING CON-

TRIBUTIONS.—In the case of matching con-
tributions (as defined in section
401(m)(4)(A)), paragraph (2) shall be applied—

‘‘(A) by substituting ‘3 years’ for ‘5 years’
in subparagraph (A), and

‘‘(B) by substituting the following table for
the table contained in subparagraph (B):

‘‘Years of service: The nonforfeitable
percentage is:

2 ................................... 20
3 ................................... 40
4 ................................... 60
5 ................................... 80
6 ................................... 100.’’.

(b) AMENDMENTS TO ERISA.—Section 203(a)
of the Employee Retirement Income Secu-
rity Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1053(a)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘A plan’’
and inserting ‘‘Except as provided in para-
graph (4), a plan’’, and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(4) FASTER VESTING FOR MATCHING CON-

TRIBUTIONS.—In the case of matching con-
tributions (as defined in section 401(m)(4)(A)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986), para-
graph (2) shall be applied—

‘‘(A) by substituting ‘3 years’ for ‘5 years’
in subparagraph (A), and

‘‘(B) by substituting the following table for
the table contained in subparagraph (B):
‘‘Years of service: The nonforfeitable

percentage is:
2 ................................... 20
3 ................................... 40
4 ................................... 60
5 ................................... 80
6 ................................... 100.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this
section shall apply to contributions for plan
years beginning after December 31, 2000.

(2) COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS.—
In the case of a plan maintained pursuant to
1 or more collective bargaining agreements
between employee representatives and 1 or
more employers ratified by the date of en-
actment of this Act, the amendments made
by this section shall not apply to contribu-
tions on behalf of employees covered by any
such agreement for plan years beginning be-
fore the earlier of—

(A) the later of—
(i) the date on which the last of such col-

lective bargaining agreements terminates
(determined without regard to any extension
thereof on or after such date of enactment),
or

(ii) January 1, 2001, or
(B) January 1, 2005.
(3) SERVICE REQUIRED.—With respect to any

plan, the amendments made by this section
shall not apply to any employee before the
date that such employee has 1 hour of serv-
ice under such plan in any plan year to
which the amendments made by this section
apply.
SEC. 1224. SIMPLIFY AND UPDATE THE MINIMUM

DISTRIBUTION RULES.
(a) SIMPLIFICATION AND FINALIZATION OF

MINIMUM DISTRIBUTION REQUIREMENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the

Treasury shall—
(A) simplify and finalize the regulations

relating to minimum distribution require-
ments under sections 401(a)(9), 408(a)(6) and
(b)(3), 403(b)(10), and 457(d)(2) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986, and

(B) modify such regulations to—
(i) reflect current life expectancy, and
(ii) revise the required distribution meth-

ods so that, under reasonable assumptions,
the amount of the required minimum dis-
tribution does not decrease over a partici-
pant’s life expectancy.

(2) FRESH START.—Notwithstanding sub-
paragraph (D) of section 401(a)(9) of such
Code, during the first year that regulations
are in effect under this subsection, required
distributions for future years may be rede-
termined to reflect changes under such regu-
lations. Such redetermination shall include
the opportunity to choose a new designated
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beneficiary and to elect a new method of cal-
culating life expectancy.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE FOR REGULATIONS.—
Regulations referred to in paragraph (1) shall
be effective for years beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 2000, and shall apply in such years
without regard to whether an individual had
previously begun receiving minimum dis-
tributions.

(b) REPEAL OF RULE WHERE DISTRIBUTIONS
HAD BEGUN BEFORE DEATH OCCURS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of sec-
tion 401(a)(9) is amended by striking clause
(i) and redesignating clauses (ii), (iii), and
(iv) as clauses (i), (ii), and (iii), respectively.

(2) CONFORMING CHANGES.—
(A) Clause (i) of section 401(a)(9)(B) (as so

redesignated) is amended—
(i) by striking ‘‘FOR OTHER CASES’’ in the

heading, and
(ii) by striking ‘‘the distribution of the em-

ployee’s interest has begun in accordance
with subparagraph (A)(ii)’’ and inserting ‘‘his
entire interest has been distributed to him,’’.

(B) Clause (ii) of section 401(a)(9)(B) (as so
redesignated) is amended by striking ‘‘clause
(ii)’’ and inserting ‘‘clause (i)’’.

(C) Clause (iii) of section 401(a)(9)(B) (as so
redesignated) is amended—

(i) by striking ‘‘clause (iii)(I)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘clause (ii)(I)’’,

(ii) by striking ‘‘clause (iii)(III)’’ in sub-
clause (I) and inserting ‘‘clause (ii)(III)’’,

(iii) by striking ‘‘the date on which the em-
ployee would have attained the age 701⁄2,’’ in
subclause (I) and inserting ‘‘April 1 of the
calendar year following the calendar year in
which the spouse attains 701⁄2,’’, and

(iv) by striking ‘‘the distributions to such
spouse begin,’’ in subclause (II) and inserting
‘‘his entire interest has been distributed to
him,’’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to years
beginning after December 31, 2000.

(c) REDUCTION IN EXCISE TAX.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section

4974 is amended by striking ‘‘50 percent’’ and
inserting ‘‘10 percent’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this subsection shall apply to years
beginning after December 31, 2000.

SEC. 1225. CLARIFICATION OF TAX TREATMENT
OF DIVISION OF SECTION 457 PLAN
BENEFITS UPON DIVORCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 414(p)(11) (relat-
ing to application of rules to governmental
and church plans) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘or an eligible deferred
compensation plan (within the meaning of
section 457(b))’’ after ‘‘subsection (e))’’, and

(2) in the heading, by striking ‘‘GOVERN-
MENTAL AND CHURCH PLANS’’ and inserting
‘‘CERTAIN OTHER PLANS’’.

(b) WAIVER OF CERTAIN DISTRIBUTION RE-
QUIREMENTS.—Paragraph (10) of section 414(p)
is amended by striking ‘‘and section 409(d)’’
and inserting ‘‘section 409(d), and section
457(d)’’.

(c) TAX TREATMENT OF PAYMENTS FROM A
SECTION 457 PLAN.—Subsection (p) of section
414 is amended by redesignating paragraph
(12) as paragraph (13) and inserting after
paragraph (11) the following new paragraph:

‘‘(12) TAX TREATMENT OF PAYMENTS FROM A
SECTION 457 PLAN.—If a distribution or pay-
ment from an eligible deferred compensation
plan described in section 457(b) is made pur-
suant to a qualified domestic relations order,
rules similar to the rules of section
402(e)(1)(A) shall apply to such distribution
or payment.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to transfers,
distributions, and payments made after De-
cember 31, 2000.

SEC. 1226. MODIFICATION OF SAFE HARBOR RE-
LIEF FOR HARDSHIP WITHDRAWALS
FROM CASH OR DEFERRED AR-
RANGEMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall revise the regulations relat-
ing to hardship distributions under section
401(k)(2)(B)(i)(IV) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to provide that the period an
employee is prohibited from making elective
and employee contributions in order for a
distribution to be deemed necessary to sat-
isfy financial need shall be equal to 6
months.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The revised regula-
tions under subsection (a) shall apply to
years beginning after December 31, 2000.

Subtitle C—Increasing Portability for
Participants

SEC. 1231. ROLLOVERS ALLOWED AMONG VAR-
IOUS TYPES OF PLANS.

(a) ROLLOVERS FROM AND TO SECTION 457
PLANS.—

(1) ROLLOVERS FROM SECTION 457 PLANS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 457(e) (relating to

other definitions and special rules) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(16) ROLLOVER AMOUNTS.—
‘‘(A) GENERAL RULE.—In the case of an eli-

gible deferred compensation plan established
and maintained by an employer described in
subsection (e)(1)(A), if—

‘‘(i) any portion of the balance to the cred-
it of an employee in such plan is paid to such
employee in an eligible rollover distribution
(within the meaning of section 402(c)(4) with-
out regard to subparagraph (C) thereof),

‘‘(ii) the employee transfers any portion of
the property such employee receives in such
distribution to an eligible retirement plan
described in section 402(c)(8)(B), and

‘‘(iii) in the case of a distribution of prop-
erty other than money, the amount so trans-
ferred consists of the property distributed,
then such distribution (to the extent so
transferred) shall not be includible in gross
income for the taxable year in which paid.

‘‘(B) CERTAIN RULES MADE APPLICABLE.—
The rules of paragraphs (2) through (7) (other
than paragraph (4)(C)) and (9) of section
402(c) and section 402(f) shall apply for pur-
poses of subparagraph (A).

‘‘(C) REPORTING.—Rollovers under this
paragraph shall be reported to the Secretary
in the same manner as rollovers from quali-
fied retirement plans (as defined in section
4974(c)).’’.

(B) DEFERRAL LIMIT DETERMINED WITHOUT
REGARD TO ROLLOVER AMOUNTS.—Section
457(b)(2) (defining eligible deferred com-
pensation plan) is amended by inserting
‘‘(other than rollover amounts)’’ after ‘‘tax-
able year’’.

(C) DIRECT ROLLOVER.—Paragraph (1) of
section 457(d) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’
at the end of subparagraph (A), by striking
the period at the end of subparagraph (B) and
inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by inserting after sub-
paragraph (B) the following:

‘‘(C) in the case of a plan maintained by an
employer described in subsection (e)(1)(A),
the plan meets requirements similar to the
requirements of section 401(a)(31).
Any amount transferred in a direct trustee-
to-trustee transfer in accordance with sec-
tion 401(a)(31) shall not be includible in gross
income for the taxable year of transfer.’’.

(D) WITHHOLDING.—
(i) Paragraph (12) of section 3401(a) is

amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(E) under or to an eligible deferred com-

pensation plan which, at the time of such
payment, is a plan described in section 457(b)
maintained by an employer described in sec-
tion 457(e)(1)(A); or’’.

(ii) Paragraph (3) of section 3405(c) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(3) ELIGIBLE ROLLOVER DISTRIBUTION.—For
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘eligi-
ble rollover distribution’ has the meaning
given such term by section 402(f)(2)(A).’’.

(iii) LIABILITY FOR WITHHOLDING.—Subpara-
graph (B) of section 3405(d)(2) is amended by
striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause (ii), by
striking the period at the end of clause (iii)
and inserting ‘‘, or’’, and by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(iv) section 457(b).’’.
(2) ROLLOVERS TO SECTION 457 PLANS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 402(c)(8)(B) (de-

fining eligible retirement plan) is amended
by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause (iii),
by striking the period at the end of clause
(iv) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by inserting
after clause (iv) the following new clause:

‘‘(v) an eligible deferred compensation plan
described in section 457(b) of an employer de-
scribed in section 457(e)(1)(A).’’.

(B) SEPARATE ACCOUNTING.—Section 402(c)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(11) SEPARATE ACCOUNTING.—Unless a plan
described in clause (v) of paragraph (8)(B)
agrees to separately account for amounts
rolled into such plan from eligible retire-
ment plans not described in such clause, the
plan described in such clause may not accept
transfers or rollovers from such retirement
plans.’’.

(C) 10 PERCENT ADDITIONAL TAX.—Sub-
section (t) of section 72 (relating to 10-per-
cent additional tax on early distributions
from qualified retirement plans) is amended
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(9) SPECIAL RULE FOR ROLLOVERS TO SEC-
TION 457 PLANS.—For purposes of this sub-
section, a distribution from an eligible de-
ferred compensation plan (as defined in sec-
tion 457(b)) of an employer described in sec-
tion 457(e)(1)(A) shall be treated as a dis-
tribution from a qualified retirement plan
described in 4974(c)(1) to the extent that such
distribution is attributable to an amount
transferred to an eligible deferred compensa-
tion plan from a qualified retirement plan
(as defined in section 4974(c)).’’.

(b) ALLOWANCE OF ROLLOVERS FROM AND TO
403(b) PLANS.—

(1) ROLLOVERS FROM SECTION 403(b) PLANS.—
Section 403(b)(8)(A)(ii) (relating to rollover
amounts) is amended by striking ‘‘such dis-
tribution’’ and all that follows and inserting
‘‘such distribution to an eligible retirement
plan described in section 402(c)(8)(B), and’’.

(2) ROLLOVERS TO SECTION 403(b) PLANS.—
Section 402(c)(8)(B) (defining eligible retire-
ment plan), as amended by subsection (a), is
amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of
clause (iv), by striking the period at the end
of clause (v) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by in-
serting after clause (v) the following new
clause:

‘‘(vi) an annuity contract described in sec-
tion 403(b).’’.

(c) EXPANDED EXPLANATION TO RECIPIENTS
OF ROLLOVER DISTRIBUTIONS.—Paragraph (1)
of section 402(f) (relating to written expla-
nation to recipients of distributions eligible
for rollover treatment) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘and’’ at the end of subparagraph (C), by
striking the period at the end of subpara-
graph (D) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by add-
ing at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(E) of the provisions under which dis-
tributions from the eligible retirement plan
receiving the distribution may be subject to
restrictions and tax consequences which are
different from those applicable to distribu-
tions from the plan making such distribu-
tion.’’.

(d) SPOUSAL ROLLOVERS.—Section 402(c)(9)
(relating to rollover where spouse receives
distribution after death of employee) is
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amended by striking ‘‘; except that’’ and all
that follows up to the end period.

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 72(o)(4) is amended by striking

‘‘and 408(d)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘403(b)(8),
408(d)(3), and 457(e)(16)’’.

(2) Section 219(d)(2) is amended by striking
‘‘or 408(d)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘408(d)(3), or
457(e)(16)’’.

(3) Section 401(a)(31)(B) is amended by
striking ‘‘and 403(a)(4)’’ and inserting ‘‘,
403(a)(4), 403(b)(8), and 457(e)(16)’’.

(4) Subparagraph (A) of section 402(f)(2) is
amended by striking ‘‘or paragraph (4) of sec-
tion 403(a)’’ and inserting ‘‘, paragraph (4) of
section 403(a), subparagraph (A) of section
403(b)(8), or subparagraph (A) of section
457(e)(16)’’.

(5) Paragraph (1) of section 402(f) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘from an eligible retirement
plan’’.

(6) Subparagraphs (A) and (B) of section
402(f)(1) are amended by striking ‘‘another
eligible retirement plan’’ and inserting ‘‘an
eligible retirement plan’’.

(7) Subparagraph (B) of section 403(b)(8) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(B) CERTAIN RULES MADE APPLICABLE.—
The rules of paragraphs (2) through (7) and
(9) of section 402(c) and section 402(f) shall
apply for purposes of subparagraph (A), ex-
cept that section 402(f) shall be applied to
the payor in lieu of the plan administrator.’’.

(8) Section 408(a)(1) is amended by striking
‘‘or 403(b)(8)’’ and inserting ‘‘, 403(b)(8), or
457(e)(16)’’.

(9) Subparagraphs (A) and (B) of section
415(b)(2) are each amended by striking ‘‘and
408(d)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘403(b)(8), 408(d)(3),
and 457(e)(16)’’.

(10) Section 415(c)(2) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘and 408(d)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘408(d)(3),
and 457(e)(16)’’.

(11) Section 4973(b)(1)(A) is amended by
striking ‘‘or 408(d)(3)’’ and inserting
‘‘408(d)(3), or 457(e)(16)’’.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE; SPECIAL RULE.—
(1) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions after December 31, 2000.

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, subsections (h)(3) and
(h)(5) of section 1122 of the Tax Reform Act
of 1986 shall not apply to any distribution
from an eligible retirement plan (as defined
in clause (iii) or (iv) of section 402(c)(8)(B) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986) on behalf
of an individual if there was a rollover to
such plan on behalf of such individual which
is permitted solely by reason of any amend-
ment made by this section.
SEC. 1232. ROLLOVERS OF IRAS INTO WORK-

PLACE RETIREMENT PLANS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-

tion 408(d)(3) (relating to rollover amounts)
is amended by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of
clause (i), by striking clauses (ii) and (iii),
and by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(ii) the entire amount received (including
money and any other property) is paid into
an eligible retirement plan for the benefit of
such individual not later than the 60th day
after the date on which the payment or dis-
tribution is received, except that the max-
imum amount which may be paid into such
plan may not exceed the portion of the
amount received which is includible in gross
income (determined without regard to this
paragraph).
For purposes of clause (ii), the term ‘eligible
retirement plan’ means an eligible retire-
ment plan described in clause (iii), (iv), (v),
or (vi) of section 402(c)(8)(B).’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Paragraph (1) of section 403(b) is amend-

ed by striking ‘‘section 408(d)(3)(A)(iii)’’ and
inserting ‘‘section 408(d)(3)(A)(ii)’’.

(2) Clause (i) of section 408(d)(3)(D) is
amended by striking ‘‘(i), (ii), or (iii)’’ and
inserting ‘‘(i) or (ii)’’.

(3) Subparagraph (G) of section 408(d)(3) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(G) SIMPLE RETIREMENT ACCOUNTS.—In the
case of any payment or distribution out of a
simple retirement account (as defined in sub-
section (p)) to which section 72(t)(6) applies,
this paragraph shall not apply unless such
payment or distribution is paid into another
simple retirement account.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE; SPECIAL RULE.—
(1) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments

made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions after December 31, 2000.

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, subsections (h)(3) and
(h)(5) of section 1122 of the Tax Reform Act
of 1986 shall not apply to any distribution
from an eligible retirement plan (as defined
in clause (iii) or (iv) of section 402(c)(8)(B) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986) on behalf
of an individual if there was a rollover to
such plan on behalf of such individual which
is permitted solely by reason of the amend-
ments made by this section.
SEC. 1233. ROLLOVERS OF AFTER-TAX CONTRIBU-

TIONS.
(a) ROLLOVERS FROM EXEMPT TRUSTS.—

Paragraph (2) of section 402(c) (relating to
maximum amount which may be rolled over)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: ‘‘The preceding sentence shall not
apply to such distribution to the extent—

‘‘(A) such portion is transferred in a direct
trustee-to-trustee transfer to a qualified
trust which is part of a plan which is a de-
fined contribution plan and which agrees to
separately account for amounts so trans-
ferred, including separately accounting for
the portion of such distribution which is in-
cludible in gross income and the portion of
such distribution which is not so includible,
or

‘‘(B) such portion is transferred to an eligi-
ble retirement plan described in clause (i) or
(ii) of paragraph (8)(B).’’.

(b) OPTIONAL DIRECT TRANSFER OF ELIGIBLE
ROLLOVER DISTRIBUTIONS.—Subparagraph (B)
of section 401(a)(31) (relating to limitation)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: ‘‘The preceding sentence shall not
apply to such distribution if the plan to
which such distribution is transferred—

‘‘(i) agrees to separately account for
amounts so transferred, including separately
accounting for the portion of such distribu-
tion which is includible in gross income and
the portion of such distribution which is not
so includible, or

‘‘(ii) is an eligible retirement plan de-
scribed in clause (i) or (ii) of section
402(c)(8)(B).’’.

(c) RULES FOR APPLYING SECTION 72 TO
IRAS.—Paragraph (3) of section 408(d) (relat-
ing to special rules for applying section 72) is
amended by inserting at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(H) APPLICATION OF SECTION 72.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If—
‘‘(I) a distribution is made from an indi-

vidual retirement plan, and
‘‘(II) a rollover contribution is made to an

eligible retirement plan described in section
402(c)(8)(B)(iii), (iv), (v), or (vi) with respect
to all or part of such distribution,
then, notwithstanding paragraph (2), the
rules of clause (ii) shall apply for purposes of
applying section 72.

‘‘(ii) APPLICABLE RULES.—In the case of a
distribution described in clause (i)—

‘‘(I) section 72 shall be applied separately
to such distribution,

‘‘(II) notwithstanding the pro rata alloca-
tion of income on, and investment in, the
contract to distributions under section 72,
the portion of such distribution rolled over

to an eligible retirement plan described in
clause (i) shall be treated as from income on
the contract (to the extent of the aggregate
income on the contract from all individual
retirement plans of the distributee), and

‘‘(III) appropriate adjustments shall be
made in applying section 72 to other dis-
tributions in such taxable year and subse-
quent taxable years.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions made after December 31, 2000.

SEC. 1234. HARDSHIP EXCEPTION TO 60-DAY
RULE.

(a) EXEMPT TRUSTS.—Paragraph (3) of sec-
tion 402(c) (relating to transfer must be made
within 60 days of receipt) is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(3) TRANSFER MUST BE MADE WITHIN 60
DAYS OF RECEIPT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), paragraph (1) shall not
apply to any transfer of a distribution made
after the 60th day following the day on which
the distributee received the property distrib-
uted.

‘‘(B) HARDSHIP EXCEPTION.—The Secretary
may waive the 60-day requirement under
subparagraph (A) where the failure to waive
such requirement would be against equity or
good conscience, including casualty, dis-
aster, or other events beyond the reasonable
control of the individual subject to such re-
quirement.’’.

(b) IRAS.—Paragraph (3) of section 408(d)
(relating to rollover contributions), as
amended by section 1233, is amended by add-
ing after subparagraph (H) the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(I) WAIVER OF 60-DAY REQUIREMENT.—The
Secretary may waive the 60-day requirement
under subparagraphs (A) and (D) where the
failure to waive such requirement would be
against equity or good conscience, including
casualty, disaster, or other events beyond
the reasonable control of the individual sub-
ject to such requirement.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions after December 31, 2000.

SEC. 1235. TREATMENT OF FORMS OF DISTRIBU-
TION.

(a) PLAN TRANSFERS.—
(1) AMENDMENT TO INTERNAL REVENUE CODE

OF 1986.—Paragraph (6) of section 411(d) (re-
lating to accrued benefit not to be decreased
by amendment) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(D) PLAN TRANSFERS.—
‘‘(i) A defined contribution plan (in this

subparagraph referred to as the ‘transferee
plan’) shall not be treated as failing to meet
the requirements of this subsection merely
because the transferee plan does not provide
some or all of the forms of distribution pre-
viously available under another defined con-
tribution plan (in this subparagraph referred
to as the ‘transferor plan’) to the extent
that—

‘‘(I) the forms of distribution previously
available under the transferor plan applied
to the account of a participant or beneficiary
under the transferor plan that was trans-
ferred from the transferor plan to the trans-
feree plan pursuant to a direct transfer rath-
er than pursuant to a distribution from the
transferor plan,

‘‘(II) the terms of both the transferor plan
and the transferee plan authorize the trans-
fer described in subclause (I),

‘‘(III) the transfer described in subclause
(I) was made pursuant to a voluntary elec-
tion by the participant or beneficiary whose
account was transferred to the transferee
plan,
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‘‘(IV) the election described in subclause

(III) was made after the participant or bene-
ficiary received a notice describing the con-
sequences of making the election,

‘‘(V) if the transferor plan provides for an
annuity as the normal form of distribution
under the plan in accordance with section
417, the transfer is made with the consent of
the participant’s spouse (if any), and such
consent meets requirements similar to the
requirements imposed by section 417(a)(2),
and

‘‘(VI) the transferee plan allows the partic-
ipant or beneficiary described in clause (iii)
to receive any distribution to which the par-
ticipant or beneficiary is entitled under the
transferee plan in the form of a single sum
distribution.

‘‘(ii) Clause (i) shall apply to plan mergers
and other transactions having the effect of a
direct transfer, including consolidations of
benefits attributable to different employers
within a multiple employer plan.

‘‘(E) ELIMINATION OF FORM OF DISTRIBU-
TION.—Except to the extent provided in regu-
lations, a defined contribution plan shall not
be treated as failing to meet the require-
ments of this section merely because of the
elimination of a form of distribution pre-
viously available thereunder. This subpara-
graph shall not apply to the elimination of a
form of distribution with respect to any par-
ticipant unless—

‘‘(i) a single sum payment is available to
such participant at the same time or times
as the form of distribution being eliminated,
and

‘‘(ii) such single sum payment is based on
the same or greater portion of the partici-
pant’s account as the form of distribution
being eliminated.’’.

(2) AMENDMENT TO ERISA.—Section 204(g) of
the Employee Retirement Income Security
Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1054(g)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(4)(A) A defined contribution plan (in this
subparagraph referred to as the ‘transferee
plan’) shall not be treated as failing to meet
the requirements of this subsection merely
because the transferee plan does not provide
some or all of the forms of distribution pre-
viously available under another defined con-
tribution plan (in this subparagraph referred
to as the ‘transferor plan’) to the extent
that—

‘‘(i) the forms of distribution previously
available under the transferor plan applied
to the account of a participant or beneficiary
under the transferor plan that was trans-
ferred from the transferor plan to the trans-
feree plan pursuant to a direct transfer rath-
er than pursuant to a distribution from the
transferor plan;

‘‘(ii) the terms of both the transferor plan
and the transferee plan authorize the trans-
fer described in clause (i);

‘‘(iii) the transfer described in clause (i)
was made pursuant to a voluntary election
by the participant or beneficiary whose ac-
count was transferred to the transferee plan;

‘‘(iv) the election described in clause (iii)
was made after the participant or bene-
ficiary received a notice describing the con-
sequences of making the election;

‘‘(v) if the transferor plan provides for an
annuity as the normal form of distribution
under the plan in accordance with section
205, the transfer is made with the consent of
the participant’s spouse (if any), and such
consent meets requirements similar to the
requirements imposed by section 205(c)(2);
and

‘‘(vi) the transferee plan allows the partici-
pant or beneficiary described in clause (iii)
to receive any distribution to which the par-
ticipant or beneficiary is entitled under the
transferee plan in the form of a single sum
distribution.

‘‘(B) Subparagraph (A) shall apply to plan
mergers and other transactions having the
effect of a direct transfer, including consoli-
dations of benefits attributable to different
employers within a multiple employer plan.

‘‘(5) ELIMINATION OF FORM OF DISTRIBU-
TION.—Except to the extent provided in regu-
lations, a defined contribution plan shall not
be treated as failing to meet the require-
ments of this section merely because of the
elimination of a form of distribution pre-
viously available thereunder. This paragraph
shall not apply to the elimination of a form
of distribution with respect to any partici-
pant unless—

‘‘(A) a single sum payment is available to
such participant at the same time or times
as the form of distribution being eliminated;
and

‘‘(B) such single sum payment is based on
the same or greater portion of the partici-
pant’s account as the form of distribution
being eliminated.’’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to years
beginning after December 31, 2000.

(b) REGULATIONS.—
(1) AMENDMENT TO INTERNAL REVENUE CODE

OF 1986.—The last sentence of paragraph (6)(B)
of section 411(d) (relating to accrued benefit
not to be decreased by amendment) is
amended to read as follows: ‘‘The Secretary
shall by regulations provide that this sub-
paragraph shall not apply to any plan
amendment that does not adversely affect
the rights of participants in a material man-
ner.’’.

(2) AMENDMENT TO ERISA.—The last sen-
tence of section 204(g)(2) of the Employee Re-
tirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29
U.S.C. 1054(g)(2)) is amended to read as fol-
lows: ‘‘The Secretary of the Treasury shall
by regulations provide that this paragraph
shall not apply to any plan amendment that
does not adversely affect the rights of par-
ticipants in a material manner.’’.

(3) SECRETARY DIRECTED.—Not later than
December 31, 2001, the Secretary of the
Treasury is directed to issue final regula-
tions under section 411(d)(6) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 and section 204(g) of the
Employee Retirement Income Security Act
of 1974, including the regulations required by
the amendments made by this subsection.
Such regulations shall apply to plan years
beginning after December 31, 2001, or such
earlier date as is specified by the Secretary
of the Treasury.
SEC. 1236. RATIONALIZATION OF RESTRICTIONS

ON DISTRIBUTIONS.
(a) MODIFICATION OF SAME DESK EXCEP-

TION.—
(1) SECTION 401(k).—
(A) Section 401(k)(2)(B)(i)(I) (relating to

qualified cash or deferred arrangements) is
amended by striking ‘‘separation from serv-
ice’’ and inserting ‘‘severance from employ-
ment’’.

(B) Subparagraph (A) of section 401(k)(10)
(relating to distributions upon termination
of plan or disposition of assets or subsidiary)
is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—An event described in
this subparagraph is the termination of the
plan without establishment or maintenance
of another defined contribution plan (other
than an employee stock ownership plan as
defined in section 4975(e)(7)).’’.

(C) Section 401(k)(10) is amended—
(i) in subparagraph (B)—
(I) by striking ‘‘An event’’ in clause (i) and

inserting ‘‘A termination’’, and
(II) by striking ‘‘the event’’ in clause (i)

and inserting ‘‘the termination’’,
(ii) by striking subparagraph (C), and
(iii) by striking ‘‘OR DISPOSITION OF ASSETS

OR SUBSIDIARY’’ in the heading.
(2) SECTION 403(b).—

(A) Paragraphs (7)(A)(ii) and (11)(A) of sec-
tion 403(b) are each amended by striking
‘‘separates from service’’ and inserting ‘‘has
a severance from employment’’.

(B) The heading for paragraph (11) of sec-
tion 403(b) is amended by striking ‘‘SEPARA-
TION FROM SERVICE’’ and inserting ‘‘SEVER-
ANCE FROM EMPLOYMENT’’.

(3) SECTION 457.—Clause (ii) of section
457(d)(1)(A) is amended by striking ‘‘is sepa-
rated from service’’ and inserting ‘‘has a sev-
erance from employment’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1237. PURCHASE OF SERVICE CREDIT IN

GOVERNMENTAL DEFINED BENEFIT
PLANS.

(a) 403(b) PLANS.—Subsection (b) of section
403 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(13) TRUSTEE-TO-TRUSTEE TRANSFERS TO
PURCHASE PERMISSIVE SERVICE CREDIT.—No
amount shall be includible in gross income
by reason of a direct trustee-to-trustee
transfer to a defined benefit governmental
plan (as defined in section 414(d)) if such
transfer is—

‘‘(A) for the purchase of permissive service
credit (as defined in section 415(n)(3)(A))
under such plan, or

‘‘(B) a repayment to which section 415 does
not apply by reason of subsection (k)(3)
thereof.’’.

(b) 457 PLANS.—
(1) Subsection (e) of section 457 is amended

by adding after paragraph (16) the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(17) TRUSTEE-TO-TRUSTEE TRANSFERS TO
PURCHASE PERMISSIVE SERVICE CREDIT.—No
amount shall be includible in gross income
by reason of a direct trustee-to-trustee
transfer to a defined benefit governmental
plan (as defined in section 414(d)) if such
transfer is—

‘‘(A) for the purchase of permissive service
credit (as defined in section 415(n)(3)(A))
under such plan, or

‘‘(B) a repayment to which section 415 does
not apply by reason of subsection (k)(3)
thereof.’’.

(2) Section 457(b)(2) is amended by striking
‘‘(other than rollover amounts)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘(other than rollover amounts and
amounts received in a transfer referred to in
subsection (e)(17))’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to trustee-
to-trustee transfers after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1238. EMPLOYERS MAY DISREGARD ROLL-

OVERS FOR PURPOSES OF CASH-OUT
AMOUNTS.

(a) QUALIFIED PLANS.—
(1) AMENDMENT TO INTERNAL REVENUE CODE

OF 1986.—Section 411(a)(11) (relating to re-
strictions on certain mandatory distribu-
tions) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(D) SPECIAL RULE FOR ROLLOVER CONTRIBU-
TIONS.—A plan shall not fail to meet the re-
quirements of this paragraph if, under the
terms of the plan, the present value of the
nonforfeitable accrued benefit is determined
without regard to that portion of such ben-
efit which is attributable to rollover con-
tributions (and earnings allocable thereto).
For purposes of this subparagraph, the term
‘rollover contributions’ means any rollover
contribution under sections 402(c), 403(a)(4),
403(b)(8), 408(d)(3)(A)(ii), and 457(e)(16).’’.

(2) AMENDMENT TO ERISA.—Section 203(e) of
the Employee Retirement Income Security
Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1053(c)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(4) A plan shall not fail to meet the re-
quirements of this subsection if, under the
terms of the plan, the present value of the
nonforfeitable accrued benefit is determined



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7069August 4, 1999
without regard to that portion of such ben-
efit which is attributable to rollover con-
tributions (and earnings allocable thereto).
For purposes of this subparagraph, the term
‘rollover contributions’ means any rollover
contribution under sections 402(c), 403(a)(4),
403(b)(8), 408(d)(3)(A)(ii), and 457(e)(16) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986.’’.

(b) ELIGIBLE DEFERRED COMPENSATION
PLANS.—Clause (i) of section 457(e)(9)(A) is
amended by striking ‘‘such amount’’ and in-
serting ‘‘the portion of such amount which is
not attributable to rollover contributions (as
defined in section 411(a)(11)(D))’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1239. MINIMUM DISTRIBUTION AND INCLU-

SION REQUIREMENTS FOR SECTION
457 PLANS.

(a) MINIMUM DISTRIBUTION REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Paragraph (2) of section 457(d) (re-
lating to distribution requirements) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) MINIMUM DISTRIBUTION REQUIRE-
MENTS.—A plan meets the minimum dis-
tribution requirements of this paragraph if
such plan meets the requirements of section
401(a)(9).’’.

(b) INCLUSION IN GROSS INCOME.—
(1) YEAR OF INCLUSION.—Subsection (a) of

section 457 (relating to year of inclusion in
gross income) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a) YEAR OF INCLUSION IN GROSS INCOME.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any amount of com-

pensation deferred under an eligible deferred
compensation plan, and any income attrib-
utable to the amounts so deferred, shall be
includible in gross income only for the tax-
able year in which such compensation or
other income—

‘‘(A) is paid to the participant or other
beneficiary, in the case of a plan of an eligi-
ble employer described in subsection
(e)(1)(A), and

‘‘(B) is paid or otherwise made available to
the participant or other beneficiary, in the
case of a plan of an eligible employer de-
scribed in subsection (e)(1)(B).

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR ROLLOVER
AMOUNTS.—To the extent provided in section
72(t)(9), section 72(t) shall apply to any
amount includible in gross income under this
subsection.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) So much of paragraph (9) of section

457(e) as precedes subparagraph (A) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

‘‘(9) BENEFITS OF TAX EXEMPT ORGANIZATION
PLANS NOT TREATED AS MADE AVAILABLE BY
REASON OF CERTAIN ELECTIONS, ETC.—In the
case of an eligible deferred compensation
plan of an employer described in subsection
(e)(1)(B)—’’.

(B) Section 457(d) is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR GOVERNMENT PLAN.—
An eligible deferred compensation plan of an
employer described in subsection (e)(1)(A)
shall not be treated as failing to meet the re-
quirements of this subsection solely by rea-
son of making a distribution described in
subsection (e)(9)(A).’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions after December 31, 2000.
Subtitle D—Strengthening Pension Security

and Enforcement
SEC. 1241. REPEAL OF 150 PERCENT OF CURRENT

LIABILITY FUNDING LIMIT.
(a) AMENDMENT TO INTERNAL REVENUE CODE

OF 1986.—Section 412(c)(7) (relating to full-
funding limitation) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘the applicable percentage’’
in subparagraph (A)(i)(I) and inserting ‘‘in
the case of plan years beginning before Janu-
ary 1, 2004, the applicable percentage’’, and

(2) by amending subparagraph (F) to read
as follows:

‘‘(F) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (A)(i)(I), the applica-
ble percentage shall be determined in accord-
ance with the following table:
‘‘In the case of any

plan year beginning
in—

The applicable
percentage is—

2001 ...................................... 160
2002 ...................................... 165
2003 ...................................... 170.’’.

(b) AMENDMENT TO ERISA.—Section
302(c)(7) of the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1082(c)(7)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘the applicable percentage’’
in subparagraph (A)(i)(I) and inserting ‘‘in
the case of plan years beginning before Janu-
ary 1, 2004, the applicable percentage’’, and

(2) by amending subparagraph (F) to read
as follows:

‘‘(F) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (A)(i)(I), the applica-
ble percentage shall be determined in accord-
ance with the following table:
‘‘In the case of any

plan year beginning
in—

The applicable
percentage is—

2001 ...................................... 160
2002 ...................................... 165
2003 ...................................... 170.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to plan
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1242. MAXIMUM CONTRIBUTION DEDUCTION

RULES MODIFIED AND APPLIED TO
ALL DEFINED BENEFIT PLANS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (D) of sec-
tion 404(a)(1) (relating to special rule in case
of certain plans) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(D) SPECIAL RULE IN CASE OF CERTAIN
PLANS.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any defined
benefit plan, except as provided in regula-
tions, the maximum amount deductible
under the limitations of this paragraph shall
not be less than the unfunded termination li-
ability (determined as if the proposed termi-
nation date referred to in section
4041(b)(2)(A)(i)(II) of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 were the
last day of the plan year).

‘‘(ii) PLANS WITH LESS THAN 100 PARTICI-
PANTS.—For purposes of this subparagraph,
in the case of a plan which has less than 100
participants for the plan year, termination
liability shall not include the liability at-
tributable to benefit increases for highly
compensated employees (as defined in sec-
tion 414(q)) resulting from a plan amendment
which is made or becomes effective, which-
ever is later, within the last 2 years before
the termination date.

‘‘(iii) RULE FOR DETERMINING NUMBER OF
PARTICIPANTS.—For purposes of determining
whether a plan has more than 100 partici-
pants, all defined benefit plans maintained
by the same employer (or any member of
such employer’s controlled group (within the
meaning of section 412(l)(8)(C))) shall be
treated as 1 plan, but only employees of such
member or employer shall be taken into ac-
count.

‘‘(iv) PLANS ESTABLISHED AND MAINTAIN BY
PROFESSIONAL SERVICE EMPLOYERS.—Clause
(i) shall not apply to a plan described in sec-
tion 4021(b)(13) of the Employee Retirement
Income Security Act of 1974.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph
(6) of section 4972(c) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(6) EXCEPTIONS.—In determining the
amount of nondeductible contributions for
any taxable year, there shall not be taken
into account so much of the contributions to

1 or more defined contribution plans which
are not deductible when contributed solely
because of section 404(a)(7) as does not ex-
ceed the greater of—

‘‘(A) the amount of contributions not in
excess of 6 percent of compensation (within
the meaning of section 404(a)) paid or ac-
crued (during the taxable year for which the
contributions were made) to beneficiaries
under the plans, or

‘‘(B) the sum of—
‘‘(i) the amount of contributions described

in section 401(m)(4)(A), plus
‘‘(ii) the amount of contributions described

in section 402(g)(3)(A).
For purposes of this paragraph, the deduct-
ible limits under section 404(a)(7) shall first
be applied to amounts contributed to a de-
fined benefit plan and then to amounts de-
scribed in subparagraph (B).’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to plan
years beginning after December 31, 2000.

SEC. 1243. MISSING PARTICIPANTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4050 of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of
1974 (29 U.S.C. 1350) is amended by redesig-
nating subsection (c) as subsection (e) and by
inserting after subsection (b) the following:

‘‘(c) MULTIEMPLOYER PLANS.—The corpora-
tion shall prescribe rules similar to the rules
in subsection (a) for multiemployer plans
covered by this title that terminate under
section 4041A.

‘‘(d) PLANS NOT OTHERWISE SUBJECT TO
TITLE.—

‘‘(1) TRANSFER TO CORPORATION.—The plan
administrator of a plan described in para-
graph (4) may elect to transfer a missing par-
ticipant’s benefits to the corporation upon
termination of the plan.

‘‘(2) INFORMATION TO THE CORPORATION.—To
the extent provided in regulations, the plan
administrator of a plan described in para-
graph (4) shall, upon termination of the plan,
provide the corporation information with re-
spect to benefits of a missing participant if
the plan transfers such benefits—

‘‘(A) to the corporation, or
‘‘(B) to an entity other than the corpora-

tion or a plan described in paragraph
(4)(B)(ii).

‘‘(3) PAYMENT BY THE CORPORATION.—If ben-
efits of a missing participant were trans-
ferred to the corporation under paragraph
(1), the corporation shall, upon location of
the participant or beneficiary, pay to the
participant or beneficiary the amount trans-
ferred (or the appropriate survivor benefit)
either—

‘‘(A) in a single sum (plus interest), or
‘‘(B) in such other form as is specified in

regulations of the corporation.
‘‘(4) PLANS DESCRIBED.—A plan is described

in this paragraph if—
‘‘(A) the plan is a pension plan (within the

meaning of section 3(2))—
‘‘(i) to which the provisions of this section

do not apply (without regard to this sub-
section), and

‘‘(ii) which is not a plan described in para-
graphs (2) through (11) of section 4021(b), and

‘‘(B) at the time the assets are to be dis-
tributed upon termination, the plan—

‘‘(i) has missing participants, and
‘‘(ii) has not provided for the transfer of as-

sets to pay the benefits of all missing par-
ticipants to another pension plan (within the
meaning of section 3(2)).

‘‘(5) CERTAIN PROVISIONS NOT TO APPLY.—
Subsections (a)(1) and (a)(3) shall not apply
to a plan described in paragraph (4).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions made after final regulations imple-
menting subsections (c) and (d) of section
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4050 of the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act of 1974 (as added by subsection
(a)), respectively, are prescribed.
SEC. 1244. EXCISE TAX RELIEF FOR SOUND PEN-

SION FUNDING.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (c) of section

4972 (relating to nondeductible contribu-
tions) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

‘‘(7) DEFINED BENEFIT PLAN EXCEPTION.—In
determining the amount of nondeductible
contributions for any taxable year, an em-
ployer may elect for such year not to take
into account any contributions to a defined
benefit plan except to the extent that such
contributions exceed the full-funding limita-
tion (as defined in section 412(c)(7), deter-
mined without regard to subparagraph
(A)(i)(I) thereof). For purposes of this para-
graph, the deductible limits under section
404(a)(7) shall first be applied to amounts
contributed to defined contribution plans
and then to amounts described in this para-
graph. If an employer makes an election
under this paragraph for a taxable year,
paragraph (6) shall not apply to such em-
ployer for such taxable year.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to years be-
ginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1245. EXCISE TAX ON FAILURE TO PROVIDE

NOTICE BY DEFINED BENEFIT
PLANS SIGNIFICANTLY REDUCING
FUTURE BENEFIT ACCRUALS.

(a) AMENDMENT TO 1986 CODE.—Chapter 43
of subtitle D (relating to qualified pension,
etc., plans) is amended by adding at the end
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 4980F. FAILURE OF APPLICABLE PLANS RE-

DUCING BENEFIT ACCRUALS TO
SATISFY NOTICE REQUIREMENTS.

‘‘(a) IMPOSITION OF TAX.—There is hereby
imposed a tax on the failure of any applica-
ble pension plan to meet the requirements of
subsection (e) with respect to any applicable
individual.

‘‘(b) AMOUNT OF TAX.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the tax

imposed by subsection (a) on any failure
with respect to any applicable individual
shall be $100 for each day in the noncompli-
ance period with respect to such failure.

‘‘(2) NONCOMPLIANCE PERIOD.—For purposes
of this section, the term ‘noncompliance pe-
riod’ means, with respect to any failure, the
period beginning on the date the failure first
occurs and ending on the date the failure is
corrected.

‘‘(c) LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT OF TAX.—
‘‘(1) OVERALL LIMITATION FOR UNINTEN-

TIONAL FAILURES.—In the case of failures
that are due to reasonable cause and not to
willful neglect, the tax imposed by sub-
section (a) for failures during the taxable
year of the employer (or, in the case of a
multiemployer plan, the taxable year of the
trust forming part of the plan) shall not ex-
ceed $500,000. For purposes of the preceding
sentence, all multiemployer plans of which
the same trust forms a part shall be treated
as 1 plan. For purposes of this paragraph, if
not all persons who are treated as a single
employer for purposes of this section have
the same taxable year, the taxable years
taken into account shall be determined
under principles similar to the principles of
section 1561.

‘‘(2) WAIVER BY SECRETARY.—In the case of
a failure which is due to reasonable cause
and not to willful neglect, the Secretary may
waive part or all of the tax imposed by sub-
section (a) to the extent that the payment of
such tax would be excessive relative to the
failure involved.

‘‘(d) LIABILITY FOR TAX.—The following
shall be liable for the tax imposed by sub-
section (a):

‘‘(1) In the case of a plan other than a mul-
tiemployer plan, the employer.

‘‘(2) In the case of a multiemployer plan,
the plan.

‘‘(e) NOTICE REQUIREMENTS FOR PLANS SIG-
NIFICANTLY REDUCING BENEFIT ACCRUALS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If an applicable pension
plan is amended to provide for a significant
reduction in the rate of future benefit ac-
crual, the plan administrator shall provide
written notice to each applicable individual
(and to each employee organization rep-
resenting applicable individuals).

‘‘(2) NOTICE.—The notice required by para-
graph (1) shall be written in a manner cal-
culated to be understood by the average plan
participant and shall provide sufficient in-
formation (as determined in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Secretary) to
allow applicable individuals to understand
the effect of the plan amendment.

‘‘(3) TIMING OF NOTICE.—Except as provided
in regulations, the notice required by para-
graph (1) shall be provided within a reason-
able time before the effective date of the
plan amendment.

‘‘(4) DESIGNEES.—Any notice under para-
graph (1) may be provided to a person des-
ignated, in writing, by the person to which it
would otherwise be provided.

‘‘(5) NOTICE BEFORE ADOPTION OF AMEND-
MENT.—A plan shall not be treated as failing
to meet the requirements of paragraph (1)
merely because notice is provided before the
adoption of the plan amendment if no mate-
rial modification of the amendment occurs
before the amendment is adopted.

‘‘(f) APPLICABLE INDIVIDUAL; APPLICABLE
PENSION PLAN.—For purposes of this
section—

‘‘(1) APPLICABLE INDIVIDUAL.—The term
‘applicable individual’ means, with respect
to any plan amendment—

‘‘(A) any participant in the plan, and
‘‘(B) any beneficiary who is an alternate

payee (within the meaning of section
414(p)(8)) under an applicable qualified do-
mestic relations order (within the meaning
of section 414(p)(1)(A)),
who may reasonably be expected to be af-
fected by such plan amendment.

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE PENSION PLAN.—The term
‘applicable pension plan’ means—

‘‘(A) any defined benefit plan, or
‘‘(B) an individual account plan which is

subject to the funding standards of section
412,
which had 100 or more participants who had
accrued a benefit, or with respect to whom
contributions were made, under the plan
(whether or not vested) as of the last day of
the plan year preceding the plan year in
which the plan amendment becomes effec-
tive. Such term shall not include a govern-
mental plan (within the meaning of section
414(d)) or a church plan (within the meaning
of section 414(e)) with respect to which the
election provided by section 410(d) has not
been made.’’.

(b) AMENDMENT TO ERISA.—Section 204(h)
of the Employee Retirement Income Secu-
rity Act or 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1054(h)) is amended
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(3)(A) A plan to which paragraph (1) ap-
plies shall not be treated as meeting the re-
quirements of such paragraph unless, in ad-
dition to any notice required to be provided
to an individual or organization under such
paragraph, the plan administrator provides
the notice described in subparagraph (B).

‘‘(B) The notice required by subparagraph
(A) shall be written in a manner calculated
to be understood by the average plan partici-
pant and shall provide sufficient information
(as determined in accordance with regula-
tions prescribed by the Secretary of the
Treasury) to allow individuals to understand
the effect of the plan amendment.

‘‘(C) Except as provided in regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary of the Treasury, the

notice required by subparagraph (A) shall be
provided within a reasonable time before the
effective date of the plan amendment.

‘‘(D) A plan shall not be treated as failing
to meet the requirements of subparagraph
(A) merely because notice is provided before
the adoption of the plan amendment if no
material modification of the amendment oc-
curs before the amendment is adopted.’’.

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 43 of subtitle D is
amended by adding at the end the following
new item:

‘‘Sec. 4980F. Failure of applicable plans re-
ducing benefit accruals to sat-
isfy notice requirements.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by

this section shall apply to plan amendments
taking effect on or after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

(2) TRANSITION.—Until such time as the
Secretary of the Treasury issues regulations
under sections 4980F(e)(2) and (3) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 and section
204(h)(3) of the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act of 1974 (as added by the amend-
ments made by this section), a plan shall be
treated as meeting the requirements of such
sections if it makes a good faith effort to
comply with such requirements.

(3) SPECIAL RULE.—The period for providing
any notice required by the amendments
made by this section shall not end before the
date which is 3 months after the date of the
enactment of this Act.
SEC. 1246. PROTECTION OF INVESTMENT OF EM-

PLOYEE CONTRIBUTIONS TO 401(K)
PLANS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1524(b) of the
Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this
section shall apply to elective deferrals for
plan years beginning after December 31, 1998.

‘‘(2) NONAPPLICATION TO PREVIOUSLY AC-
QUIRED PROPERTY.—The amendments made
by this section shall not apply to any elec-
tive deferral which is invested in assets con-
sisting of qualifying employer securities,
qualifying employer real property, or both, if
such assets were acquired before January 1,
1999.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply as if in-
cluded in the provision of the Taxpayer Re-
lief Act of 1997 to which it relates.
SEC. 1247. TREATMENT OF MULTIEMPLOYER

PLANS UNDER SECTION 415.
(a) COMPENSATION LIMIT.—Paragraph (11) of

section 415(b) (relating to limitation for de-
fined benefit plans) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(11) SPECIAL LIMITATION RULE FOR GOVERN-
MENTAL AND MULTIEMPLOYER PLANS.—In the
case of a governmental plan (as defined in
section 414(d)) or a multiemployer plan (as
defined in section 414(f)), subparagraph (B) of
paragraph (1) shall not apply.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to years be-
ginning after December 31, 2000.

Subtitle E—Reducing Regulatory Burdens
SEC. 1251. MODIFICATION OF TIMING OF PLAN

VALUATIONS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 412(c)(9) (relating

to annual valuation) is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘For purposes’’ and insert-

ing the following:
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes’’, and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) ELECTION TO USE PRIOR YEAR VALU-

ATION.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

clause (ii), if, for any plan year—
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‘‘(I) an election is in effect under this sub-

paragraph with respect to a plan, and
‘‘(II) the assets of the plan are not less

than 125 percent of the plan’s current liabil-
ity (as defined in paragraph (7)(B)), deter-
mined as of the valuation date for the pre-
ceding plan year,
then this section shall be applied using the
information available as of such valuation
date.

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTIONS.—
‘‘(I) ACTUAL VALUATION EVERY 3 YEARS.—

Clause (i) shall not apply for more than 2
consecutive plan years and valuation shall
be under subparagraph (A) with respect to
any plan year to which clause (i) does not
apply by reason of this subclause.

‘‘(II) REGULATIONS.—Clause (i) shall not
apply to the extent that more frequent valu-
ations are required under the regulations
under subparagraph (A).

‘‘(iii) ADJUSTMENTS.—Information under
clause (i) shall, in accordance with regula-
tions, be actuarially adjusted to reflect sig-
nificant differences in participants.

‘‘(iv) ELECTION.—An election under this
subparagraph, once made, shall be irrev-
ocable without the consent of the Sec-
retary.’’.

(b) AMENDMENTS TO ERISA.—Paragraph (9)
of section 302(c) of the Employee Retirement
Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C.
1053(c)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(9)’’, and
(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(B)(i) Except as provided in clause (ii), if,
for any plan year—

‘‘(I) an election is in effect under this sub-
paragraph with respect to a plan, and

‘‘(II) the assets of the plan are not less
than 125 percent of the plan’s current liabil-
ity (as defined in paragraph (7)(B)), deter-
mined as of the valuation date for the pre-
ceding plan year,

then this section shall be applied using the
information available as of such valuation
date.

‘‘(ii)(I) Clause (i) shall not apply for more
than 2 consecutive plan years and valuation
shall be under subparagraph (A) with respect
to any plan year to which clause (i) does not
apply by reason of this subclause.

‘‘(II) Clause (i) shall not apply to the ex-
tent that more frequent valuations are re-
quired under the regulations under subpara-
graph (A).

‘‘(iii) Information under clause (i) shall, in
accordance with regulations, be actuarially
adjusted to reflect significant differences in
participants.

‘‘(iv) An election under this subparagraph,
once made, shall be irrevocable without the
consent of the Secretary of the Treasury.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to plan
years beginning after December 31, 2000.

SEC. 1252. ESOP DIVIDENDS MAY BE REINVESTED
WITHOUT LOSS OF DIVIDEND DE-
DUCTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 404(k)(2)(A) (de-
fining applicable dividends) is amended by
striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of clause (ii), by re-
designating clause (iii) as clause (iv), and by
inserting after clause (ii) the following new
clause:

‘‘(iii) is, at the election of such partici-
pants or their beneficiaries—

‘‘(I) payable as provided in clause (i) or (ii),
or

‘‘(II) paid to the plan and reinvested in
qualifying employer securities, or’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.

SEC. 1253. REPEAL OF TRANSITION RULE RELAT-
ING TO CERTAIN HIGHLY COM-
PENSATED EMPLOYEES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (4) of section
1114(c) of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 is here-
by repealed.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The repeal made by
subsection (a) shall apply to plan years be-
ginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 1254. EMPLOYEES OF TAX-EXEMPT ENTI-

TIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the

Treasury shall modify Treasury Regulations
section 1.410(b)–6(g) to provide that employ-
ees of an organization described in section
403(b)(1)(A)(i) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 who are eligible to make contribu-
tions under section 403(b) of such Code pursu-
ant to a salary reduction agreement may be
treated as excludable with respect to a plan
under section 401 (k) or (m) of such Code that
is provided under the same general arrange-
ment as a plan under such section 401(k), if—

(1) no employee of an organization de-
scribed in section 403(b)(1)(A)(i) of such Code
is eligible to participate in such section
401(k) plan or section 401(m) plan, and

(2) 95 percent of the employees who are not
employees of an organization described in
section 403(b)(1)(A)(i) of such Code are eligi-
ble to participate in such plan under such
section 401 (k) or (m).

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The modification re-
quired by subsection (a) shall apply as of the
same date set forth in section 1426(b) of the
Small Business Job Protection Act of 1996.
SEC. 1255. CLARIFICATION OF TREATMENT OF

EMPLOYER-PROVIDED RETIREMENT
ADVICE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
132 (relating to exclusion from gross income)
is amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of
paragraph (5), by striking the period at the
end of paragraph (6) and inserting ‘‘, or’’, and
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(7) qualified retirement planning serv-
ices.’’.

(b) QUALIFIED RETIREMENT PLANNING SERV-
ICES DEFINED.—Section 132 is amended by re-
designating subsection (m) as subsection (n)
and by inserting after subsection (l) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(m) QUALIFIED RETIREMENT PLANNING
SERVICES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘qualified retirement planning
services’ means any retirement planning
service provided to an employee and his
spouse by an employer maintaining a quali-
fied employer plan.

‘‘(2) NONDISCRIMINATION RULE.—Subsection
(a)(7) shall apply in the case of highly com-
pensated employees only if such services are
available on substantially the same terms to
each member of the group of employees nor-
mally provided education and information
regarding the employer’s qualified employer
plan.

‘‘(3) QUALIFIED EMPLOYER PLAN.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘qualified
employer plan’ means a plan, contract, pen-
sion, or account described in section
219(g)(5).’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to years be-
ginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1256. REPORTING SIMPLIFICATION.

(a) SIMPLIFIED ANNUAL FILING REQUIRE-
MENT FOR OWNERS AND THEIR SPOUSES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall modify the requirements for
filing annual returns with respect to one-
participant retirement plans to ensure that
such plans with assets of $250,000 or less as of
the close of the plan year need not file a re-
turn for that year.

(2) ONE-PARTICIPANT RETIREMENT PLAN DE-
FINED.—For purposes of this subsection, the

term ‘‘one-participant retirement plan’’
means a retirement plan that—

(A) on the first day of the plan year—
(i) covered only the employer (and the em-

ployer’s spouse) and the employer owned the
entire business (whether or not incor-
porated), or

(ii) covered only one or more partners (and
their spouses) in a business partnership (in-
cluding partners in an S or C corporation),

(B) meets the minimum coverage require-
ments of section 410(b) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 without being combined
with any other plan of the business that cov-
ers the employees of the business,

(C) does not provide benefits to anyone ex-
cept the employer (and the employer’s
spouse) or the partners (and their spouses),

(D) does not cover a business that is a
member of an affiliated service group, a con-
trolled group of corporations, or a group of
businesses under common control, and

(E) does not cover a business that leases
employees.

(3) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—Terms used in
paragraph (2) which are also used in section
414 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall
have the respective meanings given such
terms by such section.

(b) SIMPLIFIED ANNUAL FILING REQUIRE-
MENT FOR PLANS WITH FEWER THAN 25 EM-
PLOYEES.—In the case of a retirement plan
which covers less than 25 employees on the
1st day of the plan year and meets the re-
quirements described in subparagraphs (B),
(D), and (E) of subsection (a)(2), the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall provide for the
filing of a simplified annual return that is
substantially similar to the annual return
required to be filed by a one-participant re-
tirement plan.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of
this section shall take effect on January 1,
2001.
SEC. 1257. IMPROVEMENT OF EMPLOYEE PLANS

COMPLIANCE RESOLUTION SYSTEM.
The Secretary of the Treasury shall con-

tinue to update and improve the Employee
Plans Compliance Resolution System (or any
successor program) giving special attention
to—

(1) increasing the awareness and knowledge
of small employers concerning the avail-
ability and use of the program,

(2) taking into account special concerns
and circumstances that small employers face
with respect to compliance and correction of
compliance failures,

(3) extending the duration of the self-cor-
rection period under the Administrative Pol-
icy Regarding Self-Correction for significant
compliance failures,

(4) expanding the availability to correct in-
significant compliance failures under the Ad-
ministrative Policy Regarding Self-Correc-
tion during audit, and

(5) assuring that any tax, penalty, or sanc-
tion that is imposed by reason of a compli-
ance failure is not excessive and bears a rea-
sonable relationship to the nature, extent,
and severity of the failure.
SEC. 1258. SUBSTANTIAL OWNER BENEFITS IN

TERMINATED PLANS.
(a) MODIFICATION OF PHASE-IN OF GUAR-

ANTEE.—Section 4022(b)(5) of the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29
U.S.C. 1322(b)(5)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(5)(A) For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘majority owner’ means an individual
who, at any time during the 60-month period
ending on the date the determination is
being made—

‘‘(i) owns the entire interest in an unincor-
porated trade or business,

‘‘(ii) in the case of a partnership, is a part-
ner who owns, directly or indirectly, 50 per-
cent or more of either the capital interest or
the profits interest in such partnership, or
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‘‘(iii) in the case of a corporation, owns, di-

rectly or indirectly, 50 percent or more in
value of either the voting stock of that cor-
poration or all the stock of that corporation.
For purposes of clause (iii), the constructive
ownership rules of section 1563(e) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 shall apply (de-
termined without regard to section
1563(e)(3)(C)).

‘‘(B) In the case of a participant who is a
majority owner, the amount of benefits guar-
anteed under this section shall equal the
product of—

‘‘(i) a fraction (not to exceed 1) the numer-
ator of which is the number of years from
the later of the effective date or the adoption
date of the plan to the termination date, and
the denominator of which is 10, and

‘‘(ii) the amount of benefits that would be
guaranteed under this section if the partici-
pant were not a majority owner.’’.

(b) MODIFICATION OF ALLOCATION OF AS-
SETS.—

(1) Section 4044(a)(4)(B) of the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29
U.S.C. 1344(a)(4)(B)) is amended by striking
‘‘section 4022(b)(5)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
4022(b)(5)(B)’’.

(2) Section 4044(b) of such Act (29 U.S.C.
1344(b)) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(5)’’ in paragraph (2) and
inserting ‘‘(4), (5),’’, and

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3)
through (6) as paragraphs (4) through (7), re-
spectively, and by inserting after paragraph
(2) the following:

‘‘(3) If assets available for allocation under
paragraph (4) of subsection (a) are insuffi-
cient to satisfy in full the benefits of all in-
dividuals who are described in that para-
graph, the assets shall be allocated first to
benefits described in subparagraph (A) of
that paragraph. Any remaining assets shall
then be allocated to benefits described in
subparagraph (B) of that paragraph. If assets
allocated to such subparagraph (B) are insuf-
ficient to satisfy in full the benefits de-
scribed in that subparagraph, the assets
shall be allocated pro rata among individuals
on the basis of the present value (as of the
termination date) of their respective benefits
described in that subparagraph.’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 4021 of the Employee Retire-

ment Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C.
1321) is amended—

(A) in subsection (b)(9), by striking ‘‘as de-
fined in section 4022(b)(6)’’, and

(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(d) For purposes of subsection (b)(9), the

term ‘substantial owner’ means an indi-
vidual who, at any time during the 60-month
period ending on the date the determination
is being made—

‘‘(1) owns the entire interest in an unincor-
porated trade or business,

‘‘(2) in the case of a partnership, is a part-
ner who owns, directly or indirectly, more
than 10 percent of either the capital interest
or the profits interest in such partnership, or

‘‘(3) in the case of a corporation, owns, di-
rectly or indirectly, more than 10 percent in
value of either the voting stock of that cor-
poration or all the stock of that corporation.
For purposes of paragraph (3), the construc-
tive ownership rules of section 1563(e) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall apply
(determined without regard to section
1563(e)(3)(C)).’’.

(2) Section 4043(c)(7) of such Act (29 U.S.C.
1343(c)(7)) is amended by striking ‘‘section
4022(b)(6)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 4021(d)’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this
section shall apply to plan terminations—

(A) under section 4041(c) of the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29

U.S.C. 1341(c)) with respect to which notices
of intent to terminate are provided under
section 4041(a)(2) of such Act (29 U.S.C.
1341(a)(2)) after December 31, 2000, and

(B) under section 4042 of such Act (29 U.S.C.
1342) with respect to which proceedings are
instituted by the corporation after such
date.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The amend-
ments made by subsection (c) shall take ef-
fect on the date of enactment of this Act.
SEC. 1259. MODIFICATION OF EXCLUSION FOR

EMPLOYER PROVIDED TRANSIT
PASSES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 132(f)(3) (relating
to cash reimbursements) is amended by
striking the last sentence.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 1260. REPEAL OF THE MULTIPLE USE TEST.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (9) of section
401(m) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(9) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary to carry out the purposes of this sub-
section and subsection (k), including regula-
tions permitting appropriate aggregation of
plans and contributions.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to years be-
ginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1261. FLEXIBILITY IN NONDISCRIMINATION,

COVERAGE, AND LINE OF BUSINESS
RULES.

(a) NONDISCRIMINATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the

Treasury shall, by regulation, provide that a
plan shall be deemed to satisfy the require-
ments of section 401(a)(4) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 if such plan satisfies
the facts and circumstances test under sec-
tion 401(a)(4) of such Code, as in effect before
January 1, 1994, but only if—

(A) the plan satisfies conditions prescribed
by the Secretary to appropriately limit the
availability of such test, and

(B) the plan is submitted to the Secretary
for a determination of whether it satisfies
such test.
Subparagraph (B) shall only apply to the ex-
tent provided by the Secretary.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(A) REGULATIONS.—The regulation required

by paragraph (1) shall apply to years begin-
ning after December 31, 2000.

(B) CONDITIONS OF AVAILABILITY.—Any con-
dition of availability prescribed by the Sec-
retary under paragraph (1)(A) shall not apply
before the first year beginning not less than
120 days after the date on which such condi-
tion is prescribed.

(b) COVERAGE TEST.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 410(b)(1) (relating

to minimum coverage requirements) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(D) In the case that the plan fails to meet
the requirements of subparagraphs (A), (B)
and (C), the plan—

‘‘(i) satisfies subparagraph (B), as in effect
immediately before the enactment of the
Tax Reform Act of 1986,

‘‘(ii) is submitted to the Secretary for a de-
termination of whether it satisfies the re-
quirement described in clause (i), and

‘‘(iii) satisfies conditions prescribed by the
Secretary by regulation that appropriately
limit the availability of this subparagraph.
Clause (ii) shall apply only to the extent pro-
vided by the Secretary.’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by

paragraph (1) shall apply to years beginning
after December 31, 2000.

(B) CONDITIONS OF AVAILABILITY.—Any con-
dition of availability prescribed by the Sec-
retary under regulations prescribed by the

Secretary under section 410(b)(1)(D) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall not apply
before the first year beginning not less than
120 days after the date on which such condi-
tion is prescribed.

(c) LINE OF BUSINESS RULES.—The Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall, on or before De-
cember 31, 2000, modify the existing regula-
tions issued under section 414(r) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 in order to expand
(to the extent that the Secretary determines
appropriate) the ability of a pension plan to
demonstrate compliance with the line of
business requirements based upon the facts
and circumstances surrounding the design
and operation of the plan, even though the
plan is unable to satisfy the mechanical
tests currently used to determine compli-
ance.
SEC. 1262. EXTENSION TO INTERNATIONAL ORGA-

NIZATIONS OF MORATORIUM ON AP-
PLICATION OF CERTAIN NON-
DISCRIMINATION RULES APPLICA-
BLE TO STATE AND LOCAL PLANS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (G) of sec-
tion 401(a)(5), subparagraph (H) of section
401(a)(26), subparagraph (G) of section
401(k)(3), and paragraph (2) of section 1505(d)
of the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 are each
amended by inserting ‘‘or by an inter-
national organization which is described in
section 414(d)’’ after ‘‘or instrumentality
thereof)’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The headings for subparagraph (G) of

section 401(a)(5) and subparagraph (H) of sec-
tion 401(a)(26) are each amended by inserting
‘‘AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION’’ after
‘‘GOVERNMENTAL’’.

(2) Subparagraph (G) of section 401(k)(3) is
amended by inserting ‘‘STATE AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENTAL AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANI-
ZATION PLANS.—’’ after ‘‘(G)’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to years be-
ginning after December 31, 2000.

Subtitle F—Plan Amendments
SEC. 1271. PROVISIONS RELATING TO PLAN

AMENDMENTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—If this section applies to

any plan or contract amendment—
(1) such plan or contract shall be treated as

being operated in accordance with the terms
of the plan during the period described in
subsection (b)(2)(A), and

(2) such plan shall not fail to meet the re-
quirements of section 411(d)(6) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 by reason of such
amendment.

(b) AMENDMENTS TO WHICH SECTION AP-
PLIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—This section shall apply to
any amendment to any plan or annuity con-
tract which is made—

(A) pursuant to any amendment made by
this title, or pursuant to any regulation
issued under this title, and

(B) on or before the last day of the first
plan year beginning on or after January 1,
2003.
In the case of a government plan (as defined
in section 414(d) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986), this paragraph shall be applied
by substituting ‘‘2005’’ for ‘‘2003’’.

(2) CONDITIONS.—This section shall not
apply to any amendment unless—

(A) during the period—
(i) beginning on the date the legislative or

regulatory amendment described in para-
graph (1)(A) takes effect (or in the case of a
plan or contract amendment not required by
such legislative or regulatory amendment,
the effective date specified by the plan), and

(ii) ending on the date described in para-
graph (1)(B) (or, if earlier, the date the plan
or contract amendment is adopted),
the plan or contract is operated as if such
plan or contract amendment were in effect,
and
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(B) such plan or contract amendment ap-

plies retroactively for such period.
TITLE XIII—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Subtitle A—Provisions Primarily Affecting
Individuals

SEC. 1301. CONSISTENT TREATMENT OF SUR-
VIVOR BENEFITS FOR PUBLIC SAFE-
TY OFFICERS KILLED IN THE LINE
OF DUTY.

Subsection (b) of section 1528 of the Tax-
payer Relief Act of 1997 (Public Law 105–34) is
amended by striking the period and inserting
‘, and to amounts received in taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1999, with re-
spect to individuals dying on or before De-
cember 31, 1996.’’.
SEC. 1302. EXPANSION OF DC HOMEBUYER TAX

CREDIT.
(a) EXPANSION OF INCOME LIMITATION.—Sec-

tion 1400C(b)(1) (relating to limitation based
on modified adjusted gross income) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$110,000’’ in subparagraph
(A)(i) and inserting ‘‘$140,000’’, and

(2) by inserting ‘‘($40,000 in the case of a
joint return)’’ after ‘‘$20,000’’ in subpara-
graph (B).

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to pur-
chases on or after the date of the enactment
of this Act.
SEC. 1303. NO FEDERAL INCOME TAX ON

AMOUNTS AND LANDS RECEIVED BY
HOLOCAUST VICTIMS OR THEIR
HEIRS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986, gross income shall
not include—

(1) any amount received by an individual
(or any heir of the individual)—

(A) from the Swiss Humanitarian Fund es-
tablished by the Government of Switzerland
or from any similar fund established by any
foreign country, or

(B) as a result of the settlement of the ac-
tion entitled ‘‘In re Holocaust Victims’ Asset
Litigation’’, (E.D. NY), C.A. No. 96–4849, or as
a result of any similar action; and

(2) the value of any land (including struc-
tures thereon) recovered by an individual (or
any heir of the individual) from a govern-
ment of a foreign country as a result of a
settlement of a claim arising out of the con-
fiscation of such land in connection with the
Holocaust.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
apply to any amount received on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

Subtitle B—Provisions Primarily Affecting
Businesses

SEC. 1311. DISTRIBUTIONS FROM PUBLICLY
TRADED PARTNERSHIPS TREATED
AS QUALIFYING INCOME OF REGU-
LATED INVESTMENT COMPANIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section
851(b) (defining regulated investment com-
pany) is amended by inserting ‘‘income de-
rived from an interest in a publicly traded
partnership (as defined in section 7704(b)),’’
after ‘‘dividends, interest,’’.

(b) SOURCE FLOW-THROUGH RULE NOT TO
APPLY.—The last sentence of section 851(b) is
amended by inserting ‘‘(other than a publicly
traded partnership (as defined in section
7704(b)))’’ after ‘‘derived from a partnership’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1312. SPECIAL PASSIVE ACTIVITY RULE FOR

PUBLICLY TRADED PARTNERSHIPS
TO APPLY TO REGULATED INVEST-
MENT COMPANIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (k) of section
469 (relating to separate application of sec-
tion in case of publicly traded partnerships)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(4) APPLICATION TO REGULATED INVEST-
MENT COMPANIES.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, a regulated investment company (as de-
fined in section 851) holding an interest in a
publicly traded partnership shall be treated
as a taxpayer described in subsection (a)(2)
with respect to items attributable to such
interest.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1313. LARGE ELECTRIC TRUCKS, VANS, AND

BUSES ELIGIBLE FOR DEDUCTION
FOR CLEAN-FUEL VEHICLES IN LIEU
OF CREDIT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
30(c) (relating to credit for qualified electric
vehicles) is amended by adding at the end
the following new flush sentence:
‘‘Such term shall not include any vehicle de-
scribed in subclause (I) or (II) of section
179A(b)(1)(A)(iii).’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to property
placed in service after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 1314. MODIFICATIONS TO SPECIAL RULES

FOR NUCLEAR DECOMMISSIONING
COSTS.

(a) REPEAL OF LIMITATION ON DEPOSITS INTO
FUND BASED ON COST OF SERVICE.—Sub-
section (b) of section 468A is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(b) LIMITATION ON AMOUNTS PAID INTO
FUND.—The amount which a taxpayer may
pay into the Fund for any taxable year shall
not exceed the ruling amount applicable to
such taxable year.’’.

(b) CLARIFICATION OF TREATMENT OF FUND
TRANSFERS.—Subsection (e) of section 468A
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(8) TREATMENT OF FUND TRANSFERS.—If, in
connection with the transfer of the tax-
payer’s interest in a nuclear powerplant, the
taxpayer transfers the Fund with respect to
such powerplant to the transferee of such in-
terest and the transferee elects to continue
the application of this section to such
Fund—

‘‘(A) the transfer of such Fund shall not
cause such Fund to be disqualified from the
application of this section, and

‘‘(B) no amount shall be treated as distrib-
uted from such Fund, or be includible in
gross income, by reason of such transfer.’’.

(c) TRANSFERS OF BALANCES IN NON-
QUALIFIED FUNDS.—Section 468A is amended
by redesignating subsections (f) and (g) as
subsections (g) and (h), respectively, and by
inserting after subsection (e) the following
new subsection:

‘‘(f) TRANSFERS OF BALANCES IN NON-
QUALIFIED FUNDS INTO QUALIFIED FUNDS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (b), any taxpayer maintaining a
Fund to which this section applies with re-
spect to a nuclear powerplant may transfer
into such Fund amounts held in any non-
qualified fund of such taxpayer with respect
to such powerplant.

‘‘(2) MAXIMUM AMOUNT PERMITTED TO BE
TRANSFERRED.—The amount permitted to be
transferred under paragraph (1) shall not ex-
ceed the balance in the nonqualified fund as
of December 31, 1998.

‘‘(3) DEDUCTION FOR AMOUNTS TRANS-
FERRED.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The deduction allowed
by subsection (a) for any transfer permitted
by this subsection shall be allowed ratably
over the remaining estimated useful life
(within the meaning of subsection (d)(2)(A))
of the nuclear powerplant, beginning with
the later of the taxable year during which
the transfer is made or the taxpayer’s first
taxable year beginning after December 31,
2001.

‘‘(B) DENIAL OF DEDUCTION FOR PREVIOUSLY
DEDUCTED AMOUNTS.—No deduction shall be

allowed for any transfer under this sub-
section of an amount for which a deduction
was allowed when such amount was paid into
the nonqualified fund. For purposes of the
preceding sentence, a ratable portion of each
transfer shall be treated as being from pre-
viously deducted amounts to the extent
thereof.

‘‘(C) TRANSFERS OF QUALIFIED FUNDS.—If—
‘‘(i) any transfer permitted by this sub-

section is made to any Fund to which this
section applies, and

‘‘(ii) such Fund is transferred thereafter,
any deduction under this subsection for tax-
able years ending after the date that such
Fund is transferred shall be allowed to the
transferee and not to the transferor. The pre-
ceding sentence shall not apply if the trans-
feror is an organization exempt from tax im-
posed by this chapter.

‘‘(4) NEW RULING AMOUNT REQUIRED.—Para-
graph (1) shall not apply to any transfer un-
less the taxpayer requests from the Sec-
retary a new schedule of ruling amounts in
connection with such transfer.

‘‘(5) NONQUALIFIED FUND.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘nonqualified fund’
means, with respect to any nuclear power-
plant, any fund in which amounts are irrev-
ocably set aside pursuant to the require-
ments of any State or Federal agency exclu-
sively for the purpose of funding the decom-
missioning of such powerplant.

‘‘(6) NO BASIS IN QUALIFIED FUNDS.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the
basis of any Fund to which this section ap-
plies shall not be increased by reason of any
transfer permitted by this subsection.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 1315. CONSOLIDATION OF LIFE INSURANCE

COMPANIES WITH OTHER CORPORA-
TIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1504(b) (defining
includible corporation) is amended by strik-
ing paragraph (2).

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subsection (c) of section 1503 is amend-

ed by striking paragraph (2) (relating to
losses of recent nonlife affiliates).

(2) Section 1504 is amended by striking sub-
section (c) and by redesignating subsections
(d), (e), and (f) as subsections (c), (d), and (e),
respectively.

(3) Section 1503(c)(1) (relating to special
rule for application of certain losses against
income of insurance companies taxed under
section 801) is amended by striking ‘‘an elec-
tion under section 1504(c)(2) is in effect for
the taxable year and’’.

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

this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2000.

(2) LOSSES OF RECENT NONLIFE AFFILI-
ATES.—The amendment made by subsection
(b)(1) shall apply to taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2005.

(d) NO CARRYBACK BEFORE JANUARY 1,
2006.—To the extent that a consolidated net
operating loss is allowed or increased by rea-
son of the amendments made by this section,
such loss may not be carried back to a tax-
able year beginning before January 1, 2006.

(e) NONTERMINATION OF GROUP.—No affili-
ated group shall terminate solely as a result
of the amendments made by this section.

(f) WAIVER OF 5-YEAR WAITING PERIOD.—
Under regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury or his delegate, an
automatic waiver from the 5-year waiting
period for reconsolidation provided in sec-
tion 1504(a)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 shall be granted to any corporation
which was previously an includible corpora-
tion but was subsequently deemed a non-
includible corporation as a result of becom-
ing a subsidiary of a corporation which was
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not an includible corporation solely by oper-
ation of section 1504(c)(2) of such Code (as in
effect on the day before the date of the en-
actment of this Act).
SEC. 1316. MODIFICATION OF ACTIVE BUSINESS

DEFINITION UNDER SECTION 355.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 355(b) (defining

active conduct of a trade or business) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO ACTIVE
BUSINESS REQUIREMENT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of deter-
mining whether a corporation meets the re-
quirement of paragraph (2)(A), all members
of such corporation’s separate affiliated
group shall be treated as 1 corporation. For
purposes of the preceding sentence, a cor-
poration’s separate affiliated group is the af-
filiated group which would be determined
under section 1504(a) if such corporation
were the common parent and section 1504(b)
did not apply.

‘‘(B) CONTROL.—For purposes of paragraph
(2)(D), all distributee corporations which are
members of the same affiliated group (as de-
fined in section 1504(a) without regard to sec-
tion 1504(b)) shall be treated as 1 distributee
corporation.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subparagraph (A) of section 355(b)(2) is

amended to read as follows:
‘‘(A) it is engaged in the active conduct of

a trade or business,’’.
(2) Section 355(b)(2) is amended by striking

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

this section shall apply to distributions after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(2) TRANSITION RULE.—The amendments
made by this section shall not apply to any
distribution pursuant to a transaction which
is—

(A) made pursuant to an agreement which
was binding on such date and at all times
thereafter,

(B) described in a ruling request submitted
to the Internal Revenue Service on or before
such date, or

(C) described on or before such date in a
public announcement or in a filing with the
Securities and Exchange Commission.

(3) ELECTION TO HAVE AMENDMENTS APPLY.—
Paragraph (2) shall not apply if the distrib-
uting corporation elects not to have such
paragraph apply to distributions of such cor-
poration. Any such election, once made,
shall be irrevocable.
SEC. 1317. EXPANSION OF EXEMPTION FROM

PERSONAL HOLDING COMPANY TAX
FOR LENDING OR FINANCE COMPA-
NIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (6) of section
542(c) (defining personal holding company) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘rents,’’ in subparagraph
(B), and

(2) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B),

(3) by striking subparagraph (C), and
(4) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as

subparagraph (C).
(b) EXCEPTION FOR LENDING OR FINANCE

COMPANIES DETERMINED ON AFFILIATED
GROUP BASIS.—Subsection (d) of section 542
is amended by striking paragraphs (1) and (2)
and inserting the following new paragraphs:

‘‘(1) LENDING OR FINANCE BUSINESS DE-
FINED.— For purposes of subsection (c)(6),
the term ‘lending or finance business’ means
a business of—

‘‘(A) making loans,
‘‘(B) purchasing or discounting accounts

receivable, notes, or installment obligations,
‘‘(C) engaging in leasing (including enter-

ing into leases and purchasing, servicing,
and disposing of leases and leased assets),

‘‘(D) rendering services or making facili-
ties available in the ordinary course of a
lending or finance business.

‘‘(E) rendering services or making facili-
ties available in connection with activities
described in subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C)
carried on by the corporation rendering serv-
ices or making facilities available, or

‘‘(F) rendering services or making facili-
ties available to another corporation which
is engaged in the lending or finance business
(within the meaning of this paragraph), if
such services or facilities are related to the
lending or finance business (within such
meaning) of such other corporation and such
other corporation and the corporation ren-
dering services or making facilities available
are members of the same affiliated group (as
defined in section 1504).

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION DETERMINED ON AN AFFILI-
ATED GROUP BASIS.—In the case of a lending
or finance company which is a member of an
affiliated group (as defined in section 1504),
such company shall be treated as meeting
the requirements of subsection (c)(6) if such
group (determined by taking into account
only members of such group which are en-
gaged in a lending or finance business) meets
such requirements.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years ending after December 31, 1999.

SEC. 1318. EXTENSION OF EXPENSING OF ENVI-
RONMENTAL REMEDIATION COSTS.

(a) EXPANSION OF QUALIFIED CONTAMINATED

SITE.—Section 198(c) is amended to read as
follows:

‘‘(c) QUALIFIED CONTAMINATED SITE.—For
purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified con-
taminated site’ means any area—

‘‘(A) which is held by the taxpayer for use
in a trade or business or for the production
of income, or which is property described in
section 1221(1) in the hands of the taxpayer,
and

‘‘(B) at or on which there has been a re-
lease (or threat of release) or disposal of any
hazardous substance.

‘‘(2) NATIONAL PRIORITIES LISTED SITES NOT
INCLUDED.—Such term shall not include any
site which is on, or proposed for, the na-
tional priorities list under section
105(a)(8)(B) of the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response, Compensation, and Liabil-
ity Act of 1980 (as in effect on the date of the
enactment of this section).

‘‘(3) TAXPAYER MUST RECEIVE STATEMENT
FROM STATE ENVIRONMENTAL AGENCY.—An
area shall be treated as a qualified contami-
nated site with respect to expenditures paid
or incurred during any taxable year only if
the taxpayer receives a statement from the
appropriate agency of the State in which
such area is located that such area meets the
requirement of paragraph (1)(B).

‘‘(4) APPROPRIATE STATE AGENCY.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (2), the chief executive of-
ficer of each State may, in consultation with
the Administrator of the Environmental
Protection Agency, designate the appro-
priate State environmental agency within 60
days of the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion. If the chief executive officer of a State
has not designated an appropriate State en-
vironmental agency within such 60-day pe-
riod, the appropriate environmental agency
for such State shall be designated by the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to expendi-
tures paid or incurred after December 31,
1999.

Subtitle C—Provisions Relating to Excise
Taxes

SEC. 1321. CONSOLIDATION OF HAZARDOUS SUB-
STANCE SUPERFUND AND LEAKING
UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK
TRUST FUND.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter A of chapter
98 (relating to trust fund code) is amended by
striking sections 9507 and 9508 and inserting
the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 9507. ENVIRONMENTAL REMEDIATION

TRUST FUND.
‘‘(a) CREATION OF TRUST FUND.—There is

established in the Treasury of the United
States a trust fund to be known as the ‘Envi-
ronmental Remediation Trust Fund’ con-
sisting of such amounts as may be—

‘‘(1) appropriated to the Environmental Re-
mediation Trust Fund as provided in this
section,

‘‘(2) appropriated to the Environmental Re-
mediation Trust Fund pursuant to section
517(b) of the Superfund Revenue Act of 1986,
or

‘‘(3) credited to the Environmental Reme-
diation Trust Fund as provided in section
9602(b).

‘‘(b) TRANSFERS TO ENVIRONMENTAL REME-
DIATION TRUST FUND.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There are hereby appro-
priated to the Environmental Remediation
Trust Fund amounts equivalent to—

‘‘(A) the taxes received in the Treasury
under—

‘‘(i) section 59A, 4611, 4661, or 4671 (relating
to environmental taxes),

‘‘(ii) section 4041(d) (relating to additional
taxes on motor fuels),

‘‘(iii) section 4081 (relating to tax on gaso-
line, diesel fuel, and kerosene) to the extent
attributable to the Environmental Remedi-
ation Trust Fund financing rate under such
section,

‘‘(iv) section 4091 (relating to tax on avia-
tion fuel) to the extent attributable to the
Environmental Remediation Trust Fund fi-
nancing rate under such section, and

‘‘(v) section 4042 (relating to tax on fuel
used in commercial transportation on inland
waterways) to the extent attributable to the
Environmental Remediation Trust Fund fi-
nancing rate under such section,

‘‘(B) amounts recovered on behalf of the
Environmental Remediation Trust Fund
under the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of
1980 (hereinafter in this section referred to as
‘CERCLA’),

‘‘(C) all moneys recovered or collected
under section 311(b)(6)(B) of the Clean Water
Act,

‘‘(D) penalties assessed under title I of
CERCLA,

‘‘(E) punitive damages under section
107(c)(3) of CERCLA, and

‘‘(F) amounts received in the Treasury and
collected under section 9003(h)(6) of the Solid
Waste Disposal Act.

‘‘(2) LIMITATION ON TRANSFERS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subparagraph (B), no amount may be appro-
priated or credited to the Environmental Re-
mediation Trust Fund on and after the date
of any expenditure from any such Trust
Fund which is not permitted by this section.
The determination of whether an expendi-
ture is so permitted shall be made without
regard to—

‘‘(i) any provision of law which is not con-
tained or referenced in this title or in a rev-
enue Act, and

‘‘(ii) whether such provision of law is a
subsequently enacted provision or directly or
indirectly seeks to waive the application of
this paragraph.

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION FOR PRIOR OBLIGATIONS.—
Subparagraph (A) shall not apply to any ex-
penditure to liquidate any contract entered



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7075August 4, 1999
into (or for any amount otherwise obligated)
in accordance with the provisions of this sec-
tion.’’.

‘‘(c) EXPENDITURES FROM ENVIRONMENTAL
REMEDIATION TRUST FUND.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts in the Environ-
mental Remediation Trust Fund shall be
available, as provided in appropriation Acts,
only for purposes of making expenditures—

‘‘(A) to carry out the purposes of—
‘‘(i) paragraphs (1), (2), (5), and (6) of sec-

tion 111(a) of CERCLA as in effect on July 12,
1999,

‘‘(ii) section 111(c) of CERCLA (as so in ef-
fect), other than paragraphs (1) and (2) there-
of, and

‘‘(iii) section 111(m) of CERCLA (as so in
effect), or

‘‘(B) to carry out section 9003(h) of the
Solid Waste Disposal Act as in effect on July
12, 1999.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN TRANSFERS,
ETC., OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES.—No amount
in the Environmental Remediation Trust
Fund or derived from the Environmental Re-
mediation Trust Fund shall be available or
used for the transfer or disposal of hazardous
waste carried out pursuant to a cooperative
agreement between the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency and a
State if the following conditions apply—

‘‘(A) the transfer or disposal, if made on
December 13, 1985, would not comply with a
State or local requirement,

‘‘(B) the transfer is to a facility for which
a final permit under section 3005(a) of the
Solid Waste Disposal Act was issued after
January 1, 1983, and before November 1, 1984,
and

‘‘(C) the transfer is from a facility identi-
fied as the McColl Site in Fullerton, Cali-
fornia.

‘‘(3) TRANSFERS FROM TRUST FUND FOR CER-
TAIN REPAYMENTS AND CREDITS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pay
from time to time from the Environmental
Remediation Trust Fund into the general
fund of the Treasury amounts equivalent
to—

‘‘(i) amounts paid under—
‘‘(I) section 6420 (relating to amounts paid

in respect of gasoline used on farms),
‘‘(II) section 6421 (relating to amounts paid

in respect of gasoline used for certain non-
highway purposes or by local transit sys-
tems), and

‘‘(III) section 6427 (relating to fuels not
used for taxable purposes), and

‘‘(ii) credits allowed under section 34,
with respect to the taxes imposed by section
4041(d) or by sections 4081 and 4091 (to the ex-
tent attributable to the Leaking Under-
ground Storage Tank Trust Fund financing
rate or the Environmental Remediation
Trust Fund financing rate under such sec-
tions).

‘‘(B) TRANSFERS BASED ON ESTIMATES.—
Transfers under subparagraph (A) shall be
made on the basis of estimates by the Sec-
retary, and proper adjustments shall be
made in amounts subsequently transferred
to the extent prior estimates were in excess
of or less than the amounts required to be
transferred.

‘‘(d) LIABILITY OF UNITED STATES LIMITED
TO AMOUNT IN TRUST FUND.—

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULE.—Any claim filed
against the Environmental Remediation
Trust Fund may be paid only out of the En-
vironmental Remediation Trust Fund.

‘‘(2) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROVI-
SIONS.—Nothing in CERCLA or the Super-
fund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
of 1986 (or in any amendment made by either
of such Acts) shall authorize the payment by
the United States Government of any
amount with respect to any such claim out

of any source other than the Environmental
Remediation Trust Fund.

‘‘(3) ORDER IN WHICH UNPAID CLAIMS ARE TO
BE PAID.—If at any time the Environmental
Remediation Trust Fund has insufficient
funds to pay all of the claims payable out of
the Environmental Remediation Trust Fund
at such time, such claims shall, to the extent
permitted under paragraph (1), be paid in full
in the order in which they were finally deter-
mined.

‘‘(e) SEPARATE ACCOUNTING IF SUPERFUND
REAUTHORIZED.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If a Federal law is en-
acted after September 30, 1999, which author-
izes expenditures out of the Environmental
Remediation Trust Fund for purposes of car-
rying out provisions of CERCLA not de-
scribed in subsection (c)(1)(A), this section
shall be applied as if such Fund consisted of
2 accounts: a Superfund Account and a Leak-
ing Underground Storage Tank Account.

‘‘(2) AMOUNTS IN ACCOUNTS.—
‘‘(A) LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK

ACCOUNT.—The Leaking Underground Stor-
age Tank Account—

‘‘(i) shall consist of amounts which would
have been appropriated or credited to the
Leaking Underground Storage Tank Trust
Fund but for the amendments made by sec-
tion 1321 of the Taxpayer Refund and Relief
Act of 1999, and

‘‘(ii) shall be available, as provided in ap-
propriation Acts, for the purposes for which
the Leaking Underground Storage Tank
Trust Fund was available (as in effect on the
day before the date of the enactment of such
amendments).

‘‘(B) SUPERFUND ACCOUNT.—The Superfund
Account—

‘‘(i) shall consist of amounts which would
have been appropriated or credited to the
Hazardous Substance Superfund but for such
amendments, and

‘‘(ii) shall be available, as provided in ap-
propriation Acts, for the purposes for which
the Hazardous Substance Superfund was
available (as so in effect).

‘‘(3) OPENING BALANCES.—
‘‘(A) LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK

ACCOUNT.—The balance in the Leaking Un-
derground Storage Tank Account as of the
date of the enactment of the Federal law re-
ferred to in paragraph (1) shall be the sum
of—

‘‘(i) the amount which bears the same ratio
to the balance in such Trust Fund as of such
date, bears to the sum of the balances (as of
the close of September 30, 1999) in Leaking
Underground Storage Tank Trust Fund and
the Hazardous Substance Superfund, and

‘‘(ii) the aggregate amount appropriated to
the Environmental Remediation Trust Fund
after September 30, 1999, by reason of taxes
received in the Treasury.

‘‘(B) SUPERFUND ACCOUNT.—The balance in
the Superfund Account as of the date of the
enactment of the Federal law referred to in
paragraph (1) shall be the excess of the bal-
ance in such Trust Fund as of such date over
the balance of the Leaking Underground
Storage Tank Account determined under
subparagraph (A).

‘‘(4) SPECIAL TRANSFER RULE.—If the bal-
ance in the Environmental Remediation
Trust Fund as of the date of the enactment
of the Federal law referred to in paragraph
(1) is less than the required balance for the
Leaking Underground Storage Tank Ac-
count, amounts otherwise required to be de-
posited in the Superfund Account shall be re-
duced (to the extent of the shortfall) and de-
posited into the Leaking Underground Stor-
age Tank Account.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subsections (c) and (e) of section 4611

are each amended by striking ‘‘Hazardous
Substance Superfund’’ each place it appears

and inserting ‘‘Environmental Remediation
Trust Fund’’.

(2) Subsection (c) of section 4661 is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘Hazardous Substance Super-
fund’’ and inserting ‘‘Environmental Reme-
diation Trust Fund’’.

(3) Sections 4041(d), 4042(b), 4081(a)(2)(B),
4081(d)(3), 4091(b), 4092(b), 6421(f), and 6427(l)
are each amended by striking ‘‘Leaking Un-
derground Storage Tank’’ each place it ap-
pears (other than the headings) and inserting
‘‘Environmental Remediation’’.

(4) The heading for subsection (d) of sec-
tion 4041 is amended by striking ‘‘LEAKING
UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK’’ and inserting
‘‘ENVIRONMENTAL REMEDIATION’’.

(5) The headings for subsections (a)(2)(B)
and (d)(3) of section 4081 and section
4091(b)(2) are each amended by striking
‘‘LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK’’ and
inserting ‘‘ENVIRONMENTAL REMEDIATION’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 1999.

(d) ENVIRONMENTAL REMEDIATION TRUST
FUND TREATED AS CONTINUATION OF OLD
TRUST FUNDS.—The Environmental Remedi-
ation Trust Fund established by the amend-
ments made by this section shall be treated
for all purposes of law as a continuation of
both the Hazardous Substance Superfund and
the Leaking Underground Storage Tank
Trust Fund. Any reference in any law to the
Hazardous Substance Superfund or the Leak-
ing Underground Storage Tank Trust Fund
shall be deemed to include (wherever appro-
priate) a reference to the Environmental Re-
mediation Trust Fund established by such
amendments.
SEC. 1322. REPEAL OF CERTAIN MOTOR FUEL EX-

CISE TAXES ON FUEL USED BY RAIL-
ROADS AND ON INLAND WATERWAY
TRANSPORTATION.

(a) REPEAL OF LEAKING UNDERGROUND
STORAGE TANK TRUST FUND TAXES ON FUEL
USED IN TRAINS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section
4041(d) is amended by adding at the end the
following new sentence: ‘‘The preceding sen-
tence shall not apply to any sale for use, or
use, of fuel in a diesel-powered train.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Paragraph (3) of section 6421(f) is

amended by striking ‘‘with respect to—’’ and
all that follows through ‘‘so much of’’ and
inserting ‘‘with respect to so much of’’.

(B) Paragraph (3) of section 6427(l) is
amended by striking ‘‘with respect to—’’ and
all that follows through ‘‘so much of’’ and
inserting ‘‘with respect to so much of’’.

(b) REPEAL OF 4.3-CENT MOTOR FUEL EXCISE
TAXES ON RAILROADS AND INLAND WATERWAY
TRANSPORTATION WHICH REMAIN IN GENERAL
FUND.—

(1) TAXES ON TRAINS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-

tion 4041(a)(1) is amended by striking ‘‘or a
diesel-powered train’’ each place it appears
and by striking ‘‘or train’’.

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(i) Subparagraph (C) of section 4041(a)(1) is

amended by striking clause (ii) and by redes-
ignating clause (iii) as clause (ii).

(ii) Subparagraph (C) of section 4041(b)(1) is
amended by striking all that follows ‘‘sec-
tion 6421(e)(2)’’ and inserting a period.

(iii) Paragraph (3) of section 4083(a) is
amended by striking ‘‘or a diesel-powered
train’’.

(iv) Section 6421(f) is amended by striking
paragraph (3).

(v) Section 6427(l) is amended by striking
paragraph (3).

(2) FUEL USED ON INLAND WATERWAYS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section

4042(b) is amended by adding ‘‘and’’ at the
end of subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘, and’’
at the end of subparagraph (B) and inserting
a period, and by striking subparagraph (C).
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(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph

(2) of section 4042(b) is amended by striking
subparagraph (C).

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall take effect on
October 1, 1999 (October 1, 2003, in the case of
the amendments made by subsection (b)), but
shall not take effect if section 1321 does not
take effect.
SEC. 1323. REPEAL OF EXCISE TAX ON FISHING

TACKLE BOXES.
(a) REPEAL.—Paragraph (6) of section

4162(a) (defining sport fishing equipment) is
amended by striking subparagraph (C) and
by redesignating subparagraphs (D) through
(J) as subparagraphs (C) through (I), respec-
tively.

(b) MODIFICATION OF TRANSFER TO AQUATIC
RESOURCES TRUST FUND.—Section
9503(b)(4)(D) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘11.5 cents’’ in clause (i) and
inserting ‘‘11.7 cents’’,

(2) by striking ‘‘13 cents’’ in clause (ii) and
inserting ‘‘13.2 cents’’, and

(3) by striking ‘‘13.5 cents’’ in clause (iii)
and inserting ‘‘13.7 cents’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect 30 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 1324. CLARIFICATION OF EXCISE TAX IM-

POSED ON ARROW COMPONENTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section

4161(b) (relating to bows and arrows, etc.) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) ARROWS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—There is hereby imposed

on the sale by the manufacturer, producer,
or importer of any shaft, point, article used
to attach a point to a shaft, nock, or vane of
a type used in the manufacture of any arrow
which after its assembly—

‘‘(i) measures 18 inches overall or more in
length, or

‘‘(ii) measures less than 18 inches overall in
length but is suitable for use with a bow de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(A),
a tax equal to 12.4 percent of the price for
which so sold.

‘‘(B) REDUCED RATE ON CERTAIN HUNTING
POINTS.—Subparagraph (A) shall be applied
by substituting ‘11 percent’ for ‘12.4 percent’
in the case of a point which is designed pri-
marily for use in hunting fish or large ani-
mals.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to articles
sold by the manufacturer, producer, or im-
porter after the close of the first calendar
month ending more than 30 days after the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 1325. EXEMPTION FROM TICKET TAXES FOR

CERTAIN TRANSPORTATION PRO-
VIDED BY SMALL SEAPLANES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4281 (relating to
small aircraft on nonestablished lines) is
amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 4281. SMALL AIRCRAFT.

‘‘The taxes imposed by sections 4261 and
4271 shall not apply to—

‘‘(1) transportation by an aircraft having a
maximum certificated takeoff weight of 6,000
pounds or less, except when such aircraft is
operated on an established line, and

‘‘(2) transportation by a seaplane having a
maximum certificated takeoff weight of 6,000
pounds or less with respect to any segment
consisting of a takeoff from, and a landing
on, water.
For purposes of the preceding sentence, the
term ‘maximum certificated takeoff weight’
means the maximum such weight contained
in the type certificate or airworthiness cer-
tificate.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for part III of subchapter C of chap-
ter 33 is amended by striking ‘‘on nonestab-
lished lines’’ in the item relating to section
4281.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to amounts
paid for transportation beginning after De-
cember 31, 1999, but shall not apply to any
amount paid on or before such date with re-
spect to taxes imposed by sections 4261 and
4271 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.
SEC. 1326. MODIFICATION OF RURAL AIRPORT

DEFINITION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (ii) of section

4261(e)(1)(B) (defining rural airport) is
amended by striking the period at the end of
subclause (II) and inserting ‘‘, or’’, and by
adding at the end the following new sub-
clause:

‘‘(III) is not connected by paved roads to
another airport.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to calendar
years beginning after 1999.

Subtitle D—Other Provisions
SEC. 1331. TAX-EXEMPT FINANCING OF QUALI-

FIED HIGHWAY INFRASTRUCTURE
CONSTRUCTION.

(a) TREATMENT AS EXEMPT FACILITY
BOND.—A bond described in subsection (b)
shall be treated as described in section
141(e)(1)(A) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986, except that—

(1) section 146 of such Code shall not apply
to such bond, and

(2) section 147(c)(1) of such Code shall be
applied by substituting ‘‘any portion of’’ for
‘‘25 percent or more’’.

(b) BOND DESCRIBED.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—A bond is described in this

subsection if such bond is issued after De-
cember 31, 1999, as part of an issue—

(A) 95 percent or more of the net proceeds
of which are to be used to provide a qualified
highway infrastructure project, and

(B) to which there has been allocated a
portion of the allocation to the project under
paragraph (2)(C)(ii) which is equal to the ag-
gregate face amount of bonds to be issued as
part of such issue.

(2) QUALIFIED HIGHWAY INFRASTRUCTURE
PROJECTS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para-
graph (1), the term ‘‘qualified highway infra-
structure project’’ means a project—

(i) for the construction or reconstruction
of a highway, and

(ii) designated under subparagraph (B) as
an eligible pilot project.

(B) ELIGIBLE PILOT PROJECT.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Trans-

portation, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, shall select not more
than 15 highway infrastructure projects to be
pilot projects eligible for tax-exempt financ-
ing.

(ii) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA.—In determining
the criteria necessary for the eligibility of
pilot projects, the Secretary of Transpor-
tation shall include the following:

(I) The project must serve the general pub-
lic.

(II) The project is necessary to evaluate
the potential of the private sector’s partici-
pation in the provision of the highway infra-
structure of the United States.

(III) The project must be located on pub-
licly-owned rights-of-way.

(IV) The project must be publicly owned or
the ownership of the highway constructed or
reconstructed under the project must revert
to the public.

(V) The project must be consistent with a
transportation plan developed pursuant to
section 134(g) or 135(e) of title 23, United
States Code.

(C) AGGREGATE FACE AMOUNT OF TAX-EX-
EMPT FINANCING.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate face
amount of bonds issued pursuant to this sec-
tion shall not exceed $15,000,000,000, deter-

mined without regard to any bond the pro-
ceeds of which are used exclusively to refund
(other than to advance refund) a bond issued
pursuant to this section (or a bond which is
a part of a series of refundings of a bond so
issued) if the amount of the refunding bond
does not exceed the outstanding amount of
the refunded bond.

(ii) ALLOCATION.—The Secretary of Trans-
portation, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, shall allocate the
amount described in clause (i) among the eli-
gible pilot projects designated under sub-
paragraph (B).

(iii) REALLOCATION.—If any portion of an
allocation under clause (ii) is unused on the
date which is 3 years after such allocation,
the Secretary of Transportation, in consulta-
tion with the Secretary of the Treasury, may
reallocate such portion among the remaining
eligible pilot projects.
SEC. 1332. TAX TREATMENT OF ALASKA NATIVE

SETTLEMENT TRUSTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part I of

subchapter J of chapter 1 (relating to general
rules for taxation of trusts and estates) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:
‘‘SEC. 646. ELECTING ALASKA NATIVE SETTLE-

MENT TRUSTS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this section, the provisions of this
subchapter and section 1(e) shall apply to all
Settlement Trusts.

‘‘(b) BENEFICIARIES OF ELECTING TRUST NOT
TAXED ON CONTRIBUTIONS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a Settle-
ment Trust for which an election under para-
graph (2) is in effect for any taxable year, no
amount shall be includible in the gross in-
come of a beneficiary of the Settlement
Trust by reason of a contribution to the Set-
tlement Trust made during such taxable
year.

‘‘(2) ONE-TIME ELECTION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A Settlement Trust may

elect to have the provisions of this section
apply to the trust and its beneficiaries.

‘‘(B) TIME AND METHOD OF ELECTION.—An
election under subparagraph (A) shall be
made—

‘‘(i) on or before the due date (including ex-
tensions) for filing the Settlement Trust’s
return of tax for the 1st taxable year of the
Settlement Trust ending after December 31,
1999, and

‘‘(ii) by attaching to such return of tax a
statement specifically providing for such
election.

‘‘(C) PERIOD ELECTION IN EFFECT.—Except
as provided in paragraph (3), an election
under subparagraph (A)—

‘‘(i) shall apply to the 1st taxable year de-
scribed in subparagraph (B)(i) and all subse-
quent taxable years, and

‘‘(ii) may not be revoked once it is made.
‘‘(c) SPECIAL RULES WHERE TRANSFER RE-

STRICTIONS MODIFIED.—
‘‘(1) TRANSFER OF BENEFICIAL INTERESTS.—

If, at any time, a beneficial interest in a Set-
tlement Trust may be disposed of to a person
in a manner which would not be permitted
by section 7(h) of the Alaska Native Claims
Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1606(h)) if the in-
terest were Settlement Common Stock—

‘‘(A) no election may be made under sub-
section (b)(2) with respect to such trust, and

‘‘(B) if such an election is in effect as of
such time, such election shall cease to apply
for purposes of subsection (b)(1) as of the 1st
day of the taxable year following the taxable
year in which such disposition is first per-
mitted.

‘‘(2) STOCK IN CORPORATION.—If—
‘‘(A) the Settlement Common Stock in any

Native Corporation which transferred assets
to a Settlement Trust making an election
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under subsection (b)(2) may be disposed of to
a person in a manner not permitted by sec-
tion 7(h) of the Alaska Native Claims Settle-
ment Act (43 U.S.C. 1606(h)), and

‘‘(B) at any time after such disposition of
stock is first permitted, such corporation
transfers assets to such trust,
subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1) shall be
applied to such trust on and after the date of
the transfer in the same manner as if the
trust permitted dispositions of beneficial in-
terests in the trust in a manner not per-
mitted by such section 7(h).

‘‘(c) TAX TREATMENT OF DISTRIBUTIONS TO
BENEFICIARIES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a Settle-
ment Trust for which an election under sub-
section (b)(2) is in effect for any taxable
year, any distribution to a beneficiary shall
be included in gross income of the bene-
ficiary as ordinary income to the extent such
distribution reduces the earnings and profits
of any Native Corporation making a con-
tribution to such Trust.

‘‘(2) EARNINGS AND PROFITS.—The earnings
and profits of any Native Corporation mak-
ing a contribution to a Settlement Trust
shall not be reduced on account thereof at
the time of such contribution, but such earn-
ings and profits shall be reduced (up to the
amount of such contribution) as distribu-
tions are thereafter made by the Settlement
Trust which exceed the sum of—

‘‘(A) such Trust’s total undistributed net
income for all prior years during which an
election under subsection (b)(2) is in effect,
and

‘‘(B) such Trust’s distributable net income.

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
section—

‘‘(1) NATIVE CORPORATION.—The term ‘Na-
tive Corporation’ has the meaning given
such term by section 3(m) of the Alaska Na-
tive Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C.
1602(m)).

‘‘(2) SETTLEMENT TRUST.—The term ‘Settle-
ment Trust’ means a trust which constitutes
a Settlement Trust under section 39 of the
Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act (43
U.S.C. 1629e).’’.

(b) WITHHOLDING ON DISTRIBUTIONS BY
ELECTING ANCSA SETTLEMENT TRUSTS.—Sec-
tion 3402 is amended by adding at the end the
following new subsection:

‘‘(t) TAX WITHHOLDING ON DISTRIBUTIONS BY
ELECTING ANCSA SETTLEMENT TRUSTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any Settlement Trust
(as defined in section 646(d)) for which an
election under section 646(b)(2) is in effect (in
this subsection referred to as an ‘electing
trust’) and which makes a payment to any
beneficiary which is includable in gross in-
come under section 646(c) shall deduct and
withhold from such payment a tax in an
amount equal to such payment’s propor-
tionate share of the annualized tax.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—The tax imposed by para-
graph (1) shall not apply to any payment to
the extent that such payment, when
annualized, does not exceed an amount equal
to the amount in effect under section
6012(a)(1)(A)(i) for taxable years beginning in
the calendar year in which the payment is
made.

‘‘(3) ANNUALIZED TAX.—For purposes of
paragraph (1), the term ‘annualized tax’
means, with respect to any payment, the
amount of tax which would be imposed by
section 1(c) (determined without regard to
any rate of tax in excess of 31 percent) on an
amount of taxable income equal to the ex-
cess of—

‘‘(A) the annualized amount of such pay-
ment, over

‘‘(B) the amount determined under para-
graph (2).

‘‘(4) ANNUALIZATION.—For purposes of this
subsection, amounts shall be annualized in
the manner prescribed by the Secretary.

‘‘(5) ALTERNATE WITHHOLDING PROCE-
DURES.—At the election of an electing trust,
the tax imposed by this subsection on any
payment made by such trust shall be deter-
mined in accordance with such tables or
computational procedures as may be speci-
fied in regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary (in lieu of in accordance with para-
graphs (2) and (3)).

‘‘(6) COORDINATION WITH OTHER SECTIONS.—
For purposes of this chapter and so much of
subtitle F as relates to this chapter, pay-
ments which are subject to withholding
under this subsection shall be treated as if
they were wages paid by an employer to an
employee.’’.

(c) REPORTING.—Section 6041 is amended by
adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(f) APPLICATION TO ALASKA NATIVE SET-
TLEMENT TRUSTS.—In the case of any dis-
tribution from a Settlement Trust (as de-
fined in section 646(d)) to a beneficiary which
is includable in gross income under section
646(c), this section shall apply, except that—

‘‘(1) this section shall apply to such dis-
tribution without regard to the amount
thereof,

‘‘(2) the Settlement Trust shall include on
any return or statement required by this sec-
tion information as to the character of such
distribution (if applicable) and the amount
of tax imposed by chapter 1 which has been
deducted and withheld from such distribu-
tion, and

‘‘(3) the filing of any return or statement
required by this section shall satisfy any re-
quirement to file any other form or schedule
under this title with respect to distributive
share information (including any form or
schedule to be included with the trust’s tax
return).’’.

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart A of part I of subchapter
J of chapter 1 is amended by adding at the
end the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 646. Electing Alaska Native Settlement
Trusts.’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years of Settlement Trusts ending after De-
cember 31, 1999, and to contributions to such
trusts after such date.
SEC. 1333. INCREASE IN THRESHOLD FOR JOINT

COMMITTEE REPORTS ON REFUNDS
AND CREDITS.

(a) GENERAL RULE.—Subsections (a) and (b)
of section 6405 are each amended by striking
‘‘$1,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$2,000,000’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on
the date of the enactment of this Act, except
that such amendment shall not apply with
respect to any refund or credit with respect
to a report that has been made before such
date of the enactment under section 6405 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.
SEC. 1334. CREDIT FOR CLINICAL TESTING RE-

SEARCH EXPENSES ATTRIBUTABLE
TO CERTAIN QUALIFIED ACADEMIC
INSTITUTIONS INCLUDING TEACH-
ING HOSPITALS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart D of part IV of
subchapter A of chapter 1 (relating to busi-
ness related credits) is amended by inserting
after section 41 the following:
‘‘SEC. 41A. CREDIT FOR MEDICAL INNOVATION

EXPENSES.
‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—For purposes of sec-

tion 38, the medical innovation credit deter-
mined under this section for the taxable year
shall be an amount equal to 40 percent of the
excess (if any) of—

‘‘(1) the qualified medical innovation ex-
penses for the taxable year, over

‘‘(2) the medical innovation base period
amount.

‘‘(b) QUALIFIED MEDICAL INNOVATION EX-
PENSES.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified med-
ical innovation expenses’ means the amounts
which are paid or incurred by the taxpayer
during the taxable year directly or indirectly
to any qualified academic institution for
clinical testing research activities.

‘‘(2) CLINICAL TESTING RESEARCH ACTIVI-
TIES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘clinical test-
ing research activities’ means human clin-
ical testing conducted at any qualified aca-
demic institution in the development of any
product, which occurs before—

‘‘(i) the date on which an application with
respect to such product is approved under
section 505(b), 506, or 507 of the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (as in effect on the
date of the enactment of this section),

‘‘(ii) the date on which a license for such
product is issued under section 351 of the
Public Health Service Act (as so in effect), or

‘‘(iii) the date classification or approval of
such product which is a device intended for
human use is given under section 513, 514, or
515 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act (as so in effect).

‘‘(B) PRODUCT.—The term ‘product’ means
any drug, biologic, or medical device.

‘‘(3) QUALIFIED ACADEMIC INSTITUTION.—The
term ‘qualified academic institution’ means
any of the following institutions:

‘‘(A) EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTION.—A quali-
fied organization described in section
170(b)(1)(A)(iii) which is owned by, or affili-
ated with, an institution of higher education
(as defined in section 3304(f)).

‘‘(B) TEACHING HOSPITAL.—A teaching hos-
pital which—

‘‘(i) is publicly supported or owned by an
organization described in section 501(c)(3),
and

‘‘(ii) is affiliated with an organization
meeting the requirements of subparagraph
(A).

‘‘(C) FOUNDATION.—A medical research or-
ganization described in section 501(c)(3)
(other than a private foundation) which is af-
filiated with, or owned by—

‘‘(i) an organization meeting the require-
ments of subparagraph (A), or

‘‘(ii) a teaching hospital meeting the re-
quirements of subparagraph (B).

‘‘(D) CHARITABLE RESEARCH HOSPITAL.—A
hospital that is designated as a cancer center
by the National Cancer Institute.

‘‘(4) EXCLUSION FOR AMOUNTS FUNDED BY
GRANTS, ETC.—The term ‘qualified medical
innovation expenses’ shall not include any
amount to the extent such amount is funded
by any grant, contract, or otherwise by an-
other person (or any governmental entity).

‘‘(c) MEDICAL INNOVATION BASE PERIOD
AMOUNT.—For purposes of this section, the
term ‘medical innovation base period
amount’ means the average annual qualified
medical innovation expenses paid by the tax-
payer during the 3-taxable year period end-
ing with the taxable year immediately pre-
ceding the first taxable year of the taxpayer
beginning after December 31, 1998.

‘‘(d) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(1) LIMITATION ON FOREIGN TESTING.—No

credit shall be allowed under this section
with respect to any clinical testing research
activities conducted outside the United
States.

‘‘(2) CERTAIN RULES MADE APPLICABLE.—
Rules similar to the rules of subsections (f)
and (g) of section 41 shall apply for purposes
of this section.

‘‘(3) ELECTION.—This section shall apply to
any taxpayer for any taxable year only if
such taxpayer elects to have this section
apply for such taxable year.
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‘‘(4) COORDINATION WITH CREDIT FOR IN-

CREASING RESEARCH EXPENDITURES AND WITH
CREDIT FOR CLINICAL TESTING EXPENSES FOR
CERTAIN DRUGS FOR RARE DISEASES.—Any
qualified medical innovation expense for a
taxable year to which an election under this
section applies shall not be taken into ac-
count for purposes of determining the credit
allowable under section 41 or 45C for such
taxable year.’’.

(b) CREDIT TO BE PART OF GENERAL BUSI-
NESS CREDIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 38(b) (relating to
current year business credits) is amended by
striking ‘‘plus’’ at the end of paragraph (11),
by striking the period at the end of para-
graph (12) and inserting ‘‘, plus’’, and by add-
ing at the end the following:

‘‘(13) the medical innovation expenses cred-
it determined under section 41A(a).’’.

(2) TRANSITION RULE.—Section 39(d) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(9) NO CARRYBACK OF SECTION 41A CREDIT
BEFORE ENACTMENT.—No portion of the un-
used business credit for any taxable year
which is attributable to the medical innova-
tion credit determined under section 41A
may be carried back to a taxable year begin-
ning before January 1, 1999.’’.

(c) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Section
280C is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(d) CREDIT FOR INCREASING MEDICAL INNO-
VATION EXPENSES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No deduction shall be al-
lowed for that portion of the qualified med-
ical innovation expenses (as defined in sec-
tion 41A(b)) otherwise allowable as a deduc-
tion for the taxable year which is equal to
the amount of the credit determined for such
taxable year under section 41A(a).

‘‘(2) CERTAIN RULES TO APPLY.—Rules simi-
lar to the rules of paragraphs (2), (3), and (4)
of subsection (c) shall apply for purposes of
this subsection.’’.

(d) DEDUCTION FOR UNUSED PORTION OF
CREDIT.—Section 196(c) (defining qualified
business credits) is amended by redesig-
nating paragraphs (5) through (8) as para-
graphs (6) through (9), respectively, and by
inserting after paragraph (4) the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(5) the medical innovation expenses credit
determined under section 41A(a) (other than
such credit determined under the rules of
section 280C(d)(2)),’’.

(e) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart D of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 is amended by adding
after the item relating to section 41 the fol-
lowing:

‘‘Sec. 41A. Credit for medical innovation ex-
penses.’’.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1998.
SEC. 1335. PAYMENT OF DIVIDENDS ON STOCK OF

COOPERATIVES WITHOUT REDUC-
ING PATRONAGE DIVIDENDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
1388 (relating to patronage dividend defined)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: ‘‘For purposes of paragraph (3), net
earnings shall not be reduced by amounts
paid during the year as dividends on capital
stock or other proprietary capital interests
of the organization to the extent that the ar-
ticles of incorporation or bylaws of such or-
ganization or other contract with patrons
provide that such dividends are in addition
to amounts otherwise payable to patrons
which are derived from business done with or
for patrons during the taxable year.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions in taxable years beginning after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

Subtitle E—Tax Court Provisions
SEC. 1341. TAX COURT FILING FEE IN ALL CASES

COMMENCED BY FILING PETITION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7451 (relating to

fee for filing a Tax Court petition) is amend-
ed by striking all that follows ‘‘petition’’ and
inserting a period.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 1342. EXPANDED USE OF TAX COURT PRAC-

TICE FEE.
Subsection (b) of section 7475 (relating to

use of fees) is amended by inserting before
the period at the end ‘‘and to provide serv-
ices to pro se taxpayers’’.
SEC. 1343. CONFIRMATION OF AUTHORITY OF

TAX COURT TO APPLY DOCTRINE OF
EQUITABLE RECOUPMENT.

(a) CONFIRMATION OF AUTHORITY OF TAX
COURT TO APPLY DOCTRINE OF EQUITABLE
RECOUPMENT.—Subsection (b) of section 6214
(relating to jurisdiction over other years and
quarters) is amended by adding at the end
the following new sentence: ‘‘Notwith-
standing the preceding sentence, the Tax
Court may apply the doctrine of equitable
recoupment to the same extent that it is
available in civil tax cases before the district
courts of the United States and the United
States Court of Federal Claims.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to any ac-
tion or proceeding in the Tax Court with re-
spect to which a decision has not become
final (as determined under section 7481 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986) as of the date
of the enactment of this Act.

TITLE XIV—EXTENSIONS OF EXPIRING
PROVISIONS

SEC. 1401. RESEARCH CREDIT.
(a) EXTENSION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section

41(h) (relating to termination) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘June 30, 1999’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘June 30, 2004’’, and
(B) by striking the material following sub-

paragraph (B).
(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Subparagraph

(D) of section 45C(b)(1) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘June 30, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘June 30,
2004’’.

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to
amounts paid or incurred after June 30, 1999.

(b) INCREASE IN PERCENTAGES UNDER AL-
TERNATIVE INCREMENTAL CREDIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 41(c)(4) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘1.65 percent’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘2.65 percent’’,

(B) by striking ‘‘2.2 percent’’ and inserting
‘‘3.2 percent’’, and

(C) by striking ‘‘2.75 percent’’ and inserting
‘‘3.75 percent’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this subsection shall apply to tax-
able years beginning after June 30, 1999.
SEC. 1402. SUBPART F EXEMPTION FOR ACTIVE

FINANCING INCOME.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Sections 953(e)(10) and

954(h)(9) are each amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘the first taxable year’’ and

inserting ‘‘taxable years’’, and
(2) by striking ‘‘January 1, 2000’’ and in-

serting ‘‘January 1, 2005’’.
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment

made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 1403. TAXABLE INCOME LIMIT ON PERCENT-

AGE DEPLETION FOR MARGINAL
PRODUCTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (H) of sec-
tion 613A(c)(6) is amended by striking ‘‘Janu-
ary 1, 2000’’ and inserting ‘‘January 1, 2005’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.

SEC. 1404. WORK OPPORTUNITY CREDIT AND
WELFARE-TO-WORK CREDIT.

(a) TEMPORARY EXTENSION.—Sections
51(c)(4)(B) and 51A(f) (relating to termi-
nation) are each amended by striking ‘‘June
30, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2001’’.

(b) CLARIFICATION OF FIRST YEAR OF EM-
PLOYMENT.—Paragraph (2) of section 51(i) is
amended by striking ‘‘during which he was
not a member of a targeted group’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to individ-
uals who begin work for the employer after
June 30, 1999.
SEC. 1405. EXTENSION AND MODIFICATION OF

CREDIT FOR PRODUCING ELEC-
TRICITY FROM CERTAIN RENEW-
ABLE RESOURCES.

(a) EXTENSION AND MODIFICATION OF
PLACED-IN-SERVICE RULES.—Paragraph (3) of
section 45(c) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(3) QUALIFIED FACILITY.—
‘‘(A) WIND FACILITY.—In the case of a facil-

ity using wind to produce electricity, the
term ‘qualified facility’ means any facility
owned by the taxpayer which is originally
placed in service after December 31, 1993, and
before July 1, 2003.

‘‘(B) CLOSED-LOOP BIOMASS FACILITY.—In
the case of a facility using closed-loop bio-
mass to produce electricity, the term ‘quali-
fied facility’ means any facility owned by
the taxpayer which is originally placed in
service after December 31, 1992, and before
July 1, 2003.

‘‘(C) POULTRY WASTE FACILITY.—In the case
of a facility using poultry waste to produce
electricity, the term ‘qualified facility’
means any facility of the taxpayer which is
originally placed in service after December
31, 1999, and before July 1, 2003.’’.

(b) EXPANSION OF QUALIFIED ENERGY RE-
SOURCES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 45(c)(1) (defining
qualified energy resources) is amended by
striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subparagraph
(A), by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (B) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by
adding at the end the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(C) poultry waste.’’.
(2) DEFINITION.—Section 45(c) is amended

by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(4) POULTRY WASTE.—The term ‘poultry
waste’ means poultry manure and litter, in-
cluding wood shavings, straw, rice hulls, and
other bedding material for the disposition of
manure.’’.

(c) SPECIAL RULES.—Section 45(d) (relating
to definitions and special rules) is amended
by adding at the end the following new para-
graphs:

‘‘(6) CREDIT ELIGIBILITY IN THE CASE OF GOV-
ERNMENT-OWNED FACILITIES USING POULTRY
WASTE.—In the case of a facility using poul-
try waste to produce electricity and owned
by a governmental unit, the person eligible
for the credit under subsection (a) is the les-
sor or the operator of such facility.

‘‘(7) CREDIT NOT TO APPLY TO ELECTRICITY
SOLD TO UTILITIES UNDER CERTAIN CON-
TRACTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The credit determined
under subsection (a) shall not apply to
electricity—

‘‘(i) produced at a qualified facility de-
scribed in paragraph (3)(A) which is placed in
service by the taxpayer after June 30, 1999,
and

‘‘(ii) sold to a utility pursuant to a con-
tract originally entered into before January
1, 1987 (whether or not amended or restated
after that date).

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—Subparagraph (A) shall
not apply if—

‘‘(i) the prices for energy and capacity
from such facility are established pursuant
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to an amendment to the contract referred to
in subparagraph (A)(ii);

‘‘(ii) such amendment provides that the
prices set forth in the contract which exceed
avoided cost prices determined at the time of
delivery shall apply only to annual quan-
tities of electricity (prorated for partial
years) which do not exceed the greater of—

‘‘(I) the average annual quantity of elec-
tricity sold to the utility under the contract
during calendar years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997,
and 1998, or

‘‘(II) the estimate of the annual electricity
production set forth in the contract, or, if
there is no such estimate, the greatest an-
nual quantity of electricity sold to the util-
ity under the contract in any of the calendar
years 1996, 1997, or 1998; and

‘‘(iii) such amendment provides that en-
ergy and capacity in excess of the limitation
in clause (ii) may be—

‘‘(I) sold to the utility only at prices that
do not exceed avoided cost prices determined
at the time of delivery, or

‘‘(II) sold to a third party subject to a mu-
tually agreed upon advance notice to the
utility.
For purposes of this subparagraph, avoided
cost prices shall be determined as provided
for in 18 CFR 292.304(d)(1) or any successor
regulation.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

TITLE XV—REVENUE OFFSETS
SEC. 1501. RETURNS RELATING TO CANCELLA-

TIONS OF INDEBTEDNESS BY ORGA-
NIZATIONS LENDING MONEY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section
6050P(c) (relating to definitions and special
rules) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end of subparagraph (B), by striking the pe-
riod at the end of subparagraph (C) and in-
serting ‘‘, and’’, and by inserting after sub-
paragraph (C) the following new subpara-
graph:

‘‘(D) any organization a significant trade
or business of which is the lending of
money.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to dis-
charges of indebtedness after December 31,
1999.
SEC. 1502. EXTENSION OF INTERNAL REVENUE

SERVICE USER FEES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 77 (relating to
miscellaneous provisions) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 7527. INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE USER

FEES.

‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—The Secretary shall
establish a program requiring the payment
of user fees for—

‘‘(1) requests to the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice for ruling letters, opinion letters, and de-
termination 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

account 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 deter-

mination ................... $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, 2009.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The table of sections for chapter 77 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.
SEC. 1503. LIMITATIONS ON WELFARE BENEFIT

FUNDS OF 10 OR MORE EMPLOYER
PLANS.

(a) BENEFITS TO WHICH EXCEPTION AP-
PLIES.—Section 419A(f)(6)(A) (relating to ex-
ception for 10 or more employer plans) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—This subpart shall not
apply to a welfare benefit fund which is part
of a 10 or more employer plan if the only
benefits provided through the fund are 1 or
more of the following:

‘‘(i) Medical benefits.
‘‘(ii) Disability benefits.
‘‘(iii) Group term life insurance benefits

which do not provide directly or indirectly
for any cash surrender value or other money
that can be paid, assigned, borrowed, or
pledged for collateral for a loan.
The preceding sentence shall not apply to
any plan which maintains experience-rating
arrangements with respect to individual em-
ployers.’’.

(b) LIMITATION ON USE OF AMOUNTS FOR
OTHER PURPOSES.—Section 4976(b) (defining
disqualified benefit) is amended by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) SPECIAL RULE FOR 10 OR MORE EM-
PLOYER PLANS EXEMPTED FROM PREFUNDING
LIMITS.—For purposes of paragraph (1)(C),
if—

‘‘(A) subpart D of part I of subchapter D of
chapter 1 does not apply by reason of section
419A(f)(6) to contributions to provide 1 or
more welfare benefits through a welfare ben-
efit fund under a 10 or more employer plan,
and

‘‘(B) any portion of the welfare benefit
fund attributable to such contributions is
used for a purpose other than that for which
the contributions were made,
then such portion shall be treated as revert-
ing to the benefit of the employers maintain-
ing the fund.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to contribu-
tions paid or accrued after June 9, 1999, in
taxable years ending after such date.
SEC. 1504. INCREASE IN ELECTIVE WITHHOLDING

RATE FOR NONPERIODIC DISTRIBU-
TIONS FROM DEFERRED COMPENSA-
TION PLANS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3405(b)(1) (relat-
ing to withholding) is amended by striking
‘‘10 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘15 percent’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to dis-
tributions after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 1505. CONTROLLED ENTITIES INELIGIBLE

FOR REIT STATUS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section

856 (relating to definition of real estate in-

vestment trust) is amended by striking
‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph (6), by redesig-
nating paragraph (7) as paragraph (8), and by
inserting after paragraph (6) the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(7) which is not a controlled entity (as de-
fined in subsection (l)); and’’.

(b) CONTROLLED ENTITY.—Section 856 is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(l) CONTROLLED ENTITY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-

section (a)(7), an entity is a controlled entity
if, at any time during the taxable year, one
person (other than a qualified entity)—

‘‘(A) in the case of a corporation, owns
stock—

‘‘(i) possessing at least 50 percent of the
total voting power of the stock of such cor-
poration, or

‘‘(ii) having a value equal to at least 50 per-
cent of the total value of the stock of such
corporation, or

‘‘(B) in the case of a trust, owns beneficial
interests in the trust which would meet the
requirements of subparagraph (A) if such in-
terests were stock.

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED ENTITY.—For purposes of
paragraph (1), the term ‘qualified entity’
means—

‘‘(A) any real estate investment trust, and
‘‘(B) any partnership in which one real es-

tate investment trust owns at least 50 per-
cent of the capital and profits interests in
the partnership.

‘‘(3) ATTRIBUTION RULES.—For purposes of
this paragraphs (1) and (2)—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Rules similar to the
rules of subsections (d)(5) and (h)(3) shall
apply; except that section 318(a)(3)(C) shall
not be applied under such rules to treat
stock owned by a qualified entity as being
owned by a person which is not a qualified
entity.

‘‘(B) STAPLED ENTITIES.—A group of enti-
ties which are stapled entities (as defined in
section 269B(c)(2)) shall be treated as 1 per-
son.

‘‘(4) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN NEW REITS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘controlled en-

tity’ shall not include an incubator REIT.
‘‘(B) INCUBATOR REIT.—A corporation shall

be treated as an incubator REIT for any tax-
able year during the eligibility period if it
meets all the following requirements for
such year:

‘‘(i) The corporation elects to be treated as
an incubator REIT.

‘‘(ii) The corporation has only voting com-
mon stock outstanding.

‘‘(iii) Not more than 50 percent of the cor-
poration’s real estate assets consist of mort-
gages.

‘‘(iv) From not later than the beginning of
the last half of the second taxable year, at
least 10 percent of the corporation’s capital
is provided by lenders or equity investors
who are unrelated to the corporation’s larg-
est shareholder.

‘‘(v) The corporation annually increases
the value of its real estate assets by at least
10 percent.

‘‘(vi) The directors of the corporation
adopt a resolution setting forth an intent to
engage in a going public transaction.
No election may be made with respect to any
REIT if an election under this subsection
was in effect for any predecessor of such
REIT.

‘‘(C) ELIGIBILITY PERIOD.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The eligibility period

(for which an incubator REIT election can be
made) begins with the REIT’s second taxable
year and ends at the close of the REIT’s
third taxable year, except that the REIT
may, subject to clauses (ii), (iii), and (iv),
elect to extend such period for an additional
2 taxable years.
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‘‘(ii) GOING PUBLIC TRANSACTION.—A REIT

may not elect to extend the eligibility period
under clause (i) unless it enters into an
agreement with the Secretary that if it does
not engage in a going public transaction by
the end of the extended eligibility period, it
shall pay Federal income taxes for the 2
years of the extended eligibility period as if
it had not made an incubator REIT election
and had ceased to qualify as a REIT for those
2 taxable years.

‘‘(iii) RETURNS, INTEREST, AND NOTICE.—
‘‘(I) RETURNS.—In the event the corpora-

tion ceases to be treated as a REIT by oper-
ation of clause (ii), the corporation shall file
any appropriate amended returns reflecting
the change in status within 3 months of the
close of the extended eligibility period.

‘‘(II) INTEREST.—Interest shall be payable
on any tax imposed by reason of clause (ii)
for any taxable year but, unless there was a
finding under subparagraph (D), no substan-
tial underpayment penalties shall be im-
posed.

‘‘(III) NOTICE.—The corporation shall, at
the same time it files its returns under sub-
clause (I), notify its shareholders and any
other persons whose tax position is, or may
reasonably be expected to be, affected by the
change in status so they also may file any
appropriate amended returns to conform
their tax treatment consistent with the cor-
poration’s loss of REIT status.

‘‘(IV) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
provide appropriate regulations setting forth
transferee liability and other provisions to
ensure collection of tax and the proper ad-
ministration of this provision.

‘‘(iv) Clauses (ii) and (iii) shall not apply if
the corporation allows its incubator REIT
status to lapse at the end of the initial 2-
year eligibility period without engaging in a
going public transaction if the corporation is
not a controlled entity as of the beginning of
its fourth taxable year. In such a case, the
corporation’s directors may still be liable for
the penalties described in subparagraph (D)
during the eligibility period.

‘‘(D) SPECIAL PENALTIES.—If the Secretary
determines that an incubator REIT election
was filed for a principal purpose other than
as part of a reasonable plan to undertake a
going public transaction, an excise tax of
$20,000 shall be imposed on each of the cor-
poration’s directors for each taxable year for
which an election was in effect.

‘‘(E) GOING PUBLIC TRANSACTION.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, a going public trans-
action means—

‘‘(i) a public offering of shares of the stock
of the incubator REIT;

‘‘(ii) a transaction, or series of trans-
actions, that results in the stock of the incu-
bator REIT being regularly traded on an es-
tablished securities market and that results
in at least 50 percent of such stock being
held by shareholders who are unrelated to
persons who held such stock before it began
to be so regularly traded; or

‘‘(iii) any transaction resulting in owner-
ship of the REIT by 200 or more persons (ex-
cluding the largest single shareholder) who
in the aggregate own at least 50 percent of
the stock of the REIT.
For the purposes of this subparagraph, the
rules of paragraph (3) shall apply in deter-
mining the ownership of stock.

‘‘(F) DEFINITIONS.—The term ‘established
securities market’ shall have the meaning
set forth in the regulations under section
897.’’.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph
(2) of section 856(h) is amended by striking
‘‘and (6)’’ each place it appears and inserting
‘‘, (6), and (7)’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by
this section shall apply to taxable years end-
ing after July 14, 1999.

(2) EXCEPTION FOR EXISTING CONTROLLED EN-
TITIES.—The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall not apply to any entity which is a
controlled entity (as defined in section 856(l)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as
added by this section) as of July 14, 1999,
which is a real estate investment trust for
the taxable year which includes such date,
and which has significant business assets or
activities as of such date. For purposes of
the preceding sentence, an entity shall be
treated as such a controlled entity on July
14, 1999, if it becomes such an entity after
such date in a transaction—

(A) made pursuant to a written agreement
which was binding on such date and at all
times thereafter, or

(B) described on or before such date in a
filing with the Securities and Exchange
Commission required solely by reason of the
transaction.
SEC. 1506. TREATMENT OF GAIN FROM CON-

STRUCTIVE OWNERSHIP TRANS-
ACTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part IV of subchapter P
of chapter 1 (relating to special rules for de-
termining capital gains and losses) is amend-
ed by inserting after section 1259 the fol-
lowing new section:
‘‘SEC. 1260. GAINS FROM CONSTRUCTIVE OWNER-

SHIP TRANSACTIONS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If the taxpayer has gain

from a constructive ownership transaction
with respect to any financial asset and such
gain would (without regard to this section)
be treated as a long-term capital gain—

‘‘(1) such gain shall be treated as ordinary
income to the extent that such gain exceeds
the net underlying long-term capital gain,
and

‘‘(2) to the extent such gain is treated as a
long-term capital gain after the application
of paragraph (1), the determination of the
capital gain rate (or rates) applicable to such
gain under section 1(h) shall be determined
on the basis of the respective rate (or rates)
that would have been applicable to the net
underlying long-term capital gain.

‘‘(b) INTEREST CHARGE ON DEFERRAL OF
GAIN RECOGNITION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If any gain is treated as
ordinary income for any taxable year by rea-
son of subsection (a)(1), the tax imposed by
this chapter for such taxable year shall be
increased by the amount of interest deter-
mined under paragraph (2) with respect to
each prior taxable year during any portion of
which the constructive ownership trans-
action was open. Any amount payable under
this paragraph shall be taken into account in
computing the amount of any deduction al-
lowable to the taxpayer for interest paid or
accrued during such taxable year.

‘‘(2) AMOUNT OF INTEREST.—The amount of
interest determined under this paragraph
with respect to a prior taxable year is the
amount of interest which would have been
imposed under section 6601 on the under-
payment of tax for such year which would
have resulted if the gain (which is treated as
ordinary income by reason of subsection
(a)(1)) had been included in gross income in
the taxable years in which it accrued (deter-
mined by treating the income as accruing at
a constant rate equal to the applicable Fed-
eral rate as in effect on the day the trans-
action closed). The period during which such
interest shall accrue shall end on the due
date (without extensions) for the return of
tax imposed by this chapter for the taxable
year in which such transaction closed.

‘‘(3) APPLICABLE FEDERAL RATE.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (2), the applicable Federal
rate is the applicable Federal rate deter-
mined under 1274(d) (compounded semiannu-

ally) which would apply to a debt instrument
with a term equal to the period the trans-
action was open.

‘‘(4) NO CREDITS AGAINST INCREASE IN TAX.—
Any increase in tax under paragraph (1) shall
not be treated as tax imposed by this chapter
for purposes of determining—

‘‘(A) the amount of any credit allowable
under this chapter, or

‘‘(B) the amount of the tax imposed by sec-
tion 55.

‘‘(c) FINANCIAL ASSET.—For purposes of
this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘financial
asset’ means—

‘‘(A) any equity interest in any pass-thru
entity, and

‘‘(B) to the extent provided in
regulations—

‘‘(i) any debt instrument, and
‘‘(ii) any stock in a corporation which is

not a pass-thru entity.
‘‘(2) PASS-THRU ENTITY.—For purposes of

paragraph (1), the term ‘pass-thru entity’
means—

‘‘(A) a regulated investment company,
‘‘(B) a real estate investment trust,
‘‘(C) an S corporation,
‘‘(D) a partnership,
‘‘(E) a trust,
‘‘(F) a common trust fund,
‘‘(G) a passive foreign investment company

(as defined in section 1297 without regard to
subsection (e) thereof),

‘‘(H) a foreign personal holding company,
‘‘(I) a foreign investment company (as de-

fined in section 1246(b)), and
‘‘(J) a REMIC.
‘‘(d) CONSTRUCTIVE OWNERSHIP TRANS-

ACTION.—For purposes of this section—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The taxpayer shall be

treated as having entered into a constructive
ownership transaction with respect to any fi-
nancial asset if the taxpayer—

‘‘(A) holds a long position under a notional
principal contract with respect to the finan-
cial asset,

‘‘(B) enters into a forward or futures con-
tract to acquire the financial asset,

‘‘(C) is the holder of a call option, and is
the grantor of a put option, with respect to
the financial asset and such options have
substantially equal strike prices and sub-
stantially contemporaneous maturity dates,
or

‘‘(D) to the extent provided in regulations
prescribed by the Secretary, enters into 1 or
more other transactions (or acquires 1 or
more positions) that have substantially the
same effect as a transaction described in any
of the preceding subparagraphs.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR POSITIONS WHICH ARE
MARKED TO MARKET.—This section shall not
apply to any constructive ownership trans-
action if all of the positions which are part
of such transaction are marked to market
under any provision of this title or the regu-
lations thereunder.

‘‘(3) LONG POSITION UNDER NOTIONAL PRIN-
CIPAL CONTRACT.—A person shall be treated
as holding a long position under a notional
principal contract with respect to any finan-
cial asset if such person—

‘‘(A) has the right to be paid (or receive
credit for) all or substantially all of the in-
vestment yield (including appreciation) on
such financial asset for a specified period,
and

‘‘(B) is obligated to reimburse (or provide
credit for) all or substantially all of any de-
cline in the value of such financial asset.

‘‘(4) FORWARD CONTRACT.—The term ‘for-
ward contract’ means any contract to ac-
quire in the future (or provide or receive
credit for the future value of) any financial
asset.

‘‘(e) NET UNDERLYING LONG-TERM CAPITAL
GAIN.—For purposes of this section, in the



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H7081August 4, 1999
case of any constructive ownership trans-
action with respect to any financial asset,
the term ‘net underlying long-term capital
gain’ means the aggregate net capital gain
that the taxpayer would have had if—

‘‘(1) the financial asset had been acquired
for fair market value on the date such trans-
action was opened and sold for fair market
value on the date such transaction was
closed, and

‘‘(2) only gains and losses that would have
resulted from the deemed ownership under
paragraph (1) were taken into account.
The amount of the net underlying long-term
capital gain with respect to any financial
asset shall be treated as zero unless the
amount thereof is established by clear and
convincing evidence.

‘‘(f) SPECIAL RULE WHERE TAXPAYER TAKES
DELIVERY.—Except as provided in regula-
tions prescribed by the Secretary, if a con-
structive ownership transaction is closed by
reason of taking delivery, this section shall
be applied as if the taxpayer had sold all the
contracts, options, or other positions which
are part of such transaction for fair market
value on the closing date. The amount of
gain recognized under the preceding sentence
shall not exceed the amount of gain treated
as ordinary income under subsection (a).
Proper adjustments shall be made in the
amount of any gain or loss subsequently re-
alized for gain recognized and treated as or-
dinary income under this subsection.

‘‘(g) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out the pur-
poses of this section, including regulations—

‘‘(1) to permit taxpayers to mark to mar-
ket constructive ownership transactions in
lieu of applying this section, and

‘‘(2) to exclude certain forward contracts
which do not convey substantially all of the
economic return with respect to a financial
asset.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for part IV of subchapter P of chap-
ter 1 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new item:

‘‘Sec. 1260. Gains from constructive owner-
ship transactions.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions entered into after July 11, 1999.
SEC. 1507. TRANSFER OF EXCESS DEFINED BEN-

EFIT PLAN ASSETS FOR RETIREE
HEALTH BENEFITS.

(a) EXTENSION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (5) of section

420(b) (relating to expiration) is amended by
striking ‘‘in any taxable year beginning after
December 31, 2000’’ and inserting ‘‘made after
September 30, 2009’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 101(e)(3) of the Employee Re-

tirement Income Security Act of 1974 (29
U.S.C. 1021(e)(3)) is amended by striking
‘‘1995’’ and inserting ‘‘2001’’.

(B) Section 403(c)(1) of such Act (29 U.S.C.
1103(c)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘1995’’ and
inserting ‘‘2001’’.

(C) Paragraph (13) of section 408(b) of such
Act (29 U.S.C. 1108(b)(13)) is amended—

(i) by striking ‘‘in a taxable year beginning
before January 1, 2001’’ and inserting ‘‘made
before October 1, 2009’’, and

(ii) by striking ‘‘1995’’ and inserting ‘‘2001’’.
(b) APPLICATION OF MINIMUM COST REQUIRE-

MENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section

420(c) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(3) MINIMUM COST REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of

this paragraph are met if each group health
plan or arrangement under which applicable
health benefits are provided provides that
the applicable employer cost for each tax-

able year during the cost maintenance period
shall not be less than the higher of the appli-
cable employer costs for each of the 2 tax-
able years immediately preceding the tax-
able year of the qualified transfer.

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE EMPLOYER COST.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the term ‘applicable
employer cost’ means, with respect to any
taxable year, the amount determined by
dividing—

‘‘(i) the qualified current retiree health li-
abilities of the employer for such taxable
year determined—

‘‘(I) without regard to any reduction under
subsection (e)(1)(B), and

‘‘(II) in the case of a taxable year in which
there was no qualified transfer, in the same
manner as if there had been such a transfer
at the end of the taxable year, by

‘‘(ii) the number of individuals to whom
coverage for applicable health benefits was
provided during such taxable year.

‘‘(C) ELECTION TO COMPUTE COST SEPA-
RATELY.—An employer may elect to have
this paragraph applied separately with re-
spect to individuals eligible for benefits
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act
at any time during the taxable year and with
respect to individuals not so eligible.

‘‘(D) COST MAINTENANCE PERIOD.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the term ‘cost main-
tenance period’ means the period of 5 taxable
years beginning with the taxable year in
which the qualified transfer occurs. If a tax-
able year is in 2 or more overlapping cost
maintenance periods, this paragraph shall be
applied by taking into account the highest
applicable employer cost required to be pro-
vided under subparagraph (A) for such tax-
able year.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Clause (iii) of section 420(b)(1)(C) is

amended by striking ‘‘benefits’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘cost’’.

(B) Subparagraph (D) of section 420(e)(1) is
amended by striking ‘‘and shall not be sub-
ject to the minimum benefit requirements of
subsection (c)(3)’’ and inserting ‘‘or in calcu-
lating applicable employer cost under sub-
section (c)(3)(B)’’.

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

this section shall apply to qualified transfers
occurring after the date of the enactment of
this Act.

(2) TRANSITION RULE.—If the cost mainte-
nance period for any qualified transfer after
the date of the enactment of this Act in-
cludes any portion of a benefit maintenance
period for any qualified transfer on or before
such date, the amendments made by sub-
section (b) shall not apply to such portion of
the cost maintenance period (and such por-
tion shall be treated as a benefit mainte-
nance period).
SEC. 1508. MODIFICATION OF INSTALLMENT

METHOD AND REPEAL OF INSTALL-
MENT METHOD FOR ACCRUAL
METHOD TAXPAYERS.

(a) REPEAL OF INSTALLMENT METHOD FOR
ACCRUAL BASIS TAXPAYERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
453 (relating to installment method) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(a) USE OF INSTALLMENT METHOD.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this section, income from an install-
ment sale shall be taken into account for
purposes of this title under the installment
method.

‘‘(2) ACCRUAL METHOD TAXPAYER.—The in-
stallment method shall not apply to income
from an installment sale if such income
would be reported under an accrual method
of accounting without regard to this section.
The preceding sentence shall not apply to a
disposition described in subparagraph (A) or
(B) of subsection (l)(2).’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Sections
453(d)(1), 453(i)(1), and 453(k) are each amend-
ed by striking ‘‘(a)’’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘(a)(1)’’.

(b) MODIFICATION OF PLEDGE RULES.—Para-
graph (4) of section 453A(d) (relating to
pledges, etc., of installment obligations) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
‘‘A payment shall be treated as directly se-
cured by an interest in an installment obli-
gation to the extent an arrangement allows
the taxpayer to satisfy all or a portion of the
indebtedness with the installment obliga-
tion.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to sales or
other dispositions occurring on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 1509. LIMITATION ON USE OF NONACCRUAL

EXPERIENCE METHOD OF ACCOUNT-
ING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 448(d)(5) (relating
to special rule for services) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘in fields described in para-
graph (2)(A)’’ after ‘‘services by such per-
son’’, and

(2) by inserting ‘‘CERTAIN PERSONAL’’ before
‘‘SERVICES’’ in the heading.

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

this section shall apply to taxable years end-
ing after the date of the enactment of this
Act.

(2) CHANGE IN METHOD OF ACCOUNTING.—In
the case of any taxpayer required by the
amendments 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 initi-
ated 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 tax-
payer under section 481 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 shall be taken into account
over a period (not greater than 4 taxable
years) beginning with such first taxable
year.
SEC. 1510. CHARITABLE SPLIT-DOLLAR LIFE IN-

SURANCE, ANNUITY, AND ENDOW-
MENT CONTRACTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f) of section
170 (relating to disallowance of deduction in
certain cases and special rules) is amended
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(10) SPLIT-DOLLAR LIFE INSURANCE, ANNU-
ITY, AND ENDOWMENT CONTRACTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section
or in section 545(b)(2), 556(b)(2), 642(c), 2055,
2106(a)(2), or 2522 shall be construed to allow
a deduction, and no deduction shall be al-
lowed, for any transfer to or for the use of an
organization described in subsection (c) if in
connection with such transfer—

‘‘(i) the organization directly or indirectly
pays, or has previously paid, any premium
on any personal benefit contract with re-
spect to the transferor, or

‘‘(ii) there is an understanding or expecta-
tion that any person will directly or indi-
rectly pay any premium on any personal
benefit contract with respect to the trans-
feror.

‘‘(B) PERSONAL BENEFIT CONTRACT.—For
purposes of subparagraph (A), the term ‘per-
sonal benefit contract’ means, with respect
to the transferor, any life insurance, annu-
ity, or endowment contract if any direct or
indirect beneficiary under such contract is
the transferor, any member of the trans-
feror’s family, or any other person (other
than an organization described in subsection
(c)) designated by the transferor.

‘‘(C) APPLICATION TO CHARITABLE REMAIN-
DER TRUSTS.—In the case of a transfer to a
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trust referred to in subparagraph (E), ref-
erences in subparagraphs (A) and (F) to an
organization described in subsection (c) shall
be treated as a reference to such trust.

‘‘(D) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN ANNUITY CON-
TRACTS.—If, in connection with a transfer to
or for the use of an organization described in
subsection (c), such organization incurs an
obligation to pay a charitable gift annuity
(as defined in section 501(m)) and such orga-
nization purchases any annuity contract to
fund such obligation, persons receiving pay-
ments under the charitable gift annuity
shall not be treated for purposes of subpara-
graph (B) as indirect beneficiaries under
such contract if—

‘‘(i) such organization possesses all of the
incidents of ownership under such contract,

‘‘(ii) such organization is entitled to all the
payments under such contract, and

‘‘(iii) the timing and amount of payments
under such contract are substantially the
same as the timing and amount of payments
to each such person under such obligation
(as such obligation is in effect at the time of
such transfer).

‘‘(E) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN CONTRACTS
HELD BY CHARITABLE REMAINDER TRUSTS.—A
person shall not be treated for purposes of
subparagraph (B) as an indirect beneficiary
under any life insurance, annuity, or endow-
ment contract held by a charitable remain-
der annuity trust or a charitable remainder
unitrust (as defined in section 664(d)) solely
by reason of being entitled to any payment
referred to in paragraph (1)(A) or (2)(A) of
section 664(d) if—

‘‘(i) such trust possesses all of the inci-
dents of ownership under such contract, and

‘‘(ii) such trust is entitled to all the pay-
ments under such contract.

‘‘(F) EXCISE TAX ON PREMIUMS PAID.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—There is hereby imposed

on any organization described in subsection
(c) an excise tax equal to the premiums paid
by such organization on any life insurance,
annuity, or endowment contract if the pay-
ment of premiums on such contract is in
connection with a transfer for which a de-
duction is not allowable under subparagraph
(A), determined without regard to when such
transfer is made.

‘‘(ii) PAYMENTS BY OTHER PERSONS.—For
purposes of clause (i), payments made by any
other person pursuant to an understanding
or expectation referred to in subparagraph
(A) shall be treated as made by the organiza-
tion.

‘‘(iii) REPORTING.—Any organization on
which tax is imposed by clause (i) with re-
spect to any premium shall file an annual re-
turn which includes—

‘‘(I) the amount of such premiums paid
during the year and the name and TIN of
each beneficiary under the contract to which
the premium relates, and

‘‘(II) such other information as the Sec-
retary may require.
The penalties applicable to returns required
under section 6033 shall apply to returns re-
quired under this clause. Returns required
under this clause shall be furnished at such
time and in such manner as the Secretary
shall by forms or regulations require.

‘‘(iv) CERTAIN RULES TO APPLY.—The tax
imposed by this subparagraph shall be treat-
ed as imposed by chapter 42 for purposes of
this title other than subchapter B of chapter
42.

‘‘(G) SPECIAL RULE WHERE STATE REQUIRES
SPECIFICATION OF CHARITABLE GIFT ANNUITANT
IN CONTRACT.—In the case of an obligation to
pay a charitable gift annuity referred to in
subparagraph (D) which is entered into under
the laws of a State which requires, in order
for the charitable gift annuity to be exempt
from insurance regulation by such State,
that each beneficiary under the charitable

gift annuity be named as a beneficiary under
an annuity contract issued by an insurance
company authorized to transact business in
such State, the requirements of clauses (i)
and (ii) of subparagraph (D) shall be treated
as met if—

‘‘(i) such State law requirement was in ef-
fect on February 8, 1999,

‘‘(ii) each such beneficiary under the chari-
table gift annuity is a bona fide resident of
such State at the time the obligation to pay
a charitable gift annuity is entered into, and

‘‘(iii) the only persons entitled to pay-
ments under such contract are persons enti-
tled to payments as beneficiaries under such
obligation on the date such obligation is en-
tered into.

‘‘(H) MEMBER OF FAMILY.—For purposes of
this paragraph, an individual’s family con-
sists of the individual’s grandparents, the
grandparents of such individual’s spouse, the
lineal descendants of such grandparents, and
any spouse of such a lineal descendant.

‘‘(I) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out the pur-
poses of this paragraph, including regula-
tions to prevent the avoidance of such pur-
poses.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this section, the amendment made
by this section shall apply to transfers made
after February 8, 1999.

(2) EXCISE TAX.—Except as provided in
paragraph (3) of this subsection, section
170(f)(10)(F) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (as added by this section) shall apply to
premiums paid after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

(3) REPORTING.—Clause (iii) of such section
170(f)(10)(F) shall apply to premiums paid
after February 8, 1999 (determined as if the
tax imposed by such section applies to pre-
miums paid after such date).
SEC. 1511. RESTRICTION ON USE OF REAL ES-

TATE INVESTMENT TRUSTS TO
AVOID ESTIMATED TAX PAYMENT
REQUIREMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (e) of section
6655 (relating to estimated tax by corpora-
tions) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

‘‘(5) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN REIT DIVI-
DENDS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any dividend received
from a closely held real estate investment
trust by any person which owns (after appli-
cation of subsections (d)(5) and (l)(3)(B) of
section 856) 10 percent or more (by vote or
value) of the stock or beneficial interests in
the trust shall be taken into account in com-
puting annualized income installments
under paragraph (2) in a manner similar to
the manner under which partnership income
inclusions are taken into account.

‘‘(B) CLOSELY HELD REIT.—For purposes of
subparagraph (A), the term ‘closely held real
estate investment trust’ means a real estate
investment trust with respect to which 5 or
fewer persons own (after application of sub-
sections (d)(5) and (l)(3)(B) of section 856) 50
percent or more (by vote or value) of the
stock or beneficial interests in the trust.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to esti-
mated tax payments due on or after Sep-
tember 15, 1999.
SEC. 1512. MODIFICATION OF ANTI-ABUSE RULES

RELATED TO ASSUMPTION OF LI-
ABILITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 357(b)(1) (relating
to tax avoidance purpose) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘the principal purpose’’ and
inserting ‘‘a principal purpose’’, and

(2) by striking ‘‘on the exchange’’ in sub-
paragraph (A).

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to assump-
tions of liability after July 14, 1999.
SEC. 1513. ALLOCATION OF BASIS ON TRANSFERS

OF INTANGIBLES IN CERTAIN NON-
RECOGNITION TRANSACTIONS.

(a) TRANSFERS TO CORPORATIONS.—Section
351 (relating to transfer to corporation con-
trolled by transferor) is amended by redesig-
nating subsection (h) as subsection (i) and by
inserting after subsection (g) the following
new subsection:

‘‘(h) TREATMENT OF TRANSFERS OF INTAN-
GIBLE PROPERTY.—

‘‘(1) TRANSFERS OF LESS THAN ALL SUBSTAN-
TIAL RIGHTS.

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A transfer of an interest
in intangible property (as defined in section
936(h)(3)(B)) shall be treated under this sec-
tion as a transfer of property even if the
transfer is of less than all of the substantial
rights of the transferor in the property.

‘‘(B) ALLOCATION OF BASIS.—In the case of a
transfer of less than all of the substantial
rights of the transferor in the intangible
property, the transferor’s basis immediately
before the transfer shall be allocated among
the rights retained by the transferor and the
rights transferred on the basis of their re-
spective fair market values.

‘‘(2) NONRECOGNITION NOT TO APPLY TO IN-
TANGIBLE PROPERTY DEVELOPED FOR TRANS-
FEREE.—This section shall not apply to a
transfer of intangible property developed by
the transferor or any related person if such
development was pursuant to an arrange-
ment with the transferee.’’.

(b) TRANSFERS TO PARTNERSHIPS.—Sub-
section (d) of section 721 is amended to read
as follows:

‘‘(d) TRANSFERS OF INTANGIBLE PROP-
ERTY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Rules similar to the
rules of section 351(h) shall apply for pur-
poses of this section.

‘‘(2) TRANSFERS TO FOREIGN PARTNER-
SHIPS.—For regulatory authority to treat in-
tangibles transferred to a partnership as
sold, see section 367(d)(3).’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to transfers
on or after the date of the enactment of this
Act.
SEC. 1514. DISTRIBUTIONS TO A CORPORATE

PARTNER OF STOCK IN ANOTHER
CORPORATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 732 (relating to
basis of distributed property other than
money) is amended by adding at the end the
following new subsection:

‘‘(f) CORRESPONDING ADJUSTMENT TO BASIS
OF ASSETS OF A DISTRIBUTED CORPORATION
CONTROLLED BY A CORPORATE PARTNER.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If—
‘‘(A) a corporation (hereafter in this sub-

section referred to as the ‘corporate part-
ner’) receives a distribution from a partner-
ship of stock in another corporation (here-
after in this subsection referred to as the
‘distributed corporation’),

‘‘(B) the corporate partner has control of
the distributed corporation immediately
after the distribution or at any time there-
after, and

‘‘(C) the partnership’s adjusted basis in
such stock immediately before the distribu-
tion exceeded the corporate partner’s ad-
justed basis in such stock immediately after
the distribution,
then an amount equal to such excess shall be
applied to reduce (in accordance with sub-
section (c)) the basis of property held by the
distributed corporation at such time (or, if
the corporate partner does not control the
distributed corporation at such time, at the
time the corporate partner first has such
control).

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN DISTRIBUTIONS
BEFORE CONTROL ACQUIRED.—Paragraph (1)
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shall not apply to any distribution of stock
in the distributed corporation if—

‘‘(A) the corporate partner does not have
control of such corporation immediately
after such distribution, and

‘‘(B) the corporate partner establishes to
the satisfaction of the Secretary that such
distribution was not part of a plan or ar-
rangement to acquire control of the distrib-
uted corporation.

‘‘(3) LIMITATIONS ON BASIS REDUCTION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the re-

duction under paragraph (1) shall not exceed
the amount by which the sum of the aggre-
gate adjusted bases of the property and the
amount of money of the distributed corpora-
tion exceeds the corporate partner’s adjusted
basis in the stock of the distributed corpora-
tion.

‘‘(B) REDUCTION NOT TO EXCEED ADJUSTED
BASIS OF PROPERTY.—No reduction under
paragraph (1) in the basis of any property
shall exceed the adjusted basis of such prop-
erty (determined without regard to such re-
duction).

‘‘(4) GAIN RECOGNITION WHERE REDUCTION
LIMITED.—If the amount of any reduction
under paragraph (1) (determined after the ap-
plication of paragraph (3)(A)) exceeds the ag-
gregate adjusted bases of the property of the
distributed corporation—

‘‘(A) such excess shall be recognized by the
corporate partner as long-term capital gain,
and

‘‘(B) the corporate partner’s adjusted basis
in the stock of the distributed corporation
shall be increased by such excess.

‘‘(5) CONTROL.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘control’ means ownership
of stock meeting the requirements of section
1504(a)(2).

‘‘(6) INDIRECT DISTRIBUTIONS.—For purposes
of paragraph (1), if a corporation acquires
(other than in a distribution from a partner-
ship) stock the basis of which is determined
(by reason of being distributed from a part-
nership) in whole or in part by reference to
subsection (a)(2) or (b), the corporation shall
be treated as receiving a distribution of such
stock from a partnership.

‘‘(7) SPECIAL RULE FOR STOCK IN CON-
TROLLED CORPORATION.—If the property held
by a distributed corporation is stock in a
corporation which the distributed corpora-
tion controls, this subsection shall be ap-
plied to reduce the basis of the property of
such controlled corporation. This subsection
shall be reapplied to any property of any
controlled corporation which is stock in a
corporation which it controls.

‘‘(8) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary to carry out the purposes of this sub-
section, including regulations to avoid dou-
ble counting and to prevent the abuse of
such purposes.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), the amendment made by this
section shall apply to distributions made
after July 14, 1999.

(2) PARTNERSHIPS IN EXISTENCE ON JULY 14,
1999.—In the case of a corporation which is a
partner in a partnership as of July 14, 1999,
the amendment made by this section shall
apply to distributions made to such partner
from such partnership after the date of the
enactment of this Act.
SEC. 1515. PROHIBITED ALLOCATIONS OF S COR-

PORATION STOCK HELD BY AN
ESOP.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 409 (relating to
qualifications for tax credit employee stock
ownership plans) is amended by redesig-
nating subsection (p) as subsection (q) and
by inserting after subsection (o) the fol-
lowing new subsection:

‘‘(p) PROHIBITED ALLOCATION OF SECURITIES
IN AN S CORPORATION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An employee stock own-
ership plan holding employer securities con-
sisting of stock in an S corporation shall
provide that no portion of the assets of the
plan attributable to (or allocable in lieu of)
such employer securities may, during a non-
allocation year, accrue (or be allocated di-
rectly or indirectly under any plan of the
employer meeting the requirements of sec-
tion 401(a)) for the benefit of any disqualified
individual.

‘‘(2) FAILURE TO MEET REQUIREMENTS.—If a
plan fails to meet the requirements of para-
graph (1)—

‘‘(A) the plan shall be treated as having
distributed to any disqualified individual the
amount allocated to the account of such in-
dividual in violation of paragraph (1) at the
time of such allocation,

‘‘(B) the provisions of section 4979A shall
apply, and

‘‘(C) the statutory period for the assess-
ment of any tax imposed by section 4979A
shall not expire before the date which is 3
years from the later of—

‘‘(i) the allocation of employer securities
resulting in the failure under paragraph (1)
giving rise to such tax, or

‘‘(ii) the date on which the Secretary is no-
tified of such failure.

‘‘(3) NONALLOCATION YEAR.—For purposes of
this subsection—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘nonallocation
year’ means any plan year of an employee
stock ownership plan if, at any time during
such plan year—

‘‘(i) such plan holds employer securities
consisting of stock in an S corporation, and

‘‘(ii) disqualified individuals own at least
50 percent of the number of outstanding
shares of stock in such S corporation.

‘‘(B) ATTRIBUTION RULES.—For purposes of
subparagraph (A)—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The rules of section
318(a) shall apply for purposes of determining
ownership, except that—

‘‘(I) in applying paragraph (1) thereof, the
members of an individual’s family shall in-
clude members of the family described in
paragraph (4)(D), and

‘‘(II) paragraph (4) thereof shall not apply.
‘‘(ii) DEEMED-OWNED SHARES.—Notwith-

standing the employee trust exception in
section 318(a)(2)(B)(i), disqualified individ-
uals shall be treated as owning deemed-
owned shares.

‘‘(4) DISQUALIFIED INDIVIDUAL.—For pur-
poses of this subsection—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘disqualified
individual’ means any individual who is a
participant or beneficiary under the em-
ployee stock ownership plan if—

‘‘(i) the aggregate number of deemed-
owned shares of such individual and the
members of the individual’s family is at
least 20 percent of the number of outstanding
shares of stock in the S corporation consti-
tuting employer securities of such plan, or

‘‘(ii) if such individual is not described in
clause (i), the number of deemed-owned
shares of such individual is at least 10 per-
cent of the number of outstanding shares of
stock in such corporation.

‘‘(B) TREATMENT OF FAMILY MEMBERS.—In
the case of a disqualified individual de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(i), any member
of the individual’s family with deemed-
owned shares shall be treated as a disquali-
fied individual if not otherwise a disqualified
individual under subparagraph (A).

‘‘(C) DEEMED-OWNED SHARES.—For purposes
of this paragraph—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘deemed-owned
shares’ means, with respect to any partici-
pant or beneficiary under the employee
stock ownership plan—

‘‘(I) the stock in the S corporation consti-
tuting employer securities of such plan
which is allocated to such participant or
beneficiary under the plan, and

‘‘(II) such participant’s or beneficiary’s
share of the stock in such corporation which
is held by such trust but which is not allo-
cated under the plan to employees.

‘‘(ii) INDIVIDUAL’S SHARE OF UNALLOCATED
STOCK.—For purposes of clause (i)(II), an in-
dividual’s share of unallocated S corporation
stock held by the trust is the amount of the
unallocated stock which would be allocated
to such individual if the unallocated stock
were allocated to individuals in the same
proportions as the most recent stock alloca-
tion under the plan.

‘‘(D) MEMBER OF FAMILY.—For purposes of
this paragraph, the term ‘member of the
family’ means, with respect to any
individual—

‘‘(i) the spouse of the individual,
‘‘(ii) an ancestor or lineal descendant of

the individual or the individual’s spouse,
‘‘(iii) a brother or sister of the individual

or the individual’s spouse and any lineal de-
scendant of the brother or sister, and

‘‘(iv) the spouse of any person described in
clause (ii) or (iii).

‘‘(5) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this
subsection—

‘‘(A) EMPLOYEE STOCK OWNERSHIP PLAN.—
The term ‘employee stock ownership plan’
has the meaning given such term by section
4975(e)(7).

‘‘(B) EMPLOYER SECURITIES.—The term ‘em-
ployer security’ has the meaning given such
term by section 409(l).

‘‘(6) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary to carry out the purposes of this sub-
section, including regulations providing for
the treatment of any stock option, restricted
stock, stock appreciation right, phantom
stock unit, performance unit, or similar in-
strument granted by an S corporation as
stock or not stock.’’.

(b) EXCISE TAX.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 4979A(b) (defining

prohibited allocation) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph (1), by
striking the period at the end of paragraph
(2) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by adding at
the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(3) any allocation of employer securities
which violates the provisions of section
409(p).’’.

(2) LIABILITY.—Section 4979A(c) (defining
liability for tax) is amended by adding at the
end the following new sentence: ‘‘In the case
of a prohibited allocation described in sub-
section (b)(3), such tax shall be paid by the S
corporation the stock in which was allocated
in violation of section 409(p).’’.

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

this section shall apply to plan years begin-
ning after December 31, 2000.

(2) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN PLANS.—In the
case of any—

(A) employee stock ownership plan estab-
lished after July 14, 1999, or

(B) employee stock ownership plan estab-
lished on or before such date if employer se-
curities held by the plan consist of stock in
a corporation with respect to which an elec-
tion under section 1362(a) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 is not in effect on such
date,
the amendments made by this section shall
apply to plan years ending after July 14, 1999.

TITLE XVI—COMPLIANCE WITH BUDGET
ACT

SEC. 1601. COMPLIANCE WITH BUDGET ACT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

subsection (b), all provisions of, and amend-
ments made by, this Act which are in effect
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1 This is not true for the 39.6-percent rate. The be-
ginning point of this rate bracket is the same for all
taxpayers regardless of filing status.

on September 30, 2009, shall cease to apply as
of the close of September 30, 2009.

(b) SUNSET FOR CERTAIN PROVISIONS.—The
amendments made by sections 101, 111, 121,
201, 202, 211, 214, and 1221 of this Act shall not
apply to any taxable year beginning after
December 31, 2008.

And the Senate agrees to the same.
For consideration of the House bill, and the
Senate amendment, and modfications com-
mitted to conference:

WM. ARCHER.
DICK ARMEY.
PHILIP M. CRANE.
WM. THOMAS.

As additional conferees for consideration of
sections 313, 315–16, 318, 325, 335, 338, 341–42,
344–45, 351, 362–63, 365, 369, 371, 381, 1261, 1305,
and 1406 of the Senate amendment, and
modfications committed to conference:

BILL GOODLING.
JOHN BOEHNER.

Managers on the Part of the House.

WM. V. ROTH, JR.
TRENT LOTT.

Managers on the Part of the Senate.
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF

THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE
The managers on the part of the House and

the Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2488) to provide for reconciliation pursuant
to sections 105 and 211 of the concurrent res-
olution on the budget for fiscal year 2000,
submit the following joint statement to the
House and the Senate in explanation of the
effect of the action agreed upon by the man-
agers and recommended in the accom-
panying conference report:

The Senate amendment struck all of the
House bill after the enacting clause and in-
serted a substitute text.

The House recedes from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate with an
amendment that is a substitute for the
House bill and the Senate amendment. The
differences between the House bill, the Sen-
ate amendment, and the substitute agreed to
in conference are noted below, except for
clerical corrections, conforming changes
made necessary by agreements reached by
the conferees, and minor drafting and cler-
ical changes.
I. BROAD-BASED AND FAMILY TAX RELIEF
A. Reduction in Individual Income Tax Rates

and Expansion of Lowest Individual Reg-
ular Income Tax Rate Bracket (sec. 101 of
the House bill, secs. 101 and 102 of the Sen-
ate amendment and secs. 1 and 55 of the
Code)

Present Law
Income tax rate structure

To determine regular income tax liability,
a taxpayer generally must apply the tax rate
schedules (or the tax tables) to his or her
taxable income. The rate schedules are di-
vided into several ranges of income, known
as income brackets, and the marginal tax
rate increases as a taxpayer’s income in-
creases. The income bracket amounts are in-
dexed for inflation. Separate rate schedules
apply based on an individual’s filing status.
In order to limit multiple uses of a grad-
uated rate schedule within a family, the net
unearned income of a child under age 14 is
taxed as if it were the parent’s income.
Individual alternative minimum tax (‘‘AMT’’)

rate structure
Present law imposes the individual AMT

on an individual to the extent the taxpayer’s
minimum tax liability exceeds his or her
regular tax liability. The AMT is imposed on
individuals at rates of (1) 26 percent on the
first $175,000 of alternative minimum taxable

income (‘‘AMTI’’) in excess of a phased-out
exemption amount and (2) 28 percent on the
amount in excess of $175,000. The lower cap-
ital gains rates applicable to the regular tax
also apply for purposes of the AMT.

House Bill
Individual regular tax rates

The House bill reduces the regular income
tax rates by 10 percent over a 10–year period
(2000–2009). Specifically, each rate is reduced
by 1.0 percent for taxable years beginning in
2001–2003, 2.5 percent for taxable years begin-
ning in 2004, 5 percent for taxable years be-
ginning in 2005–2007, 7.5 percent for taxable
years beginning in 2008, and 10 percent for
taxable years beginning in 2009 and there-
after. The tax rates will be rounded up in
2001, rounded down in 2002 and 2003 and
rounded up in 2004 and thereafter, annually
to the nearest one-tenth of a percent. This
rate reduction does not apply to the capital
gains tax rates. However, a separate provi-
sion of the House bill would reduce indi-
vidual capital gains rates.

Individual AMT
The House bill reduces the individual AMT

tax rates by a total of 10 percent over a 10-
year period (2000–2009). Specifically, the indi-
vidual AMT tax rates are reduced by 1.0 per-
cent for taxable years beginning in 2001–2003,
2.5 percent for taxable years beginning in
2004, 5 percent for taxable years beginning in
2005–2007, 7.5 percent for taxable years begin-
ning in 2008, and 10 percent for taxable years
beginning in 2009 and thereafter. The rates
will be rounded annually to the nearest one-
tenth of a percent, like the regular income
tax rates.

Effective date
The House bill is effective for taxable

years beginning after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
Individual regular income tax rates

The Senate amendment reduces the lowest
individual regular income tax rate from 15
percent to 14 percent. This rate reduction
does not apply to the capital gains tax rates.

The Senate amendment also phases in an
increase in the size of the 14–percent rate
bracket. Specifically, the amendment in-
creases the size of the otherwise applicable
14–percent rate bracket by $2,000 ($4,000 for a
married couple filing a joint return) in 2006,
and by $2,500 ($5,000 for a married couple fil-
ing a joint return) in 2007 and thereafter. The
$2,500/$5,000 amounts in 2007 and thereafter
are the total increase and are not in addition
to the $2,000/$4,000 amounts in 2006. These
amounts are indexed for inflation beginning
in 2008.

Individual AMT
The Senate amendment does not contain a

provision relating to AMT tax rates. A sepa-
rate provision would make permanent the
present-law provision to allow the non-
refundable personal credits fully against the
AMT and to allow personal exemptions
against the AMT.

Effective date
The Senate amendment provision reducing

the tax rate from 15 percent to 14 percent is
effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 2000. The provision increasing
the size of the 14–percent rate bracket is ef-
fective for taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2005.

Conference Agreement
Individual regular income tax rates

The conference agreement reduces the in-
dividual regular income tax rates as follows:
(1) from 15 percent to 14 percent; (2) from 28
percent to 27 percent; (3) from 31 percent to
30 percent; (4) from 36 percent to 35 percent;

and (5) from 39.6 percent to 38.6 percent.
These rate reductions do not apply to the
capital gains tax rates. The reduction of the
15–percent rate to a 14–percent rate is
phased-in over three years; (1) 14.5 percent in
2001 and 2002; and (2) 14 percent in 2003 and
thereafter. Therefore, the 14 percent rate ap-
plies to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2002. The reductions in the other
rates (both regular and AMT) are effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2004.

The conference agreement also widens the
lowest (currently 15 percent) regular income
tax rate brackets for both singles and head
of households by $3,000 for taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2005. For taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2006, the
$3,000 amounts are indexed for inflation.
Individual AMT

The conference agreement reduces the
AMT rates as follows; (1) from 26 percent to
25 percent, and (2) from 28 percent rate to 27
percent. The lower capital gains rates appli-
cable to the regular tax also apply for pur-
poses of the AMT.
Effective date

The reduction of the 15–percent rate to a
14–percent rate is effective for taxable years
beginning after December 31, 2000. The reduc-
tions in the other rates (both regular and
AMT) are effective for taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2004. The widening of
the lowest applicable rate bracket for single
and head of household returns is effective for
taxable years beginning after December 31,
2005.
B. Marriage Penalty Relief Provisions Relat-

ing to the Rate Structure and Standard De-
duction Amounts (sec. 111 of the House bill,
secs. 201 and 209 of the Senate amendment
and secs. 63 and 6013A of the Code)

Present Law
Marriage penalty

A married couple generally is treated as
one tax unit that must pay tax on the unit’s
total taxable income. Although married cou-
ples may elect to file separate returns, the
rate schedules and provisions are structured
so that filing separate returns usually re-
sults in a higher tax than filing a joint re-
turn. Other rate schedules apply to single
persons and to single heads of households.

A ‘‘marriage penalty’’ exists when the sum
of the tax liabilities of two unmarried indi-
viduals filing their own tax returns (either
single or head of household returns) is less
than their tax liability under a joint return
(if the two individuals were to marry). A
‘‘marriage bonus’’ exists when the sum of the
tax liabilities of the individuals is greater
than their combined tax liability under a
joint return.

While the size of any marriage penalty or
bonus under present law depends upon the
individuals’ incomes, number of dependents,
and itemized deductions, as a general rule
married couples whose incomes are split
more evenly than 70–30 suffer a marriage
penalty. Married couples whose incomes are
largely attributable to one spouse generally
receive a marriage bonus.

Under present law, the size of the standard
deduction and the tax bracket breakpoints
follow certain customary ratios across filing
statuses. The standard deduction and tax
bracket breakpoints for single filers are
roughly 60 percent of those for joint filers.1
With these ratios, unmarried individuals
have standard deductions whose sum exceeds
the standard deduction they would receive as
a married couple filing a joint return. Thus,
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their taxable income as joint filers may ex-
ceed the sum of their taxable incomes as un-
married individuals.
Basic standard deduction

Taxpayers who do not itemize deductions
may choose the basic standard deduction
(and additional standard deductions, if appli-
cable), which is subtracted (along with the
deduction for personal exemptions) from ad-
justed gross income (‘‘AGI’’) in arriving at
taxable income. The size of the basic stand-
ard deduction varies according to filing sta-
tus and is indexed for inflation. For 1999, the
size of the basic standard deduction is: (1)
$7,200 for married couples filing a joint re-
turn; (2) $6,250 for head of household returns;
(3) $4,300 for single returns; and (4) $3,600 for
married couples filing separate returns.
Therefore in 1999, the basic standard deduc-
tion for joint returns is 1.674 times the basic
standard deduction for single returns.

House Bill
Basic standard deduction

The House bill increases the basic standard
deduction for a married couple filing a joint
return to twice the basic standard deduction
for an unmarried individual in each taxable
year. This increase is phased-in over three
years beginning in 2001 by increasing the
standard deduction for a married couple fil-
ing a joint return to 1.778 times the standard
deduction for an unmarried individual in 2001
and to 1.889 times such amount in 2002.
Therefore, the House bill provision is fully
effective, (i.e., the basic standard deduction
for a married couple will be twice the basic
standard deduction for a unmarried indi-
vidual) for taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2002. Also, the basic standard de-
duction for a married taxpayer filing sepa-
rately will be increased so that it will con-
tinue to equal one-half of the basic standard
deduction for a married couple filing jointly.
The basic standard deduction for a head of
household will be unchanged.

Effective date.—The House bill provision is
effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 2000.
Separate calculations

No provision.
Senate Amendment

Basic standard deduction
The Senate amendment increases the basic

standard deduction for a married couple fil-
ing a joint return to twice the basic standard
deduction for an unmarried individual in
each taxable year. This increase is phased-in
over eight years beginning in 2001 by increas-
ing the standard deduction for a married
couple filing a joint return to: (1) 1.671 times
the standard deduction for an unmarried in-
dividual in 2001; (2) 1.700 times the standard
deduction for an unmarried individual in
2002; (3) 1.727 times the standard deduction
for an unmarried individual in 2003; (4) 1.837
times the standard deduction for an unmar-
ried individual in 2004; (5) 1.951 times the
standard deduction for an unmarried indi-
vidual in 2005; (6) 1.953 times the standard de-
duction for an unmarried individual in 2006;
and (7) 1.973 times the standard deduction for
an unmarried taxpayer in 2007. Therefore,
the Senate amendment provision is fully ef-
fective, (i.e., the basic standard deduction
for a married couple will be twice the basic
standard deduction for a unmarried indi-
vidual) for taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2007. Also, the basic standard de-
duction for a married taxpayer filing sepa-
rately will be increased so that it will con-
tinue to equal one-half of the basic standard
deduction for a married couple filing jointly.
The basic standard deduction for a head of
household will be unchanged.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment
provision is effective for taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2000.

Separate calculations
Under the Senate amendment, married

taxpayers have the option to calculate sepa-
rate taxable income for each spouse and to
be taxed as two single individuals on the
same return. The tax due is calculated by ap-
plying the tax rates for single individuals to
the separate taxable incomes. Under the Sen-
ate amendment, both spouses must elect to
either use a standard deduction or to itemize
their deductions. Thus, one spouse is not per-
mitted to itemize deductions while the other
spouse claims a standard deduction. If a mar-
ried couple elects to compute taxable income
separately and claim the standard deduction,
the applicable standard deduction for each
spouse is the standard deduction for single
individuals. Under the Senate amendment,
once tax liability is calculated on a separate
basis, all tax credits and payments of tax are
applied as if the couple is filing a joint re-
turn.

Income from the performance of services
(e.g., wages, salaries, and pensions) are treat-
ed as the income of the spouse who per-
formed the services. Income from property is
divided between the spouses in accordance
with their respective ownership rights in
such property. Jointly owned assets are di-
vided evenly.

Deductions generally are allocated to the
spouse treated as having the income to
which the deduction relates. Special rules
apply for certain deductions. The deduction
for contributions to an individual retirement
arrangement are allocated to the spouse for
whom the contribution is made. The deduc-
tion for alimony is allocated to the spouse
who has the liability to pay the alimony.
The deduction for contributions to medical
savings accounts is allocated to the spouse
with respect to whose employment or self
employment the account relates.

Each spouse is entitled to claim one per-
sonal exemption. Exemptions for dependents
are allocated based on each spouse’s relative
income.

All credits are determined as if the spouses
had filed a joint return. The credit amounts
are then applied against the combined tax li-
ability of the couple as calculated under this
provision.

For purposes of determining the alter-
native minimum tax imposed by section 55,
the tentative minimum tax shall be the tax
which would be computed as if the spouses
had filed a joint return, and the regular tax
shall be the tax liability computed under
section 6013A.

The Secretary of the Treasury is directed
to prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out the provi-
sion.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment
provision is effective for taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2004.

Conference Agreement
Basic standard deduction

The conference agreement increases the
basic standard deduction for a married cou-
ple filing a joint return to twice the basic
standard deduction for an unmarried indi-
vidual. This increase is phased-in over five
years beginning in 2001 by increasing the
standard deduction for a married couple fil-
ing a joint return to: (1) 1.728 times the
standard deduction for an unmarried indi-
vidual in 2001; (2) 1.801 times the standard de-
duction for an unmarried individual in 2002;
(3) 1.870 times the standard deduction for an
unmarried individual in 2003; (4) 1.935 times
the standard deduction for an unmarried in-
dividual in 2004; and 2.000 times the standard
deduction for an unmarried individual in
2005. Therefore, the provision is fully effec-
tive, (i.e., the basic standard deduction for a
married couple will be twice the basic stand-

ard deduction for a unmarried individual) for
taxable years beginning after December 31,
2004. Also, the basic standard deduction for a
married taxpayer filing separately will be in-
creased so that it will continue to equal one-
half of the basic standard deduction for a
married couple filing jointly. The basic
standard deduction for a head of household
will be unchanged.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2000.
Width of 15–percent rate bracket for a mar-

ried couple filing a joint return
The conference agreement increases the

size of the lowest (currently, 15 percent) reg-
ular income tax rate bracket for a married
couple filing a joint return to twice the size
of the corresponding rate bracket for an un-
married individual. This increase is phased-
in over four years beginning in 2005 by in-
creasing the lowest regular income tax rate
bracket for a married couple filing a joint re-
turn to: (1) 1.737 times the lowest regular in-
come tax rate bracket for an unmarried indi-
vidual in 2005; (2) 1.761 times the lowest reg-
ular income tax rate bracket for an unmar-
ried individual in 2006; (3) 1.881 times the
lowest regular income tax rate bracket for
an unmarried individual in 2007; and (4) 2.000
times the lowest regular income tax rate
bracket for an unmarried individual in 2008.
Therefore, this provision is fully effective,
(i.e., the size of the lowest regular income
tax rate bracket for a married couple filing
a joint return will be twice the size of the
lowest regular income tax rate bracket for
an unmarried individual) for taxable years
beginning after December 31, 2007.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2004.
Separate calculations

The conference agreement does not include
the Senate amendment provision.
C. Marriage Penalty Relief Relating to the

Earned Income Credit (sec. 202 of the Sen-
ate amendment and sec. 32 of the Code)

Present Law
Certain eligible low-income workers are

entitled to claim a refundable earned income
credit (‘‘EIC’’) on their income tax return. A
refundable credit is a credit that not only re-
duces an individual’s tax liability but allows
refunds to the individual in excess of income
tax liability. The amount of the credit an el-
igible individual may claim depends upon
whether the individual has one, more than
one, or no qualifying children, and is deter-
mined by multiplying the credit rate by the
individual’s earned income up to an earned
income amount. In the case of a married in-
dividual who files a joint return with his or
her spouse, the income for purposes of these
tests is the combined income of the couple.
The maximum amount of the credit is the
product of the credit rate and the earned in-
come amount. The credit is phased out above
certain income levels. For individuals with
earned income (or modified AGI, if greater)
in excess of the beginning of the phase-out
range, the maximum credit amount is re-
duced by the phase-out rate multiplied by
the earned income (or modified AGI, if great-
er) in excess of the beginning of the phase-
out range. For individuals with earned in-
come (or modified AGI, if greater) in excess
of the end of the phase-out range, no credit
is allowed.

The parameters of the credit for 1999 are
provided in the following table.

EARNED INCOME CREDIT PARAMETERS (1999)

Two or more
qualifying
children

One quali-
fying child

No quali-
fying chil-

dren

Credit rate (percent) ................ 40.00 34.00 7.65
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2 Given the passage of section 469 by the Tax Re-
form Act of 1986 (relating to the deductibility of
losses from passive activities), these provisions are
largely ‘‘deadwood.’’

3 No adjustment is required if the taxpayer materi-
ally participates in the activity that relates to the
research and experimental expenditures.

4 For 1998 only, the nonrefundable personal credits
were not limited by the tentative minimum tax, and
the refundable child credit was not reduced by the
minimum tax.

EARNED INCOME CREDIT PARAMETERS (1999)—
Continued

Two or more
qualifying
children

One quali-
fying child

No quali-
fying chil-

dren

Earned income amount ............ $9,540 $6,800 $4,530
Maximum credit ....................... $3,816 $2,312 $347
Phase-out begins ..................... $12,460 $12,460 $5,670
Phase-out rate (percent) .......... 21.06 15.98 7.65
Phase-out ends ........................ $30,580 $26,928 $10,200

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment increases the be-

ginning point of the phase out of the EIC for
married couples filing a joint return by
$2,000. Because the rate of the phase out is
not changed by the provision, the end-point
of the phase-out ranges is also increased by
$2,000. The effect of the increase in the begin-
ning point of the phase-out is to increase the
EIC for taxpayers in the phase-out range by
an amount up to $2,000 times the phase-out
rate. For example, for couples with two or
more qualifying children, the maximum in-
crease in the EIC as a result of the proposal
would be $2,000 times 21.06 percent, or $421.20.
The provision also expands the universe of
taxpayers eligible for the EIC. Specifically,
the $2,000 increase in the end of the phase-
out range makes taxpayers with earnings up
to $2,000 beyond the present-law phase-out
range newly eligible for the credit. Begin-
ning in 2006, the $2,000 amount is indexed for
inflation.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment
provision is effective for taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2004.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment with a modification to the
effective date. The provision is effective for
taxable years beginning after December 31,
2005.
D. Individual Alternative Minimum Tax Pro-

visions (sec. 121 of the House bill, secs. 206
and 1134 of the Senate amendment, and
secs. 26 and 55 of the Code)

Present Law
In general

Present law imposes a minimum tax
(‘‘AMT’’) on an individual to the extent the
taxpayer’s minimum tax liability exceeds his
or her regular tax liability. The AMT is im-
posed on individuals at rates of (1) 26 percent
on the first $175,000 of alternative minimum
taxable income (‘‘AMTI’’) in excess of a
phased-out exemption amount and (2) 28 per-
cent on the remaining AMTI. The exemp-
tions amounts are $45,000 in the case of mar-
ried individuals filing a joint return and sur-
viving spouses; $33,750 in the case of other
unmarried individuals; and $22,500 in the case
of married individuals filing a separate re-
turn. These exemption amounts are phased-
out by an amount equal to 25 percent of the
amount that the individual’s AMTI exceeds a
threshold amount. These threshold amounts
are $150,000 in the case of married individuals
filing a joint return and surviving spouses;
$112,500 in the case of other unmarried indi-
viduals; and $75,000 in the case of married in-
dividuals filing a separate return, estates,
and trusts. The exemption amounts, the
threshold phase-out amounts, and the
$175,000 break-point amount are not indexed
for inflation. The lower capital gains rates
applicable to the regular tax apply for pur-
poses of the AMT.

AMTI is the taxpayer’s taxable income in-
creased by certain preference items and ad-
justed by determining the tax treatment of
certain items in a manner that negates the
deferral of income resulting from the regular
tax treatment of those items.

Preference items in computing AMTI
The minimum tax preference items are:
(1) The excess of the deduction for percent-

age depletion over the adjusted basis of the
property at the end of the taxable year. This
preference does not apply to percentage de-
pletion allowed with respect to oil and gas
properties.

(2) The amount by which excess intangible
drilling costs arising in the taxable year ex-
ceed 65 percent of the net income from oil,
gas, and geothermal properties. This pref-
erence does not apply to an independent pro-
ducer to the extent the preference would not
reduce the producer’s AMTI by more than 40
percent.

(3) Tax-exempt interest income on private
activity bonds (other than qualified 501(c)(3)
bonds) issued after August 7, 1986.

(4) Accelerated depreciation or amortiza-
tion on certain property placed in service be-
fore January 1, 1987.

(5) Forty-two percent of the amount ex-
cluded from income under section 1202 (relat-
ing to gains on the sale of certain small busi-
ness stock).

In addition, losses from any tax shelter,
farm, or passive activities are denied.2

Adjustments in computing AMTI
The adjustments that individuals must

make in computing AMTI are:
(1) Depreciation on property placed in serv-

ice after 1986 and before January 1, 1999,
must be computed by using the generally
longer class lives prescribed by the alter-
native depreciation system of section 168(g)
and either (a) the straight-line method in the
case of property subject to the straight-line
method under the regular tax or (b) the 150-
percent declining balance method in the case
of other property. Depreciation on property
placed in service after December 31, 1998, is
computed by using the regular tax recovery
periods and the AMT methods described in
the previous sentence.

(2) Mining exploration and development
costs must be capitalized and amortized over
a 10-year period.

(3) Taxable income from a long-term con-
tract (other than a home construction con-
tract) must be computed using the percent-
age of completion method of accounting.

(4) The amortization deduction allowed for
pollution control facilities placed in service
before January 1, 1999 (generally determined
using 60-month amortization for a portion of
the cost of the facility under the regular
tax), must be calculated under the alter-
native depreciation system (generally, using
longer class lives and the straight-line meth-
od). The amortization deduction allowed for
pollution control facilities placed in service
after December 31, 1998, is calculated using
the regular tax recovery periods and the
straight-line method.

(5) Miscellaneous itemized deductions are
not allowed.

(6) Itemized deductions for State, local,
and foreign real property taxes, State and
local personal property taxes, and State,
local, and foreign income, war profits, and
excess profits taxes are not allowed.

(7) Medical expenses are allowed only to
the extent they exceed 10 percent of the tax-
payer’s adjusted gross income (AGI).

(8) Standard deductions and personal ex-
emptions are not allowed.

(9) The amount allowable as a deduction
for circulation expenditures must be capital-
ized and amortized over a 3–year period.

(10) The amount allowable as a deduction
for research and experimental expenditures

must be capitalized and amortized over a 10–
year period. 3

(11) The regular tax rules relating to incen-
tive stock options do not apply.
Other rules

The combination of the taxpayer’s net op-
erating loss carryover and foreign tax credits
cannot reduce the taxpayer’s AMT liability
by more than 90 percent of the amount deter-
mined without these items.

The various nonrefundable credits allowed
under the regular tax generally are allowed
only to the extent that the individual’s reg-
ular tax exceeds the tentative minimum tax.
The earned income credit and the child cred-
it of those taxpayers with three or more
qualified children are refundable credits and
may offset the taxpayer’s tentative min-
imum tax. However, a taxpayer must reduce
these refundable credits by the amount the
taxpayer’s tentative minimum tax exceeds
his or her regular tax liability. 4

If an individual is subject to AMT in any
year, the amount of tax exceeding the tax-
payer’s regular tax liability is allowed as a
credit (the ‘‘AMT credit’’) in any subsequent
taxable year to the extent the taxpayer’s
regular tax liability exceeds his or her ten-
tative minimum tax in such subsequent
year. For individuals, the AMT credit is al-
lowed only to the extent the taxpayer’s AMT
liability is a result of adjustments that are
timing in nature. Most individual AMT ad-
justments relate to itemized deductions and
personal exemptions and are not timing in
nature.

House Bill
The House bill allows an individual to off-

set the entire regular tax liability (without
regard to the minimum tax) by the personal
nonrefundable credits, and also repeals the
provision reducing the refundable child cred-
it by the AMT.

The House bill phases out the individual
AMT. For taxable years beginning in 2005,
only 80 percent of the full AMT liability will
be imposed. That percentage will be reduced
to 70 percent in 2006, 60 percent in 2007, 50
percent in 2008, and the AMT will be fully re-
pealed for taxable years beginning after 2008.

Under the House bill, an individual will be
allowed to use the AMT credit to offset 90
percent of its regular tax liability (deter-
mined after the application of the other non-
refundable credits).

Effective date.—The provisions relating to
the personal credits are effective for taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1998. The
phase-out of the AMT will be effective for
taxable years beginning after December 31,
2004. The repeal of the AMT and the provi-
sion relating to the use of AMT credits apply
to taxable years beginning after December
31, 2008.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment follows the House

bill in the treatment of personal credits
under the AMT.

The Senate amendment allows the per-
sonal exemption in computing AMT (except
for $300 per exemption).

Effective date.—The provisions relating to
the personal credits are effective for taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1998. The
provision relating to the personal exemption
applies to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2005.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill, except that the AMT is repealed
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5 A difficulty of care payment is a payment des-
ignated by the person making such payment as com-
pensation for providing the additional care of a
qualified foster care individual which is required by
reason of a physical, mental, or emotional handicap
of such individual and with respect to which the
State has determined that there is a need for addi-
tional compensation.

6 An employer may claim the welfare-to-work tax
credit on the eligible wages of certain long-term
family assistance recipients. For purposes of the
welfare-to-work credit, eligible wages includes
amounts paid by the employer for dependent care
assistance.

for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2007.
E. Expand the Exclusion from Income for

Certain Foster Care Payments (sec. 1301 of
the House bill sec. 203 of the Senate amend-
ment and sec. 131 of the Code)

Present Law
Generally, a foster care provider may ex-

clude qualified foster care payments, (includ-
ing difficulty of care payments) from gross
income if certain requirements are satisfied.5
First, such payments must be paid to the
foster care providers by either (1) a State or
political subdivision of a State; or (2) a tax-
exempt placement agency. Second, the pay-
ments, including difficulty of care payments,
must be paid to the foster care provider for
the care of a ‘‘qualified foster individual’’ in
the foster care provider’s home. A qualified
foster individual is an individual living in a
foster care family home in which the indi-
vidual was placed by: (1) an agency of the
State or a political subdivision of a State; or
(2) a tax-exempt placement agency if such
individual was under the age of 19 at the
time of placement. Third, the exclusion of
foster care payments generally applies to
qualified foster care payments for five or
fewer foster care individuals over the age of
19 in a foster home. In the case of difficulty
of care payments, the exclusion applies to
payments for ten or fewer foster care indi-
viduals under the age of 19 in a foster home
and to payments for five or fewer foster care
individuals at least age 19 in a foster home.

House Bill
The House bill makes two principal modi-

fications to the exclusion for qualified foster
care payments. First, the House bill expands
the list of persons eligible to make qualified
foster care payments. Therefore, the exclu-
sion applies to qualified payments made pur-
suant to a foster care program of a State or
local government which are paid by either:
(1) a State or political subdivision of a State;
or (2) a qualified foster care placement agen-
cy, whether taxable or tax-exempt. Second,
the bill expands the list of persons eligible to
place foster care individuals. Specifically,
the bill allows placements by either: (1) a
State or a political subdivision of a State; or
(2) a qualified foster care placement agency.
For these purposes, a qualified foster care
placement agency is defined as any place-
ment agency which is licensed or certified
by: (1) a State or political subdivision of a
State; or (2) an entity designated by a State
or political subdivision thereof, for the foster
care program of such State or political sub-
division to make payments to providers of
foster care.

The House bill allows State and local gov-
ernments to employ both tax-exempt and
taxable entities to administer their foster
care programs more efficiently; however, it
does not extend the exclusion to payments
outside such foster care programs (e.g., pay-
ments to a foster care provider from friends
or relatives of foster care individual in its
care).

Effective date.—The House bill provision is
effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
Same as the House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.

F. Increase and Expand the Dependent Care
Credit (sec. 204 of the Senate amendment
and sec. 21 of the Code)

Present Law
In general

A taxpayer who maintains a household
which includes one or more qualifying indi-
viduals may claim a nonrefundable credit
against income tax liability for up to 30 per-
cent of a limited amount of employment-re-
lated dependent care expenses. Eligible em-
ployment-related expenses are limited to
$2,400 if there is one qualifying individual or
$4,800 if there are two or more qualifying in-
dividuals. Generally, a qualifying individual
is a dependent under the age of 13 or a phys-
ically or mentally incapacitated dependent
or spouse. No credit is allowed for any quali-
fying individual unless a valid taxpayer iden-
tification number (‘‘TIN’’) has been provided
for that individual. A taxpayer is treated as
maintaining a household for a period if the
taxpayer (or the taxpayer’s spouse, if mar-
ried) provides more than one-half the cost of
maintaining the household for that period.
In the case of married taxpayers, the credit
is not available unless they file a joint re-
turn.

Employment-related dependent care ex-
penses are expenses for the care of a quali-
fying individual incurred to enable the tax-
payer to be gainfully employed, other than
expenses incurred for an overnight camp. For
example, amounts paid for the services of a
housekeeper generally qualify if such serv-
ices are performed at least partly for the
benefit of a qualifying individual; amounts
paid for a chauffeur or gardener do not qual-
ify.

Expenses that may be taken into account
in computing the credit generally may not
exceed an individual’s earned income or, in
the case of married taxpayers, the earned in-
come of the spouse with the lesser earnings.
Thus, if one spouse has no earned income,
generally no credit is allowed.

The 30-percent credit rate is reduced, but
not below 20 percent, by 1 percentage point
for each $2,000 (or fraction thereof) of ad-
justed gross income (‘‘AGI’’) above $10,000.

Interaction with employer-provided dependent
care assistance

For purposes of the dependent care credit,
the maximum amounts of employment-re-
lated expenses ($2,400/$4,800) are reduced to
the extent that the taxpayer has received
employer-provided dependent care assistance
that is excludable from gross income (sec.
129). The exclusion for dependent care assist-
ance is limited to $5,000 per year and does
not vary with the number of children.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment makes three

changes to the dependent care tax credit.
First, the maximum credit percentage is in-
creased from 30 percent to 40 percent for tax-
payers with AGI of $30,000 or less. The 40–per-
cent credit rate is phased-down by one per-
centage point for each $1,000 of AGI, or frac-
tion thereof, between $30,001 and $49,000. The
credit percentage is 20 percent for taxpayers
with AGI of $49,001 or greater. Second, begin-
ning in 2001, the maximum amount of eligi-
ble employment-related expenses ($2,400/
$4,800) is indexed for inflation. Finally, the
Senate amendment extends up to $960 of ad-
ditional credit ($1,920 for two or more quali-
fying dependents) to taxpayers with quali-
fying dependents under the age of one. This
additional credit, computed as the applicable
credit rate times $200 of deemed expenses per
month ($400 of deemed expenses per month
for two or more qualifying dependents), is

available regardless of whether the taxpayer
actually incurred any out-of-pocket child
care expenses.

The present-law reduction of the dependent
care credit for employer-provided dependent
care assistance is not changed.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment
provision is effective for taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment with two modifications to
the effective date. First, the maximum cred-
it percentage will be 35 percent for taxable
years beginning in 2001 through 2005, and 40
percent for taxable years beginning after
2005. Second, the extension of the credit to
taxpayers with qualifying dependents under
the age of one will be effective for taxable
years beginning after 2005.

The present-law reduction of the dependent
care credit for employer-provided dependent
care assistance is not changed.
G. Tax Credit for Employer-Provided Child

Care Facilities (sec. 205 of the Senate
amendment and new sec. 45D of the Code)

Present Law
Generally, present law does not provide a

tax credit to employers for supporting child
care or child care resource and referral serv-
ices.6 An employer, however, may be able to
claim such expenses as deductions for ordi-
nary and necessary business expenses. Alter-
natively, the employer may be required to
capitalize the expenses and claim deprecia-
tion deductions over time.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
Employer tax credit for supporting employee

child care
Under the Senate amendment, taxpayers

receive a tax credit equal to 25 percent of
qualified expenses for employee child care.
These expenses include costs incurred: (1) to
acquire, construct, rehabilitate or expand
property that is to be used as part of the tax-
payer’s qualified child care facility; (2) for
the operation of the taxpayer’s qualified
child care facility, including the costs of
training and continuing education for em-
ployees of the child care facility; or (3) under
a contract with a qualified child care facility
to provide child care services to employees
of the taxpayer. To be a qualified child care
facility, the principal use of the facility
must be for child care, and the facility must
be duly licensed by the State agency with ju-
risdiction over its operations. Also, if the fa-
cility is owned or operated by the taxpayer,
at least 30 percent of the children enrolled in
the center (based on an annual average or
the enrollment measured at the beginning of
each month) must be children of the tax-
payer’s employees. If a taxpayer opens a new
facility, it must meet the 30-percent em-
ployee enrollment requirement within two
years of commencing operations. If a new fa-
cility failed to meet this requirement, the
credit would be subject to recapture.

To qualify for the credit, the taxpayer
must offer child care services, either at its
own facility or through third parties, on a
basis that does not discriminate in favor of
highly compensated employees.
Employer tax credit for child care resource

and referral services
Under the Senate amendment, a taxpayer

is entitled to a tax credit equal to 10 percent
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7 From 1954 until 1986, the Code (sec. 116) contained
an exclusion from income (in varying amounts) for
dividends. For 1981 only, that provision was also ex-
tended to interest; this proposal is generally parallel
to that provision. The exclusion for dividends was
repealed by the Tax Reform Act of 1986.

of expenses incurred to provide employees
with child care resource and referral serv-
ices.

Other rules
The maximum total credit that may be

claimed by a taxpayer under the Senate
amendment can not exceed $150,000 per year.
Any amounts for which the taxpayer may
otherwise claim a tax deduction are reduced
by the amount of these credits. Similarly, if
the credits are taken for expenses of acquir-
ing, constructing, rehabilitating, or expand-
ing a facility, the taxpayer’s basis in the fa-
cility is reduced by the amount of the cred-
its.

Effective date
The credits are effective for taxable years

beginning after December 31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment provision.

H. Extension and Expansion of the Adoption
Tax Credit (sec. 210 of the Senate amend-
ment and sec. 23 of the Code)

Present Law
Taxpayers are entitled to a maximum non-

refundable credit against income tax liabil-
ity of $5,000 per child for qualified adoption
expenses paid or incurred by the taxpayer
(sec. 23). In the case of a special needs adop-
tion, the maximum credit amount is $6,000
($5,000 in the case of a foreign special needs
adoption). A special needs child is a child
who the State has determined: (1) cannot or
should not be returned to the home of the
birth parents, and (2) has a specific factor or
condition because of which the child cannot
be placed with adoptive parents without
adoption assistance. The adoption of a child
who is not a citizen or a resident of the
United States is a foreign adoption.

Qualified adoption expenses are reasonable
and necessary adoption fees, court costs, at-
torneys’ fees, and other expenses that are di-
rectly related to the legal adoption of an eli-
gible child. All reasonable and necessary ex-
penses required by a State as a condition of
adoption are qualified adoption expenses.
Otherwise qualified adoption expenses paid
or incurred in one taxable year are not taken
into account for purposes of the credit until
the next taxable year unless the expenses are
paid or incurred in the year the adoption be-
comes final.

An eligible child is an individual (1) who
has not attained age 18 or (2) who is phys-
ically or mentally incapable of caring for
himself or herself. After December 31, 2001,
the credit will be available only for domestic
special needs adoptions. No credit is allowed
for expenses incurred (1) in violation of State
or Federal law, (2) in carrying out any surro-
gate parenting arrangement, (3) in connec-
tion with the adoption of a child of the tax-
payer’s spouse, (4) that are reimbursed under
an employer adoption assistance program or
otherwise, or (5) for a foreign adoption that
is not finalized.

The credit is phased out ratably for tax-
payers with modified AGI above $75,000, and
is fully phased out at $115,000 of modified
AGI. For these purposes modified AGI is
computed by increasing the taxpayer’s AGI
by the amount otherwise excluded from
gross income under Code sections 911, 931, or
933.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment makes three

changes to the adoption credit. First, it pro-
vides that the maximum credit for domestic
special needs adoptions is increased to $10,000
from $6,000. Second, taxpayers making a do-

mestic special needs adoption are deemed to
have paid or incurred $10,000 of qualified ex-
penses in all cases. Third, the sunset for non-
special needs adoptions is repealed.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment
provision is effective for taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement makes two

changes to the adoption credit. First, it pro-
vides that the maximum credit for special
needs adoptions is increased to $10,000 from
$6,000. Second, taxpayers making a special
needs adoption are deemed to have paid or
incurred $10,000 of qualified expenses in all
cases. The conference agreement does not
change the present-law sunset of the adop-
tion credit for non-special needs adoptions.

Effective date.—The conference agreement
provision is effective for taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2000.

II. SAVINGS AND INVESTMENT TAX
RELIEF PROVISIONS

A. Partial Exclusion for Interest and Divi-
dends (sec. 201 of the House bill and new
sec. 116 of the Code)

Present Law
The Code states that, except as otherwise

provided, ‘‘gross income means all income
from whatever source derived’’ (sec. 61). Be-
cause there is no exclusion for interest and
dividends, interest and dividends received by
individuals are includible in gross income
and subject to tax.

House Bill
The House bill gives individual taxpayers

an exclusion from income of interest and
dividends (other than capital gain dividends
from RICs and REITs, dividends from farm-
ers’ cooperative associations, and dividends
received from an employee stock ownership
plan), received during a taxable year.7 This
exclusion is phased-in over five years. The
maximum exclusion from income is $50 of
combined interest and dividends ($100 for
married couples filing a joint return) for tax-
able years beginning in 2001 and 2002. The
maximum exclusion from income is $100 of
combined interest and dividends ($200 for
married couples filing a joint return) for tax-
able years beginning in 2003 and 2004. The
maximum exclusion is $200 of combined in-
terest and dividends ($400 for married couples
filing a joint return) for taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2004. The amount of
the combined interest and dividends ex-
cluded under the House bill is in addition to
the amount of any interest or dividend which
is exempt from tax under any other provi-
sion (e.g., interest on certain State and local
bonds which is exempt from tax under sec-
tion 103 of the Code).

In determining eligibility for the earned
income credit (‘‘EIC’’), any interest or divi-
dends excluded from gross income under the
House bill are included in modified adjusted
gross income for purposes of phase-out rules
of the EIC and disqualified income for pur-
poses of the EIC disqualified income test.
Similarly, any interest or dividends excluded
from gross income under the House bill are
included in modified adjusted gross income
for purposes of the taxation of certain Social
Security benefits.

The fact that dividends may be excluded
from income pursuant to the House bill does
not affect the computation of the foreign tax
credit.

The exclusion under the House bill is in ad-
dition to, and is applied after, the exclusion

for educational savings bond interest (sec.
135). In applying those provisions of the Code
(such as secs. 86, 219, 221, and 469) that deter-
mine modified adjusted gross income with-
out regard to section 135, it is intended that
the exclusion under this provision be com-
puted without regard to the exclusion under
section 135.

In addition, the IRS is encouraged to sim-
plify the process of completing tax forms to
the greatest extent practicable, including,
for example, considering raising the adminis-
tratively-established dollar thresholds for
completing Schedule B or for being able to
use the Form 1040EZ.

Effective date.—The House bill provision is
effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the House bill provision.
B. Individual Capital Gains (sec. 202 of the

House bill, sec. 207 of the Senate amend-
ment, and secs. 1(h) and 1022 of the Code)

Present Law
In general, gain or loss reflected in the

value of an asset is not recognized for in-
come tax purposes until a taxpayer disposes
of the asset. On the sale or exchange of cap-
ital assets, any gain generally is included in
income, and the net capital gain of an indi-
vidual is taxed at maximum rates lower than
the rates applicable to ordinary income. Net
capital gain is the excess of the net long-
term capital gain for the taxable year over
the net short-term capital loss for the year.
Gain or loss is treated as long-term if the
asset is held for more than one year. In de-
termining gain or loss, no adjustment is al-
lowed for inflation.

A capital asset generally means any prop-
erty except (1) inventory, stock in trade, or
property held primarily for sale to customers
in the ordinary course of the taxpayer’s
trade or business, (2) depreciable or real
property used in the taxpayer’s trade or
business, (3) specified literary or artistic
property, (4) business accounts or notes re-
ceivable, or (5) certain U.S. publications. In
addition, the net gain from the disposition of
certain property used in the taxpayer’s trade
or business is treated as long-term capital
gain. Gain from the disposition of depre-
ciable personal property is not treated as
capital gain to the extent of all previous de-
preciation allowances. Gain from the disposi-
tion of depreciable real property is generally
not treated as capital gain to the extent of
the depreciation allowances in excess of the
allowances that would have been available
under the straight-line method of deprecia-
tion.

The maximum rate of tax on the adjusted
net capital gain of an individual is 20 per-
cent. In addition, any adjusted net capital
gain which otherwise would be taxed at the
lowest individual rate (currently 15 percent)
is taxed at a 10–percent rate. These rates
apply for purposes of both the regular tax
and the alternative minimum tax.

The ‘‘adjusted net capital gain’’ of an indi-
vidual is the net capital gain reduced (but
not below zero) by the sum of the 28–percent
rate gain and the unrecaptured section 1250
gain. The net capital gain is reduced by the
amount of gain which the individual treats
as investment income for purposes of deter-
mining the investment interest limitation
under section 163(d).

The term ‘‘28–percent rate gain’’ means the
amount of net gain attributable to long-term
capital gains and losses from the sale or ex-
change of collectibles (as defined in section
408(m) without regard to paragraph (3) there-
of) (‘‘collectibles gain and loss’’), an amount
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8 This results in a maximum effective regular tax
rate on qualified gain from small business stock of
14 percent.

9 The provision does not change the regular tax
rate for gain from collectibles and small business
stock. The provision reduces the maximum effective
AMT rate on small business stock to slightly below
15 percent (depending on the amount of individual
rate cut for the taxable year).

of gain equal to the amount of gain excluded
from gross income under section 1202, relat-
ing to certain small business stock (‘‘section
1202 gain’’),8 the net short-term capital loss
for the taxable year, and any long-term cap-
ital loss carryover to the taxable year.

‘‘Unrecaptured section 1250 gain’’ means
any long-term capital gain from the sale or
exchange of section 1250 property (i.e., depre-
ciable real estate) held more than one year
to the extent of the gain that would have
been treated as ordinary income if section
1250 applied to all depreciation, rather than
only to a portion of the depreciation, re-
duced by the net loss (if any) attributable to
the items taken into account in computing
28–percent rate gain. The amount of
unrecaptured section 1250 gain (before the re-
duction for the net loss) attributable to the
disposition of property to which section 1231
applies shall not exceed the net section 1231
gain for the year.

The unrecaptured section 1250 gain is taxed
at a maximum rate of 25 percent, and the 28-
percent rate gain is taxed at a maximum
rate of 28 percent.

For taxable years beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 2000, any gain from the sale or ex-
change of property held more than five years
which would otherwise be taxed at the 10–
percent rate will instead be taxed at an 8–
percent rate. Any gain from the sale or ex-
change of property held more than five years
and the holding period for which begins after
December 31, 2000, which would otherwise be
taxed at a 20–percent rate will be taxed at an
18–percent rate. A taxpayer holding a capital
asset or property used in the trade or busi-
ness on January 1, 2001, may elect to treat
the asset as having been sold in a taxable
transaction on that date for an amount
equal to its fair market value, and having
been reacquired for an amount equal to such
value.

House Bill
The House bill reduces the 10- and 20–per-

cent rates on the adjusted net capital gain to
7.5 and 15 percent, respectively. The 25–per-
cent rate on unrecaptured section 1250 gain
is reduced to 20 percent. These lower rates
apply to both the regular tax and the alter-
native minimum tax.9

The bill repeals the 8- and 18–percent rates
on certain gain from property held more
than 5 years.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
taxable years ending on or after July 1, 1999.

For taxable years which include July 1,
1999, the lower rates apply to amounts prop-
erly taken into account for the portion of
the year on or after that date. This generally
has the effect of applying the lower rates to
capital assets sold or exchanged (and install-
ment payments received) on or after July 1,
1999. In the case of gain taken into account
by a pass-through entity, the date taken into
account by the entity is the appropriate date
for applying this rule.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment allows an indi-

vidual a deduction for up to $1,000 of net cap-
ital gain. Collectible gain and loss is taxed as
short-term capital gain or loss.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31. 2005.

Conference Agreement
Rates

The conference agreement follows the
House bill, except that the rates on adjusted
net capital gain are reduced to 8 and 18 per-
cent respectively, and the rate on
unrecaptured section 1250 gain is reduced to
23 percent.

Effective date.—The reduced rates apply to
taxable years beginning after December 31,
1998.
Indexing

The conference agreement also generally
provides for an inflation adjustment to (i.e.,
indexing of) the adjusted basis of certain as-
sets (called ‘‘indexed assets’’) held more than
one year for purposes of determining gain
(but not loss) upon a sale or other disposi-
tion of such assets by a taxpayer other than
a C corporation. Assets held by trusts, es-
tates, S corporations, regulated investment
companies (‘‘RICs’’), real estate investment
trusts (‘‘REITs’’), and partnerships are eligi-
ble for indexing, to the extent gain on such
assets is taken into account by taxpayers
other than C corporations.

Assets eligible for the inflation adjustment
generally include common (but not pre-
ferred) stock of C corporations and tangible
property that are capital assets or property
used in a trade or business. A personal resi-
dence does not qualify for indexing.

The inflation adjustment under the provi-
sion would be computed by multiplying the
taxpayer’s adjusted basis in the indexed
asset by an inflation adjustment percentage.
The inflation adjustment percentage would
be the percentage by which the GDP deflator
for the last calendar quarter ending before
the disposition exceeds the GDP deflator for
the last calendar quarter ending before the
asset was acquired by the taxpayer. The in-
flation adjustment percentage will be round-
ed to the nearest one-tenth of a percent. No
adjustment will be made if the inflation ad-
justment is one or less.

In the case of a RIC or a REIT, the index-
ing adjustments generally apply in com-
puting the taxable income and the earnings
and profits of the RIC or REIT. The indexing
adjustments, however, are not applicable in
determining whether a corporation qualifies
as a RIC or REIT.

In the case of shares held in a RIC or REIT,
partial indexing generally is provided by the
provision based on the ratio of the value of
indexed assets held by the entity to the
value of all its assets. The ratio of indexed
assets to total assets will be determined
quarterly (for RICs, the quarterly ratio
would be based on a three-month average). If
the ratio of indexed assets to total assets ex-
ceeds 80 percent in any quarter, full indexing
of the shares will be allowed for that quar-
ter. If less than 20 percent of the assets are
indexed assets in any quarter, no indexing
will be allowed for that quarter for the
shares. Partnership interests held by a RIC
or REIT will be subject to a look-through
test for purposes of determining whether,
and to what degree, the shares in the RIC or
REIT are indexed.

A return of capital distribution by a RIC or
REIT generally will be treated by a share-
holder as allocable to stock acquired by the
shareholder in the order in which the stock
was acquired.

Stock in an S corporation or an interest in
a partnership or common trust fund is not an
indexed asset. Under the provision, the indi-
vidual owner receives the benefit of the in-
dexing adjustment when the S corporation,
partnership, or common trust fund disposes
of indexed assets. Under the provision, any
inflation adjustments at the entity level
flows through to the holders and result in a
corresponding increase in the basis of the

holder’s interest in the entity. Where a part-
nership has a section 754 election in effect, a
partner transferring his interest in the part-
nership is entitled to any indexing adjust-
ment that has accrued at the partnership
level with respect to the partner and the
transferee partner is entitled to the benefits
of indexing for inflation occurring after the
transfer.

The indexing adjustment is disregarded in
determining any loss on the sale of an inter-
est in a partnership, S corporation or com-
mon trust fund.

Common stock of a foreign corporation
generally is an indexed asset if the stock is
regularly traded on an established securities
market. Indexed assets, however, do not in-
clude stock in a foreign investment com-
pany, a passive foreign investment company
(including a qualified electing fund), a for-
eign personal holding company, or, in the
hands of a shareholder who meets the re-
quirements of section 1248(a)(2) (generally
pertaining to 10–percent shareholders of con-
trolled foreign corporations), any other for-
eign corporation. An American Depository
Receipt (ADR) for common stock in a foreign
corporation is treated as common stock in
the foreign corporation and, therefore, the
basis in an ADR for common stock generally
will be indexed.

No indexing is provided for improvements
or contributions to capital if the aggregate
amount of the improvements or contribu-
tions to capital during the taxable year with
respect to the property or stock is less than
$1,000. If the aggregate amount of such im-
provements or contributions to capital is
$1,000 or more, each addition is treated as a
separate asset acquired at the close of the
taxable year.

No indexing adjustment is allowed during
any period during which there is a substan-
tial diminution of the taxpayer’s risk of loss
from holding the indexed asset by reason of
any transaction entered into by the tax-
payer, or a related party.

In the case of a short sale of an indexed
asset with a short sale period in excess of
one year, the proposal requires that the
amount realized be indexed for inflation for
the short sale period.

The provision does not index the basis of
property for sales or dispositions between re-
lated persons, except to the extent the ad-
justed basis of property in the hands of the
transferee is a substituted basis (e.g., gifts).

Under the provision, indexing reduces the
amount of ordinary gain that would be rec-
ognized in cases where a corporation is treat-
ed as a collapsible corporation (under sec.
341) with respect to a distribution or sale of
stock.

Effective date.—The indexing provision ap-
plies to assets the holding period for which
begins after December 31, 1999. An individual
holding an indexed asset on January 1, 2000,
may elect to treat the indexed asset as hav-
ing been sold on such date for its fair market
value, and having been reacquired for that
value. If an election is made, any gain is rec-
ognized (and any loss disallowed).

C. Apply Capital Gain Rates to Capital Gains
Earned by Designated Settlement Funds
(sec. 203 of the House bill and sec. 468B of
the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, designated settlement

funds are taxed at the highest rate of tax im-
posed on individuals, currently 39.6 percent,
on their entire taxable income (sec. 468B).

House Bill
Under the House bill, the net capital gain

of a designated settlement fund will be taxed
in the same manner as in the case of an indi-
vidual, i.e., the lower rates applicable to net
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capital gain set forth in section 1(h), as
amended by the bill, will apply.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
taxable years beginning after December 31,
1999.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.

D. Exclusion of Gain on the Sale of a Prin-
cipal Residence by a Member of the Uni-
formed Service or the Foreign Service of
the United States or Certain Other Individ-
uals Relocated Outside of the United States
(sec. 204 of the House bill and sec. 121 of
the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, an individual taxpayer

may exclude up to $250,000 ($500,000 if mar-
ried filing a joint return) of gain realized on
the sale or exchange of a principal residence.
To be eligible for the exclusion, the taxpayer
must have owned and used the residence as a
principal residence for at least two of the
five years prior to the sale or exchange. A
taxpayer who fails to meet these require-
ments by reason of a change of place of em-
ployment, health, or, to the extent provided
under regulations, unforeseen circumstances
is able to exclude an amount equal to the
fraction of the $250,000 ($500,000 if married fil-
ing a joint return) that is equal to the frac-
tion of the two years that the ownership and
use requirements are met. There are no spe-
cial rules relating to: (1) members of the uni-
formed services or the Foreign Service of the
United States or (2) individuals relocated
outside of the United States.

House Bill
Under the House bill, the five-year test pe-

riod for ownership and use is suspended dur-
ing certain absences due to service in the
uniformed services or the Foreign Service of
the United States. The uniformed services
include: (1) the armed forces (the Army,
Navy, Air Force, Marine Corp, and Coast
Guard); (2) the commissioned corps of the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration; and (3) the commissioned corps of
the Public Health Service. Specifically, the
five-year period ending on the date of the
sale or exchange of a principal residence will
not include any periods during which the
taxpayer or the taxpayer’s spouse is on
qualified official extended duty as a member
of the uniformed services or the Foreign
Service of the United States. Qualified offi-
cial extended duty is any period of extended
duty by a member of the uniformed services
or the Foreign Service of the United States
while serving at a place of duty at least 50
miles away from the taxpayer’s principal
residence or under orders compelling resi-
dence in Government furnished quarters. Ex-
tended duty is defined as any period of active
duty pursuant to a call or order to such duty
for a period in excess of 90 days or for an in-
definite period.

The House bill also suspends for up to five
years, the five-year test period for an indi-
vidual relocated for a period of more than 90
days outside of the United States by the in-
dividual’s (or spouse’s) employer. This provi-
sion does not apply to self-employed individ-
uals.

Effective date.—The House bill provision is
effective for sales or exchanges of principal
residences after the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.

E. Clarify the Tax Treatment of Income and
Losses on Derivatives (sec. 205 of the House
bill, sec. 1306 of the Senate amendment,
and sec. 1221 of the Code)

Present Law
Capital gain treatment applies to gain on

the sale or exchange of a capital asset. Cap-
ital assets include property other than (1)
stock in trade or other types of assets in-
cludible in inventory, (2) property used in a
trade or business that is real property or
property subject to depreciation, (3) ac-
counts or notes receivable acquired in the or-
dinary course of a trade or business, (4) cer-
tain copyrights (or similar property), and (5)
U.S. government publications. Gain or loss
on such assets generally is treated as ordi-
nary, rather than capital, gain or loss. Cer-
tain other Code sections also treat gains or
losses as ordinary. For example, the gains or
losses of securities dealers or certain elect-
ing commodities dealers or electing traders
in securities or commodities that are subject
to ‘‘mark-to-market’’ accounting are treated
as ordinary (sec. 475).

Treasury regulations (which were finalized
in 1994) require ordinary character treatment
for most business hedges and provide timing
rules requiring that gains or losses on hedg-
ing transactions be taken into account in a
manner that matches the income or loss
from the hedged item or items. The regula-
tions apply to hedges that meet a standard
of ‘‘risk reduction’’ with respect to ordinary
property held (or to be held) or certain li-
abilities incurred (or to be incurred) by the
taxpayer and that meet certain identifica-
tion and other requirements (Treas. reg. sec.
1.1221–2).

House Bill
The House bill adds three categories to the

list of assets the gain or loss on which is
treated as ordinary (sec. 1221). The new cat-
egories are: (1) commodities derivative finan-
cial instruments entered into by derivatives
dealers; (2) hedging transactions; and (3) sup-
plies of a type regularly consumed by the
taxpayer in the ordinary course of a tax-
payer’s trade or business. In defining a hedg-
ing transaction, the House bill generally
codifies the approach taken by the Treasury
regulations, but modifies the rules. The
‘‘risk reduction’’ standard of the regulations
is broadened to ‘‘risk management’’ with re-
spect to ordinary property held (or to be
held) or certain liabilities incurred (or to be
incurred).

Effective date.—The house bill is effective
for any instrument held, acquired or entered
into, any transaction entered into, and sup-
plies held or acquired on or after the date of
enactment.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment generally follows

the House bill except that the Senate amend-
ment makes one modification to the defini-
tion of a hedging transaction. In addition to
managing certain risks with respect to ordi-
nary property held (or to be held) or certain
liabilities incurred (or to be incurred), the
Senate amendment provides that the defini-
tion of a hedging transaction includes a
transaction entered into primarily to man-
age such other risks as the Secretary may
prescribe in regulations.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
F. Treatment of Loss on Worthless Stock of

Subsidiary (sec. 206 of the House bill and
sec. 165(g)(3) of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, the loss on stock of a

subsidiary corporation that becomes worth-
less is treated as an ordinary loss (rather

than a capital loss), unless 10 percent or
more of its gross receipts for all taxable
years has been, with minor exceptions, from
royalties, rents, dividends, interest, annu-
ities, and gains from the sales or exchanges
of stocks and securities (sec. 165(g)(3)).

House Bill
Under the House bill, income from the con-

duct of an active trade or business of an in-
surance company or financial institution
will not be included as gross receipts from
the types of passive income listed above.
Thus, a loss recognized with respect to the
worthless stock of a subsidiary corporation
which is an insurance company or financial
institution could be treated as an ordinary
loss, rather than as a capital loss.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
stock becoming worthless in taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows he

House bill.
G. Individual Retirement Arrangements

(‘‘IRAs’’) (sec. 113 of the House bill, secs.
301–303, 305, and 321 of the Senate amend-
ment, and secs. 219, 408, and 408A of the
Code)

Present Law
In general

There are two general types of individual
retirement arrangements (‘‘IRAs’’) under
present law: traditional IRAs, to which both
deductible and nondeductible contributions
may be made, and Roth IRAs. The Federal
income tax rules regarding each type of IRA
(and IRA contribution) differ.
Traditional IRAs

Under present law, an individual may
make deductible contributions to an IRA up
to the lesser of $2,000 or the individual’s com-
pensation if neither the individual nor the
individual’s spouse is an active participant
in an employer-sponsored retirement plan. In
the case of a married couple, deductible IRA
contributions of up to $2,000 can be made for
each spouse (including, for example, a home-
maker who does not work outside the home),
if the combined compensation of both
spouses is at least equal to the contributed
amount. If the individual (or the individual’s
spouse) is an active participant in an em-
ployer-sponsored retirement plan, the $2,000
deduction limit is phased out for taxpayers
with adjusted gross income (‘‘AGI’’) over cer-
tain levels for the taxable year.

The AGI phase-out limits for taxpayers
who are active participants in employer-
sponsored plans are as follows.

Single Taxpayers

Taxable years beginning
in:

Phase-out range

1998 .................................... $30,000–40,000
1999 .................................... 31,000–41,000
2000 .................................... 32,000–42,000
2001 .................................... 33,000–43,000
2002 .................................... 34,000–44,000
2003 .................................... 40,000–50,000
2004 .................................... 45,000–55,000
2005 and thereafter ............ 50,000–60,000

Joint Returns

Taxable years beginning
in:

Phase-out range

1998 .................................... $50,000–60,000
1999 .................................... 51,000–61,000
2000 .................................... 52,000–62,000
2001 .................................... 53,000–63,000
2002 .................................... 54,000–64,000
2003 .................................... 60,000–70,000
2004 .................................... 65,000–75,000
2005 .................................... 70,000–80,000
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10 Early distribution of converted amounts may
also accelerate income inclusion of converted
amounts that are taxable under the 4–year rule ap-
plicable to 1998 conversions.

Joint Returns—Continued

Taxable years beginning
in:

Phase-out range

2006 .................................... 75,000–85,000
2007 and thereafter ............ 80,000–100,000

If the individual is not an active partici-
pant in an employer-sponsored retirement
plan, but the individual’s spouse is, the $2,000
deduction limit is phased out for taxpayers
with AGI between $150,000 and $160,000.

To the extent an individual cannot or does
not make deductible contributions to an IRA
or contributions to a Roth IRA, the indi-
vidual may make nondeductible contribu-
tions to a traditional IRA.

Amounts held in a traditional IRA are in-
cludible in income when withdrawn (except
to the extent the withdrawal is a return of
nondeductible contributions). Includible
amounts withdrawn prior to attainment of
age 59–1/2 are subject to an additional 10–per-
cent early withdrawal tax, unless the with-
drawal is due to death or disability, is made
in the form of certain periodic payments, is
used to pay medical expenses in excess of 7.5
percent of AGI, is used to purchase health in-
surance of an unemployed individual, is used
for education expenses, or is used for first-
time homebuyer expenses of up to $10,000.
Roth IRAs

Individuals with AGI below certain levels
may make nondeductible contributions to a
Roth IRA. The maximum annual contribu-
tion that may be made to a Roth IRA is the
lesser of $2,000 or the individual’s compensa-
tion for the year. The contribution limit is
reduced to the extent an individual makes
contributions to any other IRA for the same
taxable year. As under the rules relating to
IRAs generally, a contribution of up to $2,000
for each spouse may be made to a Roth IRA
provided the combined compensation of the
spouses is at least equal to the contributed
amount. The maximum annual contribution
that can be made to a Roth IRA is phased
out for single individuals with AGI between
$95,000 and $110,000 and for joint filers with
AGI between $150,000 and $160,000.

Taxpayers with modified AGI of $100,000 or
less generally may convert a traditional IRA
into an Roth IRA. The amount converted is
includible in income as if a withdrawal had
been made, except that the 10–percent early
withdrawal tax does not apply and, if the
conversion occurred in 1998, the income in-
clusion may be spread ratably over 4 years.
Married taxpayers who file separate returns
cannot convert a traditional IRA into a Roth
IRA.

Amounts held in a Roth IRA that are with-
drawn as a qualified distribution are not in-
cludible in income, nor subject to the addi-
tional 10–percent tax on early withdrawals.
A qualified distribution is a distribution that
(1) is made after the 5–taxable year period
beginning with the first taxable year for
which the individual made a contribution to
a Roth IRA, and (2) which is made after at-
tainment of age 59–1/2, on account of death
or disability, or is made for first-time home-
buyer expenses of up to $10,000.

Distributions from a Roth IRA that are not
qualified distributions are includible in in-
come to the extent attributable to earnings,
and subject to the 10–percent early with-
drawal tax (unless an exception applies).10

The same exceptions to the early withdrawal
tax that apply to IRAs apply to Roth IRAs.
IRA investments

In general, IRAs may not invest in collect-
ibles. Under one exception to this rule, IRAs

may invest in certain gold, silver, and plat-
inum coins and coins issued under the laws
of any State.

House Bill
The House bill increases the AGI limit on

conversions of traditional IRAs to Roth IRAs
to $160,000 for joint filers.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for years beginning after December 31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
Increase in annual contribution limits

The Senate amendment provision increases
the maximum annual dollar contribution
limit for IRA contributions in $1,000 annual
increments, beginning in 2001, until the limit
reaches $5,000 in 2003. Thereafter, the limit is
indexed for inflation in $100 increments.
Additional catch-up contributions

The Senate amendment increases the IRA
maximum contribution limit for individuals
who have attained age 50 before the end of
the taxable year. The otherwise maximum
dollar contribution limit (before application
of the AGI phase-out limits) for such an indi-
vidual is increased by the applicable percent-
age. The applicable percentage is 10 percent
in 2001, and increases by 10 percentage points
until the applicable percent is 50 in 2005 and
thereafter.
Increase in AGI limits for deductible IRA con-

tributions
Under the Senate amendment provision,

the AGI phase-out limits for active partici-
pants in an employer-sponsored plan is in-
creased by $2,000 ($4,000 in the case of mar-
ried taxpayers filing a joint return) in 2008
and by $2,500 ($5,000 in the case of married
taxpayers filing a joint return) in 2009. Thus,
the phase-out limits are as follows for tax-
able years beginning in 2008–2009.

Single Returns

Taxable years beginning
in:

Phase-out range

2008 .................................... $52,000–62,000
2009 .................................... 54,500–64,500

Joint Returns

Taxable years beginning
in:

Phase-out range

2008 .................................... $84,000–104,000
2009 .................................... 89,000–109,000

The present-law income phase-out range
for an individual who is not an active partic-
ipant, but whose spouse is, remains at
$150,000 to $160,000.
AGI limits for Roth IRAs

The provision repeals the Roth IRA con-
tribution AGI phase-out limits. The provi-
sion also increases the AGI limit on conver-
sions of traditional IRAs to Roth IRAs to $1
million ($500,000 in the case of a married tax-
payer filing a separate return).
IRA investments in coins

The provision allows IRAs to invest in any
coin certified by a recognized grading service
and traded on a nationally recognized elec-
tronic network, or listed by a recognized
wholesale reporting service and which (1) is
or was at any time legal tender in the United
States, or (2) issued under the laws of any
State. Such coins must be in the physical
possession of the IRA trustee or custodian.
Deemed IRAs under employer plans

If a qualified retirement plan or a section
403(b) annuity permits employees to make
voluntary employee contributions to a sepa-
rate account or annuity that (1) is estab-
lished under the qualified plan or section
403(b) annuity, and (2) meets the require-
ments applicable to either traditional IRAs
(sec. 408) or Roth IRAs (sec. 408A), the sepa-
rate account or annuity will be deemed a
traditional IRA or a Roth IRA, as applicable.

The deemed IRA, and contributions thereto,
will not be subject to the Code rules per-
taining to qualified plans or section 403(b)
annuities, as applicable. In addition, the
deemed IRA, and contributions thereto, will
not be taken into account in applying these
rules to any other contributions under the
qualified plan or section 403(b) annuity. The
deemed IRA, and contributions thereto, will
be subject to the exclusive benefit and fidu-
ciary rules of ERISA, but will not be subject
to the ERISA reporting and disclosure, par-
ticipation, vesting, funding, and enforcement
requirements that apply to pension plans.
Effective date

The Senate amendment provision gen-
erally is effective for taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2000. The increase in
the AGI limits for deductible IRA contribu-
tions is effective for taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2007. The provision in-
creasing the AGI limit for conversions to
Roth IRAs is effective for taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2002. The provi-
sion relating to IRA investment in coins is
effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1999. The provision relating to
deemed IRAs is effective for plan years be-
ginning after December 31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment, with modifications.
Increase in annual contribution limits

Under the conference agreement, the max-
imum IRA contribution limit is increased
from $2,000 as follows: $3,000 in 2001–2003;
$4,000 in 2004–2005; $5,000 in 2006–2008, with in-
dexing thereafter.
Additional catch-up contributions

The conference agreement follows the Sen-
ate amendment.
Increase in AGI limits for deductible IRA con-

tributions
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.
AGI limits for Roth IRAs

The conference agreement increases the
AGI phase-out limits for Roth IRAs to
$200,000—$210,000 for joint filers and to
$100,000—$110,000 for all other filers.

The conference agreement increases the
Roth IRA AGI conversion limit to $200,000 for
joint filers ($100,000 for all other filers).
IRA investments in coins

The conference agreement does not include
the Senate amendment.
Deemed IRAs under employer plans

The conference agreement follows the Sen-
ate amendment.
Effective date

The conference agreement generally is ef-
fective for years beginning after December
31, 2000. The provisions increasing the AGI
phase-out limits for Roth IRAs and the Roth
IRA AGI conversion limit are effective for
years beginning after December 31, 2002.
H. Creation of Individual Development Ac-

counts (sec. 304 of the Senate amendment,
and new sec. 530A of the Code)

Present Law
There are no tax benefits to encourage fi-

nancial institutions to match savings of low-
income individuals.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
In general

The Senate amendment creates individual
development accounts (‘‘IDAs’’) to which eli-
gible individuals can contribute. In addition,
the Senate amendment provides a tax credit
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11 Matching contributions (and earnings) are ac-
counted for separately from individual IDA con-
tributions (and earnings).

12 The financial institution is to use forfeited
amounts to make other matching contributions. No
credit is provided with respect to such reallocated
contributions.

for certain matching contributions made to
an IDA by the financial institution main-
taining the IDA. Eligible individuals are in-
dividuals who are: (1) at least 18 years of age;
(2) a citizen or legal resident of the United
States; and (3) a member of a household eli-
gible for the earned income credit, Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families
(‘‘TANF’’), or with family gross income of 60
percent or less of area median gross income
and net worth of $10,000 or less.
Contributions to an IDA by eligible individ-

uals
Only eligible individuals are allowed to

contribute to an IDA. Contributions to IDAs
by individuals are not deductible, and earn-
ings on such contributions are includible in
income. The maximum contribution that can
be made to an IDA for a taxable year is the
lesser of (1) $350 or (2) the individual’s tax-
able compensation for the year. A special
rule would allow contributions of up to $350
for each spouse in a married couple if the
total compensation of the spouses is at least
equal to the amount contributed.
Matching contributions

The Senate amendment provides a tax
credit to financial institutions that make
matching contributions to IDAs of individ-
uals. 11 The tax credit equals 85 percent of
matching contributions, rounded up to the
nearest $10, up to a maximum annual credit
of $300 per eligible individual. The credit is
available in each year that a matching con-
tribution is made.

Matching contributions (and earnings
thereon) are not includible in the gross in-
come of the eligible individual.

If an individual withdraws his or her own
IDA contributions (or earnings thereon) for a
purpose other than a qualified purpose, the
matching contribution attributable to such
individual contribution is forfeited. 12 Match-
ing contributions may be withdrawn only in
a qualified purpose distribution.

A qualified purpose distribution is a dis-
tribution (1) that is made after the indi-
vidual has completed an economic literacy
course, (2) that is made by the financial in-
stitution directly to the person to whom the
funds are to (or to another IDA) and (3) is
used for (a) certain educational expenses, (b)
first-time homebuyer expenses, and (c) busi-
ness start-up expenses.
Effect on means-tested programs

Any amounts in the IDA are not to be
taken into account for certain Federal
means-tested programs.
Effective date

The provision is effective for contributions
to IDAs and matching contributions made
with respect to such IDAs after December 31,
2000, and before January 1, 2006.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.
III. BUSINESS INVESTMENT AND JOB

CERTAIN PROVISIONS
A. Alternative Tax for Corporate Capital

Gains (sec. 301 of the House bill and sec.
1201 of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, the net capital gain of

a corporation is taxed at the same rates as
ordinary income, and subject to tax at grad-
uated rates up to 35 percent.

House Bill
Under the House bill, an alternative tax

rate of 30 percent applies to the net capital

gain of a corporation if that tax is lower
than the corporation’s regular tax.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
taxable years beginning after December 31,
2004.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not contain

the provision in the House bill.
B. Corporate Alternative Minimum Tax (sec.

302(a) of the House bill, sec. 1103 of the
Senate amendment and secs. 53 and 56 of
the Code)

Present Law
In general

Present law imposes a minimum tax on a
corporation to the extent the corporation’s
minimum tax liability exceeds its regular
tax liability. This alternative minimum tax
(‘‘AMT’’) is imposed on corporations at the
rate of 20 percent on the alternative min-
imum taxable income (‘‘AMTI’’) in excess of
a $40,000 phased-out exemption amount. The
exemption amount is phased-out by an
amount equal to 25 percent of the amount
that the corporation’s AMTI exceeds $150,000.

AMTI is the taxpayer’s taxable income in-
creased by certain preference items and ad-
justed by determining the tax treatment of
certain items in a manner that negates the
deferral of income resulting from the regular
tax treatment of those items.

A corporation with average gross receipts
of less that $7.5 million for the prior three
taxable years is exempt from the corporate
minimum tax. The $7.5 million threshold is
reduced to $5 million for the corporation’s
first 3-taxable year period.
Preference items in computing AMTI

The corporate minimum tax preference
items are:

(1) The excess of the deduction for percent-
age depletion over the adjusted basis of the
property at the end of the taxable year. This
preference does not apply to percentage de-
pletion allowed with respect to oil and gas
properties.

(2) The amount by which excess intangible
drilling costs arising in the taxable year ex-
ceed 65 percent of the net income from oil,
gas, and geothermal properties. This pref-
erence does not apply to an independent pro-
ducer to the extent the preference would not
reduce the producer’s AMTI by more than 40
percent.

(3) Tax-exempt interest income on private
activity bonds (other than qualified 501(c)(3)
bonds) issued after August 7, 1986.

(4) Accelerated depreciation or amortiza-
tion on certain property placed in service be-
fore January 1, 1987.
Adjustments in computing AMTI

The adjustments that corporations must
make in computing AMTI are:

(1) Depreciation on property placed in serv-
ice after 1986 and before January 1, 1999,
must be computed by using the generally
longer class lives prescribed by the alter-
native depreciation system of section 168(g)
and either (a) the straight-line method in the
case of property subject to the straight-line
method under the regular tax or (b) the 150–
percent declining balance method in the case
of other property. Depreciation on property
placed in service after December 31, 1998, is
computed by using the regular tax recovery
periods and the AMT methods described in
the previous sentence.

(2) Mining exploration and development
costs must be capitalized and amortized over
a 10–year period.

(3) Taxable income from a long-term con-
tract (other than a home construction con-
tract) must be computed using the percent-
age of completion method of accounting.

(4) The amortization deduction allowed for
pollution control facilities placed in service
before January 1, 1999 (generally determined
using 60–month amortization for a portion of
the cost of the facility under the regular
tax), must be calculated under the alter-
native depreciation system (generally, using
longer class lives and the straight-line meth-
od). The amortization deduction allowed for
pollution control facilities placed in service
after December 31, 1998, is calculated using
the regular tax recovery periods and the
straight-line method.

(5) The special rules applicable to Mer-
chant Marine construction funds are not ap-
plicable.

(6) The special deduction allowable under
section 833(b) for Blue Cross and Blue Shield
organizations is not allowed.

(7) The adjusted current earnings adjust-
ment, described below.
Adjusted current earning (‘‘ACE’’) adjustment

The adjusted current earnings adjustment
is the amount equal to 75 percent of the
amount by which the adjusted current earn-
ings (‘‘ACE’’) of a corporation exceeds its
AMTI (determined without the ACE adjust-
ment and the alternative tax net operating
loss deduction. In determining ACE the fol-
lowing rules apply:

(1) For property placed in service before
1994, depreciation generally is determined
using the straight-line method and the class
life determined under the alternative depre-
ciation system.

(2) Any amount that is excluded from gross
income under the regular tax but is included
for purposes of determining earnings and
profits is included in determining ACE.

(3) The inside build-up of a life insurance
contract is included in ACE (and the related
premiums are deductible).

(4) Intangible drilling costs of integrated
oil companies must be capitalized and amor-
tized over a 60–month period.

(5) The regular tax rules of section 173 (al-
lowing circulation expenses to be amortized)
and section 248 (allowing organizational ex-
penses to be amortized) do not apply.

(6) Inventory must be calculated using the
FIFO, rather than LIFO, method.

(7) The installment sales method generally
may not be used.

(8) No loss may be recognized on the ex-
change of any pool of debt obligations for an-
other pool of debt obligations having sub-
stantially the same effective interest rates
and maturities.

(9) Depletion (other than for oil and gas)
must be calculated using the cost, rather
than the percentage, method.

(10) In certain cases, the assets of a cor-
poration that has undergone an ownership
change must be stepped-down to their fair
market values.
Other rules

The combination of the taxpayer’s net op-
erating loss carryover and foreign tax credits
cannot reduce the taxpayer’s AMT liability
by more than 90 percent of the amount deter-
mined without these items.

The various nonrefundable business credits
allowed under the regular tax generally are
not allowed against the AMT.

If a corporation is subject to AMT in any
year, the amount of tax exceeding the tax-
payer’s regular tax liability is allowed as a
credit (the ‘‘AMT credit’’) in any subsequent
taxable year to the extent the taxpayer’s
regular tax liability exceeds its tentative
minimum tax in such subsequent year.

House Bill
For taxable years beginning in 2005, the

limitation on the amount of AMT credits al-
lowable to a corporation will be increased by
20 percent of the corporation’s tentative
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13 Similar to the regular tax foreign tax credit, the
AMT foreign tax credit is subject to the separate
limitation categories set forth in section 904(d).
Under the AMT foreign tax credit, however, the de-
termination of whether any income is high taxed for
purposes of the high-tax-kick-out rules (sec.
904(d)(2)) is made on the basis of the applicable AMT
rate rather than the highest applicable rate of reg-
ular tax.

14 The maximum allowable deduction for 1998 was
$1,000.

minimum tax. This percentage is raised to
30, 40 and 50 percent, respectively, for 2006,
2007 and 2008. The AMT credit may not ex-
ceed an amount equal to the sum of the reg-
ular tax and minimum tax less the other
nonrefundable credits.

For taxable years beginning after 2008, the
provision repeals the corporate AMT. A cor-
poration then will be allowed to use the AMT
credit to offset 90 percent of its regular tax
liability (determined after the application of
other nonrefundable credits).

Effective dates.—The provision allowing the
AMT credit to be offset a portion of the min-
imum tax applies to taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2004.

The provision repealing the AMT applies to
taxable years beginning after December 31,
2008.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment allows a corpora-

tion with long-term AMT credits to use the
AMT credit to offset a portion of its ten-
tative minimum tax. The portion so allowed
is the least of : (1) the amount of the cor-
poration’s long-term minimum tax credit; (2)
50 percent of the corporation’s tentative
minimum tax; or (3) the amount by which
the corporation’s tentative minimum tax ex-
ceeds its regular tax for the taxable year.

Under the amendment, an AMT credit is a
long-term minimum tax credit if the credit
is attributable to the adjusted net minimum
tax of the corporation for a taxable year that
began after 1986 and ended before the fifth
taxable year immediately preceding the tax-
able year for which the determination is
being made.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
taxable years beginning after December 31,
2003.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement allows a cor-

poration to increase the use of minimum tax
credits to the extent of the lesser of 50 per-
cent of the tentative minimum tax for the
taxable year or the excess (if any) of the ten-
tative minimum tax over the regular tax for
the taxable year.

The conference agreement also allows a
corporation to use AMT net operating loss
deductions to offset 100 percent (rather than
90 percent) of the AMTI.

Effective dates.—The credit provision ap-
plies to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2004. The net operating deduction
provision applies to taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2001.
C. Repeal of Limitation of Foreign Tax Credit

Under Alternative Minimum Tax (sec.
302(b) of the House bill, sec. 907 of the Sen-
ate amendment, and sec. 59 of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, taxpayers are subject

to an alternative minimum tax (‘‘AMT’’),
which is payable, in addition to all other tax
liabilities, to the extent that it exceeds the
taxpayer’s regular income tax liability. The
tax is imposed at a flat rate of 20 percent, in
the case of corporate taxpayers, on alter-
native minimum taxable income (‘‘AMTI’’)
in excess of a phased-out exemption amount.
The maximum rate for noncorporate tax-
payers is 28 percent. AMTI is the taxpayer’s
taxable income increased for certain tax
preferences and adjusted by determining the
tax treatment of certain items in a manner
which negates the exclusion or deferral of in-
come resulting from the regular tax treat-
ment of those items.

Taxpayers are permitted to reduce their
AMT liability by an AMT foreign tax credit.
The AMT foreign tax credit for a taxable
year is determined under principles similar
to those used in computing the regular tax
foreign tax credit, except that (1) the numer-

ator of the AMT foreign tax credit limitation
fraction is foreign source AMTI and (2) the
denominator of that fraction is total AMTI.13

Taxpayers may elect to use as their AMT
foreign tax credit limitation fraction the
ratio of foreign source regular taxable in-
come to total AMTI (sec. 59(a)(4)).

The AMT foreign tax credit for any taxable
year generally may not offset a taxpayer’s
entire pre-credit AMT. Rather, the AMT for-
eign tax credit is limited to 90 percent of
AMT computed without an AMT net oper-
ating loss deduction, an AMT energy pref-
erence deduction, or an AMT foreign tax
credit. For example, assume that a corpora-
tion has $10 million of AMTI from foreign
sources, has no AMT net operating loss or
energy preference deductions, and is subject
to the AMT. In the absence of the AMT for-
eign tax credit, the corporation’s tax liabil-
ity would be $2 million. Accordingly, the
AMT foreign tax credit cannot be applied to
reduce the taxpayer’s tax liability below
$200,000. Any unused AMT foreign tax credit
may be carried back 2 years and carried for-
ward 5 years for use against AMT in those
years under the principles of the foreign tax
credit carryback and carryforward rules set
forth in section 904(c).

House Bill
The House bill repeals the 90-percent limi-

tation on the utilization of the AMT foreign
tax credit.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2001.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill, with a modification to the effec-
tive date.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2004.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
IV. EDUCATION TAX RELIEF PROVISIONS

A. Student Loan Interest Deduction (secs. 112
and 406 of the House bill, sec. 401 of the
Senate amendment, and sec. 221 of the
Code)

Present Law
Certain individuals who have paid interest

on qualified education loans may claim an
above-the-line deduction for such interest
expenses, subject to a maximum annual de-
duction limit (sec. 221). The deduction is al-
lowed only with respect to interest paid on a
qualified education loan during the first 60
months in which interest payments are re-
quired. Required payments of interest gen-
erally do not include nonmandatory pay-
ments, such as interest payments made dur-
ing a period of loan forbearance. Months dur-
ing which interest payments are not required
because the qualified education loan is in de-
ferral or forbearance do not count against
the 60–month period. No deduction is allowed
to an individual if that individual is claimed
as a dependent on another taxpayer’s return
for the taxable year.

A qualified education loan generally is de-
fined as any indebtedness incurred solely to
pay for certain costs of attendance (includ-
ing room and board) of a student (who may
be the taxpayer, the taxpayer’s spouse, or

any dependent of the taxpayer as of the time
the indebtedness was incurred) who is en-
rolled in a degree program on at least a half-
time basis at (1) an accredited post-sec-
ondary educational institution defined by
reference to section 481 of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965, or (2) an institution con-
ducting an internship or residency program
leading to a degree or certificate from an in-
stitution of higher education, a hospital, or
a health care facility conducting post-
graduate training.

The maximum allowable deduction per
taxpayer return is $1,500 in 1999, $2,000 in
2000, and $2,500 in 2001 and thereafter.14 The
deduction is phased out ratably for indi-
vidual taxpayers with modified adjusted
gross income (‘‘AGI’’) of $40,000–$55,000 and
$60,000–$75,000 for joint returns. The income
ranges will be indexed for inflation after
2002.

House Bill
The House bill increases the beginning

point of the income phaseout for the student
loan interest deduction for taxpayers filing
joint returns to twice the beginning point of
the income phaseouts applicable to single
taxpayers and doubles the phaseout range for
joint filers. The House bill also repeals both
the limit on the number of months during
which interest paid on a qualified education
loan is deductible and the restriction that
nonmandatory payments of interest are not
deductible.

Effective date.—The House bill generally is
effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1999. The House bill provision
repealing the 60–month limit on deductible
student loan interest is effective for interest
paid on qualified education loans after De-
cember 31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill, except that it increases the be-
ginning point of the income phaseout for the
student loan interest deduction for indi-
vidual taxpayers from $40,000 to $50,000 and
does not double the phaseout range for joint
filers. Like the House bill, the Senate
amendment increases the beginning point of
the income phaseout for taxpayers filing
joint returns to twice the beginning point of
the income phaseouts applicable to single
taxpayers.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment
generally is effective generally for taxable
years ending after December 31, 1999. The
Senate amendment provision repealing the
60–month limit on deductible student loan
interest is effective for interest paid on
qualified education loans after December 31,
1999, in taxable years ending after such date.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment, with the modification that
the beginning point of the income phaseout
for individual taxpayers is $45,000. Thus, be-
ginning in 2000, the deduction will be phased
out ratably for individual taxpayers with
modified AGI of $45,000 to $60,000 and for tax-
payers filing joint returns with modified AGI
of $90,000–$105,000.
B. Expand Education Savings Accounts (sec.

401 of the House bill and secs. 530 and 4973
of the Code)

Present Law
In general

Section 530 provides tax-exempt status to
education individual retirement accounts
(‘‘education IRAs’’), meaning certain trusts
(or custodial accounts) which are created or
organized in the United States exclusively
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15 Education IRAs generally are not subject to Fed-
eral income tax, but are subject to the unrelated
business income tax (‘‘UBIT’’) imposed by section
511.

16 An excise tax may be imposed under present law
to the extent that excess contributions above the
$500 annual limit are made to an education IRA.

17 No reduction of qualified higher education ex-
penses is required, however, for a gift, bequest, de-
vise, or inheritance.

18 Contributions made to education IRAs prior to
December 31, 2000, (and earnings thereon) may be
used for distributions for qualified elementary and
secondary education expenses made after January 1,
2001. Thus, it is not necessary for trustees of edu-
cation IRAs to keep separate accounts with respect
to contributions made prior to January 1, 2001, and
earnings thereon.

19 ‘‘Qualified higher education expenses’’ for pur-
poses of education IRAs are defined by reference to
the definition of such expenses for purposes of quali-
fied State tuition programs (sec. 530(b)(2)(A)). Be-
cause the House bill modifies the definition of
‘‘qualified higher education expenses’’ for purposes
of qualified State tuition programs (sec. 529(e)(3)),
the definition of ‘‘qualified higher education ex-
penses’’ for education IRAs is also modified.

for the purpose of paying the qualified higher
education expenses of a named beneficiary.15

Contributions to education IRAs may be
made only in cash. Annual contributions to
education IRAs may not exceed $500 per des-
ignated beneficiary (except in cases involv-
ing certain tax-free rollovers, as described
below), and may not be made after the des-
ignated beneficiary reaches age 18.16 More-
over, an excise tax is imposed if a contribu-
tion is made by any person to an education
IRA established on behalf of a beneficiary
during any taxable year in which any con-
tributions are made by anyone to a qualified
State tuition program (defined under sec.
529) on behalf of the same beneficiary.
Phase-out of contribution limit

The $500 annual contribution limit for edu-
cation IRAs is phased out ratably for con-
tributors with modified adjusted gross in-
come (‘‘AGI’’) between $95,000 and $110,000
(between $150,000 and $160,000 for joint re-
turns). Individuals with modified AGI above
the phase-out range are not allowed to make
contributions to an education IRA estab-
lished on behalf of any individual.
Treatment of distributions

Amounts distributed from an education
IRA are excludable from gross income to the
extent that the amounts distributed do not
exceed qualified higher education expenses of
the designated beneficiary incurred during
the year the distribution is made (provided
that a HOPE credit or Lifetime Learning
credit is not claimed with respect to the ben-
eficiary for the same taxable year). Distribu-
tions from an education IRA are generally
deemed to consist of distributions of prin-
cipal (which, under all circumstances, are
excludable from gross income) and earnings
(which may be excludable from gross in-
come) by applying the ratio that the aggre-
gate amount of contributions to the account
for the beneficiary bears to the total balance
of the account. If the qualified higher edu-
cation expenses of the student for the year
are at least equal to the total amount of the
distribution (i.e., principal and earnings
combined) from an education IRA, then the
earnings in their entirety are excludable
from gross income. If, on the other hand, the
qualified higher education expenses of the
student for the year are less than the total
amount of the distribution (i.e., principal
and earnings combined) from an education
IRA, then the qualified higher education ex-
penses are deemed to be paid from a pro-rata
share of both the principal and earnings
components of the distribution. Thus, in
such a case, only a portion of the earnings
are excludable (i.e., a portion of the earnings
based on the ratio that the qualified higher
education expenses bear to the total amount
of the distribution) and the remaining por-
tion of the earnings is includible in the
distributee’s gross income.

To the extent that a distribution exceeds
qualified higher education expenses of the
designated beneficiary, an additional 10–per-
cent tax is imposed on the earnings portion
of such excess distribution, unless such dis-
tribution is made on account of the death or
disability of, or scholarship received by, the
designated beneficiary. The additional 10–
percent tax also does not apply to the dis-
tribution of any contribution to an edu-
cation IRA made during the taxable year if
such distribution is made on or before the
date that a return is required to be filed (in-

cluding extensions of time) by the bene-
ficiary for the taxable year during which the
contribution was made (or, if the beneficiary
is not required to file such a return, April
15th of the year following the taxable year
during which the contribution was made).

Present law allows tax-free transfers or
rollovers of account balances from one edu-
cation IRA benefitting one beneficiary to an-
other education IRA benefitting another
beneficiary (as well as redesignations of the
named beneficiary), provided that the new
beneficiary is a member of the family of the
old beneficiary. For this purpose, a ‘‘member
of the family’’ means persons described in
paragraphs (1) through (8) of section 152(a)—
e.g., sons, daughters, brothers, sisters, neph-
ews and nieces, certain in-laws—and any
spouse of such persons or of the original ben-
eficiary.

Any balance remaining in an education
IRA is deemed to be distributed within 30
days after the date that the named bene-
ficiary reaches age 30 (or, if earlier, within 30
days of the date that the beneficiary dies).
Qualified higher education expenses

The term ‘‘qualified higher education ex-
penses’’ includes tuition, fees, books, sup-
plies, and equipment required for the enroll-
ment or attendance of the designated bene-
ficiary at an eligible education institution,
regardless of whether the beneficiary is en-
rolled at an eligible educational institution
on a full-time, half-time, or less than half-
time basis. Moreover, the term ‘‘qualified
higher education expenses’’ includes certain
room and board expenses for any period dur-
ing which the beneficiary is at least a half-
time student. Qualified higher education ex-
penses include expenses with respect to un-
dergraduate or graduate-level courses. In ad-
dition, qualified higher education expenses
include amounts paid or incurred to pur-
chase tuition credits (or to make contribu-
tions to an account) under a qualified State
tuition program, as defined in section 529, for
the benefit of the beneficiary of the edu-
cation IRA.

Qualified higher education expenses gen-
erally include only out-of-pocket expenses.
Such qualified higher education expenses do
not include expenses covered by educational
assistance for the benefit of the beneficiary
that is excludable from gross income. Thus,
total qualified higher education expenses are
reduced by scholarship or fellowship grants
excludable from gross income under present-
law section 117, as well as any other tax-free
educational benefits, such as employer-pro-
vided educational assistance that is exclud-
able from the employee’s gross income under
section 127.17

Present law also provides that, if any
qualified higher education expenses are
taken into account in determining the
amount of the exclusion for a distribution
from an education IRA, then no deduction
(e.g., for trade or business expenses deduct-
ible under sec. 162), or exclusion (e.g., for ex-
penses paid with interest on education sav-
ings bonds excludable under sec. 135), or
credit is allowed with respect to such ex-
penses.
Eligible educational institution

Eligible educational institutions are de-
fined by reference to section 481 of the High-
er Education Act of 1965. Such institutions
generally are accredited post-secondary edu-
cational institutions offering credit toward a
bachelor’s degree, an associate’s degree, a
graduate-level or professional degree, or an-
other recognized post-secondary credential.
Certain proprietary institutions and post-

secondary vocational institutions also are el-
igible institutions. The institution must be
eligible to participate in Department of Edu-
cation student aid programs.

House Bill
Annual contribution limit

The House bill increases the annual edu-
cation IRA contribution limit to $2,000.
Thus, in years beginning after 2000, aggre-
gate contributions that can be made by all
contributors to one (or more) education IRAs
established on behalf of any particular bene-
ficiary are limited to $2,000 for each year.
Qualified expenses

The House bill expands the definition of
qualified education expenses that may be
paid with tax-free distributions from an edu-
cation IRA for distributions made in taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000. Spe-
cifically, the definition of qualified edu-
cation expenses is expanded to include
‘‘qualified elementary and secondary edu-
cation expenses,’’ meaning (1) tuition, fees,
academic tutoring, special needs services,
books, supplies, and equipment (including
computers and related software and services)
incurred in connection with the enrollment
or attendance of the designated beneficiary
as an elementary or secondary student at a
public, private, or religious school providing
elementary or secondary education (kinder-
garten through grade 12), and (2) room and
board, uniforms, transportation, and supple-
mentary items and services (including ex-
tended-day programs) required or provided
by such a school in connection with such en-
rollment or attendance of the designated
beneficiary.18 ‘‘Qualified elementary and sec-
ondary education expenses’’ also include cer-
tain homeschooling education expenses if
the requirements of any applicable State or
local law are met with respect to such
homeschooling.

Under the House bill, the definition of
‘‘qualified higher education expenses’’ is
modified to mean: (1) tuition and fees re-
quired for the enrollment or attendance of a
designated beneficiary at an eligible edu-
cation institution, and (2) expenses for
books, supplies, and equipment incurred in
connection with such enrollment or attend-
ance (but not in excess of the allowance for
books and supplies determined by the edu-
cational institution for purposes of Federal
financial assistance programs).19 The House
bill also provides that ‘‘qualified higher edu-
cation expenses’’ does not include expenses
for education involving sports, games, or
hobbies unless this education is part of the
student’s degree program or is taken to ac-
quire or improve job skills of the individual.
The House bill does not change the definition
of ‘‘qualified higher education expenses’’
with respect to expenses for room and board.

Special needs beneficiaries
The House bill also provides that, although

contributions to an education IRA generally
may not be made after the designated bene-
ficiary reaches age 18, contributions may
continue to be made to an education IRA in
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20 Trustees of education IRAs will require docu-
mentation from a contributor (whether an indi-
vidual, corporation, or other entity) indicating the
taxable year to which the contribution should be al-
located.

21 ‘‘Eligible educational institutions’’ are defined
the same for purposes of education IRAs and quali-
fied State tuition programs.

22 Distributions from qualified State tuition pro-
grams are treated as representing a pro- rata share
of the principal (i.e., contributions) and accumu-
lated earnings in the account.

23 Sections 529(c)(2), (c)(4), and (c)(5), and section
530(d)(3) provide special estate and gift tax rules for
contributions made to, and distributions made from,
qualified State tuition programs and education
IRAs.

the case of a special needs beneficiary (as de-
fined by Treasury Department regulations).
In addition, under the House bill, in the case
of a special needs beneficiary, a deemed dis-
tribution of any balance in an education IRA
will not occur when the beneficiary reaches
age 30.
Contributions by persons other than individ-

uals
The House bill clarifies that corporations

and other entities (including tax-exempt or-
ganizations) are permitted to make con-
tributions to education IRAs, regardless of
the income of the corporation or entity dur-
ing the year of the contribution. As under
present law, the eligibility of high-income
individuals to make contributions to edu-
cation IRAs is phased out ratably for indi-
viduals with modified AGI between $95,000
and $110,000 ($150,000 and $160,000 for joint re-
turns).
Contributions permitted until April 15

Under the House bill, individual contribu-
tors to education IRAs are deemed to have
made a contribution on the last day of the
preceding taxable year if the contribution is
made on account of such taxable year and is
made not later than the time prescribed by
law for filing the return for such taxable
year (not including extensions), generally
April 15. 20 The House bill also provides that
the additional 10–percent tax does not apply
to the distribution of any contribution to an
education IRA made during the taxable year
if such distribution is made on or before the
first day of the sixth month of the taxable
year (generally June 1) following the taxable
year during which the contribution was or
was deemed made.
Coordination with HOPE and Lifetime Learn-

ing credits
For distributions made after December 31,

2000, the House bill allows a taxpayer to
claim a HOPE credit or Lifetime Learning
credit for a taxable year and to exclude from
gross income amounts distributed (both the
principal and the earnings portions) from an
education IRA on behalf of the same student
as long as the distribution is not used for the
same educational expenses for which a credit
was claimed.
Coordination with qualified tuition programs

The House bill repeals the excise tax on
contributions made by any person to an edu-
cation IRA on behalf of a beneficiary during
any taxable year in which any contributions
are made by anyone to a qualified State tui-
tion program on behalf of the same bene-
ficiary (sec. 4973(e)(1)(B)).
Change name to ‘‘Education Savings Ac-

counts’
The House bill changes the name of edu-

cation IRAs to ‘‘Education Savings Ac-
counts.’’
Effective date

The House bill provisions modifying edu-
cation IRAs generally are effective for tax-
able years beginning after December 31, 2000.
The House bill provision modifying the defi-
nition of ‘‘qualified higher education ex-
penses’’ applies to amounts paid for edu-
cation furnished after December 31, 1999, the
same date that this provision is effective for
qualified state tuition plans described in sec-
tion 529. The House bill provision changing
the name of education IRAs to Education
Savings Accounts is effective on the date of
enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
C. ALLOW TAX-FREE DISTRIBUTIONS FROM

STATE AND PRIVATE EDUCATION PROGRAMS
(SEC. 402 OF THE HOUSE BILL, SEC. 402 OF THE
SENATE AMENDMENT, AND SEC. 529 OF THE
CODE)

Present Law
Section 529 provides tax-exempt status to

‘‘qualified State tuition programs,’’ meaning
certain programs established and maintained
by a State (or agency or instrumentality
thereof) under which persons may (1) pur-
chase tuition credits or certificates on behalf
of a designated beneficiary that entitle the
beneficiary to a waiver or payment of quali-
fied higher education expenses of the bene-
ficiary, or (2) make contributions to an ac-
count that is established for the purpose of
meeting qualified higher education expenses
of the designated beneficiary of the account
(a ‘‘savings account plan’’). The term ‘‘quali-
fied higher education expenses’’ generally
has the same meaning as does the term for
purposes of education IRAs (as described
above) and, thus, includes expenses for tui-
tion, fees, books, supplies, and equipment re-
quired for the enrollment or attendance at
an eligible educational institution 21, as well
as certain room and board expenses for any
period during which the student is at least a
half-time student.

No amount is included in the gross income
of a contributor to, or beneficiary of, a quali-
fied State tuition program with respect to
any distribution from, or earnings under,
such program, except that (1) amounts dis-
tributed or educational benefits provided to
a beneficiary (e.g., when the beneficiary at-
tends college) are included in the bene-
ficiary’s gross income (unless excludable
under another Code section) to the extent
such amounts or the value of the educational
benefits exceed contributions made on behalf
of the beneficiary, and (2) amounts distrib-
uted to a contributor (e.g., when a parent re-
ceives a refund) are included in the contribu-
tor’s gross income to the extent such
amounts exceed contributions made on be-
half of the beneficiary. 22

A qualified State tuition program is re-
quired to provide that purchases or contribu-
tions only be made in cash. 23 Contributors
and beneficiaries are not allowed to directly
or indirectly direct the investment of con-
tributions to the program (or earnings there-
on). The program is required to maintain a
separate accounting for each designated ben-
eficiary. A specified individual must be des-
ignated as the beneficiary at the commence-
ment of participation in a qualified State
tuition program (i.e., when contributions are
first made to purchase an interest in such a
program), unless interests in such a program
are purchased by a State or local govern-
ment or a tax-exempt charity described in
section 501(c)(3) as part of a scholarship pro-
gram operated by such government or char-
ity under which beneficiaries to be named in
the future will receive such interests as
scholarships. A transfer of credits (or other
amounts) from one account benefitting one
designated beneficiary to another account
benefitting a different beneficiary is consid-

ered a distribution (as is a change in the des-
ignated beneficiary of an interest in a quali-
fied State tuition program), unless the bene-
ficiaries are members of the same family.
For this purpose, the term ‘‘member of the
family’’ means persons described in para-
graphs (1) through (8) of section 152(a)—e.g.,
sons, daughters, brothers, sisters, nephews
and nieces, certain in-laws—and any spouse
of such persons or of the original beneficiary.
Earnings on an account may be refunded to
a contributor or beneficiary, but the State or
instrumentality must impose a more than de
minimis monetary penalty unless the refund
is (1) used for qualified higher education ex-
penses of the beneficiary, (2) made on ac-
count of the death or disability of the bene-
ficiary, or (3) made on account of a scholar-
ship received by the designated beneficiary
to the extent the amount refunded does not
exceed the amount of the scholarship used
for higher education expenses.

To the extent that a distribution from a
qualified State tuition program is used to
pay for qualified tuition and related ex-
penses (as defined in sec. 25A(f)(1)), the dis-
tributee (or another taxpayer claiming the
distributee as a dependent) may claim the
HOPE credit or Lifetime Learning credit
under section 25A with respect to such tui-
tion and related expenses (assuming that the
other requirements for claiming the HOPE
credit or Lifetime Learning credit are satis-
fied and the modified AGI phaseout for those
credits does not apply).

House Bill
Qualified tuition program

The House bill expands the definition of
‘‘qualified tuition program’’ to include cer-
tain prepaid tuition programs established
and maintained by one or more eligible edu-
cational institutions (which may be private
institutions) that satisfy the requirements
under section 529 (other than the present-law
State sponsorship rule). In the case of a
qualified tuition program maintained by one
or more private educational institutions,
persons will be able to purchase tuition cred-
its or certificates on behalf of a designated
beneficiary (as described in section
529(b)(1)(A)(i)), but will not be able to make
contributions to a savings account plan (de-
scribed in section 529(b)(1)(A)(ii)).
Exclusion from gross income

Under the House bill, an exclusion from
gross income is provided for distributions
made in taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2000, from qualified State tuition
programs to the extent that the distribution
is used to pay for qualified higher education
expenses. This exclusion from gross income
is extended to distributions from qualified
tuition programs established and maintained
by an entity other than a State or agency or
instrumentality thereof, for distributions
made in taxable years after December 31,
2003.

The House bill also allows a taxpayer to
claim a HOPE credit or Lifetime Learning
credit for a taxable year and to exclude from
gross income amounts distributed (both the
principal and the earnings portions) from a
qualified tuition program on behalf of the
same student as long as the distribution is
not used for the same expenses for which a
credit was claimed.
Definition of qualified higher education ex-

penses
Under the House bill, the definition of

‘‘qualified higher education expenses’’ is
modified to mean: (1) tuition and fees re-
quired for the enrollment or attendance of a
designated beneficiary at an eligible edu-
cational institution, and (2) expenses for
books, supplies, and equipment incurred in
connection with such enrollment or attend-
ance (but not in excess of the allowance for
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24 The conferees intend that, with respect to a dis-
tribution made from a qualified tuition program
that does not exceed the allowance for books and
supplies determined for purposes of Federal finan-
cial assistance by the eligible educational institu-
tion where the beneficiary is enrolled, Treasury reg-
ulations will provide that beneficiaries need not sub-
stantiate actual purchases of books, supplies, and
equipment.

books and supplies determined by the edu-
cational institution for purposes of Federal
financial assistance programs). 24 The House
bill also provides that ‘‘qualified higher edu-
cation expenses’’ will not include expenses
for education involving sports, games, or
hobbies unless this education is part of the
student’s degree program or is taken to ac-
quire or improve job skills of the individual.
The bill does not change the definition of
‘‘qualified higher education expenses’’ with
respect to expenses for room and board.

Rollovers for benefit of same beneficiary
The House bill provides that a transfer of

credits (or other amounts) from one qualified
tuition program for the benefit of a des-
ignated beneficiary to another qualified tui-
tion program for the benefit of the same ben-
eficiary will not be considered a distribution
for a maximum of one such transfer in each
1–year period.

Member of family
The House bill further provides that, for

purposes of tax-free rollovers and changes of
designated beneficiaries, a ‘‘member of the
family’’ includes first cousins of such bene-
ficiary.

Effective date
The House bill provision permitting the es-

tablishment of qualified tuition programs
maintained by one or more private edu-
cational institutions is effective for taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000. The
exclusion from gross income for certain dis-
tributions from qualified State tuition pro-
grams under section 529 is effective for dis-
tributions made in taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2000. In the case of a
qualified tuition program established and
maintained by an entity other than a State
or agency or instrumentality thereof, the
House bill provision allowing an exclusion
from gross income for certain distributions
is effective for distributions made in taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2003. The
House bill provision coordinating distribu-
tions from qualified tuition programs with
the HOPE and Lifetime Learning credits is
effective for distributions made after Decem-
ber 31, 2000. The House bill provision modi-
fying the definition of qualified higher edu-
cation expenses is effective for amounts paid
for education furnished after December 31,
1999. The House bill provisions allowing roll-
overs for the same beneficiary and including
first cousins as a member of the family are
effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill, except that it provides for coordi-
nation of the HOPE credit or Lifetime
Learning credit with distributions from edu-
cation individual retirement accounts (‘‘edu-
cation IRAs’’) (in addition to distributions
from qualified tuition plans) as long as the
distributions are not used for the same ex-
penses for which a credit was claimed. The
Senate amendment also provides that the
section may be cited as the ‘‘Collegiate
Learning and Student Savings (CLASS)
Act.’’

Effective date.—The Senate amendment
provision permitting the establishment of
qualified tuition programs maintained by
one or more private educational institutions

is effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1999. The exclusion from gross
income for certain distributions from quali-
fied State tuition programs under section 529
is effective for distributions made in taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999. In
the case of a qualified tuition program estab-
lished and maintained by an entity other
than a State or agency or instrumentality
thereof, the Senate amendment provision al-
lowing an exclusion from gross income for
certain distributions is effective for distribu-
tions made in taxable years beginning after
December 31, 2003. The Senate amendment
provision coordinating distributions from
qualified tuition programs and education
IRAs with the HOPE and Lifetime Learning
credits is effective for distributions made
after December 31, 1999. The Senate amend-
ment provision modifying the definition of
qualified higher education expenses is effec-
tive for amounts paid for courses beginning
after December 31, 1999. The provisions al-
lowing rollovers for the same beneficiary and
including first cousins as a member of the
family is effective for taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment, except that the provision
coordinating the HOPE and Lifetime Learn-
ing credits with distributions from education
IRAs is not included because this provision
is included in the conference agreement pro-
vision for education IRAs.

D. Eliminate Tax on Awards under National
Health Service Corps Scholarship Program,
F. Edward Hebert Armed Forces Health
Professions Scholarship and Financial As-
sistance Program, National Institutes of
Health Undergraduate Scholarship Pro-
gram, and Certain State-sponsored Scholar-
ship Programs (sec. 403 of the House bill
and the Senate amendment and sec. 117 of
the Code)

Present Law
Section 117 excludes from gross income

qualified scholarships received by an indi-
vidual who is a candidate for a degree and
used for tuition and fees required for the en-
rollment or attendance (or for fees, books,
supplies, and equipment required for courses
of instruction) at a primary, secondary, or
post-secondary educational institution. The
tax-free treatment provided by section 117
does not extend to scholarship amounts cov-
ering regular living expenses, such as room
and board. In addition to the exclusion for
qualified scholarships, section 117 provides
an exclusion from gross income for qualified
tuition reductions for certain education pro-
vided to employees (and their spouses and
dependents) of certain educational organiza-
tions.

Section 117(c) specifically provides that
the exclusion for qualified scholarships and
qualified tuition reductions does not apply
to any amount received by a student that
represents payment for teaching, research,
or other services by the student required as
a condition for receiving the scholarship or
tuition reduction.

The National Health Service Corps Schol-
arship Program (the ‘‘NHSC Scholarship
Program’’), the F. Edward Hebert Armed
Forces Health Professions Scholarship and
Financial Assistance Program (the ‘‘Armed
Forces Scholarship Program’’), and the Na-
tional Institutes of Health Undergraduate
Scholarship Program (the ‘‘NIH Scholarship
Program’’) provide education awards to par-
ticipants on condition that the participants
provide certain services. In the case of the
NHSC Program, the recipient of the scholar-
ship is obligated to provide medical services
in a geographic area (or to an underserved

population group or designated facility)
identified by the Public Health Service as
having a shortage of health-care profes-
sionals. In the case of the Armed Forces
Scholarship Program, the recipient of the
scholarship is obligated to serve a certain
number of years in the military at an armed
forces medical facility. The National Insti-
tutes of Health Undergraduate Scholarship
Program (the ‘‘NIH Scholarship Program’’)
awards scholarships to students from dis-
advantaged backgrounds interested in pur-
suing a career in biomedical research. In ex-
change, the recipients must work for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health after graduation.
Several States also provide a limited number
of scholarships to students in health profes-
sions who are obligated to work in under-
served areas for a period of time after grad-
uation. Because the recipients of scholar-
ships in all of these programs are required to
perform services in exchange for the edu-
cation awards, the awards used to pay higher
education expenses are taxable income to
the recipient.

House Bill
The House bill provides that amounts re-

ceived by an individual under the NHSC
Scholarship Program, the Armed Forces
Scholarship Program, the NIH Scholarship
Program, or any State-sponsored health
scholarship program determined by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to have substantially
similar objectives to these programs are eli-
gible for tax-free treatment as qualified
scholarships under section 117, without re-
gard to any service obligation by the recipi-
ent. As with other qualified scholarships
under section 117, the tax-free treatment
does not apply to amounts received by stu-
dents for regular living expenses, including
room and board.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for education awards received under the
NHSC Scholarship Program, the Armed
Forces Scholarship Program, and the NIH
Scholarship Program after December 31, 1993.
The House bill is effective for education
awards received under any State-sponsored
health scholarship program designated by
the Secretary of the Treasury after Decem-
ber 31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill, except that it does not extend the
exclusion from gross income to the NIH
Scholarship Program or State-sponsored
health scholarship programs.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.

E. Exclusion for Employer-Provided Edu-
cational Assistance (sec. 404 of the Senate
amendment and sec. 127 of the Code)

Present Law
Educational expenses paid by an employer

for its employees are generally deductible to
the employer.

Employer-paid educational expenses are
excludable from the gross income and wages
of an employee if provided under a section
127 educational assistance plan or if the ex-
penses qualify as a working condition fringe
benefit under section 132. Section 127 pro-
vides an exclusion of $5,250 annually for em-
ployer-provided educational assistance. The
exclusion does not apply to graduate courses.
The exclusion for employer-provided edu-
cational assistance expires with respect to
courses beginning on or after June 1, 2000.

In order for the exclusion to apply, certain
requirements must be satisfied. The edu-
cational assistance must be provided pursu-
ant to a separate written plan of the em-
ployer. The educational assistance program
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25 These rules also apply in the event that section
127 expires and is not reinstated.

26 In the case of an employee, education expenses
(if not reimbursed by the employer) may be claimed
as an itemized deduction only if such expenses,
along with other miscellaneous deductions, exceed 2
percent of the taxpayer’s AGI. The 2-percent floor
limitation is disregarded in determining whether an
item is excludable as a working condition fringe
benefit.

must not discriminate in favor of highly
compensated employees. In addition, not
more than 5 percent of the amounts paid or
incurred by the employer during the year for
educational assistance under a qualified edu-
cational assistance plan can be provided for
the class of individuals consisting of more
than 5–percent owners of the employer (and
their spouses and dependents).

Educational expenses that do not qualify
for the section 127 exclusion may be exclud-
able from income as a working condition
fringe benefit. 25 In general, education quali-
fies as a working condition fringe benefit if
the employee could have deducted the edu-
cation expenses under section 162 if the em-
ployee paid for the education. In general,
education expenses are deductible by an indi-
vidual under section 162 if the education (1)
maintains or improves a skill required in a
trade or business currently engaged in by the
taxpayer, or (2) meets the express require-
ments of the taxpayer’s employer, applicable
law or regulations imposed as a condition of
continued employment. However, education
expenses are generally not deductible if they
relate to certain minimum educational re-
quirements or to education or training that
enables a taxpayer to begin working in a new
trade or business. 26

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The provision extends the exclusion for

employer-provided educational assistance
through 2003, thus, the exclusion is not avail-
able with respect to courses beginning after
December 31, 2003. The provision also extends
the exclusion to graduate education, effec-
tive for courses beginning on or after Janu-
ary 1, 2000, and before January 1, 2004.

Effective date.—The provision is generally
effective on the date of enactment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment with respect to the extension
of the exclusion as applied to undergraduate
education, but does not include the exten-
sion of the exclusion to graduate education.
F. Liberalize Tax-Exempt Financing Rules for

Public School Construction (secs. 404–405
of the House bill, secs. 405—407 of the Sen-
ate amendment, and secs. 103, 148, and 149
of the Code)

Present Law
Tax-exempt bonds

In general
Interest on debt incurred by States or local

governments is excluded from income if the
proceeds of the borrowing are used to carry
out governmental functions of those entities
or the debt is repaid with governmental
funds (sec. 103). Like other activities carried
out and paid for by States and local govern-
ments, the construction, renovation, and op-
eration of public schools is an activity eligi-
ble for financing with the proceeds of tax-ex-
empt bonds.

Interest on bonds that nominally are
issued by States or local governments, but
the proceeds of which are used (directly or
indirectly) by a private person and payment
of which is derived from funds of such a pri-
vate person is taxable unless the purpose of
the borrowing is approved specifically in the

Code or in a non-Code provision of a revenue
Act. These bonds are called ‘‘private activity
bonds.’’ The term ‘‘private person’’ includes
the Federal Government and all other indi-
viduals and entities other than States or
local governments.
Private activities eligible for financing with

tax-exempt private activity bonds
The Code includes several exceptions per-

mitting States or local governments to act
as conduits providing tax-exempt financing
for private activities. Both capital expendi-
tures and limited working capital expendi-
tures of charitable organizations described in
section 501(c)(3) of the Code—including ele-
mentary, secondary, and post-secondary
schools—may be financed with tax-exempt
private activity bonds (‘‘qualified 501(c)(3)
bonds’’).

In most cases, the volume of tax-exempt
private activity bonds is restricted by aggre-
gate annual limits imposed on bonds issued
by issuers within each State. These annual
volume limits equal $50 per resident of the
State, or $150 million if greater. The annual
State private activity bond volume limits
are scheduled to increase to the greater of
$75 per resident of the State or $225 million
in calendar year 2007. The increase will be
phased in ratably beginning in calendar year
2003. This increase was enacted by the Tax
and Trade Relief Extension Act of 1998.
Qualified 501(c)(3) bonds are among the tax-
exempt private activity bonds that are not
subject to these volume limits.

Private activity tax-exempt bonds may not
be used to finance schools owned or operated
by private, for-profit businesses.
Arbitrage restrictions on tax-exempt bonds

The Federal income tax does not apply to
income of States and local governments that
is derived from the exercise of an essential
governmental function. To prevent these
tax-exempt entities from issuing more Fed-
erally subsidized tax-exempt bonds than is
necessary for the activity being financed or
from issuing such bonds earlier than nec-
essary, the Code includes arbitrage restric-
tions limiting the ability to profit from in-
vestment of tax-exempt bond proceeds. In
general, arbitrage profits may be earned only
during specified periods (e.g., defined ‘‘tem-
porary periods’’) before funds are needed for
the purpose of the borrowing or on specified
types of investments (e.g., ‘‘reasonably re-
quired reserve or replacement funds’’). Sub-
ject to limited exceptions, investment prof-
its that are earned during these periods or on
such investments must be rebated to the
Federal Government.

The Code includes three exceptions appli-
cable to education-related bonds. First,
issuers of all types of tax-exempt bonds are
not required to rebate arbitrage profits if all
of the proceeds of the bonds are spent for the
purpose of the borrowing within six months
after issuance. In the case of governmental
bonds (including bonds to finance public
schools) the six-month expenditure excep-
tion is treated as satisfied if at least 95 per-
cent of the proceeds is spent within six
months and the remaining five percent is
spent within 12 months after the bonds are
issued.

Second, in the case of bonds to finance cer-
tain construction activities, including school
construction and renovation, the six-month
period is extended to 24 months for construc-
tion proceeds. Arbitrage profits earned on
construction proceeds are not required to be
rebated if all such proceeds (other than cer-
tain retainage amounts) are spent by the end
of the 24–month period and prescribed inter-
mediate spending percentages are satisfied.

Third, governmental bonds issued by
‘‘small’’ governments are not subject to the
rebate requirement. Small governments are

defined as general purpose governmental
units that issue no more than $5 million of
tax-exempt governmental bonds in a cal-
endar year. The $5 million limit is increased
to $10 million if at least $5 million of the
bonds are used to finance public schools.

Restriction on Federal guarantees of tax-ex-
empt bonds

Unlike interest on State or local govern-
ment bonds, interest on Federal debt (e.g.,
Treasury bills) is taxable. Generally, interest
on State and local government bonds that
are Federally guaranteed does not qualify for
tax-exemption. This restriction was enacted
in 1984. The 1984 legislation included excep-
tions for housing bonds and for certain other
Federal insurance programs that were in ex-
istence when the restriction was enacted.

Qualified zone academy bonds
As an alternative to traditional tax-ex-

empt bonds, certain States and local govern-
ments are given the authority to issue
‘‘qualified zone academy bonds.’’ Under
present law, a total of $400 million of quali-
fied zone academy bonds may be issued in
each of 1998 and 1999. The $400 million aggre-
gate bond authority is allocated each year to
the States according to their respective pop-
ulations of individuals below the poverty
line. Each State, in turn, allocates the credit
to qualified zone academies within such
State. A State may carry over any unused
allocation into subsequent years.

1. Increase amount of governmental bonds
that may be issued by governments quali-
fying for the ‘‘small governmental unit’’
arbitrage rebate exception

House Bill
The additional amount of governmental

bonds for public schools that small govern-
mental units may issue without being sub-
ject to the arbitrage rebate requirement is
increased from $5 million to $10 million.
Thus, these governmental units may issue up
to $15 million of governmental bonds in a
calendar year provided that at least $10 mil-
lion of the bonds are used to finance public
school construction expenditures.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for bonds issued in calendar years beginning
after December 31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.

2. Liberalize construction bond expenditure
rule for governmental bonds for public
schools

House Bill
The present-law 24-month expenditure ex-

ception to the arbitrage rebate requirement
are liberalized for certain public school
bonds. Under the bill, no rebate is required
with respect to earnings on available con-
struction proceeds of public school bonds if
the proceeds are spent within 48 months
after the bonds are issued and the following
intermediate spending levels are satisfied:

12 months At least 10 percent
24 months At least 30 percent
36 months At least 60 percent
48 months 100 percent (less present-law

retainage amounts which
must be spent within 60
months of issuance)

Effective date.—The provision applies to
bonds issued in calendar years beginning
after 1999.

Senate Amendment
No provision.
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27 In addition, the Senate amendment provides
that the term ‘‘qualified computer contribution,’’
for purposes of the computer donation credit, in-
cludes a computer only if the computer software
that serves as the computer’s operating system has
been lawfully installed.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
3. Allow issuance of tax-exempt private activ-

ity bonds for public school facilities
House Bill

No provision.
Senate Amendment

The private activities for which tax-ex-
empt bonds may be issued are expanded to
include elementary and secondary public
school facilities which are owned by private,
for-profit corporations pursuant to public-
private partnership agreements with a State
or local educational agency. The term school
facility includes school buildings and func-
tionally related and subordinate land (in-
cluding stadiums or other athletic facilities
primarily used for school events) and depre-
ciable personal property used in the school
facility. The school facilities for which these
bonds are issued must be operated by a pub-
lic educational agency as part of a system of
public schools.

A public-private partnership agreement is
defined as an arrangement pursuant to which
the for-profit corporate party constructs, re-
habilitates, refurbishes or equips a school fa-
cility. The agreement must provide that, at
the end of the contract term, ownership of
the bond-financed property is transferred to
the public school agency party to the agree-
ment for no additional consideration.

Issuance of these bonds is subject to a sep-
arate annual per-State volume limit equal to
the greater of $10 per resident ($5 million, if
greater) in lieu of the present-law State pri-
vate activity bond volume limits. As with
the present-law State private activity bond
volume limits, States decide how to allocate
the bond authority to State and local gov-
ernment agencies. Bond authority that is un-
used in the year in which it arises may be
carried forward for up to three years for pub-
lic school projects under rules similar to the
carryforward rules of the present-law private
activity bond volume limits.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
bonds issued after December 31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference does not include the Senate

amendment provision.
4. Permit limited Federal guarantees of

school construction bonds by the Federal
Housing Finance Board

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Federal Housing Finance Board is per-

mitted to authorize the regional Federal
Home Loan Banks in its system to guarantee
limited amounts of public school bonds. Eli-
gible bonds are governmental bonds with re-
spect to which 95 percent of more of the pro-
ceeds are used for public school construction.
The aggregate amount of bonds which may
be guaranteed by all such Banks pursuant to
this provision is $500 million per year.

Effective date.—The provision will become
effective upon enactment (after the date of
enactment of the amendment) of legislation
authorizing the Federal Housing Finance
Board and Federal Home Loan Banks to pro-
vide the guarantees.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment provision.
G. Expansion of Deduction for Computer Do-

nations to Schools (sec. 1124 of the Senate
amendment and sec. 170(e)(6) of the Code)

Present Law
The maximum charitable contribution de-

duction that may be claimed by a corpora-

tion for any one taxable year is limited to 10
percent of the corporation’s taxable income
for that year (disregarding charitable con-
tributions and with certain other modifica-
tions) (sec. 170(b)(2)). Corporations also are
subject to certain limitations based on the
type of property contributed. In the case of
a charitable contribution of short-term gain
property, inventory, or other ordinary in-
come property, the amount of the deduction
generally is limited to the taxpayer’s basis
(generally, cost) in the property. However,
special rules in the Code provide an aug-
mented deduction for certain corporate con-
tributions. Under these special rules, the
amount of the augmented deduction is equal
to the lesser of (1) the basis of the donated
property plus one-half of the amount of ordi-
nary income that would have been realized if
the property had been sold, or (2) twice basis.

Section 170(e)(6) allows corporate tax-
payers an augmented deduction for qualified
contributions of computer technology and
equipment (i.e., computer software, com-
puter or peripheral equipment, and fiber
optic cable related to computer use) to be
used within the United States for edu-
cational purposes in grades K–12. Eligible
donees are: (1) any educational organization
that normally maintains a regular faculty
and curriculum and has a regularly enrolled
body of pupils in attendance at the place
where its educational activities are regu-
larly carried on; and (2) tax-exempt chari-
table organizations that are organized pri-
marily for purposes of supporting elemen-
tary and secondary education. A private
foundation also is an eligible donee, provided
that, within 30 days after receipt of the con-
tribution, the private foundation contributes
the property to an eligible donee described
above.

Qualified contributions are limited to gifts
made no later than two years after the date
the taxpayer acquired or substantially com-
pleted the construction of the donated prop-
erty. In addition, the original use of the do-
nated property must commence with the
donor or the donee. Accordingly, qualified
contributions generally are limited to prop-
erty that is no more than two years old.
Such donated property could be computer
technology or equipment that is inventory
or depreciable trade or business property in
the hands of the donor.

Donee organizations are not permitted to
transfer the donated property for money or
services (e.g., a donee organization cannot
sell the computers). However, a donee orga-
nization may transfer the donated property
in furtherance of its exempt purposes and be
reimbursed for shipping, installation, and
transfer costs. For example, if a corporation
contributes computers to a charity that sub-
sequently distributes the computers to sev-
eral elementary schools in a given area, the
charity could be reimbursed by the elemen-
tary schools for shipping, transfer, and in-
stallation costs.

The special treatment applies only to do-
nations made by C corporations; S corpora-
tions, personal holding companies, and serv-
ice organizations are not eligible donors.

The provision is scheduled to expire for
contributions made in taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2000.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment makes the aug-

mented deduction of section 170(e)(6) avail-
able for gifts made no later than three years
after the date the taxpayer acquired or sub-
stantially completed the construction of the
donated property. The Senate amendment
also modifies the current-law original use re-
quirement (i.e., the original use of the do-

nated property must be the donor or the
donee) by making the deduction available to
donors who reacquire computers prior to do-
nation. Thus, a corporation would be per-
mitted to donate computers that were traded
in or returned to them under a lease pro-
gram.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for contributions made in taxable
years ending after the date of enactment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment provision.
H. Credit for Computer Donations to Schools

and Senior Centers (sec. 1125 of the Senate
amendment and new sec. 45E of the Code)

Present Law
The maximum charitable contribution de-

duction that may be claimed by a corpora-
tion for any one taxable year is limited to 10
percent of the corporation’s taxable income
for that year (disregarding charitable con-
tributions and with certain other modifica-
tions) (sec. 170(b)(2)). Corporations also are
subject to certain limitations based on the
type of property contributed. In the case of
a charitable contribution of short-term gain
property, inventory, or other ordinary in-
come property, the amount of the deduction
generally is limited to the taxpayer’s basis
(generally, cost) in the property. However,
special rules in the Code provide an aug-
mented deduction for certain corporate con-
tributions. Under these special rules, the
amount of the augmented deduction is equal
to the lesser of (1) the basis of the donated
property plus one-half of the amount of ordi-
nary income that would have been realized if
the property had been sold, or (2) twice basis.

Section 170(e)(6) allows corporate tax-
payers an augmented deduction for qualified
contributions of computer technology and
equipment (i.e., computer software, com-
puter or peripheral equipment, and fiber
optic cable related to computer use) to be
used within the United States for edu-
cational purposes in grades K–12. Qualified
contributions are limited to gifts made no
later than two years after the date the tax-
payer acquired or substantially completed
the construction of the donated property. In
addition, the original use of the donated
property must commence with the donor or
the donee. Eligible donees are: (1) any edu-
cational organization that normally main-
tains a regular faculty and curriculum and
has a regularly enrolled body of pupils in at-
tendance at the place where its educational
activities are regularly carried on; and (2)
tax-exempt charitable organizations that are
organized primarily for purposes of sup-
porting elementary and secondary education.
A private foundation also is an eligible
donee, provided that, within 30 days after re-
ceipt of the contribution, the private founda-
tion contributes the property to an eligible
donee described above.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment permits businesses

to claim a tax credit in lieu of the aug-
mented deduction for qualified contributions
of computer technology and equipment, as
defined under section 170(e)(6)(B).27 In addi-
tion, the Senate amendment allows busi-
nesses to claim a credit for contributions of
computer technology or equipment to multi-
purpose senior centers (as defined by ref-
erence to the Older Americans Act of 1965)
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28 The maximum allowable deduction for 1998 was
$1,000.

for use by individuals who are at least 60
years old to improve job skills in computers.

The credit is equal to 30 percent of the
amount calculated for purposes of deter-
mining the augmented deduction under sec-
tion 170(e)(6)(A) (i.e., the lesser of the basis
of the donated property plus one-half of the
amount of ordinary income that would have
been realized if the property had been sold,
or twice basis). If the donee is a qualified
educational organization or senior center lo-
cated in an empowerment zone, enterprise
community, or Indian reservation (as defined
in sec. 168(j)(6)), the proposed credit would be
equal to 50 percent of the amount calculated
for purposes of determining the augmented
deduction under section 170(e)(6)(A). No de-
duction is allowed for the portion of com-
puter donations made during a taxable year
that is equal to the amount of the credit
claimed during the year.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment
provision providing a 30-percent credit for
qualified computer donations is effective for
contributions made in taxable years begin-
ning one year after the date of enactment
and before taxable years beginning on or
after the date which is three years after the
date of enactment. The Senate amendment
provision providing a 50-percent credit for
qualified computer donations to eligible re-
cipients in empowerment zones, enterprise
communities, and Indian reservations is ef-
fective for contributions made during tax-
able years beginning after the date of enact-
ment and before taxable years beginning on
or after the date which is three years after
the date of enactment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.

I. Two-Percent Floor Not To Apply to Profes-
sional Development Expenses of Teachers
(sec. 1123 of the Senate amendment and
sec. 67 of the Code)

Present Law
In general, taxpayers are not permitted to

deduct education expenses. However, em-
ployees may deduct the cost of certain work-
related education. For costs to be deductible,
the education must either be required by the
taxpayer’s employer or by law to retain tax-
payer’s current job or be necessary to main-
tain or improve skills required in the tax-
payer’s current job. Expenses incurred for
education that is necessary to meet min-
imum education requirements of an employ-
ee’s present trade or business or that can
qualify an employee for a new trade or busi-
ness are not deductible.

An employee is allowed to deduct work-re-
lated education and other business expenses
only to the extent such expenses (together
with other miscellaneous itemized deduc-
tions) exceed 2 percent of the taxpayer’s ad-
justed gross income.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment provides that

qualified professional development expenses
incurred by an elementary or secondary
school teacher (including instructors, aides,
counselors and principals) with respect to
certain courses of instruction would not be
subject to the 2–percent floor on miscella-
neous itemized deductions. Qualified profes-
sional development expenses are expenses for
tuition, fees, books, supplies, equipment, and
transportation required for enrollment or at-
tendance in a qualified course of instruction,
provided that such expenses are otherwise
deductible under present law. A qualified
course of instruction means a professional
conference or a course of instruction at an

institution of higher education (as defined in
sec. 481 of the Higher Education Act of 1965),
and which is part of a program of profes-
sional development that is approved and cer-
tified by the appropriate local educational
agency as furthering the individual’s teach-
ing skills.

Additionally, the 2–percent floor would not
apply to incidental expenses paid by an eligi-
ble teacher in an amount not greater than
$125 for any taxable year for books, supplies
and equipment related to instruction, teach-
ing, or other educational job-related activi-
ties of the teacher. The exception to the 2–
percent for incidental expenses would also
apply to homeschooling if the requirements
of applicable State or local law are met with
respect to the homeschooling.

Effective date.—Taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2000, and ending on or be-
fore December 31, 2004.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment with modifications. The con-
ference agreement provides an exception to
the 2–percent floor for the qualified profes-
sional development expenses of eligible
teachers, not to exceed $1,000 per year. The
conference agreement does not provide an
exception to the 2–percent floor for job-re-
lated incidental expenses.
J. Exclusion for Education Benefits Provided

by Employers to Children of Employees
(sec. 404 of the Senate amendment and sec.
117 of the Code)

Present Law
If certain requirements are satisfied, em-

ployer-paid educational expenses are exclud-
able from the gross income and wages of an
employee if provided under a section 127 edu-
cational assistance plan or if the expenses
qualify as a working condition fringe benefit
under section 132. Section 127 provides an ex-
clusion of $5,250 annually for employer-pro-
vided educational assistance. The exclusion
does not apply to graduate courses. The ex-
clusion for employer-provided educational
assistance expires with respect to courses be-
ginning on or after June 1, 2000. These exclu-
sions do not apply with respect to education
provided to an individual other than the em-
ployee.

Section 117 provides that, if certain condi-
tions are satisfied, a qualified scholarship is
excludable from the gross income of an indi-
vidual who is a candidate for a degree.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment provides that edu-

cational benefits provided to children of em-
ployees are excludable from gross income as
a scholarship, regardless of whether the child
is a candidate for a degree program. Any
such benefits must be in addition to any
other compensation payable to the em-
ployee. The exclusion does not apply to any
amount provided to a child of an individual
who owns more than 5 percent of the em-
ployer.

The maximum amount excludable for a
taxable year with respect to a child of an
employee may not exceed $2,000. In addition,
the maximum amount excludable from an
employee’s income for a year under the pro-
vision may not exceed the excess of the
amount excludable under section 127 ($5,250)
over the amount excluded from the employ-
ee’s income under section 127 for that year.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after the date of
enactment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.

K. Credit for Interest on Higher Education
Loans (sec. 208 of the Senate amendment
and new sec. 25B of the Code)

Present Law
Certain individuals who have paid interest

on qualified education loans may claim an
above-the-line deduction for such interest
expenses, subject to a maximum annual de-
duction limit (sec. 221). The deduction is al-
lowed only with respect to interest paid on a
qualified education loan during the first 60
months in which interest payments are re-
quired. Required payments of interest gen-
erally do not include nonmandatory pay-
ments, such as interest payments made dur-
ing a period of loan forbearance. Months dur-
ing which interest payments are not required
because the qualified education loan is in de-
ferral or forbearance do not count against
the 60-month period. No deduction is allowed
to an individual if that individual is claimed
as a dependent on another taxpayer’s return
for the taxable year.

A qualified education loan generally is de-
fined as any indebtedness incurred solely to
pay for certain costs of attendance (includ-
ing room and board) of a student (who may
be the taxpayer, the taxpayer’s spouse, or
any dependent of the taxpayer as of the time
the indebtedness was incurred) who is en-
rolled in a degree program on at least a half-
time basis at (1) an accredited post-sec-
ondary educational institution defined by
reference to section 481 of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965, or (2) an institution con-
ducting an internship or residency program
leading to a degree or certificate from an in-
stitution of higher education, a hospital, or
a health care facility conducting post-
graduate training.

The maximum allowable deduction per
taxpayer return is $1,500 in 1999, $2,000 in
2000, and $2,500 in 2001 and thereafter.28 The
deduction is phased out ratably for indi-
vidual taxpayers with modified adjusted
gross income (‘‘AGI’’) of $40,000–$55,000 and
$60,000–$75,000 for joint returns. The income
ranges will be indexed for inflation after
2002.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
Under the Senate amendment, certain indi-

viduals who have paid interest on qualified
education loans may claim a tax credit for
such interest expenses, up to a maximum
credit of $1,500 per year. The credit is al-
lowed only with respect to interest paid on a
qualified education loan during the first 60
months in which interest payments are re-
quired. A qualified education loan is defined
in the same manner as for the deduction for
student loan interest under section 221. No
credit is allowed to an individual if that indi-
vidual is claimed as a dependent on another
taxpayer’s return for the taxable year. In ad-
dition, no credit is allowed for any amount
taken into account for any deduction under
chapter 1 of the Code.

The credit is phased out ratably for indi-
vidual taxpayers with modified AGI of
$50,000–$70,000 ($80,000–$100,000 for joint re-
turns). The income phase-out ranges will be
indexed for inflation after the year 2005,
rounded to the closest multiple of $50.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for interest due and paid after De-
cember 31, 2004, on any qualified education
loan.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.
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29 The deduction only applies to health insurance
that constitutes medical care; it does not apply to
medical expenses. The deduction applies to self-in-
sured arrangements (provided such arrangements
constitute insurance, e.g., there is appropriate risk-
shifting) and coverage under employer plans treated
as insurance under section 104. Another provision of
the bill provides a similar deduction for qualified
long-term care insurance expenses.

30 This rule is applied separately with respect to
qualified long-term care insurance.

31 Excludable employer contributions to a health
flexible spending arrangement or medical savings
account (including salary reduction contributions)
are also considered amounts paid by the employer
for health insurance that constitutes medical care.
Salary reduction contributions are not considered to
be amounts paid by the employee.

32 This rule does not prevent individuals covered
by the FEHBP from deducting premiums for health
care continuation coverage, provided the require-
ments for the deduction are otherwise met.

33 Elective contributions under a qualified cash or
deferred arrangement that is part of a cafeteria plan
are subject to employment taxes.

V. HEALTH CARE TAX RELIEF PROVISIONS
A. Above-the-Line Deduction for Health In-

surance Expenses (sec. 501 of the House bill
and the Senate amendment and new sec.
222 of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, the tax treatment of

health insurance expenses depends on the in-
dividual’s circumstances. Self-employed in-
dividuals may deduct a portion of health in-
surance expenses for the individual and his
or her spouse and dependents. The deductible
percentage of health insurance expenses of a
self-employed individual is 60 percent in 1999
through 2001; 70 percent in 2002; and 100 per-
cent in 2003 and thereafter. The deduction for
health insurance expenses of self-employed
individuals is not available for any month in
which the taxpayer is eligible to participate
in a subsidized health plan maintained by
the employer of the taxpayer or the tax-
payer’s spouse. The deduction applies to
qualified long-term care insurance premiums
treated as medical expenses under the
itemized deduction for medical expenses, de-
scribed below.

Employees can exclude from income 100
percent of employer-provided health insur-
ance.

Individuals who itemize deductions may
deduct their health insurance expenses only
to the extent that the total medical expenses
of the individual exceed 7.5 percent of ad-
justed gross income (sec. 213). Subject to cer-
tain dollar limitations, premiums for quali-
fied long-term care insurance are treated as
medical expenses for purposes of the
itemized deduction for medical expenses (sec.
213). The amount of qualified long-term care
insurance premiums that may be taken into
account for 1999 is as follows: $210 in the case
of an individual 40 years old or less; $400 in
the case of an individual who is more than 40
but not more than 50; $800 in the case of an
individual who is more than 50 but not more
than 60; $2,120 in the case of an individual
who is more than 60 but not more than 70;
and $2,660 in the case of an individual who is
more than 70. These dollar limits are indexed
for inflation.

House Bill
The House bill provides an above-the-line

deduction for a percentage of the amount
paid during the year for insurance which
constitutes medical care (as defined under
sec. 213, other than long-term care insurance
treated as medical care under sec. 213) for
the taxpayer and his or her spouse and de-
pendents.29 The deductible percentage is: 25
percent in 2001; 40 percent in 2002; 50 percent
in 2003 through 2006; 75 percent in 2007; and
100 percent in 2008 and thereafter.

The deduction is not available to an indi-
vidual for any month in which the individual
is covered under an employer-sponsored
health plan if at least 50 percent of the cost
of the coverage is paid or incurred by the
employer 30 For purposes of this rule, any
amounts excludable from the gross income of
the employee under the exclusion for em-
ployer-provided health coverage is treated as
paid or incurred by the employer; thus, for
example, health insurance purchased by an
employee through a cafeteria plan with sal-
ary reduction amounts is considered to be

paid for by the employer.31 In determining
whether the 50–percent threshold is met, all
health plans of the employer in which the
employee participates are treated as a single
plan. If the employer pays for less than 50
percent of the cost of all health plans in
which the individual participates, the deduc-
tion is available only with respect to each
plan with respect to which the employer sub-
sidy is less than 50 percent. Cost is deter-
mined as under the health care continuation
rules.

The deduction is not available to individ-
uals enrolled in Medicare, Medicaid, the Fed-
eral Employees Health Benefit Program
(‘‘FEHBP’’),32 Champus, VA, Indian Health
Service, or Children’s Health Insurance pro-
grams. Thus, for example, the deduction is
not available with respect to Medigap cov-
erage, because such coverage is provided to
individuals enrolled in Medicare.

The provision authorizes the Secretary to
prescribe rules necessary to carry out the
provision, including appropriate reporting
requirements for employers.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill, except that the deductible per-
centage of health care insurance expenses is
as follows: 25 percent in 2001, 2002, and 2003;
50 percent in 2004 and 2005; and 100 percent in
2006 and thereafter.

In addition, under the Senate amendment,
the deduction is not available with respect
to insurance providing coverage for acci-
dents, disability, dental care, vision care or
a specific disease or making payments of a
fixed amount per day (or other period) on ac-
count of hospitalization. Such insurance and
employer payments for such insurance are
not taken into account in determining
whether the employee pays more than half
the cost of the health insurance.

Effective date.—Same as the House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the Sen-
ate amendment, with modifications to the
deductible percentage.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2001.
B. Provisions Relating to Long-term Care In-

surance (secs. 501 and 502 of the House bill,
secs. 501 and 502 of the Senate amendment
and secs. 105 and 125 and new sec. 222 of
the Code)

Present Law
Tax treatment of health insurance and long-

term care insurance
Under present law, the tax treatment of

health insurance expenses depends on the in-
dividual’s circumstances. Self-employed in-
dividuals may deduct a portion of health in-
surance expenses for the individual and his
or her spouse and dependents. The deductible
percentage of health insurance expenses of a
self-employed individual is 60 percent in 1999
through 2001; 70 percent in 2002; and 100 per-
cent in 2003 and thereafter. The deduction for
health insurance expenses of self-employed
individuals is not available for any month in
which the taxpayer is eligible to participate

in a subsidized health plan maintained by
the employer of the taxpayer or the tax-
payer’s spouse. The deduction applies to
qualified long-term care insurance premiums
treated as medical expenses under the
itemized deduction for medical expenses, de-
scribed below.

Employees can exclude from income 100
percent of employer-provided health insur-
ance or qualified long-term care insurance.

Individuals who itemize deductions may
deduct their health insurance expenses only
to the extent that the total medical expenses
of the individual exceed 7.5 percent of ad-
justed gross income (sec. 213). Subject to cer-
tain dollar limitations, premiums for quali-
fied long-term care insurance are treated as
medical expenses for purposes of the
itemized deduction for medical expenses (sec.
213). The amount of qualified long-term care
insurance premiums that may be taken into
account for 1999 is as follows: $210 in the case
of an individual 40 years old or less; $400 in
the case of an individual who is more than 40
but not more than 50; $800 in the case of an
individual who is more than 50 but not more
than 60; $2,120 in the case of an individual
who is more than 60 but not more than 70;
and $2,660 in the case of an individual who is
more than 70. These dollar limits are indexed
for inflation.

Cafeteria plans
Under present law, compensation generally

is includible in gross income when actually
or constructively received. An amount is
constructively received by an individual if it
is made available to the individual or the in-
dividual has an election to receive such
amount. Under one exception to the general
principle of constructive receipt, amounts
are not included in the gross income of a par-
ticipant in a cafeteria plan described in sec-
tion 125 of the Code solely because the par-
ticipant may elect among cash and certain
employer-provided qualified benefits under
the plan. This constructive receipt exception
is not available if the individual is permitted
to revoke a benefit election during a period
of coverage in the absence of a change in
family status or certain other events.

In general, qualified benefits are certain
specified benefits that are excludable from
an employee’s gross income by reason of a
specific provision of the Code. Thus, em-
ployer-provided accident or health coverage,
group-term life insurance coverage (whether
or not subject to tax by reason of being in
excess of the dollar limit on the exclusion for
such insurance), and benefits under depend-
ent care assistance programs may be pro-
vided through a cafeteria plan. The cafeteria
plan exception from the principle of con-
structive receipt generally also applies for
employment tax (FICA and FUTA) pur-
poses. 33

Long-term care insurance cannot be pro-
vided under a cafeteria plan.

Flexible spending arrangements
A flexible spending arrangement (‘‘FSA’’)

is a reimbursement account or other ar-
rangement under which an employer pays or
reimburses employees for medical expenses
or certain other nontaxable employer-pro-
vided benefits, such as dependent care. An
FSA may be part of a cafeteria plan and may
be funded through salary reduction. FSAs
may also be provided by an employer outside
a cafeteria plan. FSAs are commonly used,
for example, to reimburse employees for
medical expenses not covered by insurance.
Qualified long-term care services cannot be
provided through an FSA.
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34 The deduction would only apply to insurance
that constitutes medical care; it would not apply to
long-term care insurance expenses. The deduction
would apply to self-insured arrangements (provided
such arrangements constitute insurance, e.g., there
is appropriate risk- shifting) and coverage under em-
ployer plans treated as insurance under section 104.
Another provision of the bill provides a similar de-
duction for health insurance expenses.

35 This rule is applied separately with respect to
health insurance.

36 Excludable employer contributions to a flexible
spending arrangement or a cafeteria plan for quali-
fied long-term care insurance or services are consid-
ered an amount paid by the employer for long-term
care insurance.

37 In general, an MSA is a trust or custodial ac-
count created exclusively for the benefit of the ac-
count holder and is subject to rules similar to those
applicable to individual retirement arrangements.
The trustee of an MSA can be a bank, insurance
company, or other person who demonstrates to the
satisfaction of the Secretary that the manner in
which such person will administer the trust will be
consistent with applicable requirements.

38 Self-employed individuals include more than 2–
percent shareholders of S corporations who are
treated as partners for purposes of fringe benefit
rules pursuant to section 1372.

House Bill
Deduction for qualified long-term care insur-

ance expenses
The provision provides an above-the-line

deduction for a percentage of the amount
paid during the year for long-term care in-
surance which constitutes medical care (as
defined under sec. 213) for the taxpayer and
his or her spouse and dependents. 34 The de-
ductible percentage is: 25 percent in 2001,
2002, and 2003; 50 percent in 2004 and 2005; and
100 percent in 2006 and thereafter.

The deduction is not available to an indi-
vidual for any month in which the individual
is covered under an employer-sponsored
health plan if at least 50 percent of the cost
of the coverage is paid or incurred by the
employer. 35 For purposes of this rule, any
amounts excludable from the gross income of
the employee with respect to qualified long-
term care insurance are treated as paid or
incurred by the employer. In determining
whether the 50–percent threshold is met, all
plans of the employer providing long-term
care in which the employee participates are
treated as a single plan. If the employer pays
less than 50 percent of the cost of all long-
term care plans in which the individual par-
ticipates, the deduction is available only
with respect to each plan with respect to
which the employer pays for less than 50 per-
cent of the cost. Cost is determined as under
the health care continuation rules.
Long-term care insurance provided through a

cafeteria plan
The provision authorizes the Secretary to

prescribe rules necessary to carry out the
provision, including appropriate reporting
requirements for employers.

The provision provides that qualified long-
term care insurance is a qualified benefit
under a cafeteria plan. The provision also
provides that qualified long-term care serv-
ices can be provided under an FSA. 36

Effective date
The provision is effective for taxable years

beginning after December 31, 2000.
Senate Amendment

Deduction for qualified long-term care insur-
ance expenses

The provision is the same as the House
bill, with the following modification. Under
the Senate amendment, the percentage de-
duction for qualified long-term care insur-
ance expenses is as follows: 25 percent in
2001, 2002, and 2003; 50 percent in 2004 and
2005; and 100 percent in 2006 and thereafter.
Long-term care insurance provided through a

cafeteria plan
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill, with the modification that quali-
fied long-term care insurance is treated as a
qualified benefit under the cafeteria plan
rules only to the extent that such insurance
is treated as a medical expense under the
itemized deduction for medical expenses (i.e.,
only to the extent of the premium limita-
tions under sec. 213).
Effective date

The Senate amendment is the same as the
House bill.

Conference Agreement
Deduction for qualified long-term care insur-

ance expenses
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment, with modifications to the
deductible percentage.

As under the Senate amendment, the 50–
percent rule is applied separately to health
insurance and qualified long-term care insur-
ance. For example, suppose an employee par-
ticipates in a health insurance plan of the
employer and that the employer pays for 100
percent of the cost of the coverage. The em-
ployee also participates in an employer-
sponsored qualified long-term care insurance
plan, and the employer pays for 10 percent of
the cost of the qualified long-term care in-
surance. The employee pays for the remain-
ing 90 percent of the long-term care insur-
ance premium on an after-tax basis. The em-
ployee is not entitled to the deduction for
health insurance expenses, but may deduct
the 90 percent of the long-term care insur-
ance premium she pays on an after-tax basis
(subject to the premium limitations con-
tained in section 213).
Long-term care insurance provided through a

cafeteria plan
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment. Under the conference agree-
ment, as under the Senate amendment, the
qualified long-term care insurance may only
be offered under a cafeteria plan to the ex-
tent the cost of such insurance does not ex-
ceed the premium limitations contained in
section 213.
Effective date

The provision is effective with respect to
years beginning after December 31, 2001.
C. Extend Availability of Medical Savings Ac-

counts (sec. 503 of the House bill and sec.
220 of the Code)

Present Law
In general

Within limits, contributions to a medical
savings account (‘‘MSA’’) 37 are deductible in
determining AGI if made by an eligible indi-
vidual and are excludable from gross income
and wages for employment tax purposes if
made by the employer of an eligible indi-
vidual. Earnings on amounts in an MSA are
not currently taxable. Distributions from an
MSA for medical expenses are not taxable.
Distributions not used for medical expenses
are taxable. In addition, distributions not
used for medical expenses are subject to an
additional 15–percent tax unless the distribu-
tion is made after age 65, death, or dis-
ability.
Eligible individuals

MSAs are available to employees covered
under an employer-sponsored high deductible
plan of a small employer and self-employed
individuals regardless of the size of the enti-
ty for which the individual performs serv-
ices. 38 An employer is a small employer if it
employed, on average, no more than 50 em-
ployees on business days during either the
preceding or the second preceding year.

In order for an employee of a small em-
ployer to be eligible to make MSA contribu-
tions (or to have employer contributions

made on his or her behalf), the employee
must be covered under an employer-spon-
sored high deductible health plan (see the
definition below) and must not be covered
under any other health plan (other than a
plan that provides certain permitted cov-
erage, described below). In the case of an em-
ployee, contributions can be made to an
MSA either by the individual or by the indi-
vidual’s employer. However, an individual is
not eligible to make contributions to an
MSA for a year if any employer contribu-
tions are made to an MSA on behalf of the
individual for the year. Similarly, if the in-
dividual’s spouse is covered under the high
deductible plan covering such individual and
the spouse’s employer makes a contribution
to an MSA for the spouse, the individual
may not make MSA contributions for the
year.

Similarly, in order to be eligible to make
contributions to an MSA, a self-employed in-
dividual must be covered under a high de-
ductible health plan and no other health
plan (other than a plan that provides certain
permitted coverage, described below). A self-
employed individual is not an eligible indi-
vidual (by reason of being self-employed) if
the high deductible plan under which the in-
dividual is covered is established or main-
tained by an employer of the individual (or
the individual’s spouse).

An individual with other coverage in addi-
tion to a high deductible plan is still eligible
for an MSA if such other coverage is certain
permitted insurance or is coverage (whether
provided through insurance or otherwise) for
accidents, disability, dental care, vision
care, or long-term care. Permitted insurance
is: (1) Medicare supplemental insurance; (2)
insurance if substantially all of the coverage
provided under such insurance relates to (a)
liabilities incurred under worker’s com-
pensation law, (b) tort liabilities, (c) liabil-
ities relating to ownership or use of property
(e.g., auto insurance), or (d) such other simi-
lar liabilities as the Secretary may prescribe
by regulations; (3) insurance for a specified
disease or illness; and (4) insurance that pro-
vides a fixed payment for hospitalization.

If a small employer with an MSA plan
ceases to become a small employer (i.e., ex-
ceeds the 50–employee limit), then the em-
ployer (and its employees) can continue to
establish and make contributions to MSAs
(including contributions for new employees
and employees that did not previously have
an MSA) until the year following the first
year in which the employer has more than
200 employees. After that, those employees
who had an MSA (to which individual or em-
ployer contributions were made in any year)
can continue to make contributions (or have
contributions made on their behalf) even if
the employer has more than 200 employees.
Tax treatment of and limits on contributions

Individual contributions to an MSA are de-
ductible (within limits) in determining ad-
justed gross income (i.e., ‘‘above the line’’).
In addition, employer contributions are ex-
cludable from gross income and wages for
employment tax purposes (within the same
limits), except that this exclusion does not
apply to contributions made through a cafe-
teria plan. No deduction is allowed to any in-
dividual for MSA contributions if such indi-
vidual is a dependent on another taxpayer’s
tax return.

In the case of a self-employed individual,
the deduction cannot exceed the individual’s
earned income from the trade or business
with respect to which the high deductible
plan is established. In the case of an em-
ployee, the deduction cannot exceed the indi-
vidual’s compensation attributable to the
employer sponsoring the high deductible
plan in which the individual is enrolled.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7102 August 4, 1999

39 These dollar amounts are for 1999. These
amounts are indexed for inflation in $50 increments.

40 This exclusion does not apply to expenses that
are reimbursed by insurance or otherwise.

41 The exclusion still applies to expenses for con-
tinuation coverage or coverage while the individual
is receiving unemployment compensation, even if
for an individual who is not an eligible individual.

42 Permitted coverage, as described above, does not
constitute coverage under a health insurance plan
for this purpose.

The maximum annual contribution that
can be made to an MSA for a year is 65 per-
cent of the deductible under the high deduct-
ible plan in the case of individual coverage
and 75 percent of the deductible in the case
of family coverage.

Contributions for a year can be made until
the due date for the individual’s tax return
for the year (determined without regard to
extensions).

If an employer provides high deductible
health plan coverage coupled with an MSA
to employees and makes employer contribu-
tions to the MSAs during a calendar year,
the employer must make available a com-
parable contribution on behalf of all employ-
ees with comparable coverage during the
same coverage period in the calendar year.
Contributions are considered comparable if
they are either of the same dollar amount or
the same percentage of the deductible under
the high deductible plan. The comparability
rule does not restrict contributions that can
be made to an MSA by a self-employed indi-
vidual.

If employer contributions do not comply
with the comparability rule during a cal-
endar year, then the employer is subject to
an excise tax equal to 35 percent of the ag-
gregate amount contributed by the employer
to MSAs of the employer for the year. In the
case of a failure to comply with the com-
parability rule which is due to reasonable
cause and not to willful neglect, the Sec-
retary may waive part or all of the tax im-
posed to the extent that the payment of the
tax is excessive relative to the failure in-
volved.
Definition of high deductible plan

A high deductible plan is a health plan
with an annual deductible of at least $1,550
and no more than $2,300 in the case of indi-
vidual coverage and at least $3,050 and no
more than $4,600 in the case of family cov-
erage. In addition, the maximum out-of-
pocket expenses with respect to allowed
costs (including the deductible) must be no
more than $3,050 in the case of individual
coverage and no more than $5,600 in the case
of family coverage. 39 A plan does not fail to
qualify as a high deductible plan merely be-
cause it does not have a deductible for pre-
ventive care as required by State law. A plan
does not qualify as a high deductible health
plan if substantially all of the coverage
under the plan is for permitted coverage (as
described above). In the case of a self-insured
plan, the plan must in fact be insurance (e.g.,
there must be appropriate risk shifting) and
not merely a reimbursement arrangement.
Tax treatment of MSAs

Earnings on amounts in an MSA are not
currently includible in income.
Taxation of distributions

Distributions from an MSA for the medical
expenses of the individual and his or her
spouse or dependents generally are exclud-
able from income.40 However, in any year for
which a contribution is made to an MSA,
withdrawals from an MSA maintained by
that individual generally are excludable
from income only if the individual for whom
the expenses were incurred was covered
under a high deductible plan for the month
in which the expenses were incurred.41 This
rule is designed to ensure that MSAs are in
fact used in conjunction with a high deduct-
ible plan, and that they are not primarily

used by other individuals who have health
plans that are not high deductible plans.

For this purpose, medical expenses are de-
fined as under the itemized deduction for
medical expenses, except that medical ex-
penses do not include expenses for insurance
other than long-term care insurance, pre-
miums for health care continuation cov-
erage, and premiums for health care cov-
erage while an individual is receiving unem-
ployment compensation under Federal or
State law.

Distributions that are not used for medical
expenses are includible in income. Such dis-
tributions are also subject to an additional
15–percent tax unless made after age 65,
death, or disability.

Cap on taxpayers utilizing MSAs
The number of taxpayers benefiting annu-

ally from an MSA contribution is limited to
a threshold level (generally 750,000 tax-
payers). If it is determined in a year that the
threshold level has been exceeded (called a
‘‘cut-off’’ year) then, in general, for suc-
ceeding years during the 4–year pilot period
1997–2000, only those individuals who (1)
made an MSA contribution or had an em-
ployer MSA contribution for the year or a
preceding year (i.e., are active MSA partici-
pants) or (2) are employed by a participating
employer, is eligible for an MSA contribu-
tion. In determining whether the threshold
for any year has been exceeded, MSAs of in-
dividuals who were not covered under a
health insurance plan for the six month pe-
riod ending on the date on which coverage
under a high deductible plan commences
would not be taken into account.42 However,
if the threshold level is exceeded in a year,
previously uninsured individuals is subject
to the same restriction on contributions in
succeeding years as other individuals. That
is, they would not be eligible for an MSA
contribution for a year following a cut-off
year unless they are an active MSA partici-
pant (i.e., had an MSA contribution for the
year or a preceding year) or are employed by
a participating employer.

The number of MSAs established has not
exceeded the threshold level.

End of MSA pilot program
After December 31, 2000, no new contribu-

tions may be made to MSAs except by or on
behalf of individuals who previously had
MSA contributions and employees who are
employed by a participating employer. An
employer is a participating employer if (1)
the employer made any MSA contributions
for any year to an MSA on behalf of employ-
ees or (2) at least 20 percent of the employees
covered under a high deductible plan made
MSA contributions of at least $100 in the
year 2000.

Self-employed individuals who made con-
tributions to an MSA during the period 1997-
2000 also may continue to make contribu-
tions after 2000.

House Bill
Eligible individuals and cap on MSAs

The House bill expands availability of
MSAs to include all employees covered under
a high deductible plan of an employer. Self-
employed individuals continue to be eligible
to contribute to an MSA.

The House bill also eliminates the cap on
the number of taxpayers that can benefit an-
nually from MSA contributions.

Definition of high deductible plan and limits
on contributions

The provision modifies the definition of a
high deductible plan by decreasing the lower

threshold for the annual deductible. Thus,
under the provision, a high deductible plan
means a plan with an annual deductible of at
least $1,000 and not more than $2,300 (in-
dexed) in the case of individual coverage and
at least $2,000 and not more than $4,600 (in-
dexed) in the case of family coverage. The
limits on out-of-pocket expenses is the same
as under present law.

The provision increases the amount of de-
ductible (or excludable) contributions to an
MSA to 100 percent of the deductible under
the high deductible plan. The provision also
allows an individual to make deductible con-
tributions to an MSA even if the individual’s
employer also made contributions. The pro-
vision provides that MSAs may be offered as
part of a cafeteria plan. The total contribu-
tions to MSAs on behalf on an individual for
a year may not exceed 100 percent of the de-
ductible under the high deductible plan.

End of MSA pilot program
The provision makes MSAs permanent.

Effective date
The provision is effective for taxable years

beginning after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the House bill provision.

D. Additional Personal Exemption for Care-
takers (sec. 504 of the House bill, sec. 503 of
the Senate amendment and sec. 151 of the
Code)

Present Law
Present law does not provide an additional

personal exemption based solely on the cus-
todial care of parents or grandparents. How-
ever, taxpayers with dependent parents gen-
erally are able to claim a personal exemp-
tion for each of these dependents, if they sat-
isfy five tests: (1) a member of household or
relationship test; (2) a citizenship test; (3) a
joint return test; (4) a gross income test; and
(5) a support test. The taxpayer is also re-
quired to list each dependent’s tax identi-
fication number (the ‘‘TIN’’) on the tax re-
turn.

The total amount of personal exemptions
is subtracted (along with certain other
items) from adjusted gross income (‘‘AGI’’)
in arriving at taxable income. The amount of
each personal exemption is $2,750 for 1999,
and is adjusted annually for inflation. For
1999, the total amount of the personal ex-
emptions is phased out for taxpayers with
AGI in excess of $126,600 for single taxpayers,
$158,300 for heads of household, and $189,950
for married couples filing joint returns. For
1999, the point at which a taxpayer’s personal
exemptions are completely phased- out is
$249,100 for single taxpayers, $280,800 for
heads of households, and $312,450 for married
couples filing joint returns.

House Bill
The House bill provides taxpayers who

maintain a household including one or more
‘‘qualified persons’’ with an additional per-
sonal exemption for each qualified person.

A ‘‘qualified person ‘‘is an individual who:
(1) satisfies a relationship test, (2) satisfies a
residency test, (3) satisfies an identification
test, and (4) has been certified as having
long-term care needs. The individual satis-
fies the relationship test if the individual
was the father or mother of: (a) the tax-
payer, (b) the taxpayer’s spouse, or (c) a
former spouse of the taxpayer. A stepfather,
stepmother, and ancestors of the father or
mother are treated as a father or mother for
these purposes.

An individual satisfies the residency test if
the individual had the same principal place
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of abode as the taxpayer for the taxpayer’s
entire taxable year.

An individual satisfies the identification
test if the individual’s name and taxpayer
identification number (‘‘TIN’’) is included on
the taxpayer’s return for the taxable year.

In order to be a qualified individual, an in-
dividual must be certified before the due
date of the return for the taxable year (with-
out extensions) by a licensed physician as
having long-term care needs for period which
is at least 180 consecutive days and a portion
of which occurs within the taxable year. The
certification must be made no more than 39–
1/2 months before the due date for the return
(or within such other period as the Secretary
has prescribed).

Under the provision, an individual has
long-term care needs if the individual is un-
able to perform at least 2 activities of daily
living (‘‘ADLs’’) without substantial assist-
ance from another individual, due to a loss of
functional capacity. As with the present-law
rules relating to long- term care, ADLs are:
(1) eating; (2) toileting; (3) transferring; (4)
bathing; (5) dressing; and (6) continence.
Substantial assistance includes hands-on as-
sistance (that is, the physical assistance of
another person without which the individual
is unable to perform the ADL) and stand-by
assistance (that is, the presence of another
person within arm’s reach of the individual
that is necessary to prevent, by physical
intervention, injury to the individual when
performing the ADL).

As an alternative to the 2–ADL test de-
scribed above, an individual is considered to
have long-term care needs if he or she (1) re-
quires substantial supervision for at least 6
months to be protected from threats to
health and safety due to severe cognitive im-
pairment and (2) is unable for at least 6
months to perform at least one or more
ADLs or to engage in age appropriate activi-
ties as determined under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary of the Treasury in
consultation with the Secretary of Health
and Human Services.

The House bill provides that a taxpayer is
treated as maintaining a household for any
period only if over one-half of the cost of
maintaining the household for such period is
furnished by such taxpayer or, if such tax-
payer is married, by such taxpayer and the
taxpayer’s spouse. The House bill also pro-
vides that taxpayers who are married at the
end of the taxable year must file a joint re-
turn to receive the credit unless they lived
apart from their respective spouse for the
last six months of the taxable year and the
individual claiming the credit (1) maintained
as his or her home a household for the quali-
fied person for the entire taxable year and (2)
furnished over one-half of the cost of main-
taining that household in that taxable year.
Finally, the House bill provides that a tax-
payer legally separated from his or her
spouse under a decree of divorce or of sepa-
rate maintenance will not be considered
married for purposes of this provision.

Effective date.—The House bill provision is
effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
Same as House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.
E. Expand Human Clinical Trials Expenses

Qualifying for the Orphan Drug Tax Credit
(sec. 505 of the House bill and sec. 45C of
the Code)

Present Law
Taxpayers may claim a 50–percent credit

for expenses related to human clinical test-
ing of drugs for the treatment of certain rare

diseases and conditions, generally those that
afflict less than 200,000 persons in the United
States. Qualifying expenses are those paid or
incurred by the taxpayer after the date on
which the drug is designated as a potential
treatment for a rare disease or disorder by
the Food and Drug Administration (‘‘FDA’’)
in accordance with the section 526 of the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act.

House Bill
The House bill expands qualifying expenses

to include those expenses related to human
clinical testing incurred after the date on
which the taxpayer files an application with
the FDA for designation of the drug under
section 526 of the Federal Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Act as a potential treatment for a
rare disease or disorder. As under present
law, the credit may only be claimed for such
expenses related to drugs designated as a po-
tential treatment for a rare disease or dis-
order by the FDA in accordance with section
526 of such Act.

Effective date.—The provision would be ef-
fective for expenditures paid or incurred
after December 31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
Effective date.—The provision would be ef-

fective for expenditures paid or incurred
after December 31, 1999.
F. Add Certain Vaccines Against Strepto-

coccus Pneumoniae to the List of Taxable
Vaccines; Reduce Vaccine Excise Tax (sec.
506 of the House bill, sec. 504 of the Senate
amendment and secs. 4131 and 4132 of the
Code)

Present Law
A manufacturer’s excise tax is imposed at

the rate of 75 cents per dose (sec. 4131) on the
following vaccines recommended for routine
administration to children: diphtheria, per-
tussis, tetanus, measles, mumps, rubella,
polio, HIB (haemophilus influenza type B),
hepatitis B, varicella (chicken pox), and
rotavirus gastroenteritis. The tax applied to
any vaccine that is a combination of vaccine
components equals 75 cents times the num-
ber of components in the combined vaccine.

Amounts equal to net revenues from this
excise tax are deposited in the Vaccine In-
jury Compensation Trust Fund (‘‘Vaccine
Trust Fund’’) to finance compensation
awards under the Federal Vaccine Injury
Compensation Program for individuals who
suffer certain injuries following administra-
tion of the taxable vaccines. This program
provides a substitute Federal, ‘‘no fault’’ in-
surance system for the State-law tort and
private liability insurance systems other-
wise applicable to vaccine manufacturers
and physicians. All persons immunized after
September 30, 1988, with covered vaccines
must pursue compensation under this Fed-
eral program before bringing civil tort ac-
tions under State law.

House Bill
The House bill adds any conjugate vaccine

against streptococcus pneumoniae to the list
of taxable vaccines.

In addition, the House bill directs the Gen-
eral Accounting Office (‘‘GAO’’) to report to
the House Committee on Ways and Means
and the Senate Committee on Finance on the
operation and management of expenditures
from the Vaccine Trust Fund and to advise
the Committees on the adequacy of the Vac-
cine Trust Fund to meet future claims under
the Federal Vaccine Injury Compensation
Program.

The GAO is directed to report its findings
to the House Committee on Ways and Means

and the Senate Committee on Finance not
later than December 31, 1999.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for vaccine purchases beginning on the day
after the date on which the Centers for Dis-
ease Control make final recommendation for
routine administration of conjugated strep-
tococcus pneumonia vaccines to children.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is identical to the

House bill in adding any conjugate vaccine
against streptococcus pneumoniae to the list
of taxable vaccines.

The Senate amendment also reduces the
rate of tax applicable to all taxable vaccines
from 75 cents per dose to 25 cents per dose for
sales of vaccines after December 31, 2004.

The Senate amendment also changes the
effective date enacted in Public Law 105–277
and certain other conforming amendments
to expenditure purposes to enable certain
payments to be made from the Trust Fund.

In addition, the Senate amendment is iden-
tical to the House bill in directing the Gen-
eral Accounting Office (‘‘GAO’’) to report to
the House Committee on Ways and Means
and the Senate Committee on Finance on the
operation and management of expenditures
from the Vaccine Trust Fund and to advise
the Committees on the adequacy of the Vac-
cine Trust Fund to meet future claims under
the Federal Vaccine Injury Compensation
Program, except that the GAO is directed to
report its findings to the House Committee
on Ways and Means and the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance within one year of the
date of enactment.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for vaccine purchases beginning on the day
after the date on which the Centers for Dis-
ease Control make final recommendation for
routine administration of conjugated strep-
tococcus pneumonia vaccines to children.
The addition of conjugate streptococcus
pneumoniae vaccines to the list of taxable
vaccines is contingent upon the inclusion in
this legislation of the modifications to Pub-
lic Law 105–277.

The provision to reduce the rate of tax to
25 cents per dose would be effective for sales
after December 31, 2004. No floor stocks re-
funds would be permitted for vaccines held
on December 31, 2004. For the purpose of de-
termining the amount of refund of tax on a
vaccine returned to the manufacturer or im-
porter, for vaccines returned after August 31,
2004 and before January 1, 2005, the amount
of tax assumed to have been paid on the ini-
tial purchase of the returned vaccine is not
to exceed $0.25 per dose. The reduction in the
rate of tax is contingent upon the inclusion
in this legislation of the modifications to
Public Law 105–277.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment in
adding any conjugate vaccine against strep-
tococcus pneumoniae to the list of taxable
vaccines. In addition, the conference agree-
ment follows the House bill and the Senate
amendment by changing the effective date
enacted in Public Law 105–277 and certain
other conforming amendments to expendi-
ture purposes to enable certain payments to
be made from the Trust Fund.

The conference agreement also reduces the
rate of tax applicable to all taxable vaccines
from 75 cents per dose to 50 cents per dose for
sales of vaccines after December 31, 2004.

In addition, the conferees direct the Gen-
eral Accounting Office (‘‘GAO’’) to report to
the House Committee on Ways and Means
and the Senate Committee on Finance on the
operation and management of expenditures
from the Vaccine Trust Fund and to advise
the Committees on the adequacy of the Vac-
cine Trust Fund to meet future claims under
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43 Salary reduction contributions are not treated
as employer payments for purposes of the credit.

the Federal Vaccine Injury Compensation
Program.

Within its report, to the greatest extent
possible, the conferees would like to see a
thorough statistical report of the number of
claims submitted annually, the number of
claims settled annually, and the value of set-
tlements. The conferees would like to learn
about the statistical distribution of settle-
ments, including the mean and median val-
ues of settlements, and the extent to which
the value of settlements varies with an in-
jury attributed to an identifiable vaccine.
The conferees also would like to learn about
the settlement process, including a statis-
tical distribution of the amount of time re-
quired from the initial filing of a claim to a
final resolution.

The Code provides that certain administra-
tive expenses may be charged to the Vaccine
Trust Fund. The conferees intend that the
GAO report include an analysis of the over-
head and administrative expenses charged to
the Vaccine Trust Fund.

The conferees request that the GAO report
its findings to the House Committee on Ways
and Means and the Senate Committee on Fi-
nance not later than December 31, 1999.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for vaccine purchases beginning on the day
after the date on which the Centers for Dis-
ease Control make final recommendation for
routine administration of conjugated strep-
tococcus pneumonia vaccines to children. No
floor stocks tax is to be collected for
amounts held for sale on that date. For sales
on or before the date on which the Centers
for Disease Control make final recommenda-
tion for routine administration of conjugate
streptococcus pneumonia vaccines to chil-
dren for which delivery is made after such
date, the delivery date is deemed to be the
sale date. The addition of conjugate strepto-
coccus pneumoniae vaccines to the list of
taxable vaccines is contingent upon the in-
clusion in this legislation of the modifica-
tions to Public Law 105–277.

The provision to reduce the rate of tax to
50 cents per dose would be effective for sales
after December 31, 2004. No floor stocks re-
funds would be permitted for vaccines held
on December 31, 2004. For the purpose of de-
termining the amount of refund of tax on a
vaccine returned to the manufacturer or im-
porter, for vaccines returned after August 31,
2004 and before January 1, 2005, the amount
of tax assumed to have been paid on the ini-
tial purchase of the returned vaccine is not
to exceed $0.50 per dose.

G. Above-the-Line Deduction for Prescription
Drug Insurance Coverage of Medicare
Beneficiaries if Certain Medicare and Low-
Income Assistance Provisions Are in Effect
(sec. 507 of the House bill and sec. 213 of
the Code)

Present Law
Individuals who itemize deductions may

deduct their health insurance expenses, in-
cluding the cost of prescription drugs, to the
extent that the total medical expenses of the
individual exceed 7.5 percent of adjusted
gross income (sec. 213).

House Bill
The provision provides an above-the-line

deduction for Medicare beneficiaries for pre-
scription drug insurance. The deduction will
take effect when (a) the Federal Government
provides assistance for prescription drug cov-
erage for low-income Medicare beneficiaries,
(b) all policies supplemental to Medicare pro-
vide coverage for costs of prescription drugs,
and (c) coverage for outpatient prescription
drugs for Medicare beneficiaries is provided
only through integrated comprehensive
health plans which offer current Medicare
covered services and maximum limitations

on out-of-pocket spending and such com-
prehensive plans sponsored by the Health
Care Financing Administration compete on
the same basis as private plans.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after the date of
enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill with modifications. The con-
ference agreement modifies the contingency
with respect to Medicare supplemental poli-
cies requiring all such policies to provide
prescription drug coverage to require that at
least one of the benefit packages authorized
to be offered under a Medicare supplemental
policy is a package which provides solely for
the coverage of costs for prescription drugs.
The conference agreement also includes an
additional contingency in order for the
above-the-line deduction contained in the
House bill to take effect. Under the con-
ference agreement, the above-the-line deduc-
tion is also contingent upon the enactment
of a provision, included in the conference
agreement effective for taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2002, that provides
that, in the case of individuals enrolled in
Medicare, medical expenses for purposes of
the itemized deduction for medical care in-
cludes formerly prescription drugs. Formerly
prescription drugs are drugs that within the
year of purchase or the two preceding tax-
able years were available by prescription
only.
H. Credit for Employee Health Insurance Ex-

penses of Small Employers (sec. 609 of the
Senate amendment and new sec. 45E of the
Code)

Present Law
Under present law, employee health insur-

ance expenses paid by the employer are gen-
erally deductible as an ordinary and nec-
essary business expense.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment allows small em-

ployers a credit for the amount paid by the
employer during the taxable year with re-
spect to health insurance expenses of quali-
fied employees. 43 The credit is equal to 60
percent of such expenses in the case of self-
only coverage of a qualified employee and 70
percent in the case of family coverage. The
maximum amount that can be taken into ac-
count in determining the credit with respect
to any qualified employee for a taxable year
may not exceed $1,000 in the case of self-only
coverage and $1,715 in the case of family cov-
erage. No deduction is allowed with respect
to expenses taken into account under the
credit.

An employer is a small employer for a year
if the employer employed an average of 9 or
fewer employees on business days during ei-
ther of the 2 preceding calendar years. A spe-
cial rule applies in the case of employers
that were not in business in the preceding
calendar year.

A qualified employee is an employee of the
employer receiving total wages at an annual
rate of more than $5,000 and not more than
$16,000. Beginning after 2001, the $16,000 limit
is indexed for cost-of-living adjustments. An
employee does not include self-employed in-
dividuals. Leased employees (with in the
meaning of sec. 414(n) are treated as employ-
ees for purposes of the credit.

The credit is part of the general business
credit.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for amounts paid or incurred in taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.
VI. ESTATE, GIFT, AND GENERATION-SKIP-

PING TRANSFER TAX RELIEF PROVI-
SIONS

A. Phase in Repeal of Estate, Gift, and Gen-
eration-Skipping Taxes (secs. 601–603, 611,
and 621 of the House bill, secs. 701–702 of
the Senate amendment, and secs. 2001–2704
of the Code)

Present Law
A gift tax is imposed on lifetime transfers

and an estate tax is imposed on transfers at
death. The gift tax and the estate tax are
unified so that a single graduated rate sched-
ule applies to cumulative taxable transfers
made by a taxpayer during his or her life-
time and at death. The unified estate and
gift tax rates begin at 18 percent on the first
$10,000 in cumulative taxable transfers and
reach 55 percent on cumulative taxable
transfers over $3 million. In addition, a 5-
percent surtax is imposed on taxable trans-
fers at death between $10 million and the
amount necessary to phase out the benefits
of the graduated rates.

A unified credit is available with respect to
taxable transfers by gift and at death. The
unified credit amount effectively exempts
from tax a total of $650,000 in 1999, $675,000 in
2000 and 2001, $700,000 in 2002 and 2003, $850,000
in 2004, $950,000 in 2005, and $1 million in 2006
and thereafter.

A generation-skipping transfer (‘‘GST’’)
tax generally is imposed on transfers, either
directly or through a trust or similar ar-
rangement, to a ‘‘skip person’’ (i.e., a bene-
ficiary in a generation more than one gen-
eration below that of the transferor). Trans-
fers subject to the GST tax include direct
skips, taxable terminations, and taxable dis-
tributions. The GST tax is imposed at the
top estate and gift tax rate (which, under
present law, is 55 percent) on cumulative
generation-skipping transfers in excess of $1
million (indexed beginning in 1999).

The basis of property acquired or passing
from a decedent generally is its fair market
value on the date of the decedent’s death (or,
if the alternative valuation date is elected,
the earlier of six months after death or the
date the property is sold or distributed by
the estate). This step up (or step down) in
basis eliminates the recognition of any in-
come on the appreciation of the property
that occurred prior to the decedent’s death,
and it has the effect of eliminating any tax
benefit from any unrealized loss. The basis of
property acquired by gift generally is the
same as it was in the hands of the donor.
However, if the donor’s basis was greater
than the fair market value of the property at
the time of gift, then, for purposes of deter-
mining loss on the disposition of the prop-
erty, the basis is its fair market value at the
time of gift.

House Bill
The House bill repeals the 5–percent surtax

(which phases out the benefit of the grad-
uated rates), the unified credit is converted
into a unified exemption, and the rates in ex-
cess of 53 percent are repealed beginning in
2001. In 2002, the rates in excess of 50 percent
are repealed.

In 2003 through 2006, all estate and gift tax
rates are reduced by 1 percentage point per
year. In 2007, all estate and gift tax rates are
reduced by 1.5 percentage points. In 2008, all
estate and gift tax rates are reduced by 2
percentage points.

Beginning in 2009, the estate, gift, and GST
taxes are repealed, and carryover basis ap-
plies for transfers from estates in excess of $2
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million (the carryover basis regime is phased
in for transfers from estates valued in excess
of $1.3 million and not over $2 million).
Transfers to surviving spouses will continue
to receive a step up in basis.

Effective date.—The unified credit is re-
placed with a unified exemption, and the 5–
percent surtax and rates in excess of 53 per-
cent are repealed for estates of decedents
dying and gifts and generation-skipping
transfers made after December 31, 2000. The
rates in excess of 50 percent are repealed for
estates of decedents dying and gifts and gen-
eration-skipping transfers made after De-
cember 31, 2001.

All estate and gift tax rates are reduced by
1 percentage point for estates of decedents
dying and gifts and generation-skipping
transfers made after December 31, 2002, but
before January 1, 2007. All estate and gift tax
rates are reduced by 1.5 percentage points for
estates of decedents dying and gifts and gen-
eration-skipping transfers made after De-
cember 31, 2006, but before January 1, 2008.
All estate and gift tax rates are reduced by
2 percentage points for estates of decedents
dying and gifts and generation-skipping
transfers made after December 31, 2008.

The estate, gift, and GST taxes are re-
pealed and the carryover basis regime takes
effect for estates of decedents dying and gifts
and generation-skipping transfers made after
December 31, 2008.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment repeals the rates

in excess of 53 percent beginning in 2001. Be-
ginning in 2004, the 5–percent bubble (which
phases out the benefits of the graduated
rates) is repealed and the unified credit is
converted into a unified exemption. Begin-
ning in 2007, the unified exemption is in-
creased from $1 million to $1.5 million.

Effective date.—The rates in excess of 53
percent are repealed and the unified credit is
converted into a unified exemption, both for
estates of decedents dying and gifts and gen-
eration-skipping transfers made after De-
cember 31, 2003. The unified exemption is in-
creased from $1 million to $1.5 million for es-
tates of decedents dying and gifts made after
December 31, 2006.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill, with modifications. After the es-
tate, gift, and GST taxes are repealed and
the carryover basis regime takes effect, the
first $3 million of transfers from decedents to
surviving spouses will receive a step up in
basis. Transfers to surviving spouses that are
eligible for a step up in basis are not counted
toward the transfers for which the carryover
basis regime is phased in for estates valued
in excess of $1.3 million and not over $2 mil-
lion.

Effective date.—Same as the House bill.
B. Modify Generation-Skipping Transfer Tax

Rules
1. Deemed allocation of the generation-skip-

ping transfer (‘‘GST’’) tax exemption to
lifetime transfers to trusts that are not
direct skips (sec. 631 of the House bill
and sec. 2632 of the Code)

Present Law
A GST tax generally is imposed on trans-

fers, either directly or through a trust or
similar arrangement, to a ‘‘skip person’’
(i.e., a beneficiary in a generation more than
one generation below that of the transferor).
Transfers subject to the GST tax include di-
rect skips, taxable terminations, and taxable
distributions. An exemption of $1 million (in-
dexed beginning in 1999) is provided for each
person making generation-skipping trans-
fers. The exemption may be allocated by a
transferor (or his or her executor) to trans-
ferred property.

A direct skip is any transfer subject to es-
tate or gift tax of an interest in property to
a skip person. A skip person may be a nat-
ural person or certain trusts. All persons as-
signed to the second or more remote genera-
tion below the transferor are skip persons
(e.g., grandchildren and great-grand-
children). Trusts are skip persons if (1) all in-
terests in the trust are held by skip persons,
or (2) no person holds an interest in the trust
and at no time after the transfer may a dis-
tribution (including distributions and termi-
nations) be made to a non-skip person.

A taxable termination is a termination (by
death, lapse of time, release of power, or oth-
erwise) of an interest in property held in
trust unless, immediately after such termi-
nation, a non-skip person has an interest in
the property, or unless at no time after the
termination may a distribution (including a
distribution upon termination) be made from
the trust to a skip person. A taxable dis-
tribution is a distribution from a trust to a
skip person (other than a taxable termi-
nation or direct skip).

The tax rate on generation-skipping trans-
fers is a flat rate of tax equal to the max-
imum estate and gift tax rate in effect at the
time of the transfer (55 percent under
present law) multiplied by the ‘‘inclusion
ratio.’’ The inclusion ratio with respect to
any property transferred in a GST indicates
the amount of GST tax exemption allocated
to a trust. The allocation of GST tax exemp-
tion reduces the 55–percent tax rate on a
GST.

If an individual makes a direct skip during
his or her lifetime, any unusued GST tax ex-
emption is automatically allocated to the di-
rect skip to the extent necessary to make
the inclusion ratio for such property as low
as possible. An individual may elect out of
the automatic allocation for lifetime direct
skips.

For lifetime transfers made to a trust that
are not direct skips, the transferor must al-
locate GST tax exemption’the allocation is
not automatic. If GST tax exemption is allo-
cated on a timely-filed gift tax return, then
the portion of the trust which is exempt
from GST tax is based on the value of the
property at the time of the transfer. If, how-
ever, the allocation is not made on a timely-
filed gift tax return, then the portion of the
trust which is exempt from GST tax is based
on the value of the property at the time the
allocation of GST tax exemption was made.

Treas. Reg. 26.2632–1(d) further provides
that any unused GST tax exemption, which
has not been allocated to transfers made dur-
ing an individual’s life, is automatically al-
located on the due date for filing the dece-
dent’s estate tax return. Unused GST tax ex-
emption is allocated pro rata on the basis of
the value of the property as finally deter-
mined for estate tax purposes, first to direct
skips treated as occurring at the transferor’s
death. The baalance, if any, of unused GST
tax exemption is allocated pro rata on the
basis of the estate tax value of the non-
exempt portion of the trust property (or in
the case of trusts that are not included in
the gross estate, on the basis of the date of
death value of the trust) to trusts with re-
spect to which a taxable termination may
occur or from which a taxable distribution
may be made.

House Bill
Under the House bill, GST tax exemption

is automatically allocated to transfers made
during life that are ‘‘indirect skips.’’ An in-
direct skip is any transfer of property (that
is not a direct skip) subject to the gift tax
that is made to a GST trust.

A GST trust is defined as a trust that
could have a GST with respect to the trans-
feror (e.g., a taxable termination or taxable
distribution), unless:

the trust instrument provides that more
than 25 percent of the trust corpus must be
distributed to or may be withdrawn by 1 or
more individuals who are non-skip persons
(a) before the date that the individual at-
tains age 46, or (b) on or before 1 or more
dates specified in the trust instrument that
will occur before the date that such indi-
vidual attains age 46, or (c) upon the occur-
rence of an event that, in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Treasury Sec-
retary, may reasonably be expected to occur
before the date that such individual attains
age 46;

the trust instrument provides that more
than 25 percent of the trust corpus must be
distributed to or may be withdrawn by 1 or
more individuals who are non-skip persons
and who are living on the date of death of
another person identified in the instrument
(by name of by class) who is more than 10
years older than such individuals;

the trust instrument provides that, if 1 or
more individuals who are non-skip persons
die on or before a date or event described in
clause (1) or (2), more than 25 percent of the
trust corpus either must be distributed to
the estate or estates of 1 or more of such in-
dividuals or is subject to a general power of
appointment exercisable by 1 or more of such
individuals;

the trust is a trust any portion of which
would be included in the gross estate of a
non- skip person (other than the transferor)
if such person died immediately after the
transfer;

the trust is a charitable lead annuity trust
or a charitable remainder annuity trust or a
charitable unitrust; or

the trust is a trust with respect to which a
deduction was allowed under section 2522 for
the amount of an interest in the form of the
right to receive annual payments of a fixed
percentage of the net fair market value of
the trust property (determined yeaerly) and
which is required to pay principal to a non-
skip person if such person is alive when the
yearly payments for which the deduction
was allowed terminate.

If any individual makes an indirect skip
during the individual’s lifetime, then any un-
used portion of such individual’s GST tax ex-
emption is allocated to the property trans-
ferred to the extent necessary to produce the
lowest possible inclusion ratio for such prop-
erty.

An individual may elect not to have the
automatic allocation rules apply to an indi-
rect skip, and such elections will be deemed
timely if filed on a timely-filed gift tax re-
turn for the calendar year in which the
transfer was made or deemed to have bee
made or on such later date or dates as may
be prescribed by the Treasury Secretary. An
individual may elect not to have the auto-
matic allocation rules apply to any or all
transfers made by such individual to a par-
ticular trust and may elect to treat any
trust as a GST trust with respect to any or
all transfers made by the individual to such
trust, and such election may be made on a
timely-filed gift tax return for the calendar
year for which the election is to become ef-
fective.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
transfers subject to estate or gift tax made
after December 31, 1999, and to estate tax in-
clusion periods ending after December 31,
1999.

Senate Amendment

No provision.

Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill.
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2. Retroactive allocation of the GST tax ex-

emption (sec. 631 of the House bill, sec.
731 of the Senate amendment, and sec.
2632 of the Code)

Present Law
A taxable termination is a termination (by

death, lapse of time, release of power, or oth-
erwise) of an interest in property held in
trust unless, immediately after such termi-
nation, a non-skip person has an interest in
the property, or unless at no time after the
termination may a distribution (including a
distribution upon termination) be made from
the trust to a skip person. A taxable dis-
tribution is a distribution from a trust to a
skip person (other than a taxable termi-
nation or direct skip). If a transferor allo-
cates GST tax exemption to a trust prior to
the taxable termination or taxable distribu-
tion, GST tax may be avoided.

A transferor likely will not allocate GST
tax exemption to a trust that the transferor
expects will benefit only non-skip persons.
However, if a taxable termination occurs be-
cause, for example, the transferor’s child un-
expectedly dies such that the trust termi-
nates in favor of the transferor’s grandchild,
and GST tax exemption had not been allo-
cated to the trust, then GST tax would be
due even if the transferor had unused GST
tax exemption.

House Bill
Under the House bill, GST tax exemption

may be allocated retroactively when there is
an unnatural order of death. If a lineal de-
scendant of the transferor predeceased the
transferor, then the transferor may allocate
any unused GST tax exemption to any pre-
vious transfer or transfers to the trust on a
chronological basis. The provision allows a
transferor to retroactively allocate GST tax
exemption to a trust where a beneficiary (a)
is a non-skip person, (b) is a lineal descend-
ant of the transferor’s grandparent or grand-
parent of the transferor’s spouse, (c) is a gen-
eration younger than the generation of the
transferor, and (d) dies before the transferor.
Exemption is allocated under this rule retro-
actively, and the applicable fraction and in-
clusion ratio under this provision are deter-
mined based on the value of the property on
the date that the property was transferred to
the trust.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
deaths of non-skip persons occurring after
the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
3. Severing of trusts holding property having

an inclusion ratio of greater than zero
(sec. 632 of the House bill, sec. 732 of the
Senate amendment, and sec. 2642 of the
Code)

Present Law
An exemption of $1 million (indexed begin-

ning in 1999) is provided for each person mak-
ing generation-skipping transfers. The ex-
emption may be allocated by a transferor (or
his or her executor) to transferred property.

If the value of transferred property exceeds
the amount of the GST tax exemption allo-
cated to that property, then the GST tax
generally is determined by multiplying a flat
tax rate equal to the highest estate tax rate
(55 percent under present law) by the ‘‘inclu-
sion ratio’’ and the value of the taxable prop-
erty at the time of the taxable event. The
‘‘inclusion ratio’’ is the number one minus
the ‘‘applicable fraction.’’ The applicable
fraction is a fraction calculated by dividing
the amount of the GST tax exemption allo-

cated to the property by the value of the
property.

Under Treas. Reg. 26.2654–1(b), a trust may
be severed into two or more trusts (e.g., one
with an inclusion ratio of zero and one with
an inclusion ratio of one) only if (1) the trust
is severed according to a direction in the
governing instrument or (2) the trust is sev-
ered pursuant to the trustee’s discretionary
powers, but only if certain other conditions
are satisfied (e.g., the severance occurs or a
reformation proceeding begins before the es-
tate tax return is due). Under current Treas-
ury regulations, however, a trustee cannot
establish inclusion ratios of zero and one by
severing a trust that is subject to the GST
tax after the trust has been created.

House Bill
Under the House bill, a trust may be sev-

ered in a ‘‘qualified severance.’’ A qualified
severance is defined as the division of a sin-
gle trust and the creation of two or more
trusts if (1) the single trust was divided on a
fractional basis, and (2) the terms of the new
trusts, in the aggregate, provide for the same
succession of interests of beneficiaries as are
provided in the original trust. If a trust has
an inclusion ratio of greater than zero and
less than one, a severance is a qualified sev-
erance only if the single trust is divided into
two trusts, one of which receives a fractional
share of the total value of all trust assets
equal to the applicable fraction of the single
trust immediately before the severance. In
such case, the trust receiving such fractional
share shall have an inclusion ratio of one.
Under the provision, a trustee may elect to
sever a trust in a qualified severance at any
time.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for severances of trusts occurring after the
date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
4. Modification of certain valuation rules

(sec. 633 of the House bill, sec. 733 of the
Senate amendment, and sec. 2642 of the
Code)

Present Law
Under present law, the inclusion ratio is

determined using gift tax values for alloca-
tions of GST tax exemption made on timely
filed gift tax returns. The inclusion ratio
generally is determined using estate tax val-
ues for allocations of GST tax exemption
made to transfers at death. Treas. Reg.
26.2642–5(b) provides that, with respect to
taxable terminations and taxable distribu-
tions, the inclusion ratio becomes final on
the later of the period of assessment with re-
spect to the first transfer using the inclusion
ratio or the period for assessing the estate
tax with respect to the transferor’s estate.

House Bill
Under the House bill, in connection with

timely and automatic allocations of GST tax
exemption, the value of the property for pur-
poses of determining the inclusion ratio
shall be its finally determined gift tax value
or estate tax value depending on the cir-
cumstances of the transfer. In the case of a
GST tax exemption allocation deemed to be
made at the conclusion of an estate tax in-
clusion period, the value for purposes of de-
termining the inclusion ratio shall be its
value at that time.

Effective date.—The provision is effective as
though included in the amendments made by
section 1431 of the Tax Reform Act of 1986.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.
5. Relief from late elections (sec. 634 of the

House bill, sec. 734 of the Senate amend-
ment, and sec. 2642 of the Code)

Present Law
An election to allocate GST tax exemption

to a specific transfer may be made at any
time up to the time for filing the transferor’s
estate tax return. If an allocation is made on
a gift tax return filed timely with respect to
the transfer to a trust, then the value on the
date of transfer to the trust is used for deter-
mining GST tax exemption allocation. How-
ever, if the allocation relating to a specific
transfer is not made on a timely-filed gift
tax return, then the value on the date of al-
location must be used. There is no statutory
provision allowing relief for an inadvertent
failure to make an election on a timely-filed
gift tax return to allocate GST tax exemp-
tion.

House Bill
Under the House bill, the Treasury Sec-

retary is authorized and directed to grant ex-
tensions of time to make the election to al-
locate GST tax exemption and to grant ex-
ceptions to the time requirement. If such re-
lief is granted, then the value on the date of
transfer to a trust would be used for deter-
mining GST tax exemption allocation.

In determining whether to grant relief for
late elections, the Treasury Secretary is di-
rected to consider all relevant cir-
cumstances, including evidence of intent
contained in the trust instrument or instru-
ment of transfer and such other factors as
the Treasury Secretary deems relevant. For
purposes of determining whether to grant re-
lief, the time for making the allocation (or
election) is treated as if not expressly pre-
scribed by statute.

Effective date.—The provision applies to re-
quests pending on, or filed after, the date of
enactment.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment. The
conferees expect that the Treasury Secretary
will issue regulations that will facilitate the
liberal granting of relief under this provi-
sion.
6. Substantial compliance (sec. 634 of the

House bill, sec. 734 of the Senate amend-
ment, and sec. 2642 of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, there is no statutory

rule which provides that substantial compli-
ance with the statutory and regulatory re-
quirements for allocating GST tax exemp-
tion will suffice to establish that GST tax
exemption was allocated to a particular
transfer or trust.

House Bill
Under the House bill, substantial compli-

ance with the statutory and regulatory re-
quirements for allocating GST tax exemp-
tion will suffice to establish that GST tax
exemption was allocated to a particular
transfer or a particular trust. If a taxpayer
demonstrates substantial compliance, then
so much of the transferor’s unused GST tax
exemption will be allocated to the extent it
produces the lowest possible inclusion ratio.
In determining whether there has been sub-
stantial compliance, all relevant cir-
cumstances will be considered, including evi-
dence of intent contained in the trust instru-
ment or instrument of transfer and such
other factors as the Treasury Secretary
deems appropriate.
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44 No implication is intended with respect to the
application of a rule of substantial compliance prior
to enactment of this provision.

Effective date.—The substantial compliance
provisions are effective on the date of enact-
ment and apply to allocations made prior to
such date for purposes of determining the
tax consequences of generation-skipping
transfers with respect to which the period of
time for filing claims for refund has not ex-
pired.44

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
C. Expand Estate Tax Rule for Conservation

Easements (sec. 711 of the Senate amend-
ment and sec. 2031 of the Code)

Present Law
An executor may elect to exclude from the

taxable estate 40 percent of the value of any
land subject to a qualified conservation ease-
ment, up to a maximum exclusion of $100,000
in 1998, $200,000 in 1999, $300,000 in 2000,
$400,000 in 2001, and $500,000 in 2002 and there-
after (sec. 2031(c)). The exclusion percentage
is reduced by 2 percentage points for each
percentage point (or fraction thereof) by
which the value of the qualified conservation
easement is less than 30 percent of the value
of the land (determined without regard to
the value of such easement and reduced by
the value of any retained development
right).

A qualified conservation easement is one
that meets the following requirements: (1)
the land is located within 25 miles of a met-
ropolitan area (as defined by the Office of
Management and Budget) or a national park
or wilderness area, or within 10 miles of an
Urban National Forest (as designated by the
Forest Service of the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture); (2) the land has been owned by the
decedent or a member of the decedent’s fam-
ily at all times during the three- year period
ending on the date of the decedent’s death;
and (3) a qualified conservation contribution
(within the meaning of sec. 170(h)) of a quali-
fied real property interest (as generally de-
fined in sec. 170(h)(2)(C)) was granted by the
decedent or a member of his or her family.
For purposes of the provision, preservation
of a historically important land area or a
certified historic structure does not qualify
as a conservation purpose.

In order to qualify for the exclusion, a
qualifying easement must have been granted
by the decedent, a member of the decedent’s
family, the executor of the decedent’s estate,
or the trustee of a trust holding the land, no
later than the date of the election. To the
extent that the value of such land is ex-
cluded from the taxable estate, the basis of
such land acquired at death is a carryover
basis (i.e., the basis is not stepped-up to its
fair market value at death). Property fi-
nanced with acquisition indebtedness is eli-
gible for this provision only to the extent of
the net equity in the property. The exclusion
from estate taxes does not extent to the
value of any development rights retained by
the decedent or donor.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment expands the avail-

ability of qualified conservation easements
by modifying the distance requirements.
Under the provision, the distance from which
the land must be situated from a metropoli-
tan area, national park, or wilderness area is
increased from 25 to 50 miles, and the dis-

tance from which the land must be situated
from an Urban National Forest is increased
from 10 to 25 miles. The Senate amendment
also clarifies that the date for determining
easement compliance is the date on which
the donation was made.

Effective date.—The provision that clarifies
the date for determining easement compli-
ance is effective for estates of decedents
dying after December 31, 1997. The provisions
that modify the distance rules are effective
for estates of decedents dying after Decem-
ber 31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
D. Increase Annual Gift Exclusion (sec. 721 of

the Senate amendment)
Present Law

An annual exclusion of $10,000 of transfers
of present interests in property is provided
for each donee. If the non-donor spouse con-
sents to split the gift with the donor spouse,
then the annual exclusion is $20,000 for each
donee. Unlimited transfers between spouses
are permitted without imposition of a gift
tax. In the case of gifts made after 1998, the
$10,000 amount is increased by a cost-of-liv-
ing adjustment.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
Under the Senate amendment, the annual

gift exclusion for each donee is increased to
$20,000 beginning in 2005.

Effective date.—The annual gift exclusion is
increased to $20,000, for each donee, for gifts
made after December 31, 2004.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment provision.
E. Increase Estate Tax Deduction for Family-

Owned Business Interest (sec. 608 of the
Senate amendment and sec. 2057 of the
Code)

Present Law
An estate is permitted to deduct the ad-

justed value of the qualified ‘‘family-owned
business interests’’ of the decedent, up to a
total of $675,000. The deduction plus the uni-
fied credit exclusion amount may not exceed
$1.3 million. If the deduction is taken, then
the unified credit exclusion amount is
$625,000; however, if the deduction is less
than $675,000, then the unified credit is in-
creased (but not above the unified credit
that would apply without regard to the de-
duction) by the excess of $675,000 over the de-
duction allowed. (Code sec. 2057.)

A qualified family-owned business interest
is defined as any interest in a trade or busi-
ness (regardless of the form in which it is
held) with a principal place of business in the
United States if one family owns at least 50
percent of the trade or business, two families
own 70 percent, or three families own 90 per-
cent, as long as the decedent’s family owns
at least 30 percent of the trade or business.
An interest in a trade or business does not
qualify if any interest in the business (or a
related entity) was publicly-traded at any
time within three years of the decedent’s
death. An interest in a trade or business also
does not qualify if more than 35 percent of
the adjusted ordinary gross income of the
business for the year of the decedent’s death
was personal holding company income (as de-
fined in sec. 543). In the case of a trade or
business that owns an interest in another
trade or business (i.e., ‘‘tiered entities’’), spe-
cial look-through rules apply. The value of a
trade or business qualifying as a family-
owned business interest is reduced to the ex-
tent the business holds passive assets or ex-
cess cash or marketable securities.

To qualify for the deduction, the decedent
(or a member of the decedent’s family) must
have owned and materially participated in
the trade or business for at least 5 of the 8
years preceding the decedent’s date of death.
In addition, each qualified heir (or a member
of the qualified heir’s family) is required to
actively participate in the trade or business
for at least 10 years following the decedent’s
death.

The benefit of the deduction for qualified
family-owned business interests is subject to
recapture if, within 10 years of the dece-
dent’s death and before the qualified heir’s
death, one of the following ‘‘recapture
events’’ occurs: (1) the qualified heir ceases
to meet the material participation require-
ments; (2) the qualified heir disposes of any
portion of his or her interest in the family-
owned business, other than by a disposition
to a member of the qualified heir’s family or
through a qualified conservation contribu-
tion; (3) the principal place of business of the
trade or business ceases to be located in the
United States; or (4) the qualified heir loses
U.S. citizenship.

The portion of the reduction in estate
taxes that is recaptured depends upon the
number of years that the qualified heir (or
members of the qualified heir’s family) ma-
terially participated in the trade or business
between the date of the decedent’s death and
the date of the recapture event. If the quali-
fied heir (or his or her family members) ma-
terially participated in the trade or business
after the decedent’s death for less than six
years, 100 percent of the reduction in estate
taxes attributable to that heir’s interest is
recaptured; if the participation was for at
least six years but less than seven years, 80
percent of the reduction in estate taxes is re-
captured; if the participation was for at least
seven years but less than eight years, 60 per-
cent is recaptured; if the participation was
for at least eight years but less than nine
years, 40 percent is recaptured; and if the
participation was for at least nine years but
less than ten years, 20 percent of the reduc-
tion in estates taxes is recaptured. In gen-
eral, there is no requirement that the quali-
fied heir (or members of his or her family)
continue to hold or participate in the trade
or business more than 10 years after the de-
cedent’s death. As under section
2032A(c)(7)(A), however, the 10–year recap-
ture period may be extended for a period of
up to two years if the qualified heir does not
begin to use the property for a period of up
to two years after the decedent’s death.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment increases the

qualified ‘‘family-owned business interests’’
deduction from $675,000 to $1.975 million. The
deduction plus the unified credit exclusion
amount may not exceed $2.6 million.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for decedents dying after December 31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment provision.
VII. DISTRESSED COMMUNITIES AND

INDUSTRIES PROVISIONS
A. Renewal Community Provisions (secs. 701–

706 of the House bill and secs. 51, 198, 4973,
4975, 6047, 6104, 6693, and new secs. 1400E–
L of the Code)

Present Law
Pursuant to the Omnibus Budget Rec-

onciliation Act of 1993 (‘‘OBRA 1993’’), the
Secretaries of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment (‘‘HUD’’) and the Department of Agri-
culture designated a total of nine empower-
ment zones and 95 enterprise communities on
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45 The six urban empowerment zones are located in
New York City, Chicago, Atlanta, Detroit, Balti-
more, and Philadelphia-Camden (New Jersey). The
three rural empowerment zones are located in the
Kentucky Highlands (Clinton, Jackson and Wayne
counties, Kentucky), Mid- Delta Mississippi (Boli-
var, Holmes, Humphreys, Leflore counties, Mis-
sissippi), and Rio Grande Valley Texas (Cameron,
Hidalgo, Starr, and Willacy counties, Texas).

46 The new urban empowerment zones are located
in Los Angeles and Cleveland.

47 The designation would terminate earlier than
December 31, 2007, if (1) an earlier termination date
is designated by the State or local government in
their designation, or (2) the Secretary of HUD re-
vokes the designation as of an earlier date.

48 An ‘‘enterprise zone business’’ is defined as a
corporation or partnership (or proprietorship) if for
the taxable year: (1) the sole trade or business of the
corporation or partnership is the active conduct of a
qualified business within an empowerment zone or
enterprise community; (2) at least 50 percent of the
total gross income is derived from the active con-
duct of a ‘‘qualified business’’ within a zone or com-
munity; (3) a substantial portion of the business’
tangible property is used within a zone or commu-
nity; (4) a substantial portion of the business’ intan-
gible property is used in the active conduct of such
business; (5) a substantial portion of the services
performed by employees are performed within a zone
or community; (6) at least 35 percent of the employ-
ees are residents of the zone or community; and (7)
less than five percent of the average of the aggre-
gate unadjusted bases of the property owned by the
business is attributable to (a) certain financial prop-
erty, or (b) collectibles not held primarily for sale to
customers in the ordinary course of an active trade
or business (sec. 1397B).

A ‘‘qualified business’’ is defined as any trade or
business other than a trade or business that consists
predominantly of the development or holding of in-
tangibles for sale or license. In addition, the leasing
of real property that is located within the empower-
ment zone or community to others is treated as a
qualified business only if (1) the leased property is
not residential property, and (2) at least 50 percent
of the gross rental income from the real property is
from enterprise zone businesses. The rental of tan-
gible personal property to others is not a qualified
business unless at least 50 percent of the rental of
such property is by enterprise zone businesses or by
residents of an empowerment zone or enterprise
community (sec. 1397B(d)).

December 21, 1994. Of the nine empowerment
zones, six are in urban areas and three are in
rural areas.45

In general, businesses located in these em-
powerment zones qualify for the following
tax incentives: (1) a 20-percent wage credit
for the first $15,000 of wages paid to a zone
resident who works in the empowerment
zone; (2) an additional $20,000 of section 179
expensing for certain property placed in
service by an enterprise zone business; and
(3) special tax-exempt financing for certain
zone facilities. Businesses located in enter-
prise communities are eligible for the special
tax-exempt financing benefits but not the
other tax incentives available in the em-
powerment zones. The tax incentives for em-
powerment zones and enterprise commu-
nities generally remain in effect for ten
years.

The Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 (‘‘1997
Act’’) authorized the designation of two new
urban empowerment zones 46 and 20 addi-
tional empowerment zones. The new urban
empowerment zones, whose designations
take effect on January 1, 2000, are eligible for
substantially the same tax incentives as the
nine empowerment zones authorized by
OBRA 1993 except that the wage credit is
phased down beginning in 2005 and expires
after 2007. Businesses in the 20 additional
empowerment zones are not eligible for the
wage credit (but are eligible to receive up to
$20,000 of additional section 179 expensing
and to utilize the special tax-exempt financ-
ing benefits).

House Bill
The House bill authorizes the designation

of 20 ‘‘renewal communities’’ within which
special tax incentives would be available.
The following is a description of the designa-
tion process and the tax incentives that
would be available within the renewal com-
munities.
Designation process

Designation of 20 renewal communities.—The
House bill authorizes the Secretary of HUD
to designate up to 20 ‘‘renewal communities’’
from areas nominated by States and local
governments. At least four of the designated
communities must be in rural areas (defined
as areas which are (1) within local govern-
ment jurisdictions with a population less
than 50,000, (2) outside of a metropolitan sta-
tistical area, or (3) determined by HUD to be
a rural area). The Secretary of HUD would be
required to publish (within four months after
enactment) regulations describing the selec-
tion process; all designations of renewal
communities would have to be made within
24 months after such regulations are pub-
lished. The designation of an area as a re-
newal community terminates after Decem-
ber 31, 2007.47

Old empowerment zones and enterprise com-
munities could seek additional designation as
renewal communities.—The bill allows the pre-
viously designated empowerment zones and
enterprise communities to apply for designa-
tion as renewal communities. Priority is
given in the designation of the first ten re-

newal communities to nominated areas that
are designated as empowerment zones or en-
terprise communities under present law and
that otherwise meet the requirements for
designation as a renewal community. If a
previously designated empowerment zone or
enterprise community is selected as one of
the 20 renewal communities, then the area’s
designation as an empowerment zone or en-
terprise community remains in effect and
the same area would also be designated as a
renewal community. For such an area ob-
taining dual- designation status, the special
tax incentives available for empowerment
zones (or enterprise communities, as the case
may be) and for renewal communities would
be available.

Eligibility criteria.—To be designated as a
renewal community, a nominated area must
meet all of the following criteria: (1) each
census tract has a poverty rate of at least 20
percent; (2) in the case of an urban area, at
least 70 percent of the households have in-
comes below 80 percent of the median income
of households within the local government
jurisdiction; (3) the unemployment rate is at
least 1.5 times the national unemployment
rate; and (4) the area is one of pervasive pov-
erty, unemployment, and general distress.

Except with respect to the designation of
the first ten renewal communities when pri-
ority would be given to existing empower-
ment zones and enterprise communities (as
described above), those areas with the high-
est average ranking of eligibility factors (1),
(2), and (3) above would be designated as re-
newal communities. The Secretary of HUD
shall take into account in selecting areas for
designation the extent to which such areas
have a high incidence of crime, as well as
whether the area has census tracts identified
in the May 12, 1998, report of the Government
Accounting Office regarding the identifica-
tion of economically distressed areas.

There are no geographic size or maximum
population limitations placed on the des-
ignated renewal communities. The provision
merely requires that the boundary of a des-
ignated community be ‘‘continuous’’ and
that the designated community have a min-
imum population of 4,000 if the community is
located within a metropolitan statistical
area (at least 1,000 in all other cases, or the
community must be entirely within an In-
dian reservation).

Required State and local government course of
action.—In order for an area to be designated
as a renewal community, State and local
governments are required to submit a writ-
ten course of action that promises within the
nominated area at least five of the following:
(1) a reduction of tax rates or fees; (2) an in-
crease in the level of efficiency of local serv-
ices; (3) crime reduction strategies; (4) ac-
tions to remove or streamline governmental
requirements; (5) involvement by private en-
tities and community groups, such as to pro-
vide jobs and job training and financial as-
sistance; (6) State or local income tax bene-
fits for fees paid for services performed by a
nongovernmental entity that were formerly
performed by a government entity; and (7)
the gift (or sale at below fair market value)
of surplus realty by the State or local gov-
ernment to community organizations or pri-
vate companies.

In addition, the bill requires that the
nominating State and local governments
promise to promote economic growth in the
nominated area by repealing or not enforcing
(1) licensing requirements for occupations
that do not ordinarily require a professional
degree, (2) zoning restrictions on home-based
businesses which do not create a public nui-
sance, (3) permit requirements for street
vendors who do not create a public nuisance,
(4) zoning or other restrictions that impede
the formation of schools or child care cen-

ters, and (5) franchises or other restrictions
on competition for businesses providing pub-
lic services, including but not limited to
taxicabs, jitneys, cable television, or trash
hauling, unless such regulations are nec-
essary for and well-tailored to the protection
of health and safety.

Tax incentives for renewal communities
The following tax incentives generally

would be available during the seven-year pe-
riod beginning January 1, 2001, and ending
December 31, 2007.

100-percent capital gain exclusion.—The bill
provides for a 100 percent capital gains exclu-
sion for capital gain from the sale of any
qualified community asset acquired after De-
cember 31, 2000, and before January 1, 2008,
and held for more than five years. A ‘‘quali-
fied community asset’’ includes: (1) qualified
community stock (meaning original-issue
stock purchased for cash in a ‘‘renewal com-
munity business’’); (2) a qualified commu-
nity partnership interest (meaning a part-
nership interest acquired for cash in a re-
newal community business); and (3) qualified
community business property (meaning tan-
gible real and personal property used in a re-
newal community business if acquired (or
substantially improved) by the taxpayer
after December 31, 2000). A ‘‘renewal commu-
nity business’’ is similar to the present-law
definition of an enterprise zone business 48

except that 80 percent of the gross income
must be derived from the conduct of a quali-
fied business within a renewal community.
Property continues to be a ‘‘qualified com-
munity asset’’ if sold (or otherwise trans-
ferred) to a subsequent purchaser, provided
that the property continues to represent an
interest in (or is tangible property used in) a
renewal community business. The termi-
nation of an area’s status as a renewal com-
munity does not affect whether property is a
qualified community asset. Gain attrib-
utable to the period before January 1, 2001,
and after December 31, 2007, is not eligible
for the 100-percent exclusion.

Family development accounts.—The bill
allow individuals to claim an above-the-line
deduction for certain amounts paid in cash
to a family development account (‘‘FDA’’)
established for the benefit of a ‘‘qualified in-
dividual,’’ meaning an individual who both
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49 As is the case for enterprise zone businesses, a
qualified business capitalization cost would not in-
clude expenditures incurred for the capitalization of
any trade or business described in section
144(c)(6)(B) (e.g., a country club, hot tub facility, or
liquor store).

resides in a renewal community throughout
the taxable year and was allowed to claim
the earned income credit (EIC) during the
preceding taxable year. A qualified indi-
vidual may claim a deduction of up to $2,000
per year for amounts he or she contributes to
his or her own FDA. Any other person may
contribute amounts to one or more FDAs es-
tablished for the benefit of a qualified indi-
vidual and deduct up to $1,000 per qualified
individual. Contributions to an FDA made on
or before April 15th of the current taxable
year could be treated as made during the
preceding taxable year. The bill permits (but
does not require) individuals to direct that
the IRS directly deposit their EIC refunds
into an FDA on behalf of such individual.

The bill provides that up to five of the re-
newal communities may be designated by
the Secretary of HUD as ‘‘FDA matching
demonstration areas,’’ with respect to which
HUD will, at the request of a qualified indi-
vidual, match amounts contributed to FDAs,
up to $1,000 per individual per taxable year
(with a $2,000 lifetime cap). At least two of
the FDA matching demonstration areas
must be rural areas. The Secretary of HUD
may designate renewal communities as FDA
matching demonstration areas only during
the 24-month period after such Secretary
prescribes regulations regarding such areas.
The matching grant amounts made under
this demonstration program are excluded
from the gross income of the account holder,
and no deduction is allowed for matching
grant amounts. The Treasury Secretary
must provide notice to residents of FDA
matching demonstration areas of the avail-
ability of matching contributions.

An FDA is exempt from taxation (other
than UBIT imposed by present-law section
511). A distribution from an FDA is not in-
cluded in the gross income of the distributee
if it is a ‘‘qualified family development dis-
tribution.’’ A qualified family development
distribution is defined as a distribution from
an FDA that is used exclusively to pay for (1)
qualified higher educational expenses, (2)
qualified first-time homebuyer expenses, (3)
qualified business capitalization costs 49, or
(4) qualified medical expenses. Such qualified
expenses must be incurred on behalf of the
FDA account holder, or the spouse or de-
pendent of the account holder.

Distributions from an FDA that are not
qualified family development distributions
are included in gross income and subject to
either a 100-percent additional tax (in the
case of a distribution attributable to a dem-
onstration matching contribution) or a 10-
percent additional tax (in the case of any
other distribution). The 100-percent and 10-
percent additional taxes do not apply to dis-
tributions that are made on or after the ac-
count holder attains age 591⁄2, dies, or be-
comes disabled. Any distribution from an
FDA that is not a qualified family develop-
ment distribution is deemed to have been
made from demonstration matching con-
tributions (thus subject to a 100-percent ad-
ditional tax) until all such demonstration
matching contributions have been with-
drawn. This is to encourage account holders
to use the amounts contributed to the FDA
for qualified family development distribu-
tions or to save such amounts for retire-
ment.

The bill permits tax-free rollovers of
amounts in an FDA into another such ac-
count established for the benefit of an indi-
vidual who (1) both resides in a renewal com-

munity throughout the taxable year and was
allowed to claim the earned income credit
during the preceding taxable year, and (2) ei-
ther is the account holder or is a spouse or
dependent of the account holder.

Commercial revitalization deduction.—The
bill allows each State to allocate an amount
of ‘‘commercial revitalization deductions’’
with respect to qualified revitalization ex-
penditures incurred in connection with a
qualified revitalization building. The com-
mercial revitalization deduction is equal to
(a) 50 percent of qualified revitalization ex-
penditures for the taxable year in which a
qualified revitalization building is placed in
service or, at the election of the taxpayer,
(b) a ten-percent deduction for qualified revi-
talization expenditures per year for a 10-year
period beginning with the year in which the
building is placed in service. A ‘‘qualified re-
vitalization expenditure’’ means the cost (up
to $10 million) of constructing or substan-
tially rehabilitating a building used for com-
mercial purposes in a designated renewal
community, including certain land acquisi-
tion costs. A commercial revitalization de-
duction would be in lieu of any depreciation
deduction otherwise allowable on account of
such expenditure.

Each State would be allowed to allocate no
more than $6 million worth of commercial
revitalization deductions to each renewal
community located within the State for each
calendar year after 2000 and before 2008. The
appropriate State agency would make the al-
locations pursuant to a qualified allocation
plan. The qualified allocation plan would (1)
set forth the selection criteria to be used to
determine priorities as appropriate to local
conditions; (2) consider how the building
project would contribute to the renewal com-
munity and its residents, and (3) provide a
procedure that the agency would follow to
monitor compliance.

A qualified revitalization building must be
located in a renewal community and placed
in service after December 31, 2000, and before
January 1, 2008.

Additional section 179 expensing.—A renewal
community business is allowed an additional
$35,000 of section 179 expensing for qualified
renewal property placed in service after De-
cember 31, 2000, and before January 1, 2008. If
a renewal community business is located in
an area that is designated as both an em-
powerment zone and a renewal community,
such business could be allowed an additional
$55,000 of section 179 expensing (i.e., $20,000 of
additional expensing because the area is des-
ignated an empowerment zone plus $35,000 of
additional expensing because the area is des-
ignated a renewal community). The section
179 expensing allowed to a taxpayer is phased
out by the amount by which 50 percent of the
cost of qualified renewal property placed in
service during the year by the taxpayer ex-
ceeds $200,000. The term qualified renewal
property’’ is similar to ‘‘qualified zone prop-
erty’’ under section 1397C.

Expensing of environmental remediation costs
(‘‘brownfields’’).—A renewal community is
treated as a ‘‘targeted area’’ under section
198 which permits expensing of certain envi-
ronmental remediation costs. Thus, tax-
payers can elect to treat certain environ-
mental remediation expenditures that other-
wise would be capitalized as deductible in
the year paid or incurred. The expenditure
must be incurred in connection with the
abatement or control of environmental con-
taminants, as required by Federal and State
law, at a trade or business site located with-
in a designated renewal community. This
provision applies to expenditures incurred
after December 31, 2000, and before January
1, 2008.

Extension of work opportunity tax credit
(‘‘WOTC’’).—The provision makes two

changes to the WOTC. Beginning in 2001, the
provision expands the high-risk youth and
qualified summer youth categories in the
present-law WOTC to include qualified indi-
viduals who live in a renewal community.
Second, in the event that the WOTC program
were to expire and not be extended, the bill
permits employers engaged in a trade or
business in a renewal community to claim a
tax credit with respect to individuals hired
from one or more targeted groups that live
and perform substantially all of their work
in a renewal community. The tax credit
equals 15 percent of the qualified first-year
wages and 30 percent of the qualified second-
year wages through December 31, 2007. No
more than $10,000 of wages may be taken into
account in each year. Qualified wages gen-
erally consist of wages paid or incurred dur-
ing the period for which the WOTC is being
calculated.

Targeted groups eligible for the tax credit
include: (1) certain individuals certified by
the designated local agency as being a mem-
ber of a family receiving assistance under a
IV-A program for any nine months during
the 18–month period ending on the hiring
date; (2) certain ex-felons having a hiring
date within one year of release from prison
or date of conviction; (3) individuals who are
at least 18 but not 25 years of age and have
a principal place of abode within an em-
powerment zone, enterprise community, or
renewal community; (4) individuals who are
at least 18 but not 25 years of age who are
certified as being a member of a family re-
ceiving assistance under a food stamp pro-
gram under the Food Stamp Act of 1977 for a
period of at least six months ending on the
hiring date; (5) individuals who have a phys-
ical or mental disability that constitutes a
substantial handicap to employment and
who have been referred to the employer
while receiving, or after completing, voca-
tional rehabilitation services; (6) individuals
who are 16 or 17 years of age, perform serv-
ices during any 90–day period between May 1
and September 15, and have a principal place
of abode within an empowerment zone, en-
terprise community, or renewal community;
(7) certain veterans who receive food stamps;
and (8) recipients of certain Supplemental
Security Income benefits.

HUD reports.—Not later than the close of
the fourth calendar year after the year the
Secretary of HUD first designates an area as
a renewal community and every four years
thereafter, the Secretary of HUD must re-
port to Congress on the effects of such des-
ignation in stimulating the creation of new
jobs, particularly for disadvantaged workers
and long-term unemployed individuals, and
promoting the revitalization of economically
distressed areas.

Effective date

Although renewal communities would be
designated within 24 months after publica-
tion of regulations by HUD, the tax benefits
available in renewal communities are effec-
tive for the 7-year period beginning January
1, 2001, and ending December 31, 2007.

Senate Amendment

No provision.

Conference Agreement

The conference agreement generally fol-
lows the House bill with the following modi-
fications. The conference agreement does not
provide for the designation of the ‘‘FDA
matching demonstration areas.’’ In addition,
the conference agreement does not include
the provision requiring a report by the Sec-
retary of HUD to Congress.
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50 This rule applies to fiscal years after 1996. For
fiscal year 1996, this payment was to be made not
later than 30 days after the production flexibility
contract was entered into. 51 Treas. Reg. sec. 1.263(a)-(1)(b).

B. Provide That Federal Production Pay-
ments to Farmers Are Taxable in the Year
Received (sec. 711 of the House bill)

Present Law

A taxpayer generally is required to include
an item in income no later than the time of
its actual or constructive receipt, unless
such amount properly is accounted for in a
different period under the taxpayer’s method
of accounting. If a taxpayer has an unre-
stricted right to demand the payment of an
amount, the taxpayer is in constructive re-
ceipt of that amount whether or not the tax-
payer makes the demand and actually re-
ceives the payment.

The Federal Agriculture Improvement and
Reform Act of 1996 (the ‘‘FAIR Act’’) pro-
vides for production flexibility contracts be-
tween certain eligible owners and producers
and the Secretary of Agriculture. These con-
tracts generally cover crop years from 1996
through 2002. Annual payments are made
under such contracts at specific times during
the Federal government’s fiscal year. Sec-
tion 112(d)(2) of the FAIR Act provides that
one-half of each annual payment is to be
made on either December 15 or January 15 of
the fiscal year, at the option of the recipi-
ent. 50 The remaining one-half of the annual
payment must be made no later than Sep-
tember 30 of the fiscal year. The Emergency
Farm Financial Relief Act of 1998 added sec-
tion 112(d)(3) to the FAIR Act which provides
that all payments for fiscal year 1999 are to
be paid at such time or times during fiscal
year 1999 as the recipient may specify. Thus,
the one-half of the annual amount that
would otherwise be required to be paid no
later than September 30, 1999 can be specified
for payment in calendar year 1998.

These options potentially would have re-
sulted in the constructive receipt (and thus
inclusion in income) of the payments to
which they relate at the time they could
have been exercised, whether or not they
were in fact exercised. However, section 2012
of the Tax and Trade Relief Extension Act of
1998 provided that the time a production
flexibility contract payment under the FAIR
Act properly is includible in income is to be
determined without regard to either option,
effective for production flexibility contract
payments made under the FAIR Act in tax-
able years ending after December 31, 1995.

House Bill

Any option to accelerate the receipt of any
payment under a production flexibility con-
tract which is payable under the FAIR Act,
as in effect on the date of enactment of the
provision, is to be disregarded in deter-
mining the taxable year in which such pay-
ment is properly included in gross income.
Options to accelerate payments that are en-
acted in the future are covered by this rule,
providing the payment to which they relate
is mandated by the FAIR Act as in effect on
the date of enactment of this Act.

The provision does not delay the inclusion
of any amount in gross income beyond the
taxable period in which the amount is re-
ceived.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
on the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment

No provision.

Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill.

C. Allow Net Operating Losses from Oil and
Gas Properties To Be Carried Back for Up
to Five Years (sec. 721 of the House bill,
sec. 1104 of the Senate amendment, and
sec. 172 of the Code)

Present Law
A net operating loss (‘‘NOL’’) generally is

the amount by which business deductions of
a taxpayer exceed business gross income. In
general, an NOL may be carried back two
years and carried forward 20 years to offset
taxable income in such years. A carryback of
an NOL results in the refund of Federal in-
come tax for the carryback year. A
carryforward of an NOL reduces Federal in-
come tax for the carryforward year. Special
NOL carryback rules apply to (1) casualty
and theft losses of individual taxpayers, (2)
Presidentially declared disasters for tax-
payers engaged in a farming business or a
small business, (3) real estate investment
trusts, (4) specified liability losses, (5) excess
interest losses, and (6) farm losses.

House Bill
The House bill provides a special five-year

carryback for certain eligible oil and gas
losses. The carryforward period remains 20
years. An ‘‘eligible oil and gas loss’’ is de-
fined as the lesser of (1) the amount which
would be the taxpayer’s NOL for the taxable
year if only income and deductions attrib-
utable to operating mineral interests in oil
and gas wells were taken into account, or (2)
the amount of such net operating loss for
such taxable year. In calculating the amount
of a taxpayer’s NOL carrybacks, the portion
of the NOL that is attributable to an eligible
oil and gas loss is treated as a separate NOL
and taken into account after the remaining
portion of the NOL for the taxable year.

Effective date.—The provision applies to net
operating losses arising in taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1998.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.

D. Deduction for Delay Rental Payments (sec.
722 of the House bill, sec. 1106 of the Sen-
ate amendment, and sec. 263A of the Code)

Present Law
Present law generally requires costs asso-

ciated with inventory and property held for
resale to be capitalized rather than currently
deducted as they are incurred. (sec. 263). Oil
and gas producers typically contract for
mineral production in exchange for royalty
payments. If mineral production is delayed,
these contracts provide for ‘‘delay rental
payments’’ as a condition of their extension.
The Treasury Department has taken the po-
sition that the uniform capitalization rules
of section 263A require delay rental pay-
ments to be capitalized.

House Bill
The House bill allows delay rental pay-

ments to be deducted currently.
Effective date.—The provision applies to

rental payments incurred in taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1999.

No inference is intended from the prospec-
tive effective date of this provision as to the
proper treatment of pre-effective date delay
rental payments.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.

E. Election to Expense Geological and Geo-
physical Expenditures (sec. 723 of the
House bill, sec. 1105 of the Senate amend-
ment, and sec. 263 of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, current deductions are

not allowed for any amount paid for new
buildings or for permanent improvements or
betterments made to increase the value of
any property or estate (sec. 263(a)). Treasury
Department regulations define capital
amounts to include amounts paid or incurred
(1) to add to the value, or substantially pro-
long the useful life, of property owned by the
taxpayer or (2) to adapt property to a new or
different use. 51

The proper income tax treatment of geo-
logical and geophysical costs (‘‘G&G costs’’)
associated with oil and gas production has
been the subject of a number of court deci-
sions and administrative rulings. G&G costs
are incurred by the taxpayer for the purpose
of obtaining and accumulating data that will
serve as a basis for the acquisition and reten-
tion of oil or gas properties by taxpayers ex-
ploring for the minerals. Courts have ruled
that such costs are capital in nature and are
not deductible as ordinary and necessary
business expenses.

House Bill
The House bill allows geological and geo-

physical costs incurred in connection with
oil and gas exploration in the United States
to be deducted currently.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for G&G costs incurred in taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
F. Temporary Suspension of Limitation

Based on 65 Percent of Taxable Income
(sec. 724 of the House bill and sec. 613 of
the Code)

Present Law
Depletion, like depreciation, is a form of

capital cost recovery. In both cases, the tax-
payer is allowed a deduction in recognition
of the fact that an asset—in the case of de-
pletion for oil or gas interests, the mineral
reserve itself—is being expended in order to
produce income. Certain costs incurred prior
to drilling an oil or gas property are recov-
ered through the depletion deduction. These
include costs of acquiring the lease or other
interest in the property and geological and
geophysical costs (in advance of actual drill-
ing). Depletion is available to any person
having an economic interest in a producing
property.

Two methods of depletion currently are al-
lowable under the Code: (1) the cost deple-
tion method, and (2) the percentage deple-
tion method (secs. 611–613). Under the cost
depletion method, the taxpayer deducts that
portion of the adjusted basis of the deplet-
able property which is equal to the ratio of
units sold from that property during the tax-
able year to the number of units remaining
as of the end of taxable year plus the number
of units sold during the taxable year. Thus,
the amount recovered under cost depletion
may never exceed the taxpayer’s basis in the
property.

Under the percentage depletion method,
generally, 15 percent of the taxpayer’s gross
income from an oil- or gas-producing prop-
erty is allowed as a deduction in each tax-
able year (sec. 613A(c)). The amount de-
ducted generally may not exceed 100 percent
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52 The Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 suspended the
100–percent net-income limitation for production
from marginal wells for taxable years beginning
after December, 31, 1997, and before January 1, 2000.
This suspension is extended for an additional period,
through December 31, 2004, in another section of the
House bill and the Senate amendment.

53 Under the half-year convention, all reforestation
expenditures are considered to be incurred on the
first day of the first month of the second half of the
taxable year. Thus, an amortization deduction equal
to 6/84 of the expenditures for the year is allowed in
the first and eighth years and an amortization de-
duction equal to 1/7 (12/84) of such expenditures is al-
lowed in the second through seventh years.

54 Sec. 301(a) of the Multiemployer Pension Plan
Amendments Act of 1980.

55 Treas. Reg. sec. 1.194–3(a).
56 Sec. 1245(b)(7); Treas. Reg. sec. 1.194–1(c).

of the net income from that property in any
year (the ‘‘net-income limitation’’) (sec.
613(a)). 52 Additionally, the percentage deple-
tion deduction for all oil and gas properties
may not exceed 65 percent of the taxpayer’s
overall taxable income (determined before
such deduction and adjusted for certain loss
carrybacks and trust distributions) (sec.
613A(d)(1)).

House Bill
The limit on percentage depletion deduc-

tions to no more than 65 percent of the tax-
payer’s overall taxable income is suspended
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1998, and before January 1, 2005.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.

G. Modify Small Refiner Limit for Eligibility
for Percentage Depletion Deductions (sec.
725 of the House bill and sec. 613A of the
Code)

Present Law
Present law classifies oil and gas producers

as independent producers or integrated com-
panies. The Code provides numerous dif-
ferent, and typically more generous, tax
rules for operations by independent pro-
ducers. One such rule allows independent
producers to claim percentage depletion de-
ductions rather than deducting the costs of
their asset, a producing well, based on actual
production from the well (i.e., cost deple-
tion).

A producer is an independent producer
only if its refining and retail operations are
relatively small. For example, an inde-
pendent producer may not have refining op-
erations the runs from which exceed 50,000
barrels on any day in the taxable year during
which independent producer status is
claimed.

House Bill
The House bill changes the refinery limita-

tion on claiming independent producer sta-
tus from a limit based on actual daily pro-
duction to a limit based on average daily
production for the taxable year: the average
daily refinery run for the taxable year may
not exceed 50,000 barrels. For this purpose,
the taxpayer shall calculate average daily
production by dividing total production for
the taxable year by the total number of days
in the taxable year.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.

H. Increase the Maximum Dollar Amount of
Reforestation Expenditures Eligible for
Amortization and Credit (sec. 731 of the
House bill, sec. 1108 of the Senate amend-
ment, and sec. 194 of the Code)

Present Law
Amortization of reforestation costs (sec. 194)
A taxpayer may elect to amortize up to

$10,000 ($5,000 in the case of a separate return
by a married individual) of qualifying refor-
estation expenditures incurred during the

taxable year with respect to qualifying tim-
ber property. Amortization is taken over 84
months (7 years) and is subject to a manda-
tory half-year convention. 53 In the case of an
individual, the amortization deduction is al-
lowed in determining adjusted gross income
(an above-the-line deduction) rather than as
an itemized deduction. The amount eligible
for amortization has not been increased
since the election was added to the Code in
1980. 54

Qualifying reforestation expenditures are
the direct costs a taxpayer incurs in connec-
tion with the forestation or reforestation of
a site by planting or seeding, and include
costs for the preparation of the site, the cost
of the seed or seedlings, and the cost of the
labor and tools (including depreciation of
long lived assets such as tractors and other
machines) used in the reforestation activity.
Qualifying reforestation expenditures do not
include expenditures that would otherwise be
deductible and do not include costs for which
the taxpayer has been reimbursed under a
governmental cost sharing program, unless
the amount of the reimbursement is also in-
cluded in the taxpayer’s gross income.

Qualifying timber property includes any
woodlot or other site that is located in the
United States that will contain trees in sig-
nificant commercial quantities and that is
held by the taxpayer for the planting, culti-
vating, caring for, and cutting of trees for
sale or use in the commercial production of
timber products. The regulations require
that the site consist of at least one acre that
is devoted to such activities. 55 A taxpayer
may hold qualifying timber property in fee
or by lease. Where the property is held by
one person for life with the remainder to an-
other person, the life tenant is considered
the owner of the property for this purpose.

Reforestation amortization is subject to
recapture as ordinary income on sale of
qualifying timber property within 10 years of
the year in which the qualifying reforest-
ation expenditures were incurred. 56

Reforestation tax credit (sec. 48(b))
A tax credit is allowed equal to 10 percent

of the reforestation expenditures incurred
during the year that are properly elected to
be amortized. An amount allowed as a credit
is subject to recapture if the qualifying tim-
ber property to which the expenditure re-
lates is disposed of within 5 years.

House Bill
The provision increases the amount of re-

forestation expenditures eligible for 7–year
amortization and the reforestation credit
from $10,000 to $25,000 per taxable year (from
$5,000 to $12,500 in the case of a separate re-
turn by a married individual).

For taxable years beginning in 2000
through 2003, the provision removes the limi-
tation on the amount eligible for 7–year am-
ortization.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for expenditures paid or incurred in taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1998. Ex-
penditures paid or incurred prior to the ef-
fective date would continue to be recovered
under the rules of present law. For taxable
years beginning in 1999 and after 2003, the
amount of reforestation expenditures eligi-
ble for 7–year amortization and for the credit

is limited to $25,000. For taxable years begin-
ning in 2000 through 2003, the amount of re-
forestation expenditures eligible for the
credit is limited to $25,000 and no limit would
apply to the amount eligible for 7–year am-
ortization.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is generally the

same as the House bill, except that the Sen-
ate amendment is effective for taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment, effec-
tive as provided in the Senate amendment.
Accordingly, there is no change in the
amount of reforestation expenditures eligi-
ble for amortization and the credit for tax-
able years beginning in 1999. For taxable
years beginning in 2000 through 2003, the
amount of reforestation expenditures eligi-
ble for the credit is limited to $25,000 and no
limit applies to the amount eligible for 7–
year amortization. For taxable years begin-
ning after 2003, the amount of reforestation
expenditures eligible for 7–year amortization
and for the credit is limited to $25,000.
I. Capital Gains Treatment Under Section

631(b) to Apply to Outright Sales by Land-
owners (sec. 732 of the House bill, sec. 1136
of the Senate amendment, and sec. 631(b) of
the Code)

Present Law
Gain on the cutting and sale of timber gen-

erally is eligible for capital gains treatment,
provided the growing timber has been held
for more than one year. If the taxpayer sells
the timber at the time it is cut, the capital
gain is measured as the difference between
the sales price of the timber less cost of sales
and any unrecovered costs of growing the
timber.

If the taxpayer sells the timber prior to its
being cut, a special rule allows the taxpayer
to treat the sale as a capital gain, provided
the taxpayer retains an economic interest in
the timber and holds the timber for more
than one year prior to the date of disposal.
The date of disposal is deemed to be the date
the timber is cut, unless the taxpayer re-
ceives payment for the timber prior to the
date it is cut and elects to treat the date of
payment as the date of disposal.

House Bill
In the case of a sale of timber by the owner

of the land from which the timber is cut, the
requirement that a taxpayer retain an eco-
nomic interest in the timber in order to
treat gains on sales prior to the time the
timber is cut as capital gains does not apply.
Outright sales of timber by the landowner
will qualify for capital gains treatment in
the same manner as sales with a retained
economic interest qualify under present law.
The provision does not modify the rule that
deems the date of cutting to be the date of
disposition. Thus, unless the taxpayer re-
ceives payment prior to the date of cutting
and elects to treat that date as the date of
disposition, the date of sale will be the date
of cutting whether or not an economic inter-
est is retained.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for sales of timber after the date of enact-
ment. A sale will not be considered to occur
after the date of enactment if the taxpayer
conveys its interest in the timber on or be-
fore the date of enactment, even if the
deemed date of disposition is after the date
of enactment.

Senate Amendment
Same as the House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.
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57 For this purpose, tentative minimum tax is de-
termined net of alternative minimum tax foreign
tax credits and regular tax is determined net of reg-
ular tax foreign tax credits.

58 Determined net of the alternative minimum tax
foreign tax credit.

59 The determination of minimum tax credits
available in the following year is a multiple step
process, involving an increase in the stock of min-
imum tax credits by the amount that tentative min-
imum tax exceeds regular tax ($100), combined with

a reduction by the amount used ($180), for a net
reduction of $80.

J. Minimum Tax Relief for the Steel Industry
(sec. 741 of the House bill and sec. 53 of the
Code)

Present Law
A corporate taxpayer receives a minimum

tax credit for any year in which it pays al-
ternative minimum tax. The alternative
minimum tax is the excess of tentative min-
imum tax over regular tax 57 and generally
represents the additional tax a corporate
taxpayer is required to pay in any year as a
result of the alternative minimum tax sys-
tem. The minimum tax credit may be used in
future years to the extent regular tax ex-
ceeds tentative minimum tax. The minimum
tax credit may not be used to reduce liabil-
ity below tentative minimum tax. The credit
may be carried forward indefinitely.

For example, a corporate taxpayer has
$1,000 of minimum tax credits available in a
year in which its regular tax is $200 and its
tentative minimum tax is $100. The taxpayer
may use $100 of its minimum tax credits (the
excess of regular tax over tentative min-
imum tax) to reduce its current liability to
$100. The taxpayer would then have $900 of
minimum tax credits available in the fol-
lowing year.

If instead the corporate taxpayer had reg-
ular tax of $100 and tentative minimum tax
of $200, it would not be allowed to use any of
its minimum tax credits because there is no
excess of regular tax over tentative min-
imum tax. The taxpayer would have a cur-
rent liability of $200 ($100 of regular tax and
$100 of alternative minimum tax) and would
generate an additional $100 of minimum tax
credits, giving it minimum tax credits of
$1100 available for the following year.

House Bill
The provision allows minimum tax credits

to offset 90 percent of tentative minimum
tax 58 in the case of a steel company, in addi-
tion to any excess of regular tax over ten-
tative minimum tax. The benefit of the pro-
vision is limited to amounts that are attrib-
utable to the trade or business of manufac-
turing steel within the United States for sale
to customers. The rules regarding the deter-
mination of minimum tax credits are not
changed. The Secretary is authorized to
issue regulations to insure that the benefit
of the provision is limited to steel compa-
nies.

For example, under the provision, a com-
pany that has exclusively engaged in the
trade or business of manufacturing steel
within the United States for sale to cus-
tomers has $1,000 of minimum tax credits
available in a year in which its regular tax is
$200 and its tentative minimum tax is $100.
The taxpayer may use minimum tax credits
of $100 (the excess of its regular tax over its
tentative minimum tax) plus $90 (90 percent
of its tentative minimum tax), for a total of
$190, to reduce its current liability to $10.
The taxpayer would then have $810 of min-
imum tax credits available in the following
year.

If instead the steel company had regular
tax of $100 and tentative minimum tax of
$200, it would be allowed to use $180 (90 per-
cent of its tentative minimum tax) of its
minimum tax credits to reduce its current li-
ability to $20. The net effect on its minimum
tax credits would be a reduction of $80 59, giv-

ing it minimum tax credits of $920 available
for the following year.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1998.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the House bill provision.
VIII. SMALL BUSINESS TAX RELIEF

PROVISIONS
A. Accelerate 100–Percent Self-Employed

Health Insurance Deduction (sec. 801 of the
House bill, sec. 601 of the Senate amend-
ment, and sec. 162(l) of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, the tax treatment of

health insurance expenses depends on the in-
dividual’s circumstances. Self-employed in-
dividuals may deduct a portion of health in-
surance expenses for the individual and his
or her spouse and dependents. The deductible
percentage of health insurance expenses of a
self-employed individual is 60 percent in 1999
through 2001, 70 percent in 2002, and 100 per-
cent in 2003 and thereafter. The deduction for
health insurance expenses of self-employed
individuals is not available for any month in
which the taxpayer is eligible to participate
in a subsidized health plan maintained by
the employer of the taxpayer or the tax-
payer’s spouse.

The self-employed health deduction also
applies to qualified long-term care insurance
premiums treated as medical care for pur-
poses of the itemized deduction for medical
expenses.

House Bill
Beginning in 2000, the House bill increases

the deduction for health insurance expenses
(and qualified long-term care insurance ex-
penses) of self-employed individuals to 100
percent.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill, except that the Senate amend-
ment also provides that the self-employed
health deduction is not available for any
month in which the taxpayer participates in
any subsidized health plan maintained by
any employer of the taxpayer or the tax-
payer’s spouse.

Effective date.—Same as the House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment. Under the conference agree-
ment, as under the Senate amendment, the
self-employed health deduction is not avail-
able for any month in which the taxpayer
participates in any subsidized health plan
maintained by any employer of the taxpayer
or the taxpayer’s spouse. Thus, for example,
suppose that A is a sole proprietor and that
A and his spouse, S, are eligible to partici-
pate in the health plan sponsored by S’s em-
ployer, but decline to participate. A and S
are entitled to the self-employed health de-
duction.

Effective date.—Taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1999.

B. Increase Section 179 Expensing (sec. 802 of
the House bill, sec. 602 of the Senate
amendment, and sec. 179 of the Code)

Present Law
Present law provides that, in lieu of depre-

ciation, a taxpayer with a sufficiently small

amount of annual investment may elect to
deduct up to $19,000 (for taxable years begin-
ning in 1999) of the cost of qualifying prop-
erty placed in service for the taxable year
(sec. 179). In general, qualifying property is
defined as depreciable tangible personal
property that is purchased for use in the ac-
tive conduct of a trade or business. The
$19,000 amount is reduced (but not below
zero) by the amount by which the cost of
qualifying property placed in service during
the taxable year exceeds $200,000. In addition,
the amount eligible to be expensed for a tax-
able year may not exceed the taxable income
for a taxable year that is derived from the
active conduct of a trade or business (deter-
mined without regard to this provision). Any
amount that is not allowed as a deduction
because of the taxable income limitation
may be carried forward to succeeding tax-
able years (subject to similar limitations).

The $19,000 amount is increased to $25,000
for taxable years beginning in 2003 and there-
after. The increase is phased in as follows:
for taxable years beginning in 2000, the
amount is $20,000; for taxable years begin-
ning in 2001 or 2002, the amount is $24,000;
and for taxable years beginning in 2003 and
thereafter, the amount is $25,000.

House Bill
The House bill provides that the maximum

dollar amount that may be deducted under
section 179 is increased to $30,000 for taxable
years beginning in 2000 and thereafter, with-
out the present-law phase-in rule.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
Same as the House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.
C. Repeal of Temporary Federal Unemploy-

ment Surtax (sec. 803 of the House bill, sec.
603 of the Senate amendment and sec. 3301
of the Code)

Present Law
The Federal Unemployment Tax Act

(‘‘FUTA’’) imposes a 6.2–percent gross tax
rate on the first $7,000 paid annually by cov-
ered employers to each employee. Employers
in States with programs approved by the
Federal Government and with no delinquent
Federal loans may credit 5.4–percentage
points against the 6.2–percent tax rate, mak-
ing the minimum, net Federal unemploy-
ment tax rate 0.8 percent. Since all States
currently have approved programs, 0.8 per-
cent is the Federal tax rate that generally
applies. This Federal revenue finances ad-
ministration of the unemployment system,
half of the Federal-State extended benefits
program, and a Federal account for State
loans. The States use the revenue turned
back to them by the 5.4–percent credit to fi-
nance their regular State programs and half
of the Federal-State extended benefits pro-
gram.

In 1976, Congress passed a temporary sur-
tax of 0.2 percent of taxable wages to be
added to the permanent FUTA tax rate.
Thus, the current 0.8–percent FUTA tax rate
has two components: a permanent tax rate of
0.6 percent, and a temporary surtax rate of
0.2 percent. The temporary surtax subse-
quently has been extended through 2007.

House Bill
The House bill repeals the temporary

FUTA surtax after December 31, 2004.
Effective date.—The House bill provision is

effective for labor performed on or after Jan-
uary 1, 2005.

Senate Amendment
Same as the House bill.
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60 An evergreen tree that is more than 6 years old
when severed from the roots (and thus eligible for
captial gains treatment on cutting) is not consid-
ered an ornamental tree for this purpose.

61 An S corporation generally will have accumu-
lated corporation earnings and profits if it had been
a C corporation prior to electing to be an S corpora-
tion.

62 Treas. Regulation sec. 1–1362–2(c)(5)(iii)(B).
63 Notice 97–5, 1997–1 C. B. 352 (January 13, 1997).

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.
D. Farmer and Fisherman Income Averaging

(sec. 604 of the Senate amendment and
secs. 55(c) and 1301 of the Code)

Present Law
An individual taxpayer may elect to com-

pute his or her current year tax liability by
averaging, over the prior three-year period,
all or portion of his or her taxable income
from the trade or business of farming. The
averaging election is not coordinated with
the alternative minimum tax. Thus, some
farmers may become subject to the alter-
native minimum tax solely as a result of the
averaging election.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The election to average income is extended

to cover income from the trade or business of
fishing as well as farming. For this purpose,
the trade or business of fishing is the con-
duct of commercial fishing as defined in Sec-
tion 3 of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Con-
servation and Management Act (16 U.S.C.
1802) and includes the trade or business of
catching, taking or harvesting fish that are
intended to enter commerce through sale,
barter or trade.

The provision coordinates farmers’ and
fishermen’s income averaging with the alter-
native minimum tax. A farmer of fisherman
electing to average his or her farm income
will owe alternative minimum tax only to
the extent he or she would have owed alter-
native minimum tax had averaging not been
elected. This is achieved by excluding the
impact of the election to average farm in-
come from the calculation of both regular
tax and tentative minimum tax, solely for
the purpose of determining alternative min-
imum tax.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
E. Farm, Fish and Ranch Risk Management

Accounts (sec. 605 of the Senate amend-
ment and secs. 468C and 4973 of the Code)

Present Law
There is no provision in present law allow-

ing the elective deferral of farm or fishing
income.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The bill allows taxpayers engaged in an eli-

gible business to establish Farm, Fish and
Ranch Risk Management (FFARRM) ac-
counts. An eligible business is any trade or
business of farming in which the taxpayer
actively participates, including the oper-
ation of a nursery or sod farm or the raising
or harvesting of crop-bearing or ornamental
trees 60. An eligible business is also the trade
or business of commercial fishing as that
term is defined under section (3) of the Mag-
nuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1802) and in-
cludes the trade or business of catching, tak-
ing or harvesting fish that are intended to
enter commerce through sale, barter or
trade.

Contributions to a FFARRM account are
deductible and are limited to 20 percent of

the taxable income that is attributable to
the eligible business. The deduction is to be
taken into account in determining adjusted
gross income and will reduce income attrib-
utable to the eligible business for all income
tax purposes other than the determination of
the 20 percent of eligible income limitation
on contributions to a FFARRM account.
Contributions will be deemed to have been
made on the last day of the taxable year if
made on or before the due date (without re-
gard to extensions) of the taxpayer’s return
for that year.

A FFARRM account is taxed as a grantor
trust and any earnings are required to be dis-
tributed currently. Thus, any income earned
in the FFARRM account is taxed currently
to the farmer or fisherman who established
the account.

Contributions to a FFARRM account do
not reduce earnings from self-employment.
Accordingly, distributions are not included
in self-employment income.

Amounts may remain on deposit in a
FFARRM account for up to five years. Any
amount that has not been distributed by the
close of the fourth year following the year of
deposit is deemed to be distributed and in-
cludible in the gross income of the account
owner. Distributions for the year are consid-
ered to first be made from the earnings that
are required to be distributed. Additional
amounts distributed for the year are consid-
ered to be made from the oldest deposits.

Distributions from a FFARRM account
may not be used to purchase, lease, or fi-
nance any new fishing vessel, add capacity to
any fishery, or otherwise contribute to the
overcapitalization of any fishery. The Sec-
retary of Commerce shall implement regula-
tions enforcing this restriction.

A FFARRM account may not be main-
tained by a taxpayer who has ceased to en-
gage in an eligible business. If the taxpayer
does not engage in an eligible business dur-
ing two consecutive taxable years, the bal-
ance in the FFARRM account is deemed to
be distributed to the taxpayer on the last
day of such two year period.

If the taxpayer who established the
FFARRM account dies, and the taxpayer’s
surviving spouse acquires the taxpayer’s in-
terest in the FFARRM account by reason of
being designated as the beneficiary of the ac-
count at the death of the taxpayer, the sur-
viving spouse will ‘‘step into the shoes’’ of
the deceased taxpayer with respect to the
FFARRM account. In other cases, the ac-
count will cease to be a FFARRM account on
the date of the taxpayer’s death and the bal-
ance in the account will be deemed distrib-
uted to the taxpayer on the date of death.

A FFARRM account is a trust that is cre-
ated or organized in the United States for
the exclusive benefit of the taxpayer who es-
tablishes it. The trustee must be a bank or
other person who demonstrates to the satis-
faction of the Secretary that it will admin-
ister the trust in a manner consistent with
the requirements of the section. At all times,
the assets of the trust must consist entirely
of cash and obligations which have adequate
stated interest (as defined in section
1274(c)(2)) and which pay such adequate in-
terest not less often than annually. The
trust must distribute all income currently,
and its assets may not be commingled except
in a common trust fund or common invest-
ment fund. Additional protections, including
rules preventing the trust from engaging in
prohibited transactions or from being
pledged as security for a loan, are provided.

Penalties apply in the case of excess con-
tributions and failures to make required dis-
tributions.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
F. S Corporation Bank Provisions

1. Definition of passive investment income
for banks (sec. 606 of the Senate amend-
ment and sec. 1362 of the Code)

Present Law
An S corporation is subject to corporate-

level tax, at the highest marginal corporate
tax rate, on its net passive income if the cor-
poration has (1) accumulated earnings and
profits 61 at the close of the taxable year and
(2) gross receipts more than 25 percent of
which are passive investment income. In ad-
dition, an S corporation election is termi-
nated whenever the corporation has accumu-
lated C earnings and profits at the close of
three consecutive taxable years and has
gross receipts for each of such years more
than 25 percent of which are passive invest-
ment income.

For these purposes, ‘‘passive investment
income’’ generally means gross receipts de-
rived from royalties, rents, dividends, inter-
est, annuities, and sales or exchanges of
stock or securities (to the extent of gains).

Treasury regulations provide that passive
income does not include gross receipts di-
rectly derived in the ordinary course of a
trade or business of lending or financing.62
The Internal Revenue Service has ruled that
income earned by an S corporation on speci-
fied banking assets will be treated as gross
receipts directly derived from the active and
regular conduct of a banking business.63

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment provides that, for

purposes of applying the passive income test
to a bank or a bank holding company, inter-
est income and dividends received on assets
required to conduct a banking business are
not to be treated as passive income.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
taxable years beginning after December 31,
1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
2. Bank director stock (sec. 607 of the Senate

amendment and sec. 1361 of the Code)
Present Law

The taxable income or loss of an S corpora-
tion is taken into account by the corpora-
tion’s shareholders, rather than by the enti-
ty, whether or not such income is distrib-
uted. A small business corporation may elect
to be treated as an S corporation. A ‘‘small
business corporation’’ generally is defined as
a domestic corporation which does not have
(1) more than 75 shareholders; (2) a share-
holder (other than certain trusts, estates,
and tax-exempt organizations) who is not an
individual; (3) a nonresident alien as a share-
holder; and (4) more than one class of stock.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
Under the Senate amendment, qualifying

director shares is not treated as a second
class of stock. Instead, payments on the
stock are deductible by the corporation and
includible in income of the holder of the
stock. No allocations of income or loss are
made with respect to the stock. Qualifying
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64 One such exception is that the affiliated group
for interest allocation purposes includes section 936
corporations that are excluded from the consoli-
dated group.

65 The bill expands the present-law definition of an
affiliated group for interest expense allocation pur-
poses to include certain insurance companies that
are generally excluded from an affiliated group
under section 1504(b)(2) (without regard to whether
such companies are covered by an election under
section 1504(c)(2)). As is the case under present law,
the affiliated group includes section 936 corpora-
tions.

director shares are shares of stock in a bank
or bank holding company that are held by an
individual solely by reason of being a direc-
tor and which are subject to an agreement to
dispose of the shares upon termination of di-
rector status at the price paid to acquire the
shares.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
taxable years beginning after December 31,
1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
IX. INTERNATIONAL TAX RELIEF

PROVISIONS
A. Allocate Interest Expense on Worldwide

Basis (sec. 901 of the House bill, sec. 901 of
the Senate amendment, and sec. 864 of the
Code)

Present Law
In general

In order to compute the foreign tax credit
limitation, a taxpayer must determine the
amount of taxable income from foreign
sources. Thus, the taxpayer must allocate
and apportion deductions between items of
U.S.-source gross income, on the one hand,
and items of foreign- source gross income, on
the other. Generally, it is left to the Treas-
ury to provide detailed rules for the alloca-
tion and apportionment of expenses.

In the case of interest expense, regulations
generally are based on the approach that
money is fungible and that interest expense
is properly attributable to all business ac-
tivities and property of a taxpayer, regard-
less of any specific purpose for incurring an
obligation on which interest is paid. (Excep-
tions to the fungibility concept are recog-
nized or required, however, in particular
cases, some of which are described below.)
The Code provides that for interest alloca-
tion purposes all members of an affiliated
group of corporations generally are to be
treated as a single corporation (the so-called
‘‘one-taxpayer rule’’), and that allocation
must be made on the basis of assets rather
than gross income.
Affiliated group

In general
The term ‘‘affiliated group’’ in this context

generally is defined by reference to the rules
for determining whether corporations are el-
igible to file consolidated returns. However,
some groups of corporations are eligible to
file consolidated returns yet are not treated
as affiliated for interest allocation purposes,
and other groups of corporations are treated
as affiliated for interest allocation purposes
even though they are not eligible to file con-
solidated returns. Thus, under the one-tax-
payer rule, the factors affecting the alloca-
tion of interest expense of one corporation
may affect the sourcing of taxable income of
another, related corporation even if the two
corporations do not elect to file, or are ineli-
gible to file, consolidated returns. (See, e.g.,
Treas. Reg. sec. 1.861–11T(g).)

Definition of affiliated group—consolidated
return rules

For consolidation purposes, the term ‘‘af-
filiated group’’ means one or more chains of
includible corporations connected through
stock ownership with a common parent cor-
poration which is an includible corporation,
but only if the common parent owns directly
at least 80 percent of the total voting power
of all classes of stock and at least 80 percent
of the total value of all outstanding stock of
at least one other includible corporation. In
addition, for each such other includible cor-
poration (except the common parent), stock
possessing at least 80 percent of the total
voting power of all classes of its stock and at
least 80 percent of the total value of all of its

outstanding stock must be directly owned by
one or more other includible corporations.

Generally the term ‘‘includible corpora-
tion’’ means any domestic corporation ex-
cept certain corporations exempt from tax
under section 501 (for example, corporations
organized and operated exclusively for chari-
table or educational purposes), certain life
insurance companies, corporations electing
application of the possession tax credit, reg-
ulated investment companies, real estate in-
vestment trusts, and domestic international
sales corporations. A foreign corporation
generally is not an includible corporation.

Definition of affiliated group—special interest
allocation rules

Subject to exceptions, the consolidated re-
turn and interest allocation definitions of af-
filiation generally are consistent with each
other.64 For example, both definitions ex-
clude all foreign corporations from the affili-
ated group. Thus, while debt generally is
considered fungible among the assets of a
group of domestic affiliated corporations,
the same rule does not apply as between the
domestic and foreign members of a group
with the same degree of common control as
the domestic affiliated group.

Banks, savings institutions and other finan-
cial affiliates

The affiliated group for interest allocation
purposes generally excludes what are re-
ferred to in the regulations as ‘‘financial cor-
porations’’ (Treas. Reg. sec. 1.861–11T(d)(4)).
These include any corporation, otherwise a
member of the affiliated group for consolida-
tion purposes, that is a financial institution
(described in section 581 or section 591), the
business of which is predominantly with per-
sons other than related persons or their cus-
tomers, and which is required by State or
Federal law to be operated separately from
any other entity which is not a financial in-
stitution (sec. 864(e)(5)(C)). The category of
financial corporations also includes, to the
extent provided in regulations, bank holding
companies, subsidiaries of banks and bank
holding companies, and savings institutions
predominantly engaged in the active conduct
of a banking, financing, or similar business
(sec. 864(e)(5)(D)).

A financial corporation is not treated as a
member of the regular affiliated group for
purposes of applying the one-taxpayer rule
to other nonfinancial members of that group.
Instead, all such financial corporations that
would be so affiliated are treated as a sepa-
rate single corporation for interest alloca-
tion purposes.

House Bill
Worldwide affiliated group election

The House bill modifies the present-law in-
terest expense allocation rules (which gen-
erally apply for purposes of computing the
foreign tax credit limitations) by providing a
one- time election under which the taxable
income of the domestic members of an affili-
ated group from sources outside the United
States generally would be determined by al-
locating and apportioning interest expense of
the domestic members of a worldwide affili-
ated group on a worldwide-group basis. The
election provides taxpayers with the option
either to apply fungibility principles on a
worldwide basis or to continue to apply
present law.

Under the House bill, the common parent
of an affiliated group can make a one-time
election to apply the present-law interest ex-
pense allocation and apportionment rules
under section 864(e) by allocating and appor-

tioning interest expense of the domestic
members of the worldwide affiliated group
on a worldwide-group basis. If an affiliated
group makes this election, subject to certain
modifications and exceptions discussed
below, the taxable income of the domestic
members of the worldwide affiliated group
from sources outside the United States is de-
termined by allocating and apportioning the
interest expense of those domestic members
to foreign-source income in an amount equal
to the worldwide affiliated group’s worldwide
interest expense multiplied by a ratio of the
foreign assets of the worldwide affiliated
group over the total assets of the worldwide
affiliated group.

For purposes of the new elective rules
based on worldwide fungibility, the world-
wide affiliated group means all corporations
in an affiliated group (as that term is defined
under present law for interest expense allo-
cation purposes) 65 as well as any foreign cor-
porations with respect to which domestic
members of the affiliated group own stock
meeting the ownership requirements for
treatment as a controlled foreign corpora-
tion under section 957(a) (without regard to
the constructive ownership rules of section
958(b)). Hence, if more than 50 percent of the
total combined voting power or the total
value of the stock of a foreign corporation is
owned (directly or indirectly) by domestic
members of the affiliated group that are U.S.
shareholders (i.e., that own 10 percent or
more of the total combined voting power of
the stock of such foreign corporation), then
such foreign corporation is included in an
electing worldwide affiliated group.

With respect to foreign corporations in-
cluded in a worldwide affiliated group, the
House bill provides that only a pro rata por-
tion of such foreign corporation’s interest
expense and assets is treated as attributable
to the worldwide affiliated group and taken
into account for purposes of determining the
allocation and apportionment of interest ex-
pense. The pro rata portion is determined by
the ratio of the value of the stock of the for-
eign corporation owned by domestic mem-
bers of the worldwide affiliated group (re-
gardless of whether the foreign corporation
qualifies as more than 50–percent owned be-
cause of either vote or value) to the total
value of the stock of such foreign corpora-
tion.

In short, the taxable income from sources
outside the United States of electing domes-
tic group members generally is determined
by allocating and apportioning interest ex-
pense of the domestic members of the world-
wide affiliated group as if all of the interest
expense and assets of 80–percent or greater
owned domestic corporations (i.e., corpora-
tions that are part of the affiliated group
under present-law section 864(e)(5)(A) as
modified to include insurance companies)
and a pro rata portion of the interest ex-
pense and assets of greater than 50–percent
owned foreign subsidiaries were attributable
to a single corporation.

Although a pro rata portion of the interest
expense of a foreign subsidiary is taken into
account for purposes of allocating the inter-
est expense of the domestic members of the
electing worldwide affiliated group for for-
eign tax credit limitation purposes, the in-
terest expense incurred by a foreign sub-
sidiary is not deductible on a U.S. return.
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66 See Treas. Reg. sec. 1.904–4(e)(2).

67 Although the interest expense of a foreign sub-
sidiary is taken into account for purposes of allo-
cating the interest expense of the domestic members
of the electing worldwide affiliated group for foreign
tax credit limitation purposes, the interest expense
incurred by a foreign subsidiary is not deductible on
a U.S. return.

68 The Senate amendment follows the House bill by
expanding the definition of an affiliated group for
interest expense allocation purposes to include cer-
tain insurance companies that are generally ex-
cluded from an affiliated group under section
1504(b)(2) (without regard to whether such companies
are covered by an election under section 1504(c)(2)).
The Senate amendment modifies this expansion,
however, to apply only when the worldwide affili-
ated group election has been made.

After calculating the interest expense allo-
cation based on the worldwide affiliated
group, the interest expense of the domestic
members preliminarily allocable to foreign-
source income is reduced (but not below
zero) by the applicable pro rata portion of
the interest expense incurred by a foreign
member of the group to the extent that such
interest would be allocated to foreign
sources if the provision’s principles were ap-
plied separately to the foreign members of
the group.

The worldwide affiliated group election is
to be made by the common parent of the af-
filiated group. It must be made for the first
taxable year beginning after December 31,
2001 (the effective date under the House bill),
in which a worldwide affiliated group exists
that includes at least one foreign corpora-
tion that meets the requirements for inclu-
sion in a worldwide affiliated group. Once
made, the election applies to the common
parent and all other members of the world-
wide affiliated group for the taxable year for
which the election was made and all subse-
quent taxable years.
Annual elections

Regardless of whether a taxpayer elects to
continue to be governed by the present-law
allocation rules or to apply the new world-
wide fungibility principle, the House bill pro-
vides two annual elections that are excep-
tions to the ‘‘one-taxpayer’’ rule described
above: (1) the ‘‘subsidiary group’’ election,
and (2) a ‘‘financial institution group’’ elec-
tion.

Subsidiary group election
Under the subsidiary group election, at the

annual election of the common parent of the
affiliated group, certain interest expense at-
tributable to qualified indebtedness incurred
by a domestic member of the affiliated group
(other than the common parent) is allocated
and apportioned by treating the borrower
and its direct and indirect subsidiaries as a
separate group (in which the borrower would
be treated as the common parent). The re-
gime that is elected by the entire affiliated
group (i.e., present law or the worldwide
fungibility principles of the House bill) ap-
plies to all the qualified indebtedness of the
members of that separate electing subsidiary
group. For this purpose, qualified indebted-
ness generally means any borrowing from
unrelated parties that is not guaranteed or
in any other way supported by any corpora-
tion within the same affiliated group (other
than a member of the subsidiary group) of
the borrower.

If the common parent of the affiliated
group makes the election with respect to a
domestic member of an affiliated group, the
subsidiary group election applies to all di-
rect and indirect subsidiaries of that mem-
ber. No member of an electing subsidiary
group can be treated as a member of another
electing subsidiary group. Therefore, a sepa-
rate subsidiary group election could not be
made with respect to lower-tier subsidiaries
in an electing subsidiary group. If the sub-
sidiary group election is made, the House bill
also provides that an ‘‘equalization’’ rule ap-
plies under which interest expense (if any)
incurred by domestic members of the affili-
ated group with respect to indebtedness that
is not qualified indebtedness of an electing
subsidiary group is allocated first to foreign-
source income to the extent necessary to
achieve (if possible) the allocation and ap-
portionment of interest expense to foreign-
source income that would have resulted had
the subsidiary group election not been made.
In addition, the House bill provides anti-
abuse rules under which certain transfers
from one member of a subsidiary group to a
member of the affiliated group outside of the
subsidiary group are treated as reducing the
amount of qualified indebtedness.

Financial institution group election
The House bill provides a financial institu-

tion group election that expands and re-
places the bank group rules of present law
(sec. 864(e)(5)(B)–(D)). At the annual election
of the common parent of the affiliated group,
the interest expense allocation and appor-
tionment rules that apply to the affiliated
group as a whole (i.e., present law or the
worldwide approach), can be applied sepa-
rately to a subgroup of the affiliated group
consisting of corporations that are predomi-
nantly engaged in a banking, insurance, fi-
nancing, or similar business (as well as cer-
tain bank holding companies). For this pur-
pose, a corporation is predominantly en-
gaged in such a business if at least 80 percent
of its gross income is ‘‘financial services in-
come’’ as described in section 904(d)(2)(C)(ii)
and the regulations thereunder.66 The finan-
cial institution group rules, if elected, apply
to all members of the affiliated group that
are considered to be predominantly engaged
in the active conduct of a banking, insur-
ance, financing, or similar business, or oth-
erwise considered to be a bank holding com-
pany. In addition, if a financial institution
group election has been made, a member of
the affiliated group that is part of the finan-
cial institution group could not also be a
member of a separate subsidiary group at the
same time. Anti-abuse rules similar to those
that apply in connection with the subsidiary
group election also apply to the financial in-
stitution group.
Regulatory authority

The House bill grants the Treasury Sec-
retary authority to prescribe rules to carry
out the purposes of the provision, including
rules (1) to address changes in members of an
affiliated group (including acquisitions or
other business combinations of affiliated
groups in which one group has made an elec-
tion to apply the worldwide approach and
the other group applies present law); (2) to
prevent assets and interest expense from
being taken into account more than once;
and (3) to provide for direct allocation of in-
terest expense in circumstances where such
allocation would be appropriate to carry out
the purposes of the provision.
Effective date

The provision in the House bill is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2001.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment generally follows

the House bill, but makes the following
modifications.
Worldwide affiliated group election

The Senate amendment follows the House
bill in that the common parent of an affili-
ated group can make a one-time election to
apply the present-law interest expense allo-
cation and apportionment rules under sec-
tion 864(e) by allocating and apportioning in-
terest expense of the domestic members of
the worldwide affiliated group on a world-
wide-group basis. If an affiliated group
makes this election, subject to certain modi-
fications and exceptions, the taxable income
of the domestic members of the worldwide
affiliated group from sources outside the
United States is determined by allocating
and apportioning the interest expense of
those domestic members to foreign-source
income in an amount equal to the excess (if
any) of (1) the worldwide affiliated group’s
worldwide interest expense multiplied by the
ratio which the foreign assets of the world-
wide affiliated group bears to the total as-
sets of the worldwide affiliated group, over
(2) the interest expense incurred by a foreign

member of the group to the extent that such
interest would be allocated to foreign
sources if the provision’s principles were ap-
plied separately to the foreign members of
the group.67 While this approach is generally
the same as that under the House bill, the
Senate amendment modifies the House bill
to provide the actual allocation and appor-
tionment formula in the statute.

The Senate amendment modifies the House
bill definition of a worldwide affiliated group
for purposes of the new elective rules based
on worldwide fungibility. Under the Senate
amendment, the worldwide affiliated group
means all corporations in an affiliated group
(as that term is defined under present law for
interest expense allocation purposes) 68 as
well as any foreign corporations that would
be members of such an affiliated group if sec-
tion 1504(b)(3) did not apply (i.e., in which at
least 80 percent of the vote and value of the
stock of such corporations is owned by one
or more other corporations included in the
affiliated group). In addition, unlike the
House bill, the Senate amendment takes into
account all of the interest expense and assets
of foreign corporations that are part of an
electing worldwide affiliated group rather
than a pro rata portion. In short, under the
Senate amendment, the taxable income from
sources outside the United States of electing
domestic group members generally is deter-
mined by allocating and apportioning inter-
est expense of the domestic members of the
worldwide affiliated group as if all of the in-
terest expense and assets of 80–percent or
greater owned domestic corporations (i.e.,
corporations that are part of the affiliated
group under present-law section 864(e)(5)(A)
as modified to include insurance companies)
and 80–percent or greater owned foreign cor-
porations were attributable to a single cor-
poration.

The worldwide affiliated group election is
to be made by the common parent of the af-
filiated group. It must be made for the first
taxable year beginning after December 31,
2004 (the effective date under the Senate
amendment), in which a worldwide affiliated
group exists that includes at least one for-
eign corporation that meets the require-
ments for inclusion in a worldwide affiliated
group. Once made, the election applies to the
common parent and all other members of the
worldwide affiliated group for the taxable
year for which the election is made and all
subsequent taxable years.
Subsidiary group election

The Senate amendment modifies the House
bill to exclude the annual ‘‘subsidiary
group’’ election.
Financial institution group election

The Senate amendment provides a ‘‘finan-
cial institution group’’ election that expands
the bank group rules of present law (sec.
864(e)(5)(B)–(D)), but modifies the House bill
by providing that this election is a one-time
election as opposed to an annual election,
and by providing that the election is only
available to the extent that a worldwide af-
filiated group election has been made. Thus,
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69 See Treas. Reg. sec. 1.904–4(e)(2).

70 The conference agreement expands the present-
law definition of an affiliated group for interest ex-
pense allocation purposes with respect to an elect-
ing worldwide affiliated group to include certain in-
surance companies that are generally excluded from
an affiliated group under section 1504(b)(2) (without
regard to whether such companies are covered by an
election under section 1504(c)(2)). As is the case
under present law, the affiliated group includes sec-
tion 936 corporations.

unlike the House bill, under the Senate
amendment the election would not be avail-
able to an affiliated group that continues to
apply the present-law interest expense allo-
cation rules.

Under the Senate amendment, at the elec-
tion of the common parent of the affiliated
group that has made the election to apply
the worldwide affiliated group rules, those
rules can be applied separately to a subgroup
of the worldwide affiliated group that con-
sists of (1) all corporations that are part of
the present-law bank group and (2) all ‘‘fi-
nancial corporations.’’ For this purpose, the
Senate amendment follows the House bill by
providing that a corporation is a financial
corporation if at least 80 percent of its gross
income is ‘‘financial services income’’ (as de-
scribed in section 904(d)(2)(C)(ii) and the reg-
ulations thereunder).69 The Senate amend-
ment modifies the House bill, however, by re-
quiring that such income be derived from
transactions with unrelated persons.

Under the Senate amendment, the finan-
cial institution group rules, if elected, apply
to all members of the worldwide affiliated
group that are financial corporations within
the meaning of the provision. The election
must be made for the first taxable year be-
ginning after December 31, 2004, in which a
worldwide affiliated group includes a finan-
cial corporation that would qualify as part of
the expanded financial institution group
(other than a corporation that would qualify
as part of the present-law bank group). Once
made, the election applies to the financial
institution group for the taxable year and all
subsequent taxable years. In addition, the
Senate amendment provides anti-abuse rules
under which certain transfers from one mem-
ber of a financial institution group to a
member of the worldwide affiliated group
outside of the financial institution group are
treated as reducing the amount of indebted-
ness of the separate financial institution
group.
Effective date

The provision in the Senate amendment is
effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 2004.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement generally fol-

lows the House bill with the following modi-
fications.
Worldwide affiliated group election

The conference agreement modifies the
present-law interest expense allocation rules
by providing a one-time election under
which the taxable income of the domestic
members of an affiliated group from sources
outside the United States generally would be
determined by allocating and apportioning
interest expense of the domestic members of
a worldwide affiliated group on a worldwide-
group basis. The election provides taxpayers
with the option either to apply fungibility
principles on a worldwide basis or to con-
tinue to apply present law. The conference
agreement makes no changes to the present-
law interest expense allocation rules; all as-
pects of the provision apply only to the ex-
tent that a worldwide affiliated group elec-
tion is made.

Under the conference agreement, if an af-
filiated group makes the worldwide affiliated
group election, subject to certain modifica-
tions and exceptions, the taxable income of
the domestic members of the worldwide af-
filiated group from sources outside the
United States is determined by allocating
and apportioning the interest expense of
those domestic members to foreign-source
income in an amount equal to the excess (if
any) of (1) the worldwide affiliated group’s

worldwide interest expense multiplied by the
ratio which the foreign assets of the world-
wide affiliated group bears to the total as-
sets of the worldwide affiliated group, over
(2) the interest expense incurred by a foreign
member of the group (and taken into ac-
count for allocation purposes) to the extent
that such interest would be allocated to for-
eign sources if the provision’s principles
were applied separately to the foreign mem-
bers of the group. While this approach is gen-
erally the same as that under the House bill,
the conference agreement follows the Senate
amendment by providing the actual alloca-
tion and apportionment formula in the stat-
ute.

For purposes of the new elective rules
based on worldwide fungibility, the world-
wide affiliated group means all corporations
in an affiliated group (as that term is defined
under present law for interest expense allo-
cation purposes) 70 as well as any foreign cor-
porations with respect to which domestic
members of the affiliated group own stock
meeting the ownership requirements for
treatment as a controlled foreign corpora-
tion under section 957(a). For this purpose,
the conference agreement modifies the
House bill to permit limited constructive
ownership rules (as described in section
958(b)) to apply. The conferees, however, be-
lieve that certain constructive ownership
rules such as option attribution and ‘‘to-cor-
poration’’ attribution (sec. 318(a)(3) and (4))
does not provide sufficient economic owner-
ship to justify inclusion in the worldwide af-
filiated group. The conference agreement
therefore disregards these types of construc-
tive ownership. Hence, if more than 50 per-
cent of the total combined voting power or
the total value of the stock of a foreign cor-
poration is owned (directly, indirectly, or, in
certain circumstances, constructively) by
domestic members of the affiliated group
that are U.S. shareholders (i.e., that own 10
percent or more of the total combined voting
power of the stock of such foreign corpora-
tion), then such foreign corporation is in-
cluded in an electing worldwide affiliated
group.

With respect to foreign corporations in-
cluded in a worldwide affiliated group, the
conference agreement follows the House bill
in providing that only a pro rata portion of
such foreign corporation’s interest expense
and assets is treated as attributable to the
worldwide affiliated group and taken into ac-
count for purposes of determining the alloca-
tion and apportionment of interest expense.
The pro rata portion is determined by the
ratio of the value of the stock of the foreign
corporation owned (within the meaning of
section 958(a)) by domestic members of the
worldwide affiliated group (regardless of
whether the foreign corporation qualifies as
more than 50–percent owned because of ei-
ther vote or value) to the total value of the
stock of such foreign corporation.

Under the conference agreement, the
worldwide affiliated group election is to be
made by the common parent of the affiliated
group. It must be made for the first taxable
year beginning after December 31, 2001 (the
effective date under the conference agree-
ment), in which a worldwide affiliated group
exists that includes at least one foreign cor-
poration that meets the requirements for in-
clusion in a worldwide affiliated group. Once

made, the election applies to the common
parent and all other members of the world-
wide affiliated group for the taxable year for
which the election was made and all subse-
quent taxable years.
Additional elections

The conference agreement modifies the an-
nual elections provided in the House bill as
follows. To the extent that a worldwide af-
filiated group elects to apply the new world-
wide fungibility principle, the conference
agreement provides two additional elections
that are exceptions to the ‘‘one-taxpayer’’
rule described above: (1) the ‘‘subsidiary
group’’ election, and (2) the ‘‘financial insti-
tution group’’ election.

Subsidiary group election
Under the subsidiary group election, at the

election of the common parent of the affili-
ated group, certain interest expense attrib-
utable to qualified indebtedness incurred by
a domestic member of the affiliated group
(other than the common parent) is allocated
and apportioned by treating the borrower
and its direct and indirect subsidiaries as a
separate group (in which the borrower would
be treated as the common parent). The con-
ference agreement modifies the House bill by
providing that election is only available to
the extent that the affiliated group has
elected the worldwide fungibility rules, and
those rules apply to the qualified indebted-
ness of the members of that separate elect-
ing subsidiary group. For this purpose, quali-
fied indebtedness generally means any bor-
rowing from unrelated parties that is not
guaranteed or in any other way supported by
any corporation within the same worldwide
affiliated group (other than a member of the
subsidiary group) of the borrower.

If the common parent of the worldwide af-
filiated group makes the election with re-
spect to a domestic member of an affiliated
group, the subsidiary group election applies
to all direct and indirect subsidiaries of that
member. The conference agreement modifies
the House bill to provide that the election,
once made, applies to the taxable year and
the four succeeding taxable years (unless re-
voked with the consent of the Treasury Sec-
retary). The conferees are concerned with
certain potentials for abuse and believe that
a five-year period is a reasonable duration
for which the subsidiary group election
should apply. In addition, as under the House
bill, no member of an electing subsidiary
group can be treated as a member of another
electing subsidiary group. Therefore, a sepa-
rate subsidiary group election cannot be
made with respect to lower-tier subsidiaries
in an electing subsidiary group.

The conference agreement follows the
House bill by providing that, if the sub-
sidiary group election is made, an ‘‘equali-
zation’’ rule applies under which interest ex-
pense (if any) incurred by domestic members
of the worldwide affiliated group with re-
spect to indebtedness that is not qualified in-
debtedness of an electing subsidiary group is
allocated first to foreign- source income to
the extent necessary to achieve (if possible)
the allocation and apportionment of interest
expense to foreign-source income that would
have resulted had the subsidiary group elec-
tion not been made. In addition, the con-
ference agreement provides anti-abuse rules
under which certain transfers from one mem-
ber of a subsidiary group to a member of the
affiliated group outside of the subsidiary
group would be recharacterized as reducing
the amount of qualified indebtedness, except
as otherwise provided by the Treasury Sec-
retary.

Financial institution group election
The conference agreement generally fol-

lows the Senate amendment with respect to
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71 See Treas. Reg. sec. 1.904–4(e)(2).
72 As is the case under the House bill, the con-

ference agreement provides that certain bank hold-
ing companies that would qualify as part of the
present-law bank group are also considered to be fi-
nancial corporations.

73 See Treas. Reg. sec. 1.904–4(e)(3)(i).

74 A controlled foreign corporation in which the
taxpayer owns at least 10 percent of the stock by
vote is treated as a 10/50 company with respect to
any distribution out of earnings and profits for peri-
ods when it was not a controlled foreign corpora-
tion.

the financial institution group election, with
certain technical modifications. The con-
ference agreement provides a one-time finan-
cial institution group election that replaces
and expands the bank group rules of present
law (sec. 864(e)(5)(B)-(D)). At the election of
the common parent of the affiliated group
that has made the election to apply the
worldwide affiliated group rules, those rules
can be applied separately to a subgroup of
the worldwide affiliated group that consists
of all ‘‘financial corporations’’ that are part
of the worldwide affiliated group.

For purposes of the financial institution
group election, the conference agreement
provides that a corporation is a financial
corporation if at least 80 percent of its gross
income is (1) ‘‘financial services income’’ (as
described in section 904(d)(2)(C)(ii) and the
regulations thereunder), 71 that is derived
from transactions with unrelated persons or
(2) dividends or financial services income de-
rived directly or indirectly from related cor-
porations that satisfy the 80–percent test by
deriving financial services income from
transactions with unrelated persons. 72 For
this purpose, the conferees intend that cer-
tain ordering rules and netting rules with re-
spect to amounts paid or accrued to and
amounts received or accrued from related
persons, similar to those provided in Treas.
Reg. sec. 1.904–5(k), will apply. The conferees
also intend that, for this purpose, gross in-
come will not include gain from the disposi-
tion of the stock of a corporation that is re-
lated to the transferor prior to such disposi-
tion. 73 In addition, the conference agreement
provides an anti-abuse rule under which
items of income or gain from a transaction a
principal purpose of which is to qualify a
corporation as a financial corporation under
these rules are disregarded.

Under the conference agreement, the finan-
cial institution group rules, if elected, apply
to all members of the worldwide affiliated
group that are financial corporations within
the meaning of the provision. If a financial
institution group election has been made, a
member of the worldwide affiliated group
that is part of the financial institution group
cannot also be a member of a separate sub-
sidiary group. The election must be made for
the first taxable year beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 2001, in which a worldwide affiliated
group includes a corporation that qualifies
as a financial corporation. Once made, the
election applies to the financial institution
group for the taxable year and all subsequent
taxable years. Therefore, if a financial insti-
tution group election is in place, a corpora-
tion that qualifies as a financial corporation
for a taxable year will be included in the fi-
nancial institution group for that year not-
withstanding that it may not have qualified
in prior years for which the election was in
place. Similarly, a corporation that was a fi-
nancial corporation in the first year in
which an election was made will be included
in the financial institution group for all sub-
sequent years, but only to the extent that
such corporation qualifies as a financial cor-
poration for a given year. In addition, the
conference agreement provides anti-abuse
rules similar to those that apply in connec-
tion with the subsidiary group election.

Regulatory authority
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment in
granting the Treasury Secretary authority
to prescribe rules to carry out the purposes

of the provision. Such authority includes,
among other things, the authority to provide
for direct allocation of interest expense in
appropriate circumstances. The conferees in-
tend that this authority to provide for direct
allocation of interest expense includes, for
example, circumstances in which interest ex-
pense is incurred by foreign corporations in
order to circumvent the purposes of the pro-
vision.

Effective date
The provision in the conference agreement

is effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 2001.
B. Look-Through Rules to Apply to Dividends

from Noncontrolled Section 902 Corpora-
tions (sec. 902 of the House bill, sec. 902 of
the Senate amendment, and sec. 904 of the
Code)

Present Law
U.S. persons may credit foreign taxes

against U.S. tax on foreign-source income.
The amount of foreign tax credits that may
be claimed in a year is subject to a limita-
tion that prevents taxpayers from using for-
eign tax credits to offset U.S. tax on U.S.-
source income. Separate limitations are ap-
plied to specific categories of income.

Special foreign tax credit limitations
apply in the case of dividends received from
a foreign corporation in which the taxpayer
owns at least 10 percent of the stock by vote
and which is not a controlled foreign cor-
poration (a so-called ‘‘10/50 company’’). 74

Dividends paid by a 10/50 company in taxable
years beginning before January 1, 2003, are
subject to a separate foreign tax credit limi-
tation for each 10/50 company. Dividends paid
by a 10/50 company that is not a passive for-
eign investment company in taxable years
beginning after December 31, 2002, out of
earnings and profits accumulated in taxable
years beginning before January 1, 2003, are
subject to a single foreign tax credit limita-
tion for all 10/50 companies (other than pas-
sive foreign investment companies). Divi-
dends paid by a 10/50 company that is a pas-
sive foreign investment company out of
earnings and profits accumulated in taxable
years beginning before January 1, 2003, con-
tinue to be subject to a separate foreign tax
credit limitation for each such 10/50 com-
pany. Dividends paid by a 10/50 company in
taxable years beginning after December 31,
2002, out of earnings and profits accumulated
in taxable years after December 31, 2002, are
treated as income in a foreign tax credit lim-
itation category in proportion to the ratio of
the earnings and profits attributable to in-
come in such foreign tax credit limitation
category to the total earnings and profits (a
so-called ‘‘look-through’’ approach). For
these purposes, distributions are treated as
made from the most recently accumulated
earnings and profits. Regulatory authority is
granted to provide rules regarding the treat-
ment of distributions out of earnings and
profits for periods prior to the taxpayer’s ac-
quisition of such stock.

House Bill
The House bill simplifies the application of

the foreign tax credit limitation by applying
the look-through approach to all dividends
paid by a 10/50 company, regardless of the
year in which the earnings and profits out of
which the dividend is paid were accumu-
lated. The House bill eliminates the single-
basket limitation approach for dividends
from such companies for foreign tax credit
limitation purposes.

The House bill provides a transition rule
under which pre-effective date foreign tax
credits associated with a 10/50 company sepa-
rate limitation category can be carried for-
ward into post-effective date years. Under
the House bill, look-through principles simi-
lar to those applicable to post-effective date
dividends from a 10/50 company apply to de-
termine the appropriate foreign tax credit
limitation category or categories with re-
spect to the foreign tax credit carryforward.

The House bill also provides a default rule
in cases in which taxpayers are unable to ob-
tain the necessary information to apply the
look-through rules with respect to dividends
from a 10/50 company (or in which the in-
come is not treated as falling within one of
certain enumerated limitation categories).
In such cases, the House bill treats the divi-
dend (or a portion thereof) from such 10/50
company as a dividend that is not subject to
the look-through rules.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2001.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill, with a modification to the effec-
tive date.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2004.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
C. Subpart F Treatment of Pipeline Transpor-

tation Income and Income from Trans-
mission of High Voltage Electricity (secs.
903–904 of the House bill, secs. 903–904 of
the Senate amendment, and sec. 954 of the
Code)

Present Law
Under the subpart F rules, U.S. 10–percent

shareholders of a controlled foreign corpora-
tion (‘‘CFC’’) are subject to U.S. tax cur-
rently on their shares of certain income
earned by the foreign corporation, whether
or not such income is distributed to the
shareholders (referred to as ‘‘subpart F in-
come’’). Subpart F income includes foreign
base company income, which in turn in-
cludes five categories of income: foreign per-
sonal holding company income, foreign base
company sales income, foreign base company
services income, foreign base company ship-
ping income, and foreign base company oil
related income (sec. 954(a)).

Foreign base company services income in-
cludes income from services performed (1) for
or on behalf of a related party and (2) outside
the country of the CFC’s incorporation (sec.
954(e)). Treasury regulations provide that the
services of the foreign corporation will be
treated as performed for or on behalf of the
related party if, for example, a party related
to the foreign corporation furnishes substan-
tial assistance to the foreign corporation in
connection with the provision of services
(Treas. Reg. sec. 1.954–4(b)(1)(iv)).

Foreign base company oil related income
is income derived outside the United States
from the processing of minerals extracted
from oil or gas wells into their primary prod-
ucts; the transportation, distribution, or sale
of such minerals or primary products; the
disposition of assets used by the taxpayer in
a trade or business involving the foregoing;
or the performance of any related services.
However, foreign base company oil related
income does not include income derived from
a source within a foreign country in connec-
tion with: (1) oil or gas which was extracted
from a well located in such foreign country
or, (2), oil, gas, or a primary product of oil or
gas which is sold by the CFC or a related per-
son for use or consumption within such for-
eign country or is loaded in such country as
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75 If a taxpayer with an OFL disposes of property
that was used predominantly outside the United
States in a trade or business, the taxpayer generally
is deemed to have received and recognized foreign-
source taxable income as the result of a disposition
in an amount at least equal to the lesser of the gain
actually realized on the disposition or the remaining
amount of the unrecaptured OFL. Furthermore, the
annual 50–percent limit on the resourcing of foreign-
source income does not apply to that amount of for-
eign-source income realized by reason of the disposi-
tion.

fuel on a vessel or aircraft. An exclusion also
is provided for income of a CFC that is a
small producer (i.e., a corporation whose av-
erage daily oil and natural gas production,
including production by related corpora-
tions, is less than 1,000 barrels).

House Bill
The House bill exempts income derived in

connection with the performance of services
which are directly related to the trans-
mission of high voltage electricity from the
definition of foreign base company services
income. Thus, the income of a CFC that
owns a high voltage transmission line for the
purpose of providing electricity generated by
a related party to a third party outside the
CFC’s country of incorporation does not con-
stitute foreign base company services in-
come. No inference is intended as to the
treatment of such income under present law.

The House bill also provides an additional
exception to the definition of foreign base
company oil related income. Under the
House bill, foreign base company oil related
income does not include income derived from
a source within a foreign country in connec-
tion with the pipeline transportation of oil
or gas within such foreign country. Thus, the
exception applies whether or not the CFC
that owns the pipeline also owns any inter-
est in the oil or gas transported. In addition,
the exception applies to income earned from
the transportation of oil or gas by pipeline in
a country in which the oil or gas was neither
extracted nor consumed.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years of CFCs beginning after De-
cember 31, 2001, and taxable years of U.S.
shareholders with or within which such tax-
able years of CFCs end.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill, with a modification to the effec-
tive date.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years of CFCs beginning after De-
cember 31, 2002, and taxable years of U.S.
shareholders with or within which such tax-
able years of CFCs end.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
D. Recharacterization of Overall Domestic

Loss (sec. 905 of the House bill and sec. 904
of the Code)

Present Law
A premise of the foreign tax credit is that

it should not reduce a taxpayer’s U.S. tax on
its U.S.-source income; rather, it should only
reduce U.S. tax on foreign-source income. An
overall foreign tax credit limitation prevents
taxpayers from using foreign tax credits to
offset U.S. tax on U.S.-source income. The
overall limitation is calculated by prorating
a taxpayer’s pre-credit U.S. tax on its world-
wide income between its U.S.-source and for-
eign-source taxable income. The ratio (not
exceeding 100 percent) of the taxpayer’s for-
eign-source taxable income to worldwide
taxable income is multiplied by its pre-cred-
it U.S. tax to establish the amount of U.S.
tax allocable to the taxpayer’s foreign-
source income and, thus, the upper limit on
the foreign tax credit for the year. If the tax-
payer’s foreign-source taxable income ex-
ceeds worldwide taxable income (because of a
domestic source loss), then the full amount
of pre-credit U.S. tax may be offset by the
foreign tax credit.

If a taxpayer’s losses from foreign sources
exceed its foreign-source income, the excess
(‘‘overall foreign loss’’ or ‘‘OFL’’) may offset
U.S.-source income. Such an offset reduces
the effective rate of U.S. tax on U.S.-source
income. To eliminate a double benefit (that
is, the reduction of U.S. tax previously noted
and, later, full allowance of a foreign tax
credit with respect to foreign-source in-
come), an OFL recapture rule applies. Under

this rule, a portion of foreign-source taxable
income earned after an OFL year is re-
characterized as U.S.-source taxable income
for foreign tax credit purposes (and for pur-
poses of the possessions tax credit) (sec.
904(f)(1)). Foreign-source taxable income up
to the amount of the unrecaptured OFL may
be so treated. In general, no more than 50
percent of the foreign-source taxable income
earned in any particular taxable year is re-
characterized as U.S.-source taxable income,
unless a taxpayer elects a higher percent-
age.75 The effect of the recapture is to reduce
the foreign tax credit limitation in one or
more years following an OFL year and,
therefore, the amount of U.S. tax that can be
offset by foreign tax credits in the later year
or years.

An overall U.S.-source loss reduces pre-
credit U.S. tax on worldwide income to an
amount less than the hypothetical tax that
would apply to the taxpayer’s foreign-source
income if viewed in isolation. The existence
of foreign-source taxable income in the year
of the U.S. loss reduces or eliminates any net
operating loss carryover that the U.S. loss
would otherwise have generated absent the
foreign income. In addition, as the pre-credit
U.S. tax on worldwide income is reduced, so
is the foreign tax credit limitation. As a re-
sult, some foreign tax credits in the year of
the U.S. loss must be credited, if at all, in a
carryover year. Tax on domestic-source tax-
able income in a subsequent year may be off-
set by a net operating loss carryforward (if
any), but not by a foreign tax credit
carryforward. There is presently no mecha-
nism for resourcing such subsequent U.S.-
source income as foreign-source income.

House Bill
The House bill applies a resourcing rule to

U.S.-source income where the taxpayer has
suffered a reduction in the amount of its for-
eign tax credit limitation due to a prior
overall domestic loss. Under the House bill,
in the case of a taxpayer that has incurred
an overall domestic loss, the portion of the
taxpayer’s U.S.-source taxable income for
each succeeding taxable year that is equal to
the lesser of (1) the amount of the
unrecharacterized overall domestic loss, or
(2) 50 percent of the taxpayer’s U.S.-source
taxable income for such succeeding taxable
year is recharacterized as foreign-source tax-
able income.

The House bill defines an overall domestic
loss for this purpose as any domestic loss to
the extent it offsets foreign-source taxable
income for the current taxable year or for
any preceding taxable year by reason of a
loss carryback. For this purpose, a domestic
loss means the amount by which the U.S.-
source gross income for the taxable year is
exceeded by the sum of the deductions prop-
erly apportioned or allocated thereto, deter-
mined without regard to any loss carried
back from a subsequent taxable year. Under
the House bill, an overall domestic loss does
not include any loss for any taxable year un-
less the taxpayer elected the use of the for-
eign tax credit for such taxable year.

Any U.S.-source income resourced under
the House bill is allocated among the various
foreign tax credit separate limitation cat-
egories in the same proportion that those
categories were reduced by the prior overall
domestic loss. In addition, the House bill
grants the Treasury Secretary authority to

prescribe regulations as may be necessary to
coordinate the operation of the OFL recap-
ture rules with the operation of the overall
domestic loss recharacterization rules that
would be added by the House bill.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
losses incurred in taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2004.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill, with a modification to the effec-
tive date.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
losses incurred in taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2005.

E. Treatment of Military Property of Foreign
Sales Corporations (sec. 906 of the House
bill, sec. 908 of the Senate amendment, and
sec. 923 of the Code)

Present Law
A portion of the foreign trade income of an

eligible foreign sales corporation (‘‘FSC’’) is
exempt from federal income tax. Foreign
trade income is defined as the gross income
of a FSC that is attributable to foreign trad-
ing gross receipts. In general, the term ‘‘for-
eign trading gross receipts’’ means the gross
receipts of a FSC from the sale or lease of ex-
port property, services related and sub-
sidiary to the sale or lease of export prop-
erty, engineering or architectural services
for construction projects located outside the
United States, and certain managerial serv-
ices for an unrelated FSC or DISC.

Section 923(a)(5) contains a special limita-
tion relating to the export of military prop-
erty. Under regulations prescribed by the
Treasury Secretary, the portion of a FSC’s
foreign trading gross receipts from the dis-
position of, or services relating to, military
property that may be treated as exempt for-
eign trade income is limited to 50 percent of
the amount that would otherwise be so
treated. For this purpose, the term ‘‘military
property’’ means any property that is an
arm, ammunition, or implement of war des-
ignated in the munitions list published pur-
suant to federal law. Under this provision,
the export of military property through a
FSC is accorded one-half the tax benefit that
is accorded to exports of non-military prop-
erty.

House Bill
The House bill repeals the special FSC lim-

itation relating to the export of military
property, thus providing exports of military
property through a FSC with the same treat-
ment currently provided exports of non-mili-
tary property.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2001.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill, with a modification to the effec-
tive date.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2004.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.

F. Modify Treatment of RIC Dividends Paid
to Foreign Persons (sec. 907 of the House
bill and secs. 871, 881, 897, 1441, 1442, and
2105 of the Code)

Present Law
Regulated investment companies

A regulated investment company (‘‘RIC’’)
is a domestic corporation that, at all times
during the taxable year, is registered under
the Investment Company Act of 1940 as a
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management company or as a unit invest-
ment trust, or has elected to be treated as a
business development company under that
Act (sec. 851(a)). In addition, to qualify as a
RIC, a corporation must elect such status
and must satisfy certain tests (sec. 851(b)).
Generally, a RIC pays no income tax because
it is permitted to deduct dividends paid to
its shareholders in computing its taxable in-
come.

A RIC generally may pass through to its
shareholders the character of its long-term
capital gains. It does this by designating a
dividend it pays as a capital gain dividend to
the extent that the RIC has net capital gain
(i.e., net long-term capital gain over net
short-term capital loss). These capital gain
dividends are treated as long-term capital
gains by the shareholders. A RIC generally
also can pass through to its shareholders the
character of tax-exempt interest from State
and municipal bonds, but only if, at the close
of each quarter of its taxable year, at least
50 percent of the value of the total assets of
the RIC consists of these obligations. In this
case, the RIC generally may designate a divi-
dend it pays as an exempt-interest dividend
to the extent that the RIC has tax-exempt
interest income. These exempt-interest divi-
dends are treated as interest excludable from
gross income by the shareholders.
U.S. source investment income of foreign per-

sons
The United States generally imposes a flat

30–percent tax, collected by withholding, on
the gross amount of U.S.-source investment
income payments, such as interest, divi-
dends, rents, royalties, or similar types of in-
come, to nonresident alien individuals and
foreign corporations (‘‘foreign persons’’)
(secs. 871(a), 881, 1441, and 1442). Under trea-
ties, the United States may reduce or elimi-
nate such taxes. Even taking into account
U.S. treaties, however, the tax on a dividend
generally is not entirely eliminated. Instead,
U.S.-source portfolio investment dividends
received by foreign persons generally are
subject to U.S. withholding tax at a rate of
at least 15 percent.

Although payments of U.S.-source interest
that is not effectively connected with a U.S.
trade or business generally are subject to the
30–percent withholding tax, there are signifi-
cant exceptions to that rule under which the
U.S.-source interest payments to foreign per-
sons are exempt from U.S. tax.

In addition, foreign persons generally are
not subject to U.S. tax on gain realized on
the disposition of stock or securities issued
by a U.S. person, unless the gain is effec-
tively connected with the conduct of a trade
or business in the United States. Under the
Foreign Investment in Real Property Tax
Act of 1980 (‘‘FIRPTA’’), as amended, gain or
loss of a foreign person from the disposition
of a U.S. real property interest is subject to
net basis tax as if the taxpayer were engaged
in a trade or business within the United
States and the gain or loss were effectively
connected with such trade or business (sec.
897). Under the FIRPTA provisions, a dis-
tribution by a real estate investment trust
(‘‘REIT’’) to a foreign person generally is, to
the extent attributable to gain from sales or
exchanges by the REIT of U.S. real property
interests, treated as gain recognized by the
foreign person from the sale or exchange of a
U.S. real property interest (sec. 897(h)). In
view of the nature of a REIT, an interest in
a REIT may in some cases be considered to
be a U.S. real property interest.
Estate taxation

Decedents who were citizens or residents of
the United States are generally subject to
Federal estate tax on all property, wherever
situated. Nonresidents who are not U.S. citi-
zens, however, are subject to estate tax only

on their property which is within the United
States. Property within the United States
generally includes debt obligations of U.S.
persons, including the Federal government
and State and local governments (sec.
2104(c)), but does not include either bank de-
posits or portfolio obligations, the interest
on which would be exempt from U.S. income
tax under section 871 (sec. 2105(b)).

House Bill
Under the House bill, a RIC that earns cer-

tain net interest income that would not be
subject to U.S. tax if earned by a foreign per-
son directly may, to the extent of such in-
come, designate a dividend it pays as derived
from such net interest income. A foreign per-
son who is a shareholder in the RIC gen-
erally would treat such a dividend as exempt
from gross-basis U.S. tax, just as if the for-
eign person had earned the interest directly.
Similarly, a RIC that earns an excess of net
short-term capital gains over net long-term
capital losses, which excess would not be
subject to U.S. tax if earned by a foreign per-
son directly, generally may, to the extent of
such excess, designate a dividend it pays as
derived from such excess. A foreign person
who is a shareholder in the RIC generally
would treat such a dividend as exempt from
gross-basis U.S. tax, just as if the foreign
person had realized the amount directly.

As is true under present law for distribu-
tions from REITs, the House bill provides
that any distribution by a RIC to a foreign
person shall, to the extent attributable to
gain from the sale or exchange by the RIC of
an asset that is considered a U.S. real prop-
erty interest, be treated as gain recognized
by the foreign person from the sale or ex-
change of a U.S. real property interest.

The House bill also extends the special
rules for domestically-controlled REITS to
domestically- controlled RICs. The House
bill provides that the estate of a foreign de-
cedent is exempt from U.S. estate tax on a
transfer of stock in the RIC in the propor-
tion that the assets held by the RIC are debt
obligations, deposits, or other property that
would generally be treated as situated out-
side the United States if held directly by the
estate.

Effective date.—The House bill generally
applies to dividends with respect to taxable
years of RICs beginning after December 31,
2004. With respect to the treatment of a RIC
for estate tax purposes, the House bill ap-
plies to estates of decedents dying after De-
cember 31, 2004. With respect to the treat-
ment of RICs under section 897 (dealing with
U.S. real property interests), the House bill
is effective on January 1, 2005.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.

G. Repeal of Special Rules for Applying For-
eign Tax Credit in Case of Foreign Oil and
Gas Income (sec. 908 of the House bill and
sec. 907 of the Code)

Present Law
U.S. persons are subject to U.S. income tax

on their worldwide income. A credit against
U.S. tax on foreign-source income is allowed
for foreign taxes paid or accrued (or deemed
paid) (secs. 901, 902).

The amount of foreign tax credits that a
taxpayer may claim in a year is subject to a
limitation that prevents taxpayers from
using foreign tax credits to offset U.S. tax on
U.S.-source income (sec. 904). The foreign tax
credit limitation is calculated on an overall
basis and separately for specific categories of
income. The amount of creditable taxes paid
or accrued (or deemed paid) in any taxable

year that exceeds the respective foreign tax
credit limitations is permitted to be carried
back two years and carried forward five
years (sec. 904(c)).

Special rules apply with respect to the for-
eign tax credit in the case of foreign oil and
gas income (sec. 907). Under a special limita-
tion, taxes on foreign oil and gas extraction
income are creditable only to the extent that
they do not exceed a specified amount (e.g.,
35 percent of such income in the case of a
corporation) (sec. 907(a)). For this purpose,
foreign oil and gas extraction income is in-
come derived from foreign sources from the
extraction of minerals from oil or gas wells
or the sale or exchange of assets used by the
taxpayer in such extraction. A taxpayer
must have excess limitation under the spe-
cial rules applicable to foreign extraction
taxes and excess limitation under the gen-
eral foreign tax credit provisions in order to
utilize excess foreign oil and gas extraction
taxes in a carryback or carryforward year. In
addition, in the case of taxes paid or accrued
to any foreign country with respect to cer-
tain foreign oil related income, discrimina-
tory foreign taxes are not treated as cred-
itable foreign taxes (sec. 907(b)).

House Bill
The House bill repeals the special rules of

section 907 for applying the foreign tax cred-
it in the case of foreign oil and gas income.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2004.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill, with a modification to the effec-
tive date.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2007.

H. Study of Proper Treatment of European
Union under Subpart F Same Country Ex-
ceptions (sec. 909 of the House bill)

Present Law
In general, U.S. 10–percent shareholders of

a controlled foreign corporation (‘‘CFC’’) are
required to include in income for U.S. tax
purposes currently certain income of the
CFC (referred to as ‘‘subpart F income’’),
without regard to whether the income is dis-
tributed to the shareholders (sec.
951(a)(1)(A)). In effect, the Code treats the
U.S. 10–percent shareholders of a CFC as hav-
ing received a current distribution of their
pro rata shares of the CFC’s subpart F in-
come. For this purpose, a U.S. 10–percent
shareholder is a U.S. person that owns 10 per-
cent or more of the corporation’s stock
(measured by vote) (sec. 951(b)). In general, a
foreign corporation is a CFC if U.S. 10–per-
cent shareholders own more than 50 percent
of such corporation’s stock (measured by
vote or by value) (sec. 957).

Subpart F income typically is passive in-
come or income that is relatively movable
from one taxing jurisdiction to another. Sub-
part F income consists of foreign base com-
pany income (defined in sec. 954), insurance
income (defined in sec. 953), and certain in-
come relating to international boycotts and
other violations of public policy (defined in
sec. 952(a)(3)-(5)). Subpart F income does not
include income of the CFC that is effectively
connected with the conduct of a trade or
business within the United States (on which
income the CFC is subject to current U.S.
tax) (sec. 952(b)).

Income of a CFC may be excepted from the
subpart F provisions under various same
country exceptions. For example, a major
category of foreign base company income is
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76 Sec. 6103(b)(2)(A).

77 Sec. 6110(c) provides for the deletion of identi-
fying information, trade secrets, confidential com-
mercial and financial information and other mate-
rial.

78 Sec. 6110(l).
79 Sec. 6103(b)(2)(B) (‘‘The term ‘‘return informa-

tion’’ means . . . any part of any written determina-
tion or any background file document relating to
such written determination (as such terms are de-
fined in section 6110(b)) which is not open to public
inspection under section 6110’’).

80 Unless published promptly and offered for sale,
an agency must provide for public inspection and
copying: (1) final opinions as well as orders made in
the adjudication of cases; (2) statements of policy
and interpretations not published in the Federal
Register; (3) administrative staff manuals and in-
structions to staff that affect a member of the pub-
lic; and (4) agency records which have been or the
agency expects to be, the subject of repetitive FOIA
requests. 5 U.S.C. sec. 552(a)(2). An agency must also
publish in the Federal Register: the organizational
structure of the agency and procedures for obtaining
information under the FOIA; statements describing
the functions of the agency and all formal and infor-
mal procedures; rules of procedure, descriptions of
forms and statements describing all papers, reports
and examinations; rules of general applicability and
statements of general policy; and amendments, revi-
sions and repeals of the foregoing. 5 U.S.C. sec.
552(a)(1). All other agency records can be sought by
FOIA request; however, some records may be exempt
from disclosure.

81 Exemption 3 of the FOIA provides that an agen-
cy is not required to disclose matters that are: ‘‘(3)
specifically exempted from disclosure by statute
(other than section 552b of this title) provided that
such statute (A) requires that the matters be with-
held from the public in such a manner as to leave no
discretion on the issue, or (B) establishes particular
criteria for withholding or refers to particular types
of matters to be withheld; . . .’’ 5 U.S.C. § 552(b)(3).

82 Sec. 6110(m).

foreign personal holding company income,
which generally includes, among other
things, certain dividends, interest, rents and
royalties (sec. 954(c)). Same country excep-
tions from treatment as subpart F foreign
personal holding company income generally
are provided for dividends and interest re-
ceived by the CFC from a related person that
(1) is a corporation organized under the laws
of the same foreign country in which the
CFC is created or organized and (2) has a sub-
stantial part of its assets used in a trade or
business located in such same foreign coun-
try. Similarly, same country exceptions
from subpart F foreign personal holding in-
come generally are provided for rents and
royalties received by the CFC from a related
corporation for the use of property within
the country in which the CFC is created or
organized (sec. 954(c)(3)).

House Bill
The House bill directs the Treasury Sec-

retary to conduct a study of the feasibility
of treating all countries included in the Eu-
ropean Union as one country for purposes of
applying same country exceptions under sub-
part F. The House bill requires the results of
the study to be reported to the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and the Senate
Committee on Finance, along with any legis-
lative recommendations, no later than 6
months after the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the provision in the House bill. The con-
ferees, however, encourage the Treasury De-
partment to study the feasibility of treating
all countries included in the European Union
as one country for purposes of applying same
country exceptions under subpart F.
Provide Waiver from Denial of Foreign Tax

Credits (sec. 910 of the House bill and sec.
901(j) of the Code)

Present Law
In general, U.S. persons may credit foreign

taxes against U.S. tax on foreign-source in-
come. The amount of foreign tax credits that
can be claimed in a year is subject to a limi-
tation that prevents taxpayers from using
foreign tax credits to offset U.S. tax on U.S.-
source income. Separate limitations are ap-
plied to specific categories of income.

Pursuant to special rules applicable to
taxes paid to certain foreign countries, no
foreign tax credit is allowed for income, war
profits, or excess profits taxed paid, accrued,
or deemed paid to a country which satisfies
specified criteria, to the extent that the
taxes are with respect to income attrib-
utable to a period during which such criteria
were satisfied (sec. 901(j)). Section 901(j) ap-
plies with respect to any foreign country: (1)
the government of which the United States
does not recognize, unless such government
is otherwise eligible to purchase defense ar-
ticles or services under the Arms Export
Control Act, (2) with respect to which the
United States has severed diplomatic rela-
tions, (3) with respect to which the United
States has not severed diplomatic relations
but does not conduct such relations, or (4)
which the Secretary of State has, pursuant
to section 6(j) of the Export Administration
Act of 1979, as amended, designated as a for-
eign country which repeatedly provides sup-
port for acts of international terrorisms (a
‘‘section 901(j) foreign country’’). The denial
of credits applies to any foreign country dur-
ing the period beginning on the later of Jan-
uary 1, 1987, or six months after such country
becomes a section 901(j) country, and ending
on the date the Secretary of State certifies
to the Secretary of the Treasury that such
country is no longer a section 901(j) country.

Taxes treated as noncreditable under sec-
tion 901(j) generally are permitted to be de-
ducted notwithstanding the fact that the
taxpayer elects use of the foreign tax credit
for the taxable year with respect to other
taxes. In addition, income for which foreign
tax credits are denied generally cannot be
sheltered from U.S. tax by other creditable
foreign taxes.

Under the rules of subpart F, U.S. 10–per-
cent shareholders of a controlled foreign cor-
poration (‘‘CFC’’) are required to include in
income currently certain types of income of
the CFC, whether or not such income is actu-
ally distributed currently to the share-
holders (referred to as ‘‘subpart F income’’).
Subpart F income includes income derived
from any foreign country during a period in
which the taxes imposed by that country are
denied eligibility for the foreign tax credit
under section 901(j) (sec. 952(a)(5)).

House Bill
The House bill provides that section 901(j)

no longer applies with respect to a foreign
country if the President determines that the
application of section 901(j) to such foreign
country is not in the national interests of
the United States.

Effective date.—The provision is effective as
of the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the provision in the House bill.

J. Prohibit Disclosure of APAs and APA
Background Files (sec. 911 of the House
bill, sec. 905 of the Senate amendment and
secs. 6103 and 6110 of the Code)

Present Law
Section 6103

Under section 6103, returns and return in-
formation are confidential and cannot be dis-
closed unless authorized by the Internal Rev-
enue Code.

The Code defines return information broad-
ly. Return information includes:

A taxpayer’s identity, the nature, source
or amount of income, payments, receipts, de-
ductions, exemptions, credits, assets, liabil-
ities, net worth, tax liability, tax withheld,
deficiencies, overassessments, or tax pay-
ments;

Whether the taxpayer’s return was, is
being, or will be examined or subject to
other investigation or processing; or

Any other data, received by, recorded by,
prepared by, furnished to, or collected by the
Secretary with respect to a return or with
respect to the determination of the exist-
ence, or possible existence, of liability (or
the amount thereof) of any person under this
title for any tax, penalty, interest, fine, for-
feiture, or other imposition, or offense.76

Section 6110 and the Freedom of Information
Act

With certain exceptions, section 6110
makes the text of any written determination
the IRS issues available for public inspec-
tion. A written determination is any ruling,
determination letter, technical advice
memorandum, or Chief Counsel advice. Once
the IRS makes the written determination
publicly available, the background file docu-
ments associated with such written deter-
mination are available for public inspection
upon written request. The Code defines
‘‘background file documents’’ as any written
material submitted in support of the request.
Background file documents also include any
communications between the IRS and per-
sons outside the IRS concerning such writ-

ten determination that occur before the IRS
issues the determination.

Before making them available for public
inspection, section 6110 requires the IRS to
delete specific categories of sensitive infor-
mation from the written determination and
background file documents.77 It also provides
judicial and administrative procedures to re-
solve disputes over the scope of the informa-
tion the IRS will disclose. In addition, Con-
gress has also wholly exempted certain mat-
ters from section 6110’s public disclosure re-
quirements.78 Any part of a written deter-
mination or background file that is not dis-
closed under section 6110 constitutes ‘‘return
information.’’ 79

The Freedom of Information Act (FOIA)
lists categories of information that a federal
agency must make available for public in-
spection.80 It establishes a presumption that
agency records are accessible to the public.
The FOIA, however, also provides nine ex-
emptions from public disclosure. One of
those exemptions is for matters specifically
exempted from disclosure by a statute other
than the FOIA if the exempting statute
meets certain requirements.81 Section 6103
qualifies as an exempting statute under this
FOIA provision. Thus, returns and return in-
formation that section 6103 deems confiden-
tial are exempt from disclosure under the
FOIA.

Section 6110 is the exclusive means for the
public to view IRS written determinations.82

If section 6110 covers the written determina-
tion, then the public cannot use the FOIA to
obtain that determination.
Advance Pricing Agreements

The Advanced Pricing Agreement (‘‘APA’’)
program is an alternative dispute resolution
program conducted by the IRS, which re-
solves international transfer pricing issues
prior to the filing of the corporate tax re-
turn. Specifically, an APA is an advance
agreement establishing an approved transfer
pricing methodology entered into among the
taxpayer, the IRS, and a foreign tax author-
ity. The IRS and the foreign tax authority
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83 BNA v. IRS, Nos. 96–376, 96–2820, and 96–1473
(D.D.C.). The Bureau of National Affairs, Inc. (BNA)
publishes matters of interest for use by its sub-
scribers. BNA contends that APAs are not return in-
formation as they are prospective in application.
Thus at the time they are entered into they do not
relate to ‘‘the determination of the existence, or
possible existence, of liability or amount thereof
. . .’’

84 The IRS contended that information received or
generated as part of the APA process pertains to a
taxpayer’s liability and therefore was return infor-
mation as defined in sec. 6103(b)(2)(A). Thus, the in-
formation was subject to section 6103’s restrictions
on the dissemination of returns and return informa-
tion. Rev. Proc. 91–22, sec. 11, 1991–1 C.B. 526, 534 and
Rev. Proc. 96–53, sec. 12, 1996–2 C.B. 375, 386.

85 IR 1999–05.

86 This information was previously released in IRS
Publication 3218, ‘‘IRS Report on Application and
Administration of I.R.C. Section 482.’’

generally agree to accept the results of such
approved methodology. Alternatively, an
APA also may be negotiated between just
the taxpayer and the IRS; such an APA es-
tablishes an approved transfer pricing meth-
odology for U.S. tax purposes. The APA pro-
gram focuses on identifying the appropriate
transfer pricing methodology; it does not de-
termine a taxpayer’s tax liability. Taxpayers
voluntarily participate in the program.

To resolve the transfer pricing issues, the
taxpayer submits detailed and confidential
financial information, business plans and
projections to the IRS for consideration.
Resolution involves an extensive analysis of
the taxpayer’s functions and risks. Since its
inception in 1991, the APA program has re-
solved more than 180 APAs, and approxi-
mately 195 APA requests are pending.

Currently pending in the U.S. District
Court for the District of Columbia are three
consolidated lawsuits asserting that APAs
are subject to public disclosure under either
section 6110 or the FOIA.83 Prior to this liti-
gation and since the inception of the APA
program, the IRS held the position that
APAs were confidential return information
protected from disclosure by section 6103.84

On January 11, 1999, the IRS conceded that
APAs are ‘‘rulings’’ and therefore are ‘‘writ-
ten determinations’’ for purposes of section
6110.85 Although the court has not yet issued
a ruling in the case, the IRS announced its
plan to publicly release both existing and fu-
ture APAs. The IRS then transmitted exist-
ing APAs to the respective taxpayers with
proposed deletions. It has received comments
from some of the affected taxpayers. Where
appropriate, foreign tax authorities have
also received copies of the relevant APAs for
comment on the proposed deletions. No
APAs have yet been released to the public.

Some taxpayers assert that the IRS erred
in adopting the position that APAs are sub-
ject to section 6110 public disclosure. Several
have sought to participate as amici in the
lawsuit to block the release of APAs. They
are concerned that release under section 6110
could expose them to expensive litigation to
defend the deletion of the confidential infor-
mation from their APAs. They are also con-
cerned that the section 6110 procedures are
insufficient to protect the confidentiality of
their trade secrets and other financial and
commercial information.

House Bill
The House bill amends section 6103 to pro-

vide that APAs and related background in-
formation are confidential return informa-
tion under section 6103. Related background
information is meant to include: the request
for an APA, any material submitted in sup-
port of the request, and any communication
(written or otherwise) prepared or received
by the Secretary in connection with an APA,
regardless of when such communication is
prepared or received. Protection is not lim-
ited to agreements actually executed; it in-
cludes material received and generated in
the APA process that does not result in an
executed agreement.

Further, APAs and related background in-
formation are not ‘‘written determinations’’
as that term is defined in section 6110. There-
fore, the public inspection requirements of
section 6110 do not apply to APAs and re-
lated background information. A document’s
incorporation in a background file, however,
is not intended to be grounds for not dis-
closing an otherwise disclosable document
from a source other than a background file.

The House bill statutorily requires that
the Treasury Department prepare and pub-
lish an annual report on the status of APAs.
The annual report is to contain the following
information:

Information about the structure, composi-
tion, and operation of the APA program of-
fice;

A copy of each current model APA;
Statistics regarding the amount of time to

complete new and renewal APAs;
The number of APA applications filed dur-

ing such year;
The number of APAs executed to date and

for the year;
The number of APA renewals issued to

date and for the year;
The number of pending APA requests;
The number of pending APA renewals;
The number of APAs executed and pending

(including renewals and renewal requests)
that are unilateral, bilateral and multilat-
eral, respectively;

The number of APAs revoked or canceled,
and the number of withdrawals from the
APA program, to date and for the year;

The number of finalized new APAs and re-
newals by industry; 86 and

General descriptions of:
the nature of the relationships between the

related organizations, trades, or businesses
covered by APAs;

the related organizations, trades, or busi-
nesses whose prices or results are tested to
determine compliance with the transfer pric-
ing methodology prescribed in the APA;

the covered transactions and the functions
performed and risks assumed by the related
organizations, trades or businesses involved;

methodologies used to evaluate tested par-
ties and transactions and the circumstances
leading to the use of those methodologies;

critical assumptions;
sources of comparables;
comparable selection criteria and the ra-

tionale used in determining such criteria;
the nature of adjustments to comparables

and/or tested parties;
the nature of any range agreed to, includ-

ing information such as whether no range
was used and why, whether an inter-quartile
range was used, or whether there was a sta-
tistical narrowing of the comparables;

adjustment mechanisms provided to rec-
tify results that fall outside of the agreed
upon APA range;

the various term lengths for APAs, includ-
ing rollback years, and the number of APAs
with each such term length;

the nature of documentation required; and
approaches for sharing of currency or other

risks.
The first report is to cover the period Jan-

uary 1, 1991, through the calendar year in-
cluding the date of enactment. The Treasury
Department cannot include any information
in the report which would have been deleted
under section 6110(c) if the report were a
written determination as defined in section
6110. Additionally, the report cannot include
any information which can be associated
with or otherwise identify, directly or indi-
rectly, a particular taxpayer. The Secretary
is expected to obtain input from taxpayers to

ensure proper protection of taxpayer infor-
mation and, if necessary, utilize its regu-
latory authority to implement appropriate
processes for obtaining this input. For pur-
poses of section 6103, the report requirement
is treated as part of Title 26.

The IRS user fee otherwise required to be
paid for an APA is increased by $500. The
Secretary has the authority to make appro-
priate reductions in such fee for small busi-
nesses.

While the House bill statutorily requires
an annual report, it is not intended to dis-
courage the Treasury Department from
issuing other forms of guidance, such as reg-
ulations or revenue rulings, consistent with
the confidentiality provisions of the Code.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
on the date of enactment; accordingly, no
APAs, regardless of whether executed before
or after enactment, or related background
file documents can be released to the public
after the date of enactment. It requires the
Treasury Department to publish the first an-
nual report no later than March 30, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment. In ad-
dition, the conference agreement requires
the IRS to describe, in each annual report,
its efforts to ensure compliance with exist-
ing APA agreements.
K. Increase Dollar Limitation on Section 911

Exclusion (sec. 912 of the House bill and
sec. 911 of the Code)

Present Law
U.S. citizens generally are subject to U.S.

income tax on their worldwide income. A
U.S. citizen who earns income in a foreign
country also may be taxed on such income
by that foreign country. A credit against the
U.S. income tax imposed on foreign-source
income is allowed for foreign taxes paid on
such income.

U.S. citizens living abroad may be eligible
to exclude from their income for U.S. tax
purposes certain foreign earned income and
foreign housing costs. In order to qualify for
these exclusions, a U.S. citizen must be ei-
ther (1) a bona fide resident of a foreign
country or countries for an uninterrupted
period that includes an entire taxable year,
or (2) present in a foreign country or coun-
tries for 330 days out of any 12 consecutive
month period. In addition, the taxpayer
must have his or her tax home in a foreign
country.

The exclusion for foreign earned income
generally applies to income earned from
sources outside the United States as com-
pensation for personal services actually ren-
dered by the taxpayer. The maximum exclu-
sion for foreign earned income for taxable
years before 1998 is $70,000. Beginning in 1998,
the maximum exclusion is increased in in-
crements of $2,000 per year until the exclu-
sion amount is $80,000 (i.e., in the year 2002).
The maximum exclusion is $74,000 for 1999.
The exclusion is indexed for inflation begin-
ning in 2008 (for inflation after 2006).

The exclusion for housing costs applies to
reasonable expenses, other than deductible
interest and taxes, paid or incurred by or on
behalf of the taxpayer for housing for the
taxpayer and his or her spouse and depend-
ents in a foreign country. The exclusion
amount for housing costs for a taxable year
is equal to the excess of such housing costs
for the taxable year over an amount com-
puted pursuant to a specified formula.

The combined earned income exclusion and
housing cost exclusion may not exceed the
taxpayer’s total foreign earned income. The
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taxpayer’s foreign tax credit is reduced by
the amount of the credit that is attributable
to excluded income.

House Bill

The House bill increases the maximum ex-
clusion for foreign earned income in annual
increments of $3,000 per year beginning in
2003, until the exclusion amount is $95,000
(i.e., in the year 2007). Thus, for the years
2003 through 2007, the maximum exclusion
gradually increases from $83,000 to $95,000.
Beginning in 2008, the maximum exclusion
amount of $95,000 is indexed for inflation.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1999.

Senate Amendment

No provision.

Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill.

L. Exempt Certain Sales of Frequent-Flyer
and Similar Reduced-Fare Air Transpor-
tation Rights from Aviation Excise Taxes
(sec. 906 of the Senate amendment and sec.
4261 of the Code)

Present Law

An 7.5–percent excise tax is imposed on the
sale by an air transportation provider of the
right to frequent-flyer or similar reduced-
fare air transportation. Like the aviation ex-
cise taxes imposed on the sale of actual air
transportation, this tax is imposed on all
amounts paid for the right to air transpor-
tation if the right can be used for transpor-
tation to, from, or within the United States.
In both cases, tax is imposed without regard
to whether the sale occurs within the United
States or elsewhere. Further, subject to an
exception for rights actually used for pur-
poses other than air transportation (as de-
termined under Treasury Department regu-
lations), the tax is imposed without regard
to whether the rights ultimately are used for
travel (to, from, or within United States or
between two or more points in foreign coun-
tries) or expire without use.

The current authority granted to the
Treasury Department to exempt certain
awards does not permit an exemption unless
the rights actually are used for a purpose
other than air transportation (e.g., hotels or
car rentals). Thus, under present law, rights
are taxable even if transportation for which
they ultimately are used has no nexus to the
United States.

House Bill

No provision.

Senate Amendment

The Senate amendment exempts from the
7.5–percent tax, air transportation rights
sold which are credited to accounts of per-
sons having a mailing address outside the
United States. Mailing addresses are those
listed on the records of the operator of the
frequent-flyer or similar program.

Effective date.—The provision applies to air
transportation rights sold after December 31,
2004.

Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the Sen-
ate amendment. As with the present-law reg-
ulatory exception for certain rights shown to
be used for purposes other than air transpor-
tation, this statutory exemption is limited
to amounts which are documented by the
person providing the right to transportation
(i.e., the operator of the frequent-flyer or
similar program) as credited to accounts of
persons having mailing addresses outside the
United States.

X. TAX–EXEMPT ORGANIZATION
PROVISIONS

A. Provide Tax Exemption for Organizations
Created by a State to Provide Property and
Casualty Insurance Coverage for Property
for Which Such Coverage Is Otherwise Un-
available (sec. 1001 of the House bill, sec.
801 of the Senate amendment, and sec.
501(c)(28) of the Code)

Present Law
A life insurance company is subject to tax

on its life insurance company taxable in-
come, which is its life insurance income re-
duced by life insurance deductions (sec. 801).
Similarly, a property and casualty insurance
company is subject to tax on its taxable in-
come, which is determined as the sum of its
underwriting income and investment income
(as well as gains and other income items)
(sec. 831). Present law provides that the term
‘‘corporation’’ includes an insurance com-
pany (sec. 7701(a)(3)).

In general, the Internal Revenue Service
(‘‘IRS’’) takes the position that organiza-
tions that provide insurance for their mem-
bers or other individuals are not considered
to be engaged in a tax-exempt activity. The
IRS maintains that such insurance activity
is either (1) a regular business of a kind ordi-
narily carried on for profit, or (2) an econ-
omy or convenience in the conduct of mem-
bers’ businesses because it relieves the mem-
bers from obtaining insurance on an indi-
vidual basis.

Certain insurance risk pools have qualified
for tax exemption under Code section
501(c)(6). In general, these organizations (1)
assign any insurance policies and adminis-
trative functions to their member organiza-
tions (although they may reimburse their
members for amounts paid and expenses); (2)
serve an important common business inter-
est of their members; and (3) must be mem-
bership organizations financed, at least in
part, by membership dues.

State insurance risk pools may also qual-
ify for tax exempt status under section
501(c)(4) as a social welfare organization or
under section 115 as serving an essential gov-
ernmental function of a State. In seeking
qualification under section 501(c)(4), insur-
ance organizations generally are constrained
by the restrictions on the provision of ‘‘com-
mercial-type insurance’’ contained in section
501(m). Section 115 generally provides that
gross income does not include income de-
rived from the exercise of any essential gov-
ernmental function or accruing to a State or
any political subdivision thereof.

Certain specific provisions provide tax-ex-
empt status to organizations meeting statu-
tory requirements.

Health coverage for high-risk individuals
Section 501(c)(26) provides tax-exempt sta-

tus to any membership organization that is
established by a State exclusively to provide
coverage for medical care on a nonprofit
basis to certain high-risk individuals, pro-
vided certain criteria are satisfied. The orga-
nization may provide coverage for medical
care either by issuing insurance itself or by
entering into an arrangement with a health
maintenance organization (‘‘HMO’’).

High-risk individuals eligible to receive
medical care coverage from the organization
must be residents of the State who, due to a
pre-existing medical condition, are unable to
obtain health coverage for such condition
through insurance or an HMO, or are able to
acquire such coverage only at a rate that is
substantially higher than the rate charged
for such coverage by the organization. The
State must determine the composition of
membership in the organization. For exam-
ple, a State could mandate that all organiza-
tions that are subject to insurance regula-

tion by the State must be members of the or-
ganization.

The provision further requires the State or
members of the organization to fund the li-
abilities of the organization to the extent
that premiums charged to eligible individ-
uals are insufficient to cover such liabilities.
Finally, no part of the net earnings of the or-
ganization can inure to the benefit of any
private shareholder or individual.
Workers’ compensation reinsurance organiza-

tions
Section 501(c)(27)(A) provides tax-exempt

status to any membership organization that
is established by a State before June 1, 1996,
exclusively to reimburse its members for
workers’ compensation insurance losses, and
that satisfies certain other conditions. A
State must require that the membership of
the organization consist of all persons who
issue insurance covering workers’ compensa-
tion losses in such State, and all persons and
governmental entities who self-insure
against such losses. In addition, the organi-
zation must operate as a nonprofit organiza-
tion by returning surplus income to mem-
bers or to workers’ compensation policy-
holders on a periodic basis and by reducing
initial premiums in anticipation of invest-
ment income.
State workmen’s compensation act companies

Section 501(c)(27)(B) provides tax-exempt
status for any organization that is created
by State law, and organized and operated ex-
clusively to provide workmen’s compensa-
tion insurance and related coverage that is
incidental to workmen’s compensation in-
surance, and that meets certain additional
requirements. The workmen’s compensation
insurance must be required by State law, or
be insurance with respect to which State law
provides significant disincentives if it is not
purchased by an employer (such as loss of ex-
clusive remedy or forfeiture of affirmative
defenses such as contributory negligence).
The organization must provide workmen’s
compensation to any employer in the State
(for employees in the State or temporarily
assigned out-of-State) seeking such insur-
ance and meeting other reasonable require-
ments. The State must either extend its full
faith and credit to the initial debt of the or-
ganization or provide the initial operating
capital of such organization. For this pur-
pose, the initial operating capital can be pro-
vided by providing the proceeds of bonds
issued by a State authority; the bonds may
be repaid through exercise of the State’s tax-
ing authority, for example. For periods after
the date of enactment, either the assets of
the organization must revert to the State
upon dissolution, or State law must not per-
mit the dissolution of the organization ab-
sent an act of the State legislature. Should
dissolution of the organization become per-
missible under applicable State law, then the
requirement that the assets of the organiza-
tion revert to the State upon dissolution ap-
plies. Finally, the majority of the board of
directors (or comparable oversight body) of
the organization must be appointed by an of-
ficial of the executive branch of the State or
by the State legislature, or by both.

House Bill
The provision provides tax-exempt status

for any association created before January 1,
1999, by State law and organized and oper-
ated exclusively to provide property and cas-
ualty insurance coverage for property lo-
cated within the State for which the State
has determined that coverage in the author-
ized insurance market is limited or unavail-
able at reasonable rates, provided certain re-
quirements are met.

Under the provision, no part of the net
earnings of the association may inure to the
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87 There are certain limited transactions between
disqualified persons and private foundations that

are defined by statute not to constitute acts of self-
dealing.

benefit of any private shareholder or indi-
vidual. Except as provided in the case of dis-
solution, no part of the assets of the associa-
tion may be used for, or diverted to, any pur-
pose other than: (1) to satisfy, in whole or in
part, the liability of the association for, or
with respect to, claims made on policies
written by the association; (2) to invest in
investments authorized by applicable law; (3)
to pay reasonable and necessary administra-
tion expenses in connection with the estab-
lishment and operation of the association
and the processing of claims against the as-
sociation (4) to make remittances pursuant
to State law to be used by the State to pro-
vide for the payment of claims on policies
written by the association, purchase reinsur-
ance covering losses under such policies, or
to support governmental programs to pre-
pare for or mitigate the effects of natural
catastrophic events. The provision requires
that the State law governing the association
permit the association to levy assessments
on insurance companies authorized to sell
property and casualty insurance in the
State, or on property and casualty insurance
policyholders with insurable interests in
property located in the State to fund deficits
of the association, including the creation of
reserves. The provision requires that the
plan of operation of the association be sub-
ject to approval by the chief executive offi-
cer or other official of the State, by the
State legislature, or both. In addition, the
provision requires that the assets of the as-
sociation revert upon dissolution to the
State, the State’s designee, or an entity des-
ignated by the State law governing the asso-
ciation, or that State law not permit the dis-
solution of the association.

The provision provides a special rule in the
case of any entity or fund created before
January 1, 1999, pursuant to State law and
organized and operated exclusively to re-
ceive, hold, and invest remittances from an
association exempt from tax under the provi-
sion, to make disbursements to pay claims
on insurance contracts issued by the associa-
tion, and to make disbursements to support
governmental programs to prepare for or
mitigate the effects of natural catastrophic
events. The special rule provides that the en-
tity or fund may elect to be disregarded as a
separate entity and be treated as part of the
association exempt from tax under the provi-
sion, from which it receives such remit-
tances. The election is required to be made
no later than 30 days following the date on
which the association is determined to be ex-
empt from tax under the provision, and
would be effective as of the effective date of
that determination.

An organization described in the provision
is treated as having unrelated business tax-
able income (‘‘UBIT’’) in the amount of its
taxable income (computed as if the organiza-
tion were not exempt from tax under the
proposal), if at the end of the immediately
preceding taxable year, the organization’s
net equity exceeded 15 percent of the total
coverage in force under insurance contracts
issued by the organization and outstanding
at the end of that preceding year.

Under the provision, no income or gain is
recognized solely as a result of the change in
status to that of an association exempt from
tax under the provision.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1999. No inference is intended as to the
tax status under present law of associations
described in the provision.

Senate Amendment
Same as House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.

B. Conform Provisions Relating to Arbitrage
Treatment to Reflect Proposed State Con-
stitutional Amendments (sec. 1002 of the
House bill)

Present Law
In general, present-law tax-exempt bond

arbitrage restrictions provide that interest
on a State or local government bond is not
eligible for tax-exemption if the proceeds are
invested, directly or indirectly, in materi-
ally higher yielding investments or if the
debt service on the bond is secured by or paid
from (directly or indirectly) such invest-
ments. An exception, enacted in 1984, pro-
vides that the pledge of income from invest-
ments in a Fund established under a provi-
sion of a State constitution adopted in 1876
as security for a limited amount of tax-ex-
empt bonds for two State university systems
will not cause interest on those bonds to be
taxable. The terms of this exception are lim-
ited to State constitutional or statutory re-
strictions in effect as of October 9, 1969.

The General Assembly of the State has ap-
proved proposed constitutional amendments
regarding the manner in which amounts in
the Fund are paid for the benefit of the two
university systems. These proposed amend-
ments are to be voted on by the State’s citi-
zens in November 1999. If approved, the
amendments will in substance eliminate the
benefits of the 1984 exception from the tax-
exempt bond arbitrage restrictions for future
debt.

House Bill
The 1984 exception is conformed to the pro-

posed State constitutional amendments to
permit its continued applicability to bonds
of the two university systems. Limitations
on the aggregate amount of bonds which
may benefit from the exception are not
modified.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
bonds issued after December 31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
C. Authorize Secretary of Treasury to Grant

Waivers from Section 4941 Prohibitions
(sec. 1004 of the House bill and sec. 4941 of
the Code)

Present Law
In order to prohibit transactions between

tax-exempt private foundations and certain
related persons, present law provides for the
imposition of excise taxes when ‘‘disqualified
persons’’ engage in acts of ‘‘self-dealing’’
with a private foundation (sec. 4941). Dis-
qualified persons include foundation man-
agers (directors, trustees, and officers of the
foundation), substantial contributors to the
foundation, certain family members of these
persons, and certain entities related to these
persons. Disqualified persons also include
government officials at certain levels.

Acts of self-dealing include any direct or
indirect: (1) sale, exchange, or leasing of
property between a private foundation and a
disqualified person, (2) lending of money or
extensions of credit between a private foun-
dation and a disqualified person, (3) fur-
nishing of goods, services, or facilities be-
tween a private foundation and a disqualified
person, (4) payment of compensation (or pay-
ment or reimbursement of expenses) by a pri-
vate foundation to a disqualified person, (5)
transfer to, or use by or for the benefit of, a
disqualified person of the income or assets of
a private foundation, and (6) agreement by a
private foundation to make any payment of
money or other property to a government of-
ficial. 87 There is no exception from the pro-

hibition on acts of self-dealing for inad-
vertent violations, and even transactions
which arguably may benefit the private
foundation may be subject to tax as an act of
self-dealing.

Self-dealing excise taxes are imposed on a
disqualified person who has engaged in a self-
dealing transaction, and on any foundation
manager who knowingly participates in the
transaction. At the first level of tax, a dis-
qualified person is subject to an initial tax
at a rate of 5 percent and a foundation man-
ager at a rate of 2.5 percent (up to a max-
imum of $10,000) of the ‘‘amount involved’’ in
the act of self-dealing. Where the self-dealing
transaction involves the use of money (e.g.,
a loan) or other property, the ‘‘amount in-
volved’’ generally is the greater of the
amount of money and the fair market value
of the other property given or the amount of
money and the fair market value of the prop-
erty received. Section 4941 also imposes a
second level of taxes at higher rates where
an act of self-dealing has occurred and the
transaction is not corrected within a speci-
fied period of time.

House Bill
The House bill requires the Secretary of

the Treasury to establish an exemption pro-
cedure pursuant to which the Secretary can
grant a conditional or unconditional exemp-
tion from the self- dealing prohibition of sec-
tion 4941. The Secretary is permitted to
grant an exemption for any disqualified per-
son or transaction, or class of disqualified
persons or transactions, if such exemption is:
(1) administratively feasible, (2) in the inter-
ests of the private foundation, and (3) protec-
tive of the rights of the private foundation.
The House bill requires that, prior to grant-
ing such an exemption, the Secretary must:
(1) require that adequate notice be given to
interested persons, (2) publish notice in the
Federal Register of the pendency of a request
for an exemption, and (3) afford interested
persons an opportunity to present their
views.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for transactions occurring after the date of
enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
D. Extend Declaratory Judgment Procedures

to Non–501(c)(3) Tax-exempt Organizations
(sec. 1005 of the House bill and sec. 7428 of
the Code)

Present Law
In order for an organization to be granted

tax exemption as a charitable entity de-
scribed in section 501(c)(3), it generally must
file an application for recognition of exemp-
tion with the IRS and receive a favorable de-
termination of its status. Similarly, for most
organizations, a charitable organization’s
eligibility to receive tax-deductible con-
tributions is dependent upon its receipt of a
favorable determination from the IRS. In
general, a section 501(c)(3) organization can
rely on a determination letter or ruling from
the IRS regarding its tax-exempt status, un-
less there is a material change in its char-
acter, purposes, or methods of operation. In
cases where an organization violates one or
more of the requirements for tax exemption
under section 501(c)(3), the IRS is authorized
to revoke an organization’s tax exemption,
notwithstanding an earlier favorable deter-
mination.

In situations where the IRS denies an orga-
nization’s application for recognition of ex-
emption under section 501(c)(3) or fails to act
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on such application, or where the IRS in-
forms a section 501(c)(3) organization that it
is considering revoking or adversely modi-
fying its tax- exempt status, present law au-
thorizes the organization to seek a declara-
tory judgment regarding its tax status (sec.
7428). Section 7428 provides a remedy in the
case of a dispute involving a determination
by the IRS with respect to: (1) the initial
qualification or continuing qualification of
an organization as a charitable organization
for tax exemption purposes or for charitable
contribution deduction purposes; (2) the ini-
tial classification or continuing classifica-
tion of an organization as a private founda-
tion; (3) the initial classification or con-
tinuing classification of an organization as a
private operating foundation; or (4) the fail-
ure of the IRS to make a determination with
respect to (1), (2), or (3). A ‘‘determination’’
in this context generally means a final deci-
sion by the IRS affecting the tax qualifica-
tion of a charitable organization, although it
also can include a proposed revocation of an
organization’s tax-exempt status or public
charity classification. Section 7428 vests ju-
risdiction over controversies involving such
a determination in the U.S. District Court
for the District of Columbia, the U.S. Court
of Federal Claims, and the U.S. Tax Court.

Prior to utilizing the declaratory judgment
procedure, an organization must have ex-
hausted all administrative remedies avail-
able to it within the IRS. For the first 270
days after a request for a determination is
made, an organization is deemed to not have
exhausted its administrative remedies. Pro-
vided that no determination is made during
the 270–day period, the organization may ini-
tiate an action for declaratory judgment
after the period has elapsed. If, however, the
IRS makes an adverse determination during
the 270–day period, an organization may ini-
tiate a declaratory judgment immediately.
The 270–day period does not begin with re-
spect to applications for recognition of tax-
exempt status until the date a substantially
completed application is submitted.

In contrast to the rules governing char-
ities, it is a disputed issue as to whether
non-charities (i.e., organizations not de-
scribed in section 501(c)(3), including trade
associations, social welfare organizations,
social clubs, labor and agricultural organiza-
tions, and fraternal organizations) are re-
quired to file an application with the IRS to
obtain a determination of their tax-exempt
status. If an organization voluntarily files an
application for recognition of exemption and
receives a favorable determination from the
IRS, the determination of tax-exempt status
is usually effective as of the date of forma-
tion of the organization if its purposes and
activities during the period prior to the date
of the determination letter were consistent
with the requirements for exemption. How-
ever, if the organization files an application
for recognition of exemption and later re-
ceives an adverse determination from the
IRS, the IRS may assert that the organiza-
tion is subject to tax on some or all of its in-
come for open taxable years. In addition, as
with charitable organizations, the IRS may
revoke or modify an earlier favorable deter-
mination regarding an organization’s tax-ex-
empt status.

Under present law, a non-charity (i.e., an
organization not described in section
501(c)(3)) may not seek a declaratory judg-
ment with respect to an IRS determination
regarding its tax- exempt status. The only
remedies available to such an organization
are to petition the U.S. Tax Court for relief
following the issuance of a notice of defi-
ciency or to pay any tax owed and sue for re-
fund in federal district court or the U.S.
Court of Federal Claims.

House Bill
The House bill extends declaratory judg-

ment procedures similar to those currently
available only to charities under section 7428
to other section 501(c) determinations. Juris-
diction over controversies involving such de-
terminations is limited to the United States
Tax Court.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for pleadings with respect to determinations
made after the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
E. Modify Section 512(b)(13) (sec. 1006 of the

bill and, Sec. 802 of the Senate amendment
and section 512(b)(13) of the Code)

Present Law
In general, interest, rents, royalties and

annuities are excluded from the unrelated
business income (‘‘UBI’’) of tax-exempt orga-
nizations. However, section 512(b)(13) treats
otherwise excluded rent, royalty, annuity,
and interest income as UBI if such income is
received from a taxable or tax-exempt sub-
sidiary that is 50 percent controlled by the
parent tax-exempt organization. In the case
of a stock subsidiary, ‘‘control’’ means own-
ership by vote or value of more than 50 per-
cent of the stock. In the case of a partner-
ship or other entity, control means owner-
ship of more than 50 percent of the profits,
capital or beneficial interests. In addition,
present law applies the constructive owner-
ship rules of section 318 for purposes of sec-
tion 512(b)(13). Thus, a parent exempt organi-
zation is deemed to control any subsidiary in
which it holds more than 50 percent of the
voting power or value, directly (as in the
case of a first-tier subsidiary) or indirectly
(as in the case of a second-tier subsidiary).

Under present law, interest, rent, annuity,
or royalty payments made by a controlled
entity to a tax-exempt organization are in-
cludable in the latter organization’s UBI and
are subject to the unrelated business income
tax to the extent the payment reduces the
net unrelated income (or increases any net
unrelated loss) of the controlled entity.

The Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 (the ‘‘1997
Act’’) made several modifications, as de-
scribed above, to the control requirement of
section 512(b)(13). In order to provide transi-
tional relief, the changes made by the 1997
Act do not apply to any payment received or
accrued during the first two taxable years
beginning on or after the date of enactment
of the 1997 Act (August 5, 1997) if such pay-
ment is received or accrued pursuant to a
binding written contract in effect on June 8,
1997, and at all times thereafter before such
payment (but not pursuant to any contract
provision that permits optional accelerated
payments).

House Bill
The House bill provides that the general

rule of section 512(b)(13), which includes in-
terest, rent, annuity, or royalty payments
made by a controlled entity to a tax-exempt
organization in the latter organization’s
UBI, applies only to the portion of payments
received in a taxable year that exceed the
amount of the specified payment which
would have been paid if such payment had
been determined under the principles of sec-
tion 482. Thus, if a payment of rent by a con-
trolled subsidiary to its tax-exempt parent
organization exceeds fair market value, the
excess amount of such payment over fair
market value (as determined in accordance
with section 482) is included in the parent
organizations’s UBI. The House bill also im-
poses an addition to tax of 20 percent of the
excess amount of any such payment.

The House bill provides relief for payments
under contracts that are still subject to the
binding contract transition rule of the 1997
Act on the date of enactment of the proposal
(but for which the transition rule would ex-
pire prior to the effective date of the pro-
posal) by extending the transition rule until
December 31, 1999.

Effective date.—The provision providing an
exception from the general rule of section
512(b)(13) for interest, rent, annuity, or roy-
alty payments from controlled subsidiaries
that do not exceed fair market value gen-
erally applies to payments received or ac-
crued after December 31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
F. Simplify Lobbying Expenditure Limita-

tions (sec. 803 of the Senate amendment
and secs. 501(h) and 4911 of the Code)

Present Law
An organization does not qualify for tax-

exempt status as a charitable organization
under section 501(c)(3) unless no substantial
part of its activities constitutes carrying on
propaganda or otherwise attempting to influ-
ence legislation (commonly referred to as
‘‘lobbying’’). For purposes of determining
whether legislative activities are a substan-
tial part of a public charity’s overall func-
tions, a public charity may elect either the
‘‘substantial part’’ test or the ‘‘expenditure’’
test.

The substantial part test uses a facts and
circumstances approach to measure the per-
missible level of legislative activities. Be-
cause there is no statutory or regulatory
guidance, it is not clear whether the deter-
mination is based on the organization’s ac-
tivities, its expenditures, or both.

As an alternative to the substantial part
test, the expenditure test permits public
charities to elect to be governed by specific
expenditure limitations on their lobbying ac-
tivities under section 501(h). The expenditure
test establishes two expenditure limits: one
restricts the total amount of lobbying ex-
penditures the public charity can make, the
other restricts grass roots lobbying expendi-
tures as a subset of total lobbying expendi-
tures. A public charity’s total lobbying ex-
penditures for a year are the sum of its ex-
penditures for direct lobbying and its ex-
penditures for grass roots lobbying.

Direct lobbying is defined as an attempt to
influence legislation through communica-
tion with a member or staff of a legislative
body or with any other government official
or employee who may participate in the for-
mulation of legislation. The communication
will constitute direct lobbying only if such
communication ‘‘refers to specific legisla-
tion’’ and reflects a view on such legislation
(Treas. Reg. sec. 56.4911–2(b)(1)(ii)). Grass
roots lobbying is defined as an attempt to in-
fluence legislation through a communication
with members of the public that seeks to af-
fect their opinions about the legislation
(Treas. Reg. sec. 56.4911–2(b)(2)(i)). The com-
munication must refer to specific legisla-
tion, reflect a view on the legislation, and
encourage the recipient of the communica-
tion to take action with respect to the legis-
lation.

Under the expenditure test, a public char-
ity will be denied exemption under section
501(c)(3) because of lobbying activities only if
it normally either (1) makes total lobbying
expenditures in excess of the ‘‘lobbying ceil-
ing amount’’ or (2) makes grass roots ex-
penditures in excess of the ‘‘grass roots ceil-
ing amount’’ (sec. 501(h)(1)). The lobbying
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88 The Committee intends that, in the case of
transfer to a trust, fund, or annuity, the full amount
distributed from an IRA will meet the definition of
a qualified charitable distribution if the charitable
organization’s interest in the distribution would
qualify as a charitable contribution under section
170.

89 Treasury Regulation section 1.170A–1(g) allows
taxpayers to deduct only their own unreimbursed
expenses incurred in performing services for a quali-
fied charitable organization, and not expenses inci-
dent to a third party’s performance of services. See
Davis v. United States, 495 U.S. 472 (1990).

ceiling amount is 150 percent of the organiza-
tion’s ‘‘lobbying nontaxable amount’’ and
the grass roots ceiling amount is 150 percent
of the ‘‘grass roots nontaxable amount.’’ The
lobbying nontaxable amount is the lesser of
$1 million or an amount determined as a per-
centage of an organization’s exempt purpose
expenditures. The grass roots nontaxable
amount is 25 percent of the organization’s
lobbying nontaxable amount for that taxable
year. A public charity that has elected the
expenditure test and that exceeds either or
both of these limitations is subject to a 25
percent tax on the greater of the two excess
lobbying expenditures.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment removes the sepa-

rate percentage limitation on grass roots
lobbying expenditures. Consequently, public
charities that have elected the expenditure
test under section 501(h) are subject to an ex-
penditure limitation only on their total lob-
bying expenditures.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.

G. Tax-Free Withdrawals From IRAs for
Charitable Purposes (sec. 804 of the Senate
amendment and sec. 408(d) of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, individuals may make

deductible contributions to a traditional in-
dividual retirement arrangement (‘‘IRA’’).
Amounts in an IRA are includible in income
when withdrawn (except to the extent the
withdrawal represents a return of after-tax
contributions). Includible amounts with-
drawn before attainment of age 591⁄2 are sub-
ject to an additional 10- percent early with-
drawal tax, unless an exception applies.

Generally, a taxpayer who itemizes deduc-
tions may deduct cash contributions to char-
ity, as well as the fair market value of con-
tributions of property. The amount of the de-
duction otherwise allowable for the taxable
year with respect to a charitable contribu-
tion may be reduced, depending on the type
of property contributed, the type of chari-
table organization to which the property is
contributed, and the income of the taxpayer.

For donations of cash by individuals, total
deductible contributions to public charities
may not exceed 50 percent of a taxpayer’s ad-
justed gross income (‘‘AGI’’) for a taxable
year. To the extent a taxpayer has not ex-
ceeded the 50–percent limitation, contribu-
tions of cash to private foundations and cer-
tain other nonprofit organizations and con-
tributions of capital gain property to public
charities generally may be deducted up to 30
percent of the taxpayer’s AGI. If a taxpayer
makes a contribution in one year which ex-
ceeds the applicable 50–percent or 30–percent
limitation, the excess amount of the con-
tribution may be carried over and deducted
during the next five taxable years.

In addition to the percentage limitations
imposed specifically on charitable contribu-
tions, present law imposes a reduction on
most itemized deductions, including chari-
table contribution deductions, for taxpayers
with adjusted gross income in excess of a
threshold amount, which is indexed annually
for inflation. The threshold amount for 1999
is $126,600 ($63,300 for married individuals fil-
ing separate returns). For those deductions
that are subject to the limit, the total
amount of itemized deductions is reduced by
3 percent of AGI over the threshold amount,
but not by more than 80 percent of itemized

deductions subject to the limit. The effect of
this reduction may be to limit a taxpayer’s
ability to deduct some of his or her chari-
table contributions.

House Bill

No provision.

Senate Amendment

The provision provides an exclusion from
gross income for qualified charitable dis-
tributions from an IRA: (1) to a charitable
organization to which deductible contribu-
tions can be made; (2) to a charitable re-
mainder annuity trust or charitable remain-
der unitrust; (3) to a pooled income fund (as
defined in sec. 642(c)(5)); or (4) for the
issuance of a charitable gift annuity. The ex-
clusion applies with respect to distributions
described in (2), (3), or (4) only if no person
holds an income interest in the trust, fund,
or annuity attributable to such distributions
other than the IRA owner, his or her spouse,
or a charitable organization.

In determining the character of distribu-
tions from a charitable remainder annuity
trust or a charitable remainder unitrust to
which a qualified charitable distribution
from an IRA was made, the charitable re-
mainder trust is required to treat as ordi-
nary income the portion of the distribution
from the IRA to the trust which would have
been includible in income but for the provi-
sion, and as corpus any remaining portion of
the distribution. Similarly, in determining
the amount includible in gross income by
reason of a payment from a charitable gift
annuity purchased with a qualified chari-
table distribution from an IRA, the taxpayer
is not permitted to treat the portion of the
distribution from the IRA used to purchase
the annuity as an investment in the annuity
contract.

A qualified charitable distribution is any
distribution from an IRA which is made after
age 701⁄2, which qualifies as a charitable con-
tribution (within the meaning of sec. 170(c)),
and which is made directly to the charitable
organization or to a charitable remainder
annuity trust, charitable remainder
unitrust, pooled income fund, or charitable
gift annuity (as described above).88 A tax-
payer is not permitted to claim a charitable
contribution deduction for amounts trans-
ferred from his or her IRA to charity or to a
trust, fund, or annuity that, because of the
provision, are excluded from the taxpayer’s
income.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
with respect to distributions after December
31, 2000.

Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the Sen-
ate amendment, except that an exclusion
from gross income for a qualified charitable
distribution from an IRA is available only
for a distribution made to a charitable orga-
nization to which deductible contributions
can be made, and not for distributions to
charitable remainder trusts, pooled income
funds, or for the issuance of charitable gift
annuities.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for distributions in taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2002.

H. Provide Exclusion for Mileage Reimburse-
ments by Charitable Organizations (sec.
1302 of the House bill, sec. 805 of the Sen-
ate amendment, and new sec. 138A of the
Code)

Present Law

In computing taxable income, individuals
who do not elect the standard deduction may
claim itemized deductions, including a de-
duction (subject to certain limitations) for
charitable contributions or gifts made dur-
ing the taxable year to a qualified charitable
organization or governmental entity (sec.
170). Individuals who elect the standard de-
duction may not claim a deduction for chari-
table contributions made during the taxable
year.

No charitable contribution deduction is al-
lowed for a contribution of services. How-
ever, unreimbursed expenditures made inci-
dent to providing donated services to a quali-
fied charitable organization—such as out-of-
pocket transportation expenses necessarily
incurred in performing donated services—
may constitute a deductible contribution
(Treas. Reg. sec. 1.170A–1(g)).89 However, no
charitable contribution deduction is allowed
for traveling expenses (including expenses
for meals and lodging) while away from
home, whether paid directly or by reimburse-
ment, unless there is no significant element
of personal pleasure, recreation, or vacation
in such travel (sec. 170(j)). Moreover, a tax-
payer may not deduct as a charitable con-
tribution out-of-pocket expenditures in-
curred on behalf of a charity if such expendi-
tures are made for the purposes of influ-
encing legislation (sec. 170(f)(6)).

For purposes of computing the charitable
contribution deduction for the use of a pas-
senger automobile (including vans, pickups,
and panel trucks) in connection with pro-
viding donated services to a qualified chari-
table organization, the standard mileage
rate is 14 cents per mile (sec. 170(i)). Volun-
teer drivers who are reimbursed for mileage
expenses have taxable income to the extent
the reimbursement exceeds 14 cents per mile.

House Bill

Under the House bill, reimbursement by an
entity or organization described in section
170(c) (including public charities and private
foundations) for the costs of using an auto-
mobile in connection with providing donated
services is excludable from the gross income
of the volunteer, provided that (1) reimburse-
ment does not exceed the rate prescribed for
business use, and (2) applicable record-
keeping requirements are satisfied. The ex-
penditures for which a volunteer is reim-
bursed must be expenditures for which a de-
duction would otherwise be allowable under
section 170. The bill does not permit a volun-
teer to exclude a reimbursement from in-
come if the volunteer claims a deduction or
credit with respect to his or her automobile
transportation expenses incurred in connec-
tion with providing donated services.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1999.

Senate Amendment

The Senate amendment is the same as the
House bill.

Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
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90 The taxpayer will not be permitted to claim a
deduction for the same gift on his or her 2001 Fed-
eral income tax return filed in 2002.

91 A disqualified person is a person (including an
individual, corporation, partnership, trust, or es-
tate) that has a particularly influential relationship
with respect to a private foundation. Disqualified
persons include: (1) substantial contributors to a
foundation (e.g., the founder of a foundation); (2)
foundation managers (officers, directors, or trustees
of a foundation, or an individual having powers or
responsibilities similar to these positions); (3) per-
sons who own more than a 20 percent interest in an
entity (corporation, partnership, trust, or other un-
incorporated enterprise) that is a disqualified person
with respect to a foundation; (4) family members of
persons described in (1), (2), and (3); (5) corporations,
partnerships, trusts, or estates that are more than
35 percent owned by persons described in (1), (2), (3),
and (4); and (6) only for purposes of the self-dealing
rules of section 4943, government officials at certain
levels.

I. Charitable Contribution Deduction for Cer-
tain Expenses in Support of Native Alaskan
Subsistence Whaling (sec. 806 of the Senate
amendment and sec. 170 of the Code)

Present Law
In computing taxable income, individuals

who do not elect the standard deduction may
claim itemized deductions, including a de-
duction (subject to certain limitations) for
charitable contributions or gifts made dur-
ing the taxable year to a qualified charitable
organization or governmental entity (sec.
170). Individuals who elect the standard de-
duction may not claim a deduction for chari-
table contributions made during the taxable
year.

No charitable contribution deduction is al-
lowed for a contribution of services. How-
ever, unreimbursed expenditures made inci-
dent to the rendition of services to an orga-
nization, contributions to which are deduct-
ible, may constitute a deductible contribu-
tion (Treas. Reg. sec. 1.170A–1(g)). Specifi-
cally, section 170(j) provides that no chari-
table contribution deduction is allowed for
traveling expenses (including amounts ex-
pended for meals and lodging) while away
from home, whether paid directly or by reim-
bursement, unless there is no significant ele-
ment of personal pleasure, recreation, or va-
cation in such travel.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment allows individuals

to claim a deduction under section 170 not
exceeding $7,500 per taxable year for certain
expenses incurred in carrying out sanctioned
whaling activities. The deduction is avail-
able only to an individual who is recognized
by the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission
as a whaling captain charged with the re-
sponsibility of maintaining and carrying out
sanctioned whaling activities. The deduction
is available for reasonable and necessary ex-
penses paid by the taxpayer during the tax-
able year for (1) the acquisition and mainte-
nance of whaling boats, weapons, and gear
used in sanctioned whaling activities, (2) the
supplying of food for the crew and other pro-
visions for carrying out such activities, and
(3) storage and distribution of the catch from
such activities.

For purposes of the provision, the term
‘‘sanctioned whaling activities’’ means sub-
sistence bowhead whale hunting activities
conducted pursuant to the management plan
of the Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission.
No inference is intended regarding the de-
ductibility of any whaling expenses incurred
in a taxable year ending before January 1,
2000.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for taxable years ending after De-
cember 31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
J. Charitable Giving Provisions (secs. 807–809

of the Senate amendment and secs. 170 and
63 of the Code)

Present Law
Generally, a taxpayer who itemizes deduc-

tions may deduct cash contributions to char-
ity made within a taxable year (generally,
January 1–December 31 for calendar-year
taxpayers), as well as the fair market value
of contributions of property. The amount of
the deduction otherwise allowable for the
taxable year with respect to a charitable
contribution may be reduced, depending on
the type of property contributed, the type of
charitable organization to which the prop-
erty is contributed, and the income of the
taxpayer. Taxpayers who do not itemize

their deductions may not claim a deduction
for charitable contributions made during the
taxable year.

For donations of cash by individuals, total
deductible contributions to public charities,
private operating foundations, and certain
types of private non-operating foundations
may not exceed 50 percent of a taxpayer’s
‘‘contribution base,’’ which is typically the
taxpayer’s adjusted gross income (‘‘AGI’’),
for a taxable year (sec. 170(b)(1)). To the ex-
tent a taxpayer has not exceeded the 50–per-
cent limitation, contributions of cash to pri-
vate foundations and certain other chari-
table organizations and contributions of cap-
ital gain property to public charities gen-
erally may be deducted up to 30 percent of
the taxpayer’s contribution base. If a tax-
payer makes a contribution in one year
which exceeds the applicable 50–percent or
30–percent limitation, the excess amount of
the contribution may be carried over and de-
ducted during the next five taxable years.

The maximum charitable contribution de-
duction that may be claimed by a corpora-
tion for any one taxable year is limited to 10
percent of the corporation’s taxable income
for that year. (sec. 170(b)(2)).

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
Deadline for contributions to low-income

schools extended until return filing date
The Senate amendment allows taxpayers

to claim a charitable contribution deduction
for donations to public, private, and paro-
chial low-income elementary and secondary
schools made after the end of the taxable
year and on or before the date for filing the
taxpayer’s Federal income tax return (not
including extensions). For example, a cal-
endar-year taxpayer may make a contribu-
tion to a qualifying school on March 23, 2001,
and claim a charitable contribution deduc-
tion for that gift on his or her Federal in-
come tax return for the year 2000 filed on
April 15, 2001. 90 For purposes of the provi-
sion, a low-income school is defined as one
where more than 50 percent of the students
qualify for free or reduced price lunches.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1999.

Charitable contribution deduction for non-
itemizers

For 2005 and 2006, the Senate amendment
allows taxpayers who do not itemize their
deductions to claim a deduction for chari-
table contributions in addition to the stand-
ard deduction. The deduction is limited to
$50 for individual taxpayers and $100 for tax-
payers filing joint returns. The deduction is
available for any donation that is allowable
as a deductible charitable contribution
under section 170(a). Thus, contributions of
cash, as well as tangible personal property
(e.g., clothing and furniture), are eligible for
the deduction.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for taxable years 2005 and 2006.

Increase AGI percentage limits for individ-
uals

The Senate amendment phases up the per-
centage limitations applicable to charitable
contributions of cash and capital gain prop-
erty to public charities and certain other
charitable entities (organizations and enti-
ties described in section 170(b)(1)(A)) by indi-
viduals. Beginning in 2002, the Senate
amendment increases the 50–percent and 30–
percent limitations by 2 percent per year

until the limitations are equal to 60 percent
and 30 percent, respectively, in 2006. In 2007,
the limitations are increased to 70 percent
and 50 percent, respectively.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 2001.
Increase AGI percentage limits for corpora-

tions
The Senate amendment phases up the per-

centage limitation applicable to charitable
contributions by corporations. Beginning in
2002, the Senate amendment increases the 10-
percent limitation by 2 percent per year
until the limitation is equal to 20 percent in
2006.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 2001.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment charitable giving
provisions.
K. Modify Excess Business Holdings Rules for

Publicly Traded Stock (sec. 810 of the Sen-
ate amendment and sec. 4943 of the Code)

Present Law
Private foundations, which are charitable

organizations that do not qualify as public
charities, are subject to certain restrictions
on their operations. Violations of these re-
strictions may subject the foundation and, in
some cases, their foundation managers to ex-
cise taxes. One such restriction prohibits a
private foundation from owning more than
specified equity interests in business enter-
prises, including corporations, partnerships,
estates, or trusts (sec. 4943). A private foun-
dation, together with all disqualified per-
sons, generally may not hold more than 20
percent of a corporation’s voting stock, a
partnership’s profits interest, or similar in-
terest in a business enterprise. 91 The limit
increases to 35 percent if effective control of
the business is in the hands of one or more
persons who are not disqualified persons.
These rules do not apply if the foundation
owns less than 2 percent of a business, or if
the business engages in activities that are
substantially related to the foundation’s
charitable purpose.

If a foundation acquires business holdings
other than by purchase (i.e., by gift or be-
quest), and the holdings would result in the
foundation having excess business holdings,
the foundation effectively has five years to
reduce those holdings to permissible levels.
In the case of an unusually large gift or be-
quest, the initial five-year disposition period
may be extended by the Internal Revenue
Service for an additional five years if the
foundation is able to demonstrate that it has
made diligent efforts to dispose of the excess
holdings within the initial five-year period
and that disposition within that period was
not possible (except at a price substantially
below fair market value) because of the size
and complexity or diversity of the holdings.
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92 There are certain limited transactions between
disqualified persons and private foundations that
are defined by statute not to constitute acts of self-
dealing. 93 15 U.S.C. 80a–1 and following.

The initial tax imposed on a foundation
with excess business holdings is 5 percent of
the value of such holdings during the taxable
year. The amount of tax is computed with
respect to the greatest amount of excess
business holdings during the taxable year. If
the foundation fails to divest itself of the ex-
cess holdings within a certain period of time,
an additional tax equal to 200 percent of
their value is imposed on the excess business
holdings remaining at the end of the period.

Present law also prohibits transactions be-
tween private foundations and disqualified
persons by imposing excise taxes when dis-
qualified persons engage in acts of ‘‘self-deal-
ing’’ with a private foundation (sec. 4941).
Acts of self-dealing include any direct or in-
direct: (1) sale, exchange, or leasing of prop-
erty between a private foundation and a dis-
qualified person, (2) lending of money or ex-
tensions of credit between a private founda-
tion and a disqualified person, (3) furnishing
of goods, services, or facilities between a pri-
vate foundation and a disqualified person, (4)
payment of compensation (or payment or re-
imbursement of expenses) by a private foun-
dation to a disqualified person, (5) transfer
to, or use by or for the benefit of, a disquali-
fied person of the income or assets of a pri-
vate foundation, and (6) agreement by a pri-
vate foundation to make any payment of
money or other property to a government of-
ficial. 92 There is no exception from the pro-
hibition on acts of self-dealing for inad-
vertent violations, and even transactions
which arguably may benefit the private
foundation may be subject to tax as an act of
self-dealing.

Self-dealing excise taxes are imposed on a
disqualified person who has engaged in a self-
dealing transaction, and on any foundation
manager who knowingly participates in the
transaction.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment provides an excep-

tion to the excess business holdings rules of
section 4943 in certain circumstances. Under
the Senate amendment, for the taxable year
2007, a private foundation and all disqualified
persons are permitted to own up to 40 per-
cent of the voting stock and 40 percent in
value of all outstanding shares of all classes
of stock in an incorporated business enter-
prise if the stock held by the foundation and
disqualified persons is publicly traded stock
for which market quotations are readily
available. For the taxable year 2008 and
thereafter, the percentage of stock that may
be owned by a private foundation and all dis-
qualified persons for purposes of this provi-
sion increases to 49 percent.

The Senate amendment limits the extent
to which disqualified persons with respect to
the foundation can engage in transactions
with up to 49–percent owned corporations.
Disqualified persons are not permitted to re-
ceive compensation from the corporation or
to engage in any act with the corporation
that would constitute self-dealing under sec-
tion 4941 if the corporation were a private
foundation and the disqualified persons were
disqualified persons with respect to such cor-
poration. Disqualified persons may not own,
in the aggregate, more than 2 percent of the
voting stock and not more than 2 percent in
value of all outstanding shares of all classes
of stock in such corporation. Finally, an
audit committee of the board of directors
(consisting of a majority of persons who are
not disqualified persons) of each corporation

that is up to 49–percent owned by a private
foundation must certify in writing to the
foundation that the committee is not aware,
after due inquiry, that any disqualified per-
son has received compensation from the cor-
poration or has engaged in an act of self-
dealing with the corporation. This certifi-
cation must be filed by the private founda-
tion with its annual information return.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for foundations established by bequest of de-
cedents dying after December 31, 2006.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.
L. Certain Costs of Private Foundation in Re-

moving Hazardous Substances Treated as
Qualifying Distribution (sec. 811 of the Sen-
ate amendment and sec. 4942 of the Code)

Present Law
Tax-exempt private foundations generally

are required to make annual ‘‘qualifying dis-
tributions’’ of a specified minimum amount
called the ‘‘distributable amount’’ (sec. 4942).
The ‘‘distributable amount’’ is an amount
equal to 5 percent of the fair market value of
the foundation’s investment assets for the
year, reduced by (1) any excise tax on the
foundation’s investment income (under sec.
4940), (2) any tax on unrelated business tax-
able income (under sec. 511), and (3) by
carryovers of excess distributions from prior
years. ‘‘Qualifying distributions’’ include di-
rect expenditures to accomplish charitable
purposes and grants to public charities or
private operating foundations. In addition, if
certain requirements are met, a qualifying
distribution also may include amounts ‘‘set
aside’’ to be paid with five years for a spe-
cific charitable project.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
Under the Senate amendment, the distrib-

utable amount of a private foundation for
purposes of section 4942 is reduced by any
amounts paid or incurred for (1) investiga-
tory costs, (2) direct costs of removal, and (3)
costs of remedial action with respect to a
hazardous substance released at a facility
which was owned or operated by the private
foundation. The provision is limited to a fa-
cility that was transferred to the foundation
before December 11, 1980, for which active op-
eration by the foundation was terminated
before December 12, 1980. In addition, the
provision does not apply to costs that were
incurred pursuant to a pending order issued
to the foundation unilaterally by the Presi-
dent or the President’s assignee under sec-
tion 106 of the Comprehensive Response,
Compensation and Liability Act, or pursuant
to a nonconsensual judgement against the
foundation in a governmental costs recovery
action under section 107 of such Act. For pur-
pose of this provision, ‘‘hazardous sub-
stance’’ has the meaning given to such term
by section 9601(14) of the Comprehensive En-
vironmental Compensation and Liability
Act.

Effective date.—Taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.
XI. REAL ESTATE TAX RELIEF PROVISIONS
A. Provisions Relating to REITs ( secs. 1101–

1106, 1111, 1121, 1131, 1141, and 1151 of the
House bill, secs. 1021–1026, 1031, 1041, 1051,
1061 and 1071 of the Senate amendment,
and secs. 852, 856, and 857 of the Code)

Present Law
Real estate investment trust (‘‘REITs’’)

are treated, in substance, as pass-through

entities under present law. Pass-through sta-
tus is achieved by allowing the REIT a de-
duction for dividends paid to its share-
holders. REITs are restricted to investing in
passive investments primarily in real estate
and securities. Specifically, a REIT is re-
quired to receive at least 95 percent of its in-
come from real property rents and from se-
curities. Amounts received as impermissible
‘‘tenant services income’’ are not treated as
rents from real property. In general, such
amounts are for services rendered to tenants
that are not ‘‘customarily furnished’’ in con-
nection with the rental of real property.
Rents for certain personal property leased in
connection with real property are treated as
rents from real property if the adjusted basis
of the personal property does not exceed 15
percent of the aggregate adjusted bases of
the real and the personal property. Special
rules also permit amounts to be received
from certain ‘‘foreclosure property,’’ treated
as such for 3 years after the property is ac-
quired by the REIT in foreclosure after a de-
fault (or imminent default) on a lease of such
property or on indebtedness which such prop-
erty secured.

A REIT is not treated as providing services
that produce impermissible tenant services
income if such services are provided by an
independent contractor from whom the REIT
does not derive or receive any income. An
independent contractor is defined as a person
who does not own, directly or indirectly,
more than 35 percent of the shares of the
REIT. Also, no more than 35 percent of the
total shares of stock of an independent con-
tractor (or of the interests in assets or net
profits, if not a corporation) can be owned di-
rectly or indirectly by persons owning 35 per-
cent or more of the interests in the REIT.

A REIT is limited in the amount that it
can own in other corporations. Specifically,
a REIT cannot own securities (other than
Government securities and certain real es-
tate assets) in an amount greater than 25
percent of the value of REIT assets. In addi-
tion, it cannot own securities of any one
issuer representing more than 5 percent of
the total value of REIT assets or more than
10 percent of the voting securities of any cor-
porate issuer. Under an exception to this
rule, a REIT can own 100 percent of the stock
of a corporation, but in that case the income
and assets of such corporation are treated as
income and assets of the REIT. Securities for
purposes of these rules are defined by ref-
erence to the Investment Company Act of
1940. 93

A REIT is generally required to distribute
95 percent of its income before the end of its
taxable year, as deductible dividends paid to
shareholders. This rule is similar to a rule
for regulated investment companies
(‘‘RICs’’) that requires distribution of 90 per-
cent of income. Both REITS and RICs can
make certain ‘‘deficiency dividends’’ after
the close of the taxable year, and have these
treated as made before the end of the year.
The regulations applicable to REITS state
that a distribution will be treated as a ‘‘defi-
ciency dividend’’ and thus as made before the
end of the prior taxable year, only to the ex-
tent the earnings and profits for that year
exceed the amount of distributions actually
made during the taxable year.

A REIT that has been or has combined
with a C corporation will be disqualified if,
as of the end of its taxable year, it has accu-
mulated earnings and profits from a non-
REIT year. A similar rule applies to regu-
lated investment companies (‘‘RICs’’). In the
case of a REIT, any distribution made in
order to comply with this requirement is
treated a being first from pre-REIT accumu-
lated earnings and profits. RICs do not have
a similar ordering rule.
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In the case of a RIC, under a provision en-

titled ‘‘procedures similar to deficiency divi-
dend procedures’’, any distribution made
within a specified period after determination
that the investment company did not qualify
as a RIC for the taxable year will, ‘‘for pur-
poses of applying [the earnings and profits
rule that forbids a RIC to have non-RIC earn-
ings and profits] to subsequent taxable
years’’, be treated as applying to the RIC for
the non-RIC year. The REIT rules do not
specify any particular separate treatment of
distributions made after the end of the tax-
able year for purposes of the earnings and
profits rule. Treasury regulations under the
REIT provisions state that ‘‘distribution
procedures similar to those .–.–. for regulated
investment companies apply to non-REIT
earnings and profits of a real estate invest-
ment trust.’’

House Bill
Taxable REIT subsidiaries

Under the provision, a REIT generally can-
not own more than 10 percent of the total
value of securities of a single issuer, in addi-
tion to the present law rule that a REIT can-
not own more than 10 percent of the out-
standing voting securities of a single issuer.

For purposes of the new 10–percent value
test, securities are generally defined to ex-
clude safe harbor debt owned by a REIT (as
defined for purposes of sec. 1361(c)(5)(B)(i)
and (ii)) if the REIT (and any taxable REIT
subsidiary of such REIT) owns no other secu-
rities of the issuer. However, in the case of a
REIT that owns securities of a partnership,
safe harbor debt is excluded from the defini-
tion of securities only if the REIT owns at
least 20–percent or more of the profits inter-
est in the partnership. The purpose of the
partnership rule requiring a 20 percent prof-
its interest is to assure that if the partner-
ship produces income that would be disquali-
fied income to the REIT, the REIT will be
treated as receiving a significant portion of
that income directly, even though it may
also derive qualified interest income through
its safe harbor debt interest.

An exception to the limitations on owner-
ship of securities of a single issuer applies in
the case of a ‘‘taxable REIT subsidiary’’ that
meets certain requirements. To qualify as a
taxable REIT subsidiary, both the REIT and
the subsidiary corporation must join in an
election. In addition, any corporation (other
than a REIT or a qualified REIT subsidiary
under section 856(i) that does not properly
elect with the REIT to be a taxable REIT
subsidiary) of which a taxable REIT sub-
sidiary owns, directly or indirectly, more
than 35 percent of the vote or value is auto-
matically treated as a taxable REIT sub-
sidiary. Securities (as defined in the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940) of taxable REIT
subsidiaries could not exceed 25 percent of
the total value of a REIT’s assets.

A taxable REIT subsidiary can engage in
certain business activities that under
present law could disqualify the REIT be-
cause, but for the proposal, the taxable REIT
subsidiary’s activities and relationship with
the REIT could prevent certain income from
qualifying as rents from real property. Spe-
cifically, the subsidiary can provide services
to tenants of REIT property (even if such
services were not considered services cus-
tomarily furnished in connection with the
rental of real property), and can manage or
operate properties, generally for third par-
ties, without causing amounts received or
accrued directly or indirectly by REIT for
such activities to fail to be treated as rents
from real property.

However, the subsidiary cannot directly or
indirectly operate or manage a lodging or
healthcare facility. Nevertheless, it can
lease a qualified lodging facility (e.g, a

hotel) from the REIT (provided no gambling
revenues were derived by the hotel or on its
premises); and the rents paid are treated as
rents from real property so long as the lodg-
ing facility was operated by an independent
contractor for a fee. The subsidiary can bear
all expenses of operating the facility and re-
ceive all the net revenues, minus the inde-
pendent contractor’s fee.

For purposes of the rule that an inde-
pendent contractor may operate a qualified
lodging facility, an independent contractor
will qualify so long as, at the time it enters
into the management agreement with the
taxable REIT subsidiary, it is actively en-
gaged in the trade or business of operating
qualified lodging facilities for any person
who is not related to the REIT or the taxable
REIT subsidiary. The REIT may receive in-
come from such an independent contractor
with respect to certain pre-existing leases.

Also, the subsidiary generally cannot pro-
vide to any person rights to any brand name
under which hotels or healthcare facilities
are operated. An exception applies to rights
provided to an independent contractor to op-
erate or manage a lodging facility, if the
rights are held by the subsidiary as licensee
or franchisee, and the lodging facility is
owned by the subsidiary or leased to it by
the REIT.

Interest paid by a taxable REIT subsidiary
to the related REIT is subject to the earn-
ings stripping rules of section 163(j). Thus
the taxable REIT subsidiary cannot deduct
interest in any year that would exceed 50
percent of the subsidiary’s adjusted gross in-
come.

If any amount of interest, rent, or other
deductions of the taxable REIT subsidiary
for amounts paid to the REIT is determined
to be other than at arm’s length (‘‘redeter-
mined’’ items) , an excise tax of 100 percent
is imposed on the portion that was excessive.
‘‘Safe harbors’’ are provided for certain rent-
al payments where the amounts are de mini-
mis, there is specified evidence that charges
to unrelated parties are substantially com-
parable, certain charges for services from
the taxable REIT subsidiary are separately
stated, or the subsidiary’s gross income from
the service is not less than 150 percent of the
subsidiary’s direct cost in furnishing the
service.

In determining whether rents are arm’s
length rents, the fact that such rents do not
meet the requirements of the specified safe
harbors shall not be taken into account. In
addition, rent received by a REIT shall not
fail to qualify as rents from real property by
reason of the fact that all or any portion of
such rent is redetermined for purposes of the
excise tax.

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue is
to conduct a study to determine how many
taxable REIT subsidiaries are in existence
and the aggregate amount of taxes paid by
such subsidiaries. A report shall be sub-
mitted to the Congress describing the results
of such study.

Health care REITS
The provision permits a REIT to own and

operate a health care facility for at least two
years, and treat it as permitted ‘‘fore-
closure’’ property, if the facility is acquired
by the termination or expiration of a lease of
the property. Extensions of the 2 year period
can be granted.

Conformity with regulated investment com-
pany rules

Under the provision, the REIT distribution
requirements are modified to conform to the
rules for regulated investment companies.
Specifically, a REIT is required to distribute
only 90 percent, rather than 95 percent, of its
income.

Definition of independent contractor
If any class of stock of the REIT or the

person being tested as an independent con-
tractor is regularly traded on an established
securities market, only persons who directly
or indirectly own 5 percent or more of such
class of stock shall be counted in deter-
mining whether the 35 percent ownership
limitations have been exceeded.

Modification of earnings and profits rules for
RICs and REITS

The rule allowing a RIC to make a dis-
tribution after a determination that it had
failed RIC status, and thus meet the require-
ment of no non-RIC earnings and profits in
subsequent years, is modified to clarify that,
when the reason for the determination is
that the RIC had non- RIC earnings and prof-
its in the initial year, the procedure would
apply to permit RIC qualification in the ini-
tial year to which such determination ap-
plied, in addition to subsequent years.

The RIC earnings and profits rules are also
modified to provide an ordering rule similar
to the REIT rule, treating a distribution to
meet the requirements of no non-RIC earn-
ings and profits as coming first from the ear-
liest earnings and profits accumulated in
any year for which the RIC did not qualify as
a RIC. In addition, the REIT deficiency divi-
dend rules are modified to apply the same
earnings and profits ordering rule to such
dividends as other REIT dividends.

Effective date
The House bill is generally effective for

taxable years beginning after December 31,
2000. The provision with respect to modifica-
tion of earnings and profits rules is effective
for distributions after December 31, 2000.

In the case of the provisions relating to
permitted ownership of securities of an
issuer, special transition rules apply. The
new rules forbidding a REIT to own more
than 10 percent of the value of securities of
a single issuer do not apply to a REIT with
respect to securities held directly or indi-
rectly by such REIT on July 12, 1999, or ac-
quired pursuant to the terms of written bind-
ing contract in effect on that date and at all
times thereafter until the acquisition. Also,
securities received in a tax-free exchange or
reorganization, with respect to or in ex-
change for such grandfathered securities
would be grandfathered. This transition
ceases to apply to securities of a corporation
as of the first day after July 12, 1999 on
which such corporation engages in a substan-
tial new line of business, or acquires any
substantial asset, other than pursuant to a
binding contract in effect on such date and
at all times thereafter, or in a reorganiza-
tion or transaction in which gain or loss is
not recognized by reason of section 1031 or
1033 of the Code. If a corporation makes an
election to become a taxable REIT sub-
sidiary, effective before January 1, 2004 and
at a time when the REIT’s ownership is
grandfathered under these rules, the election
is treated as a reorganization under section
368(a)(1)(A) of the Code.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill with certain clarifications and
one additional provision.

General clarifications
The Senate amendment clarifies that

straight-debt securities of an individual
issuer are not treated as securities for pur-
poses of the new prohibition on a REIT own-
ing 10 percent of the value of a single issuer.

The Senate amendment clarifies the defini-
tion of ‘‘redetermined deductions’’ for pur-
poses of the 100 percent excise tax, to indi-
cate that these are deductions of the taxable
REIT subsidiary that would be reduced (not
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94 Section 110 provides for regulations to be issued
establishing the time and manner information must
be provided the Secretary concerning amounts re-
ceived (or treated as a rent reduction), amounts ex-
pended on qualified long-term real property, and
such other information as the Secretary deems nec-
essary to carry out the provision. These regulations
have not yet been issued.

increased) under the arm’s length rules of
section 482.

The Senate amendment clarifies the appli-
cation of the transition rule permitting a
REIT to own more than 10 percent of the
value of securities of an issuer if such securi-
ties are held by the REIT on July 12, 1999.
Under the Senate amendment, the
grandfathering of such securities ceases to
apply if the REIT acquires additional securi-
ties of that issuer after that date, other than
pursuant to a binding contract in effect on
that date and at all times thereafter, or in a
reorganization with another corporation the
securities of which are grandfathered.

Rental income clarification
The Senate amendment clarifies that rents

paid to a REIT are not generally qualified
rents if the REIT owns more than 10 percent
of the value, (as well as of the vote) of a cor-
poration paying the rents. The amendment
clarifies that the only exception is for rents
that are paid by taxable REIT subsidiaries
and that also meet the limited rental excep-
tion (where 90 percent of space is leased to
third parties) or the exception for certain
lodging facilities (operated by an inde-
pendent contractor) specified in the House
bill.

Effective date.—The new 10 percent of value
limitation for purposes of defining qualified
rents is effective for taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1999. There is an excep-
tion for rents paid under a lease or pursuant
to a binding contract in effect on July 12,
1999 and at all times thereafter.

Provision regarding rental income from cer-
tain personal property

The Senate amendment modifies the
present law rule that permits certain rents
from personal property to be treated as real
estate rental income if such personal prop-
erty does not exceed 15 percent of the aggre-
gate of real and personal property. The Sen-
ate amendment replaces the present law
comparison of the adjusted bases of prop-
erties with a comparison based on fair mar-
ket values.

Effective date.—The provision regarding
rental income from certain personal prop-
erty is effective for taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
Effective date.—The effective dates of the

conference agreement are the same as under
the Senate amendment, except that the ef-
fective dates of (i) the clarification that a 10
percent of value ownership limitation ap-
plies to certain rents, and (2) the provision
using a fair market value test for rental in-
come from certain personal property, are for
taxable years beginning after December 31,
2000 (rather than after December 31, 1999).

B. Modify At-Risk Rules for Publicly Traded
Nonrecourse Debt (sec. 1161 of the House
bill and sec. 465(b)(6) of the Code)

Present Law
Present law provides an at-risk limitation

on losses from business and income-pro-
ducing activities, applicable to individuals
and certain closely held corporations (sec.
465). Under the at-risk rules, a taxpayer gen-
erally is not considered at risk with respect
to borrowed amounts if the taxpayer is not
personally liable for repayment of the debt
(e.g., nonrecourse loans), and in certain
other circumstances.

In the case of the activity of holding real
property, however, an exception is provided
for qualified nonrecourse financing that is
secured by real property used in the activity
(sec. 465(b)(6)). The qualified nonrecourse fi-
nancing rules require, among other things,

that the financing be borrowed by the tax-
payer from a qualified person or from certain
governmental entities. For this purpose, a
qualified person is one that is actively and
regularly engaged in the business of lending
money (and that is not a related person with
respect to the taxpayer, is not a person from
whom the taxpayer acquired the property or
a related person, and is not a person that re-
ceives a fee with respect to the taxpayer’s in-
vestment or a related person (sec.
49(a)(1)(D)(iv)). A related person is one with
certain types of relationships to the tax-
payer defined by statute (sec. 465(b)(3)(C)).
The qualified nonrecourse financing rules
also require that the financing be secured by
real property used in the activity (sec.
465(b)(6)(A)).

House Bill
The House bill modifies the rules relating

to qualified nonrecourse financing to provide
that, in the case of an activity of holding
real property, a taxpayer is considered at
risk with respect to the taxpayer’s share of
certain financing that is not borrowed from
a person that is regularly engaged in the
business of lending money, and that is not
secured by real property used in the activity,
if the financing is qualified publicly traded
debt.

The financing may not be borrowed from a
person that is a related person with respect
to the taxpayer, that is a person from whom
the taxpayer acquired the property or a re-
lated person, or that is a person that re-
ceives a fee with respect to the taxpayer’s in-
vestment or a related person.

Qualified publicly traded debt generally
means any debt instrument that is readily
tradable on an established securities market.
However, qualified publicly traded debt does
not include any debt instrument, the yield to
maturity on which equals or exceeds the ap-
plicable Federal rate of interest for the cal-
endar month in which it is issued, plus 5 per-
centage points. The applicable Federal rate
is the rate determined under section 1274(d)
with respect to the term of the debt instru-
ment. Under the provision, it is intended
that ‘‘readily tradable on an established se-
curities market’’ have the same meaning as
under section 453(f)(5).

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for debt instruments issued after December
31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.

C. Qualified Lessee Construction Allowances
Not Limited to Short-term Leases for Cer-
tain Retailers (sec. 1171 of the House bill
and sec. 110 of the Code)

Present Law
Section 110 provides that the gross income

of a lessee does not include amounts received
in cash (or treated as a rent reduction) from
a lessor under a short-term lease of retail
space for the purpose of the lessee’s con-
struction or improvement of qualified long-
term real property for use in the lessee’s
trade or business at the retail space subject
to the short-term lease. The exclusion only
applies to the extent the allowance does not
exceed the amount expended by the lessee on
the construction or improvement of qualified
long-term real property. For this purpose,
‘‘qualified long-term real property’’ means
nonresidential real property that is part of,
or otherwise present at, retail space used by
the lessee and that reverts to the lessor at
the termination of the lease. A ‘‘short-term
lease’’ means a lease or other agreement for
the occupancy or use of retail space for a

term of 15 years or less (as determined pursu-
ant to sec. 168(i)(3)). ‘‘Retail space’’ means
real property leased, occupied, or otherwise
used by the lessee in its trade or business of
selling tangible personal property or services
to the general public.

The lessor must treat the amounts ex-
pended on the construction allowance as
nonresidential real property owned by the
lessor. The Secretary is granted the author-
ity to require reporting to ensure that both
the lessor and lessee treat such amounts as
nonresidential real property owned by the
lessor.94

House Bill
The provision eliminates the section 110 re-

quirement that the lease be for a term of 15
years or less in the case of payment (or rent
reduction) to a ‘‘qualified retail business.’’
Payments by a lessor to such businesses for
the purpose of constructing or improving
long-term real property would not be in-
cluded in the income of the lessee regardless
of the term of the lease, provided the pay-
ments are used for such purpose.

For this purpose, a qualified retail business
would be defined as a trade or business of
selling tangible personal property to the gen-
eral public. A trade or business will not fail
to be considered a qualified retail business
by reason of sales of services to the general
public if such sales are incidental to the sale
of tangible personal property (such as tai-
loring services provided incidental to the
sale of a suit or dress) or are de minimis in
amount. For this purpose, services would be
considered de minimis in amount if they rep-
resent 10% or less of the gross receipts of the
business at the retail space subject to the
lease.

The provision does not eliminate the short-
term lease requirement in all situations that
are otherwise eligible for section 110 under
present law. Section 110 presently applies
(assuming the other standards are met) if
the retail space of the lessee will be used in
the trade or business of selling tangible per-
sonal property or services to the public. If
the lessee will earn more than 10% of the
gross receipts of the space from the sale of
services (other than from services that are
incidental to the sale of tangible personal
property), section 110 will continue to be
available only if the lease is for a term of 15
years or less.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
leases entered into after December 31, 1999.
No inference is intended as to the treatment
of amounts that are not affected by the pro-
vision.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the House bill provision.
D. Exclusion From Gross Income for Certain

Contributions to the Capital of Certain Re-
tailers (sec. 1172 of the House bill and sec.
118 of the Code)

Present Law
Section 118(a) provides that gross income

does not include any contribution to the cap-
ital of a corporation. The test for deter-
mining whether a particular payment is a
contribution to capital is the intent or mo-
tive of the transferor. The contribution (1)
must become a part of the recipient’s capital
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95 Ownership of property on the premises of the re-
tailer by the developer does not automatically pre-
vent an inducement from qualifying as a nontaxable
contribution to capital under section 118(a), pro-
vided the taxpayer can establish the facts required
for that provision to apply.

structure; (2) may not be compensation for a
‘‘specific, quantifiable service’’; (3) must be
bargained for; (4) must result in a benefit to
the recipient; and (5) ordinarily will con-
tribute to the production of additional in-
come. United States v. Chicago, Burlington &
Quincy R.R., 412 U.S. 401, 411, 93 S. Ct. 2169,
2175, 37 L. Ed. 2d 30 (1973).

Two appellate courts have applied section
118(a) to inducements paid by developers to
retailers in exchange for the agreement of
the retailers to ‘‘anchor’’ future shopping
centers. Federated Department Stores v. Com-
missioner 51 TC 500 ( 1968), aff’d 426 F. 2d 417
(6th Cir., 1970), May Department Stores Co. v.
Commissioner, 33 TCM 1128 (1974), aff’d 519 F.
2d 1154 (8th Cir., 1975). In both cases, the
courts held that the benefits anticipated by
the developer were speculative and intan-
gible, and thus could not be considered in
payment for any particular service.

The recipient taxpayer is allowed no basis
in any property it receives as a contribution
to capital, or an property it acquires within
12 months with the proceeds of a contribu-
tion to capital (sec. 362).

A portion of a single payment may qualify
as a nontaxable contribution to capital,
while the remainder is considered to be part
of a taxable transaction. Where there are
multiple purposes to the payment, the pay-
ment may be examined to determine what
portion is eligible for section 118(a) treat-
ment. G.M. Trading Corporation v. Commis-
sioner, 121 F. 3d 977 (5th Cir., 1997).

House Bill
The provision establishes a safe harbor al-

lowing certain inducements received by re-
tailers to be treated as nontaxable contribu-
tions to capital. In order to qualify for the
safe harbor, the inducement must be in ex-
change for the retailer’s agreement to oper-
ate a qualified retail business at particular
location for a period of at least 15 years. The
retailer must, immediately after the receipt
of the contribution, own the land and struc-
tures to be used by the taxpayer in carrying
on the qualified retail business at the agreed
location and must satisfy an expenditure
rule.

The safe harbor does not apply if the con-
tributor owns a beneficial interest in prop-
erty located on the premises of the qualified
retail business, other than de minimis
amounts of property associated with the op-
eration of adjacent property. For example, a
developer may be the owner of the pipes and
related equipment making up the water sys-
tem of a shopping mall. Ownership of such
property on premises owned by the retailer
is expected to be considered de minimis and
would not prevent the application of the
safeharbor. On the other hand, ownership of
more than a de minimis amount of assets or
the ownership of assets disqualifies the in-
ducement from safeharbor treatment. For
example, if a developer owns and leases to a
retailer the retailer’s point of sale equip-
ment, any inducement paid by the developer
to the retailer will not qualify under the
safeharbor as a nontaxable contribution to
capital.95 The rule applies to property owned
by the developer on the premises of the re-
tailer. The premises of the retailer is the
area in which the retailer holds out personal
property for sale to the general public. The
premises of the retailer do not include adja-
cent space, such as a parking facility under
the store which is owned and operated by the
developer whose use is not limited to cus-
tomers of the taxpayer. The rule also does

not prevent the developer paying the induce-
ment from owning a beneficial interest in
the retailers, or joining in a joint venture
with the retailer unless the joint venture in-
volves ownership of property on the premises
of the retailer that would prevent the use of
the safeharbor if owned directly by the de-
veloper.

The expenditure rule requires that, prior
to the end of the second taxable year after
the year in the contribution was received,
the retailer spend an amount equal to the
amount of the contribution for the acquisi-
tion of land or structure, or for the acquisi-
tion or construction of other property to be
used in the qualified retail business at the
agreed location. Accurate records would be
required to be kept that establish the satis-
faction of the expenditure rule. It is not in-
tended that the retailer be required to trace
specific expenditures to the inducement.

A qualified retail business is defined as a
trade or business of selling tangible personal
property to the general public. A trade or
business will not fail to be considered a
qualified retail business by reason of sales of
services to the general public if such sales
are incidental to the sale of tangible per-
sonal property (such as tailoring services
provided incidental to the sale of a suit or
dress) or are de minimis in amount. For this
purpose, services are considered de minimis
in amount if they represent 10 percent or less
of the gross receipts of the business at the
retail space subject to the lease.

Anti-abuse rules are provided to prevent
the use of the safeharbor for amounts that
are not intended by the parties as contribu-
tions to capital. The Secretary is authorized
to allocate income and deductions, or to re-
duce the amount of any contribution to cap-
ital under the safeharbor, in cases in which
it is established that above market rates
have been paid from the retailer to the de-
veloper in another transaction. A rate is not
expected to be considered to be above mar-
ket if it is the same on a square footage basis
as the rate charged other retailers at the
same location. For example, a developer
charges all retailers in the mall a common
area maintenance charge. If this charge is
equal to a standard rate times the square
footage of each store in the mall, it will not
be considered to be an above market rate
with respect to any single retailer.

The Secretary is also authorized to allo-
cate income and deductions, or reduce the
amount of any contribution to capital, to
the extent necessary to prevent the abuse of
the purposes of this section where the trans-
action takes place between related parties.
It is expected that this authority will be
used to prevent the conversion of nondepre-
ciable or longer lived property into costs
that may be recovered over a shorter period
of time. For example, if a retailer who owns
a piece of land contributes that land to a
joint venture and then accept the land from
the joint venture as an inducement to oper-
ate a retail facility for 20 years an anchor for
a new mall, it is expected that the Secretary
will use its authority to reduce the amount
of any contribution to capital in a trans-
action between related parties to prevent the
application of the safeharbor. However, it is
not intended that the authority to will be
used simply because the retailer and a re-
lated party engage in transactions that are
concluded on an arm’s-length basis and do
not result in the conversion of nondepre-
ciable or longer lived assets into costs that
may be recovered over a shorter period of
time.

The provision does not limit the applica-
tion of section 118(a) of present law. No infer-
ence is intended as to whether any payment
constitutes a nontaxable contribution to
capital under section 118(a) whether or not

such payment qualifies for the safeharbor
provided by this provision.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for contributions received after December 31,
1999.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
E. Increase the Low-Income Housing Tax

Credit Cap and Make Other Modifications
(secs. 1331–1337 of the House Bill, sec. 1001
of the Senate amendment and sec. 42 of the
Code)

Present Law
In general

The low-income housing tax credit may be
claimed over a 10-year period for the cost of
rental housing occupied by tenants having
incomes below specified levels. The credit
percentage for newly constructed or substan-
tially rehabilitated housing that is not Fed-
erally subsidized is adjusted monthly by the
Internal Revenue Service so that the 10 an-
nual installments have a present value of 70
percent of the total qualified expenditures.
The credit percentage for new substantially
rehabilitated housing that is Federally sub-
sidized and for existing housing that is sub-
stantially rehabilitated is calculated to have
a present value of 30 percent qualified ex-
penditures.
Credit cap

The aggregate credit authority provided
annually to each State is $1.25 per resident,
except in the case of projects that also re-
ceive financing with proceeds of tax-exempt
bonds issued subject to the private activity
bond volume limit and certain carry-over
amounts,
Expenditure test

Generally, the building must be placed in
service in the year in which it receives an al-
location to qualify for the credit. An excep-
tion is provided in the case where the tax-
payer has expended an amount equal to 10–
percent or more of the taxpayer’s reasonably
expected basis in the building by the end of
the calendar year in which the allocation is
received and certain other requirements are
met.
Basis of building eligible for the credit

Buildings receiving assistance under the
HOME investment partnerships act
(‘‘HOME’’) are not eligible for the enhanced
credit for buildings located in high cost
areas (i.e., qualified census tracts and dif-
ficult development areas). Under the en-
hanced credit, the 70-percent and 30-percent
credit are increased to a 91-percent and 39-
percent credit, respectfully.

Eligible basis is generally limited to the
portion of the building used by qualified low-
income tenants for residential living and
some common areas.
State allocation plans

Each State must develop a plan for allo-
cating credits and such plan must include
certain allocation criteria including: (1)
project location; (2) housing needs character-
istics; (3) project characteristics; (4) sponsor
characteristics; (5) participation of local tax-
exempts; (6) tenant populations with special
needs; and (7) public housing waiting lists.
The State allocation plan must also give
preference to housing projects: (1) that serve
the lowest income tenants; and (2) that are
obligated to serve qualified tenants for the
longest periods.
Credit administration

There are no explicit requirements that
housing credit agencies perform a com-
prehensive market study of the housing
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96 For example, constitutional home rule cities in
Illinois are guaranteed their proportionate share of
the $1.25 amount, based on their population relative
to that of the State as a whole.

97 A State’s population, for these purposes, is the
most recent estimate of the State’s population re-
leased by the Bureau of the Census before the begin-
ning of the year to which the limitation applies.
Also, for these purposes, the District of Columbia
and the U.S. possessions (i.e., Puerto Rico, the Vir-
gin Islands, Guam, the Northern Marianas and
American Samoa) are treated as States.

98 The unused State housing credit ceiling is the
amount (if positive) of the previous year’s annual
credit limitation plus credit returns less the credit
actually allocated in that year.

99 Credit returns are the sum of any amounts allo-
cated to projects within a State which fail to be-
come a qualified low-income housing project within
the allowable time period plus any amounts allo-
cated to a project within a State under an allocation
which is canceled by mutual consent of the housing
credit agency and the allocation recipient.

needs of the low-income individuals in the
area to be served by the project, nor that
such agency conduct site visits to monitor
for compliance with habitability standards.
Stacking rule

Authority to allocate credits remains at
the State (as opposed to local) government
level unless State law provides otherwise. 96

Generally, credits may be allocated only
from volume authority arising during the
calendar year in which the building is placed
in service, except in the case of: (1) credits
claimed on additions to qualified basis; (2)
credits allocated in a later year pursuant to
an earlier binding commitment made no
later than the year in which the building is
placed in service; and (3) carryover alloca-
tions.

Each State annually receives low-income
housing credit authority equal to $1.25 per
State resident for allocation to qualified
low-income projects. 97 In addition to this
$1.25 per resident amount, each State’s
‘‘housing credit ceiling’’ includes the fol-
lowing amounts: (1) the unused State hous-
ing credit ceiling (if any) of such State for
the preceding calendar year; 98 (2) the
amount of the State housing credit ceiling
(if any) returned in the calendar year; 99 and
(3) the amount of the national pool (if any)
allocated to such State by the Treasury De-
partment.

The national pool consists of States’ un-
used housing credit carryovers. For each
State, the unused housing credit carryover
for a calendar year consists of the excess (if
any) of the unused State housing credit ceil-
ing for such year over the excess (if any) of
the aggregate housing credit dollar amount
allocated for such year over the sum of $1.25
per resident and the credit returns for such
year. The amounts in the national pool are
allocated only to a State which allocated its
entire housing credit ceiling for the pre-
ceding calendar year, and requested a share
in the national pool not later than May 1 of
the calendar year. The national pool alloca-
tion to qualified States is made on a pro rata
basis equivalent to the fraction that a
State’s population enjoys relative to the
total population of all qualified States for
that year.

The present-law stacking rule provides
that a State is treated as using its annual al-
location of credit authority ($1.25 per State
resident) and any returns during the cal-
endar year followed by any unused credits
carried forward from the preceding year’s
credit ceiling and finally any applicable allo-
cations from the National pool.

House Bill
Credit cap

The $1.25 per capita cap is increased to
$1.75 per capita. This increase is phased-in by
increasing the credit cap by 10 cents per cap-

ita each year for five years. The credit cap
would be: $1.35 in calendar year 2000; $1.45 in
calendar 2001; $1.55 in calendar year 2002;
$1.65 in calendar year 2003; and $1.75 in cal-
endar year 2004. The $1.75 per capita credit
cap is indexed for inflation beginning in 2004.
Expenditure test

The bill allows a building which receives
an allocation in the second half of a calendar
to qualify under the 10–percent test if the
taxpayer expends an amount equal to 10–per-
cent or more of the taxpayer’s reasonably ex-
pected basis in the building within six
months of receiving the allocation regardless
of whether the 10–percent test is met by the
end of the calendar year.
Basis of building eligible for the credit

The bill makes three changes to the basis
rules of the credit. First, buildings receiving
HOME assistance are made eligible for the
enhanced credit. Second, the definition of
qualified census tracts for purposes of the
enhanced credit is expanded to include any
census tracts with a poverty rate of 25 per-
cent or more. Third, the bill extends the
credit to a portion of the building used as a
community service facility not in excess of
20 percent of the total eligible basis in the
building. A community service facility is de-
fined as any facility designed to serve pri-
marily individuals whose income is 60 per-
cent or less of area median income.
State allocation plans

The bill strikes the plan criteria relating
to participation of local tax-exempts, replac-
ing it with two other criteria: tenant popu-
lations of individuals with children and
projects intended for eventual tenant owner-
ship. It also provides that the present-law
criteria relating to sponsor characteristics
include whether the project involves the use
of existing housing as part of a community
revitalization plan. Also, the bill adds a
third category of housing projects to the
preferential list. That third category is for
projects located in qualified census tracts
which contribute to a concerted community
revitalization plan.
Credit administration

The bill requires a comprehensive market
study of the housing needs of the low-income
individuals in the area to be served by the
project and a written explanation available
to the general public for any allocation not
made in accordance with the established pri-
orities and selection criteria of the housing
credit agency. It also requires site inspec-
tions by the housing credit agency to mon-
itor compliance with habitability standards
applicable to the project.
Stacking rule

The bill modifies the stacking rule so that
each State would be treated as using its allo-
cation of the unused State housing credit
ceiling (if any) from the preceding calendar
before the current year’s allocation of credit
(including any credits returned to the State)
and then finally any National pool alloca-
tions.
Effective date

In general, the House bill is effective for
calendar years beginning after December 31,
2000, and buildings placed-in-service after
such date in the case of projects that also re-
ceive financing with proceeds of tax-exempt
bonds subject to the private activity bond
volume limit which are issued after such
date. The increase and indexing of the credit
cap is effective for calendar years after De-
cember 31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
Credit cap

The Senate amendment makes two
changes to the credit cap. First, the $1.25 per

capita cap for each State modified so that
small population State are given a minimum
of $2 million of annual credit cap. Second,
the $1.25 per capita element of the credit cap
is increased to $1.75 per capita. This increase
is phased-in by increasing the credit cap by
10 cents per capita each year for five years.
Therefore the credit cap will be: $1.35 per
capita or $2 million, whichever is greater, in
calendar year 2001; $1.45 per capita or $2 mil-
lion, whichever is greater, in calendar 2002;
$1.55 per capita or $2 million, whichever is
greater, in calendar year 2003; $1.65 per cap-
ita or $2 million, whichever is greater, in cal-
endar year 2004; and $1.75 per capita or $2
million, whichever is greater, in calendar
year 2005 and thereafter.
Expenditure test

No provision.
Basis of building eligible for the credit

The Senate amendment provides that as-
sistance received under the Native American
Housing Assistance and Self-Determination
Act of 1996 is not taken into account in de-
termining whether a building is Federally
subsidized for purposes of the credit. This al-
lows such buildings to qualify for something
other than the 30-percent credit generally
applicable to Federally subsidized buildings.
State allocation plans

No provision.
Credit administration

No provision.
Stacking rule

Same as the House bill.
Effective date

The Senate amendment provision is effec-
tive for calendar years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
Credit cap

The conference agreement follows the
House bill with a modification. The modi-
fication provides a minimum of $2 million of
annual credit cap to small population states
beginning in calendar year 2000. The $2 mil-
lion annual credit cap is indexed for infla-
tion, beginning in the same year that index-
ing begins for the per capita cap.
Expenditure test

The conference agreement follows the
House bill.
Basis of building eligible for the credit

The conference agreement includes two of
the three House bill changes to the credit
basis rules and the Senate amendment provi-
sion relating to assistance received under
the Native American Housing Assistance and
Self-Determination Act of 1996. The first
House bill provision included in the con-
ference agreement provides that the defini-
tion of qualified census tracts for purposes of
the enhanced credit is expanded to include
any census tracts with a poverty rate of 25
percent or more. The second House bill pro-
vision included in the conference agreement
is modified so that it extends the credit to a
portion of the building used as a community
service facility not in excess of 10 percent of
the total eligible basis in the building. A
community service facility is defined as any
facility designed to serve primarily individ-
uals whose income is 60 percent or less of
area median income. The House bill provi-
sion relating to buildings receiving HOME
assistance being made eligible for the en-
hanced credit is not included in the con-
ference agreement.
State allocation plans

The conference agreement includes the
House bill provision.
Credit administration

The conference agreement includes the
House bill provision.
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Stacking rule

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
Effective date

The provision is generally effective for cal-
endar years beginning after December 31,
1999, and buildings placed-in-service after
such date in the case of projects that also re-
ceive financing with proceeds of tax-exempt
bonds subject to the private activity bond
volume limit which are issued after such
date.

The increase in the credit cap is contin-
gent upon enactment as part of the bill of
the separate provisions relating to State al-
location plans and credit administration.
F. Tax Credit for Renovating Historic Homes

(section 1011 of the Senate amendment and
new section 25B of the Code)

Present Law
Present law provides an income tax credit

for certain expenditures incurred in rehabili-
tating certified historic structures and cer-
tain nonresidential buildings placed in serv-
ice before 1936 (Code sec. 47). The amount of
the credit is determined by multiplying the
applicable rehabilitation percentage by the
basis of the property that is attributable to
qualified rehabilitation expenditures. The
applicable rehabilitation percentage is 20
percent for certified historic structures and
10 percent for qualified rehabilitated build-
ings (other than certified historic structures)
that were originally placed in service before
1936.

A qualified rehabilitated building is a non-
residential building eligible for the 10–per-
cent credit only if the building is substan-
tially rehabilitated and a specific portion of
the existing structure of the building is re-
tained in place upon completion of the reha-
bilitation. A residential or nonresidential
building is eligible for the 20–percent credit
that applies to certified historic structures
only if the building is substantially rehabili-
tated (as determined under the eligibility
rules for the 10–percent credit). In addition,
the building must be listed in the National
Register or the building must be located in a
registered historic district and must be cer-
tified by the Secretary of the Interior as
being of historical significance to the dis-
trict.

House bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment permits a taxpayer

to claim a 20–percent credit for qualified re-
habilitation expenditures made with respect
to a qualified historic home which the tax-
payer subsequently occupies as his or her
principal residence for at least five years.
The total credit which could be claimed by
the taxpayer is limited to $20,000 ($10,000 in
the case of married taxpayer filing a sepa-
rate return) with respect to any qualified
historic home.

The bill applies to (1) structures listed in
the National Register; (2) structures located
in a registered national, State, or local his-
toric district, and certified by the Secretary
of the Interior as being of historic signifi-
cance to the district, but only if the median
income of the historic district is less than
twice the State median income; (3) any
structure designated as being of historic sig-
nificance under a State or local statute, if
such statute is certified by the Secretary of
the Interior as achieving the purpose of pre-
serving and rehabilitating buildings of his-
toric significance.

For this purpose, a building generally is
considered substantially rehabilitated if the
qualified rehabilitation expenditures in-
curred during a 24–month measuring period

exceed the greater of (1) the adjusted basis of
the building as of the later of the first day of
the 24–month period or the beginning of the
taxpayer’s holding period for the building, or
(2) $5,000. In the case of structures in em-
powerment zones, in enterprise commu-
nities, in a census tract in which 70 percent
of families have income which is 80 percent
or less of the State median family income,
and areas of chronic distress as designated
by the State and approved by the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development only the
$5,000 expenditure requirement applies. In
addition, for all structures, at least 5 percent
of the rehabilitation expenditures have to be
allocable to the exterior of the structure.

To qualify for the credit, the rehabilitation
must be certified by a State or local govern-
ment subject to conditions specified by the
Secretary of the Interior.

The credit may be claimed in one of three
ways. First, if the taxpayer directly incurs
the qualifying expenditures in rehabilitation
of his or her principal residence, the tax-
payer may claim the tax credit on his or her
return.

Second, the taxpayer may claim the credit
on his or her return if the taxpayer is the
first purchaser of a structure on which quali-
fied rehabilitation expenditures have been
made.

Third, the taxpayer may elect to receive
an historic rehabilitation mortgage credit
certificate. An historic rehabilitation mort-
gage credit certificate is a certificate stating
the value of the credit that would be allow-
able to the taxpayer for qualified historic re-
habilitation expenditures. The taxpayer may
transfer the historic rehabilitation mortgage
credit certificate to a lending institution in
connection with a loan that is to be secured
by the structure on which the qualified reha-
bilitation expenditures were incurred. In ex-
change for the rehabilitation mortgage cred-
it certificate, the lending institution pro-
vides the taxpayer with a loan, the rate of
interest on which is less than that for which
the taxpayer otherwise would have qualified.

In the case of structures located in em-
powerment zones, in enterprise commu-
nities, in a census tract in which 70 percent
of families have income which is 80 percent
or less of the State median family income,
and areas of chronic distress as designated
by the State and approved by the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development, the tax-
payer may elect that the loan be satisfied by
principal payments less than those that
would otherwise be required such that the
present value of the reduced principal pay-
ments over the term of the loan be substan-
tially equivalent to the value stated on the
historic rehabilitation mortgage credit cer-
tificate.

The lending institution that enters into
the exchange with the taxpayer may claim
the credit amount against its regular income
tax liability. Reductions in interest pay-
ments and reductions in principal payments
resulting from a qualified exchange of a re-
habilitation mortgage credit certificate
would not be taxable income to the taxpayer.

If a taxpayer ceases to maintain the struc-
ture as his or her personal residence within
five years from the date of the rehabilita-
tion, the credit is recaptured on a pro rata
basis. In the case of a taxpayer who elected
to receive and exchange a rehabilitation
mortgage credit certificate with a lending
institution, any recapture liability would be
paid by the taxpayer.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for expenditures paid or incurred beginning
after December 31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment, but modifies the provision

to provide a tax deduction for qualified ex-
penses incurred by a homeowner who makes
renovations to his or her principal residence.
Thus, the conference agreement provides
that a taxpayer may claim a deduction for 50
percent of qualified rehabilitation expendi-
tures made with respect to a qualified his-
toric home which the taxpayer subsequently
occupies as his or her principal residence for
at least five years. The total amount of de-
duction which could be claimed by the tax-
payer is limited to $50,000 ($25,000 in the case
of married taxpayer filing a separate return)
with respect to any qualified historic home.
The deduction is to be treated as a miscella-
neous itemized deduction, subject to the
present-law two-percent floor on miscella-
neous deductions. For taxpayers subject to
the alternative minimum tax, the deduction
for qualified expenditures may be claimed
against the taxpayer’s alternative minimum
taxable income.

The conference agreement follows the Sen-
ate amendment with respect to the defini-
tions of qualifying structures and qualifying
expenditures, and regarding certification re-
quirements.

If a taxpayer ceases to maintain the struc-
ture as his or her personal residence within
five years from the date of the rehabilita-
tion, the deduction is recaptured, on a pro
rata basis, as taxable income to the tax-
payer.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for expenditures paid or incurred beginning
after December 31, 1999.
G. Accelerate the Scheduled Increase in State

Volume Limits on Tax-Exempt Private Ac-
tivity Bonds (sec. 1351 of the House bill,
sec. 1081 of the Senate amendment and sec.
146 of the Code)

Present Law
Interest on bonds issued by States and

local governments is excluded from income if
the proceeds of the bonds are used to finance
activities conducted and paid for by the gov-
ernmental units (sec. 103). Interest on bonds
issued by these governmental units to fi-
nance activities carried out and paid for by
private persons (‘‘private activity bonds’’) is
taxable unless the activities are specified in
the Internal Revenue Code. Private activity
bonds on which interest may be tax-exempt
include bonds for privately operated trans-
portation facilities (airports, docks and
wharves, mass transit, and high speed rail fa-
cilities), privately owned and/or provided
municipal services (water, sewer, solid waste
disposal, and certain electric and heating fa-
cilities), economic development (small man-
ufacturing facilities and redevelopment in
economically depressed areas), and certain
social programs (low-income rental housing,
qualified mortgage bonds, student loan
bonds, and exempt activities of charitable
organizations described in sec. 501(c)(3)).

The volume of tax-exempt private activity
bonds that States and local governments
may issue for most of these purposes in each
calendar year is limited by State-wide vol-
ume limits. The current annual volume lim-
its are $50 per resident of the State or $150
million if greater. The volume limits do not
apply to private activity bonds to finance
airports, docks and wharves, certain govern-
mentally owned, but privately operated solid
waste disposal facilities, certain high speed
rail facilities, and to certain types of private
activity tax-exempt bonds that are subject
to other limits on their volume (qualified
veterans’ mortgage bonds and certain ‘‘new’’
empowerment zone and enterprise commu-
nity bonds).

The current annual volume limits that
apply to private activity tax-exempt bonds
increase to $75 per resident of each State or
$225 million, if greater, beginning in calendar
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100 The Tax Reform Act of 1986 modified the Accel-
erated Cost Recovery System (‘‘ACRS’’) to institute
MACRS. Prior to the adoption of ACRS by the Eco-
nomic Recovery Act of 1981, taxpayers were allowed
to depreciate the various components of a building
as separate assets with separate useful lives. The use
of component depreciation was repealed upon the
adoption of ACRS. The Tax Reform Act of 1986 also
denied the use of component depreciation under
MACRS.

101 Former Code sections 168(f)(6) and 178 provided
that in certain circumstances, a lessee could recover
the cost of leasehold improvements made over the
remaining term of the lease. These provisions were
repealed by the Tax Reform Act of 1986.

102 If the improvement is characterized as tangible
personal property, ACRS or MACRS depreciation is
calculated using the shorter recovery periods and
accelerated methods applicable to such property.
The determination of whether certain improvements
are characterized as tangible personal property or as
nonresidential real property often depends on
whether or not the improvements constitute a
‘‘structural component’’ of a building (as defined by
Treas. Reg. sec. 1.48–1(e)(1)). See, for example, Metro
National Corp., 52 TCM 1440 (1987); King Radio Corp.,
486 F.2d 1091 (10th Cir., 1973); Mallinckrodt, Inc., 778
F.2d 402 (8th Cir., 1985) (with respect various lease-
hold improvements).

103 The conference report describing this provision
mistakenly states that the provision applies to im-
provements that are irrevocably disposed of or aban-
doned by the lessee (rather than the lessor) at the
termination of the lease.

104 Under present law, section 280B denies a deduc-
tion for any loss sustained on the demolition of any
structure.

105 The Finance Committee report describing the
provision erroneously states that this date is De-
cember 31, 2000.

1 An overall limit applies if a participant partici-
pates in a defined contribution plan and a defined
benefit plan maintained by the same employer (sec.
415(e)). This limit is repealed for years beginning
after December 31, 1999.

year 2007. The increase is, ratably phased in,
beginning with $55 per capita or $165 million,
if greater, in calendar year 2003.

House Bill
The House bill increases the present-law

annual State private activity bond volume
limits to $75 per resident of each State or
$225 million (if greater).

Effective date.—The House bill volume limit
increases are effective for calender years
after December 31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment increases the

present-law annual State private activity
bond volume limits to $75 per resident of
each State or $225 million (if greater) begin-
ning in calendar year 2005. The increase is
phased-in as follows, beginning in calendar
year 2001:

Calendar year Volume limit

2001 ............................ $55 per resident ($165 million if greater).
2002 ............................ $60 per resident ($180 million if greater).
2003 ............................ $65 per resident ($195 million if greater).
2004 ............................ $70 per resident ($210 million if greater).

Effective date.—The Senate amendment vol-
ume limit increases are effective beginning
in calendar year 2001 and will be fully effec-
tive in calendar year 2005 and thereafter.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement increases the

present-law annual State private activity
bond volume limits to $75 per resident of
each State or $225 million (if greater) begin-
ning in calendar year 2004. The increase is
phased-in as follows, beginning in calendar
year 2000:

Calendar year Volume limit

2000 ............................ $55 per resident ($165 million if greater).
2001 ............................ $60 per resident ($180 million if greater).
2002 ............................ $65 per resident ($195 million if greater).
2003 ............................ $70 per resident ($210 million if greater).

Effective date.—The provision is effective
beginning in calendar year 2000 and will be
fully effective in calendar year 2004 and
thereafter.
H. Treatment of Leasehold Improvements

(sec. 1091 of the Senate amendment and
sec. 168 of the Code)

Present Law
Depreciation of leasehold improvements

Depreciation allowances for property used
in a trade or business generally are deter-
mined under the modified Accelerated Cost
Recovery System (‘‘MACRS’’) of section 168.
Depreciation allowances for improvements
made on leased property are determined
under MACRS, even if the MACRS recovery
period assigned to the property is longer
than the term of the lease (sec. 168(i)(8)).100

This rule applies regardless whether the les-
sor or lessee places the leasehold improve-
ments in service.101 If a leasehold improve-
ment constitutes an addition or improve-
ment to nonresidential real property already
placed in service, the improvement is depre-
ciated using the straight-line method over a
39–year recovery period, beginning in the
month the addition or improvement was

placed in service (secs. 168(b)(3), (c)(1), (d)(2),
and (i)(6)).102

Treatment of dispositions of leasehold im-
provements

A lessor of leased property that disposes of
a leasehold improvement which was made by
the lessor for the lessee of the property may
take the adjusted basis of the improvement
into account for purposes of determining
gain or loss if the improvement is irrev-
ocably disposed of or abandoned by the lessor
at the termination of the lease.103 This rule
conforms the treatment of lessors and les-
sees with respect to leasehold improvements
disposed of at the end of a term of lease. For
purposes of applying this rule, it is expected
that a lessor must be able to separately ac-
count for the adjusted basis of the leasehold
improvement that is irrevocably disposed of
or abandoned. This rule does not apply to the
extent section 280B applies to the demolition
of a structure, a portion of which may in-
clude leasehold improvements.104

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The provision provides that 15–year prop-

erty for purposes of the depreciation rules of
section 168 includes qualified leasehold im-
provement property. The straight line meth-
od is required to be used with respect to
qualified leasehold improvement property.

Qualified leasehold improvement property
is any improvement to an interior portion of
a building that is nonresidential real prop-
erty, provided certain requirements are met.
The improvement must be made under or
pursuant to a lease either by the lessee (or
sublessee) of that portion of the building, or
by the lessor of that portion of the building.
That portion of the building is to be occupied
exclusively by the lessee (or any sublessee).
The original use of the qualified leasehold
improvement property must begin with the
lessee, and must begin after December 31,
2002.105 The improvement must be placed in
service more than three years after the date
the building was first placed in service.

Qualified leasehold improvement property
does not include any improvement for which
the expenditure is attributable to the en-
largement of the building, any elevator or
escalator, any structural component benefit-
ting a common area, or the internal struc-
tural framework of the building.

No special rule is specified for the class life
of qualified leasehold improvement property.
Therefore, the general rule that the class life
for nonresidential real and residential rental
property is 40 years applies.

For purposes of the provision, a commit-
ment to enter into a lease is treated as a
lease, and the parties to the commitment are

treated as lessor and lessee, provided the
lease is in effect at the time the qualified
leasehold improvement property is placed in
service. A lease between related persons is
not considered a lease for this purpose.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for qualified leasehold improvement prop-
erty placed in service after December 31,
2002.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment provision. However,
the conferees expect that the depreciation
study (pursuant to section 2022 of the Tax
and Trade Relief Extension Act of 1998) will
include an examination of the depreciation
issues raised in the House bill and the Senate
amendment, including leasehold improve-
ments and section 1250 property used in con-
nection with a franchise.

XII. PENSION REFORM PROVISIONS
A. Expanding Coverage

1. Increase in benefit and contribution limits
(sec. 1201 of the House bill, sec. 312 of the
Senate amendment, and secs. 401(a)(17),
402(g), 408(p), 415 and 457 of the Code)

Present Law
In general

Under present law, limits apply to con-
tributions and benefits under qualified plans
(sec. 415), the amount of compensation that
may be taken into account under a plan for
determining benefits (sec. 401(a)(17)), the
maximum amount of elective deferrals that
an individual may make to a salary reduc-
tion plan or tax sheltered annuity (sec.
402(g)), and deferrals under an eligible de-
ferred compensation plan of a tax-exempt or-
ganization or a State or local government
(sec. 457).

Limitations on contributions and benefits
Under present law, the limits on contribu-

tions and benefits under qualified plans are
based on the type of plan. Under a defined
contribution plan, the qualification rules
limit the annual additions to the plan with
respect to each plan participant to the lesser
of (1) 25 percent of compensation or (2) $30,000
(for 1999). Annual additions are the sum of
employer contributions, employee contribu-
tions, and forfeitures with respect to an indi-
vidual under all defined contribution plans
of the same employer. The $30,000 limit is in-
dexed for cost-of-living adjustments in $5,000
increments.

Under a defined benefit plan, the maximum
annual benefit payable at retirement is gen-
erally the lesser of (1) 100 percent of average
compensation, or (2) $130,000 (for 1999). The
dollar limit is adjusted for cost-of-living in-
creases in $5,000 increments.

Under present law, in general, the dollar
limit on annual benefits is reduced if bene-
fits under the plan begin before the social se-
curity retirement age (currently, age 65) and
increased if benefits begin after social secu-
rity retirement age.1

Compensation limitation
Under present law, the annual compensa-

tion of each participant that may be taken
into account for purposes of determining
contributions and benefits under a plan, ap-
plying the deduction rules, and for non-
discrimination testing purposes is limited to
$160,000 (for 1999). The compensation limit is
indexed for cost-of-living adjustments in
$10,000 increments.

Elective deferral limitations
Under present law, under certain salary re-

duction arrangements, an employee may
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2 The 25 percent of compensation limitation is in-
creased to 100 percent of compensation under an-
other provision of the House bill.

3 Another provision of the bill increases the 33–1/3
percentage of compensation limit to 100 percent.

4 Another provision of the Senate amendment in-
creases the 33–1/3 percentage of compensation limit
to 100 percent.

5 Title I of the Employee Retirement Income Secu-
rity Act of 1974, as amended (‘‘ERISA’’), also con-
tains prohibited transaction rules. The Code and
ERISA provisions are substantially similar, al-
though not identical.

6 The Senate amendment also amends the cor-
responding provisions of ERISA.

elect to have the employer make payments
as contributions to a plan on behalf of the
employee, or to the employee directly in
cash. Contributions made at the election of
the employee are called elective deferrals.

The maximum annual amount of elective
deferrals that an individual may make to a
qualified cash or deferred arrangement (a
‘‘section 401(k) plan’’), a tax-sheltered annu-
ity (‘‘section 403(b) annuity’’) or a salary re-
duction simplified employee pension plan
(‘‘SEP’’) is $10,000 (for 1999). The maximum
annual amount of elective deferrals that an
individual may make to a SIMPLE plan is
$6,000. These limits are indexed for inflation
in $500 increments.

Section 457 plans
The maximum annual deferral under a de-

ferred compensation plan of a State or local
government or a tax-exempt organization (a
‘‘section 457 plan’’) is the lesser of (1) $8,000
(for 1999) or (2) 33–1/3 percent of compensa-
tion. The $8,000 dollar limit is increased for
inflation in $500 increments. Under a special
catch-up rule, the section 457 plan may pro-
vide that, for one or more of the partici-
pant’s last 3 years before retirement, the
otherwise applicable limit is increased to the
lesser of (1) $15,000 or (2) the sum of the oth-
erwise applicable limit for the year plus the
amount by which the limit applicable in pre-
ceding years of participation exceeded the
deferrals for that year.

House Bill
Limits on contributions and benefits

The House bill increases the $30,000 annual
addition limit for defined contribution plans
to $40,000. This amount is indexed in $1,000
increments.2

The House bill increases the $130,000 an-
nual benefit limit under a defined benefit
plan to $160,000. The dollar limit is reduced
for benefit commencement before age 62 and
increased for benefit commencement after
age 65.
Compensation limitation

The House bill increases the limit on com-
pensation that may be taken into account
under a plan to $200,000. This amount is in-
dexed in $5,000 increments.
Elective deferral limitations

Beginning in 2001, the House bill increases
the dollar limit on annual elective deferrals
under section 401(k) plans, section 403(b) an-
nuities and salary reduction SEPs in $1,000
annual increments until the limits reach
$15,000 in 2005. Beginning in 2001, the House
bill increases the maximum annual elective
deferrals that may be made to a SIMPLE
plan in $1,000 annual increments until the
limit reaches $10,000 in 2004. The $15,000 and
$10,000 dollar limits are indexed in $500 incre-
ments, as under present law.
Section 457 plans

The House bill increases the dollar limit on
deferrals under a section 457 plan to conform
to the elective deferral limitation. Thus, the
limit is $11,000 in 2001, and is increased in
$1,000 annual increments until the limit
reaches $15,000 in 2005. The limit is indexed
thereafter in $500 increments. The limit is
twice the otherwise applicable dollar limit in
the three years prior to retirement.3

Effective date
The House bill is effective for years begin-

ning after December 31, 2000, with a delayed
effective date for plans maintained pursuant
to a collective bargaining agreement.

Senate Amendment
Beginning in 2001, the Senate amendment

increases the dollar limit on annual elective

deferrals under section 401(k) plans, section
403(b) annuities and salary reduction SEPs in
$1,000 annual increments until the limits
reach $15,000 in 2005. Beginning in 2001, the
Senate amendment increases the maximum
annual elective deferrals that may be made
to a SIMPLE plan in $1,000 annual incre-
ments until the limit reaches $10,000 in 2004.
The $15,000 and $10,000 dollar limits are in-
dexed in $500 increments, as under present
law.

The Senate amendment increases the dol-
lar limit on deferrals under a section 457 plan
to $9,000 in 2001, $10,000 in 2002, $11,000 in 2003,
and $12,000 in 2004. The limit is indexed
thereafter in $500 increments. The limit is
twice the otherwise applicable dollar limit in
the three years prior to retirement.4

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for years beginning after December
31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
Effective date.—The conference agreement

is effective for years beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 2000.
2. Plan loans for subchapter S shareholders,

partners, and sole proprietors (sec. 1202
of the House bill, sec. 313 of the Senate
amendment and sec. 4975 of the Code)

Present Law
The Internal Revenue Code prohibits cer-

tain transactions (‘‘prohibited trans-
actions’’) between a qualified plan and a dis-
qualified person in order to prevent persons
with a close relationship to the qualified
plan from using that relationship to the det-
riment of plan participants and bene-
ficiaries. 5 Certain types of transactions are
exempted from the prohibited transaction
rules, including loans from the plan to plan
participants, if certain requirements are sat-
isfied. In addition, the Department of Labor
can grant an administrative exemption from
the prohibited transaction rules if she finds
the exemption is administratively feasible,
in the interest of the plan and plan partici-
pants and beneficiaries, and protective of the
rights of participants and beneficiaries of the
plan.

For purposes of the prohibited transaction
rules, an owner-employee means (1) a sole
proprietor, (2) a partner who owns more than
10 percent of either the capital interest or
the profits interest in the partnership, (3) an
employee or officer of a Subchapter S cor-
poration who owns more than 5 percent of
the outstanding stock of the corporation,
and (4) the owner of an individual retirement
arrangement (‘‘IRA’’). The term owner-em-
ployee also includes certain family members
of an owner-employee and certain corpora-
tions owned by an owner-employee.

Under the Internal Revenue Code, a two-
tier excise tax is imposed on disqualified per-
sons who engage in a prohibited transaction.
The first level tax is equal to 15 percent of
the amount involved in the transaction. The
second level tax is imposed if the prohibited
transaction is not corrected within a certain
period, and is equal to 100 percent of the
amount involved.

House Bill
The House bill generally eliminates the

special present-law rules relating to plan
loans made to an owner-employee. Thus, the
general statutory exemption applies to such

transactions. Present law continues to apply
with respect to IRAs.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
with respect to loans made after December
31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill. 6

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.
3. Modification of top-heavy rules (sec. 1203

of the House bill, sec. 319 of the Senate
amendment, and sec. 416 of the Code)

Present Law
In general

Under present law, additional qualification
requirements apply to plans that primarily
benefit an employer’s key employees (‘‘top-
heavy plans’’). These additional require-
ments provide (1) more rapid vesting for plan
participants who are non-key employers and
(2) minimum nonintegrated employer con-
tributions or benefits for plan participants
who are non-key employees.
Definition of top-heavy plan

In general, a top-heavy plan is a plan under
which more than 60 percent of the contribu-
tions or benefits are provided to key employ-
ees.

For purposes of determining whether a
plan is a top-heavy plan, benefits derived
both from employer and employee contribu-
tions, including employee elective contribu-
tions, are taken into account. In addition,
the accrued benefit of a participant in a de-
fined benefit plan and the account balance of
a participant in a defined contribution plan
includes any amount distributed within the
5–year period ending on the determination
date.

An individual’s accrued benefit or account
balance is not taken into account in deter-
mining whether a plan is top-heavy if the in-
dividual has not performed services for the
employer during the 5–year period ending on
the determination date.

SIMPLE plans are not subject to the top-
heavy rules.
Definition of key employee

A key employee is an employee who, dur-
ing the plan year that ends on the deter-
mination date or any of the 4 preceding plan
years, is (1) an officer earning over one-half
of the defined benefit plan dollar limitation
of section 415 ($65,000 for 1999), (2) a 5–percent
owner of the employer, (3) a 1–percent owner
of the employer earning over $150,000, or (4)
one of the 10 employees earning more than
the defined contribution plan dollar limit
($30,000 for 1999) with the largest ownership
interests in the employer. A family owner-
ship attribution rule applies to the deter-
mination of 1–percent owner status, 5–per-
cent owner status, and largest ownership in-
terest. Under this attribution rule, an indi-
vidual is treated as owning stock owned by
the individual’s spouse, children, grand-
children, or parents.
Minimum benefit for non-key employees

A minimum benefit generally must be pro-
vided to all non-key employees in a top-
heavy plan. In general, a top-heavy defined
benefit plan must provide a minimum ben-
efit equal to the lesser of (1) 2 percent of
compensation multiplied by the employee’s
years of service, or (2) 20 percent of com-
pensation. A top-heavy defined contribution
plan must provide a minimum annual con-
tribution equal to the lesser of (1) 3 percent
of compensation, or (2) the percentage of
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7 Tres. Reg. sec. 1.416–1 Q&A M–19.
8 This provision is not intended to preclude the use

of nonelective contributions that are used to satisfy
the safe harbor rules from being used to satisfy
other qualified retirement plan nondiscrimination
rules, including those involving cross-testing.

9 Thus, this provision overrides the provision in
Treasury regulations that, if matching contribu-
tions are used to satisfy the minimum benefit re-
quirement, then they are not treated as matching
contributions for purposes of the section 401(m) non-
discrimination rules.

10 This provision is not intended to preclude the
use of nonelective contributions that are used to
satisfy the safe harbor rules from being used to sat-
isfy other qualified retirement plan nondiscrimina-
tion rules, including those involving cross-testing.

11 Thus, this provision overrides the provision in
Treasury regulations that, if matching contribu-
tions are used to satisfy the minium benefit require-
ment, then they are not treated as matching con-
tributions for purposes of the section 401(m) non-
discrimination rules.

compensation at which contributions were
made for key employees (including employee
elective contributions made by key employ-
ees and employer matching contributions).

For purposes of the minimum benefit rules,
only benefits derived from employer con-
tributions (other than amounts employees
have elected to defer) to the plan are taken
into account, and an employee’s social secu-
rity benefits are disregarded (i.e., the min-
imum benefit is nonintegrated). Employer
matching contributions may be used to sat-
isfy the minimum contribution requirement;
however, in such a case the contributions are
not treated as matching contributions for
purposes of applying the special non-
discrimination requirements applicable to
employee elective contributions and match-
ing contributions under sections 401(k) and
(m). Thus, such contributions would have to
meet the general nondiscrimination test of
section 401(a)(4). 7

Qualified cash or deferred arrangements
Under a qualified cash or deferred arrange-

ment (a ‘‘section 401(k) plan’’), an employee
may elect to have the employer make pay-
ments as contributions to a qualified plan on
behalf of the employee, or to the employee
directly in cash. Contributions made at the
election of the employee are called elective
deferrals. A special nondiscrimination test
applies to elective deferrals under cash or de-
ferred arrangements, which compares the
elective deferrals of highly compensated em-
ployees with elective deferrals of nonhighly
compensated employees. (This test is called
the actual deferral percentage test or the
‘‘ADP’’ test). Employer matching contribu-
tions under qualified defined contribution
plans are also subject to a similar non-
discrimination test. (This test is called the
actual contribution percentage test or the
‘‘ACP’’ test.)

Under a design-based safe harbor, a cash or
deferred arrangement is deemed to satisfy
the ADP test if the plan satisfies one of two
contribution requirements and satisfies a no-
tice requirement.

House Bill
Definition of top-heavy plan

The House bill provides that a plan con-
sisting of a cash-or-deferred arrangement
that satisfies the design-based safe harbor
for such plans and matching contributions
that satisfy the safe harbor rule for such
contributions is not a top-heavy plan.
Matching or nonelective contributions pro-
vided under such a plan may be taken into
account in satisfying the minimum contribu-
tion requirements applicable to top-heavy
plans. 8

In determining whether a plan is top-
heavy, the House bill provides that distribu-
tions during the year ending on the date the
top-heavy determination is being made are
taken into account. The present-law 5–year
rule applies with respect to in-service dis-
tributions. Similarly, the House bill provides
that an individual’s accrued benefit or ac-
count balance is not taken into account if
the individual has not performed services for
the employer during the 1–year period ending
on the date the top-heavy determination is
being made.
Definition of key employee

The House bill (1) provides that an em-
ployee is not considered a key employee by
reason of officer status unless the employee
earns more than $150,000 in compensation for

the year, and (2) repeals the top–10 owner
key employee category.

The House bill repeals the 4–year lookback
rule for determining key employee status
and provides that an employee is a key em-
ployee only if he or she is a key employee
during the current plan year.
Minimum benefit for non-key employees

Under the House bill, matching contribu-
tions are taken into account in determining
whether the minimum benefit requirement
has been satisfied. 9

The House bill provides that, in deter-
mining the minimum benefit required under
a defined benefit plan, a year of service does
not include any year in which no employee
benefits under the plan (as determined under
sec. 410).
Effective date

The House bill is effective for years begin-
ning after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
Definition of top-heavy plan

The Senate amendment provides that a
plan consisting of a cash-or-deferred ar-
rangement that satisfies the design-based
safe harbor for such plans and matching con-
tributions that satisfy the safe harbor rule
for such contributions is not a top-heavy
plan. Matching or nonelective contributions
provided under such a plan may be taken
into account in satisfying the minimum con-
tribution requirements applicable to top-
heavy plans. 10

Definition of key employee
The family ownership attribution rule no

longer applies in determining whether an in-
dividual is a 5–percent owner of the employer
for purposes of the top-heavy rules only.
Minimum benefit for non-key employees

Under the provision, matching contribu-
tions are taken into account in determining
whether the minimum benefit requirement
has been satisfied.11

Effective date
The Senate amendment provision is effec-

tive for years beginning after December 31,
2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment. As
under the Senate amendment, the family
ownership attribution rule no longer applies
in determining whether an individual is a 5–
percent owner of the employer for purposes
of the top-heavy rules only.
4. Elective deferrals not taken into account

for purposes of deduction limits (sec.
1204 of the House bill, sec. 314 of the Sen-
ate amendment, and sec. 404 of the Code)

Present Law
Employer contributions to one or more

qualified retirement plans are deductible
subject to certain limits. In general, the de-
duction limit depends on the kind of plan.

In the case of a defined benefit pension
plan or a money purchase pension plan, the

employer generally may deduct the amount
necessary to satisfy the minimum funding
cost of the plan for the year. If a defined ben-
efit pension plan has more than 100 partici-
pants, the maximum amount deductible is at
least equal to the plan’s unfunded current li-
abilities.

In the case of a profit-sharing or stock
bonus plan, the employer generally may de-
duct an amount equal to 15 percent of com-
pensation of the employees covered by the
plan for the year.

If an employer sponsors both a defined ben-
efit pension plan and a defined contribution
plan that covers some of the same employees
(or a money purchase pension plan and an-
other kind of defined contribution plan), the
total deduction for all plans for a plan year
generally is limited to the greater of (1) 25
percent of compensation or (2) the contribu-
tion necessary to meet the minimum funding
requirements of the defined benefit pension
plan for the year (or the amount of the plan’s
unfunded current liabilities, in the case of a
plan with more than 100 participants).

For purposes of the deduction limits, em-
ployee elective deferral contributions to a
section 401(k) plan are treated as employer
contributions and, thus, are subject to the
generally applicable deduction limits.

Subject to certain exceptions, nondeduct-
ible contributions are subject to a 10–percent
excise tax.

House Bill

Under the House bill, elective deferral con-
tributions are not subject to the deduction
limits, and the application of a deduction
limitation to any other employer contribu-
tion to a qualified retirement plan does not
take into account elective deferral contribu-
tions.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for years beginning after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment

The Senate amendment is the same as the
House bill.

Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.

5. Repeal of coordination requirements for
deferred compensation plans of State and
local governments and tax-exempt orga-
nizations (sec. 1205 of the House bill and
sec. 457 of the Code)

Present Law

Compensation deferred under an eligible
deferred compensation plan of a tax-exempt
or State and local government employer (a
‘‘section 457 plan’’) is not includible in gross
income until paid or made available. In gen-
eral, the maximum permitted annual defer-
ral under such a plan is the lesser of (1) $8,000
(in 1999) or (2) 331⁄3 percent of compensation.
The $8,000 limit is increased for inflation in
$500 increments.

The $8,000 limit (as modified under the
catch-up rule), applies to all deferrals under
all section 457 plans in which the individual
participates. In addition, in applying the
$8,000 limit, contributions under a tax-shel-
tered annuity (‘‘section 403(b) annuity’’),
elective deferrals under a qualified cash or
deferred arrangement (‘‘section 401(k)
plan’’), salary reduction contributions under
a simplified employee pension plan (‘‘SEP’’),
and contributions under a SIMPLE plan are
taken into account. Further, the amount de-
ferred under a section 457 plan is taken into
account in applying a special catch-up rule
for section 403(b) annuities.
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12 The limits on deferrals under a section 457 plan
are modified under other provisions of the House
bill.

13 User fees are statutorily authorized; however,
the IRS sets the dollar amount of the fee applicable
to any particular type of request.

14 Another provision in the House bill provides that
elective deferrals are not subject to the deduction
limits.

15 A technical correction in the House bill expands
the salary reduction amounts treated as compensa-
tion under section 415 to include amounts used to
purchase qualified transportation benefits (under
sec. 132(f)).

16 Early distributions of converted amounts may
also accelerate income inclusion of converted
amounts that are taxable under the 4-year rule ap-
plicable to 1998 conversions.

17 A qualified special purpose distribution, as de-
fined under the rules relating to Roth IRAs, does not
qualify as a tax-free distribution from a designated
plus contributions account.

House Bill
The House bill repeals the rules coordi-

nating the section 457 dollar limit with con-
tributions under other types of plans.12

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for years beginning after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
6. Eliminate IRS user fees for certain re-

quests regarding employer plans (sec.
1206 of the House bill, sec. 317 of the Sen-
ate amendment, and sec. 7527 of the
Code)

Present Law
An employer that maintains a retirement

plan for the benefit of its employees may re-
quest from the Internal Revenue Service
(‘‘IRS’’) a determination as to whether the
form of the plan satisfies the requirements
applicable to tax-qualified plans (sec. 401(a)).
In order to obtain from the IRS a determina-
tion letter on the qualified status of the
plan, the employer must pay a user fee. The
user fee may range from $125 to $1,250, de-
pending upon the scope of the request and
the type and format of the plan.13

House Bill
Under the House bill, a small employer (100

or fewer employees) is not required to pay a
user fee for any determination letter request
with respect to the qualified status of a re-
tirement plan that the employer maintains.
The House bill applies only to requests by
employers for determination letters con-
cerning the qualified retirement plans they
maintain. Therefore, a sponsor of a proto-
type plan is required to pay a user fee for a
request for a notification letter, opinion let-
ter, or similar ruling. A small employer that
adopts a prototype plan, however, is not re-
quired to pay a user fee for a determination
letter request with respect to the employer’s
plan.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for determination letter requests made after
December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment provides that no

user fee may be required with respect to a re-
quest for a ruling, opinion letter, determina-
tion letter, or similar request regarding the
qualified status of a new pension plan. A new
pension plan would be a plan of an employer
which has not maintained a qualified plan in
the three most recent years ending before
the year in which the request is made.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill, with the modification that the
user fee is eliminated only for determination
letter requests made during the first 5 plan
years of the plan.
7. Definition of compensation for purposes of

deduction limits (sec. 1207 of the House
bill and sec. 404 of the Code)

Present Law
Employer contributions to one or more

qualified retirement plans are deductible
subject to certain limits. In general, the de-
duction limit depends on the kind of plan.
Subject to certain exceptions, nondeductible
contributions are subject to a 10-percent ex-
cise tax.

In the case of a defined benefit pension
plan or a money purchase pension plan, the

employer generally may deduct the amount
necessary to satisfy the minimum funding
cost of the plan for the year. If a defined ben-
efit pension plan has more than 100 partici-
pants, the maximum amount deductible is at
least equal to the plan’s unfunded current li-
abilities.

In some cases, the amount of deductible
contributions is limited by compensation. In
the case of a profit-sharing or stock bonus
plan, the employer generally may deduct an
amount equal to 15 percent of compensation
of the employees covered by the plan for the
year.

If an employer sponsors both a defined ben-
efit pension plan and a defined contribution
plan that covers some of the same employees
(or a money purchase pension plan and an-
other kind of defined contribution plan), the
total deduction for all plans for a plan year
generally is limited to the greater of (1) 25
percent of compensation or (2) the contribu-
tion necessary to meet the minimum funding
requirements of the defined benefit pension
plan for the year (or the amount of the plan’s
unfunded current liabilities, in the case of a
plan with more than 100 participants).

In the case of an employee stock ownership
plan (‘‘ESOP’’), principal payments on a loan
used to acquire qualifying employer securi-
ties are deductible up to 25 percent of com-
pensation.

For purposes of the deduction limits, em-
ployee elective deferral contributions to a
qualified cash or deferred arrangement (‘‘sec-
tion 401(k) plan’’) are treated as employer
contributions and, thus, are subject to the
generally applicable deduction limits.14

For purposes of the deduction rules, com-
pensation generally includes only taxable
compensation, and thus does not include sal-
ary reduction amounts, such as elective de-
ferrals under a section 401(k) plan or a tax-
sheltered annuity (‘‘section 403(b) annuity’’),
elective contributions under a deferred com-
pensation plan of a tax-exempt organization
or a State or local government (‘‘section 457
plan’’), and salary reduction contributions
under a section 125 cafeteria plan. For pur-
poses of the contribution limits under sec-
tion 415, compensation does include such sal-
ary reduction amounts.

House Bill
Under the House bill, the definition of

compensation for purposes of the deduction
rules includes salary reduction amounts
treated as compensation under section 415.15

Effective date.—The House bill provision is
effective for years beginning after December
31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
8. Option to treat elective deferrals as after-

tax contributions (sec. 1208 of the House
bill, sec. 311 of the Senate amendment,
and new sec. 402A of the Code)

Present Law
A qualified cash or deferred arrangement

(‘‘section 401(k) plan’’) or a tax-sheltered an-
nuity (‘‘section 403(b) annuity’’) may permit
a participant to elect to have the employer
make payments as contributions to the plan
or to the participant directly in cash. Con-
tributions made to the plan at the election

of a participant are elective deferrals. Elec-
tive deferrals must be nonforfeitable and are
subject to an annual dollar limitation (sec.
402(g)) and distribution restrictions. In addi-
tion, elective deferrals under a section 401(k)
plan are subject to special nondiscrimination
rules. Elective deferrals (and earnings attrib-
utable thereto) are not includible in a par-
ticipant’s gross income until distributed
from the plan.

Individuals with adjusted gross income
below certain levels generally may make
nondeductible contributions to a Roth IRA
and may convert a deductible or nondeduct-
ible IRA into a Roth IRA. Amounts held in a
Roth IRA that are withdrawn as a qualified
distribution are not includible in income,
nor subject to the additional 10-percent tax
on early withdrawals. A qualified distribu-
tion is a distribution that (1) is made after
the 5-taxable year period beginning with the
first taxable year for which the individual
made a contribution to a Roth IRA, and (2)
is made after attainment of age 591⁄2, is made
on account of death or disability, or is a
qualified special purpose distribution (i.e.,
for first-time homebuyer expenses of up to
$10,000). A distribution from a Roth IRA that
is not a qualified distribution is includible in
income to the extent attributable to earn-
ings, and is subject to the 10-percent tax on
early withdrawals (unless an exception ap-
plies).16

House Bill
A section 401(k) plan or a section 403(b) an-

nuity is permitted to include a ‘‘qualified
plus contribution program’’ that permits a
participant to elect to have all or a portion
of the participant’s elective deferrals under
the plan treated as designated plus contribu-
tions. Designated plus contributions are
elective deferrals that the participant des-
ignates as not excludable from the partici-
pant’s gross income.

The annual dollar limitation on a partici-
pant’s designated plus contributions is the
section 402(g) annual limitation on elective
deferrals, reduced by the participant’s elec-
tive deferrals that the participant does not
designate as designated plus contributions.
Designated plus contributions are treated as
any other elective deferral for purposes of
nonforfeitability requirements and distribu-
tion restrictions. Under a section 401(k) plan,
designated plus contributions also are treat-
ed as any other elective deferral for purposes
of the special nondiscrimination require-
ments.

The plan is required to establish a separate
account, and maintain separate record-
keeping, for a participant’s designated plus
contributions (and earnings allocable there-
to). A qualified distribution from a partici-
pant’s designated plus contributions account
is not includible in the participant’s gross
income. A qualified distribution is a dis-
tribution that is made after the end of a
specified nonexclusion period and that is (1)
made on or after the date on which the par-
ticipant attains age 591⁄2, (2) made to a bene-
ficiary (or to the estate of the participant)
on or after the death of the participant, or
(3) attributable to the participant’s being
disabled.17 The nonexclusion period is the 5-
year-taxable period beginning with the ear-
lier of (1) the first taxable year for which the
participant made a designated plus contribu-
tion to any designated plus contribution ac-
count established for the participant under
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18 Another provision of the House bill increases the
dollar limit on the annual benefit payable under a
defined benefit plan.

the plan, or (2) if the participant has made a
rollover contribution to the designated plus
contribution account that is the source of
the distribution from a designated plus con-
tribution account established for the partici-
pant under another plan, the first taxable
year for which the participant made a des-
ignated plus contribution to the previously
established account.

A distribution from a designated plus con-
tributions account that is a corrective dis-
tribution of an elective deferral (and income
allocable thereto) that exceeds the section
402(g) annual limit on elective deferrals is
not a qualified distribution.

A participant is permitted to roll over a
distribution from a designated plus contribu-
tions account only to another designated
plus contributions account or a Roth IRA of
the participant.

The Secretary of the Treasury is directed
to require the plan administrator of each
section 401(k) plan or section 403(b) annuity
that permits participants to make des-
ignated plus contributions to make such re-
turns and reports regarding designated plus
contributions to the Secretary, plan partici-
pants and beneficiaries, and other persons
that the Secretary may designate.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
9. Increase minimum benefit under defined

benefit plans (sec. 1209 of the House bill
and sec. 415 of the Code)

Present Law
Under a defined benefit plan, the maximum

annual benefit payable at retirement is gen-
erally the lesser of (1) 100 percent of the par-
ticipant’s compensation, or (2) $130,000 (for
1999).18 Payment of a minimum annual ben-
efit is permitted even if the benefit exceeds
the normally applicable benefit limitations.
Thus, the limits on benefits are deemed to be
satisfied if the aggregate annual retirement
benefit of a participant under all defined
benefit pension plans of the employer does
not exceed $10,000 and the participant has
not participated in a defined contribution
plan of the employer. The $10,000 limit is re-
duced for participants with less than 10 years
of service with the employer.

House Bill
Under the House bill, beginning in 2001, the

minimum annual benefit permitted under a
defined benefit plan is increased in $10,000
annual increments until the minimum ben-
efit amount reaches $40,000 in 2003. The
$40,000 amount is not indexed. In addition, a
participant is entitled to the minimum ben-
efit even if the participant had participated
in a defined contribution plan of the em-
ployer.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for years beginning after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the House bill provision.
10. Reduced PBGC premiums for small and

new plans (secs. 315–316 of the Senate
amendment and sec. 4006 of ERISA)

Present Law
Under present law, the Pension Benefit

Guaranty Corporation (‘‘PBGC’’) provides in-

surance protection for participants and bene-
ficiaries under certain defined benefit pen-
sion plans by guaranteeing certain basic ben-
efits under the plan in the event the plan is
terminated with insufficient assets to pay
benefits promised under the plan. The PBGC
guarantee is phased in ratably in the case of
plans that have been in effect for less than 5
years, and with respect to benefit increases
from a plan amendment that was in effect
for less than 5 years before termination of
the plan. The guaranteed benefits are funded
in part by premium payments from employ-
ers who sponsor defined benefit plans. The
amount of the required annual PBGC pre-
mium for a single-employer plan is generally
a flat rate premium of $19 per participant
and an additional variable rate premium
based on a charge of $9 per $1,000 of unfunded
vested benefits. Unfunded vested benefits
under a plan generally means (1) the un-
funded current liability for vested benefits
under the plan, over (2) the value of the
plan’s assets, reduced by any credit balance
in the funding standard account. No variable
rate premium is imposed for a year if con-
tributions to the plan were at least equal to
the full funding limit.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
Reduced flat-rate premiums for new plans of

small employers
Under the Senate amendment, for the first

five plan years of a new single-employer plan
of a small employer, the flat-rate PBGC pre-
mium is $5 per plan participant.

A small employer is a contributing sponsor
that, on the first day of the plan year, has
100 or fewer employees. For this purpose, all
employees of the members of the controlled
group of the contributing sponsor are taken
into account. In the case of a plan to which
more than one unrelated contributing spon-
sor contributes, employees of all contrib-
uting sponsors (and their controlled group
members) are taken into account in deter-
mining whether the plan is a plan of a small
employer.
Reduced variable PBGC premium for new

plans
The Senate amendment provides that the

variable premium is phased in for new de-
fined benefit plans over a six-year period
starting with the plan’s first plan year. The
amount of the variable premium is a per-
centage of the variable premium otherwise
due, as follows: 0 percent of the otherwise ap-
plicable variable premium in the first plan
year; 20 percent in the second plan year; 40
percent in the third plan year; 60 percent in
the fourth plan year; 80 percent in the fifth
plan year; and 100 percent in the sixth plan
year (and thereafter).

A new defined benefit plan is defined as
under the flat-rate premium provision relat-
ing to new small employer plans.
Effective date

The Senate amendment provisions are ef-
fective for plans established after December
31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment, with a modification. In the
case of any plan (not just a new plan) of an
employer with 25 or fewer employees, the
variable- rate premium is no more than $5
multiplied by the number of plan partici-
pants in the plan at the close of the pre-
ceding year.

Effective date.—The provision is generally
effective for plans established after Decem-
ber 31, 2000. The provision regarding plans of
employers with 25 or fewer employees is ef-
fective for plan years beginning after Decem-
ber 31, 2000.

11. SAFE annuities and trusts (sec. 318 of the
Senate amendment and new sec. 408B of
the Code)

Present Law
A small business may establish a sim-

plified defined contribution retirement plan
called a savings incentive match plan for
employees (‘‘SIMPLE’’) retirement plan. An
employer is eligible to adopt a SIMPLE plan
if the employer employs 100 or fewer employ-
ees who received at least $5,000 in compensa-
tion during the preceding year and does not
maintain another retirement plan.

A SIMPLE plan may be either an indi-
vidual retirement arrangement for each em-
ployee (‘‘SIMPLE IRA’’) or part of a quali-
fied cash or deferred arrangement (a ‘‘SIM-
PLE 401(k)’’). A SIMPLE IRA is not subject
to the nondiscrimination rules or top-heavy
rules generally applicable to qualified plans.
Similarly, a SIMPLE 401(k) is deemed to sat-
isfy the special nondiscrimination tests ap-
plicable to 401(k) plans and is not subject to
the top-heavy rules. The other qualified plan
rules apply to a SIMPLE 401(k), however.

SIMPLE plans are subject to special con-
tribution rules. Employees may elect during
the 60–day period preceding a plan year to
make elective contributions under a SIM-
PLE plan of up to $6,000 during the plan year.
The $6,000 dollar limit is adjusted for cost-of-
living increases in $500 increments.

An employer that maintains a SIMPLE
plan generally is required to match each em-
ployee’s elective contributions on a dollar-
for-dollar basis up to 3 percent of the em-
ployee’s compensation. As an alternative to
a matching contribution for any year, an
employer may make a nonelective contribu-
tion on behalf of each eligible employee
equal to 2 percent of the employee’s com-
pensation.

Under a SIMPLE IRA, the compensation
limit does not apply for purposes of the re-
quired employer matching contribution. If
the employer satisfies the contribution re-
quirement by making a nonelective con-
tribution, however, the amount of compensa-
tion taken into account for each participant
to determine the amount of the required em-
ployer contribution may not exceed the com-
pensation limit.

Under a SIMPLE 401(k), the compensation
limit applies for purposes of the matching
contribution as well as the nonelective con-
tribution.

No contributions other than employee
elective contributions and required employer
contributions may be made to a SIMPLE
plan. All contributions under a SIMPLE plan
must be fully vested.

Present law does not provide for a sim-
plified defined benefit plan similar to the
SIMPLE plan.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
Under the Senate amendment, a small

business may establish a simplified retire-
ment plan called the secure assets for em-
ployees (‘‘SAFE’’) plan. The SAFE plan com-
bines the features of a defined benefit plan
and a defined contribution plan.
Employer and employee eligibility and vesting

An employer is eligible to adopt a SAFE
plan if the employer employs 100 or fewer
employees who received at least $5,000 in
compensation during the preceding year and
does not maintain another retirement plan
other than a plan that provides only for elec-
tive deferrals or matching contributions, an
eligible deferred compensation plan of a tax-
exempt organization or a State or local gov-
ernment (‘‘section 457 plan’’), or a collec-
tively bargained plan.

Each employee whose compensation was at
least $5,000 in any 2 preceding consecutive
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19 Another provision in the House bill increases the
dollar limit on elective deferrals under such ar-
rangements.

20 In the case of a section 457 plans, this catch-up
rule does not apply during the participant’s last 3
years before retirement (in those years, the regu-
larly applicable dollar limit is doubled).

21 Another provision in the Senate amendment pro-
vides that elective contributions are deductible
without regard to the otherwise applicable deduc-
tion limits.

22 The Senate amendment contains a similar
catch-up rule for IRAs, described earlier.

years and in the current year generally is el-
igible to participate. All benefits under a
SAFE plan are fully vested at all times.
Benefits and funding

A SAFE plan provides a fully funded min-
imum defined benefit. For each year of par-
ticipation, a participant generally accrues a
minimum annual benefit at retirement equal
to 3 percent of the participant’s compensa-
tion for the year. The employer may elect to
provide a benefit of 2 percent, 1 percent, or 0
percent of compensation for any year for all
participants if the employer notifies the par-
ticipants of such lower percentage within a
reasonable period before the beginning of the
year. Benefits under a SAFE plan are subject
to the annual limitation on compensation
that may be taken into account under a
qualified plan ($160,000 in 1999).

An employer may count up to 10 years of
service performed by a participant before the
adoption of a SAFE plan (‘‘prior service
year’’) if the same number of prior service
years is available to all employees eligible to
participate in the SAFE plan for the first
plan year. Prior service years is taken into
account by doubling the amount of the con-
tribution the employer would otherwise
make for each participant with prior service
years, beginning with the first year the
SAFE plan is in effect. A participant’s prior
service years do not include any years in
which a participant was an active partici-
pant in any defined benefit plan maintained
by the employer or received less than $5,000
in compensation from the employer.

Each year the employer is required to con-
tribute to the SAFE plan on behalf of each
participant an amount sufficient to provide
the annual benefit accrued for the year pay-
able at age 65, using specified actuarial as-
sumptions (including an interest rate not
less than 3 percent and not greater than 5
percent per year). A SAFE plan may be fund-
ed either through an individual retirement
annuity for each employee (‘‘SAFE Annu-
ity’’) or through a trust (a ‘‘SAFE Trust’’).

Under a SAFE Trust, each participant has
an account to which actual investment re-
turns are credited. If a participant’s account
balance is less than the total of past em-
ployer contributions credited with a speci-
fied interest rate (not less than 3 percent and
not greater than 5 percent per year), the em-
ployer is required to make up the shortfall.
If the investment returns in a participant’s
account exceed the specified interest rate,
the participant is entitled to the larger ac-
count balance. Permissible investments of a
SAFE Trust are securities that are readily
tradable on an established securities market
and insurance company products that are
regulated by State law.

Under a SAFE Annuity, each year the em-
ployer is required to contribute the amount
necessary to purchase an annuity that pro-
vides the benefit accrual for the year.

The required contributions to a SAFE plan
are deductible under the rules applicable to
qualified defined benefit plans. An excise tax
applies if the employer fails to make the re-
quired contribution for the year.

Benefits under a SAFE plan are not guar-
anteed by the Pension Benefit Guaranty Cor-
poration.
Distributions

A SAFE plan may provide for distributions
at any time. Distributions from a SAFE plan
are subject to tax under the present-law
rules applicable to distributions from quali-
fied plans, except that a distribution prior to
the participant’s attainment of age 591⁄2 gen-
erally are subject to an additional tax equal
to 20 percent of the amount distributed.

A SAFE plan must provide for payment of
benefits in the form of a single life annuity
payable at age 65 or any actuarially equiva-

lent form of benefit. A SAFE plan is not sub-
ject to the joint and survivor annuity re-
quirements applicable to other defined ben-
efit pension plans.

Nondiscrimination requirements and other
rules

A SAFE plan is not subject to the non-
discrimination rules, the top-heavy plan
rules, or the limitations on benefits or con-
tributions applicable to qualified retirement
plans. A SAFE plan is subject to the quali-
fied plan requirement that a participant’s
benefit accrual may not cease merely be-
cause the participant has attained a speci-
fied age (sec. 411(b)(1)(H)). Simplified report-
ing and disclosure requirements apply to
SAFE plans.

Effective date
The Senate amendment provision is effec-

tive for years beginning after December 31,
2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.

B. Enhancing Fairness for Women
1. Additional catch-up contributions (sec.

1221 of the House bill, sec. 321 of the Sen-
ate amendment, and secs. 219, 402(g),
408(p), and 457 of the Code)

Present Law
Elective deferral limitations

Under present law, under certain salary re-
duction arrangements, an employee may
elect to have the employer make payments
as contributions to a plan on behalf of the
employee, or to the employee directly in
cash. Contributions made at the election of
the employee are called elective deferrals.

The maximum annual amount of elective
deferrals that an individual may make to a
qualified cash or deferred arrangement (a
‘‘401(k) plan’’), a tax-sheltered annuity (‘‘sec-
tion 403(b) annuity’’) or a salary reduction
simplified employee pension plan (‘‘SEP’’) is
$10,000 (for 1999). The maximum annual
amount of elective deferrals that an indi-
vidual may make to a SIMPLE plan is $6,000.
These limits are indexed for inflation in $500
increments.

Section 457 plans
The maximum annual deferral under a de-

ferred compensation plan of a State or local
government or a tax-exempt organization (a
‘‘section 457 plan’’) is the lesser of (1) $8,000
(for 1999) or (2) 331⁄3 percent of compensation.
The $8,000 dollar limit is increased for infla-
tion in $500 increments. Under a special
catch-up rule, the section 457 plan may pro-
vide that, for one or more of the partici-
pant’s last 3 years before retirement, the
otherwise applicable limit is increased to the
lesser of (1) $15,000 or (2) the sum of the oth-
erwise applicable limit for the year plus the
amount by which the limit applicable in pre-
ceding years of participation exceeded the
deferrals for that year.

IRAs
Under present law, the maximum annual

contribution that can be made to all an indi-
viduals IRAs is the lesser of $2,000 or the in-
dividual’s compensation for the year. Special
rules apply in the case of a married couple to
allow up to the maximum contribution for
each spouse, provided that the combined
compensation of the spouses is at least equal
to the total IRA contributions.

House Bill
The House bill provides that the otherwise

applicable dollar limit on elective deferrals
under a section 401(k) plan, section 403(b) an-
nuity, or SIMPLE, or deferrals under a sec-
tion 457 plan are increased for individuals
who have attained age 50 by the end of the

year.19 The otherwise applicable dollar limit
is increased by $1,000 in each year beginning
in 2001 until the amount of the increase is
$5,000 in 2005. Thereafter, the $5,000 limit is
indexed for inflation in $500 increments. In
the case of section 457 plans, this catch-up
rule does not apply during the participant’s
last 3 years before retirement (in those
years, the regularly applicable dollar limit is
doubled).

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment provides that indi-

viduals who have attained age 50 may make
additional catch-up elective contributions to
employer-sponsored retirement plans and ad-
ditional catch-up IRA contributions.

In the case of employer-sponsored retire-
ment plans, the provision applies to elective
deferrals under a section 401(k) plan, section
403(b) annuity, SIMPLE, or section 457 plan.
Additional contributions may be made by an
individual who has attained age 50 before the
end of the plan year and with respect to
whom no other elective deferrals may other-
wise be made to the plan for the year be-
cause of the application of any limitation of
the Code (e.g., the annual limit on elective
deferrals) or of the plan. Under the provision,
the additional amount of elective contribu-
tions that may be made by an eligible indi-
vidual participating in such a plan is the
lesser of (1) the applicable percent of the
maximum dollar amount of elective deferrals
otherwise excludable from the gross income
of the participant for the year (under sec.
402(g)) or (2) the participant’s compensation
for the year reduced by any other elective
deferrals of the participant for the year.20

The applicable percent is 10 percent in 2001,
and increases by 10 percentage points until
the applicable percent is 50 in 2005 and there-
after.

Catch-up contributions made under the
provision are not subject to any other con-
tribution limits and are not taken into ac-
count in applying other contribution limits.
In addition, such contributions are not sub-
ject to applicable nondiscrimination rules.21

An employer may make matching con-
tributions with respect to catch-up contribu-
tions. Any such matching contributions are
subject to the normally applicable rules.22

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for years beginning after December
31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
2. Equitable treatment for contributions of

employees to defined contribution plans
(sec. 1222 of the House bill, sec. 322 of the
Senate amendment, and secs. 403(b), 415,
and 457 of the Code)

Present Law
Present law imposes limits on the con-

tributions that may be made to tax-favored
retirement plans.
Defined contribution plans

In the case of a tax-qualified defined con-
tribution plan, the limit on annual additions
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23 Another provision of the House bill increases the
defined contribution plan dollar limit.

24 The minimum vesting requirements are also
contained in title I of the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974, as amended (‘‘ERISA’’).

25 The Senate amendment makes corresponding
changes to title I of ERISA.

26 State and local government plans and church
plans are not required to actuarially increase bene-
fits that begin after age 701⁄2

that can be made to the plan on behalf of an
employee is the lesser of $30,000 (for 1999) or
25 percent of the employee’s compensation
(sec. 415(c)). Annual additions include em-
ployer contributions, including contribu-
tions made at the election of the employee
(i.e., employee elective deferrals), after-tax
employee contributions, and any forfeitures
allocated to the employee. For this purpose,
compensation means taxable compensation
of the employee, plus elective deferrals, and
similar salary reduction contributions. A
separate limit applies to benefits under a de-
fined benefit plan.

For years beginning before January 1, 2000,
an overall limit applies if an employee is a
participant in both a defined contribution
plan and a defined benefit plan of the same
employer.
Tax-sheltered annuities

In the case of a tax-sheltered annuity (a
‘‘section 403(b) annuity’’), the annual con-
tribution generally cannot exceed the lesser
of the exclusion allowance or the section
415(c) defined contribution limit. The exclu-
sion allowance for a year is equal to 20 per-
cent of the employee’s includible compensa-
tion, multiplied by the employee’s years of
service, minus excludable contributions for
prior years under qualified plans, tax-shel-
tered annuities or section 457 plans of the
employer.

For purposes of determining the contribu-
tion limits applicable to section 403(b) annu-
ities, includible compensation means the
amount of compensation received from the
employer for the most recent period which
may be counted as a year of service under
the exclusion allowance. In addition, includ-
ible compensation includes elective deferrals
and similar salary reduction amounts.

Treasury regulations include provisions re-
garding application of the exclusion allow-
ance in cases where the employee partici-
pates in a section 403(b) annuity and a de-
fined benefit plan. The Taxpayer Relief Act
of 1997 directed the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to revise these regulations, effective for
years beginning after December 31, 1999, to
reflect the repeal of the overall limit on con-
tributions and benefits.
Section 457 plans

Compensation deferred under an eligible
deferred compensation plan of a tax-exempt
or State and local governmental employer (a
‘‘section 457 plan’’) is not includible in gross
income until paid or made available. In gen-
eral, the maximum permitted annual defer-
ral under such a plan is the lesser of (1) $8,000
(in 1999) or (2) 331⁄3 percent of compensation.
The $8,000 limit is increased for inflation in
$500 increments.

House Bill
Increase in defined contribution plan limit

The House bill increases the 25 percent of
compensation limitation on annual additions
under a defined contribution plan to 100 per-
cent.23

Conforming limits on tax-sheltered annuities
The House bill repeals the exclusion allow-

ance applicable to contributions to tax- shel-
tered annuities. Thus, such annuities are
subject to the limits applicable to tax-quali-
fied plans.
Section 457 plans

The House bill increases the 331⁄3 percent of
compensation limitation on deferrals under
a section 457 plan to 100 percent of compensa-
tion.
Effective date

The House bill is effective for years begin-
ning after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment, with
a modification. The conference agreement
directs the Secretary of the Treasury to re-
vise the regulations relating to the exclusion
allowance under section 403(b)(2) to render
void the requirement that contributions to a
defined benefit plan be treated as previously
excluded amounts for purposes of the exclu-
sion allowance. For taxable years beginning
after December 31, 1999, the regulatory provi-
sions regarding the exclusion allowance are
to be applied as if the requirement that con-
tributions to a defined benefit plan be treat-
ed as previously excluded amounts for pur-
poses of the exclusion allowance were void.

Effective date.—The provisions are gen-
erally effective for years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2000. The provision regarding the
regulations under section 403(b)(2) is effec-
tive on the date of enactment.
3. Faster vesting of employer matching con-

tributions (sec. 1223 of the bill, sec. 325 of
the Senate amendment, and sec. 411 of
the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, a plan is not a qualified

plan unless a participant’s employer-pro-
vided benefit vests at least as rapidly as
under one of two alternative minimum vest-
ing schedules. A plan satisfies the first
schedule if a participant acquires a non-
forfeitable right to 100 percent of the partici-
pant’s accrued benefit derived from employer
contributions upon the completion of 5 years
of service. A plan satisfies the second sched-
ule if a participant has a nonforfeitable right
to at least 20 percent of the participant’s ac-
crued benefit derived from employer con-
tributions after 3 years of service, 40 percent
after 4 years of service, 60 percent after 5
years of service, 80 percent after 6 years of
service, and 100 percent after 7 years of serv-
ice.24

House Bill
Under the House bill, employer matching

contributions have to vest at least as rapidly
as under one of the following two alternative
minimum vesting schedules. A plan satisfies
the first schedule if a participant acquires a
nonforfeitable right to 100 percent of em-
ployer matching contributions upon the
completion of 3 years of service. A plan satis-
fies the second schedule if a participant has
a nonforfeitable right to 20 percent of em-
ployer matching contributions for each year
of service beginning with the participant’s
second year of service and ending with 100
percent after 6 years of service.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for plan years beginning after December 31,
2000, with a delayed effective date for plans
maintained pursuant to a collective bar-
gaining agreement. The provision does not
apply to any employee until the employee
has an hour of service after the effective
date. In applying the new vesting schedule,
service before the effective date is taken into
account.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.25

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.

4. Simplify and update the minimum distribu-
tion rules (secs. 1224 and 1239 of the
House bill and secs. 401(a)(9) and 457 of
the Code)

Present Law
In general

Minimum distribution rules apply to all
types of tax-favored retirement vehicles, in-
cluding qualified plans, individual retire-
ment arrangements (‘‘IRAs’’), tax-sheltered
annuities (‘‘section 403(b) annuities’’), and el-
igible deferred compensation plans of tax-ex-
empt and State and local government em-
ployers (‘‘section 457 plans’’). In general,
under these rules, distribution of minimum
benefits must begin no later than the re-
quired beginning date. Minimum distribu-
tion rules also apply to benefits payable with
respect to a plan participant who has died.
Failure to comply with the minimum dis-
tribution rules results in an excise tax im-
posed on the individual plan participant
equal to 50 percent of the required minimum
distribution not distributed for the year. The
excise tax can be waived if the individual es-
tablishes to the satisfaction of the Secretary
that the shortfall in the amount distributed
was due to reasonable error and reasonable
steps are being taken to remedy the short-
fall.

Distributions prior to the death of the indi-
vidual

In the case of distributions prior to the
death of the plan participant, the minimum
distribution rules are satisfied if either (1)
the participant’s entire interest in the plan
is distributed by the required beginning date,
or (2) the participant’s interest in the plan is
to be distributed (in accordance with regula-
tions), beginning not later than the required
beginning date, over a permissible period.
The permissible periods are (1) the life of the
participant, (2) the lives of the participant
and a designated beneficiary, (3) the life ex-
pectancy of the participant, or (4) the joint
life and last survivor expectancy of the par-
ticipant and a designated beneficiary. In cal-
culating minimum required distributions,
life expectancies of the participant and the
participant’s spouse may be recomputed an-
nually.

In the case of qualified plans, tax-sheltered
annuities, and section 457 plans, the required
beginning date is the April 1 of the calendar
year following the later of (1) the calendar
year in which the employee attains age 701⁄2
or (2) the calendar year in which the em-
ployee retires. However, in the case of a 5–
percent owner of the employer, distributions
are required to begin no later than the April
1 of the calendar year following the year in
which the 5–percent owner attains age 701⁄2.
If commencement of benefits is delayed be-
yond age 701⁄2 from a defined benefit plan,
then the accrued benefit of the employee
must be actuarially increased to take into
account the period after age 701⁄2 in which
the employee was not receiving benefits
under the plan.26 In the case of distributions
from an IRA other than a Roth IRA, the re-
quired beginning date is the April 1 following
the calendar year in which the IRA owner at-
tains age 701⁄2. The pre-death minimum dis-
tribution rules do not apply to Roth IRAs.

In general, under proposed regulations, in
order to satisfy the minimum distribution
rules, annuity payments under a defined ben-
efit plan must be paid in period payments
made at intervals not longer than one year
over a permissible period, and must be non-
increasing, or increase only as a result of the
following: (1) cost-of-living adjustments; (2)
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27 Treas. Reg. sec. 1.401(k)–1.

28 A ‘‘traditional’’ IRA refers to IRAs other than
Roth IRAs or SIMPLE IRAs. All references to IRAs
refers only to traditional IRAs.

29 An eligible rollover distribution may either be
rolled over by the distributee within 60 days of the
date of the distribution or, as described below, di-
rectly rolled over by the distributing plan.

cash refunds of employee contributions; (3)
benefit increases under the plan; or (4) an ad-
justment due to death of the employee’s ben-
eficiary. In the case of a defined contribution
plan, the minimum required distribution is
determined by dividing the employee’s ben-
efit by the applicable life expectancy.
Distributions after the death of the plan par-

ticipant
The minimum distribution rules also apply

to distributions to beneficiaries of deceased
participants. In general, if the participant
dies after minimum distributions have
begun, the remaining interest must be dis-
tributed at least as rapidly as under the min-
imum distribution method being used as of
the date of death. If the participant dies be-
fore minimum distributions have begun,
then the entire remaining interest must gen-
erally be distributed within 5 years of the
participant’s death. The 5–year rule does not
apply if distributions begin within 1 year of
the participant’s death and are payable over
the life expectancy of a designated bene-
ficiary. A surviving spouse beneficiary is not
required to begin distribution until the date
the deceased participant would have attained
age 701⁄2.
Special rules for section 457 plans

Eligible deferred compensation plans of
State and local and tax-exempt employers
(‘‘section 457 plans’’) are subject to the min-
imum distribution rules described above.
Such plans are also subject to additional
minimum distribution requirements (sec.
457(d)(2)(b)).

House Bill
Modification of post-death distribution rules

The House bill applies the present-law
rules applicable if the participant dies before
distribution of minimum benefits has begun
to all post-death distributions. Thus, in gen-
eral, if the employee dies before his or her
entire interest has been distributed, distribu-
tion of the remaining interest must be made
within 5 years of the date of death, or begin
within one year of the date of death and paid
over the life or life expectancy of a des-
ignated beneficiary. In the case of a sur-
viving spouse, distributions are not required
to begin until the surviving spouse attains
age 701⁄2. Minimum distributions that have
already begun may be recalculated under the
new rule.
Reduction in excise tax

The House bill reduces the excise tax on
failures to satisfy the minimum distribution
rules to 10 percent of the amount that was
required to be distributed but was not dis-
tributed.
Treasury regulations

The Treasury is directed to update, sim-
plify and finalize the regulations relating to
the minimum distribution rules. The Treas-
ury is directed to reflect in the regulations
current life expectancies and to revise the
required distribution methods so that, under
reasonable assumptions, the amount of the
required distribution does not decrease over
time. The regulations are to permit recal-
culation of distributions for future years to
reflect the change in the regulations, and to
permit the election of a new designated ben-
eficiary and method of calculating life ex-
pectancy. The regulations are effective for
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
Section 457 plans

The House bill repeals the special min-
imum distribution rules applicable to sec-
tion 457 plans. Thus, such plans are subject
to the same minimum distribution rules ap-
plicable to other types of tax-favored ar-
rangements.

Effective date
In general, the provision is effective for

years beginning after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
5. Clarification of tax treatment of division of

section 457 plan benefits upon divorce
(sec. 1225 of the House bill, sec. 323 of the
Senate amendment, and sec. 457 of the
Code)

Present Law
Under present law, benefits provided under

a qualified retirement plan for a participant
may not be assigned or alienated to creditors
of the participant, except in very limited cir-
cumstances. One exception to the prohibi-
tion on assignment or alienation rule is a
qualified domestic relations order (‘‘QDRO’’).
A QDRO is a domestic relations order that
creates or recognizes a right of an alternate
payee to any plan benefit payable with re-
spect to a participant, and that meets cer-
tain procedural requirements.

Under present law, a distribution from a
governmental plan or a church plan is treat-
ed as made pursuant to a QDRO if it is made
pursuant to a domestic relations order that
creates or recognizes a right of an alternate
payee to any plan benefit payable with re-
spect to a participant. Such distributions are
not required to meet the procedural require-
ments that apply with respect to distribu-
tions from qualified plans.

Under present law, amounts distributed
from a qualified plan generally are taxable
to the participant in the year of distribution.
However, if amounts are distributed to the
spouse (or former spouse) of the participant
by reason of a QDRO, the benefits are tax-
able to the spouse (or former spouse).
Amounts distributed pursuant to a QDRO to
an alternate payee other than the spouse (or
former spouse) are taxable to the plan par-
ticipant.

Section 457 of the Internal Revenue Code
provides rules for deferral of compensation
by an individual participating in an eligible
deferred compensation plan (‘‘section 457
plan’’) of a tax-exempt or State and local
government employer. The QDRO rules do
not apply to section 457 plans.

House Bill
The House bill applies the taxation rules

for qualified plan distributions pursuant to a
QDRO to distributions made pursuant to a
domestic relations order from a section 457
plan. In addition, a section 457 plan is not
treated as violating the restrictions on dis-
tributions from such plans due to payments
to an alternate payee under a QDRO. The
special rule applicable to governmental
plans and church plans applies for purposes
of determining whether a distribution is pur-
suant to a QDRO.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for transfers, distributions and payments
made after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
6. Modification of safe harbor relief for hard-

ship withdrawals from 401(k) plans (sec.
324 of the Senate amendment)

Present Law
Elective deferrals under a qualified cash or

deferred arrangement (a ‘‘section 401(k)
plan’’) may not be distributable prior to the
occurrence of one or more specified events.
One event upon which distribution is per-
mitted is the financial hardship of the em-
ployee. Applicable Treasury regulations 27

provide that a distribution is made on ac-
count of hardship only if the distribution is
made on account of an immediate and heavy
financial need of the employee and is nec-
essary to satisfy the heavy need.

The Treasury regulations provide a safe
harbor under which a distribution may be
deemed necessary to satisfy an immediate
and heavy financial need. One requirement of
this safe harbor is that the employee be pro-
hibited from making elective contributions
and employee contributions to the plan and
all other plans maintained by the employer
for at least 12 months after receipt of the
hardship distribution.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Secretary of the Treasury is directed

to revise the applicable regulations to reduce
from 12 months to 6 months the period dur-
ing which an employee must be prohibited
from making elective contributions and em-
ployee contributions in order for a distribu-
tion to be deemed necessary to satisfy an im-
mediate and heavy financial need.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment
provision is effective for years beginning
after December 31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
C. Increasing Portability for Participants

1. Rollovers of retirement plan and IRA dis-
tributions (secs. 1231–1233 and 1239 of
the House bill, secs. 331–333 and 339 of
the Senate amendment, and secs. 401, 402,
403(b), 408, 457, and 3405 of the Code)

Present Law
In general

Present law permits the rollover of funds
from a tax-favored retirement plan to an-
other tax-favored retirement plan. The rules
that apply depend on the type of plan in-
volved. Similarly, the rules regarding the
tax treatment of amounts that are not rolled
over depend on the type of plan involved.
Distributions from qualified plans

Under present law, an ‘‘eligible rollover
distribution’’ from a tax-qualified employer-
sponsored retirement plan may be rolled
over tax free to a traditional individual re-
tirement arrangement (‘‘IRA’’) 28 or another
qualified plan.29 An ‘‘eligible rollover dis-
tribution’’ means any distribution to an em-
ployee of all or any portion of the balance to
the credit of the employee in a qualified
plan, except the term does not include (1)
any distribution which is one of a series of
substantially equal periodic payments made
(a) for the life (or life expectancy) of the em-
ployee or the joint lives (or joint life
expectancies) of the employee and the em-
ployee’s designated beneficiary, or (b) for a
specified period of 10 years or more, (2) any
distribution to the extent such distribution
is required under the minimum distribution
rules, and (3) certain hardship distributions.
The maximum amount that can be rolled
over is the amount of the distribution in-
cludible in income, i.e., after-tax employee
contributions cannot be rolled over. Quali-
fied plans are not required to accept roll-
overs.
Distributions from tax-sheltered annuities

Eligible rollover distributions from a tax-
sheltered annuity (‘‘section 403(b) annuity’’)
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30 Hardship distributions from governmental sec-
tion 457 plans would be considered eligible rollover
distributions.

31 A similar provision is contained in Title I of
ERISA.

may be rolled over into an IRA or another
section 403(b) annuity. Distributions from a
section 403(b) annuity cannot be rolled over
into a tax-qualified plan. Section 403(b) an-
nuities are not required to accept rollovers.
IRA distributions

Distributions from a traditional IRA, other
than minimum required distributions, can be
rolled over into another IRA. In general, dis-
tributions from an IRA cannot be rolled over
into a qualified plan or section 403(b) annu-
ity. An exception to this rule applies in the
case of so-called ‘‘conduit IRAs.’’ Under the
conduit IRA rule, amounts can be rolled
from a qualified plan into an IRA and then
subsequently rolled back to another quali-
fied plan if the amounts in the IRA are at-
tributable solely to rollovers from a quali-
fied plan. Similarly, an amount may be
rolled over from a section 403(b) annuity to
an IRA and subsequently rolled back into a
section 403(b) annuity if the amounts in the
IRA are attributable solely to rollovers from
a section 403(b) annuity.
Distributions from section 457 plans

A ‘‘section 457 plan’’ is an eligible deferred
compensation plan of a State or local gov-
ernment or tax-exempt employer that meets
certain requirements. In some cases, dif-
ferent rules apply under section 457 to gov-
ernmental plans and plans of tax-exempt em-
ployers. For example, governmental section
457 plans are like qualified plans in that plan
assets are required to be held in a trust for
the exclusive benefit of plan participants and
beneficiaries. In contrast, benefits under a
section 457 plan of a tax-exempt employer
are unfunded, like nonqualified deferred
compensation plans of private employers.

Section 457 benefits can be transferred to
another section 457 plan. Distributions from
a section 457 plan cannot be rolled over to
another section 457 plan, a qualified plan, a
section 403(b) annuity, or an IRA.
Rollovers by surviving spouses

A surviving spouse that receives an eligible
rollover distribution may roll over the dis-
tribution into an IRA, but not a qualified
plan or section 403(b) annuity.
Direct rollovers and withholding require-

ments
Qualified plans and section 403(b) annuities

are required to provide that a plan partici-
pant has the right to elect that an eligible
rollover distribution be directly rolled over
to another eligible retirement plan. If the
plan participant does not elect the direct
rollover option, then withholding is required
on the distribution at a 20–percent rate.
Notice of eligible rollover distribution

The plan administrator of a qualified plan
or a section 403(b) annuity is required to pro-
vide a written explanation of rollover rules
to individuals who receive a distribution eli-
gible for rollover. In general, the notice is to
be provided within a reasonable period of
time before making the distribution and is
to include an explanation of (1) the provi-
sions under which the individual may have
the distribution directly rolled over to an-
other eligible retirement plan, (2) the provi-
sion that requires withholding if the dis-
tribution is not directly rolled over, (3) the
provision under which the distribution may
be rolled over within 60 days of receipt, and
(4) if applicable, certain other rules that may
apply to the distribution. The Treasury De-
partment has provided more specific guid-
ance regarding timing and content of the no-
tice.
Taxation of distributions

As is the case with the rollover rules, dif-
ferent rules regarding taxation of benefits
apply to different types of tax-favored ar-
rangements. In general, distributions from a

qualified plan, section 403(b) annuity, or IRA
are includible in income in the year received.
In certain cases, distributions from qualified
plans are eligible for capital gains treatment
and averaging. These rules do not apply to
distributions from another type of plan. Dis-
tributions from a qualified plan, IRA, and
section 403(b) annuity generally are subject
to an additional 10-percent early withdrawal
tax if made before age 591⁄2. There are a num-
ber of exceptions to the early withdrawal
tax. Some of the exceptions apply to all
three types of plans, and others apply only to
certain types of plans. For example, the 10-
percent early withdrawal tax does not apply
to IRA distributions for educational ex-
penses, but does apply to similar distribu-
tions from qualified plans and section 403(b)
annuities. Benefits under a section 457 plan
are generally includible in income when paid
or made available. The 10-percent early with-
drawal tax does not apply to section 457
plans.

House Bill
In general

The House bill provides that eligible roll-
over distributions from qualified retirement
plans, section 403(b) annuities, and govern-
mental section 457 plans generally may be
rolled over to any of such plans or arrange-
ments.30 Similarly, distributions from an
IRA generally may be rolled over into a
qualified plan, section 403(b) annuity, or gov-
ernmental section 457 plan. The direct roll-
over and withholding rules are extended to
distributions from a governmental section
457 plan, and such plans are required to pro-
vide the written notification regarding eligi-
ble rollover distributions. The rollover no-
tice (with respect to all plans) is required to
include a description of the provisions under
which distributions from the plan to which
the distribution is rolled over may be subject
to restrictions and tax consequences dif-
ferent than those applicable to distributions
from the distributing plan. Qualified plans,
section 403(b) annuities, and section 457 plans
are not required to accept rollovers.

Some special rules apply in certain cases.
A distribution from a qualified plan is not el-
igible for capital gains or averaging treat-
ment if there was a rollover to the plan that
would not have been permitted under present
law. Thus, in order to preserve capital gains
and averaging treatment for a qualified plan
distribution that is rolled over, the rollover
has to be made to a ‘‘conduit IRA’’ as under
present law, and then rolled back into a
qualified plan. Amounts distributed from a
section 457 plan are subject to the early
withdrawal tax to the extent the distribu-
tion consists of amounts attributable to roll-
overs from another type of plan. Section 457
plans are required to separately account for
such amounts.

The provision also provides that benefits in
governmental section 457 plans are includ-
ible in income when paid.

Rollover of after-tax contributions
The provision provides that employee

after-tax contributions may be rolled over
into another qualified plan or a traditional
IRA. In the case of a rollover from a quali-
fied plan to another qualified plan, the roll-
over may be accomplished only through a di-
rect rollover. In addition, a qualified plan
may not accept rollovers of after-tax con-
tributions unless the plan provides separate
accounting for such contributions (and earn-
ings thereon). After-tax contributions (in-
cluding nondeductible contributions to an
IRA) may not be rolled over from an IRA

into a qualified plan, tax-sheltered annuity,
or section 457 plan.

In the case of a distribution from a tradi-
tional IRA that is rolled over into an eligible
rollover plan that is not an IRA, the dis-
tribution is attributed first to amounts
other than after-tax contributions.
Expansion of spousal rollovers

The provision provides that surviving
spouses may roll over distributions to a
qualified plan, section 403(b) annuity, or gov-
ernmental section 457 plan in which the
spouse participates.
Treasury regulations

The Secretary is directed to prescribe rules
necessary to carry out the provisions. Such
rules may include, for example, reporting re-
quirements and mechanisms to address mis-
takes relating to rollovers. It is anticipated
that the IRS will develop forms to assist in-
dividuals who roll over after-tax contribu-
tions to an IRA in keeping track of such con-
tributions. Such forms could, for example,
expand Form 8606—Nondeductible IRAs, to
include information regarding after-tax con-
tributions.
Effective date

The provision is effective for distributions
made after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
2. Waiver of 60-day rule (sec. 1234 of the

House bill, sec. 334 of the Senate amend-
ment, and secs. 402 and 408 of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, amounts received from

an IRA or qualified plan may be rolled over
tax free if the rollover is made within 60 days
of the date of the distribution. The Secretary
does not have the authority to waive the 60-
day requirement.

House Bill
The House bill provides that the Secretary

may waive the 60-day rollover period if the
failure to waive such requirement would be
against equity or good conscience, including
cases of casualty, disaster, or other events
beyond the reasonable control of the indi-
vidual subject to such requirement.

Effective date.—The House bill provision ap-
plies to distributions made after December
31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
3. Treatment of forms of distribution (sec.

1235 of the House bill, sec. 335 of the Sen-
ate amendment, and sec. 411(d)(6) of the
Code)

Present Law
An amendment of a qualified retirement

plan may not decrease the accrued benefit of
a plan participant. An amendment is treated
as reducing an accrued benefit if, with re-
spect to benefits accrued before the amend-
ment is adopted, the amendment has the ef-
fect of either (1) eliminating or reducing an
early retirement benefit or a retirement-
type subsidy, or (2) except as provided by
Treasury regulations, eliminating an op-
tional form of benefit (sec. 411(d)(6)).31

The prohibition against the elimination of
an optional form of benefit applies to plan
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32 Treas. Reg. sec. 1.411(d)–4, Q&A–2(a)(3)(i). 33 Rev. Rul. 79–336, 1979–2 C.B. 187.

mergers, spinoffs, transfers, and transactions
amending or having the effect of amending a
plan or plans to transfer plan benefits. For
example, if Plan A, a profit-sharing plan that
provides for distribution of benefits in an-
nual installments over ten or twenty years,
is merged with Plan B, a profit-sharing plan
that provides for distribution of benefits in
annual installments over life expectancy at
the time of retirement, the merged plan
must preserve the ten- or twenty-year in-
stallment option with respect to benefits ac-
crued under Plan A as of the date of the
merger and the installments over life expect-
ancy with respect to benefits accrued under
Plan B as of the date of the merger. Simi-
larly, for example, if a participant’s benefit
under a defined contribution plan is trans-
ferred to another defined contribution plan
maintained by the same or a different em-
ployer, the optional forms of benefit avail-
able with respect to the participant’s ac-
crued benefit under the transferor plan must
be preserved.32

House Bill
A defined contribution plan to which bene-

fits are transferred is not treated as reducing
a participant’s or beneficiary’s accrued ben-
efit even though it does not provide all of the
forms of distribution previously available
under the transferor plan if (1) the plan re-
ceives from another defined contribution
plan a direct transfer of the participant’s or
beneficiary’s benefit accrued under the
transferor plan, or the plan results from a
merger or other transaction that has the ef-
fect of a direct transfer (including consolida-
tions of benefits attributable to different
employers within a multiple employer plan),
(2) the terms of both the transferor plan and
the transferee plan authorize the transfer, (3)
the transfer occurs pursuant to a voluntary
election by the participant or beneficiary
that is made after the participant or bene-
ficiary received a notice describing the con-
sequences of making the election, (4) if the
transferor plan provides for an annuity as
the normal form of distribution in accord-
ance with the joint and survivor annuity
rules (sec. 417), the participant’s spouse (if
any) consents to the transfer in a manner
similar to the consent required by section
417, and (5) the transferee plan allows the
participant or beneficiary to receive dis-
tribution of his or her benefit under the
transferee plan in the form of a single sum
distribution.

In addition, except to the extent provided
by the Secretary of the Treasury in regula-
tions, a defined contribution plan is not
treated as reducing a participant’s accrued
benefit if (1) a plan amendment eliminates a
form of distribution previously available
under the plan, (2) a single sum distribution
is available to the participant at the same
time or times as the form of distribution
eliminated by the amendment, and (3) the
single sum distribution is based on the same
or greater portion of the participant’s ac-
crued benefit as the form of distribution
eliminated by the amendment.

The Secretary is directed to issue, not
later than December 31, 2001, final regula-
tions under section 411(d)(6) implementing
the provision.

Furthermore, the provision authorizes the
Secretary of the Treasury to provide by reg-
ulations that the prohibitions against elimi-
nating or reducing an early retirement ben-
efit, a retirement-type subsidy, or an op-
tional form of benefit not apply to plan
amendments that do not adversely affect the
rights of participants in a material manner
but that do eliminate or reduce early retire-
ment benefits, retirement-type subsidies,

and optional forms of benefit that create sig-
nificant burdens and complexities for a plan
and its participants.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for years beginning after December 31, 2000,
except that the direction to the Secretary
regarding regulations is effective on the date
of enactment.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment, with
the modification that the Secretary is re-
quired to provide by regulations that the
prohibitions against eliminating or reducing
an early retirement benefit, a retirement-
type subsidy, or an optional form of benefit
not apply to plan amendments that do not
adversely affect the rights of participants in
a material manner but that do eliminate or
reduce early retirement benefits, retirement-
type subsidies, and optional forms of benefit
that create significant burdens and complex-
ities for a plan and its participants. As under
the House bill and the Senate amendment,
the conferees intend that the factors to be
considered in determining whether an
amendment has a materially adverse effect
on a participant would include (1) all of the
participant’s early retirement benefits, re-
tirement-type subsidies, and optional forms
of benefits that are reduced or eliminated by
the amendment, (2) the extent to which early
retirement benefits, retirement-type sub-
sidies, and optional forms of benefit in effect
with respect to a participant after the
amendment effective date provide rights
that are comparable to the rights that are
reduced or eliminated by the plan amend-
ment, (3) the number of years before the par-
ticipant attains normal retirement age
under the plan (or early retirement age, as
applicable), (4) the size of the participant’s
benefit that is affected by the plan amend-
ment, in relation to the amount of the par-
ticipant’s compensation, and (5) the number
of years before the plan amendment is effec-
tive.

The conference agreement clarifies that
the Secretary is to issue final regulations
under section 411(d)(6), including regulations
required under the provision, no later than
December 31, 2001.

Effective date.—The provision is generally
effective for years beginning after December
31, 2001. The direction to the Secretary re-
garding regulations is effective on the date
of enactment.
4. Rationalization of restrictions on distribu-

tions (sec. 1236 of the House bill, sec. 336
of the Senate amendment, and secs.
401(k), 403(b), and 457 of the Code)

Present Law
Elective deferrals under a qualified cash or

deferred arrangement (‘‘section 401(k)
plan’’), tax-sheltered annuity (‘‘section 403(b)
annuity’’), or an eligible deferred compensa-
tion plan of a tax-exempt organization or
State or local government (‘‘section 457
plan’’), may not be distributable prior to the
occurrence of one or more specified events.
These permissible distributable events in-
clude ‘‘separation from service.’’

A separation from service occurs only upon
a participant’s death, retirement, resigna-
tion or discharge, and not when the em-
ployee continues on the same job for a dif-
ferent employer as a result of the liquida-
tion, merger, consolidation or other similar
corporate transaction. A severance from em-
ployment occurs when a participant ceases
to be employed by the employer that main-
tains the plan. Under a so-called ‘‘same desk
rule,’’ a participant’s severance from em-

ployment does not necessarily result in a
separation from service. 33

In addition to separation from service and
other events, a section 401(k) plan that is
maintained by a corporation may permit dis-
tributions to certain employees who experi-
ence a severance from employment with the
corporation that maintains the plan but does
not experience a separation from service be-
cause the employee continues on the same
job for a different employer as a result of a
corporate transaction. If the corporation dis-
poses of substantially all of the assets used
by the corporation in a trade or business, a
distributable event occurs with respect to
the accounts of the employees who continue
employment with the corporation that ac-
quires the assets. If the corporation disposes
of its interest in a subsidiary, a distributable
event occurs with respect to the accounts of
the employees who continue employment
with the subsidiary.

House Bill
The House bill modifies the distribution

restrictions applicable to section 401(k)
plans, section 403(b) annuities, and section
457 plans to provide that distribution may
occur upon severance from employment
rather than separation from service. In addi-
tion, the provisions for distribution from a
section 401(k) plan based upon a corpora-
tion’s disposition of its assets or a subsidiary
are repealed; this special rule is no longer
necessary under the provision.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for distributions after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
5. Purchase of service credit under govern-

mental pension plans (sec. 1237 of the
House bill, sec. 337 of the Senate amend-
ment, and secs. 403(b) and 457 of the
Code)

Present Law
A qualified retirement plan maintained by

a State or local government employer may
provide that a participant may make after-
tax employee contributions in order to pur-
chase permissive service credit, subject to
certain limits (sec. 415). Permissive service
credit means credit for a period of service
recognized by the governmental plan only if
the employee voluntarily contributes to the
plan an amount (as determined by the plan)
that does not exceed the amount necessary
to fund the benefit attributable to the period
of service and that is in addition to the reg-
ular employee contributions, if any, under
the plan.

In the case of any repayment of contribu-
tions and earnings to a governmental plan
with respect to an amount previously re-
funded upon a forfeiture of service credit
under the plan (or another plan maintained
by a State or local government employer
within the same State), any such repayment
is not taken into account for purposes of the
section 415 limits on contributions and bene-
fits. Also, service credit obtained as a result
of such a repayment is not considered per-
missive service credit for purposes of the sec-
tion 415 limits.

A participant may not use a rollover or di-
rect transfer of benefits from a tax-sheltered
annuity (‘‘section 403(b) annuity’’) or an eli-
gible deferred compensation plan of a tax-ex-
empt organization of a State or local govern-
ment (‘‘section 457 plan’’) to purchase per-
missive service credits or repay contribu-
tions and earnings with respect to a for-
feiture of service credit.
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34 A similar provision is cntained in Title I of
ERISA.

35 Other provisions of the House bill expand the
kinds of plans to which benefits may be rolled over.

36 The Senate amendment also makes changes to
the corresponding provisions of ERISA.

37 The minimum funding requirements, including
the full funding limit, are also contained in title I of
ERISA.

38 As originally enacted in the Pension Protection
Act of 1997, the current liability full funding limit
was 150 percent of current liability. The Taxpayer
Relief Act of 1997 increased the current liability full
funding limit to 155 percent in 1999 and 2000, and
adopted the scheduled increases described in the
text.

39 The PBGC termination insurance program does
not cover plans of professional service employers
that have fewer thatn 25 participants.

40 The Sente amendment also amends the cor-
responding provisions of ERISA.

41 As originally enacted in the Pension Protection
Act of 1997, the current liability full funding limit
was 150 percent of current liability. The Texpayer
Relief Act of 1997 increased the current liability full
funding limit to 155 percent in 1999 and 2000, and
adopted the scheduled increases described int he
text. Another provision in the bill gradually in-
creases and then repeals the current liability full
funding limit.

House Bill
A participant in a State or local govern-

mental plan is not required to include in
gross income a direct trustee-to-trustee
transfer to a governmental defined benefit
plan from a section 403(b) annuity or a sec-
tion 457 plan if the transferred amount is
used (1) to purchase permissive service cred-
its under the plan, or (2) to repay contribu-
tions and earnings with respect to an
amount previously refunded under a for-
feiture of service credit under the plan (or
another plan maintained by a State or local
government employer within the same
State).

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for transfers after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
6. Employers may disregard rollovers for pur-

poses of cash-out rules (sec. 1238 of the
House bill, sec. 338 of the Senate amend-
ment, and sec. 411(a)(11) of the Code)

Present Law
If a qualified retirement plan participant

ceases to be employed by the employer that
maintains the plan, the plan may distribute
the participant’s nonforfeitable accrued ben-
efit without the consent of the participant
and, if applicable, the participant’s spouse, if
the present value of the benefit does not ex-
ceed $5,000. If such an involuntary distribu-
tion occurs and the participant subsequently
returns to employment covered by the plan,
then service taken into account in com-
puting benefits payable under the plan after
the return need not include service with re-
spect to which a benefit was involuntarily
distributed unless the employee repays the
benefit. 34

Generally, a participant may roll over an
involuntary distribution from a qualified
plan to an IRA or to another qualified
plan. 35

House Bill
Under the House bill, a plan is permitted

to provide that the present value of a par-
ticipant’s nonforfeitable accrued benefit is
determined without regard to the portion of
such benefit that is attributable to rollover
contributions (and any earnings allocable
thereto).

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for distributions after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill. 36

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.
D. Strengthening Pension Security And

Enforcement
1. Phase in repeal of 150 percent of current

liability funding limit; deduction for con-
tributions to fund termination liability
(secs. 1241–1242 of the House bill, secs.
341 and 347 of the Senate amendment,
and secs. 404(a)(1), 412(c)(7), and 4972(c)
of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, defined benefit pension

plans are subject to minimum funding re-
quirements designed to ensure that pension

plans have sufficient assets to pay benefits.
A defined benefit pension plan is funded
using one of a number of acceptable actu-
arial cost methods.

No contribution is required under the min-
imum funding rules in excess of the full
funding limit. The full funding limit is gen-
erally defined as the excess, if any, of (1) the
lesser of (a) the accrued liability under the
plan (including normal cost) or (b) 155 per-
cent of the plan’s current liability, over (2)
the value of the plan’s assets (sec.
412(c)(7)). 37 In general, current liability is all
liabilities to plan participants and bene-
ficiaries accrued to date, whereas the ac-
crued liability full funding limit is based on
projected benefits. The current liability full
funding limit is scheduled to increase as fol-
lows: 160 percent for plan years beginning in
2001 or 2002, 165 percent for plan years begin-
ning in 2003 and 2004, and 170 percent for plan
years beginning in 2005 and thereafter. 38 In
no event is a plan’s full funding limit less
than 90 percent of the plan’s current liability
over the value of the plan’s assets.

An employer sponsoring a defined benefit
pension plan generally may deduct amounts
contributed to satisfy the minimum funding
standard for the plan year. Contributions in
excess of the full funding limit generally are
not deductible. Under a special rule, an em-
ployer that sponsors a defined benefit pen-
sion plan (other than a multiemployer plan)
which has more than 100 participants for the
plan year may deduct amounts contributed
of up to 100 percent of the plan’s unfunded
current liability.

House Bill
Current liability full funding limit

The House bill gradually increases and
then repeals the current liability full fund-
ing limit. The current liability full funding
limit is 160 percent of current liability for
plan years beginning in 2001, 165 percent for
plan years beginning in 2002, and 170 percent
for plan years beginning in 2003. The current
liability full funding limit is repealed for
plan years beginning in 2004 and thereafter.
Deduction for contributions to fund termi-

nation liability
The special rule allowing a deduction for

unfunded current liability generally is ex-
tended to all defined benefit pension plans,
i.e., the provision applies to multiemployer
plans and plans with 100 or fewer partici-
pants. The special rule does not apply to
plans not covered by the PBGC termination
insurance program.39

The House bill also modifies the rule by
providing that the deduction is for up to 100
percent of unfunded termination liability,
determined as if the plan terminated at the
end of the plan year. In the case of a plan
with less than 100 participants for the plan
year, termination liability does not include
the liability attributable to benefit increases
for highly compensated employees resulting
from a plan amendment which was made or
became effective, whichever is later, within
the last two years.
Effective date

The House bill is effective for plan years
beginning after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.40

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.
2. Excise tax relief for sound pension funding

(sec. 1243 of the House bill, sec. 343 of the
Senate amendment, and sec. 4972 of the
Code)

Present Law
Under present law, defined benefit pension

plans are subject to minimum funding re-
quirements designed to ensure that pension
plans have sufficient assets to pay benefits.
A defined benefit pension plan is funded
using one of a number of acceptable actu-
arial cost methods.

No contribution is required under the min-
imum funding rules in excess of the full
funding limit. The full funding limit is gen-
erally defined as the excess, if any, of (1) the
lesser of (a) the accrued liability under the
plan (including normal cost) or (b) 155 per-
cent of the plan’s current liability, over (2)
the value of the plan’s assets (sec. 412(c)(7)).
In general, current liability is all liabilities
to plan participants and beneficiaries ac-
crued to date, whereas the accrued liability
full funding limit is based on projected bene-
fits. The current liability full funding limit
is scheduled to increase as follows: 160 per-
cent for plan years beginning in 2001 or 2002,
165 percent for plan years beginning in 2003
and 2004, and 170 percent for plan years be-
ginning in 2005 and thereafter.41 In no event
is a plan’s full funding limit less than 90 per-
cent of the plan’s current liability over the
value of the plan’s assets.

An employer sponsoring a defined benefit
pension plan generally may deduct amounts
contributed to satisfy the minimum funding
standard for the plan year. Contributions in
excess of the full funding limit generally are
not deductible. Under a special rule, an em-
ployer that sponsors a defined benefit pen-
sion plan (other than a multiemployer plan)
which has more than 100 participants for the
plan year may deduct amounts contributed
of up to 100 percent of the plan’s unfunded
current liability.

Present law also provides that contribu-
tions to defined contribution plans are de-
ductible, subject to certain limitations.

Subject to certain exceptions, an employer
that makes nondeductible contributions to a
plan is subject to an excise tax equal to 10
percent of the amount of the nondeductible
contributions for the year. The 10-percent
excise tax does not apply to contributions to
certain terminating defined benefit plans.
The 10-percent excise tax also does not apply
to contributions of up to 6 percent of com-
pensation to a defined contribution plan for
employer matching and employee elective
deferrals.

House Bill
In determining the amount of nondeduct-

ible contributions, the employer may elect
not to take into account contributions to a
defined benefit pension plan except to the ex-
tent they exceed the accrued liability full
funding limit. Thus, if an employer elects,
contributions in excess of the current liabil-
ity full funding limit are not subject to the
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42 Treas. Reg. sec. 1.411(d)–6.

43 The provision also modifies the present-law no-
tice requirement contained in section 204(h) of Title
I of ERISA to provide that an applicable pension
plan may not be amended to provide for a signifi-
cant reduction in the rate of future benefit accrual
unles the plan administrator complies with a notice
requirement similar to the notice requirement that
the provision adds to the Internal Revenue Code.

excise tax on nondeductible contributions.
An employer making such an election for a
year may not take advantage of the present-
law exceptions for certain terminating plans
and certain contributions to defined con-
tribution plans.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for years beginning after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
3. Notice of significant reduction in plan ben-

efit accruals (sec. 1244 of the House bill,
sec. 344 of the Senate amendment, new
sec. 4980F of the Code, and sec. 204(h) of
ERISA)

Present Law
Section 204(h) of Title I of ERISA provides

that a defined benefit pension plan or a
money purchase pension plan may not be
amended so as to provide for a significant re-
duction in the rate of future benefit accrual,
unless, after adoption of the plan amend-
ment and not less than 15 days before the ef-
fective date of the plan amendment, the plan
administrator provides a written notice
(‘‘section 204(h) notice’’), setting forth the
plan amendment (or a summary of the
amendment written in a manner calculated
to be understood by the average plan partici-
pant) and its effective date. The plan admin-
istrator must provide the section 204(h) no-
tice to each plan participant, each alternate
payee under an applicable qualified domestic
relations order (‘‘QDRO’’), and each em-
ployee organization representing partici-
pants in the plan. The applicable Treasury
regulations 42 provide, however, that a plan
administrator need not provide the section
204(h) notice to any participant or alternate
payee whose rate of future benefit accrual is
reasonably expected not to be reduced by the
amendment, nor to an employee organiza-
tion that does not represent a participant to
whom the section 204(h) notice must be pro-
vided. In addition, the regulations provide
that the rate of future benefit accrual is de-
termined without regard to optional forms of
benefit, early retirement benefits, retire-
ment-type subsidiaries, ancillary benefits,
and certain other rights and features.

A covered amendment generally will not
become effective with respect to any partici-
pants and alternate payees whose rate of fu-
ture benefit accrual is reasonably expected
to be reduced by the amendment but who do
not receive a section 204(h) notice. An
amendment will become effective with re-
spect to all participants and alternate pay-
ees to whom the section 204(h) notice was re-
quired to be provided if the plan adminis-
trator (1) has made a good faith effort to
comply with the section 204(h) notice re-
quirements, (2) has provided a section 204(h)
notice to each employee organization that
represents any participant to whom a sec-
tion 204(h) notice was required to be pro-
vided, (3) has failed to provide a section
204(h) notice to no more than a de minimis
percentage of participants and alternate pay-
ees to whom a section 204(h) notice was re-
quired to be provided, and (4) promptly upon
discovering the oversight, provides a section
204(h) notice to each omitted participant and
alternate payee.

The Internal Revenue Code does not re-
quire any notice concerning a plan amend-
ment that provides for a significant reduc-
tion in the rate of future benefit accrual.

House Bill
The House bill adds to the Internal Rev-

enue Code a requirement that the plan ad-

ministrator of a defined benefit pension plan
or a money purchase pension plan with more
than 100 participants furnish a written no-
tice concerning a plan amendment that pro-
vides for a significant reduction in the rate
of future benefit accrual. The plan adminis-
trator is required to provide in this notice,
in a manner calculated to be understood by
the average plan participant, sufficient in-
formation (as defined in Treasury regula-
tions) to allow participants to understand
the effect of the amendment.

The plan administrator is required to pro-
vide this notice to each affected participant,
each affected alternate payee, and each em-
ployee organization representing affected
participants. For purposes of the House bill,
an affected participant or alternate payee is
a participant or alternate payee to whom the
significant reduction in the rate of future
benefit accrual is reasonably expected to
apply.

Except to the extent provided by Treasury
regulations, the plan administrator is re-
quired to provide the notice within a reason-
able time before the effective date of the
plan amendment.

The provision imposes on a plan adminis-
trator that fails to comply with the notice
requirement an excise tax equal to $100 per
day per omitted participant and alternate
payee. For failures due to reasonable cause
and not to willful neglect, the total excise
tax imposed during a taxable year of the em-
ployer will not exceed $500,000. Furthermore,
in the case of a failure due to reasonable
cause and not to willful neglect, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury is authorized to waive
the excise tax to the extent that the pay-
ment of the tax would be excessive relative
to the failure involved.

The legislative history indicates that it is
anticipated that the Secretary will issue the
necessary regulations within 90 days of en-
actment and that such guidance may be rel-
atively detailed because of the need to pro-
vide for alternative disclosures rather than a
single disclosure methodology that may not
fit all situations, and the need to consider
the complex actuarial calculations and as-
sumptions involved in providing necessary
disclosures.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for plan amendments taking effect on or
after the date of enactment. The period for
providing any notice required under the
House bill will not end before the last day of
the 3–month period following the date of en-
actment. Prior to the issuance of Treasury
regulations, a plan will be treated as meet-
ing the requirements of the provision if the
plan makes a good faith effort to comply
with such requirements.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment adds to the Inter-

nal Revenue Code a requirement that the
plan administrator of a defined benefit pen-
sion plan furnish a written notice concerning
a plan amendment that provides for a signifi-
cant reduction in the rate of future benefit
accrual, including any elimination or reduc-
tion of an early retirement benefit or retire-
ment-type subsidy. 43 The notice must set
forth the plan amendment and its effective
date and provide sufficient information (as
defined in Treasury regulations) to allow
participants to understand how the amend-
ment generally will affect different classes of
employees. The plan administrator is re-

quired to provide the notice not less than 30
days before the effective date of the plan
amendment.

The plan administrator must provide this
generalized notice to each participant and
alternate payee to whom the amendment ap-
plies, and to each employee organization rep-
resenting such individuals. The plan admin-
istrator is not required to provide this notice
to any participant who has less than 1 year
of participation in the plan or who is enti-
tled to receive the greater of the partici-
pant’s accrued benefit under the amended
plan formula or under the formula as in ef-
fect immediately prior to the amendment ef-
fective date.

If the amendment provides for a significant
change in the manner in which accrued bene-
fits are determined under the plan, or re-
quires an affected participant or affected al-
ternate payee to choose between 2 or more
benefit formulas, the plan administrator is
required to provide an additional notice to
each affected participant and affected alter-
nate payee within 6 months after the effec-
tive date of the amendment. For purposes of
the Senate amendment, an affected partici-
pant or alternate payee generally is a partic-
ipant or alternate payee to whom the signifi-
cant reduction in the rate of future benefit
accrual is reasonably expected to apply. A
participant who has less than 1 year of par-
ticipation in the plan, or who is entitled to
receive the greater of the participant’s ac-
crued benefit under the amended plan for-
mula or under the formula as in effect imme-
diately prior to the amendment effective
date, is not an affected participant.

The legislative history provides that an ex-
ample of an amendment that provides for a
significant change in the manner in which
accrued benefits are determined is an amend-
ment that replaces a benefit formula that de-
fines a participant’s normal retirement ben-
efit as a percentage of the participant’s final
average compensation with a benefit formula
that defines a participant’s normal retire-
ment benefit in terms of a hypothetical ac-
count credited with annual allocations of
contributions and interest. The legislative
history also provides that examples of
amendments that do not provide for a sig-
nificant change in the manner in which ac-
crued benefits are determined are (1) an
amendment that reduces the percentage of
average compensation that the plan provides
as an annual benefit commencing at normal
retirement age from 60 percent to 50 percent,
and (2) an amendment that modifies the defi-
nition of compensation used to determine
average compensation by providing for the
exclusion of bonuses and overtime.

The plan administrator is required to pro-
vide in this additional notice (1) the individ-
ual’s accrued benefit (and, if the amendment
adds the option of an immediate lump sum
distribution, the present value of the accrued
benefit) as of the amendment effective date,
determined under the terms of the plan in ef-
fect immediately before the effective date,
(2) the individual’s accrued benefit as of the
amendment effective date, determined under
the terms of the plan in effect on the amend-
ment effective date and without regard to
any minimum accrued benefit that may not
be decreased by the amendment (sec.
411(d)(6)), and (3) either (a) sufficient infor-
mation (as defined in Treasury regulations)
for the individual to compute his or her pro-
jected accrued benefit or to acquire informa-
tion necessary to compute such projected ac-
crued benefit, or (b) a determination of the
individual’s projected accrued benefit with a
disclosure of the assumptions (which must be
reasonable in the aggregate) used by the plan
in determining the projected accrued benefit.
For purposes of this additional notice, an in-
dividual’s accrued benefit and projected ac-
crued benefit are computed as if the accrued
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benefit were in the form of a single life annu-
ity at normal retirement age, taking into ac-
count any early retirement subsidy.

The legislative history provides that, with
respect to the description of the individual’s
accrued benefit as of the amendment effec-
tive date, an example of determining such
benefit under the terms of the plan in effect
on the amendment effective date and with-
out regard to the sec. 411(d)(6) protected ben-
efit is a situation in which (1) an amendment
replaces a benefit formula that defines a par-
ticipant’s normal retirement benefit as a
percentage of the participant’s final average
compensation with a benefit formula that
defines a participant’s normal retirement
benefit in terms of a hypothetical account
credited with annual allocations of contribu-
tions and interest, (2) the amendment adds
the option of an immediate lump sum dis-
tribution, (3) the present value of a partici-
pant’s sec. 411(d)(6) protected benefit is
$50,000, and (4) the beginning balance of the
participant’s hypothetical account balance
under the terms of the plan in effect on the
amendment effective date is $25,000. In this
example, the required notice would inform
the participant that, as of the amendment
effective date, the individual’s accrued ben-
efit determined under the terms of the plan
in effect immediately before the effective
date is $50,000, and the individual’s accrued
benefit determined under the terms of the
plan in effect on the amendment effective
date is $25,000.

With respect to a plan amendment that re-
quires an affected participant or affected al-
ternate payee to choose between 2 or more
benefit formulas, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, after consultation with the Secretary of
Labor, is authorized to require additional in-
formation to be provided in the notices and
to require either of the notices to be pro-
vided at a different time. The legislative his-
tory states that this authorization is not in-
tended to result in a modification of the
present-law fiduciary requirements under
Title I of ERISA.

Under the Senate amendment, the notice
requirement does not apply to governmental
plans or church plans with respect to which
an election to have the qualified plan par-
ticipation, vesting, and funding rules apply
has not been made (sec. 410(d)).

The Senate amendment generally imposes
on a plan administrator that fails to comply
with the notice requirement an excise tax
equal to $100 per day per omitted participant
and alternate payee. For failures due to rea-
sonable cause and not to willful neglect, the
total excise tax imposed during a taxable
year of the employer will not exceed $500,000.
Furthermore, in the case of a failure due to
reasonable cause and not to willful neglect,
the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized
to waive the excise tax to the extent that
the payment of the tax would be excessive
relative to the failure involved. The legisla-
tive history provides that an example of
facts and circumstances under which reason-
able cause may exist for a failure to comply
with the notice requirement is a plan admin-
istrator’s inability to provide the required
generalized notice concerning a plan amend-
ment if the amendment results from a busi-
ness merger or acquisition transaction and
the timing of the transaction prevents the
plan administrator from providing the notice
at least 30 days prior to the effective date of
the amendment.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for plan amendments taking effect
on or after the date of enactment. The period
for providing any notice required under the
provision will not end before the last day of
the 3–month period following the date of en-
actment. Prior to the issuance of Treasury
regulations, a plan will be treated as meet-

ing the requirements of the provision if the
plan makes a good faith effort to comply
with such requirements. Pending the
issuance of regulations, the legislative his-
tory provides that examples of good faith
compliance in which the Senate amendment
would not require additional employee com-
munications include: (1) A plan amendment
provides that participants may choose to
have their accrued benefits determined
under the amended plan formula or under
the formula as in effect immediately prior to
the amendment effective date, and the plan
administrator provides participants with
comparison information, including clearly
stated assumptions, relative to the amended
and prior formulas so that participants are
able to make an informed decision; (2) A plan
administrator provides to participants esti-
mates of accrued benefits at various career
stages, determined under the amended plan
formula and under the formula as in effect
immediately prior to the amendment effec-
tive date, including clearly stated assump-
tions, and stated as annuities and/or lump
sums (without regard to section 417) as ap-
propriate under the plan provisions; (3) An
employer informs certain employees before
they are hired that the employer’s current
plan benefit formula will be amended at a
specified future date, and these employees
participate in the plan under the formula as
in effect immediately prior to the amend-
ment until such specified future date (good
faith compliance would be relevant for these
employees only).

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill, with modifications. Under the
conference agreement, the notice require-
ment does not apply to governmental plans
or church plans with respect to which an
election to have the qualified plan participa-
tion, vesting, and funding rules apply has
not been made (sec. 410(d)). The provision
also modifies the present- law notice require-
ment contained in section 204(h) of Title I of
ERISA to provide that an applicable pension
plan may not be amended to provide for a
significant reduction in the rate of future
benefit accrual unless the plan administrator
complies with a notice requirement similar
to the notice requirement that the provision
adds to the Internal Revenue Code.

The conferees intend that in issuing regu-
lations under the provision, the Treasury De-
partment generally will follow the approach
under the Senate amendment. Thus, the con-
ferees intend that Treasury regulations will
provide for a notice that describes how the
amendment generally will affect different
classes of employees and that the regula-
tions will require the plan administrator to
furnish this notice not less than 30 days be-
fore the effective date of the amendment.
With respect to an amendment that provides
for a significant change in the manner in
which accrued benefits are determined under
the plan, or requires an affected participant
or affected alternate payee to choose be-
tween 2 or more benefit formulas, the con-
ferees intend that the regulations will re-
quire the plan administrator to provide an
additional notice to each affected partici-
pant and affected alternate payee within 6
months after the effective date of the
amendment.

An example of an amendment that pro-
vides for a significant change in the manner
in which accrued benefits are determined is
an amendment that replaces a benefit for-
mula that defines a participant’s normal re-
tirement benefit as a percentage of the par-
ticipant’s final average compensation with a
benefit formula that defines a participant’s
normal retirement benefit in terms of a hy-
pothetical account credited with annual al-

locations of contributions and interest. Ex-
amples of amendments that do not provide
for a significant change in the manner in
which accrued benefits are determined are
(1) an amendment that reduces the percent-
age of average compensation that the plan
provides as an annual benefit commencing at
normal retirement age from 60 percent to 50
percent, and (2) an amendment that modifies
the definition of compensation used to deter-
mine average compensation by providing for
the exclusion of bonuses and overtime.

The conferees intend that the regulations
will require the plan administrator to pro-
vide in this additional notice (1) the individ-
ual’s accrued benefit (and, if the amendment
adds the option of an immediate lump sum
distribution, the present value of the accrued
benefit) as of the amendment effective date,
determined under the terms of the plan in ef-
fect immediately before the effective date,
(2) the individual’s accrued benefit as of the
amendment effective date, determined under
the terms of the plan in effect on the amend-
ment effective date and without regard to
any minimum accrued benefit that may not
be decreased by the amendment (sec.
411(d)(6)), and (3) either (a) sufficient infor-
mation for the individual to compute his or
her projected accrued benefit or to acquire
information necessary to compute such pro-
jected accrued benefit, or (b) a determina-
tion of the individual’s projected accrued
benefit with a disclosure of the assumptions
(which must be reasonable in the aggregate)
used by the plan in determining the pro-
jected accrued benefit. The conferees intend
that the regulations will provide that, for
purposes of this additional notice, an indi-
vidual’s accrued benefit and projected ac-
crued benefit are computed as if the accrued
benefit were in the form of a single life annu-
ity at normal retirement age, taking into ac-
count any early retirement subsidy.

With respect to the description of the indi-
vidual’s accrued benefit as of the amendment
effective date, an example of determining
such benefit under the terms of the plan in
effect on the amendment effective date and
without regard to the sec. 411(d)(6) protected
benefit is a situation in which (1) an amend-
ment replaces a benefit formula that defines
a participant’s normal retirement benefit as
a percentage of the participant’s final aver-
age compensation with a benefit formula
that defines a participant’s normal retire-
ment benefit in terms of a hypothetical ac-
count credited with annual allocations of
contributions and interest, (2) the amend-
ment adds the option of an immediate lump
sum distribution, (3) the present value of a
participant’s sec. 411(d)(6) protected benefit
is $50,000, and (4) the beginning balance of
the participant’s hypothetical account bal-
ance under the terms of the plan in effect on
the amendment effective date is $25,000. In
this example, the conferees intend that the
regulations would provide that the required
notice would inform the participant that, as
of the amendment effective date, the individ-
ual’s accrued benefit determined under the
terms of the plan in effect immediately be-
fore the effective date is $50,000, and the indi-
vidual’s accrued benefit determined under
the terms of the plan in effect on the amend-
ment effective date is $25,000.

With respect to a plan amendment that re-
quires an affected participant or affected al-
ternate payee to choose between 2 or more
benefit formulas, the conferees intend that
the Secretary of the Treasury, after con-
sultation with the Secretary of Labor, may
require additional information to be pro-
vided in the notices and to require either of
the notices to be provided at a different
time. The conferees do not intend this au-
thorization to result in a modification of the
present-law fiduciary requirements under
Title I of ERISA.
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An example of facts and circumstances

under which reasonable cause may exist for
a failure to comply with the notice require-
ment is a plan administrator’s inability to
provide the required generalized notice con-
cerning a plan amendment if the amendment
results from a business merger or acquisition
transaction and the timing of the trans-
action prevents the plan administrator from
providing the notice at least 30 days prior to
the effective date of the amendment.

Effective date.—The conference agreement
follows the House bill and the Senate amend-
ment. As under the Senate amendment,
pending the issuance of regulations, exam-
ples of good faith compliance in which the
provision would not require additional em-
ployee communications include: (1) A plan
amendment provides that participants may
choose to have their accrued benefits deter-
mined under the amended plan formula or
under the formula as in effect immediately
prior to the amendment effective date, and
the plan administrator provides participants
with comparison information, including
clearly stated assumptions, relative to the
amended and prior formulas so that partici-
pants are able to make an informed decision;
(2) A plan administrator provides to partici-
pants estimates of accrued benefits at var-
ious career stages, determined under the
amended plan formula and under the formula
as in effect immediately prior to the amend-
ment effective date, including clearly stated
assumptions, and stated as annuities and/or
lump sums (without regard to section 417) as
appropriate under the plan provisions; (3) An
employer informs certain employees before
they are hired that the employer’s current
plan benefit formula will be amended at a
specified future date, and these employees
participate in the plan under the formula as
in effect immediately prior to the amend-
ment until such specified future date (good
faith compliance would be relevant for these
employees only).
4. Extension of PBGC missing participants

program (sec. 342 of the Senate amend-
ment, and secs. 206(f) and 4050 of ERISA)

Present Law
The plan administrator of a defined benefit

pension plan that is subject to Title IV of
ERISA, is maintained by a single employer,
and terminates under a standard termi-
nation is required to distribute the assets of
the plan. With respect to a participant whom
the plan administrator cannot locate after a
diligent search, the plan administrator satis-
fies the distribution requirement only by
purchasing irrevocable commitments from
an insurer to provide all benefit liabilities
under the plan or transferring the partici-
pant’s designated benefit to the Pension Ben-
efit Guaranty Corporation (‘‘PBGC’’), which
holds the benefit of the missing participant
as trustee until the PBGC locates the miss-
ing participant and distributes the benefit.

The PBGC missing participant program is
not available to multiemployer plans or de-
fined contribution plans and other plans not
covered by Title IV of ERISA.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The PBGC is directed to prescribe for ter-

minating multiemployer plans rules similar
to the present-law missing participant rules
applicable to terminating single employer
plans that are subject to Title IV of ERISA.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for distributions from terminating
plans that occur after the PBGC adopts final
regulations implementing the Senate amend-
ment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment, with modifications. In addi-

tion to the extension of the missing partici-
pant program to multiemployer plans, to the
extent provided in PBGC regulations, plan
administrators of certain types of plans that
are not covered by the PBGC missing partici-
pant program under present law are per-
mitted, but not required, to elect to transfer
missing participants’ benefits to the PBGC
upon plan termination. Specifically, the pro-
vision extends the missing participants pro-
gram to defined contribution plans, defined
benefit plans that do not have more than 25
active participants and are maintained by
professional service employers, and the por-
tions of defined benefit plans that provide
benefits based upon the separate accounts of
participants and therefore are treated as de-
fined contribution plans under ERISA.

Effective date.—The conference agreement
is effective with respect to distributions
made after the PBGC adopts final regula-
tions implementing the provision.
5. Investment of employee contributions in

401(k) plans (sec. 345 of the Senate
amendment)

Present Law
The Employee Retirement Income Secu-

rity Act of 1974, as amended (‘‘ERISA’’) pro-
hibits certain employee benefit plans from
acquiring securities or real property of the
employer who sponsors the plan if, after the
acquisition, the fair market value of such se-
curities and property exceeds 10 percent of
the fair market value of plan assets. The 10-
percent limitation does not apply to any ‘‘el-
igible individual account plans’’ that specifi-
cally authorize such investments. Generally,
eligible individual account plans are defined
contribution plans, including plans con-
taining a cash or deferred arrangement
(‘‘401(k) plans’’).

The term ‘‘eligible individual account
plan’’ does not include the portion of a plan
that consists of elective deferrals (and earn-
ings on the elective deferrals) made under
section 401(k) if elective deferrals equal to
more than 1 percent of any employee’s eligi-
ble compensation are required to be invested
in employer securities and employer real
property. Eligible compensation is com-
pensation that is eligible to be deferred
under the plan. The portion of the plan that
consists of elective deferrals (and earnings
thereon) is still treated as an individual ac-
count plan, and the 10-percent limitation
does not apply, as long as elective deferrals
(and earnings thereon) are not required to be
invested in employer securities or employer
real property.

The rule excluding elective deferrals (and
earnings thereon) from the definition of indi-
vidual account plan does not apply if indi-
vidual account plans are a small part of the
employer’s retirement plans. In particular,
that rule does not apply to an individual ac-
count plan for a plan year if the value of the
assets of all individual account plans main-
tained by the employer do not exceed 10 per-
cent of the value of the assets of all pension
plans maintained by the employer (deter-
mined as of the last day of the preceding
plan year). Multiemployer plans are not
taken into account in determining whether
the value of the assets of all individual ac-
count plans maintained by the employer ex-
ceed 10 percent of the value of the assets of
all pension plans maintained by the em-
ployer. The rule excluding elective deferrals
(and earnings thereon) from the definition of
individual account plan does not apply to an
employee stock ownership plan as defined in
section 4975(e)(7) of the Internal Revenue
Code.

The rule excluding elective deferrals (and
earnings thereon) from the definition of indi-
vidual account plan applies to elective defer-
rals for plan years beginning after December

31, 1998 (and earnings thereon). It does not
apply with respect to earnings on elective
deferrals for plan years beginning before
January 1, 1999.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment modifies the effec-

tive date of the rule excluding certain elec-
tive deferrals (and earnings thereon) from
the definition of individual account plan by
providing that the rule does not apply to any
elective deferral used to acquire an interest
in the income or gain from employer securi-
ties or employer real property acquired (1)
before January 1, 1999, or (2) after such date
pursuant to a written contract which was
binding on such date and at all times there-
after.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective as if included in the section of the
Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 that contained
the rule excluding certain elective deferrals
(and earnings thereon).

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment, with a modification to
eliminate the exception for employer securi-
ties or real property acquired pursuant to
certain binding contracts. Thus, under the
conference agreement, the rule excluding
certain elective deferrals (and earnings
thereon) from the definition of individual ac-
count plan does not apply to any elective de-
ferral used to acquire an interest in the in-
come or gain from employer securities or
employer real property acquired before Jan-
uary 1, 1999.

Effective date.—The conference agreement
follows the Senate amendment.
6. Periodic pension benefit statements (sec.

351 of the Senate amendment and sec. 105
of ERISA)

Present Law
Title I of ERISA provides that a pension

plan administrator must furnish a benefit
statement to any participant or beneficiary
who makes a written request for such a
statement. This statement must indicate, on
the basis of the latest available information,
(1) the participant’s or beneficiary’s total ac-
crued benefit, and (2) the participant’s or
beneficiary’s vested accrued benefit or the
earliest date on which the accrued benefit
will become vested. A participant or bene-
ficiary is not entitled to receive more than 1
benefit statement during any 12–month pe-
riod. The plan administrator must furnish
the benefit statement no later than 60 days
after receipt of the request or, if later, 120
days after the close of the immediately pre-
ceding plan year.

In addition, the plan administrator must
furnish a benefit statement to each partici-
pant whose employment terminates or who
has a 1-year break in service. For purposes of
this benefit statement requirement, a ‘‘1–
year break in service’’ is a calendar year,
plan year, or other 12-month period des-
ignated by the plan during which the partici-
pant does not complete more than 500 hours
of service for the employer. A participant is
not entitled to receive more than 1 benefit
statement with respect to consecutive
breaks in service. The plan administrator
must provide a benefit statement required
upon termination of employment or a break
in service no later than 180 days after the
end of the plan year in which the termi-
nation of employment or break in service oc-
curs.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
A plan administrator of a defined contribu-

tion plan generally must furnish a benefit
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44 A multiple employer plan is a plan that is main-
tained by 2 or more unrelated employers but that is
not maintained pursuant to a collective bargaining
(sec. 413(c)).

45 As under present law, the Secretary could re-
quire that a valuation be made more frequently in
particular cases.

statement to each participant at least once
annually and to a beneficiary upon written
request.

In addition to providing a benefit state-
ment to a beneficiary upon written request,
the plan administrator of a defined benefit
plan generally must either (1) furnish a ben-
efit statement at least once every 3 years to
each participant who has a vested accrued
benefit and who is employed by the employer
at the time the plan administrator furnishes
the benefit statements to participants, or (2)
annually furnish written, electronic, tele-
phonic, or other appropriate notice to each
participant of the availability of and the
manner in which the participant may obtain
the benefit statement.

The plan administrator of a multiemployer
plan or a multiple employer plan is required
to furnish a benefit statement only upon
written request of a participant or bene-
ficiary.44

The plan administrator is required to write
the benefit statement in a manner cal-
culated to be understood by the average plan
participant and is permitted to furnish the
statement in written, electronic, telephonic,
or other appropriate form.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for plan years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.
E. Reducing Regulatory Burdens

11. Repeal of the multiple use test (sec. 1251
of the House bill and sec. 401(m) of the
Code)

Present Law
Elective deferrals under a qualified cash or

deferred arrangement (‘‘section 401(k) plan’’)
are subject to a special annual non-
discrimination test (‘‘ADP test’’). The ADP
test compares the actual deferral percent-
ages (‘‘ADPs’’) of the highly compensated
employee group and the nonhighly com-
pensated employee group. The ADP for each
group generally is the average of the deferral
percentages separately calculated for the
employees in the group who are eligible to
make elective deferrals for all or a portion of
the relevant plan year. Each eligible employ-
ee’s deferral percentage generally is the em-
ployee’s elective deferrals for the year di-
vided by the employee’s compensation for
the year.

The plan generally satisfies the ADP test if
the ADP of the highly compensated em-
ployee group for the current plan year is ei-
ther (1) not more than 125 percent of the
ADP of the nonhighly compensated employee
group for the prior plan year, or (2) not more
than 200 percent of the ADP of the nonhighly
compensated employee group for the prior
plan year and not more than 2 percentage
points greater than the ADP of the non-
highly compensated employee group for the
prior plan year.

Employer matching contributions and
after-tax employee contributions under a de-
fined contribution plan also are subject to a
special annual nondiscrimination test (‘‘ACP
test’’). The ACP test compares the actual de-
ferral percentages (‘‘ACPs’’) of the highly
compensated employee group and the non-
highly compensated employee group. The
ACP for each group generally is the average
of the contribution percentages separately
calculated for the employees in the group
who are eligible to make after-tax employee
contributions or who are eligible for an allo-

cation of matching contributions for all or a
portion of the relevant plan year. Each eligi-
ble employee’s contribution percentage gen-
erally is the employee’s aggregate after-tax
employee contributions and matching con-
tributions for the year divided by the em-
ployee’s compensation for the year.

The plan generally satisfies the ACP test if
the ACP of the highly compensated em-
ployee group for the current plan year is ei-
ther (1) not more than 125 percent of the ACP
of the nonhighly compensated employee
group for the prior plan year, or (2) not more
than 200 percent of the ACP of the nonhighly
compensated employee group for the prior
plan year and not more than 2 percentage
points greater than the ACP of the non-
highly compensated employee group for the
prior plan year.

For any year in which (1) at least one high-
ly compensated employee is eligible to par-
ticipate in an employer’s plan or plans that
are subject to both the ADP test and the
ACP test, (2) the plan subject to the ADP
test satisfies the ADP test but the ADP of
the highly compensated employee group ex-
ceeds 125 percent of the ADP of the non-
highly compensated employee group, and (3)
the plan subject to the ACP test satisfies the
ACP test but the ACP of the highly com-
pensated employee group exceeds 125 percent
of the ACP of the nonhighly compensated
employee group, an additional special non-
discrimination test (‘‘Multiple Use test’’) ap-
plies to the elective deferrals, employer
matching contributions, and after-tax em-
ployee contributions. The plan or plans gen-
erally satisfy the Multiple Use test if the
sum of the ADP and the ACP of the highly
compensated employee group does not ex-
ceed the greater of (1) the sum of (A) 1.25
times the greater of the ADP or the ACP of
the nonhighly compensated employee group,
and (B) 2 percentage points plus (but not
more than 2 times) the lesser of the ADP or
the ACP of the nonhighly compensated em-
ployee group, or (2) the sum of (A) 1.25 times
the lesser of the ADP or the ACP of the non-
highly compensated employee group, and (B)
2 percentage points plus (but not more than
2 times) the greater of the ADP or the ACP
of the nonhighly compensated employee
group.

House Bill
The House bill repeals the Multiple Use

test.
Effective date.—The House bill is effective

for years beginning after December 31, 2000.
Senate Amendment

No provision.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill.
2. Modification of timing of plan valuations

(sec. 1252 of the House bill, sec. 362 of the
Senate amendment, and sec. 412 of the
Code)

Present Law
Under present law, in the case of plans sub-

ject to the minimum funding rules, a plan
valuation is generally required annually.
The Secretary may require that a valuation
be made more frequently in particular cases.

Prior to the Retirement Protection Act of
1994, plan valuations generally were required
at least once every three years.

House Bill
The House bill allows an employer to elect

to use the prior year’s plan valuation in cer-
tain cases. The election may be made only
with respect to a defined benefit plan with
assets of at least 125 percent of current li-
ability (determined as of the valuation date
for the preceding year). If the prior year’s
valuation is used, it must be adjusted, as

provided in regulations, to reflect significant
differences in participants. An election made
under the House bill may be revoked only
with the consent of the Secretary. In any
event, a plan valuation is required once
every three years.45

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for plan years beginning after December 31,
2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
3. Flexibility in nondiscrimination and line of

business rules (sec. 1253 of the House bill,
sec. 361 of the Senate amendment, and
secs. 401(a)(4), 410(b), and 414(r) of the
Code)

Present Law
A plan is not a qualified retirement plan if

the contributions or benefits provided under
the plan discriminate in favor of highly com-
pensated employees (sec. 401(a)(4)). The ap-
plicable Treasury regulations set forth the
exclusive rules for determining whether a
plan satisfies the nondiscrimination require-
ment. These regulations state that the form
of the plan and the effect of the plan in oper-
ation determine whether the plan is non-
discriminatory and that intent is irrelevant.

Similarly, a plan is not a qualified retire-
ment plan if the plan does not benefit a min-
imum number of employees (sec. 410(b)). A
plan satisfies this minimum coverage re-
quirement if and only if it satisfies one of
the tests specified in the applicable Treasury
regulations. If an employer is treated as op-
erating separate lines of business, the em-
ployer may apply the minimum coverage re-
quirements to a plan separately with respect
to the employees in each separate line of
business (sec. 414(r)). Under a so-called
‘‘gateway’’ requirement, however, the plan
must benefit a classification of employees
that does not discriminate in favor of highly
compensated employees in order for the em-
ployer to apply the minimum coverage re-
quirements separately for the employees in
each separate line of business. A plan satis-
fies this gateway requirement only if it sat-
isfies one of the tests specified in the appli-
cable Treasury regulations.

House Bill
The Secretary of the Treasury is directed

to modify, on or before December 31, 2000,
the existing regulations issued under section
401(a)(4) and section 414(r) in order to expand
(to the extent that the Secretary may deter-
mine to be appropriate) the ability of a plan
to demonstrate compliance with the non-
discrimination and line of business require-
ments based upon the facts and cir-
cumstances surrounding the design and oper-
ation of the plan, even though the plan is un-
able to satisfy the mechanical tests cur-
rently used to determine compliance.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
on the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
The Secretary of the Treasury is directed

to provide by regulation applicable to years
beginning after December 31, 2000, that a
plan is deemed to satisfy the nondiscrimina-
tion requirements of section 401(a)(4) if the
plan satisfies the pre–1994 facts and cir-
cumstances test, satisfies the conditions pre-
scribed by the Secretary to appropriately
limit the availability of such test, and is
submitted to the Secretary for a determina-
tion of whether it satisfies such test (to the
extent provided by the Secretary).
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46 Similar provisions are contained in Title I of
ERISA.

47 An employee includes a self-employed indi-
vidual.

48 Treas. Reg. sec. 1.410(b)–6(g).

Similarly, a plan complies with the min-
imum coverage requirement of section 410(b)
if the plan satisfies the pre–1989 coverage
rules, is submitted to the Secretary for a de-
termination of whether it satisfies the pre–
1989 coverage rules (to the extent provided
by the Secretary), and satisfies conditions
prescribed by the Secretary by regulation
that appropriately limit the availability of
the pre–1989 coverage rules.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective on the date of enactment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment with respect to coverage and
nondiscrimination rules and the House bill
with respect to line of business rules.

4. ESOP dividends may be reinvested without
loss of dividend deduction (sec. 1254 of
the House bill, sec. 364 of the Senate
amendment, and sec. 404(k) of the Code)

Present Law
An employer is entitled to deduct certain

dividends paid in cash during the employer’s
taxable year with respect to stock of the em-
ployer that is held by an employee stock
ownership plan (‘‘ESOP’’). The deduction is
allowed with respect to dividends that, in ac-
cordance with plan provisions, are (1) paid in
cash directly to the plan participants or
their beneficiaries, (2) paid to the plan and
subsequently distributed to the participants
or beneficiaries in cash no later than 90 days
after the close of the plan year in which the
dividends are paid to the plan, or (3) used to
make payments on loans (including pay-
ments of interest as well as principal) that
were used to acquire the employer securities
(whether or not allocated to participants)
with respect to which the dividend is paid.

House Bill
In addition to the deductions permitted

under present law for dividends paid with re-
spect to employer securities that are held by
an ESOP, an employer is entitled to deduct
dividends that, at the election of plan par-
ticipants or their beneficiaries, are (1) pay-
able in cash directly to plan participants or
beneficiaries, (2) paid to the plan and subse-
quently distributed to the participants or
beneficiaries in cash no later than 90 days
after the close of the plan year in which the
dividends are paid to the plan, or (3) paid to
the plan and reinvested in qualifying em-
ployer securities.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.

5. Notice and consent period regarding dis-
tributions (sec. 1255 of the House bill, sec.
365 of the Senate amendment, and sec.
417 of the Code)

Present Law
Notice and consent requirements apply to

certain distributions from qualified retire-
ment plans. These requirements relate to the
content and timing of information that a
plan must provide to a participant prior to a
distribution, and to whether the plan must
obtain the participant’s consent and the con-
sent of the participant’s spouse to the dis-
tribution. The nature and extent of the no-
tice and consent requirements applicable to
a distribution depend upon the value of the
participant’s vested accrued benefit and
whether the joint and survivor annuity re-

quirements (sec. 417) apply to the partici-
pant.46

If the present value of the participant’s
vested accrued benefit exceeds $5,000, the
plan may not distribute the participant’s
benefit without the written consent of the
participant. The participant’s consent to a
distribution is not valid unless the partici-
pant has received from the plan a notice that
contains a written explanation of (1) the ma-
terial features and the relative values of the
optional forms of benefit available under the
plan, and (2) in certain cases, the right, if
any, to defer receipt of the distribution. In
addition, the plan must provide to the par-
ticipant notice of (1) the participant’s right,
if any, to have the distribution directly
transferred to another retirement plan or
IRA, and (2) the rules concerning the tax-
ation of a distribution. If the joint and sur-
vivor annuity requirements apply to the par-
ticipant, the plan must provide to the partic-
ipant a written explanation of (1) the terms
and conditions of the qualified joint and sur-
vivor annuity (‘‘QJSA’’), (2) the participant’s
right to make, and the effect of, an election
to waive the QJSA, (3) the rights of the par-
ticipant’s spouse with respect to a partici-
pant’s waiver of the QJSA, and (4) the right
to make, and the effect of, a revocation of a
waiver of the QJSA. The plan generally must
provide these 3 notices to the participant no
less than 30 and no more than 90 days before
the date distribution commences.

If the participant’s vested accrued benefit
does not exceed $5,000, the terms of the plan
may provide for distribution without the
participant’s consent. The plan generally is
required, however, to provide to the partici-
pant a notice that contains a written expla-
nation of (1) the participant’s right, if any,
to have the distribution directly transferred
to another retirement plan or IRA, and (2)
the rules concerning the taxation of a dis-
tribution. The plan generally must provide
this notice to the participant no less than 30
and no more than 90 days before the date dis-
tribution commences.

House Bill

A qualified retirement plan is required to
provide the applicable distribution notice no
less than 30 days and no more than 6 months
before the date distribution commences. The
Secretary of the Treasury is directed to mod-
ify the applicable regulations to reflect the
extension of the notice period to 6 months
and to provide that the description of a par-
ticipant’s right, if any, to defer receipt of a
distribution shall also describe the con-
sequences of failing to defer such receipt.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for years beginning after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment

A qualified retirement plan is required to
provide the applicable distribution notice no
less than 30 days and no more than 12
months before the date distribution com-
mences. The Secretary of the Treasury is di-
rected to modify the applicable regulations
to reflect the extension of the notice period
to 12 months and to provide that the descrip-
tion of a participant’s right, if any, to defer
receipt of a distribution shall also describe
the consequences of failing to defer such re-
ceipt.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for years beginning after December
31, 2000.

Conference Agreement

No provision.

6. Repeal transition rule relating to certain
highly compensated employees (sec. 1256
of the House bill, sec. 366 of the Senate
amendment, and sec. 414(q) of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, for purposes of the

rules relating to qualified plans, a highly
compensated employee is generally defined
as an employee 47 who (1) was a 5-percent
owner of the employer at any time during
the year or the preceding year or (2) either
(a) had compensation for the preceding year
in excess of $80,000 (for 1999) or (b) at the
election of the employer, had compensation
in excess of $80,000 for the preceding year and
was in the top 20 percent of employees by
compensation for such year.

Under a rule enacted in the Tax Reform
Act of 1986, a special definition of highly
compensated employee applies for purposes
of the nondiscrimination rules relating to
qualified cash or deferred arrangements
(‘‘section 401(k) plans’’) and matching con-
tributions. This special definition applies to
an employer incorporated on December 15,
1924, that meets certain specific require-
ments.

House Bill
The House bill repeals the special defini-

tion of highly compensated employee under
the Tax Reform Act of 1986. Thus, the
present-law definition applies.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for plan years beginning after December 31,
2000.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Effective date.—The Senate amendment is

effective for plan years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.

7. Employees of tax-exempt entities (sec. 1257
of the House bill, sec. 367 of the Senate
amendment, and sec. 410 of the Code)

Present Law
The Tax Reform Act of 1986 provided that

nongovernmental tax-exempt employers
were not permitted to maintain a qualified
cash or deferred arrangement (‘‘section
401(k) plan’’). This prohibition was repealed,
effective for years beginning after December
31, 1996, by the Small Business Job Protec-
tion Act of 1996.

Treasury regulations provide that, in ap-
plying the nondiscrimination rules to a sec-
tion 401(k) plan (or a section 401(m) plan that
is provided under the same general arrange-
ment as the section 401(k) plan), the em-
ployer may treat as excludable those em-
ployees of a tax-exempt entity who could not
participate in the arrangement due to the
prohibition on maintenance of a section
401(k) plan by such entities. Such employees
may be disregarded only if more than 95 per-
cent of the employees who could participate
in the section 401(k) plan benefit under the
plan for the plan year.48

Tax-exempt charitable organizations may
maintain a tax-sheltered annuity (a ‘‘section
403(b) annuity’’) that allows employees to
make salary reduction contributions.

House Bill
The Treasury Department is directed to re-

vise its regulations under section 410(b) to
provide that employees of a tax-exempt
charitable organization who are eligible to
make salary reduction contributions under a
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49 The exclusion does not apply with respect to
gradulate-level courses.

50 Rev. Proc. 84–46, 1984–2 C.B. 787.
51 Rev. Proc. 84–23, 1984–1 C.B. 457; Rev. Proc. 89–9,

1989–1 C.B. 780; Rev. Proc. 89–13, 1989–1 C.B. 801. 52 Treas. Reg. sec. 301.6058–1(a).

section 403(b) annuity may be treated as ex-
cludable employees for purposes of testing a
section 401(k) plan, or a section 401(m) plan
that is provided under the same general ar-
rangement as the section 401(k) plan of the
employer if (1) no employee of such tax-ex-
empt entity is eligible to participate in the
section 401(k) or 401(m) plan and (2) at least
95 percent of the employees who are not em-
ployees of the charitable employer are eligi-
ble to participate in such section 401(k) plan
or section 401(m) plan.

The revised regulations will be effective
for years beginning after December 31, 1996.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
on the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
8. Treatment of employer-provided retire-

ment advice (sec. 1258 of the House bill,
sec. 352 of the Senate amendment, and
sec. 132 of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, certain employer-pro-

vided fringe benefits are excludable from
gross income (sec. 132) and wages for employ-
ment tax purposes. These excludable fringe
benefits include working condition fringe
benefits and de minimis fringes. In general, a
working condition fringe benefit is any prop-
erty or services provided by an employer to
an employee to the extent that, if the em-
ployee paid for such property or services,
such payment would be allowable as a deduc-
tion as a business expense. A de minimis
fringe benefit is any property or services pro-
vided by the employer the value of which,
after taking into account the frequency with
which similar fringes are provided, is so
small as to make accounting for it unreason-
able or administratively impracticable.

In addition, if certain requirements are
satisfied, up to $5,250 annually of employer-
provided educational assistance is excludable
from gross income (sec. 127) and wages. This
exclusion expires with respect to courses be-
ginning after May 31, 2000.49 Education not
excludable under section 127 may be exclud-
able as a working condition fringe.

There is no specific exclusion under
present law for employer-provided retire-
ment planning services. However, such serv-
ices may be excludable as employer-provided
educational assistance or a fringe benefit.

House Bill
Qualified retirement planning services pro-

vided to an employee and his or her spouse
are excludable from income and wages. The
exclusion does not apply with respect to
highly compensated employees unless the
services are available on substantially the
same terms to each member of the group of
employees normally provided education and
information regarding the employer’s pen-
sion plan. The exclusion is not limited to in-
formation regarding the plan but includes,
for example, information regarding how the
plan relates to retirement income planning
as a whole.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
with respect to taxable years beginning after
December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
Under the Senate amendment, qualified re-

tirement planning services provided to an
employee and his or her spouse by an em-
ployer maintaining a qualified plan are ex-
cludable from income and wages. The exclu-

sion does not apply with respect to highly
compensated employees unless the services
are available on substantially the same
terms to each member of the group of em-
ployees normally provided education and in-
formation regarding the employer’s qualified
plan. The exclusion is intended to allow em-
ployers to provide advice and information re-
garding retirement planning. The exclusion
is not limited to information regarding the
qualified plan, and, thus, for example, ap-
plies to advice and information regarding re-
tirement income planning for an individual
and his or her spouse and how the employer’s
plan fits into the individual’s overall retire-
ment income plan. On the other hand, the
exclusion is not intended to apply to services
that may be related to retirement planning,
such as tax preparation, accounting, legal or
brokerage services.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective with respect to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment. As under the Senate amend-
ment, the exclusion is intended to allow em-
ployers to provide advice and information re-
garding retirement planning. The exclusion
is not limited to information regarding the
qualified plan, and, thus, for example, ap-
plies to advice and information regarding re-
tirement income planning for an individual
and his or her spouse and how the employer’s
plan fits into the individual’s overall retire-
ment income plan. On the other hand, the
exclusion is not intended to apply to services
that may be related to retirement planning,
such as tax preparation, accounting, legal or
brokerage services. The conferees also intend
that the provision is not to be interpreted as
narrowing present law.

9. Provisions relating to plan amendments
(sec. 1259 of the House bill and sec. 371 of
the Senate amendment)

Present Law
Plan amendments to reflect amendments

to the law generally must be made by the
time prescribed by law for filing the income
tax return of the employer for the employ-
er’s taxable year in which the change in law
occurs.

House Bill
Any amendments to a plan or annuity con-

tract required to be made by the House bill
are not required to be made before the last
day of the first plan year beginning on or
after January 1, 2003. In the case of a govern-
mental plan, the date for amendments is ex-
tended to the last day of the first plan year
beginning on or after January 1, 2005.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
on the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.

10. Model plans for small businesses (sec.
1260 of the House bill)

Present Law
The Internal Revenue Service (‘‘IRS’’) pre-

viously has established uniform plan 50 and
prototype plan 51 programs that were de-
signed, in part, to simplify the preparation
of qualified retirement plan documents and
the determination letter application process.
Neither the IRS nor the Secretary of the

Treasury previously have issued model plan
documents.

House Bill
The Secretary of the Treasury is directed

to issue, not later than December 31, 2000, at
least one model defined contribution plan
document and at least one model defined
benefit plan document that fit the needs of
small businesses and that is treated as meet-
ing the requirements of section 401(a) with
respect to the form of the plan. To the ex-
tent that the requirements of section 401(a)
are modified after the issuance of the model
plans, the Secretary is directed to issue, in a
timely manner, model amendments that, if
adopted in a timely manner by an employer
that adopts a model plan, will cause the
model plan to be treated as meeting the re-
quirements of section 401(a), as modified,
with respect to the form of the plan.

Alternatively, the Secretary is permitted,
in its discretion, to enhance and simplify the
existing prototype plan programs in a man-
ner that achieves the purposes of the model
plans.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
on the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the House bill provision.
11. Reporting simplification (sec. 1261 of the

House bill and sec. 371 of the Senate
amendment)

Present Law
A plan administrator of a pension, annu-

ity, stock bonus, profit-sharing or other
funded plan of deferred compensation gen-
erally must file with the Secretary of the
Treasury an annual return for each plan year
containing certain information with respect
to the qualification, financial condition, and
operation of the plan. Title I of ERISA also
may require the plan administrator to file
annual reports concerning the plan with the
Department of Labor and the Pension Ben-
efit Guaranty Corporation (‘‘PBGC’’). The
plan administrator must use the Form 5500
series as the format for the required annual
return. 52 The Form 5500 series annual return/
report, which consists of a primary form and
various schedules, includes the information
required to be filed with all three agencies.
The plan administrator satisfies the report-
ing requirement with respect to each agency
by filing the Form 5500 series annual return/
report with the Internal Revenue Service
(‘‘IRS’’), which forwards the form to the De-
partment of Labor and the PBGC.

The Form 5500 series consists of 3 different
forms: Form 5500, Form 5500–C/R, and Form
5500–EZ. Form 5500 is the most comprehen-
sive of the forms and requires the most de-
tailed financial information. Form 5500–C/R
requires less information than Form 5500,
and Form 5500–EZ, which consists of only 1
page, is the simplest of the forms.

The size of the plan determines which form
a plan administrator must file. If the plan
has more than 100 participants at the begin-
ning of the plan year, the plan administrator
generally must file Form 5500. If the plan has
fewer than 100 participants at the beginning
of the plan year, the plan administrator gen-
erally may file Form 5500–C/R. A plan admin-
istrator generally may file Form 5500–EZ if
(1) the only participants in the plan are the
sole owner of a business that maintains the
plan (and such owner’s spouse), or partners
in a partnership that maintains the plan
(and such partners’ spouses), (2) the plan is
not aggregated with another plan in order to
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53 Rev. Proc. 98–22, 1998–12 I.R.B. 11, as modified by
Rev. Proc. 99–13, 1999–5, I.R.B. 52.

54 Another provision of the Senate amendment in-
creases this limit to 100 percent of compensation.

satisfy the minimum coverage requirements
of section 410(b), (3) the employer is not a
member of a related group of employers, and
(4) the employer does not receive the serv-
ices of leased employees. If the plan satisfies
the eligibility requirements for Form 5500–
EZ and the total value of the plan year and
all prior plan years does not exceed $100,000,
the plan administrator is not required to file
a return.

House Bill
The Secretary of the Treasury is directed

to provide for the filing of a simplified an-
nual return substantially similar to the
Form 5500–EZ by a plan that (1) covers less
than 25 employees on the first day of the
plan year, (2) is not aggregated with another
plan in order to satisfy the minimum cov-
erage requirements of section 410(b), (3) is
maintained by an employer that is not a
member of a related group of employers, and
(4) is maintained by an employer that does
not receive the services of leased employees.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
on the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
The Secretary of the Treasury is directed

to modify the annual return filing require-
ments with respect to plans that satisfy the
eligibility requirements for Form 5500–EZ to
provide that if the total value of the plan as-
sets of such a plan as of the end of the plan
year and all prior plan years does not exceed
$500,000, the plan administrator is not re-
quired to file a return.

In addition, the Secretary of the Treasury
is directed to provide for the filing of a sim-
plified annual return substantially similar to
the Form 5500–EZ by a plan that (1) covers
less than 25 employees on the first day of the
plan year, (2) is not aggregated with another
plan in order to satisfy the minimum cov-
erage requirements of section 410(b), (3) is
maintained by an employer that is not a
member of a related group of employers, and
(4) is maintained by an employer that does
not receive the services of leased employees.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
on January 1, 2001.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment, with a modification. The
Secretary of the Treasury is directed to mod-
ify the annual return filing requirements
with respect to plans that satisfy the eligi-
bility requirements for Form 5500–EZ to pro-
vide that if the total value of the plan assets
of such a plan as of the end of the plan year
and all prior plan years does not exceed
$250,000, the plan administrator is not re-
quired to file a return.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
on January 1, 2001.

12. Improvement to Employee Plans Compli-
ance Resolution System (sec. 1262 of the
House bill)

Present Law
A retirement plan that is intended to be a

tax-qualified plan provides retirement bene-
fits on a tax-favored basis if the plan satis-
fies all of the requirements of section 401(a).
Similarly, an annuity that is intended to be
a tax-sheltered annuity provides retirement
benefits on a tax- favored basis if the pro-
gram satisfies all of the requirements of sec-
tion 403(b). Failure to satisfy all of the appli-
cable requirements of section 401(a) or sec-
tion 403(b) may disqualify a plan or annuity
for the intended tax-favored treatment.

The Internal Revenue Service (‘‘IRS’’) has
established the Employee Plans Compliance
Resolution System (‘‘EPCRS’’), which is a
comprehensive system of correction pro-
grams for sponsors of retirement plans and
annuities that are intended, but have failed,

to satisfy the requirements of section 401(a)
and section 403(b), as applicable. 53 EPCRS
permits employers to correct compliance
failures and continue to provide their em-
ployees with retirement benefits on a tax-fa-
vored basis.

The IRS has designed EPCRS to (1) encour-
age operational and formal compliance, (2)
promote voluntary and timely correction of
compliance failures, (3) provide sanctions for
compliance failures identified on audit that
are reasonable in light of the nature, extent,
and severity of the violation, (4) provide con-
sistent and uniform administration of the
correction programs, and (5) permit employ-
ers to rely on the availability of EPCRS in
taking corrective actions to maintain the
tax-favored status of their retirement plans
and annuities.

The basic elements of the programs that
comprise EPCRS are self-correction, vol-
untary correction with IRS approval, and
correction on audit. The Administrative Pol-
icy Regarding Self-Correction (‘‘APRSC’’)
permits a plan sponsor that has established
compliance practices to correct certain in-
significant failures at any time (including
during an audit), and certain significant fail-
ures within a 2–year period, without pay-
ment of any fee or sanction. The Voluntary
Compliance Resolution (‘‘VCR’’) program,
the Walk-In Closing Agreement Program
(‘‘Walk-In CAP’’), and the Tax-Sheltered An-
nuity Voluntary Correction (‘‘TVC’’) pro-
gram permit an employer, at any time before
an audit, to pay a limited fee and receive
IRS approval of a correction. For a failure
that is discovered on audit and corrected,
the Audit Closing Agreement Program
(‘‘Audit CAP’’) provides for a sanction that
bears a reasonable relationship to the na-
ture, extent, and severity of the failure and
that takes into account the extent to which
correction occurred before audit.

The IRS has expressed its intent that
EPCRS will be updated and improved peri-
odically in light of experience and comments
from those who use it.

House Bill
The Secretary of the Treasury is directed

to continue to update and improve EPCRS,
giving special attention to (1) increasing the
awareness and knowledge of small employers
concerning the availability and use of
EPCRS, (2) taking into account special con-
cerns and circumstances that small employ-
ers face with respect to compliance and cor-
rection of compliance failures, (3) extending
the duration of the self-correction period
under APRSC for significant compliance fail-
ures, (4) expanding the availability to cor-
rect insignificant compliance failures under
APRSC during audit, and (5) assuring that
any tax, penalty, or sanction that is imposed
by reason of a compliance failure is not ex-
cessive and bears a reasonable relationship
to the nature, extent, and severity of the
failure.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
on the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
13. Modifications to section 415 limits for

multiemployer and governmental plans
(sec. 1263 of the House bill, secs. 346 and
348 of the Senate amendment, and sec.
415 of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, limits apply to con-

tributions and benefits under qualified plans

(sec. 415). The limits on contributions and
benefits under qualified plans are based on
the type of plan.

Under a defined benefit plan, the maximum
annual benefit payable at retirement is gen-
erally the lesser of (1) 100 percent of average
compensation for the highest three years, or
(2) $130,000 (for 1999). The dollar limit is ad-
justed for cost-of-living increases in $5,000 in-
crements. The dollar limit is reduced in the
case of retirement before the social security
retirement age and increases in the case of
retirement after the social security retire-
ment age.

A special rule applies to governmental,
tax-exempt organization, and qualified mer-
chant marine defined benefit plans. In the
case of such plans, the defined benefit dollar
limit is reduced in the case of retirement be-
fore age 62 and increased in the case of re-
tirement after age 65. In addition, there is a
floor on early retirement benefits. Pursuant
to this floor, the minimum benefit payable
at age 55 is $75,000.

In the case of a defined contribution plan,
the limit on annual is additions if the lesser
of (1) 25 percent of compensation 54 or (2)
$30,000 (for 1999). In applying the limits on
contributions and benefits, plans of the same
employer are aggregated.

House Bill
The 100 percent of compensation defined

benefit plan limit does not apply to multi-
employer plans.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
for years beginning after December 31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
Treatment of multiemployer plans

The 100 percent of compensation defined
benefit plan limit does not apply to multi-
employer plans. In addition, except in apply-
ing the defined benefit plan dollar limita-
tion, multiemployer plans are not aggre-
gated with other plans maintained by an em-
ployer contributing to the multiemployer
plan in applying the limits on contributions
and benefits.

The Senate amendment also applies the
special rules for defined benefit plans of gov-
ernmental employers, tax-exempt organiza-
tions, and qualified merchant marines to
multiemployer plans.
Increase in early retirement floor for govern-

mental, multiemployer, and other plans
The floor for reductions of the dollar limit

prior to age 62 for defined benefit plans of
governmental employers and tax-exempt or-
ganizations, qualified merchant marine
plans and multiemployer plans is increased
from $75,000 to 80 percent of the defined ben-
efit dollar limit.
Effective date

The Senate amendment is effective for
years beginning after December 31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
14. Rules for substantial owner benefits in

terminated plans (sec. 363 of the Senate
amendment and sec. 4022 of ERISA)

Present Law
Under present law, the Pension Benefit

Guaranty Corporation (‘‘PBGC’’) provides
participants and beneficiaries in a defined
benefit pension plan with certain minimal
guarantees as to the receipt of benefits under
the plan in case of plan termination. The em-
ployer sponsoring the defined benefit pension
plan is required to pay premiums to the
PBGC to provide insurance for the guaran-
teed benefits. In general, the PBGC will
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guarantee all basic benefits which are pay-
able in periodic installments for the life (or
lives) of the participant and his or her bene-
ficiaries and are non-forfeitable at the time
of plan termination. The amount of the guar-
anteed benefit is subject to certain limita-
tions. One limitation is that the plan (or an
amendment to the plan which increases ben-
efits) must be in effect for 60 months before
termination for the PBGC to guarantee the
full amount of basic benefits for a plan par-
ticipant, other than a substantial owner. In
the case of a substantial owner, the guaran-
teed basic benefit is phased in over 30 years
beginning with participation in the plan. A
substantial owner is one who owns, directly
or indirectly, more than 10 percent of the
voting stock of a corporation or all the stock
of a corporation. Special rules restricting
the amount of benefit guaranteed and the al-
location of assets also apply to substantial
owners.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment provides that the

60 month phase-in of guaranteed benefits ap-
plies to a substantial owner with less than 50
percent ownership interest. For a substantial
owner with a 50 percent or more ownership
interest (‘‘majority owner’’), the phase-in de-
pends on the number of years the plan has
been in effect. The majority owner’s guaran-
teed benefit is limited so that it may not be
more than the amount phased in over 60
months for other participants. The rules re-
garding allocation of assets apply to sub-
stantial owners, other than majority owners,
in the same manner as other participants.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for plan terminations with respect
to which notices of intent to terminate are
provided, or for which proceedings for termi-
nation are instituted by the PBGC after De-
cember 31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
15. Extension to international organizations

of moratorium on application of certain
nondiscrimination rules applicable to
State and local government plans (sec.
368 of the Senate amendment, sec. 1505 of
the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997, and secs.
401(a) and 401(k) of the Code)

Present Law
A qualified retirement plan maintained by

a State or local government is exempt from
the rules concerning nondiscrimination (sec.
401(a)(4)) and minimum participation (sec.
401(a)(26)). A governmental plan maintained
by an international organization that is ex-
empt from taxation by reason of the Inter-
national Organizations Immunities Act is
not exempt from the nondiscrimination and
minimum participation rules.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
A governmental plan maintained by a tax-

exempt international organization is exempt
from the nondiscrimination and minimum
participation rules.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for plan years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
16. Annual report dissemination (sec. 369 of

the Senate amendment and sec. 104 of
ERISA)

Present Law
Title I of ERISA generally requires the

plan administrator of each employee pension

benefit plan and each employee welfare ben-
efit plan to file an annual report concerning
the plan with the Secretary of Labor within
7 months after the end of the plan year.
Within 9 months after the end of the plan
year, the plan administrator generally must
provide to each participant, and to each ben-
eficiary receiving benefits under the plan, a
summary of the annual report filed with the
Secretary of Labor for the plan year.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
Within 9 months after the end of each plan

year, the plan administrator is required to
make available for examination a summary
of the annual report filed with the Secretary
of Labor for the plan year. In addition, the
plan administrator is required to furnish the
summary to a participant, or to a bene-
ficiary receiving benefits under the plan,
upon request.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for reports for years beginning after
December 31, 1998.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.
17. Clarification of exclusion for employer-

provided transit passes (sec. 370 of the
Senate amendment and sec. 132 of the
Code)

Present Law
Qualified transportation fringe benefits

provided by an employer are excluded from
an employee’s gross income and wages.
Qualified transportation fringe benefits in-
clude parking, transit passes, and vanpool
benefits. Up to $175 per month (for 1999) of
employer-provided parking is excludable
from income and up to $65 (for 1999) per
month of employer-provided transit and van-
pool benefits are excludable from income.

Qualified transportation benefits generally
include a cash reimbursement by an em-
ployer to an employee. However, in the case
of transit passes, a cash reimbursement is
considered a qualified transportation fringe
benefit only if a voucher or similar item
which may be exchanged only for a transit
pass is not readily available for direct dis-
tribution by the employer to the employee.

No amount is includible in the gross in-
come of an employee merely because the em-
ployee is offered a choice between cash and
any qualified transportation benefit (or a
choice among such benefits).

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment repeals the rule

providing that cash reimbursements for
transit benefits are excludable from income
only if a voucher or similar item which may
be exchanged only for a transit pass is not
readily available for direct distribution by
the employer.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for taxable years beginning after
December 31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
XIII. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

A. Expand Employer Reporting on Annual
Wage and Tax Statements (sec. 1303 of the
House bill and sec. 6051 of the Code)

Present Law
An employer must provide certain infor-

mation annually to each employee in the
form of a wage and tax statement (‘‘Form W–
2’’). The information required to be included
on such form includes the individual’s name,

address, social security number and a state-
ment of total wages, tips, and other com-
pensation for the year. The form must also
include the amount of federal income tax
withheld as well as the employee’s share of
social security and medicare taxes withheld
for the year by the employer. There is no re-
quirement that the form include a statement
of the employer’s share of social security and
medicare taxes paid by the employer with re-
spect to that individual.

House Bill

The House bill requires the Form W–2 to
include a statement of social security and
medicare taxes paid by the employer on be-
half of each employee.

Effective date.—The House bill provision is
effective with respect to Form W–2’s with re-
spect to remuneration paid after December
31, 1999.

Senate Amendment

No provision.

Conference Agreement

The conference agreement does not include
the House bill provision. However, the con-
ferees intend that the Internal Revenue
Service provide the employer’s share of so-
cial security and medicare taxes to each em-
ployee, no less frequently than annually.

B. Survivor Benefits of Public Safety Officers
Killed in The Line of Duty (sec. 1304 of the
House bill and sec. 101 of the Code)

Present Law

The Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 included a
provision providing that an amount paid as a
survivor annuity on account of the death of
a public safety officer who is killed in the
line of duty is excludable from income to the
extent the survivor annuity is attributable
to the officer’s service as a law enforcement
officer. The survivor annuity must be pro-
vided under a governmental plan to the sur-
viving spouse (or former spouse) of the public
safety officer or to a child of the officer.
Public safety officers include law enforce-
ment officers, firefighters, rescue squad or
ambulance crew. The provision does not
apply with respect to the death of a public
safety officer if it is determined by the ap-
propriate supervising authority that (1) the
death was caused by the intentional mis-
conduct of the officer or by the officer’s in-
tention to bring about the death, (2) the offi-
cer was voluntarily intoxicated at the time
of death, (3) the officer was performing his or
her duties in a grossly negligent manner at
the time of death, or (4) the actions of the in-
dividual to whom payment is to be made
were a substantial contributing factor to the
death of the officer.

The provision applies to amounts received
in taxable years beginning after December
31, 1996, with respect to individuals dying
after that date.

House Bill

The provision extends the present-law
treatment of survivor annuities with respect
to public safety officers killed in the line of
duty to payments received in taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1999, with re-
spect to individuals dying on or before De-
cember 31, 1996.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
on the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment

No provision.

Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill.
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55 As originally enacted in 1984, the fund paid tax
on its earnings at the top corporate rate. Also, as

originally enacted, the funds in the trust could be
invested only in certain low risk investments. Sub-
sequent amendments to the provision have reduced
the rate of tax on the fund to 20 percent, and re-
moved the restrictions on the types of permitted in-
vestments that the fund can make.

56 Treas. Regs. sec. 1.468A–6.
57 Treas. Regs. sec. 1.468A–6(f).
58 Prior to July 17, 1984 (the date of enactment of

the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984), accrual basis tax-
payers could deduct items without regard to the
time the items were economically performed. Some
taxpayers may have taken the position that
amounts for nuclear decommissioning were deduct-
ible prior to July 17, 1984.

C. Income from Publicly Traded Partnerships
Treated as Qualifying Income of Regulated
Investment Companies (secs. 1311 and 1312
of the House bill and secs. 851(b) and 469(k)
of the Code)

Present Law
A regulated investment company (‘‘RIC’’)

generally is treated as a conduit for Federal
income tax purposes. In computing its tax-
able income, a RIC deducts dividends paid to
its shareholders to achieve conduit treat-
ment (sec. 852(b)). In order to qualify for con-
duit treatment, a RIC must be a domestic
corporation that, at all times during the tax-
able year, is registered under the Investment
Company Act of 1940 as a management com-
pany or as a unit investment trust, or has
elected to be treated as a business develop-
ment company under that Act (sec. 851(a)).
In addition, the corporation must elect RIC
status, and must satisfy certain other re-
quirements (sec. 851(b)).

One of the requirements is that at least 90
percent of its gross income is derived from
dividends, interest, payments with respect to
securities loans, and gains from the sale or
other disposition of stock or securities or
foreign currencies, or other income (includ-
ing but not limited to gains from options, fu-
tures, or forward contracts) derived with re-
spect to its business of investing in such
stock, securities, or currencies. Income de-
rived from a partnership is treated as meet-
ing this requirement only to the extent such
income is attributable to items of income of
the partnership that would meet the require-
ment if realized by the RIC in the same man-
ner as realized by the partnership (the ‘‘look-
through’’ rule for partnership income).
Under present law, no distinction is made
under this rule between a publicly traded
partnership and any other partnership.

Present law provides that a publicly traded
partnership means a partnership, interests in
which are traded on an established securities
market, or are readily tradable on a sec-
ondary market (or the substantial equiva-
lent thereof). In general, a publicly traded
partnership is treated as a corporation (sec.
7704(a)), but an exception to corporate treat-
ment is provided if 90 percent or more of its
gross income is interest, dividends, real
property rents, or certain other types of
qualifying income (sec. 7704(c) and (d)).

A special rule for publicly traded partner-
ships applies under the passive loss rules.
The passive loss rules limit deductions and
credits from passive trade or business activi-
ties (sec. 469). Deductions attributable to
passive activities, to the extent they exceed
income from passive activities, generally
may not be deducted against other income.
Deductions and credits that are suspended
under these rules are carried forward and
treated as deductions and credits from pas-
sive activities in the next year. The sus-
pended losses from a passive activity are al-
lowed in full when a taxpayer disposes of his
entire interest in the passive activity to an
unrelated person. The special rule for pub-
licly traded partnerships provides that the
passive loss rules are applied separately with
respect to items attributable to each pub-
licly traded partnership (sec. 469(k)). Thus,
income or loss from the publicly traded part-
nership is treated as separate from income or
loss from other passive activities.

House Bill
The House bill modifies the 90 percent test

with respect to income of a RIC to include
income derived from an interest in a publicly
traded partnership. The provision also modi-
fies the lookthrough rule for partnership in-
come of a RIC so that it applies only to in-
come from a partnership other than a pub-
licly traded partnership.

The provision provides that the special
rule for publicly traded partnerships under

the passive loss rules (requiring separate
treatment) applies to a RIC holding an inter-
est in a publicly traded partnership, with re-
spect to items attributable to the interest in
the publicly traded partnership.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2000.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
D. Equalize the Tax Treatment of Oversized

‘‘Clean Fuel’’ Vehicles and Electric Vehicles
(sec. 1313 of the House bill and sec. 30 and
179A of the Code)

Present Law
Taxpayers may claim a credit of 10 percent

of the cost of an electric vehicle up to a max-
imum credit of $4,000 (sec. 30). Taxpayers
may claim an immediate deduction (expens-
ing) for up to $50,000 of the cost of a qualified
clean-fuel vehicle which is a truck or van
with a gross vehicle weight greater than 13
tons or a bus with a seating capacity of at
least 20 adults (sec. 179A). For the purposes
of the deduction permitted under section
179A, electric trucks, vans, or buses are not
qualified clean fuel vehicles.

House bill
The House bill provides that an electric

truck or van with a gross vehicle weight rat-
ing greater than 13 tons or an electric bus
which has seating capacity of at least 20
adults is a qualified clean fuel vehicle for
which the taxpayer may expense up to $50,000
of cost and that such vehicles are not eligi-
ble for the electric vehicle credit.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for vehicles placed in service after December
31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
Effective date.—The provision is effective

for vehicles placed in service after December
31, 1999.
E. Nuclear Decommissioning Costs (sec. 1314
of the House bill and sec. 468A of the Code)

Present Law
Special rules dealing with nuclear decom-

missioning reserve funds were adopted by
Congress in the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984
(‘‘1984 Act’’) when tax issues regarding the
time value of money were addressed gen-
erally. Under general tax accounting rules, a
deduction for accrual basis taxpayers gen-
erally is deferred until there is economic
performance for the item for which the de-
duction is claimed. However, the 1984 Act
contains an exception to those rules under
which a taxpayer responsible for nuclear
power plant decommissioning may elect to
deduct contributions made to a qualified nu-
clear decommissioning fund for future pay-
ment costs. Taxpayers who do not elect this
provision are subject to the general rules in
the 1984 Act.

A qualified decommissioning fund is a seg-
regated fund established by the taxpayer
that is used exclusively for the payment of
decommissioning costs, taxes on fund in-
come, payment of management costs of the
fund, and making investments. The fund is
prohibited from dealing with the taxpayer
that established the fund. The income of the
fund is taxed at a reduced rate of 20 per-
cent 55 for taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 1995.

Contributions to the fund are deductible in
the year made to the extent that these
amounts were collected as part of the cost of
service to ratepayers. Withdrawal of funds
by the taxpayer to pay for decommissioning
expenses are included in income at that
time, but the taxpayer also is entitled to a
deduction at that time for decommissioning
expenses as economic performance for those
costs occurs.

A taxpayer’s contributions to the fund
may not exceed the amount of nuclear de-
commissioning costs included in the tax-
payer’s cost of service for ratemaking pur-
poses for the taxable year. Additionally, in
order to prevent accumulations of funds over
the remaining life of a nuclear power plant
in excess of those required to pay future de-
commissioning costs and to ensure that con-
tributions to the funds are not deducted
more rapidly than level funding, taxpayers
must obtain a ruling from the IRS to estab-
lish the maximum contribution that may be
made to the fund.

If the decommissioning fund fails to com-
ply with the qualification requirements or
when the decommissioning is substantially
completed, the fund’s qualification may be
terminated, in which case the amounts in
the fund must be included in income of the
taxpayer.

A qualified decommissioning fund may be
transferred in connection with the sale, ex-
change or other transfer of the nuclear
power plant to which it relates. If the trans-
feree is a regulated public utility and meets
certain other requirements, the transfer will
be treated as a nontaxable transaction. No
gain or loss will be recognized on the trans-
fer of the qualified decommissioning fund
and the transferee will take the transferor’s
basis in the fund. 56 The transferee is re-
quired to obtain a new ruling amount from
the IRS, or accept a discretionary deter-
mination by the IRS. 157 However, if the
transferee does not qualify to continue the
qualified decommissioning fund, the balance
in the fund will be treated as distributed
(and thus taxable) at the time of the trans-
fer.

State and Federal regulators may require
utilities to set aside funds for nuclear de-
commissioning purposes in excess of the
amount allowed as a deductible contribution
to a qualified decommissioning fund. In addi-
tion, the taxpayer may have set aside funds
prior to the effective date of the qualified de-
commissioning fund rules. In some cases, a
deduction may have been taken for such
amounts at the time they were set aside. 58

These nonqualified funds are not eligible for
the special rules that apply to qualified de-
commissioning funds. Since 1984, no deduc-
tion has been allowed with respect to the
contribution or segregation of nonqualified
funds, and the income on nonqualified funds
is taxed to the taxpayer at the taxpayer’s
marginal rate.
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House Bill

The cost of service requirement for deduct-
ible contributions to nuclear decommis-
sioning funds is repealed. Taxpayers, includ-
ing unregulated taxpayers, are allowed a de-
duction for amounts contributed to a quali-
fied nuclear decommissioning fund. As under
current law, however, the maximum con-
tribution and deduction for a taxable year
can not exceed the IRS ruling amount for
that year.

The provision also clarifies the Federal in-
come tax treatment of the transfer of quali-
fied nuclear decommissioning funds. No gain
or loss is recognized to the transferor or the
transferee as a result of the transfer of a
qualified fund in connection with the trans-
fer of the power plant with respect to which
the fund was established.

The provision provides an election to
transfer the balance of certain nonqualified
funds to qualified fund. Any portion of the
amount transferred that has not previously
been deducted is allowed as a deduction over
the remainder of the useful life of the nu-
clear power plant (as determined for the pur-
pose of the ruling amount) beginning with
the first taxable year that begins after 2001.
If a qualified fund that has received a trans-
fer from a nonqualified fund is transferred to
another person, that person will be entitled
to the deduction at the same time and in the
same manner as the transferor. Thus, if the
transferor was not subject to tax at the time
and thus would have been unable to utilize
the deduction, the transferee will similarly
not be able to utilize the deduction. A tax-
payer is not considered to have a basis in
any qualified nuclear decommissioning fund.

Nonqualified funds eligible to be trans-
ferred to a qualified fund are funds that have
been irrevocably set aside pursuant to the
requirements of a state of Federal agency ex-
clusively for the purpose of funding the de-
commissioning of the taxpayer’s nuclear
power plant. Funds that constitute a ‘‘pre-
paid decommissioning fund’’ or ‘‘external
sinking trust fund’’ that would qualify for
the purpose of providing financial assurance
that funds will be available for the
decommisioning process under 10 CFR 50.75
are expected to meet the definition of non-
qualified funds for this purpose.

A new ruling amount must be obtained fol-
lowing the transfer of nonqualified funds to
a qualified fund.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
F. Permit Consolidation of Life and Nonlife

Insurance Companies (sec. 1315 of the
House bill, sec. 1113 of the Senate amend-
ment, and secs. 1504(b)(2) and 1504(c) of the
Code)

Present Law
Under present law, an affiliated group of

corporations means one or more chains of in-
cludible corporations connected through
stock ownership with a common parent cor-
poration (sec. 1504(a)(1)). The stock owner-
ship requirement consists of an 80–percent
voting and value test. In general, an affili-
ated group of corporations may file a con-
solidated tax return for Federal income tax
purposes.

Life insurance companies (subject to tax
under section 801) generally are not treated
as includible corporations, and therefore
may not be included in a consolidated return
of an affiliated group including nonlife-in-
surance companies, unless the common par-

ent of the group elects to treat the life insur-
ance companies as includible corporations
(sec. 1504(c)(2)).

Under the election to treat life insurance
companies as includible corporations of an
affiliated group, two special 5–year limita-
tion rules apply. The first 5–year rule pro-
vides that a life insurance company may not
be treated as an includible corporation until
it has been a member of the group for the 5
taxable years immediately preceding the
taxable year for which the consolidated re-
turn is filed (sec. 1504(c)(2)). The second 5–
year rule provides that any net operating
loss of a nonlife-insurance member of the
group may not offset the taxable income of a
life insurance member for any of the first 5
years the life and nonlife-insurance corpora-
tions have been members of the same affili-
ated group (sec. 1503(c)(2)). This rule applies
to nonlife losses for the current taxable year
or as a carryover or carryback.

A separate 35–percent limitation also ap-
plies under the election to treat life insur-
ance companies as includible corporations of
an affiliated group (sec. 1503(c)(1)). This rule
provides that if the non-life-insurance mem-
bers of the group have a net operating loss,
then the amount of the loss that is not ab-
sorbed by carrybacks against the nonlife-in-
surance members’ income may offset the life
insurance members’ income only to the ex-
tent of the lesser of: (1) 35 percent of the
amount of the loss; or (2) 35 percent of the
life insurance members’ taxable income. The
unused portion of the loss is available as a
carryover and is added to subsequent-year
losses, subject to the same 35–percent limita-
tion.

House Bill
The House bill repeals the two 5–year limi-

tation rules under the election to treat life
insurance companies as includible corpora-
tions of an affiliated group. The provision
also repeals the rule that a life insurance
corporation is not an includible corporation
unless the common parent makes an election
to treat life insurance companies as includ-
ible corporations. Thus, under the provision,
a life insurance company is treated as an in-
cludible corporation starting with the first
taxable year for which it becomes a member
of the affiliated group and otherwise meets
the definition of an includible corporation.
In addition, any net operating loss of a
nonlife- insurance member of the group can
offset the taxable income of a life insurance
member starting with the first taxable year
for which it becomes a member of the affili-
ated group and otherwise meets the defini-
tion of an includible corporation. The provi-
sion retains the 35–percent limitation of
present law with respect to any life insur-
ance company that is an includible corpora-
tion of an affiliated group.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2004. To the extent that a consolidated
net operating loss is created or increased by
the provision, the loss may not be carried
back to a taxable year beginning before Jan-
uary 1, 2005. In addition, no affiliated group
terminates solely by reason of the provision.
The provision waives the 5–year waiting pe-
riod for reconsolidation under section
1504(a)(3), in the case of any corporation that
was previously an includible corporation, but
was subsequently deemed not to be an in-
cludible corporation as a result of becoming
a subsidiary of a corporation that was not an
includible corporation by reason of the 5–
year rule of section 1504(c)(2) (providing that
a life insurance company may not be treated
as an includible corporation until it has been
a member of the group for the 5 taxable
years immediately preceding the taxable
year for which the consolidated return is
filed).

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment repeals the 5–year

limitation rule relating to consolidation
under the election to treat life insurance
companies as includible corporations of an
affiliated group. The provision also repeals
the rule that a life insurance corporation is
not an includible corporation unless the
common parent makes an election to treat
life insurance companies as includible cor-
porations. Thus, under the provision, a life
insurance company is treated as an includ-
ible corporation starting with the first tax-
able year for which it becomes a member of
the affiliated group and otherwise meets the
definition of an includible corporation. How-
ever, as under present law, any net operating
loss of a nonlife-insurance member of the
group may not offset the taxable income of a
life insurance member for any of the first
five years the life and nonlife-insurance cor-
porations have been members of the same af-
filiated group. The provision retains the 35–
percent limitation of present law with re-
spect to any life insurance company that is
an includible corporation of an affiliated
group.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2000. To the extent that a consolidated
net operating loss is created or increased by
the provision, the loss may not be carried
back to a taxable year beginning before Jan-
uary 1, 2001. In addition, no affiliated group
terminates solely by reason of the provision.
The provision waives the 5–year waiting pe-
riod for reconsolidation under section
1504(a)(3), in the case of any corporation that
was previously an includible corporation, but
was subsequently deemed not to be an in-
cludible corporation as a result of becoming
a subsidiary of a corporation that was not an
includible corporation by reason of the 5–
year rule of section 1504(c)(2) (providing that
a life insurance company may not be treated
as an includible corporation until it has been
a member of the group for the 5 taxable
years immediately preceding the taxable
year for which the consolidated return is
filed).

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment. The conference agreement
also follows the House bill with respect to re-
peal of the second 5–year rule (which pro-
vides that any net operating loss of a
nonlife-insurance member of the group may
not offset the taxable income of a life insur-
ance member for any of the first 5 years the
life and nonlife-insurance corporations have
been members of the same affiliated group
(sec. 1503(c)(2)), with a modification as to the
effective date of repeal of the second 5–year
rule. Under the conference agreement, repeal
of the second 5–year rule is effective for tax-
able years beginning after December 31, 2005.

Effective date.—The repeal of the first 5–
year rule and the repeal of the election to
treat a life insurance company as an includ-
ible corporation are effective for taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000. The
repeal of the second 5–year rule (sec.
1503(c)(2)) is effective for taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2005. To the extent
that a consolidated net operating loss is cre-
ated or increased by the provision, the loss
may not be carried back to a taxable year
beginning before January 1, 2006. In addition,
no affiliated group terminates solely by rea-
son of the provision. The provision waives
the 5–year waiting period for reconsolidation
under section 1504(a)(3), in the case of any
corporation that was previously an includ-
ible corporation, but was subsequently
deemed not to be an includible corporation
as a result of becoming a subsidiary of a cor-
poration that was not an includible corpora-
tion by reason of the 5–year rule of section
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59 The portion of the capital gain included in in-
come is subject to a maximum regular tax rate of 28
percent, and 42 percent of the excluded gain is a
minimum tax preference.

1504(c)(2) (providing that a life insurance
company may not be treated as an includible
corporation until it has been a member of
the group for the 5 taxable years imme-
diately preceding the taxable year for which
the consolidated return is filed).
G. Consolidate Code Provisions Governing

the Hazardous Substance Superfund and
the Leaking Underground Storage Tank
Trust Fund (sec. 1321 of the House bill and
secs. 9507 and 9508 of the Code)

Present Law
Present law includes two separate Trust

Funds to finance similar ground and water
cleanup programs related to hazardous sub-
stances. These funds are the Hazardous Sub-
stance Superfund (the ‘‘Superfund’’) and the
Leaking Underground Storage Tank Trust
Fund (the ‘‘LUST Trust Fund’’). Amounts in
both Trust Funds are available as provided
in cross-referenced authorization and appro-
priations Acts.

House Bill
The Code provisions governing the Super-

fund and the LUST Trust Fund are consoli-
dated into a single Environmental Remedi-
ation Trust Fund (the ‘‘Environmental Trust
Fund’’). Amounts in the consolidated Trust
Fund (i.e., all amounts in both of the
present-law Trust Funds) are available for
expenditure, as provided in appropriations
Acts, for the combined purposes of the two
present-law Trust Funds, as of July 12, 1999.

Provisions similar to those currently in-
cluded in the Highway Trust Fund, the
Aquatic Resources Trust Fund, and the Vac-
cine Injury Compensation Trust Fund clari-
fying that expenditures from the Environ-
mental Trust Fund may occur only as pro-
vided in the Code are incorporated into the
new Trust Fund statute, notwithstanding
provisions of any other Act (including subse-
quently enacted non-revenue Act legisla-
tion).

Effective date.—The provision is effective
on October 1, 1999.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill, with a modification providing
that the LUST and Superfund provisions of
the new Environmental Remediation Trust
Fund will be divided into separate accounts
upon future enactment of Superfund author-
izing legislation. Upon enactment of such au-
thorizing legislation, the LUST Account will
be reimbursed from the Superfund Account
for any amounts attributable to the LUST
excise tax (and interest thereon) used to fi-
nance Superfund programs.
H. Repeal Certain Excise Taxes on Rail Die-

sel Fuel and Inland Waterway Barge Fuels
(sec. 1322 of the House bill, sec. 1101 of the
Senate amendment, and secs. 4041 and 4042
of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, diesel fuel used in

trains is subject to a 4.4–cents-per gallon ex-
cise tax. Revenues from 4.3 cents per gallon
of this excise tax are retained in the General
Fund of the Treasury. The remaining 0.1 cent
per gallon is deposited in the Leaking Under-
ground Storage Tank (‘‘LUST’’) Trust Fund.

Similarly, fuels used in barges operating
on the designated inland waterways system
is subject to a 4.3–cents-per-gallon General
Fund excise tax. This tax is in addition to
the 20.1- cents-per-gallon tax rates that are
imposed on fuels used in these barges to fund
the Inland Waterways Trust Fund and the
Leaking Underground Storage Tank Trust
Fund.

In both cases, the 4.3–cents-per-gallon ex-
cise tax rates are permanent. The LUST tax
is scheduled to expire after March 31, 2005.

House Bill
The 0.1–cent-per-gallon LUST tax on diesel

fuel used in trains is repealed. In addition,
the 4.3–cents-per-gallon General Fund excise
tax rates on diesel fuel used in trains and
fuels used in barges operating on the des-
ignated inland waterways system is repealed.

Effective date.—The repeal of the 0.1–cent-
per-gallon LUST tax on diesel fuel used in
trains is effective on October 1, 1999. The re-
peal of the 4.3–cents-per-gallon excise taxes
on train diesel and inland waterway barge
fuels is effective after September 30, 2003.

Repeal of these taxes is contingent upon
enactment as part of the bill of a separate
provision that consolidates the Code provi-
sions governing the Hazardous Substance
Superfund and the Leaking Underground
Storage Tank Trust Fund into an Environ-
mental Remediation Trust Fund.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Effective date.—The provision of the Senate

amendment is effective on October 1, 2000.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill.
I. Repeal Excise Tax on Fishing Tackle Boxes

(sec. 1323 of the House bill and sec. 4162 of
the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, a 10–percent manufac-

turer’s excise tax is imposed on specified
sport fishing equipment. Examples of taxable
equipment include fishing rods and poles,
fishing reels, artificial bait, fishing lures,
line and hooks, and fishing tackle boxes.
Revenues from the excise tax on sport fish-
ing equipment are deposited in the Sport
Fishing Account of the Aquatic Resources
Trust Fund. Monies in the fund are spent,
subject to an existing permanent appropria-
tion, to support Federal-State sport fish en-
hancement and safety programs.

In addition to the revenues from the sport
fishing equipment excise tax, the Sport Fish-
ing Account also receives revenues from ex-
cise taxes imposed on motorboat gasoline
and special fuels. These motorboat fuels are
subject to an excise tax totaling 18.4 cents
per gallon. Of this amount, 11.5 cents per gal-
lon is dedicated to the Sport Fishing Ac-
count. This amount is scheduled to increase
to 13 cents per gallon (October 1, 2001–Sep-
tember 30, 2003) and to 13.5 cents per gallon
(beginning October 1, 2003). The balance of
these motorboat fuels taxes (other than 0.1
cent per gallon which is dedicated to the
Leaking Underground Storage Tank Trust
Fund) is retained in the General Fund.

House Bill
The excise tax on fishing tackle boxes is

repealed.
Effective date.—The provision is effective

beginning 30 days after the date of enact-
ment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill, with a modification increasing by
0.2 cent per gallon the amount of the motor-
boat gasoline and special motor fuels taxes
that are dedicated to the Sport Fishing Ac-
count of the Aquatic Resources Trust Fund.
Thus, the amount transferred to that Ac-
count will be 11.7 cents per gallon (through
September 30, 2001), 13.2 cents per gallon (Oc-
tober 1, 2001–September 30, 2003), and 13.7
cents per gallon thereafter.

Effective date.—The conference agreement
follows the House bill with regard to repeal
of the fishing tackle excise tax; the modi-

fication relating to transfer of the motor-
boat fuels taxes is effective for taxes re-
ceived beginning 30 days after the date of en-
actment.
J. Modify Excise Tax on Arrow Components

and Accessories (sec. 1324 of the House bill,
sec. 1109 of the Senate amendment, and
sec. 4161 of the Code)

Present Law
An 12.4 percent excise tax is imposed on

the sale by a manufacturer or importer of
any shaft, point, nock, or vane designed for
use as part of an arrow which (1) is over 18
inches long, or (2) is designed for use with a
taxable bow (if shorter than 18 inches). An
11–percent tax is imposed on certain bows
and on certain accessories for taxable bows
and arrows.

House Bill
The House bill makes two modifications to

the excise tax on arrows and arrow acces-
sories. First, the bill extends the 12.4–percent
tax on arrow components to inserts and
outserts designed for use with taxable ar-
rows. Inserts and outserts are defined as ar-
ticles used to attach a point to an arrow
shaft. Second, the bill reclassifies ‘‘broad-
heads,’’ or arrow points designed for hunting
fish or large animals, as arrow accessories
subject to the 11–percent tax rather than
arrow points subject to the 12.4–percent tax
(as under present law).

Effective date.—The provisions apply to
sales by manufacturers beginning on the
first day of the first calendar quarter that
begins more than 30 days after the bill’s en-
actment.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
K. Entrepreneurial Equity Capital Formation

(‘‘SSBICS’’) (secs. 1341–1347 of the House
bill and secs. 851, 1044 and 1202 of the
Code)

Present Law
Under present law, a taxpayer may elect to

roll over without payment of tax any capital
gain realized upon the sale of publicly-traded
securities where the taxpayer uses the pro-
ceeds from the sale to purchase common
stock in a specialized small business invest-
ment company (‘‘SSBIC’’) within 60 days of
the sale of the securities. The maximum
amount of gain that an individual may roll
over under this provision for a taxable year
is limited to the lesser of (1) $50,000 or (2)
$500,000 reduced by any gain previously ex-
cluded under this provision. For corpora-
tions, these limits are $250,000 and $1 million.

In addition, under present law, an indi-
vidual may exclude 50 percent of the gain 164

from the sale of qualifying small business
stock held more than five years. An SSBIC is
automatically deemed to satisfy the active
business requirement which a corporation
must satisfy to qualify its stock for the ex-
clusion.

Regulated investment companies (‘‘RICs’’)
are entitled to deduct dividends paid to
shareholders. To qualify for the deduction, 90
percent of the company’s income must be de-
rived from dividends, interest and other
specified passive income, the company must
distribute 90 percent of its investment in-
come, and at least 50 percent of the value of
its assets must be invested in certain diversi-
fied investments.
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For purposes of these provisions, an SSBIC
means any partnership or corporation that is
licensed by the Small Business Administra-
tion under section 301(d) of the Small Busi-
ness Investment Act of 1958 (as in effect on
May 13, 1993). SSBICs make long-term loans
to, or equity investments in, small busi-
nesses owned by persons who are socially or
economically disadvantaged.

House Bill
Under the House the tax-free rollover pro-

vision is expanded by (1) extending the 60–
day period to 180 days, (2) making preferred
stock (as well as common stock) in an SSBIC
an eligible investment, and (3) increasing the
lifetime caps to $750,000 in the case of an in-
dividual and to $2 million in the case of a
corporation, and repealing the annual caps.

The House also provides that an SSBIC
that is organized as a corporation may con-
vert to a partnership without imposition of a
tax to either the corporation or its share-
holders, by transferring its assets to a part-
nership in which it holds at least an 80–per-
cent interest and then liquidating. The cor-
poration is required to distribute all its
earnings and profits before liquidating. The
transaction must take place within 180 days
of enactment of the bill. The partnership will
be liable for a tax on any ‘‘built-in’’ gain in
the assets transferred by the corporation at
the time of the conversion.

The 50–percent exclusion for gain on the
sale of qualifying small business stock is in-
creased to 60 percent where the taxpayer, or
a pass-through entity in which the taxpayer
holds an interest, sells qualifying stock of an
SSBIC.

For purposes of determining status as a
RIC eligible for the dividends received deduc-
tion, the proposal would treat income de-
rived by a SSBIC from its limited partner in-
terest in a partnership whose business oper-
ations the SSBIC does not actively manage
as income qualifying for the 90–percent test;
would deem the SSBIC to satisfy the 90–per-
cent distribution requirement if it distrib-
utes all its income that it is permitted to
distribute under the Small Business Invest-
ment Act of 1958; and would deem the RIC di-
versification of assets requirement to be met
to the extent the SSBIC’s investments are
permitted under that Act.

Effective date.—The rollover and small busi-
ness stock provisions of the proposal are ef-
fective for sales after date of enactment. The
RIC provisions are effective for taxable years
beginning after date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the House bill provision.
L. Tax Treatment of Alaska Native Settle-

ment Trusts (sec. 1352 of the House bill,
sec. 1102 of the Senate amendment, and
new sec. 646 of the Code)

Present Law
An Alaska Native Settlement Corporation

(‘‘ANC’’) may establish a Settlement Trust
(‘‘Trust’’) under section 39 of the Alaska Na-
tive Claims Settlement Act (‘‘ANCSA’’) 60

and transfer money or other property to such
Trust for the benefit of beneficiaries who
constitute all or a class of the shareholders
of the ANC, to promote the health, education
and welfare of the beneficiaries and preserve
the heritage and culture of Alaska Natives.

With certain exceptions, once an ANC has
made a conveyance to a Trust, the assets
conveyed shall not be subject to attachment,
distraint, or sale or execution of judgement,
except with respect to the lawful debts and
obligations of the Trust.

The Internal Revenue Service has indi-
cated that contributions to a Trust con-
stitute distributions to the beneficiary-
shareholders at the time of the contribution
and are treated as dividends to the extent of
earnings and profits as provided under sec-
tion 301 of the Code. The Trust and its bene-
ficiaries are taxed according to the rules of
Subchapter J of the Code.

House Bill
An Alaska Native Corporation may estab-

lish a Trust under section 39 of ANCSA and
if the Trust makes an election for its first
taxable year ending after December 31, 1999,
no amount will be includible in the gross in-
come of a beneficiary of such Trust by rea-
son of a contribution to the Trust . The earn-
ings and profits of the ANC are not reduced
at the time of a conveyance to the Trust, but
only after all earnings of the Trust have
been distributed, and subsequent distribu-
tions to beneficiaries are made from the
original principal conveyed.

Qualification of the Trust for tax-free con-
veyances terminates if interests in the Trust
or in the ANC may transferred or exchanged
to a person in a manner that would not be
permitted under ANCSA if the trust inter-
ests were Settlement Common Stock (gen-
erally, to anyone other than an Alaska Na-
tive).

The final distributions of principal, which
reduce earnings and profits of the ANC, are
treated as ordinary income to the bene-
ficiaries and may be reported on Form 1099
rather than form K–1. If annualized distribu-
tions exceed the sum of the standard deduc-
tion plus the personal exemption, with-
holding is required. All other Trust earnings
and distributions are treated under present
law.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for contributions after, and taxable years of
Trusts ending after, December 31,1999.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment follows the House

bill, with additions and modifications. Under
the Senate amendment, unless the Trust
fails to meet the other requirements of the
provision, the Trust will be permitted to ac-
cumulate up to 45 percent of its income each
year without tax to the Trust or the bene-
ficiaries on that income. To qualify for this
treatment, an electing Trust must distribute
at least 55 percent of its adjusted taxable in-
come for the year. If the Trust fails to meet
this distribution requirement, tax at trust
rates is imposed on the amount of the fail-
ure.

Every distribution by the Trust to bene-
ficiaries is taxable as ordinary income to the
beneficiaries. Reporting to beneficiaries for
the future could be made on form 1099 rather
than on form K–1. Distributions to bene-
ficiaries would be subject to withholding to
the extent such distributions, on an
annualized basis, exceed the sum of the
standard deduction and the personal exemp-
tion.

Certain additional restrictions apply. If
the beneficial interests in the Trust may be
sold or exchanged to a person in a manner
that would not be permitted under ANCSA if
the interests were Settlement Common
Stock (generally, to a person other than an
Alaska Native), then the value of all assets
of the Trust that have not been distributed
at the end of the taxable year of the Trust is
subject to a tax at the highest individual tax
rate; thereafter all amounts retained that
were subject to that tax are treated as cor-
pus under subchapter J. Also, if the shares of
the ANC may be sold or exchanged to a per-
son in such a manner, the Trust may con-
tinue in existence without an excise tax only
if no new contributions are made to the
Trust and the beneficial interests in the

Trust cannot be sold or exchanged in such a
manner.

Apart from these rules, the Trust and its
beneficiaries would be taxed according to the
provisions of subchapter J of the Code.

Effective date.— The effective date is the
same as the House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
M. Increase Joint Committee on Taxation Re-

fund Review Threshold to $2 Million (sec.
1353 of the House bill, sec. 1110 of the Sen-
ate amendment, and sec. 6405 of the Code)

Present Law
No refund or credit in excess of $1,000,000 of

any income tax, estate or gift tax, or certain
other specified taxes, may be made until 30
days after the date a report on the refund is
provided to the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation (sec. 6405). A report is also required in
the case of certain tentative refunds. Addi-
tionally, the staff of the Joint Committee on
Taxation conducts post-audit reviews of
large deficiency cases and other select
issues.

House Bill
The provision increases the threshold

above which refunds must be submitted to
the Joint Committee on Taxation for review
from $1,000,000 to $2,000,000. The staff of the
Joint Committee on Taxation would con-
tinue to exercise its existing statutory au-
thority to conduct a program of expanded
post-audit reviews of large deficiency cases
and other select issues, and the IRS is ex-
pected to cooperate fully in this expanded
program.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
on the date of enactment, except that the
higher threshold does not apply to a refund
or credit with respect to which a report was
made before the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
Same as House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.
N. Clarification of Depreciation Study (sec.

1354 of the House bill)
Present Law

The Secretary of the Treasury (or his dele-
gate) is directed to conduct a comprehensive
study of the recovery periods and deprecia-
tion methods under section 168 of the Code,
and to provide recommendations for deter-
mining such periods and methods in a more
rational manner. The Secretary of the Treas-
ury (or his delegate) is directed to submit
the results of the study and recommenda-
tions to the House Ways and Means and Sen-
ate Finance Committees by March 31, 2000.

House Bill
The Secretary of the Treasury (or his dele-

gate) is directed to include a study of such
periods and methods applicable to section
1250 property used in connection with a fran-
chise (within the meaning of section 1253)
and owned by the franchisee in the study of
recovery periods and depreciation methods
under section 168 of the Code that is due to
be submitted to the House Ways and Means
and Senate Finance Committees by March
31, 2000.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
on the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the provision of the House bill. Nonetheless,
the conferees expect that the study will in-
clude an examination of the depreciation
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61 See Rule 20(a) of the Tax Court Rules of Practice
and Procedure.

62 See Stone v. White, 301 U.S. 532 (1937); Bull v.
United States, 295 U.S. 247 (1935).

63 101 T.C. 551 (1993).
64 See Estate of Mueller v. Commission, 153 F.3d 302

(6th Cir. 1998), cert. denied, 67 U.S.L.W. 3525 (U.S.
Feb. 22, 1999) (No. 98–794). In an earlier case, the Su-

preme Court specifically reserved ruling on whether
the Tax Court may apply equitable recoupment in a
case over which it otherwise has jurisdiction. United
States v. Dalm, 494 U.S. 596, 611 n.8 (1990).

65 No implication is intended with respect to
whether the Tax court has the authority to continue
to apply other equitable principles in deciding mat-
ters over which it has jurisdiction.

66 A control state entity is a State or political sub-
division of a State in which only the state or polit-
ical subdivision is allowed by law to perform dis-
tilled spirits operations.

67 If immediately before the distribution, the dis-
tributing corporation had no assets other than stock
or securities in the controlled corporations, then
each of the controlled corporations must be engaged
immediately after the distribution in the active con-
duct of a trade or busnesss.

issues raised in the House bill and the Senate
amendment, including leasehold improve-
ments and section 1250 property used in con-
nection with a franchise.

O. Tax Court Provisions
1. Tax Court filing fee (sec. 1361 of the House

bill and sec. 7451 of the Code)
Present Law

Section 7451 authorizes the Tax Court to
impose a fee of up to $60 for the filing of any
petition ‘‘for the redetermination of a defi-
ciency or for a declaratory judgment under
part IV of this subchapter or under section
7428 or for judicial review under section 6226
or section 6228(a).’’ The statute does not spe-
cifically authorize the Tax Court to impose a
filing fee for the filing of a petition for re-
view of the IRS’s failure to abate interest
under section 6404 or for administrative costs
under section 7430. The practice of the Tax
Court is to impose a $60 filing fee in all cases
commenced by petition.61

House Bill
Under the House bill, section 7451 is

amended to provide that the Tax Court is au-
thorized to charge a filing fee of up to $60 in
all cases commenced by the filing of a peti-
tion.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
on the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
2. Use of practitioner fee (sec. 1362 of the

House bill and sec. 7475 of the code)
Present Law

Section 7475 authorizes the Tax Court to
impose on practitioners a fee of up to $30 per
year and permits these fees to be used to em-
ploy independent counsel to pursue discipli-
nary matters.

House Bill
The House bill provides that Tax Court

fees imposed on practitioners also are avail-
able to provide services to pro se taxpayers.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
on the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
3. Tax Court authority to apply equitable

recoupment (sec. 1363 of the House bill
and sec. 6214 of the code)

Present Law
Equitable recoupment is a common-law eq-

uitable principle which permits the defensive
use of an otherwise time-barred claim to re-
duce or defeat an opponent’s claim if both
claims arise from the same transaction. U.S.
District Courts and the U.S. Court of Federal
Claims, the two Federal tax refund forums,
may apply equitable recoupment in deciding
tax refund cases.62 In Estate of Mueller v.
Commissioner,63 the Tax Court held that it
may apply equitable recoupment in deciding
cases over which it has jurisdiction. How-
ever, the Court of Appeals for the Sixth Cir-
cuit recently held that the Tax Court may
not apply the doctrine of equitable
recoupment.64

House Bill
Under the House bill, section 6214(b) is

amended to provide that the Tax Court may
apply the principle of equitable recoupment
to the same extent that it may be applied in
Federal civil tax cases by the U.S. District
Courts of U.S. Court of Federal Claims.65

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for any action or proceeding in the Tax
Court with respect to which a decision has
not become final as of the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill.
P. Allow Certain Wholesale Distributors and

Control State Entities to Elect To Be Treat-
ed as Distilled Spirits Plants Operators
(sec. 1371–1377 of the House bill and secs.
5002, 5005, 5011, 5113, 5171, 5178, 5212, 5214,
5232, 5551, 5601, 5602, and 5684 of the Code)

Present Law
Distilled spirits produced or imported (or

brought) into the United States are subject
to a $13.50 per proof gallon excise tax. A
proof gallon is a U.S. gallon consisting of 50
percent alcohol. The tax is imposed on re-
moval of the distilled spirits from the dis-
tillery where produced in the case of domes-
tically produced spirits. In the case of dis-
tilled spirits imported in bulk and trans-
ferred to a U.S. distillery, the tax is imposed
upon removal from the distillery. In the case
of bottled distilled spirits imported into the
United States, the tax is imposed on removal
of the spirits from customs custody or the
first customs bonded warehouse in the
United States (or in a foreign trade zone) to
which the spirits are transferred.

House Bill
The House bill allows certain wholesale

dealers and certain control State entities 66

(collectively, ‘‘bonded dealers’’) to elect to
become distilled spirits taxpayers. Code reg-
ulations relating to operation of distilled
spirits plants, other than requirements di-
rectly related to production and bottling of
distilled spirits, are extended to qualified
bonded dealers. As under present law, excise
tax will be determined in all cases upon re-
moval from the distilled spirits plant or
upon importation; however, in the case of
distilled spirits transferred to a bonded deal-
er, payment of the tax will be delayed until
the distilled spirits are removed from the
bonded dealer’s premises. All removals (in-
cluding removals to other bonded dealers) of
non-tax-paid distilled spirits by bonded deal-
ers are subject to tax.

Operators of distilled spirits plants and im-
porters will be required to certify to bonded
dealers the amount of tax due with respect
to all distilled spirits transferred without
payment of tax. Bonded dealers are liable for
the full amount of tax reflected in the cer-
tification supplied by the operator of dis-
tilled spirits plant from which the spirits are
transferred without payment of tax. Dis-
tilled spirits plant operators remain liable
for any understatement of tax on the certifi-
cations.

Only wholesale distributors or control
State entities having gross receipts from the

sale of distilled spirits within the United
States in the 12-month period preceding the
date on which the election is made equal to
or exceeding $10 million may qualify as
bonded dealers. Additionally, except in the
case of control State entities, bonded dealers
qualify only if they sell distilled spirits ex-
clusively to other wholesale distributors (in-
cluding other bonded dealers) or to inde-
pendent retail dealers. Retail dealers, other
than control State entities, are not per-
mitted to be bonded dealers. For purposes of
this rule, a wholesale distributor is treated
as a retail dealer if the dealer directly, or in-
directly through common ownership by or of
a third party, more than 10 percent of a re-
tail dealer.

As a condition of being granted and retain-
ing bonded dealers status, electing wholesale
distributors and control State entities are
subject to a new Federal excise surtax equal
to 1.5 percent of their liability for distilled
spirits tax. The surtax is imposed in the
same manner as the present-law distilled
spirits tax; payment of the tax must be made
in the same manner as the underlying dis-
tilled spirits excise tax. The surtax will ex-
pire after December 31, 2010.

Studies.—The House bill directs the Treas-
ury Department to study and report to the
House Committee on Ways and Means and
the Senate Committee on Finance whether
administrative efficiencies could result from
cooperative tax collection agreements be-
tween the Federal Government and States.
This report is due no later than the date
which is one year after the bill’s enactment.
The House bill further directs the Treasury
Department to study and report to these two
Committees, the effect allowing bonded deal-
ers to receive non-tax-paid distilled spirits
on taxpayer compliance with the provisions
of Code section 5010 (the ‘‘wine and flavors
credits’’). This report is due no later than
June 1, 2002.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
beginning on the first day of the first cal-
endar quarter that begins at least 120 days
after the bill’s enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the House bill provision.
Q. Simplify the Active Trade or Business Re-

quirement for Tax-Free Spin-offs (sec. 1107
of the Senate amendment and sec. 355 of
the Code)

Present Law
A corporation generally is required to rec-

ognize gain on the distribution of property
(including stock of a subsidiary) to its share-
holders as if such property had been sold for
its fair market value. An exception to this
rule is where the distribution of the stock of
a controlled corporation satisfies the re-
quirements of section 355. Among the re-
quirements that must be satisfied in order to
qualify for tax-free treatment under section
355 is that, immediately after the distribu-
tion, both the distributing corporation and
the controlled corporation must be engaged
in the active conduct of a trade or business
(sec. 355(b)(1)).67 For this purpose, a corpora-
tion is engaged in the active conduct of a
trade or business only if (1) the corporation
is directly engaged in the active conduct of
a trade or business, or (2) if the corporation
is not directly engaged in an active trade or
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68 Rev. Proc. 99–3, sec. 4.01(33), 1999–1 I.R.B. 111.
69 Rev. Proc. 86–41, sec. 4.03(4), 1986–2 C.B. 716; Rev.

Proc. 77–37, sec. 3.04, 1977–2 C.B. 568.

business, then substantially all of its assets
consist of stock and securities of a corpora-
tion it controls that is engaged in the active
conduct of a trade or business (sec.
355(b)(2)(A)).

In determining whether a corporation sat-
isfies the active trade or business require-
ment, the Internal Revenue Service’s posi-
tion for advance ruling purposes is that the
value of the gross assets of the trade or busi-
ness being relied on must constitute at least
five percent of the total fair market value of
the gross assets of the corporation directly
conducting the trade or business.68 However,
if the corporation is not directly engaged in
an active trade or business, then the ‘‘sub-
stantially all’’ test requires that at least 90
percent of the value of the corporation’s
gross assets consist of stock and securities of
a controlled corporation that is engaged in
the active conduct of a trade or business.69

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment eliminates the

‘‘substantially all’’ test, and instead, applies
the active trade or business requirement on
an affiliated group basis. In applying the ac-
tive trade or business test to an affiliated
group, each separate affiliated group (imme-
diately after the distribution) must satisfy
the requirement. For the distributing cor-
poration, the separate affiliated group con-
sists of the distributing corporation as the
common parent and all corporations con-
nected with the distributing corporation
through stock ownership described in section
1504(a)(1)(B) (regardless of whether the cor-
porations are includible corporations under
section 1504(b)). The separate affiliated group
for a controlled corporation is determined in
a similar manner (with the controlled cor-
poration as the common parent).

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for distributions after the date of enactment.
Transition relief is provided for any distribu-
tion that is (1) made pursuant to an agree-
ment which is binding on the date of enact-
ment and at all times thereafter; (2) de-
scribed in a ruling request submitted to the
Internal Revenue Service on or before such
date; or (3) described on or before such date
in a public announcement or in a filing with
the Securities and Exchange Commission. A
corporation can make an irrevocable elec-
tion to have the transition relief not apply
(so that the provision would apply to all dis-
tributions after the date of enactment).

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.

R. Modify the Definition of Rural Airport Eli-
gible for Reduced Air Passenger Ticket Tax
Rate (sec. 1111 of the Senate amendment
and sec. 4261 of the Code)

Present Law
Air passenger transportation is subject to

an excise tax equal to 8 percent of the
amount paid plus $2 per flight segment. After
September 30, 1999, the ad valorem portion of
this tax will decrease to 7.5 percent and the
flight segment portion will increase to $2.25.
Additional increases in the flight segment
tax are scheduled until that rate equals $3
per flight segment (with indexing of the $3
amount one year after it is reached).

Flight segments to or from qualified rural
airports are eligible for a reduced air pas-
senger tax of 7.5 percent, with no segment
tax being imposed on those segments. A
qualified rural airport is defined as an air-

port that enplaned fewer than 100,000 pas-
sengers in the second preceding calendar
year and either (1) is not located within 75
miles of a larger airport that is not qualified
for the reduced tax rate or (2) was receiving
essential air service subsidy payments as of
August 5, 1997.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The definition of qualified rural airport is

expanded to include otherwise qualified air-
ports that are located within 75 miles of an
unqualified, larger airports if the smaller
airports are not connected by road to the
larger airports (e.g., an airport on an island
not connected by bridge to the mainland).

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for amounts paid after December 31, 1999, for
air transportation beginning after that date.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
S. Dividends Paid by Cooperatives (sec. 1112

of the Senate amendment and sec. 1388(a)
of the Code)

Present Law
Cooperatives, including tax-exempt farm-

ers’ cooperatives, are treated like a conduit
for Federal income tax purposes since a co-
operative may deduct patronage dividends
paid from its taxable income. In general, pa-
tronage dividends are amounts paid to pa-
trons (1) on the basis of the quantity or value
of business done with or for its patrons, (2)
under a valid enforceable written obligation
to the patron to pay such amount, which ob-
ligation existed before the cooperative re-
ceived such amounts, and (3) which is deter-
mined by reference to the net earnings of the
cooperative from business done with or for
its patrons.

Treasury Regulations provide that net
earnings are shall be reduced by dividends
paid on capital stock or other proprietary
capital interests. The effect of this rule is to
reduce the amount of earnings that the coop-
erative can treat as patronage earnings
which reduces the amount that cooperative
can deduct as patronage dividends.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
Under the amendment, patronage-sourced

income is not reduced to the extent that the
organizational documents (articles of incor-
poration, bylaws, or contract with patrons)
provide that dividends on capital stock (or
other proprietary capital interests) are ‘‘in
addition’’ to amounts otherwise payable as
patronage dividends.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment is
effective for distributions made in taxable
years beginning after the date of enactment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
T. Modify Personal Holding Company ‘‘Lend-

ing or Finance Business’’ Exception (sec.
1114 of the bill and sec. 542 of the Code)
Personal holding companies (PHC’s) are

subject to a 39.6% tax on undistributed PHC
income. This tax can be avoided by distrib-
uting the income to shareholders, who then
pay shareholder level tax. PHC’s are closely
held companies with at least 60% ‘‘personal
holding company income’’ (PHCI). This is
generally passive income, including interest,
dividends, and rents. Certain rent is excluded
from the definition, if rent is at least 50 per-
cent of the adjusted ordinary gross income of
the company and other undistributed PHCI
does not exceed 10 percent of the adjusted or-
dinary gross income.

In the case of a group of corporations filing
a consolidated return, with certain excep-
tions, the application of the PHC tax to the
group and any member thereof is generally
determined on the basis of consolidated in-
come and consolidated PHCI. If any member
of the group is excluded from the definition
of a PHC under certain provisions (including
one for certain lending or finance busi-
nesses), then each other member of the group
is tested separately for PHC status.

A special rule of present law excludes a
lending or finance business from the defini-
tion of a PHC if certain requirements are
met. At least 60% of its income must come
from the active conduct of a lending or fi-
nance business, and no more than 20% of its
adjusted gross income may be from certain
other PHCI. A lending or finance business
does not include a business of making loans
longer than 144 months (12 years). Also, the
deductions attributable to this active lend-
ing or finance business (but not including in-
terest expense) must be at least 5 percent of
income over $500,000 (plus 15 percent of in-
come under that amount).

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment modifies the per-

sonal holding company exclusion for lending
or finance companies to provide that, in de-
termining whether a member of an affiliated
group (as defined in section 1504(a)(1)) filing
a consolidated return is a lending or finance
company, only corporations engaged in a
lending or finance business are taken into
account, and all such companies are aggre-
gated for purposes of this determination. The
effect of this rule is to treat a corporation as
a lending or finance company if all compa-
nies engaged in a lending or finance business
in the affiliated group, in the aggregate, sat-
isfy the requirements of the exclusion.

The provision also repeals the business ex-
pense requirement and the limitation on the
maturity of loans made by a lending or fi-
nance business.

The provision also broadens the definition
of a lending or finance business to include
providing financial or investment advisory
services, as well as engaging in leasing, in-
cluding entering into leases and/or pur-
chasing. servicing, and/or disposing of leases
and leased assets.

Rents that are not derived from the active
and regular conduct of a lending or finance
business would continue to be treated under
the present law personal holding company
income rules.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.

U. Tax Credit for Modifications to Inter-City
Buses Required Under the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1990 (sec. 1115 of the
Senate amendment and sec. 44 of the Code)

Present Law
Present law provides a tax credit (‘‘the dis-

abled access credit’’) for eligible access ex-
penditures paid or incurred by an eligible
small business so that such business may
comply with the Americans with Disabilities
Act of 1990, (the’’ADA’’). The amount of the
credit for any taxable year is equal to 50 per-
cent of the eligible access expenditures for
the taxable year that exceed $250 but do not
exceed $10,250. Therefore the maximum an-
nual credit is $5,000. An eligible small busi-
ness is defined for any taxable year as a per-
son that had gross receipts for the preceding
taxable year that did not exceed $1 million
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or had no more than 30 full-time employees
during the preceding taxable year.

Eligible access expenditures are defined as
amounts paid or incurred by an eligible
small business for the purpose of enabling
such eligible small business to comply with
applicable requirements of the ADA, as in ef-
fect on the date of enactment of the credit.
Eligible access expenditures generally in-
clude amounts paid or incurred (1) for the
purpose of removing architectural, commu-
nication, physical, or transportation barriers
which prevent a business from being acces-
sible to, or usable by, individuals with dis-
abilities; (2) to provide qualified interpreters
or other effective methods of making aurally
delivered materials available to individuals
with hearing impairments; (3) to provide
qualified readers, taped texts, hearing im-
pairments; (3) to provide qualified readers,
taped texts and other effective methods of
making visually delivered materials avail-
able to individuals with visual impairments;
(4) to acquire or modify equipment or devices
for individuals with disabilities; or (5) to pro-
vide other similar services, modifications,
materials, or equipment. The expenditures
must be reasonable and necessary to accom-
plish these purposes.

The disabled access credit is a general
business credit and is subject to the present-
law limitations on the amount of the general
business credit that may be used for any tax-
able year. However, the portion of the un-
used business credit for any taxable year
that is attributable to the disabled access
credit may not to be carried back to any tax-
able year ending before the date of enact-
ment of the credit.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment extends the dis-

abled access credit to a business without re-
gard to the eligible small business limitation
generally applicable under the credit for the
cost of making certain inter-city buses com-
ply with the ADA under the Department of
Transportation’s (‘‘DOT’s’’) final rule mak-
ing on September 28, 1998, (49 CFR Part 37).
Specifically, the definition of eligible access
expenditure under the credit is expanded to
include the incremental capital cost paid or
incurred by the taxpayer so that certain
inter-city buses satisfy the DOT’s rule mak-
ing under the ADA. For purposes of this pro-
vision, the allowable credit is 50 percent of
the eligible access expenditures, per bus, for
the taxable year that exceed $250 but do not
exceed $30,250. Therefore the maximum cred-
it is $15,000, per bus. The otherwise allowable
eligible access expenditures are reduced by
any Federal or State grant monies received
by the taxpayer to subsidize such expendi-
tures relating to such intercity buses. For
these purposes, inter-city buses are buses eli-
gible for the reduced diesel fuel tax rate of
7.4 cents per gallon.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment
provision is effective for taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 1999 and before Janu-
ary 1, 2012.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment provision.
V. Provisions Relating to Deduction for

Business Meals
1. Increase deduction for business meals (sec.

804 of the House bill and sec. 274(n) of
the Code)

Present Law
Ordinary and necessary business expenses,

as well as expenses incurred for the produc-
tion of income, are generally deductible, sub-
ject to a number of restrictions and limita-

tions. Generally, the amount allowable as a
deduction for business meal and entertain-
ment expenses is limited to 50 percent of the
otherwise deductible amount. Exceptions to
this 50 percent rule are provided for food and
beverages provided to crew members of cer-
tain vessels and offshore oil or gas platforms
or drilling rigs, as well as to individuals sub-
ject to the hours of service limitations of the
Department of Transportation.

House Bill
The provision phases in an increase from 50

percent to 80 percent in the deductible per-
centage of business meal (food and beverage)
expenses.175 The increase in the deductible
percentage is phased in according to the fol-
lowing schedule:

Taxable years begin-
ning in—

Deductible
percentage

2005 ..................................................... 55
2006 ..................................................... 60
2007 ..................................................... 65
2008 ..................................................... 70
2009 ..................................................... 75
2010 and thereafter 80 .........................

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after 1999.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement increases the

deductible percentage for business meal
(food and beverage) expenses as follows:

Taxable years begin-
ning in—

Deductible
percentage

2006 ..................................................... 55
2007 and thereafter ............................. 60

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after 1999.

2. Increased deduction for business meals
while operating under Department of
Transportation hours of service limita-
tions (sec. 1116 of the Senate amendment
and sec. 274 of the Code)

Present Law
Ordinary and necessary business expenses,

as well as expenses incurred for the produc-
tion of income, are generally deductible, sub-
ject to a number of restrictions and limita-
tions. Generally, the amount allowable as a
deduction for food and beverage is limited to
50 percent of the otherwise deductible
amount. Exceptions to the 50 percent rule
are provided for food and beverages provided
to crew members of certain vessels and off-
shore oil or gas platforms or drilling rigs.

The 1997 Act increased to 80 percent the de-
ductible percentage of the cost of food and
beverages consumed while away from home
by an individual during, or incident to, a pe-
riod of duty subject to the hours of service
limitations of the Department of Transpor-
tation.

Individuals subject to the hours of service
limitations of the Department of Transpor-
tation include:

(1) certain air transportation employees
such as pilots, crew, dispatchers, mechanics,
and control tower operators pursuant to Fed-
eral Aviation Administration regulations,

(2) interstate truck operators and inter-
state bus drivers pursuant to Department of
Transportation regulations,

(3) certain railroad employees such as engi-
neers, conductors, train crews, dispatchers
and control operations personnel pursuant to
Federal Railroad Administration regula-
tions, and

(4) certain merchant mariners pursuant to
Coast Guard regulations.

The increase in the deductible percentage
is phased in according to the following
schedule.

Taxable years begin-
ning in—

Deductible
percentage

1998, 1999 ............................................. 55
2000, 2001 ............................................. 60
2002, 2003 ............................................. 65
2004, 2005 ............................................. 70
2006, 2007 ............................................. 75
2008 and thereafter ............................. 80

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The bill accelerates to taxable years begin-

ning after 2006 the full 80 percent deduction
for business meals while operating under De-
partment of Transportation hours of service
limitations.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after 2006.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
W. Authorize Limited Private Activity Tax-

Exempt Financing for Highway Construc-
tion (sec. 1117 of the Senate amendment)

Present Law
Present law exempts interest on State or

local government bonds from the regular in-
come tax if the proceeds of the bonds are
used to finance governmental activities of
those units and the bonds are repaid with
governmental revenues. Interest on bonds
issued by States or local governments acting
as conduits to provide financing for private
persons is taxable unless a specific exception
is provided in the Code. No such exception is
provided for bonds issued to provide conduit
financing for privately constructed and/or
privately operated highways (e.g. toll roads).

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment authorizes

issuance of up to $15 billion of private activ-
ity tax-exempt bonds to finance the con-
struction of up the 15 private highway pilot
projects. Bonds for these projects generally
will be subject to all Code provisions gov-
erning issuance of tax-exempt private activ-
ity bonds except (1) the annual State private
activity bond volume limits and (2) no pro-
ceeds of these bonds may be used to finance
land.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
bonds issued after December 31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment with a modification deleting
the statutorily required report to Congress
on the pilot program. The conferees intend
that the Secretary of the Treasury and the
Secretary of Transportation will prepare and
submit to the Congress a report evaluating
the overall effects of the program, including
a description of each project receiving tax-
exempt financing, the extent to which new
technologies or construction techniques are
used in the projects, information regarding
any cost savings to the projects from the use
of the new technologies or construction tech-
niques, and the use and efficiency of the Fed-
eral subsidy provided by the tax-exempt fi-
nancing.
X. Provisions Relating to Tax Incentives for

the District of Columbia
1. Extend Tax Credit for First-time D.C.

Homebuyers (sec. 1118 of the Senate
amendment and sec. 1400C of the Code)

Present Law
First-time homebuyers of a principal resi-

dence in the District of Columbia are eligible
for a nonrefundable tax credit of up to $5,000
of the amount of the purchase price. The
$5,000 maximum credit applies both to indi-
viduals and married couples. Married indi-
viduals filing separately can claim a max-
imum credit of $2,500 each. The credit phases
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71 For purposes of the zero-percent capital gains
rate, a DC Zone business is defined by reference to
the definition of an enterprise zone business in sec-
tion 1397B, except that (1) the requirement that 35
percent of the employees of the business must be
residents of the DC Zone does not apply, and (2) the
DC Zone business must derive at least 80 percent (as
opposed to 50 percent) of its total gross income from
the active conduct of a qualified business within the
DC Zone (sec. 1400B(c)).

72 1987–2 C.B. 674.
73 Duke Energy v. Commissioner, 172 F. 3d 1255 (10th

Cir. 1999), Rev’g 109 T.C. 416 (1997). See also True v.
United States, 97–2 U.S. Tax Cas. (CCH) par. 50.946 (D.
Wyo. 1997).

out for individual taxpayers with adjusted
gross income between $70,000 and $90,000
($110,000-$130,000 for joint filers). For pur-
poses of eligibility, ‘‘first-time homebuyer’’
means any individual if such individual did
not have a present ownership interest in a
principal residence in the District of Colum-
bia in the one year period ending on the date
of the purchase of the residence to which the
credit applies. The credit is scheduled to ex-
pire for residences purchased after December
31, 2000.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment extends the D.C.

first-time homebuyer tax credit for 1 year,
through December 31, 2001. In addition, the
Senate amendment increases the phase-out
range for married individuals filing a joint
return so that it is twice that of unmarried
individuals (i.e., the credit phases out for
joint filers with adjusted gross income be-
tween $140,000 and $180,000).

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement includes the

provision in the Senate amendment increas-
ing the phase-out range for married individ-
uals filing a joint return so that it is twice
that of unmarried individuals (i.e., the credit
phases out for joint filers with adjusted gross
income between $140,000 and $180,000). The in-
crease in the phase-out range is effective
with respect to property purchased on or
after the date of enactment.

The conference agreement does not include
the Senate amendment provision extending
the homebuyer credit.
2. Expand the Zero-percent Capital Gains

Rate for DC Zone Assets (sec. 1119 of the
Senate amendment and sec. 1400B of the
Code)

Present Law
Present law provides a zero-percent capital

gains rate for capital gains from the sale of
certain qualified DC Zone assets held for
more than five years . In general, a ‘‘DC
Zone asset’’ means stock or partnership in-
terests held in, or tangible assets held by, a
DC Zone business. A DC Zone business gen-
erally refers to certain enterprise zone busi-
nesses within the DC Zone.71 For purposes of
the zero-percent capital gains rate, the D.C.
Zone is defined to include all census tracts
within the District of Columbia where the
poverty rate is not less than 10 percent as de-
termined on the basis of the 1990 Census (sec.
1400B(d)).

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment eliminates the 10–

percent poverty rate limitation for purposes
of the zero-percent capital gains rate. Thus,
the zero-percent capital gains rate applies to
capital gains from the sale of assets held
more than five years attributable to certain
qualifying businesses located in the District
of Columbia.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for DC Zone business stock and partnership

interests originally issued after, and DC
Zone business property assets originally ac-
quired by the taxpayer after, December 31,
1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.

Y. Establish a Seven-year Recovery Period
for Natural Gas Gathering Lines (sec. 1120
of the Senate amendment and sec. 168 of
the Code)

Present Law
The applicable recovery period for assets

placed in service under the Modified Acceler-
ated Cost Recovery System is based on the
‘‘class life of the property.’’ The class lives of
assets placed in service after 1986 are set
forth in Revenue Procedure 87–56.72 Revenue
Procedure 87–56 includes two asset classes
that could describe natural gas gathering
lines owned by nonproducers of natural gas.
Asset class 13.2, describing assets used in the
exploration for and production of petroleum
and natural gas deposits, provides a class life
of 14 years and a depreciation recovery pe-
riod of seven years. Asset class 46.0, describ-
ing pipeline transportation, provides a class
life of 22 years and a recovery period of 15
years. The uncertainty regarding the appro-
priate recovery period has resulted in litiga-
tion between taxpayers and the IRS. Re-
cently, the 10th Circuit Court of Appeals
held that natural gas gathering lines owned
by nonproducers fall within the scope of
Asset class 13.2 (i.e., 7–year recovery pe-
riod).73

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment establishes a stat-

utory 7–year recovery period for all natural
gas gathering lines. A natural gas gathering
line is defined to include pipe, equipment,
and appurtenances that is (1) determined to
be a gathering line by the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission, or (2) used to de-
liver natural gas from the wellhead or a com-
mon point to the point at which such gas
first reaches (a) a gas processing plant, (b) an
interconnection with an interstate trans-
mission line, (c) an interconnection with an
intrastate transmission line, or (d) a direct
interconnection with a local distribution
company, a gas storage facility, or an indus-
trial consumer.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for property placed in service on or after the
date of enactment. No inference is intended
as to the proper treatment of such property
placed in service before the date of enact-
ment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.

Z. Reclassify Air Transportation on Certain
Small Seaplanes As Non-Commercial Avia-
tion for Excise Tax Purposes (sec. 1121 of
the Senate amendment and sec. 4261 of the
Code)

Present Law
Commercial air passenger transportation

is subject to an excise tax equal to 8 percent
of the amount paid plus $2 per flight seg-
ment. After September 30, 1999, the ad valo-
rem portion of this tax will decrease to 7.5
percent and the flight segment portion will
increase to $2.25. Additional increases in the
flight segment tax are scheduled until that

rate equals $3 per flight segment (with index-
ing of the $3 amount one year after it is
reached). In addition, fuel used in commer-
cial aviation is subject to a 4.3-cents-per-gal-
lon excise tax on fuels used in the aircraft.

In lieu of the ticket taxes imposed on com-
mercial air passenger transportation, non-
commercial transportation is subject to ex-
cise taxes on the fuels used in the aircraft.
Non-commercial air transportation is de-
fined as transportation which is not for hire.
The fuels excise tax rates are 19.3 cents per
gallon (aviation gasoline) and 21.8 cents per
gallon (jet fuel).

Revenues from all of these excise taxes are
deposited in the Airport and Airway Trust
Fund to finance Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration programs.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment re-classifies pas-

senger transportation for hire on certain
small seaplanes as non-commercial aviation.
As such, the transportation will be subject
to the full 19.3 cents-per-gallon and 21.8-
cents-per-gallon Airport and Airway Trust
Fund excise taxes rather than the passenger
ticket tax. Transportation is eligible for this
provision only it occurs on seaplanes (planes
that both take off from and land on water)
and that have a maximum certificated take-
off weight of 6,000 pounds or less with respect
to any flight segment.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for transportation beginning after December
31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
XIV. ADDITIONAL MISCELLANEOUS

PROVISIONS
A. Exemption from Federal Income Tax for

Amounts Received by Holocaust Victims
and Their Heirs (sec. 1122 of the Senate
Amendment)

Present Law
Under the Code, gross income means ‘‘in-

come from whatever source derived’’ except
for certain items specifically exempt or ex-
cluded by statute (sec. 61). There is no ex-
plicit statutory exception from gross income
provided for amounts received by Holocaust
victims or their heirs.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment provides an exclu-

sion from gross income for any amount re-
ceived by an individual or any heir of the in-
dividual: (1) from the Swiss Humanitarian
Fund established by the government of Swit-
zerland or from any similar fund established
in any foreign country; (2) as a result of the
settlement of the action entitled, ‘‘In re Hol-
ocaust Victims’’ Asset Litigation’’, (E.D.
NY), C.A. No. 96–4849, or as a result of any
similar action; and (3) the value of land (in-
cluding structures thereon) recovered by an
individual (or any heir of the individual)
from a government of a foreign country as a
result of a settlement of a claim arising out
of the confiscation of such land in connec-
tion with the Holocaust.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
with regard to any amounts received before,
on, or after the date of enactment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment provision but only on a pro-
spective basis.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
with regard to any amounts received on or
after the date of enactment. No inference is
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74 Treas. reg. sec. 1.61–21(g)(12).

intended as to the proper treatment of pay-
ments made before the date of enactment.

B. Medical Innovation Tax Credit (section
1137 of the Senate amendment and new
section 41A of the Code)

Present Law
Section 41 provides for a research tax cred-

it equal to 20 percent of the amount by
which a taxpayer’s qualified research ex-
penditures for a taxable year exceeds its base
amount for that year. In the case of contract
research expenditures, generally only 65 per-
cent of such expenditures are included in the
calculation of a taxpayer’s total qualified re-
search expenditures. The research tax credit
expired and generally does not apply to
amounts paid or incurred after June 30, 1998.

House bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment permits a taxpayer

to claim a 40–percent credit for qualified
medical research expenditures made with re-
spect to certain human clinical testing of
any drug, biologic, or medical device. The
credit would apply to qualified medical re-
search expenditures in excess of a base pe-
riod amount. Qualified medical research ex-
penditures are only those amounts paid to
certain academic institutions.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1998.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.

C. Capital Gain Holding Period for Horses
(sec. 812 of the Senate amendment and sec.
1231 of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, cattle and horses held

by the taxpayer for draft, breeding, dairy, or
sporting purposes and held 24 months or
more are eligible for capital gain treatment.
Other livestock held for these purposes are
eligible for capital gain treatment if held for
12 months or more.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment reduces the 24–

month capital gain holding period for horses
to 12 months.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for dispositions after December 31, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the provision in the Senate amendment.

D. Disclosure of Tax Return Information for
Combined Employment Tax Reporting (sec.
1131 of the Senate amendment and sec.
6103(d) of the Code)

Present Law
Traditionally, Federal tax forms are filed

with the Federal government and State tax
forms are filed with individual States. This
necessitates duplication of items common to
both returns. Some States have recently
been working with the IRS to implement
combined State and Federal reporting of cer-
tain types of items on one form as a way of
reducing the burdens on taxpayers.

The State of Montana and the IRS have co-
operatively developed a system to combine
State and Federal employment tax reporting
on one form. The one form contains exclu-
sively Federal data, exclusively State data,
and information common to both: the tax-
payer’s name, address, TIN, and signature.

The Code permits implementation of a
demonstration project to assess the feasi-
bility and desirability of expanding com-

bined reporting in the future. There are sev-
eral limitations on the demonstration
project. First, it is limited to the State of
Montana and the IRS. Second, it is limited
to employment tax reporting. Third, it is
limited to disclosure of the name, address,
TIN, and signature of the taxpayer, which is
information common to both the Montana
and Federal portions of the combined form.
Fourth, it is limited to a period of five years.
The provision will expire on August 5, 2002.

The Internal Revenue Code prohibits dis-
closure of tax returns and return informa-
tion, except to the extent specifically au-
thorized by the Internal Revenue Code (sec.
6103). Unauthorized disclosure is a felony
punishable by a fine not exceeding $5,000 or
imprisonment of not more than five years, or
both (sec. 7213). An action for civil damages
also may be brought for unauthorized disclo-
sure (sec. 7431). No tax information may be
furnished by the Internal Revenue Service
(‘‘IRS’’) to another agency unless the other
agency establishes procedures satisfactory to
the IRS for safeguarding the tax information
it receives (sec. 6103(p)).

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment permits the Sec-

retary to disclose taxpayer identity informa-
tion and signatures to any State for purposes
of carrying out a combined Federal and
State employment tax reporting program.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
on the date of enactment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment provision.
E. Tax Rates for Trusts with Disabled Bene-

ficiary (sec. 211 of the Senate amendment
and section 1 of the Code)

Present Law
Taxation of trusts

Trusts are treated as conduits where in-
come distributed to beneficiaries is taxed to
the beneficiaries and not the trust. Income
which the trust accumulates and does not
distribute to beneficiaries in the year earned
is taxed to the trust.
Income tax rate structure

To determine regular income tax liability,
a taxpayer generally must apply the tax rate
schedules (or the tax tables) to his or her
taxable income. The rate schedules are bro-
ken into several ranges of income, known as
income brackets, and the marginal tax rate
increases as a taxpayer’s income increases.
The income bracket amounts are indexed for
inflation. Separate rate schedules apply
based on an individual’s filing status, includ-
ing estates and trusts. For 1999, the indi-
vidual regular income tax rate schedules are
shown below.

Table 1.—Federal Individual Income Tax
Rates for 1999

If taxable income is: Then income tax equals:

Single individuals
$0–25,750 .......................... 15 percent of taxable in-

come
$25,750–$62,450 .................. $3,862.50, plus 28% of the

amount over $25,750
$62,450–$130,250 ................ $14,138.50 plus 31% of the

amount over $62,450
$130,250–$283,150 ............... $35,156.50 plus 36% of the

amount over $130,250
Over $283,150 $90,200.50 plus 39.6% of

the amount over
$283,150

Estates and trusts
$0–$1,750 .......................... 15 percent of taxable in-

come
$1,750–$4,050 ..................... $262.50 plus 28% of the ex-

cess over $1,750
$4,050–$6,200 ..................... $906.50 plus 31% of the

amount over $4,050

$6,200–$8,450 ..................... $1,573 plus 36% of the
amount over $6,200

Over $8,450 ...................... $2,383 plus 39.6% of the
amount over $8,450

Over $283,150 ................... $87,548 plus 39.6% of the
amount over $283,150

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment provides that the

tax rates applicable to a single individual
will also apply to a trust whose exclusive
purpose is to provide reasonable amounts for
the support and maintenance of its sole ben-
eficiary who is totally and permanently dis-
abled (within the meaning of sec. 22(e)(3)) for
the trust’s entire taxable year.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment
provision is effective for taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2006.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment provision.
F. Taxation of Flights on Noncommercial Air-

craft (sec. 370 of the Senate amendment
and sec. 132 of the Code)

Present Law
In general under present law, the value of

personal use of an employer-provided air-
craft is includible in the gross income and
wages of the employee. Under one exception
to this rule, if 50 percent or more of the reg-
ular seating capacity of an aircraft is occu-
pied by individuals whose flights are pri-
marily for the employer’s business, the value
of a flight on that aircraft by any employee
who is not flying primarily for the employ-
er’s business is deemed to be zero.74 Thus, no
amount is includible in the income of the
employee by reason of such a flight.

Present law also provides an exclusion
from gross income and wages for no-addi-
tional-cost-services. In general, a no-addi-
tional-cost-service is any service provided by
an employer to an employee if such service if
offered for sale to customers in the ordinary
course of the line of business of the employer
in which the employee is performing serv-
ices, and the employer incurs no substantial
additional cost (including forgone revenue)
in providing such service to the employee
(determined without regard to any amount
paid for the employee for such service).
Under this rule, services provided to the
spouse or dependent child of the employee
are treated as if provided to the employee. In
addition, the term ‘‘employee’’ includes
former employees who separated from serv-
ice from the employer by reason of retire-
ment or disability and surviving spouses of
employees. The exclusion does not apply
with respect to a no-additional-cost service
provided to a highly compensated employee
unless the service is available on a non-
discriminatory basis.

Except as described above, these exclusions
are generally not available with respect to
individuals who are not employees, e.g.,
independent contractors.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
Under the provision, the value of certain

transportation provided to an employee on a
noncommercially operated aircraft is treated
as a no-additional-cost-service. The provi-
sion applies to transportation provided to an
employee by an employer on a noncommer-
cially operated aircraft if (1) the transpor-
tation is provided on a flight made in the or-
dinary course of the trade or business of the
employer owning or leasing such aircraft for
use in such trade or business, (2) the flight
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would have been made even if the employee
were not being transported, and (3) and no
substantial additional cost is incurred in
providing the transportation.

As under the present-law rule relating to
no-additional-cost-services, services provided
to the spouse or dependent child of the em-
ployee are treated as if provided to the em-
ployee. In addition, the term ‘‘employee’’ in-
cludes former employees who separated from
service from the employer by reason of re-
tirement or disability and surviving spouses
of employees. Also, the exclusion does not
apply with respect to a no-additional-cost
service provided to a highly compensated
employee unless the service is available on a
nondiscriminatory basis.

In addition, under the provision, use of
noncommercial aircraft by any individual is
treated as use by an employee if no regularly
scheduled commercial flight is available on
the day of the flight from the air facility at
the individual’s location to the area sur-
rounding the air facility where the non-
commercial flight ends.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment provision.
G. Exclusion for Certain Severance Payments

(sec. 1135 of the Senate amendment and
new sec. 139 of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, severance payments are

includible in gross income.
House Bill

No provision.
Senate Amendment

Under the provision, up to $2,000 of quali-
fied severance payments received with re-
spect to a separation from employment are
excludable from the gross income of the re-
cipient. Qualified severance payments are
payments received by an individual on ac-
count of separation from employment in
connection with a reduction in the employ-
er’s work force. The exclusion is not avail-
able if the individual becomes employed
within 6 months of the separation from em-
ployment at a compensation level that is at
least 95 percent of the compensation the in-
dividual received before the separation. The
exclusion does not apply if the total sever-
ance payments received by the individual in
connection with the separation from employ-
ment exceed $75,000.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 2000, and before January 1, 2002.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment provision.
H. FUTA Treatment of Maple Syrup Workers

(sec. 1132 of the Senate amendment and
sec. of the Code)

Present Law
In general

For purposes of the FUTA tax, a person is
considered an employer, if the person pays
wages of $1,500 or more in any calendar quar-
ter in the calendar year or the immediately
prior calendar year and employs at least one
individual for one day (or portion thereof) on
at least 20 days during the calender year or
immediately prior calender year. For these
purposes, each day must occur in a different
calendar week. Generally, qualifying as an
employer results in the obligation to pay
FUTA taxes.
Agricultural labor

In the case of agricultural labor, a person
is considered an employer, if the person pays

wages of $20,000 or more of agricultural labor
in any calendar quarter in the calendar year
or the immediately prior calendar year and
employs at least ten individuals for one day
(or portion thereof) on at least 20 days dur-
ing the calender year or immediately prior
calender year. For these purposes, each day
must occur in a different calendar week.
Generally, qualifying as an employer results
in the obligation to pay FUTA taxes.

The production or harvesting of maple
syrup generally constitutes agricultural
labor only if such services are performed on
a farm.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment provides that, for

purposes of FUTA tax, agricultural labor in-
cludes any labor connected to the harvesting
or production of maple sap into maple syrup
or sugar, regardless of the location of the
labor.

Effective date.—The Senate amendment
provision is effective on the date of enact-
ment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment provision.

I. Modify Rules Governing Tax-Exempt Bonds
for Section 501(c)(3) Organizations as Ap-
plied to Organizations Engaged in Timber
Conservation Activities (sec. 1133 of the
Senate amendment and sec. 145 of the
Code)

Present Law
Interest on State or local government

bonds is tax-exempt when the proceeds of the
bonds are used to finance activities carried
out by or paid for by those governmental
units. Interest on bonds issued by State or
local governments acting as conduit bor-
rowers for private businesses is taxable un-
less a specific exception is included in the
Code. One such exemption allows tax-exempt
bonds to be issued to finance activities of
non-profit organizations described in Code
section 501(c)(3) (‘‘qualified 501(c)(3) bonds’’).

Qualified 501(c)(3) bonds may be issued
only to finance exempt, as opposed to unre-
lated business, activities of these organiza-
tions. However, if the bonds are issued to fi-
nance property which is intended to be, or is
in fact, sold to a private business while the
bonds are outstanding, bond interest may be
taxable. An example of such an issue would
be qualified 501(c)(3) bonds issued to finance
purchase of land and standing timber, when
the timber was to be sold.

As is true of other private activities re-
ceiving tax-exempt financing, beneficiaries
of qualified 501(c)(3) bonds are restricted in
the arrangements they may have with pri-
vate businesses relating to control and use of
bond-financed property.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment modifies the rules

governing issuance of qualified 501(c)(3)
bonds to permit issuance of long-term bonds
for the acquisition of timber land by organi-
zations a principal purpose of which is con-
servation of that land as timber land. Under
these rules, the bonds will not have to be re-
paid (to avoid loss of tax-exemption on inter-
est) when the timber is harvested and sold.
In addition, the Senate amendment provision
allows these section 501(c)(3) organizations
to enter into certain otherwise prohibited
timber management arrangements with pri-
vate businesses without losing tax-exemp-
tion on bonds used to finance the property
and timber.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for bonds issued after the date of enactment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment provision.
XV. EXTENSION OF EXPIRING TAX

PROVISIONS
A. Extension of Research and Experimen-

tation Tax Credit and Increase in the Rates
for the Alternative Incremental Research
Credit (sec. 1401 of the House bill, sec. 1201
of the Senate amendment, and sec. 41 of the
Code)

Present Law
Section 41 provides for a research tax cred-

it equal to 20 percent of the amount by
which a taxpayer’s qualified research ex-
penditures for a taxable year exceeded its
base amount for that year. The research tax
credit expired and generally does not apply
to amounts paid or incurred after June 30,
1998.

Except for certain university basic re-
search payments made by corporations, the
research tax credit applies only to the extent
that the taxpayer’s qualified research ex-
penditures for the current taxable year ex-
ceed its base amount. The base amount for
the current year generally is computed by
multiplying the taxpayer’s ‘‘fixed-base per-
centage’’ by the average amount of the tax-
payer’s gross receipts for the four preceding
years. If a taxpayer both incurred qualified
research expenditures and had gross receipts
during each of at least three years from 1984
through 1988, then its ‘‘fixed-base percent-
age’’ is the ratio that its total qualified re-
search expenditures for the 1984–1988 period
bears to its total gross receipts for that pe-
riod (subject to a maximum ratio of .16). All
other taxpayers (so-called ‘‘start-up firms’’)
are assigned a fixed-base percentage of 3 per-
cent.

Taxpayers are allowed to elect an alter-
native incremental research credit regime. If
a taxpayer elects to be subject to this alter-
native regime, the taxpayer is assigned a
three-tiered fixed-base percentage (that is
lower than the fixed-base percentage other-
wise applicable under present law) and the
credit rate likewise is reduced. Under the al-
ternative credit regime, a credit rate of 1.65
percent applies to the extent that a tax-
payer’s current-year research expenses ex-
ceed a base amount computed by using a
fixed-base percentage of 1 percent (i.e., the
base amount equals 1 percent of the tax-
payer’s average gross receipts for the four
preceding years) but do not exceed a base
amount computed by using a fixed-base per-
centage of 1.5 percent. A credit rate of 2.2
percent applies to the extent that a tax-
payer’s current-year research expenses ex-
ceed a base amount computed by using a
fixed-base percentage of 1.5 percent but do
not exceed a base amount computed by using
a fixed-base percentage of 2 percent. A credit
rate of 2.75 percent applies to the extent that
a taxpayer’s current-year research expenses
exceed a base amount computed by using a
fixed-base percentage of 2 percent. An elec-
tion to be subject to this alternative incre-
mental credit regime may be made for any
taxable year beginning after June 30, 1996,
and such an election applies to that taxable
year and all subsequent years (in the event
that the credit subsequently is extended by
Congress) unless revoked with the consent of
the Secretary of the Treasury.

House Bill
The House bill extends the research tax

credit for five years—i.e., generally, for the
period July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2004.

In addition, the House bill increases the
credit rate applicable under the alternative
incremental research credit one percentage
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75 Temporary exceptions from the subpart F provi-
sions for certain active financing income applied
only for taxable years beginning in 1998. Those ex-
ceptions were extended and modified as part of the
present-law provisions.

point per step, that is from 1.65 percent to
2.65 percent when a taxpayer’s current-year
research expenses exceed a base amount of 1
percent but do not exceed a base amount of
1.5 percent; from 2.2 percent to 3.2 percent
when a taxpayer’s current-year research ex-
penses exceed a base amount of 1.5 percent
but do not exceed a base amount of 2 per-
cent; and from 2.75 percent to 3.75 percent
when a taxpayer’s current-year research ex-
penses exceed a base amount of 2 percent.

Effective date.—The extension of the re-
search credit is effective for qualified re-
search expenditures paid or incurred during
the period July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2004.
The increase in the credit rate under the al-
ternative incremental research credit is ef-
fective for taxable years beginning after
June 30, 1999.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment extends the re-

search tax credit permanently.
In addition, the Senate amendment in-

creases the credit rate applicable under the
alternative incremental research credit one
percentage point per step, that is, identical
to the House bill.

Effective date.—The extension of the re-
search credit is effective for qualified re-
search expenditures paid or incurred after
June 30, 1999. The increase in the credit rate
under the alternative incremental research
credit is effective for taxable years begin-
ning after June 30, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill by extending the research credit
through June 30, 2004.

In addition, the conference agreement fol-
lows the House bill and the Senate amend-
ment by increasing the credit rate applicable
under the alternative incremental research
credit by one percentage point per step.

Effective date.—The extension of the re-
search credit is effective for qualified re-
search expenditures paid or incurred during
the period July 1, 1999, through June 30, 2004.
The increase in the credit rate under the al-
ternative incremental research credit is ef-
fective for taxable years beginning after
June 30, 1999.
B. Extend Exceptions under Subpart F for

Active Financing Income (sec. 1402 of the
House bill, sec. 1202 of the Senate amend-
ment, and secs. 953 and 954 of the Code)

Present Law
Under the subpart F rules, 10-percent U.S.

shareholders of a controlled foreign corpora-
tion (‘‘CFC’’) are subject to U.S. tax cur-
rently on certain income earned by the CFC,
whether or not such income is distributed to
the shareholders. The income subject to cur-
rent inclusion under the subpart F rules in-
cludes, among other things, foreign personal
holding company income and insurance in-
come. In addition, 10-percent U.S. share-
holders of a CFC are subject to current inclu-
sion with respect to their shares of the CFC’s
foreign base company services income (i.e.,
income derived from services performed for a
related person outside the country in which
the CFC is organized).

Foreign personal holding company income
generally consists of the following: (1) divi-
dends, interest, royalties, rents, and annu-
ities; (2) net gains from the sale or exchange
of (a) property that gives rise to the pre-
ceding types of income, (b) property that
does not give rise to income, and (c) inter-
ests in trusts, partnerships, and REMICs; (3)
net gains from commodities transactions; (4)
net gains from foreign currency trans-
actions; (5) income that is equivalent to in-
terest; (6) income from notional principal
contracts; and (7) payments in lieu of divi-
dends.

Insurance income subject to current inclu-
sion under the subpart F rules includes any
income of a CFC attributable to the issuing
or reinsuring of any insurance or annuity
contract in connection with risks located in
a country other than the CFC’s country of
organization. Subpart F insurance income
also includes income attributable to an in-
surance contract in connection with risks lo-
cated within the CFC’s country of organiza-
tion, as the result of an arrangement under
which another corporation receives a sub-
stantially equal amount of consideration for
insurance of other-country risks. Investment
income of a CFC that is allocable to any in-
surance or annuity contract related to risks
located outside the CFC’s country of organi-
zation is taxable as subpart F insurance in-
come (Prop. Treas. Reg. sec. 1.953–1(a)).

Temporary exceptions from foreign per-
sonal holding company income, foreign base
company services income, and insurance in-
come apply for subpart F purposes for cer-
tain income that is derived in the active con-
duct of a banking, financing, or similar busi-
ness, or in the conduct of an insurance busi-
ness (so-called ‘‘active financing income’’).
These exceptions are applicable only for tax-
able years beginning in 1999.75

With respect to income derived in the ac-
tive conduct of a banking, financing, or simi-
lar business, a CFC is required to be pre-
dominantly engaged in such business and to
conduct substantial activity with respect to
such business in order to qualify for the ex-
ceptions. In addition, certain nexus require-
ments apply, which provide that income de-
rived by a CFC or a qualified business unit
(‘‘QBU’’) of a CFC from transactions with
customers is eligible for the exceptions if,
among other things, substantially all of the
activities in connection with such trans-
actions are conducted directly by the CFC or
QBU in its home country, and such income is
treated as earned by the CFC or QBU in its
home country for purposes of such country’s
tax laws. Moreover, the exceptions apply to
income derived from certain cross border
transactions, provided that certain require-
ments are met. Additional exceptions from
foreign personal holding company income
apply for certain income derived by a securi-
ties dealer within the meaning of section 475
and for gain from the sale of active financing
assets.

In the case of insurance, in addition to a
temporary exception from foreign personal
holding company income for certain income
of a qualifying insurance company with re-
spect to risks located within the CFC’s coun-
try of creation or organization, certain tem-
porary exceptions from insurance income
and from foreign personal holding company
income apply for certain income of a quali-
fying branch of a qualifying insurance com-
pany with respect to risks located within the
home country of the branch, provided cer-
tain requirements are met under each of the
exceptions. Further, additional temporary
exceptions from insurance income and from
foreign personal holding company income
apply for certain income of certain CFCs or
branches with respect to risks located in a
country other than the United States, pro-
vided that the requirements for these excep-
tions are met.

House Bill
The House bill extends for five years the

present-law temporary exceptions from sub-
part F foreign personal holding company in-
come, foreign base company services income,

and insurance income for certain income
that is derived in the active conduct of a
banking, financing, or similar business, or in
the conduct of an insurance business.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years of a foreign corporation be-
ginning after December 31, 1999, and before
January 1, 2005, and for taxable years of U.S.
shareholders with or within which such tax-
able years of such foreign corporation end.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.

C. Extend Suspension of Net Income Limita-
tion on Percentage Depletion from Mar-
ginal Oil and Gas Wells (sec. 1403 of the
House bill, sec. 1203 of the Senate amend-
ment, and sec. 613A of the Code)

Present Law
The Code permits taxpayers to recover

their investments in oil and gas wells
through depletion deductions. In the case of
certain properties, the deductions may be de-
termined using the percentage depletion
method. Among the limitations that apply in
calculating percentage depletion deductions
is a restriction that, for oil and gas prop-
erties, the amount deducted may not exceed
100 percent of the net income from that prop-
erty in any year (sec. 613(a)).

Special percentage depletion rules apply to
oil and gas production from ‘‘marginal’’
properties (sec. 613A(c)(6)). Marginal produc-
tion is defined as domestic crude oil and nat-
ural gas production from stripper well prop-
erty or from property substantially all of the
production from which during the calendar
year is heavy oil. Stripper well property is
property from which the average daily pro-
duction is 15 barrel equivalents or less, de-
termined by dividing the average daily pro-
duction of domestic crude oil and domestic
natural gas from producing wells on the
property for the calendar year by the num-
ber of wells. Heavy oil is domestic crude oil
with a weighted average gravity of 20 degrees
API or less (corrected to 60 degrees Fahr-
enheit). Under one such special rule, the 100-
percent-of-net-income limitation does not
apply to domestic oil and gas production
from marginal properties during taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1997, and
before January 1, 2000.

House Bill
The House bill extends the present-law sus-

pension of the 100-percent-of-net-income lim-
itation with respect to oil and gas produc-
tion from marginal wells to include taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999, and
before January 1, 2005.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years beginning after December
31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.

D. Extend of the Work Opportunity Tax Cred-
it (sec. 1404 of the House bill, sec. 1204 of
the Senate amendment, and sec. 51 of the
Code)

Present Law
In general

The work opportunity tax credit
(‘‘WOTC’’), which expired on June 30, 1999,
was available on an elective basis for em-
ployers hiring individuals from one or more
of eight targeted groups. The credit equals 40
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percent (25 percent for employment of 400
hours or less) of qualified wages. Generally,
qualified wages are wages attributable to
service rendered by a member of a targeted
group during the one-year period beginning
with the day the individual began work for
the employer.

The maximum credit per employee is $2,400
(40% of the first $6,000 of qualified first-year
wages). With respect to qualified summer
youth employees, the maximum credit is
$1,200 (40 percent of the first $3,000 of quali-
fied first-year wages).

The employer’s deduction for wages is re-
duced by the amount of the credit.
Targeted groups eligible for the credit

The eight targeted groups are: (1) families
eligible to receive benefits under the Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) Program; (2) high-risk youth; (3)
qualified ex-felons; (4) vocational rehabilita-
tion referrals; (5) qualified summer youth
employees; (6) qualified veterans; (7) families
receiving food stamps; and (8) persons receiv-
ing certain Supplemental Security Income
(SSI) benefits.
Minimum employment period

No credit is allowed for wages paid to em-
ployees who work less than 120 hours in the
first year of employment.
Expiration date

The credit is effective for wages paid or in-
curred to a qualified individual who began
work for an employer before July 1, 1999.
House Bill

The House bill extends the work oppor-
tunity tax credit for 30 months (through De-
cember 31, 2001). The House bill also directs
the Secretary of the Treasury to expedite
procedures to allow taxpayers to satisfy
their WOTC filing requirements (e.g., Form
8850) by electronic means.

Effective date.—The House bill provision is
effective for wages paid or incurred to quali-
fied individuals who begin work for the em-
ployer on or after July 1, 1999, and before
January 1, 2002.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment extends the work

opportunity tax credit for five years
(through June 30, 2004).

Effective date.—The Senate amendment
provision is effective for wages paid or in-
curred to qualified individuals who begin
work for the employer on or after July 1,
1999, and before July 1, 2004.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement provides for a

30-month extension of the work opportunity
tax credit. The conferees also direct the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to expedite the use of
electronic filing of requests for certification
under the credit. They believe that partici-
pation in the program by businesses should
not be discouraged by the requirement that
such forms (i.e., the Form 8850) be submitted
in paper form.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for wages paid or incurred to qualified indi-
viduals who begin work for the employer on
or after July 1, 1999, and before January 1,
2002.
E. Extend of the Welfare-To-Work Tax Credit

(sec. 1404 of the House bill, sec. 1204 of the
Senate amendment, and sec. 51A of the
Code)

Present Law
The Code provides to employers a tax cred-

it on the first $20,000 of eligible wages paid to
qualified long-term family assistance (AFDC
or its successor program) recipients during
the first two years of employment. The cred-
it is 35 percent of the first $10,000 of eligible
wages in the first year of employment and 50

percent of the first $10,000 of eligible wages
in the second year of employment. The max-
imum credit is $8,500 per qualified employee.

Qualified long-term family assistance re-
cipients are: (1) members of a family that
has received family assistance for at least 18
consecutive months ending on the hiring
date; (2) members of a family that has re-
ceived family assistance for a total of at
least 18 months (whether or not consecutive)
after the date of enactment of this credit if
they are hired within 2 years after the date
that the 18–month total is reached; and (3)
members of a family who are no longer eligi-
ble for family assistance because of either
Federal or State time limits, if they are
hired within 2 years after the Federal or
State time limits made the family ineligible
for family assistance.

Eligible wages include cash wages paid to
an employee plus amounts paid by the em-
ployer for the following: (1) educational as-
sistance excludable under a section 127 pro-
gram (or that would be excludable but for
the expiration of sec. 127); (2) health plan
coverage for the employee, but not more
than the applicable premium defined under
section 4980B(f)(4); and (3) dependent care as-
sistance excludable under section 129.

The welfare to work credit is effective for
wages paid or incurred to a qualified indi-
vidual who begins work for an employer on
or after January 1, 1998, and before July 1,
1999.

House Bill
The House bill extends the welfare-to-work

tax credit for 30 months.
Effective date.—The House bill provision ex-

tends the welfare-to-work credit effective for
wages paid or incurred to a qualified indi-
vidual who begins work for an employer on
or after July 1, 1999, and before January 1,
2002.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment extends the wel-

fare-to-work tax credit five years.
Effective date.—The Senate amendment

provision extends the welfare-to-work credit
effective for wages paid or incurred to a
qualified individual who begins work for an
employer on or after July 1, 1999, and before
July 1, 2004.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement provides for a

30–month extension of the welfare-to-work
tax credit.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for wages paid or incurred to a qualified indi-
vidual who begins work for an employer on
or after July 1, 1999, and before January 1,
2002.

F. Extend and Modify Tax Credit for Elec-
tricity Produced by Wind and Closed-Loop
Biomass Facilities (sec. 1205 of the Senate
amendment and sec. 45 of the Code)

Present Law
An income tax credit is allowed for the

production of electricity from either quali-
fied wind energy or qualified ‘‘closed-loop’’
biomass facilities (sec. 45). The credit applies
to electricity produced by a qualified wind
energy facility placed in service after De-
cember 31, 1993, and before July 1, 1999, and
to electricity produced by a qualified closed-
loop biomass facility placed in service after
December 31, 1992, and before July 1, 1999.
The credit is allowable for production during
the 10-year period after a facility is origi-
nally placed in service.

Closed-loop biomass is the use of plant
matter, where the plants are grown for the
sole purpose of being used to generate elec-
tricity. It does not include the use of waste
materials (including, but not limited to,
scrap wood, manure, and municipal or agri-

cultural waste). The credit also is not avail-
able to taxpayers who use standing timber to
produce electricity. In order to claim the
credit, a taxpayer must own the facility and
sell the electricity produced by the facility
to an unrelated party.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The present-law tax credit for electricity

produced by wind and closed-loop biomass is
extended for five years, for facilities placed
in service after June 30, 1999, and before July
1, 2004. The provision also modifies the tax
credit to include electricity produced from
poultry litter, for facilities placed in service
after December 31, 1999, and before July 1,
2004. The credit for electricity produced from
poultry litter is available to the lessor/oper-
ator of a qualified facility that is owned by
a governmental entity. The credit further is
expanded to include electricity produced
from landfill gas by the owner of the gas col-
lection facility, for electricity produced from
facilities placed in service after December 31,
1999, and before June 30, 2004.

Finally, the credit is expanded to include
electricity produced from certain other bio-
mass (in addition to closed-loop biomass and
poultry waste). This additional biomass is
defined as solid, nonhazardous, cellulose
waste material which is segregated from
other waste materials and which is derived
from forest resources, but not including old-
growth timber. The term also includes urban
sources such as waste pallets, crates, manu-
facturing and construction wood waste, and
tree trimmings, or agricultural sources (in-
cluding grain, orchard tree crops, vineyard
legumes, sugar, and other crop by-products
or residues. The term does not include unseg-
regated municipal solid waste or paper that
commonly is recycled. In the case of this ad-
ditional biomass, the credit applies to elec-
tricity produced after December 31, 1999 from
facilities that are placed in service before
January 1, 2003 (including facilities placed in
service before the date of enactment of this
provision). The credit is allowed for produc-
tion attributable to biomass produced at fa-
cilities that are co-fired with coal.

Effective date.—The extension of the tax
credit for electricity produced from wind and
closed-loop biomass is effective for facilities
placed in service after June 30, 1999. The
modification to include electricity produced
from poultry waste and landfill gas is effec-
tive for facilities placed in service after De-
cember 31, 1999. The modification to include
other types of biomass is effective for facili-
ties placed in service before January 1, 2003,
but no credits may be claimed for production
before January 1, 2000.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment, with a modification lim-
iting the extension to facilities producing
electricity from wind, closed-loop biomass,
and poultry waste (i.e., the conference agree-
ment does not include landfill gas, closed-
loop biomass, or other biomass as qualified
sources of electricity). The provision applies
to facilities placed in service after June 30,
1999 and before July 1, 2003 (wind and closed-
loop biomass) and after December 31, 1999
and before July 1, 2003 (poultry waste).

G. Extend Exemption From Diesel Dyeing Re-
quirement for Certain Areas in Alaska (sec.
1206 of the Senate amendment and sec.
4082 of the Code)

Present Law
An excise tax totaling 24.4 cents per gallon

is imposed on diesel fuel. The diesel fuel tax
is imposed on removal of the fuel from a
pipeline or barge terminal facility (i.e., at



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7164 August 4, 1999

76 An Act to provide that members of the Armed
Froces performing services for the peacekeeping ef-
forts in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, and Mac-
edonia shall be entitled to tax benefits in the same
manner as if such services were performed in a com-
bat zone, and for other purposes (March 20, 1996).

77 These user fees were originally enacted in sec-
tion 10511 of the Revenue Act of 1987 (Public Law
100–203, December 22, 1987).

the ‘‘terminal rack’’). Present law provides
that tax is imposed on all diesel fuel re-
moved from terminal facilities unless the
fuel is destined for a nontaxable use and is
indelibly dyed pursuant to Treasury Depart-
ment regulations.

In general, the diesel fuel tax does not
apply to non-transportation uses of the fuel.
Off-highway business uses are included with-
in this non-transportation use exemption.
This exemption includes use on a farm for
farming purposes and as fuel powering off-
highway equipment (e.g., oil drilling equip-
ment). Use as heating oil also is exempt.
(Most fuel commonly referred to as heating
oil is diesel fuel.) The tax also does not apply
to fuel used by State and local governments,
to exported fuels, and to fuels used in com-
mercial shipping. Fuel used by intercity
buses and trains is partially exempt from the
diesel fuel tax.

A similar dyeing regime exists for diesel
fuel under the Clean Air Act. That Act pro-
hibits the use on highways of diesel fuel with
a sulphur content exceeding prescribed lev-
els. This ‘‘high sulphur’’ diesel fuel is re-
quired to be dyed by the EPA.

The State of Alaska generally is exempt
from the Clean Air Act dyeing regime for a
period established by the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency (urban areas) or
permanently (remote areas). Diesel fuel used
in Alaska is exempt from the excise tax dye-
ing requirements for periods when the EPA
requirements do not apply.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment makes the excise

tax exemption for Alaska urban areas perma-
nent (i.e., independent of the EPA rules).

Effective date.—The provision is effective
on the date of enactment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment provision.
H. Expensing of Environmental Remediation

Expenditures and Expansion of Qualifying
Sites (sec. 1207 of the Senate amendment
and sec. 198 of the Code)

Present Law
Taxpayers can elect to treat certain envi-

ronmental remediation expenditures that
would otherwise be chargeable to capital ac-
count as deductible in the year paid or in-
curred (sec. 198). The deduction applies for
both regular and alternative minimum tax
purposes. The expenditure must be incurred
in connection with the abatement or control
of hazardous substances at a qualified con-
taminated site.

A ‘‘qualified contaminated site’’ generally
is any property that (1) is held for use in a
trade or business, for the production of in-
come, or as inventory; (2) is certified by the
appropriate State environmental agency to
be located within a targeted area; and (3)
contains (or potentially contains) a haz-
ardous substance (so-called ‘‘brownfields’’).
Targeted areas are defined as: (1) empower-
ment zones and enterprise communities as
designated under present law; (2) sites an-
nounced before February, 1997, as being sub-
ject to one of the 76 Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (‘‘EPA’’) Brownfields Pilots; (3)
any population census tract with a poverty
rate of 20 percent or more; and (4) certain in-
dustrial and commercial areas that are adja-
cent to tracts described in (3) above. How-
ever, sites that are identified on the national
priorities list under the Comprehensive En-
vironmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980 cannot qualify as tar-
geted areas.

Eligible expenditures are those paid or in-
curred before January 1, 2001.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment extends the expira-

tion date for eligible expenditures to include
those paid or incurred before July 1, 2004.

In addition, the bill eliminates the tar-
geted area requirement, thereby expanding
eligible sites to include any site containing
(or potentially containing) a hazardous sub-
stance that is certified by the appropriate
State environmental agency, but not those
sites that are identified on the national pri-
orities list under the Comprehensive Envi-
ronmental Response, Compensation, and Li-
ability Act of 1980.

Effective date.—The provision to extend the
expiration date is effective upon the date of
enactment. The provision to expand the class
of eligible sites is effective for expenditures
paid or incurred after December 31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment by expanding eligible sites
to include any site containing (or potentially
containing) a hazardous substance that is
certified by the appropriate State environ-
mental agency, but not those sites that are
identified on the national priorities list
under the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of
1980.

The conference agreement does not include
an extension of the present-law expiration
date for section 198.

Effective date.—The provision to expand the
class of eligible sites is effective for expendi-
tures paid or incurred after December 31,
1999.

XVI. REVENUE OFFSET PROVISIONS
A. Expand Reporting of Cancellation of In-

debtedness Income (sec. 1501 of the House
bill, sec. 1302 of the Senate amendment,
and sec. 6050P of the Code)

Present Law
Under section 61(a)(12), a taxpayer’s gross

income includes income from the discharge
of indebtedness. Section 6050P requires ‘‘ap-
plicable entities’’ to file information returns
with the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) re-
garding any discharge of indebtedness of $600
or more.

The information return must set forth the
name, address, and taxpayer identification
number of the person whose debt was dis-
charged, the amount of debt discharged, the
date on which the debt was discharged, and
any other information that the IRS requires
to be provided. The information return must
be filed in the manner and at the time speci-
fied by the IRS. The same information also
must be provided to the person whose debt is
discharged by January 31 of the year fol-
lowing the discharge.

‘‘Applicable entities’’ include: (1) the Fed-
eral Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC),
the Resolution Trust Corporation (RTC), the
National Credit Union Administration, and
any successor or subunit of any of them; (2)
any financial institution (as described in sec.
581 (relating to banks) or sec. 591(a) (relating
to savings institutions)); (3) any credit
union; (4) any corporation that is a direct or
indirect subsidiary of an entity described in
(2) or (3) which, by virtue of being affiliated
with such entity, is subject to supervision
and examination by a Federal or State agen-
cy regulating such entities; and (5) an execu-
tive, judicial, or legislative agency (as de-
fined in 31 U.S.C. sec. 3701(a)(4)).

Failures to file correct information returns
with the IRS or to furnish statements to tax-
payers with respect to these discharges of in-
debtedness are subject to the same general
penalty that is imposed with respect to fail-

ures to provide other types of information
returns. Accordingly, the penalty for failure
to furnish statements to taxpayers is gen-
erally $50 per failure, subject to a maximum
of $100,000 for any calendar year. These pen-
alties are not applicable if the failure is due
to reasonable cause and not to willful ne-
glect.

House Bill
The bill requires information reporting on

indebtedness discharged by any organization
a significant trade or business of which is
the lending of money (such as finance com-
panies and credit card companies whether or
not affiliated with financial institutions).

Effective date.—The provision is effective
with respect to discharges of indebtedness
after December 31, 1999.

Senate Amendment
Same as House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.
B. Extension of IRS User Fees (sec. 1502 of

the House bill, sec. 1304 of the Senate
amendment, and new sec. 7527 of the Code)

Present Law
The IRS provides written responses to

questions of individuals, corporations, and
organizations relating to their tax status or
the effects of particular transactions for tax
purposes. The IRS generally charges a fee for
requests for a letter ruling, determination
letter, opinion letter, or other similar ruling
or determination. Public Law 104–117 76 ex-
tended the statutory authorization for these
user fees 77 through September 30, 2003.

House Bill
The bill extends the statutory authoriza-

tion for these user fees through September
30, 2009. The bill also moves the statutory au-
thorization for these fees into the Internal
Revenue Code.

Effective date.—The provision, including
moving the statutory authorization for these
fees into the Code and repealing the off-Code
statutory authorization for these fees, is ef-
fective for requests made after the date of
enactment.

Senate Amendment
Same as House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.
C. Impose Limitation on Prefunding of Cer-

tain Employee Benefits (sec. 1503 of the
House bill, sec. 1312 of the Senate amend-
ment, and secs. 419A and 4976 of the Code)

Present Law
Under present law, contributions to a wel-

fare benefit fund generally are deductible
when paid, but only to the extent permitted
under the rules of sections 419 and 419A. The
amount of an employer’s deduction in any
year for contributions to a welfare benefit
fund cannot exceed the fund’s qualified cost
for the year minus the fund’s after-tax in-
come for the year. With certain exceptions,
the term qualified cost means the sum of (1)
the amount that would be deductible for ben-
efits provided during the year if the em-
ployer paid them directly and was on the
cash method of accounting, and (2) within
limits, the amount of any addition to a
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78 All IRA distributions are treated as if includible
in income for purposes of this rule. A technical cor-
rection contained in the bill modifies this rule in
the case of Roth IRAs.

qualified asset account for the year. A quali-
fied asset account includes any account con-
sisting of assets set aside for the payment of
disability benefits, medical benefits, supple-
mental unemployment compensation or sev-
erance pay benefits, or life insurance bene-
fits. The account limit for a qualified asset
account for a taxable year is generally the
amount reasonably and actuarially nec-
essary to fund claims incurred but unpaid (as
of the close of the taxable year) for benefits
with respect to which the account is main-
tained and the administrative costs incurred
with respect to those claims. Specific addi-
tional reserves are allowed for future provi-
sion of post-retirement medical and life in-
surance benefits.

The deduction limits of sections 419 and
419A for contributions to welfare benefit
funds do not apply in the case of certain 10-
or-more employer plans. A plan is a 10-or-
more employer plan if (1) more than one em-
ployer contributes to it, and (2) no employer
is normally required to contribute more than
10 percent of the total contributions contrib-
uted under the plan by all employers. The
exception is not available if the plan main-
tains experience-rating arrangements with
respect to individual employers.

If any portion of a welfare benefit fund re-
verts to the benefit of an employer, an excise
tax equal to 100 percent of the reversion is
imposed on the employer.

House Bill
The present-law exception to the deduction

limit for 10-or-more employer plans is lim-
ited to plans that provide only medical bene-
fits, disability benefits, and qualifying
group-term life insurance benefits to plan
beneficiaries. The legislative history pro-
vides that qualifying group-term life insur-
ance benefits do not include any arrange-
ments that permit a plan beneficiary to di-
rectly or indirectly access all or part of the
account value of any life insurance contract,
whether through a policy loan, a partial or
complete surrender of the policy, or other-
wise. Also, the legislative history provides
that it is intended that qualifying group-
term life insurance benefits do not include
any arrangement whereby a plan beneficiary
may receive a policy without a stated ac-
count value that has the potential to give
rise to an account value whether through the
exchange of such policy for another policy
that would have an account value or other-
wise. The 10-or-more employer plan excep-
tion is no longer available with respect to
plans that provide supplemental unemploy-
ment compensation, severance pay, or life
insurance (other than qualifying group-term
life insurance) benefits. Thus, the generally
applicable deduction limits (sections 419 and
419A) apply to plans providing these benefits.

In addition, if any portion of a welfare ben-
efit fund attributable to contributions that
are deductible pursuant to the 10-or-more
employer exception (and earnings thereon) is
used for a purpose other than for providing
medical benefits, disability benefits, or
qualifying group-term life insurance benefits
to plan beneficiaries, such portion is treated
as reverting to the benefit of the employers
maintaining the fund and is subject to the
imposition of the 100-percent excise tax.
Thus, for example, cash payments to employ-
ees upon termination of the fund, and loans
or other distributions to the employee or
employer, would be treated as giving rise to
a reversion that is subject to the excise tax.

The legislative history indicates that no
inference is intended with respect to the va-
lidity of any 10-or-more employer arrange-
ment under the provisions of present law.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
with respect to contributions paid or accrued
on or after June 9, 1999, in taxable years end-
ing after such date.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill, except the Senate amendment
states that group-term life insurance bene-
fits that qualify for the 10-or-more employer
exception are group-term life insurance ben-
efits that do not provide directly or indi-
rectly for any cash surrender value or other
money that can be paid, assigned, borrowed,
or pledged for collateral for a loan. In addi-
tion, the legislative history indicates that it
is intended that group-term life insurance
benefits do not fail to be qualifying group-
term life insurance benefits solely as a result
of the inclusion of de minimis ancillary ben-
efits, as described in Treasury regulations.

Effective date.—The effective date of the
Senate amendment is the same as the effec-
tive date of the House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment. It is intended that group-
term life insurance benefits do not fail to be
qualifying group-term life insurance benefits
solely as a result of the inclusion of de mini-
mis ancillary benefits, as described in Treas-
ury regulations under the provision.
D. Increase Elective Withholding Rate for

Nonperiodic Distributions from Deferred
Compensation Plans (sec. 1504 of the bill
and sec. 3405 of the Code)

Present Law
Present law provides that income tax with-

holding is required on designated distribu-
tions from employer compensation plans
(whether or not such plans are tax qualified),
individual retirement arrangements
(‘‘IRAs’’), and commercial annuities unless
the payee elects not to have withholding
apply. A designated distribution does not in-
clude any payment (1) that is wages, (2) the
portion of which it is reasonable to believe is
not includible in gross income,78 (3) that is
subject to withholding of tax on nonresident
aliens and foreign corporations (or would be
subject to such withholding but for a tax
treaty), or (4) that is a dividend paid on cer-
tain employer securities (as defined in sec.
404(k)(2)).

Tax is generally withheld on the taxable
portion of any periodic payment as if the
payment is wages to the payee. A periodic
payment is a designated distribution that is
an annuity or similar periodic payment.

In the case of a nonperiodic distribution,
tax generally is withheld at a flat 10-percent
rate unless the payee makes an election not
to have withholding apply. A nonperiodic
distribution is any distribution that is not a
periodic distribution. Under current admin-
istrative rules, an individual receiving a
nonperiodic distribution can designate an
amount to be withheld in addition to the 10-
percent otherwise required to be withheld.

Under present law, in the case of a nonperi-
odic distribution that is an eligible rollover
distribution, tax is withheld at a 20-percent
rate unless the payee elects to have the dis-
tribution rolled directly over to an eligible
retirement plan (i.e., an IRA, a qualified plan
(sec. 401(a)) that is a defined contribution
plan permitting direct deposits of rollover
contributions, or a qualified annuity plan
(sec. 403(a)). In general, an eligible rollover
distribution includes any distribution to an
employee of all or any portion of the balance
to the credit of the employee in a qualified
plan or qualified annuity plan. An eligible
rollover distribution does not include any
distribution that is part of a series of sub-
stantially equal periodic payments made (1)

for the life (or life expectancy) of the em-
ployee or for the joint lives (or joint life
expectancies) of the employee and the em-
ployee’s designated beneficiary, or (2) over a
specified period of 10 years or more. An eligi-
ble rollover distribution also does not in-
clude any distribution required under the
minimum distribution rules of section
401(a)(9), hardship distributions from section
401(k) plans, or the portion of a distribution
that is not includible in income. The payee
of an eligible rollover distribution can only
elect not to have withholding apply by mak-
ing the direct rollover election.

House Bill
Under the bill, the withholding rate for

nonperiodic distributions would be increased
from 10 percent to 15 percent. As under
present law, unless the distribution is an eli-
gible rollover distribution, the payee could
elect not to have withholding apply. The bill
does not modify the 20-percent withholding
rate that applies to any distribution that is
an eligible rollover distribution.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for distributions made after December 31,
1999.

Senate Amendment
The provision is the same as the House

bill.
Effective date.—Distributions made after

December 31, 2000.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the Sen-
ate amendment.
E. Modify Treatment of Closely-Held REITs

(sec. 1505 of the House bill, sec. 1320 of the
Senate amendment, and sec. 856 of the
Code)

Present Law
In general, a real estate investment trust

(‘‘REIT’’) is an entity that receives most of
its income from passive real estate related
investments and that receives pass-through
treatment for income that is distributed to
shareholders. If an electing entity meets the
qualifications for REIT status, the portion of
its income that is distributed to the inves-
tors each year generally is taxed to the in-
vestors without being subjected to tax at the
REIT level.

A REIT must satisfy a number of tests on
a year-by-year basis that relate to the enti-
ty’s: (1) organizational structure; (2) source
of income; (3) nature of assets; and (4) dis-
tribution of income.

Under the organizational structure test,
except for the first taxable year for which an
entity elects to be a REIT, the beneficial
ownership of the entity must be held by 100
or more persons. Generally, no more than 50
percent of the value of the REIT’s stock can
be owned by five or fewer individuals during
the last half of the taxable year. Certain at-
tribution rules apply in making this deter-
mination. No similar rule applies to cor-
porate ownership of a REIT. Certain trans-
actions have been structured to attempt to
achieve special tax benefits for an entity
that controls a REIT.

House Bill
The House bill provision imposes as an ad-

ditional requirement for REIT qualification
that, except for the first taxable year for
which an entity elects to be a REIT, no one
person can own stock of a REIT possessing 50
percent or more of the combined voting
power of all classes of voting stock or 50 per-
cent or more of the total value of shares of
all classes of stock of the REIT. For purposes
of determining a person’s stock ownership,
rules similar to attribution rules for REIT
independent contractor qualification under
present law apply (secs. 856(d)(5) and
856(h)(3)). The provision does not apply to
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79 Section 1234A, as amended by the Taxpayer Re-
lief Act of 1997.

80 A taxpayer must establish the amount of the net
underlying long-term capital gain with clear and
convincing evidence; otherwise, the amount is
deemed to be zero.

ownership by a REIT of 50 percent or more of
the stock (vote or value) of another REIT.

An exception applies for a limited period
to certain ‘‘incubator REITs’’. An incubator
REIT is a corporation that elects to be treat-
ed as an incubator REIT and that meets all
the following other requirements. (1) it has
only voting common stock outstanding, (2)
not more than 50 percent of the corporation’s
real estate assets consist of mortgages, (3)
from not later than the beginning of the last
half of the second taxable year, at least 10
percent of the corporation’s capital is pro-
vided by lenders or equity investors who are
unrelated to the corporation’s largest share-
holder, (4) the directors of the corporation
must adopt a resolution setting forth an in-
tent to engage in a going public transaction,
and (5) no predecessor entity (including any
entity from which the electing incubator
REIT acquired assets in a transaction in
which gain or loss was not recognized in
whole or in part) had elected incubator REIT
status.

The new ownership requirement does not
apply to an electing incubator REIT until
the end of the REIT’s third taxable year; and
can be extended for an additional two tax-
able years if the REIT so elects. However, a
REIT cannot elect the additional two year
extension unless the REIT agrees that if it
does not engage in a going public transaction
by the end of the extended eligibility period,
it shall pay Federal income taxes for the two
years of the extended period as if it had not
made an incubator REIT election and had
ceased to qualify as a REIT for those two
taxable years. In such case, the corporation
shall file appropriate amended returns with-
in 3 months of the close of the extended eli-
gibility period. Interest would be payable,
but no substantial underpayment penalties
would apply except in cases where there is a
finding that incubator REIT status was
elected for a principal purpose other than as
part of a reasonable plan to engage in a
going public transaction. Notification of
shareholders and any other person whose tax
position would reasonably be expected to be
affected is also required.

If an electing incubator REIT does not
elect to extend its initial 2-year extended eli-
gibility period and has not engaged in a
going public transaction by the end of such
period, it must satisfy the new control re-
quirements as of the beginning of its fourth
taxable year (i.e., immediately after the
close of the last taxable year of the two-year
initial extension period) or it will be re-
quired to notify its shareholders and other
persons that may be affected by its tax sta-
tus, and pay Federal income tax as a cor-
poration that has ceased to qualify as a
REIT at that time.

If the Secretary of the Treasury deter-
mines that an incubator REIT election was
filed for a principal purpose other than as
part of a reasonable plan to undertake a
going public transaction, an excise tax of
$20,000 is imposed on each of the corpora-
tion’s directors for each taxable year for
which the election was in effect.

A going public transaction is defined as ei-
ther (1) a public offering of shares of stock of
the incubator REIT, (2) a transaction, or se-
ries of transactions, that result in the incu-
bator REIT stock being regularly traded on
an established securities market (as defined
in section 897) and being held by share-
holders unrelated to persons who held such
stock before it began to be so regularly trad-
ed, or (3) any transaction resulting in owner-
ship of the REIT by 200 or more persons (ex-
cluding the largest single shareholder) who
in the aggregate own least 50 percent of the
stock of the REIT. Attribution rules apply in
determining ownership of stock.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for taxable years ending after July 12, 1999.

Any entity that elects (or has elected) REIT
status for a taxable year including July 12,
1999, and which is both a controlled entity
and has significant business assets or activi-
ties on such date, will not be subject to the
proposal. Under this rule, a controlled entity
with significant business assets or activities
on July 14, 1999, can be grandfathered even if
it makes its first REIT election after that
date with its return for the taxable year in-
cluding that date.

For purposes of the transition rules, the
significant business assets or activities in
place on July 12, 1999, must be real estate as-
sets and activities of a type that would be
qualified real estate assets and would
produce qualified real estate related income
for a REIT.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill except that the Senate amend-
ment contains an additional qualification for
incubator REIT status, namely, that the cor-
poration must annually increase the value of
real estate assets by at least 10 percent,

For purposes of determining whether a cor-
poration has met the requirement that it an-
nually increase the value of its real estate
assets by 10 percent, the following rules shall
apply. First, values shall be based on cost
and properly capitalizable expenditures with
no adjustment for depreciation. Second, the
test shall be applied by comparing the value
of assets at the end of the first taxable year
with those at the end of the second taxable
year and by similar successive taxable year
comparisons during the eligibility period.
Third, if a corporation fails the 10 percent
comparison test for one taxable year, it may
remedy the failure by increasing the value of
real estate assets by 25 percent in the fol-
lowing taxable year, provided it meets all
the other eligibility period requirements in
that following taxable year.

Effective date.—The effective date of the
Senate amendment is the same as the House
bill except that the Senate amendment sub-
stitutes the date July 14, 1999 for the date
July 12, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment with a modification in the
attribution rules so that once stock is
deemed owned by a qualified entity (a REIT
or a partnership of which a REIT is at least
a 50 percent partner) it will not be reattrib-
uted under section 318(a)(3)(C).

Effective date.—The effective date is the
same as that of the Senate amendment.
F. Limit Conversion of Character of Income

from Constructive Ownership Transactions
(sec. 1506 of the House bill, sec. 1314 of the
Senate amendment, and new sec. 1260 of
the Code)

Present Law
The maximum individual income tax rate

on ordinary income and short-term capital
gain is 39.6 percent, while the maximum indi-
vidual income tax rate on long-term capital
gain generally is 20 percent. Long-term cap-
ital gain means gain from the sale or ex-
change of a capital asset held more than one
year. For this purpose, gain from the termi-
nation of a right with respect to property
that would be a capital asset in the hands of
the taxpayer is treated as capital gain.79

A pass-thru entity (such as a partnership)
generally is not subject to Federal income
tax. Rather, each owner includes its share of
a pass-thru entity’s income, gain, loss, de-
duction or credit in its taxable income. Gen-
erally, the character of the item is deter-
mined at the entity level and flows through

to the owners. Thus, for example, the treat-
ment of an item of income by a partnership
as ordinary income, short-term capital gain,
or long-term capital gain retains its char-
acter when reported by each of the partners.

Investors may enter into forward con-
tracts, notional principal contracts, and
other similar arrangements with respect to
property that provides the investor with the
same or similar economic benefits as owning
the property directly but with potentially
different tax consequences (as to the char-
acter and timing of any gain).

House Bill
The House bill limits the amount of long-

term capital gain a taxpayer could recognize
from certain derivative contracts (‘‘con-
structive ownership transaction’’) with re-
spect to certain financial assets. The amount
of long-term capital gain is limited to the
amount of such gain the taxpayer would
have had if the taxpayer held the asset di-
rectly during the term of the derivative con-
tract. Any gain in excess of this amount is
treated as ordinary income. An interest
charge is imposed on the amount of gain
that is treated as ordinary income. The
House bill does not alter the tax treatment
of the long-term capital gain that is not
treated as ordinary income.

A taxpayer is treated as having entered
into a constructive ownership transaction if
the taxpayer (1) holds a long position under
a notional principal contract with respect to
the financial asset, (2) enters into a forward
contract to acquire the financial asset, (3) is
the holder of a call option, and the grantor
of a put option, with respect to a financial
asset, and the options have substantially
equal strike prices and substantially con-
temporaneous maturity dates, or (4) to the
extent provided in regulations, enters into
one or more transactions, or acquires one or
more other positions, that have substan-
tially the same effect as any of the trans-
actions described. The House bill anticipates
that Treasury regulations, when issued, will
provide specific standards for determining
when other types of financial transactions,
like those specified in the provision, have
the effect of replicating the economic bene-
fits of direct ownership of a financial asset
(and will be treated as a constructive owner-
ship transaction).

A ‘‘financial asset’’ is defined as (1) any eq-
uity interest in a pass-thru entity, and (2) to
the extent provided in regulations, any debt
instrument and any stock in a corporation
that is not a pass-thru entity. A ‘‘pass-thru
entity’’ refers to (1) a regulated investment
company, (2) a real estate investment trust,
(3) an S corporation, (4) a partnership, (5) a
trust, (6) a common trust fund, (7) a passive
foreign investment company, (8) a foreign
personal holding company, and (9) a foreign
investment company.

The amount of recharacterized gain is cal-
culated as the excess of the amount of long-
term gain the taxpayer would have had ab-
sent this provision over the ‘‘net underlying
long-term capital gain’’ attributable to the
financial asset. The net underlying long-
term capital gain is the amount of net cap-
ital gain the taxpayer would have realized if
it had acquired the financial asset for its fair
market value on the date the constructive
ownership transaction was opened and sold
the financial asset on the date the trans-
action was closed (only taking into account
gains and losses that would have resulted
from the constructive ownership of the fi-
nancial asset).80 The long-term capital gains
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81 The accrual rate is the applicable Federal rate
on the day the transaction closed.

82 Title I of the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act of 1974, as amended (‘‘ERISA’’), provides
that plan participants, the Secretaries of Treasury
and the Department of Labor, the plan adminis-
trator, and each employee organization representing
plan participants must be notified 60 days before a
qualified transfer of excess assets to a retiree health
benefits account occurs (ERISA sec. 103(e)). ERISA
also provides that a qualified transfer is not a pro-
hibited transaction under ERISA (ERISA sec.
408(b)(13)) or a prohibited reversion of assets to the
employer (ERISA sec. 403(c)(1)). For purposes of
these provisions, a qualified transfer is generally de-
fined as a transfer pursuant to section 420 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code, as in effect on January 1, 1995.

83 The Senate amendment modifies the cor-
responding provisions of ERISA.

rate on the net underlying long-term capital
gain is determined by reference to the indi-
vidual capital gains rates in section 1(h).

An interest charge is imposed on the un-
derpayment of tax for each year that the
constructive ownership transaction was
open. The interest charge is the amount of
interest that would be imposed under section
6601 had the recharacterized gain been in-
cluded in the taxpayer’s gross income during
the term of the constructive ownership
transaction. The recharacterized gain is
treated as having accrued such that the gain
in each successive year is equal to the gain
in the prior year increased by a constant
growth rate 81 during the term of the con-
structive ownership transaction.

A taxpayer is treated as holding a long po-
sition under a notional principal contract
with respect to a financial asset if the person
(1) has the right to be paid (or receive credit
for) all or substantially all of the investment
yield (including appreciation) on the finan-
cial asset for a specified period, and (2) is ob-
ligated to reimburse (or provide credit) for
all or substantially all of any decline in the
value of the financial asset. A forward con-
tract is a contract to acquire in the future
(or provide or receive credit for the future
value of) any financial asset.

If the constructive ownership transaction
is closed by reason of taking delivery of the
underlying financial asset, the taxpayer is
treated as having sold the contracts, options,
or other positions that are part of the trans-
action for its fair market value on the clos-
ing date. However, the amount of gain that
is recognized as a result of having taken de-
livery is limited to the amount of gain that
is treated as ordinary income by reason of
this provision (with appropriate basis adjust-
ments for such gain).

The provision does not apply to any con-
structive ownership transaction if all of the
positions that are part of the transaction are
marked to market under the Code or regula-
tions. The provision also does not apply to
transactions entered into by tax-exempt or-
ganizations and foreign taxpayers.

The Treasury Department is authorized to
prescribe regulations as necessary to carry
out the purposes of the provision, including
to (1) permit taxpayers to mark to market
constructive ownership transactions in lieu
of the provision, and (2) exclude certain for-
ward contracts that do not convey substan-
tially all of the economic return with respect
to a financial asset.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
transactions entered into on or after July 12,
1999.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill with some modifications. The
Senate amendment modifies the definition of
a ‘‘pass-thru entity’’ to include (1) a real es-
tate mortgage investment conduit and (2) a
passive foreign investment company that is
also a controlled foreign corporation. The
Committee report clarifies (1) the types of fi-
nancial transactions that, under Treasury
regulations, are expected to have substan-
tially the same effect as those specified in
the provision, and (2) the determination of
the amount of any net underlying long-term
capital gain. The Committee report further
provides that no inference is intended as to
the proper treatment of a constructive own-
ership transaction entered into prior to the
effective date of the provision.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
transactions entered into on or after July 12,
1999. It is intended that a contract, option or
any other arrangement that is entered into

or exercised on or after July 12, 1999 which
extends or otherwise modifies the terms of a
transaction entered into prior to such date is
treated as a transaction entered into on or
after July 12, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
G. Treatment of Excess Pension Assets Used

for Retiree Health Benefits (sec. 1507 of
the House bill, sec. 1305 of the Senate
amendment, sec. 420 of the Code, and
secs. 101, 403, and 408 of ERISA)

Present Law
Defined benefit pension plan assets gen-

erally may not revert to an employer prior
to the termination of the plan and the satis-
faction of all plan liabilities. A reversion
prior to plan termination may constitute a
prohibited transaction and may result in dis-
qualification of the plan. Certain limitations
and procedural requirements apply to a re-
version upon plan termination. Any assets
that revert to the employer upon plan termi-
nation are includible in the gross income of
the employer and subject to an excise tax.
The excise tax rate, which may be as high as
50 percent of the reversion, varies depending
upon whether or not the employer maintains
a replacement plan or makes certain benefit
increases. Upon plan termination, the ac-
crued benefits of all plan participants are re-
quired to be 100–percent vested.

A pension plan may provide medical bene-
fits to retired employees through a section
401(h) account that is a part of such plan. A
qualified transfer of excess assets of a de-
fined benefit pension plan (other than a mul-
tiemployer plan) into a section 401(h) ac-
count that is a part of such plan does not re-
sult in plan disqualification and is not treat-
ed as a reversion to the employer or a pro-
hibited transaction. Therefore, the trans-
ferred assets are not includible in the gross
income of the employer and are not subject
to the excise tax on reversions.

Qualified transfers are subject to amount
and frequency limitations, use requirements,
deduction limitations, vesting requirements
and minimum benefit requirements. Excess
assets transferred in a qualified transfer may
not exceed the amount reasonably estimated
to be the amount that the employer will pay
out of such account during the taxable year
of the transfer for qualified current retiree
health liabilities. No more than one qualified
transfer with respect to any plan may occur
in any taxable year.

The transferred assets (and any income
thereon) must be used to pay qualified cur-
rent retiree health liabilities (either directly
or through reimbursement) for the taxable
year of the transfer. Transferred amounts
generally must benefit all pension plan par-
ticipants, other than key employees, who are
entitled upon retirement to receive retiree
medical benefits through the section 401(h)
account. Retiree health benefits of key em-
ployees may not be paid (directly or indi-
rectly) out of transferred assets. Amounts
not used to pay qualified current retiree
health liabilities for the taxable year of the
transfer are to be returned at the end of the
taxable year to the general assets of the
plan. These amounts are not includible in
the gross income of the employer, but are
treated as an employer reversion and are
subject to a 20–percent excise tax.

No deduction is allowed for (1) a qualified
transfer of excess pension assets into a sec-
tion 401(h) account, (2) the payment of quali-
fied current retiree health liabilities out of
transferred assets (and any income thereon)
or (3) a return of amounts not used to pay
qualified current retiree health liabilities to
the general assets of the pension plan.

In order for the transfer to be qualified, ac-
crued retirement benefits under the pension

plan generally must be 100–percent vested as
if the plan terminated immediately before
the transfer.

The minimum benefit requirement re-
quires each group health plan under which
applicable heath benefits are provided to
provide substantially the same level of appli-
cable health benefits for the taxable year of
the transfer and the following 4 taxable
years. The level of benefits that must be
maintained is based on benefits provided in
the year immediately preceding the taxable
year of the transfer. Applicable health bene-
fits are health benefits or coverage that are
provided to (1) retirees who, immediately be-
fore the transfer, are entitled to receive such
benefits upon retirement and who are enti-
tled to pension benefits under the plan and
(2) the spouses and dependents of such retir-
ees.

The provision permitting a qualified trans-
fer of excess pension assets to pay qualified
current retiree health liabilities expires for
taxable years beginning after December 31,
2000.87

House Bill
The present-law provision permitting

qualified transfers of excess defined benefit
pension plan assets to provide retiree health
benefits under a section 401(h) account is ex-
tended through September 30, 2009. In addi-
tion, the present-law minimum benefit re-
quirement is replaced by the minimum cost
requirement that applied to qualified trans-
fers before December 9, 1994, to section 401(h)
accounts. Therefore, each group health plan
or arrangement under which applicable
health benefits are provided is required to
provide a minimum dollar level of retiree
health expenditures for the taxable year of
the transfer and the following 4 taxable
years. The minimum dollar level is the high-
er of the applicable employer costs for each
of the 2 taxable years immediately preceding
the taxable year of the transfer. The applica-
ble employer cost for a taxable year is deter-
mined by dividing the employer’s qualified
current retiree health liabilities by the num-
ber of individuals to whom coverage for ap-
plicable health benefits was provided during
the taxable year.

Effective date.—The House bill is effective
with respect to qualified transfers of excess
defined benefit pension plan assets to section
401(h) accounts after December 31, 2000, and
before October 1, 2009. The modification of
the minimum benefit requirement is effec-
tive with respect to transfers after the date
of enactment.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.88

Effective date.—Same as the House bill, ex-
cept that the modification of the minimum
benefit requirement is effective with respect
to transfers after the date of enactment. In
addition, the Senate amendment contains a
transition rule regarding the minimum cost
requirement. Under this rule, an employer
must satisfy the minimum benefit require-
ment with respect to a qualified transfer
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84 The net proceeds equal the gross loan proceeds
less the direct expenses of obtaining the loan. 85 1998–51 I.R.B. 16.

that occurs after the date of enactment dur-
ing the portion of the cost maintenance pe-
riod of such transfer that overlaps the ben-
efit maintenance period of a qualified trans-
fer that occurs on or before the date of en-
actment. For example, suppose an employer
(with a calendar year taxable year) made a
qualified transfer in 1998. The minimum ben-
efit requirement must be satisfied for cal-
endar years 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.
Suppose the employer also makes a qualified
transfer in 2000. Then, the employer is re-
quired to satisfy the minimum benefit re-
quirement in 2000, 2001, and 2002, and is re-
quired to satisfy the minimum cost require-
ment in 2003 and 2004.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
H. Modify Installment Method and Prohibit

its Use by Accrual Method Taxpayers (sec.
1508 of the House bill, sec. 1313 of the Sen-
ate amendment, and secs. 453 and 453A of
the Code)

Present Law
An accrual method taxpayer is generally

required to recognize income when all the
events have occurred that fix the right to
the receipt of the income and the amount of
the income can be determined with reason-
able accuracy. The installment method of
accounting provides an exception to this
general principle of income recognition by
allowing a taxpayer to defer the recognition
of income from the disposition of certain
property until payment is received. Sales to
customers in the ordinary course of business
are not eligible for the installment method,
except for sales of property that is used or
produced in the trade or business of farming
and sales of timeshares and residential lots if
an election to pay interest under section
453(l)(2)(B)) is made.

A pledge rule provides that if an install-
ment obligation is pledged as security for
any indebtedness, the net proceeds 89 of such
indebtedness are treated as a payment on the
obligation, triggering the recognition of in-
come. Actual payments received on the in-
stallment obligation subsequent to the re-
ceipt of the loan proceeds are not taken into
account until such subsequent payments ex-
ceed the loan proceeds that were treated as
payments. The pledge rule does not apply to
sales of property used or produced in the
trade or business of farming, to sales of
timeshares and residential lots where the
taxpayer elects to pay interest under section
453(l)(2)(B), or to dispositions where the sales
price does not exceed $150,000.

An additional rule requires the payment of
interest on the deferred tax that is attrib-
utable to most large installment sales.

House Bill
Prohibition on the use of the installment

method for accrual method dispositions
The provision generally prohibits the use

of the installment method of accounting for
dispositions of property that would other-
wise be reported for Federal income tax pur-
poses using an accrual method of accounting.
The provision does not change present law
regarding the availability of the installment
method for dispositions of property used or
produced in the trade or business of farming.
The provision also does not change present
law regarding the availability of the install-
ment method for dispositions of timeshares
or residential lots if the taxpayer elects to
pay interest under section 453(l).

The provision does not change the ability
of a cash method taxpayer to use the install-
ment method. For example, a cash method

individual owns all of the stock of a closely
held accrual method corporation. This indi-
vidual sells his stock for cash, a ten year
note, and a percentage of the gross revenues
of the company for next ten years. The pro-
vision would not change the ability of this
individual to use the installment method in
reporting the gain on the sale of the stock.

Modifications to the pledge rule
The provision modifies the pledge rule to

provide that entering into any arrangement
that gives the taxpayer the right to satisfy
an obligation with an installment note will
be treated in the same manner as the direct
pledge of the installment note. For example,
a taxpayer disposes of property for an in-
stallment note. The disposition is properly
reported using the installment method. The
taxpayer only recognizes gain as it receives
the deferred payment. However, were the
taxpayer to pledge the installment note as
security for a loan, it would be required to
treat the proceeds of such loan as a payment
on the installment note, and recognize the
appropriate amount of gain. Under the provi-
sion, the taxpayer would also be required to
treat the proceeds of a loan as payment on
the installment note to the extent the tax-
payer had the right to ‘‘put’’ or repay the
loan by transferring the installment note to
the taxpayer’s creditor. Other arrangements
that have a similar effect would be treated in
the same manner.

The modification of the pledge rule applies
only to installment sales where the pledge
rule of present law applies. Accordingly, the
provision does not apply to installment
method sales made by a dealer in timeshares
and residential lots where the taxpayer
elects to pay interest under section
453(l)(2)(B), to sales of property used or pro-
duced in the trade or business of farming, or
to dispositions where the sales price does not
exceed $150,000, since such sales are not sub-
ject to the pledge rule under present law.

Effective Date.—The provision of the House
bill is effective for sales or other dispositions
entered into on or after the date of enact-
ment.

Senate Amendment
Same as the House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.

I. Limitation on the Use of Non-accrual Expe-
rience Method of Accounting (sec. 1509 of
the House bill, sec. 1311 of the Senate
amendment, and sec. 448 of the Code)

Present Law
An accrual method taxpayer generally

must recognize income when all the events
have occurred that fix the right to receive
the income and the amount of the income
can be determined with reasonable accuracy.
An accrual method taxpayer may deduct the
amount of any receivable that was pre-
viously included in income that becomes
worthless during the year.

Accrual method taxpayers are not required
to include in income amounts to be received
for the performance of services which, on the
basis of experience, will not be collected (the
‘‘non-accrual experience method’’). The
availability of this method is conditioned on
the taxpayer not charging interest or a pen-
alty for failure to timely pay the amount
charged.

A cash method taxpayer is not required to
include an amount in income until it is re-
ceived. A taxpayer generally may not use the
cash method if purchase, production, or sale
of merchandise is an income producing fac-
tor. Such taxpayers generally are required to
keep inventories and use an accrual method
of accounting. In addition, corporations (and

partnerships with corporate partners) gen-
erally may not use the cash method of ac-
counting if their average annual gross re-
ceipts exceed $5 million. An exception to this
$5 million rule is provided for qualified per-
sonal service corporations. A qualified per-
sonal service corporation is a corporation (1)
substantially all of whose activities involve
the performance of services in the fields of
health, law, engineering, architecture, ac-
counting, actuarial science, performing arts
or consulting and (2) substantially all of the
stock of which is owned by current or former
employees performing such services, their
estates or heirs. Qualified personal service
corporations are allowed to use the cash
method without regard to whether their av-
erage annual gross receipts exceed $5 mil-
lion.

House Bill
The House bill provides that the non-ac-

crual experience method will be available
only for amounts to be received for the per-
formance of qualified personal services.
Amounts to be received for the performance
of all other services will be subject to the
general rule regarding inclusion in income.
Qualified personal services are personal serv-
ices in the fields of health, law, engineering,
architecture, accounting, actuarial science,
performing arts or consulting. As under
present law, the availability of the method is
conditioned on the taxpayer not charging in-
terest or a penalty for failure to timely pay
the amount.

Effective date.—The provision of the House
bill is effective for taxable years ending after
the date of enactment. Any change in the
taxpayer’s method of accounting neces-
sitated as a result of the proposal will be
treated as a voluntary change initiated by
the taxpayer with the consent of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury. Any required section
481(a) adjustment is to be taken into account
over a period not to exceed four years under
principles consistent with those in Rev.
Proc. 98–60.85

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment is the same as the

House bill.
Conference Agreement

The conference agreement follows the
House bill and the Senate amendment.
J. Exclusion of Like-Kind Exchange Property

from Nonrecognition Treatment on the Sale
or Exchange of a Principal Residence (sec.
1510 of the House bill and sec. 121 of the
Code)

Present Law
Under present law, a taxpayer may exclude

up to $250,000 ($500,000 if married filing a
joint return) of gain realized on the sale or
exchange of a principal residence. To be eli-
gible for the exclusion, the taxpayer must
have owned and used the residence as a prin-
cipal residence for at least two of the five
years prior to the sale or exchange. A tax-
payer who fails to meet these requirements
by reason of a change of place of employ-
ment, health, or, to the extent provided
under regulations, unforeseen circumstances
is able to exclude an amount equal to the
fraction of the $250,000 ($500,000 if married fil-
ing a joint return) that is equal to the frac-
tion of the two years that the ownership and
use requirements are met. There are no spe-
cial rules relating to the sale or exchange of
a principal residence that was acquired in a
like-kind exchange within the prior five
years.

House Bill
The House bill denies the principal resi-

dence exclusion (sec. 121) for gain on the sale
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86 United States v. American Bar Endowment, 477 U.S.
105 (1986). Treas. Reg. sec. 1.170A–1(h).

87 The provision is similar to H.R. 630, introduced
by Mr. Archer and Mr. Rangel (106th Cong., 1st
Sess.).

or exchange of a principal residence if such
principal residence was acquired in a like-
kind exchange in which any gain was not
recognized within the prior five years.

Effective date.—The House bill provision is
effective for sales or exchanges of principal
residences after the date of enactment.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the House bill provision.
K. Denial of Charitable Contribution Deduc-

tion for Transfers Associated with Split-
Dollar Insurance Arrangements (sec. 1003
of the House bill, sec. 1315 of the Senate
amendment, and new sec. 501(c)(28) of the
Code)

Present Law
Under present law, in computing taxable

income, a taxpayer who itemizes deductions
generally is allowed to deduct charitable
contributions paid during the taxable year.
The amount of the deduction allowable for a
taxable year with respect to any charitable
contribution depends on the type of property
contributed, the type of organization to
which the property is contributed, and the
income of the taxpayer (secs. 170(b) and
170(e)). A charitable contribution is defined
to mean a contribution or gift to or for the
use of a charitable organization or certain
other entities (sec. 170(c)). The term ‘‘con-
tribution or gift’’ is not defined by statute,
but generally is interpreted to mean a vol-
untary transfer of money or other property
without receipt of adequate consideration
and with donative intent. If a taxpayer re-
ceives or expects to receive a quid pro quo in
exchange for a transfer to charity, the tax-
payer may be able to deduct the excess of the
amount transferred over the fair market
value of any benefit received in return, pro-
vided the excess payment is made with the
intention of making a gift.86

In general, no charitable contribution de-
duction is allowed for a transfer to charity of
less than the taxpayer’s entire interest (i.e.,
a partial interest) in any property (sec.
170(f)(3)). In addition, no deduction is allowed
for any contribution of $250 or more unless
the taxpayer obtains a contemporaneous
written acknowledgment from the donee or-
ganization that includes a description and
good faith estimate of the value of any goods
or services provided by the donee organiza-
tion to the taxpayer in consideration, whole
or part, for the taxpayer’s contribution (sec.
170(f)(8)).

House Bill
Deduction denial

The House bill provision 87 restates present
law to provide that no charitable contribu-
tion deduction is allowed for purposes of
Federal tax, for a transfer to or for the use
of an organization described in section 170(c)
of the Internal Revenue Code, if in connec-
tion with the transfer (1) the organization di-
rectly or indirectly pays, or has previously
paid, any premium on any ‘‘personal benefit
contract’’ with respect to the transferor, or
(2) there is an understanding or expectation
that any person will directly or indirectly
pay any premium on any ‘‘personal benefit
contract’’ with respect to the transferor. It
is intended that an organization be consid-
ered as indirectly paying premiums if, for ex-
ample, another person pays premiums on its
behalf.

A personal benefit contract with respect to
the transferor is any life insurance, annuity,

or endowment contract, if any direct or indi-
rect beneficiary under the contract is the
transferor, any member of the transferor’s
family, or any other person (other than a
section 170(c) organization) designated by
the transferor. For example, such a bene-
ficiary would include a trust having a direct
or indirect beneficiary who is the transferor
or any member of the transferor’s family,
and would include an entity that is con-
trolled by the transferor or any member of
the transferor’s family. It is intended that a
beneficiary under the contract include any
beneficiary under any side agreement relat-
ing to the contract. If a transferor contrib-
utes a life insurance contract to a section
170(c) organization and designates one or
more section 170(c) organizations as the sole
beneficiaries under the contract, generally,
it is not intended that the deduction denial
rule under the provision apply. If, however,
there is an outstanding loan under the con-
tract upon the transfer of the contract, then
the transferor is considered as a beneficiary.
The fact that a contract also has other di-
rect or indirect beneficiaries (persons who
are not the transferor or a family member,
or designated by the transferor) does not pre-
vent it from being a personal benefit con-
tract. The provision is not intended to affect
situations in which an organization pays pre-
miums under a legitimate fringe benefit plan
for employees.

It is intended that a person be considered
as an indirect beneficiary under a contract
if, for example, the person receives or will
receive any economic benefit as a result of
amounts paid under or with respect to the
contract. For this purpose, as described
below, an indirect beneficiary is not in-
tended to include a person that benefits ex-
clusively under a bona fide charitable gift
annuity (within the meaning of sec. 501(m)).

In the case of a charitable gift annuity, if
the charitable organization purchases an an-
nuity contract issued by an insurance com-
pany to fund its obligation to pay the chari-
table gift annuity, a person receiving pay-
ments under the charitable gift annuity is
not treated as an indirect beneficiary, pro-
vided certain requirements are met. The re-
quirements are that (1) the charitable orga-
nization possess all of the incidents of own-
ership (within the meaning of Treas. Reg.
sec. 20.2042–1(c)) under the annuity contract
purchased by the charitable organization; (2)
the charitable organization be entitled to all
the payments under the contract; and (3) the
timing and amount of payments under the
contract be substantially the same as the
timing and amount of payments to each per-
son under the organization’s obligation
under the charitable gift annuity (as in ef-
fect at the time of the transfer to the chari-
table organization).

Under the provision, an individual’s family
consists of the individual’s grandparents, the
grandparents of the individual’s spouse, the
lineal descendants of such grandparents, and
any spouse of such a lineal descendant.

In the case of a charitable gift annuity ob-
ligation that is issued under the laws of a
State that requires, in order for the chari-
table gift annuity to be exempt from insur-
ance regulation by that State, that each ben-
eficiary under the charitable gift annuity be
named as a beneficiary under an annuity
contract issued by an insurance company au-
thorized to transact business in that State,
then the foregoing requirements (1) and (2)
are treated as if they are met, provided that
certain additional requirements are met.
The additional requirements are that the
State law requirement was in effect on Feb-
ruary 8, 1999, each beneficiary under the
charitable gift annuity is a bona fide resi-
dent of the State at the time the charitable
gift annuity was issued, the only persons en-

titled to payments under the annuity con-
tract issued by the insurance company are
persons entitled to payments under the char-
itable gift annuity when it was issued, and
(as required by clause (iii) of subparagraph
(D) of the provision) the timing and amount
of payments under the annuity contract to
each person are substantially the same as
the timing and amount of payments to the
person under the charitable organization’s
obligation under the charitable gift annuity
(as in effect at the time of the transfer to the
charitable organization).

In the case of a charitable remainder annu-
ity trust or charitable remainder unitrust
(as defined in section 664(d)) that holds a life
insurance, endowment or annuity contract
issued by an insurance company, a person is
not treated as an indirect beneficiary under
the contract held by the trust, solely by rea-
son of being a recipient of an annuity or
unitrust amount paid by the trust, provided
that the trust possesses all of the incidents
of ownership under the contract and is enti-
tled to all the payments under such con-
tract. No inference is intended as to the ap-
plicability of other provisions of the Code
with respect to the acquisition by the trust
of a life insurance, endowment or annuity
contract, or the appropriateness of such an
investment by a charitable remainder trust.

Nothing in the provision is intended to
suggest that a life insurance, endowment, or
annuity contract would be a personal benefit
contract, solely because an individual who is
a recipient of an annuity or unitrust amount
paid by a charitable remainder annuity trust
or charitable remainder unitrust uses such a
payment to purchase a life insurance, endow-
ment or annuity contract, and a beneficiary
under the contract is the recipient, a mem-
ber of his or her family, or another person he
or she designates.
Excise tax

The provision imposes on any organization
described in section 170(c) of the Code an ex-
cise tax, equal to the amount of the pre-
miums paid by the organization on any life
insurance, annuity, or endowment contract,
if the premiums are paid in connection with
a transfer for which a deduction is not allow-
able under the deduction denial rule of the
provision (without regard to when the trans-
fer to the charitable organization was made).
The excise tax does not apply if all of the di-
rect and indirect beneficiaries under the con-
tract (including any related side agreement)
are organizations described in section 170(c).
Under the provision, payments are treated as
made by the organization, if they are made
by any other person pursuant to an under-
standing or expectation of payment. The ex-
cise tax is to be applied taking into account
rules ordinarily applicable to excise taxes in
chapter 41 or 42 of the Code (e.g., statute of
limitation rules).
Reporting

The provision requires that the charitable
organization annually report the amount of
premiums that is paid during the year and
that is subject to the excise tax imposed
under the provision, and the name and tax-
payer identification number of each bene-
ficiary under the life insurance, annuity or
endowment contract to which the premiums
relate, as well as other information required
by the Secretary of the Treasury. For this
purpose, it is intended that a beneficiary in-
clude any beneficiary under any side agree-
ment to which the section 170(c) organiza-
tion is a party (or of which it is otherwise
aware). Penalties applicable to returns re-
quired under Code section 6033 apply to re-
turns under this reporting requirement. Re-
turns required under this provision are to be
furnished at such time and in such manner
as the Secretary shall by forms or regula-
tions require.
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Regulations

The provision provides for the promulga-
tion of regulations necessary or appropriate
to carry out the purposes of the provisions,
including regulations to prevent the avoid-
ance of the purposes of the provision. For ex-
ample, it is intended that regulations pre-
vent avoidance of the purposes of the provi-
sion by inappropriate or improper reliance
on the limited exceptions provided for cer-
tain beneficiaries under bona fide charitable
gift annuities and for certain noncharitable
recipients of an annuity or unitrust amount
paid by a charitable remainder trust.
Effective date

The deduction denial provision applies to
transfers after February 8, 1999 (as provided
in H.R. 630). The excise tax provision applies
to premiums paid after the date of enact-
ment. The reporting provision applies to pre-
miums paid after February 8, 1999 (deter-
mined as if the excise tax imposed under the
provision applied to premiums paid after
that date).

No inference is intended that a charitable
contribution deduction is allowed under
present law with respect to a charitable
split-dollar insurance arrangement. The pro-
vision does not change the rules with respect
to fraud or criminal or civil penalties under
present law; thus, actions constituting fraud
or that are subject to penalties under
present law would still constitute fraud or be
subject to the penalties after enactment of
the provision.

Senate Amendment
Same as House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the

House bill and the Senate amendment.
L. Modify Foreign Tax Credit Carryover

Rules (sec. 1301 of the Senate amendment
and sec. 904 of the Code)

Present Law
U.S. persons may credit foreign taxes

against U.S. tax on foreign-source income.
The amount of foreign tax credits that can
be claimed in a year is subject to a limita-
tion that prevents taxpayers from using for-
eign tax credits to offset U.S. tax on U.S.-
source income. Separate foreign tax credit
limitations are applied to specific categories
of income.

The amount of creditable taxes paid or ac-
crued (or deemed paid) in any taxable year
which exceeds the foreign tax credit limita-
tion is permitted to be carried back two
years and forward five years. The amount
carried over may be used as a credit in a car-
ryover year to the extent the taxpayer oth-
erwise has excess foreign tax credit limita-
tion for such year. The separate foreign tax
credit limitations apply for purposes of the
carryover rules.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment reduces the

carryback period for excess foreign tax cred-
its from two years to one year. The Senate
amendment also extends the excess foreign
tax credit carryforward period from five
years to seven years.

Effective date.—The provision applies to
foreign tax credits arising in taxable years
beginning after December 31, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the provision in the Senate amendment.
M. Modify Estimated Tax Rules for Closely

Held Reit Dividends (sec. 1316 of the Sen-
ate amendment and sec. 6655 of the Code)

Present Law
If a person has a direct interest or a part-

nership interest in income-producing assets

(such as securities generally, or mortgages)
that produce income throughout the year,
that person’s estimated tax payments must
reflect the quarterly amounts expected from
the asset.

However, a dividend distribution of earn-
ings from a REIT is considered for estimated
tax purposes when the dividend is paid. Some
corporations have established closely held
REITS that hold property (e.g. mortgages)
that if held directly by the controlling enti-
ty would produce income throughout the
year. The REIT may make a single distribu-
tion for the year, timed such that it need not
be taken into account under the estimated
tax rules as early as would be the case if the
assets were directly held by the controlling
entity. The controlling entity thus defers
the payment of estimated taxes.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
In the case of a REIT that is closely held,

any person owning at least 10 percent of the
vote or value of the REIT is required to ac-
celerate the recognition of year-end divi-
dends attributable to the closely held REIT,
for purposes of such person’s estimated tax
payments. A closely held REIT is defined as
one in which at least 50 percent of the vote
or value is owed by five or fewer persons. At-
tribution rules apply to determine owner-
ship.

No inference is intended regarding the
treatment of any transaction prior to the ef-
fective date.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for estimated tax payments due on or after
September 15, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.

N. Prohibited Allocations of Stock in an S
Corporation ESOP (sec. 1317 of the Senate
amendment and secs. 409 and 4979A of the
Code)

Present Law
The Small Business Job Protection Act of

1996 allowed qualified retirement plan trusts
described in section 401(a) to own stock in an
S corporation. That Act treated the plan’s
share of the S corporation’s income (and
gain on the disposition of the stock) as in-
cludible in full in the trust’s unrelated busi-
ness taxable income (‘‘UBTI’’).

The Tax Relief Act of 1997 repealed the pro-
vision treating items of income or loss of an
S corporation as UBTI in the case of an em-
ployee stock ownership plan (‘‘ESOP’’).
Thus, the income of an S corporation allo-
cable to an ESOP is not subject to current
taxation.

Present law provides a deferral of income
on the sales of certain employer securities to
an ESOP (sec. 1042). A 50-percent excise tax
is imposed on certain prohibited allocations
of securities acquired by an ESOP in a trans-
action to which section 1042 applies. In addi-
tion, such allocations are currently includ-
ible in the gross income of the individual re-
ceiving the prohibited allocation.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
Under the provision, if there is a prohib-

ited allocation of stock to a disqualified per-
son under an ESOP sponsored by an S cor-
poration (a ‘‘Sub S ESOP’’) for a nonalloca-
tion year: (1) an excise tax is imposed on the
employer equal to 50 percent of the amount
involved in the prohibited allocation; and (2)
the stock allocated in the prohibited alloca-
tion is treated as distributed to the disquali-
fied individual.

A nonallocation year means any plan year
of a Sub S ESOP if, at any time during the
plan year, disqualified individuals own at
least 50 percent of the number of outstanding
shares of the S corporation.

An individual is a disqualified person if the
individual is either (1) a member of a
‘‘deemed 20-percent shareholder group’’ or (2)
a ‘‘deemed 10-percent shareholder’’. An indi-
vidual is a member of a ‘‘deemed 20-percent
shareholder group’’ if the number of deemed-
owned shares of the individual and his or her
family members is at least 20 percent of the
number of outstanding shares of the corpora-
tion. An individual is a deemed 10-percent
shareholder if the individual is not a member
of a deemed 20-percent shareholder group and
the number of the individual’s deemed-owned
shares is at least 10 percent of the number of
outstanding shares of stock of the corpora-
tion.

‘‘Deemed-owned shares’’ mean: (1) stock al-
located to the account of the individual
under the ESOP, and (2) the individual’s
share of unallocated stock held by the ESOP.
An individual’s share of unallocated stock
held by an ESOP is determined in the same
manner as the most recent allocation of
stock under the terms of the plan.

For purposes of determining whether dis-
qualified individuals own 50 percent or more
of the outstanding stock of the corporation,
deemed-owned shares and shares owned di-
rectly by an individual are taken into ac-
count. The family attribution rules of sec-
tion 318 would apply, modified to include cer-
tain other family members, as described
below.

Under the provision, family members of an
individual include (1) the spouse of the indi-
vidual, (2) an ancestor or lineal descendant
of the individual or his or her spouse, (3) a
sibling of the individual (or the individual’s
spouse) and any lineal descendant of the
brother or sister, and (4) the spouse of any
person described in (2) or (3).

The Secretary is directed to prescribe rules
under which holders of options, restricted
stock and similar interests are or are not
treated as owning stock attributable to such
interests as appropriate to carry out the pur-
poses of the provision. For example, it is in-
tended that such interests would be taken
into account if so doing would result in dis-
qualified individuals owning at least 50 per-
cent of the stock of the corporation and that
such interests would not be taken into ac-
count if so doing would result in disqualified
individuals owning less than 50 percent of
the stock of the corporation.

Effective date.—The provision is generally
effective with respect to years beginning
after December 31, 2000. In the case of an
ESOP established after July 14, 1999, or an
ESOP established on or before such date if
the employer maintaining the plan was not
an S corporation on such date, the provision
is effective with respect to plan years ending
after July 14, 1999.

Conference Agreement

The conference agreement does not include
the Senate amendment.

The conferees remain concerned that
ESOPs of S corporations may continue to be
used to avoid or inappropriately defer taxes.
Thus, the conferees view the provision as a
first step in addressing possible tax avoid-
ance issues relating to the use of S corpora-
tion ESOPs and believe that further study of
these issues, and further legislation, may be
appropriate.
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88 Pursuant to section 357(c)92)(A), liabilities that
are treated as assumed in a tax avoidance trans-
action under section 357(b)(1) are not within the
scope of section 357(c)(3) or section 358(d)(2) under
present law. Thus, the transferee’s assumption of a
liability that is treated as a tax avoidance trans-
action under section 357(b)(1) is treated as the trans-
feror’s receipt of money for purposes of 358 and re-
lated provisions, regardless of whether the liability
would give rise to a deduction.

89 In a similar situation involving the purchase of
stock of a subsidiary corporation as replacement
property following an involuntary conversion, the
Code generally requires the basis of the assets held
by the subsidiary to be reduced to the extent that
the basis of the stock in the replacement corpora-
tion itself is reduced (sec. 1033).

O. Modify Anti-abuse Rules Related to As-
sumption of Liabilities (sec. 1318 of the
Senate amendment and sec. 357 of the
Code)

Present Law
Generally, no gain or loss is recognized if

property is exchanged for stock of a con-
trolled corporation. The transferor may rec-
ognize gain to the extent other property
(‘‘boot’’) is received by the transferor. The
assumption of liabilities by the transferee
generally is not treated as boot received by
the transferor. The assumption of a liability
is treated as boot to the transferor, however,
‘‘[i]f, taking into consideration the nature of
the liability and the circumstances in the
light of which the arrangement for the as-
sumption or acquisition was made, it appears
that the principal purpose of the taxpayer
. . . was a purpose to avoid Federal income
tax on the exchange, or . . . if not such pur-
pose, was not a bona fide business purpose.’’
Sec. 357(b). Thus, this exception requires
that the principal purpose of having the
transferee assume the liability was the
avoidance of tax on the exchange.

The transferor’s basis in the stock of the
transferee received in the exchange is the
basis of the property contributed, reduced by
the amount of any liability assumed, but
generally increased in the amount of any
gain recognized by the transferor on the ex-
change. If the transferee assumes liabilities
in excess of the basis of assets transferred,
the transferor recognizes gain in the amount
of the excess. However, this gain recognition
rule does not apply if the assumption of a li-
ability is treated as boot under the tax
avoidance rule. Stock basis is reduced, how-
ever, for such an assumption.88 For other li-
abilities (where the assumption is not treat-
ed as boot under the tax avoidance rule), no
gain recognition or basis reduction is re-
quired for the assumption of a liability that
would give rise to a deduction.

Similar rules apply in connection with cer-
tain tax-free reorganizations.

A different set of rules applies with respect
to partnerships. However, generally a part-
ner’s basis in its partnership interest is the
basis of property contributed. Liabilities af-
fect that basis by causing a decrease in basis
of the partnership interest to the extent the
partnership has assumed the partner’s liabil-
ities, and an increase in basis to the extent
the partner has assumed liabilities of the
partnership. Similarly, there is an increase
(or decrease) in basis for an increase (or de-
crease) in the partner’s share of partnership
liabilities.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment deletes the limita-

tion that the assumption of liabilities anti-
abuse rule only applies to tax avoidance on
the exchange itself, and changes ‘‘the prin-
cipal purpose’’ standard to ‘‘a principal pur-
pose.’’ The provision also affects the basis
rule that requires a decrease in the trans-
feror’s basis in the transferee’s stock when a
liability, the payment of which would give
rise to a deduction, is treated as boot under
the tax avoidance rule. The committee re-
port refers to a specific type of transaction
involving certain contingent liabilities as

one example of a transaction that is of con-
cern under present law.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for assumptions of liabilities on or after July
15, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.
It is also expected that the Treasury De-

partment will promptly examine the use of
partnerships and apply similar rules (for ex-
ample, with respect to adjustments to the
basis of a partnership interest with respect
to certain contingent liabilities) where there
is a principal purpose of avoiding Federal in-
come tax through the use of a transaction
that includes the assumption of liabilities by
a partnership. The conferees note that pursu-
ant to section 7805(b)(3), if necessary to pre-
vent abuse, the Secretary could determine
that any regulations applying such rules
should be effective on the same date as this
provision, i.e., July 15, 1999.

No inference is intended regarding the
proper treatment of any transaction under
present law.

Effective date.—The effective date is the
same as that of the Senate amendment.

P. Require Consistent Treatment and Provide
Basis Allocation Rules for Transfers of In-
tangibles in Certain Nonrecognition Trans-
actions (sec. 1319 of the Senate amendment
and secs. 351 and 721 of the Code)

Present Law
Generally, no gain or loss is recognized if

one or more persons transfer property to a
corporation solely in exchange for stock in
the corporation and, immediately after the
exchange such person or persons are in con-
trol of the corporation. Similarly, no gain or
loss is recognized in the case of a contribu-
tion of property in exchange for a partner-
ship interest. Neither the Internal Revenue
Code nor the regulations provide the mean-
ing of the requirement that a person ‘‘trans-
fer property’’ in exchange for stock (or a
partnership interest). The Internal Revenue
Service interprets the requirement con-
sistent with the ‘‘sale or other disposition of
property’’ language in the context of a tax-
able disposition of property. See, e.g., Rev.
Rul. 69–156, 1969–1 C.B. 101. Thus, a transfer of
less than ‘‘all substantial rights’’ to use
property will not qualify as a tax-free ex-
change and stock received will be treated as
payments for the use of property rather than
for the property itself. These amounts are
characterized as ordinary income. However,
the Claims Court has rejected the Service’s
position and held that the transfer of a non-
exclusive license to use a patent (or any
transfer of ‘‘something of value’’) could be a
‘‘transfer’’ of ‘‘property’’ for purposes of the
nonrecognition provision. See E.I. DuPont de
Nemours & Co. v. U.S., 471 F.2d 1211 (Ct. Cl.
1973).

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The provision treats a transfer of an inter-

est in intangible property constituting less
than all of the substantial rights of the
transferor in the property as a transfer of
property for purposes of the nonrecognition
provisions regarding transfers of property to
controlled corporations and partnerships. In
the case of a transfer of less than all of the
substantial rights, the transferor is required
to allocate the basis of the intangible be-
tween the retained rights and the transferred
rights based upon their respective fair mar-
ket values.

No inference is intended as to the treat-
ment of these or similar transactions prior
to the effective date.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for transfers on or after the date of enact-
ment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment.

Q. Distributions by a Partnership to a Cor-
porate Partner of Stock in Another Cor-
poration (sec. 1321 of the Senate amend-
ment and sec. 732 of the Code)

Present Law
Present law generally provides that no

gain or loss is recognized on the receipt by a
corporation of property distributed in com-
plete liquidation of another corporation in
which it holds 80 percent of the stock (by
vote and value) (sec. 332). The basis of prop-
erty received by a corporate distributee in
the distribution in complete liquidation of
the 80–percent-owned subsidiary is a carry-
over basis, i.e., the same as the basis in the
hands of the subsidiary (provided no gain or
loss is recognized by the liquidating corpora-
tion with respect to the distributed prop-
erty) (sec. 334(b)).

Present law provides two different rules for
determining a partner’s basis in distributed
property, depending on whether or not the
distribution is in liquidation of the partner’s
interest in the partnership. Generally, a sub-
stituted basis rule applies to property dis-
tributed to a partner in liquidation. Thus,
the basis of property distributed in liquida-
tion of a partner’s interest is equal to the
partner’s adjusted basis in its partnership in-
terest (reduced by any money distributed in
the same transaction) (sec. 732(b)).

By contrast, generally, a carryover basis
rule applies to property distributed to a
partner other than in liquidation of its part-
nership interest, subject to a cap (sec.
732(a)). Thus, in a non-liquidating distribu-
tion, the distributee partner’s basis in the
property is equal to the partnership’s ad-
justed basis in the property immediately be-
fore the distribution, but not to exceed the
partner’s adjusted basis in its partnership in-
terest (reduced by any money distributed in
the same transaction). In a non-liquidating
distribution, the partner’s basis in its part-
nership interest is reduced by the amount of
the basis to the distributee partner of the
property distributed and is reduced by the
amount of any money distributed (sec. 733).

If corporate stock is distributed by a part-
nership to a corporate partner with a low
basis in its partnership interest, the basis of
the stock is reduced in the hands of the part-
ner so that the stock basis equals the dis-
tributee partner’s adjusted basis in its part-
nership interest. No comparable reduction is
made in the basis of the corporation’s assets,
however. The effect of reducing the stock
basis can be negated by a subsequent liquida-
tion of the corporation under section 332.89

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
In general

The provision provides for a basis reduc-
tion to assets of a corporation, if stock in
that corporation is distributed by a partner-
ship to a corporate partner. The reduction
applies if, after the distribution, the cor-
porate partner controls the distributed cor-
poration.
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90 For a description of the House provisions, see H.
Rept. 106–238 (H.R. 2488), July 16, 1999.

Amount of the basis reduction
Under the provision, the amount of the re-

duction in basis of property of the distrib-
uted corporation generally equals the
amount of the excess of (1) the partnership’s
adjusted basis in the stock of the distributed
corporation immediately before the distribu-
tion, over (2) the corporate partner’s basis in
that stock immediately after the distribu-
tion.

The provision limits the amount of the
basis reduction in two respects. First, the
amount of the basis reduction may not ex-
ceed the amount by which (1) the sum of the
aggregate adjusted bases of the property and
the amount of money of the distributed cor-
poration exceeds (2) the corporate partner’s
adjusted basis in the stock of the distributed
corporation. Thus, for example, if the dis-
tributed corporation has cash of $300 and
other property with a basis of $600 and the
corporate partner’s basis in the stock of the
distributed corporation is $400, then the
amount of the basis reduction could not ex-
ceed $500 (i.e., ($300+$600)¥$400 = $500).

Second, the amount of the basis reduction
may not exceed the adjusted basis of the
property of the distributed corporation.
Thus, the basis of property (other than
money) of the distributed corporation may
not be reduced below zero under the provi-
sion, even though the total amount of the
basis reduction would otherwise be greater.

The provision provides that the corporate
partner recognizes long-term capital gain to
the extent the amount of the basis reduction
does exceed the basis of the property (other
than money) of the distributed corporation.
In addition, the corporate partner’s adjusted
basis in the stock of the distribution is in-
creased in the same amount. For example, if
the amount of the basis reduction were $400,
and the distributed corporation has money of
$200 and other property with an adjusted
basis of $300, then the corporate partner
would recognize a $100 capital gain under the
provision. The corporate partner’s basis in
the stock of the distributed corporation
would also be increased by $100 in this exam-
ple, under the provision.

The basis reduction is to be allocated
among assets of the controlled corporation
in accordance with the rules provided under
section 732(c).
Partnership distributions resulting in control

The basis reduction generally applies with
respect to a partnership distribution of stock
if the corporate partner controls the distrib-
uted corporation immediately after the dis-
tribution or at any time thereafter. For this
purpose, the term control means ownership
of stock meeting the requirements of section
1504(a)(2) (generally, an 80–percent vote and
value requirement).

The provision applies to reduce the basis of
any property held by the distributed cor-
poration immediately after the distribution,
or, if the corporate partner does not control
the distributed corporation at that time,
then at the time the corporate partner first
has such control. The provision does not
apply to any distribution if the corporate
partner does not have control of the distrib-
uted corporation immediately after the dis-
tribution and establishes that the distribu-
tion was not part of a plan or arrangement
to acquire control.

Under the provision, a corporation is treat-
ed as receiving a distribution of stock from
a partnership, if the corporation acquires
stock other than in a distribution from a
partnership and the basis of the stock is de-
termined in whole or in part by reference to
the partnership rules limiting the basis of
the stock to a partner’s basis in his partner-
ship interest (secs. 732(a)(2) or 732(b)).

In the case of tiered corporations, a special
rule provides that if the property held by a

distributed corporation is stock in a corpora-
tion that the distributed corporation con-
trols, then the provision is applied to reduce
the basis of the property of that controlled
corporation. The provision is also reapplied
to any property of any controlled corpora-
tion that is stock in a corporation that it
controls. Thus, for example, if stock of a
controlled corporation is distributed to a
corporate partner, and the controlled cor-
poration has a subsidiary, the amount of the
basis reduction allocable to stock of the sub-
sidiary is applied again to reduce the basis of
the assets of the subsidiary, under the spe-
cial rule.
Effective date

The provision is effective for distributions
made after July 14, 1999.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment, with clarifications and with
a modification to the effective date.

The conference agreement clarifies the
rule relating to stock acquired other than in
a distribution from a partnership when the
basis of the stock is determined in whole or
in part by reference to the partnership rules
limiting the basis of the stock to a partner’s
basis in his partnership interest (secs.
732(a)(2) or 732(b)). As clarified, the rule pro-
vides that, for purposes of the provision, if a
corporation acquires (other than in a dis-
tribution from a partnership) stock the basis
of which is determined (by reason of being
distributed from a partnership) in whole or
in part by reference to section 732(a)(2) or
(b), then the corporation is treated as receiv-
ing a distribution of stock from a partner-
ship. For example, if a partnership distrib-
utes property other than stock (such as real
estate) to a corporate partner, and that cor-
porate partner contributes the real estate to
another corporation in a section 351 trans-
action, then the stock received in the section
351 transaction is not treated as distributed
by a partnership, and the basis reduction
under this provision does not apply. As an-
other example, if a partnership distributes
stock to two corporate partners, neither of
which have control of the distributed cor-
poration, and the two corporate partners
merge and the survivor obtains control of
the distributed corporation, the stock of the
distributed corporation that is acquired as a
result of the merger is treated as received in
a partnership distribution; the basis reduc-
tion rule of the provision applies.

The conference agreement also provides
additional clarification with respect to the
regulations under the provision (which in-
clude regulations to avoid double counting
and to prevent the abuse of the purposes of
the provision). The conferees intend that
regulations prevent the avoidance of the pur-
poses of the provision through the use of
tiered partnerships.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
for distributions made after July 14, 1999, ex-
cept that in the case of a corporation that is
a partner in a partnership on July 14, 1999,
the provision is effective for distributions by
that partnership to the corporation after the
date of enactment.
XVII. TAX TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS (secs.

1601—1605 of the House bill and secs. 504(c)
and 1401—1405 of the Senate amendment)

House Bill
The House bill contains technical, clerical

and conforming amendments to the Tax and
Trade Relief Extension Act of 1998 and other
recently enacted legislation. The provisions
generally are effective as if enacted in the
original legislation to which each provision
relates.90

Senate Amendment
Same as House bill.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the House bill or the Senate amendment pro-
visions.

XIX. SENSE OF THE SENATE AND OTHER
PROVISIONS

A. Sense of the Congress Regarding Em-
powerment Zones (sec. 1128 of the Senate
amendment)

Present Law
Pursuant to the Omnibus Budget Rec-

onciliation Act of 1993 (‘‘OBRA 1993’’) and the
Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 (‘‘1997 Act’’), the
Secretaries of the Department of Housing
and Urban Development and the Department
of Agriculture have designated a number of
areas as empowerment zones and enterprise
communities. In general, businesses located
in empowerment zones and enterprise com-
munities qualify for certain tax incentives
(though the empowerment zones designated
in the 1997 Act are not necessarily entitled
to all of the tax incentives as those des-
ignated in OBRA 1993).

The Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen-
cies Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 1999
appropriated funds for 20 new rural enter-
prise communities that meet the designation
and eligibility requirements set out the Code
(but are not designated as enterprise commu-
nities for Federal tax purposes).

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment provides a Sense of

the Congress resolution that if Congress and
the President agree to a substantial tax re-
lief measure, it should ensure that such tax
relief measure includes full funding for the
empowerment zones and enterprise commu-
nities authorized in 1997 and 1998, as well as
those areas currently designated as rural
economic area partnerships by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. In addition, all such
designated areas should equally share at
least the same aggregate level of funding,
tax incentives, and other Federal support
that Congress provided to urban and rural
empowerment zones and enterprise commu-
nities authorized by OBRA 1993.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.
B. Sense of the Senate Regarding Savings In-

centives (sec. 1127 of the Senate amend-
ment)

Present Law
The Code states that, except as otherwise

provided, ‘‘gross income means all income
from whatever source derived’’ (sec. 61). Be-
cause there is no exclusion for interest and
dividends, interest and dividends received by
individuals are includible in gross income
and subject to tax.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment states that, before

December 31,1999, Congress should pass legis-
lation that creates savings incentives by pro-
viding a partial Federal income tax exclu-
sion for income derived from interest and
dividends of no less than $400 for married
taxpayers and $200 for single taxpayers.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
upon enactment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.
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C. Sense of the Congress Regarding Small

Business Incentives (sec. 1129 of the Senate
amendment)

Present Law
Present law provides that, in lieu of depre-

ciation, a taxpayer with a sufficiently small
amount of annual investment may elect to
deduct up to $19,000 (for taxable years begin-
ning in 1999) of the cost of qualifying prop-
erty placed in service for the taxable year
(sec. 179). In general, qualifying property is
defined as depreciable tangible personal
property that is purchased for use in the ac-
tive conduct of a trade or business. The
$19,000 amount is reduced (but not below
zero) by the amount by which the cost of
qualifying property placed in service during
the taxable year exceeds $200,000. In addition,
the amount eligible to be expensed for a tax-
able year may not exceed the taxable income
for a taxable year that is derived from the
active conduct of a trade or business (deter-
mined without regard to this provision). Any
amount that is not allowed as a deduction
because of the taxable income limitation
may be carried forward to succeeding tax-
able years (subject to similar limitations).

The $19,000 amount is increased to $25,000
for taxable years beginning in 2003 and there-
after. The increase is phased in as follows:
for taxable years beginning in 2000, the
amount is $20,000; for taxable years begin-
ning in 2001 or 2002, the amount is $24,000;
and for taxable years beginning in 2003 and
thereafter, the amount is $25,000.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment states that it is

the sense of the Congress that many small
businesses would benefit from the expansion
of present-law expensing provisions to cover
investments in depreciable real property,
and that Congress should consider such ex-
pansion in any reform legislation that fol-
lows the depreciation study that the Treas-
ury Department is currently undertaking.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
upon enactment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.
D. Direct Expenditure Block Grant (sec. 1126

of the Senate amendment and sec. 418 of
the Social Security Act)

Present Law
Section 418 of the Social Security Act pro-

vides grants to the States for the purpose of
providing child care assistance. At least 70
percent of the amounts received by the
States must be used to provide child care as-
sistance to families who are receiving assist-
ance under a State program of Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (Title IV, part
A of the Social Security Act), to families
who are attempting through work activities
to transition off of such assistance program,
or to families who are at risk of becoming
dependent on such assistance program.

House Bill
No provision.

Senate Amendment
The Senate amendment increases appro-

priations for grants under Section 418 of the
Social Security Act from $2,717 million to
$3,918 million for fiscal year 2002, and pro-
vides appropriations of $3,979 million for fis-
cal year 2003, $4,010 million for fiscal year
2004, $3,860 million for fiscal year 2005, $3,954
million for fiscal year 2006, $4,004 million for
fiscal year 2007, $4,073 million for fiscal year
2008, and $4,075 million for fiscal year 2009.

Effective date.—The provision is effective
upon enactment.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement does not include

the Senate amendment.
XVIII. CONTINGENCY FOR RATE REDUC-

TIONS AND COMMITMENT TO DEBT RE-
DUCTION (secs. 101 and 1701 of the House
bill)

Present Law
No provision.

House Bill
The House-passed version contained a 10-

percent across-the-board rate reduction. The
trigger attached to these provisions would
delay the scheduled reductions in these rates
depending on the level of gross interest
costs. Gross interest expenses accrue from
debt held publically as well as debt held by
all government trust funds.

In order for a rate reduction to occur on
January 1, the government’s gross interest
expense during the 12 month period ending
on July 31 of the previous year must not in-
crease. This measurement is referred to in
the bill as the debt reduction calendar year.
If the gross interest expense increased, the
tax rate reduction was delayed one year but
previous rate reductions were not rescinded.

The across the board rate reduction sched-
uled to take place in 2001 was not subject to
the trigger.

The House bill contained a provision re-
flecting the sense of the Congress that the
national debt held by the public shall be re-
duced from $3.619 trillion to a level below
$1.61 trillion by fiscal year 2009.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference report contains the same

trigger mechanism as in the House passed
bill. The trigger mechanism is based on gross
debt interest expenses which must not in-
crease from the previous year through July
31 of the year before the scheduled increase.

The conference report, however, contains a
different structure for reducing tax rates and
expanding certain tax brackets. In three in-
stances, the trigger may delay one or more
of these provisions. The following items are
subject to the trigger mechanism:

—In 2003, the 14.5 percent marginal tax rate
will be reduced to 14.0 percent.

—In 2005, the top four marginal tax rates
will each be reduced by 1 percentage point.

—In 2006, the width of the 14 percent tax
bracket will be increased by $5,000.

The first rate reduction from 15 percent to
14.5 percent is permanent and not subject to
the trigger.

In addition, the conferees express the sense
of the Congress that: (1) the national debt of
the United States held by the public is $3.619
trillion as of fiscal year 1999; (2) the Federal
budget is projected to produce a surplus each
year in the next 10 fiscal years; (3) refunding
taxes and reducing the national debt held by
the public will assure continued economic
growth and financial freedom for future gen-
erations; and (4) The provision reflects the
sense of the Congress that: (1) the national
debt of the United States held by the public
is $3.619 trillion as of fiscal year 1999; (2) the
Federal budget is projected to produce a sur-
plus each year in the next 10 fiscal years; (3)
refunding taxes and reducing the national
debt held by the public will assure continued
economic growth and financial freedom for
future generations; and (4) the national debt
held by the public shall be reduced from
$3.619 trillion to a level below $1.61 trillion
by fiscal year 2009.

XIX. EXCLUSION FROM PAYGO
SCORECARD (sec. 1801 of the House bill)

Present Law
Under the Balanced Budget and Emergency

Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, tax

reduction legislation is subject to a ‘‘pay-as-
you-go’’ (PAYGO) requirement. The PAYGO
system tracks legislation that may increase
budget deficits using a ‘‘scorecard’’ (esti-
mated by the Office of Management and
Budget). Any revenue loss would have to be
offset by other revenue increases, reductions
in direct spending or a combination of the
two.

House Bill
The House bill provides that, upon enact-

ment of the Act, the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget shall not make any
estimate of the changes in direct spending
outlays and receipts under section 252(d) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 resulting from the enact-
ment of the Act.

Senate Amendment
No provision.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment due to the Senate’s proce-
dural requirements under the Byrd rule. The
conferees note that the reduction in reve-
nues from the conference agreement is fully
accommodated under the Congressional
budget resolution from the on-budget non-so-
cial security surplus, leaving greater
amounts set aside for Social Security, Medi-
care and debt relief greater than under the
President’s budget. The conferees further be-
lieve that the application of current PAYGO
rules to the conference report is anachro-
nistic in an era of sustained projected sur-
pluses. Therefore, the conferees intend that,
upon enactment of the Act, the Director of
OMB should be directed to not make any es-
timate of the changes in direct spending,
outlays, and receipts under section 252(d) of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 resulting from the enact-
ment of the Act.

XX. COMPLIANCE WITH CONGRESSIONAL
BUDGET ACT (sec. 1501 of the Senate
amendment)

Present Law
Reconciliation is a procedure under the

Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (‘‘the Budg-
et Act’’) by which Congress implements
spending and tax policies contained in a
budget resolution. The Budget Act contains
numerous rules enforcing the scope of items
permitted to be considered under budget rec-
onciliation process. One such rule, the so-
called ‘‘Byrd rule,’’ was incorporated into
the Budget Act in 1990. The Byrd rule, named
after its principal sponsor, Senator Robert C.
Byrd, is contained in section 313 of the Budg-
et Act. The Byrd rule is generally inter-
preted to permit members to make a motion
to strike extraneous provisions (those which
are unrelated to the deficit reduction goals
of the reconciliation process) from either a
budget reconciliation bill or a conference re-
port on such bill.

Under the Byrd rule, a provision is consid-
ered to be extraneous if it falls under one or
more of the following six definitions:

(1) It does not produce a change in outlays
or revenues;

(2) It produces an outlay increase or rev-
enue decrease when the instructed com-
mittee is not in compliance with its instruc-
tions;

(3) It is outside of the jurisdiction of the
committee that submitted the title or provi-
sion for inclusion in the reconciliation meas-
ure;

(4) It produces a change in outlays or reve-
nues which is merely incidental to the non-
budgetary components of the provision;

(5) It would increase the deficit for a fiscal
year beyond those covered by the reconcili-
ation measure; and
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(6) it recommends changes in Social Secu-

rity.
House Bill

No provision.
Senate Amendment

To ensure compliance with the Budget Act,
the provision provides that all provisions of,
and amendments made by, this Senate
amendment, which are in effect on Sep-
tember 30, 2009, shall cease to apply as of
such date, and shall begin to apply again as
of October 1, 2009.

Conference Agreement
The conference agreement follows the Sen-

ate amendment, but provides that certain
provisions of the bill sunset on December 31,
2008.

XXI. TAX COMPLEXITY ANALYSIS
The following tax complexity analysis is

provided pursuant to section 4022(b) of the
Internal Revenue Service Reform and Re-
structuring Act of 1998, which requires the
staff of the Joint Committee on Taxation (in
consultation with the Internal Revenue
Service (‘‘IRS’’) and the Treasury Depart-
ment) to provide a complexity analysis of
tax legislation reported by the House Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, the Senate Com-
mittee on Finance, or a Conference Report
containing tax provisions. The complexity
analysis is required to report on the com-
plexity and administrative issues raised by
provisions that directly or indirectly amend
the Internal Revenue Code and that have
widespread applicability to individuals or
small businesses. For each such provision
identified by the staff of the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, a summary description
of the provision is provided, along with an
estimate of the number and the type of af-
fected taxpayers, and a discussion regarding
the relevant complexity and administrative
issues.

Following the analysis of the staff of the
Joint Committee on Taxation are the com-
ments of the IRS regarding each of the provi-
sions included in the complexity analysis,
including a discussion of the likely effect on
IRS forms and any expected impact on the
IRS.
1. Reduce the income tax rates (sec. 101 of

the conference agreement)
Summary description of provision

The provision reduces the individual reg-
ular income tax rates as follows: (1) from 15
percent to 14 percent; (2) from 28 percent to
27 percent; (3) from 31 percent to 30 percent;
(4) from 36 percent to 35 percent; and (5) from
39.6 percent to 38.6 percent. The reduction of
the 15–percent rate to a 14–percent rate is
phased-in over three years; (1) 14.5 percent in
2001 and 2002; and (2) 14 percent in 2003 and
thereafter. The reductions in the other rates
are effective for taxable years beginning
after 2004. The provision also widens the low-
est regular income tax bracket for singles
and head of households by $3,000 for taxable
years beginning after 2005. For years after
2006, the $3,000 amount is indexed for infla-
tion.
Number of affected taxpayers

It is estimated that the reduction of the
regular income tax rates will affect approxi-
mately 112 million individual income tax re-
turns.
Discussion

It is not anticipated that individuals will
need to keep additional records due to this
provision. The information necessary to im-
plement the provision will be readily avail-
able to taxpayers (in the form of new tax ta-
bles and tax rate schedules). The rate reduc-
tion should not result in an increase in dis-
putes with the IRS, nor will regulatory guid-

ance be necessary to implement this provi-
sion.

Because the provision includes cor-
responding reductions in the individual al-
ternative minimum tax rates, the provision
should not result in taxpayers having to cal-
culate their tax liability under the alter-
native minimum tax (AMT).
2. Marriage penalty relief (sec. 111 of the con-

ference agreement)
Summary description of provision

The provision increases the basic standard
deduction for a married couple filing a joint
return to twice the basic standard deduction
for an unmarried individual. This increase is
phased-in over five years (2001–2005) and is
fully effective in 2005. The provision also in-
creases the size of the lowest regular income
tax rate bracket to twice the size of the rate
bracket for an unmarried individual. This in-
crease in the rate bracket is phased-in over
four years (2005–2008) and is fully effective in
2008.
Number of affected taxpayers

It is estimated that this provision will af-
fect approximately 36 million individual in-
come tax returns.
Discussion

The provision is not expected to result in
an increase in disputes with the IRS, nor
should regulatory guidance be necessary to
implement this provision. In addition, the
provision should not increase individuals’
tax preparation costs. Some taxpayers who
currently itemize deductions may respond to
the provision by claiming the increased
standard deduction in lieu of itemizing. Such
taxpayers will no longer have to file Sched-
ule A or need to engage in the record keeping
inherent in itemizing below-the-line deduc-
tions. This reduction in complexity and
record keeping may also result in a decline
in the number of individuals using a tax
preparation service (or a decline in the cost
of using such a service). It may also reduce
the number of disputes between taxpayers
and the IRS regarding substantiation of
itemized deductions.
3. Individual capital gains rates (secs. 201

and 202 of the conference agreement)
Summary description of provision

The provision reduces the present-law indi-
vidual capital gain rates of 10, 20, and 25 per-
cent to 8, 18, and 23 percent respectively, ef-
fective for transactions on or after January
1, 1999. The provision also provides for the in-
dexation of capital gains beginning in 2000
(with mark-to-market treatment with re-
spect to assets held on January 1, 2000).
Number of affected taxpayers

It is estimated that the provision will af-
fect approximately 20 million individual in-
come tax returns.
Discussion

The capital gains rate reductions are not
expected to cause taxpayers to keep addi-
tional records. The repeal of the reduced
rates for five-year property after 2000 will
simplify the forms and recordkeeping for
years after 2000. In addition, since the provi-
sion applies with respect to capital gains re-
alized for all of 1999, it obviates the need for
multiple rate schedules for 1999.

Indexing of assets for inflation beginning
in 2000 is expected to cause taxpayers to keep
additional records because, in the case of the
disposition of capital assets held more than
one year, it will be necessary to establish the
calendar quarter in which the asset was pur-
chased. The taxpayer will have the addi-
tional complexity of computing the basis ad-
justments on the sale of the assets by multi-
plying the basis by the inflation adjustment.
This will be particular complex where assets
are purchased periodically, such as in the

case of common stock acquired pursuant to
dividend reinvestment plans.

The indexing of assets will result in addi-
tional computations by the taxpayer, and
guidance will be necessary to implement the
provision. For example, guidance will be nec-
essary with respect to assets that are held on
January 1, 2000 that are marked-to-market,
as well as the application of the indexing
provision with respect to pass-through enti-
ties.

The indexing of assets may result in an in-
crease in disputes with the IRS. The provi-
sion can be expected to increase the tax
preparation cost of individuals using a tax
preparation service, depending on the type of
assets that are indexed and the extent to
which a taxpayer maintains adequate
records.
4. Increase in IRA contribution limit (sec. 211

of the conference agreement)
Summary description of provision

The provision increases the $2,000 IRA con-
tribution limit to $3,000 for 2001–03, to $4,000
in 2004–05, to $5,000 in 2006–08.
Number of affected taxpayers

It is estimated that the provision will af-
fect 15 million individual tax returns.
Discussion

It is not anticipated that individuals will
need to keep additional records due to the
provision. It is not anticipated that the pro-
vision will result in increased disputes with
the IRS. It is not anticipated that the provi-
sion will increase tax return preparation
costs. Regulatory guidance will not be need-
ed to implement the provision. Because the
maximum contribution limit will change,
some taxpayers may be confused as to how
much they can contribute to an IRA. It is ex-
pected that IRS Forms and publications will
contain the limit applicable for each year.
5. Accelerate 100–percent self-employed

health insurance deduction (sec. 801 of
the conference agreement)

Summary description of provision
The provision accelerates the increase in

the deduction for health insurance expenses
of self-employed individuals so that the de-
duction is 100 percent in years beginning
after December 31, 1999.
Number of affected taxpayers

It is estimated that the provision will af-
fect three million small businesses.
Discussion

It is not anticipated that individuals or
small businesses will need to keep additional
records due to the provision. It is not antici-
pated that the provision will result in an in-
crease in disputes with the IRS, or increase
tax return preparation costs. It is not antici-
pated that regulatory guidance will be need-
ed to implement the provision. Accelerating
the 100–percent deduction may simplify the
preparation of tax returns for self-employed
individuals, because they will no longer need
to keep track of the percent of health insur-
ance expenses that are deductible, and will
need to perform one less calculation.
6. Repeal of the temporary federal unemploy-

ment ‘‘FUTA’’ surtax (sec. 803 of the con-
ference agreement)

Summary description of provision
Under present law, in addition to the reg-

ular FUTA tax of 0.6 percent of taxable
wages, a temporary surtax of 0.2 percent of
taxable wages applies through 2007. The pro-
vision repeals the temporary FUTA surtax
(of 0.2 percent of taxable wages) after Decem-
ber 31, 2004.
Number of affected taxpayers

It is estimated that the repeal of the FUTA
surtax will affect over six million small busi-
nesses.
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Discussion

It is not anticipated that small businesses
will need to keep additional records due to
this provision, nor is it anticipated that this
provision will result in an increase in dis-
putes with the IRS. Additional regulatory
guidance should not be necessary to imple-
ment this provision. The provision should
not increase the tax preparation cost of
small businesses using a tax preparation
service.

7. Increase deduction for business meals (sec.
804 of the conference agreement)

Summary description of provision
The provision phases in an increase in the

deductible percentage of business meal (food
and beverage) expenses. The increase in the
deductible percentage is phased in as follows:
55 percent in 2006; and 60 percent in 2007 and
thereafter.

Number of affected taxpayers
It is estimated that almost all small busi-

nesses will be affected by the provision.

Discussion
Because the provision increases the per-

centage deduction only with respect to meals
and not entertainment, small businesses
may have to keep additional records to dis-
tinguish between the two types of expendi-
tures. The provision may lead to additional
disputes between small businesses and the
IRS regarding the nature of an expenditure,
particularly in business situations where the
meal and entertainment is provided as a
package for a single price. No new regulatory
changes would be needed to implement the
provision (although a conforming change to
regulations to reflect the increasing percent-
age would be appropriate). The provision
may increase complexity because the per-
centage of the deduction is phased in.

8. Sunset the provisions of the act (sec. 1602
of the conference agreement)

Summary description of provision
The provision sunsets the provisions and

amendments made by this Act on the close
of September 30, 2009. Certain enumerated
provisions of the bill sunset on December 31,
2008.

Number of affected taxpayers
It is estimated that the provision would af-

fect almost all individuals and small busi-
nesses.

Discussion
The provision will result in additional

complexity and record keeping requirements
for individuals and small businesses. Addi-
tional forms will be necessary to the extent
the sunset causes a provision that had been
eliminated to once again become effective.
Similarly, additional regulatory guidance
may be necessary to provide rules regarding
transition issues that may arise as a result
of this provision. The provision also can be
expected to result in an increase in the tax
preparation cost of individuals and small
businesses using a tax preparation service.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY,
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE,

Washington, DC, August 4, 1999.
Ms. LINDY L. PAULL,
Chief of Staff, Joint Committee on Taxation,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MS. PAULL: Attached are the Internal
Revenue Service’s comments on the eight
provisions of the conference agreement to
H.R. 2488 that you identified for complexity
analysis in your letter of August 4, 1999. We
have reiterated your description of those
provisions in the attachment to this letter.
Our comments are based on the information
provided in the attachment to your letter, as
well as language from the House and Senate
versions of the bill.

Due to the short turnaround time, and the
fact that we did not have the exact language
of the conference report, our comments are
provisional and subject to change upon a
more complete and in-depth analysis of the
provisions.

Sincerely,
CHARLES O. ROSSOTTI,

Commissioner.
Attachment.

COMPLEXITY ANALYSIS OF PROVISIONS FROM
CONFERENCE AGREEMENT ON H.R. 2488

RATE REDUCTION

Provision: A reduction in the individual
regular income tax rates as follows: (1) from
15 percent to 14 percent; (2) from 28 percent
to 27 percent; (3) from 31 percent to 30 per-
cent; (4) from 36 percent to 35 percent; and (5)
from 39.6 percent to 38.6 percent. The reduc-
tion of the 15-percent rate to a 14-percent
rate is phased-in over three years: (1) 14.5
percent in 2001 and 2002; and (2) 14 percent in
2003 and thereafter. The reductions in the
other rates are effective for taxable years be-
ginning after 2004. The provision also widens
the lowest regular income tax bracket for
singles and heads of household by $3,000 for
taxable years beginning after 2005. For years
after 2006, the $3,000 amount is indexed for
inflation.

IRS Comments: The tax rate changes and
the increase in the width of the 14 percent
bracket mandated by the provision would be
incorporated in the tax tables and tax rate
schedules during IRS’ annual update of these
items. Changes would be required to the tax
tables and tax rate schedules shown in the
instructions for Forms 1040, 1040A, 1040EZ,
1040NR, 1040NR–EZ, and 1041, and on Forms
1040–ES, W–4V, and 8814 for 2001, 2003, 2005,
and later years. Other forms (e.g., Form 8752)
would also be affected. No new forms would
be required. Programming changes would be
required to reflect the new rates and wider 14
percent rate bracket.

MARRIAGE PENALTY RELIEF

Provision: An increase in the basic standard
deduction for a married couple filing a joint
return to twice the basic standard deduction
for an unmarried individual. This increase is
phased-in over five years (2001–2005) and is
fully effective in 2005. The provision also in-
creases the size of the lowest regular income
tax rate bracket to twice the size of the rate
bracket for an unmarried individual. This in-
crease in the rate bracket is phased-in over
four years (2005–2008) and is fully effective in
2008.

IRS Comments: The increase in the basic
standard deduction for married taxpayers fil-
ing jointly would be incorporated in the in-
structions for Forms 1040, 1040A, 1040EZ,
1040NR, and 1040NR–EZ, and on Forms 1040,
1040A, 1040EZ, and 1040–ES for each year dur-
ing the phase-in period (2001–2005). The in-
crease in the width of the 14 percent bracket
would be incorporated in the tax tables and
tax rate schedules in the instructions for
Forms 1040, 1040A, 1040EZ, 1040NR, and
1040NR–EZ for each year during the phase-in
period (2005–2008). No new forms would be re-
quired. Programming changes would be re-
quired to reflect the increased standard de-
duction and wider 14 percent rate bracket for
married taxpayers filing jointly.

REDUCED CAPITAL GAINS RATE AND INDEXING

Provision: A reduction of the individual
capital gain rates of 10, 20, and 25 percent to
8, 18, and 23 percent, respectively, effective
for transactions on or after january 1, 1999.
The provision also provides for the index-
ation of capital gains beginning in 2000 (with
mark-to-market treatment with respect to
assets held on january 1, 2000).

IRS Comments: The provision would require
revision of the following 1999 forms to reflect

the reduced capital gains tax rates. Schedule
D (Form 1040). Schedule D (Form 1041), Form
6251, and Schedule I of Form 1041. no addi-
tional lines or worksheets would be nec-
essary, provided that section 1(h)(13)(C) of
the Code, relating to special rules for pass-
through entities, is repealed. No new forms
would be required. Programming changes
would be required to reflect the new rates.
Programming changes would be required to
reflect the reduced capital gain rates.

The indexing provision would result in an
increase in taxpayer burden. The IRS would
need to develop a 6-column worksheet and a
table of indexing factors beginning with the
2000 (or 2001) instructions for Schedules D of
Forms 1040, 1041, 1065, 1065–B, and 1120–S, to
help taxpayers figure the increase in the
basis of each asset they sell. Indexing would
be especially burdensome for taxpayers who
have dividend reinvestment plans or who pe-
riodically add small amounts to their mu-
tual funds. Each dividend reinvestment and/
or periodic addition would be viewed as a
separate asset purchase that would have to
be indexed based on when the reinvestment
or addition was made. Most capital improve-
ments would be similarly treated as separate
asset acquisitions. Assuming corporations
are ineligible for indexing, the provision
would also require two separate basis cal-
culations for assets held by partnerships
that have corporate partners. No new forms
or programming changes would be required.

Indexing would lead to increased taxpayer
error. Errors detected on the face of the re-
turn during processing would be sent to
Error Resolution for correction, which would
result in additional taxpayer contacts as
well as delays in issuing refunds. Such errors
would increase the IRS’ processing costs.
Most indexing errors would only be detect-
able through an examination of the return.

Taxpayers would have to maintain proof
(i.e., a copy of their return) of their mark-to-
market election well into the future in order
to establish their asset basis. Failure to
maintain this proof could lead to disputes
with the IRS when the asset is eventually
sold or disposed of.

Complications from indexing would likely
cause an increase in the number of taxpayers
who use a paid preparer and discourage the
use by taxpayers of the electronic On-Line
Filing program. The indexing and the mark-
to-market provisions would result in in-
creased taxpayer inquiries over the toll-free
telephone lines, which might be beyond the
capacity of the IRS to handle.

INCREASED IRA CONTRIBUTION LIMITS

Provision: An increase in the $2,000 IRA
contribution limit to $3,000 for 2001–03, to
$4,000 in 2004–05, and to $5,000 in 2006–08.

IRS Comments: This provision would require
a change to the dollar limit specified in the
Form 1040, Form 1040A, Form 8606, and Form
5329 instructions for 2001, 2004, and 2006. The
change would also be reflected in the Form
1040–ES for all applicable years. No new
forms or additional lines would be required.
Programming changes would be needed to re-
flect the increased contribution limits.

IRS would need to provide guidance to fi-
nancial institutions that sponsor IRAs on
how to take into account the higher con-
tribution limits (currently all sponsors uti-
lize IRS approved documents). In addition,
the following model IRA and Roth IRA docu-
ments that are issued by the Assistant Com-
missioner (EPEO) would need to be modified
to take into account the increased contribu-
tion limits:

Form 5305, Individual Retirement Trust
Account

Form 5305–A, Individual Retirement Custo-
dial Account

Form 5305–R, Roth Individual Retirement
Account
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Form 5305–RA, Roth individual Retirement

Custodial Account
Form 5305–RB, Roth Individual Retirement

Annuity Endorsement
Increase Health Insurance Deduction for

Self-Employed to 100 Percent.
Provision: An acceleration of the increase

in the deduction of health insurance ex-
penses of self-employed individuals so that
the deduction is 100 percent in years begin-
ning after December 31, 1999.

IRS Comments: This provision would enable
IRS to eliminate one line from the self-em-
ployed health insurance deduction worksheet
contained in the 2000 instructions for Forms
1040 and 1040NR. This worksheet is currently
four lines. The Form 1040–ES for 2000 would
also reflect the provision. No new forms
would be required.

REPEAL FUTA SURTAX AFTER DECEMBER 31, 2004

Provision: A repeal of the temporary FUTA
surtax (0.2 percent of wages) after December
31, 2004.

IRS Comments: The provision would require
a change to the FUTA tax rate on forms 940,
940–EZ, 940–PR and Schedule H of form 1040
for 2005. The rate would be reduced from 6.2
percent to 6.0 percent. No new forms would
be required. Programming changes would be
necessary to reflect the reduced FUTA rate.

RESTORATION OF 80 PERCENT DEDUCTION FOR

MEAL EXPENSES

Provision: An increase from 50 percent to 80
percent in the deductible percentage of busi-
ness meal (food and beverage) expenses. The
increase in the deductible percentage is
phased-in according to the following sched-
ule: 55 percent in 2005; 60 percent in 2006; 65
percent in 2007; 70 percent in 2008; 75 percent
in 2009; and 80 percent in 2010 and thereafter.

IRS Comments: This provision would require
the addition of a new 5-line column on Form
2106 and a new line on form 2106-EZ to account
for the different limits on meal expenses and en-
tertainment expenses. Currently, the same 50

percent limit generally applies both types of ex-
penses. Minor changes to the instructions for
Schedules, C, C–EZ, E, and F of Form 1040; form
1065; and the Form 1120 series would also be re-
quired. No new forms would be required.

SUNSET

Provision: A sunset of all the provisions in
the Act, as of the close of September 30, 2009.

IRS Comments: Sunsetting all of the Act
provisions at the same time would result in
massive changes to tax forms and instruc-
tions (and related programming) for the sun-
set year. For taxpayers, the changes would
be both burdensome and confusing. The
‘‘mid-year’’ sunset (i.e., September 30 as op-
posed to December 31) would greatly com-
plicate matters and exacerbate the burden
and confusion for taxpayers.
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For consideration of the House bill, and the
Senate amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference:

WM. ARCHER.
DICK ARMEY.
PHILIP M. CRANE.
WM. THOMAS.

As additional conferees for consideration of
sections 313, 315–316, 318, 325, 335, 338, 341–42,
344–45, 351, 362–63, 365, 371, 381, 1261, 1305, and
1406 of the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference:

BILL GOODLING.
JOHN BOEHNER.

Managers on the Part of the House.

WM. V. ROTH, Jr.
TRENT LOTT.

Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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Senate
The Senate met at 9 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:

Almighty God, source of strength for
those who seek to serve You, we praise
You for that second wind of Your power
that comes when we feel depleted. You
have promised that, ‘‘As your days so
shall Your strength be.’’

Lord, You know what these days are
like before the August recess. The Sen-
ators and all who work with them feel
the pressure of the work and the little
time left to accomplish it. In days like
these, stress mounts and our emotional
reserves are strained. Physical
tiredness invades effectiveness and re-
lationships can be strained. In this
quiet moment, we open ourselves to
the infilling of Your strength. We
admit our dependence on You, submit
to Your guidance, and commit our
work to You. Give us that healing as-
surance that You will provide strength
to do what You guide and that there
will always be enough time in any one
of these days to do what You have
planned for us to do. In Your all-power-
ful name. Amen.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable WAYNE ALLARD, a
Senator from the State of Colorado, led
the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

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

f

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
LARD). The acting majority leader is
recognized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, today
the Senate resumes consideration of
the Agriculture appropriations bill
and, by previous order, will begin 40
minutes of debate on the dairy amend-
ment, to be followed by a cloture vote
at 9:45 a.m. Following the vote, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the pending Ashcroft amendment. Fur-
ther amendments and votes are ex-
pected throughout today’s session of
the Senate with the anticipation of
completing action on the bill.

For the remainder of the week, the
majority leader has asked it be an-
nounced that he hopes the Senate can
complete action on the tax reconcili-
ation conference report and the Inte-
rior appropriations bill. Therefore,
Senators should expect votes through-
out the day and into the evenings prior
to adjourning for the August recess.

f

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

f

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2000

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume consideration of S.
1233, which the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 1233), making appropriations for

Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
programs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes.

Pending:
Lott (for Daschle) amendment No. 1499, to

provide emergency and income loss assist-
ance to agricultural producers.

Ashcroft amendment No. 1507 (to amend-
ment No. 1499), to provide stability in the
United States agriculture sector and to pro-

mote adequate availability of food and medi-
cine for humanitarian assistance abroad by
requiring congressional approval before the
imposition of any unilateral agricultural or
medical sanction against a foreign country
or foreign entity. (By 28 yeas to 70 nays
(Vote No. 251), Senate failed to table the
amendment.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 40
minutes for debate to be equally di-
vided between the proponents and op-
ponents prior to the vote on a cloture
motion.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I yield my-
self up to 5 minutes.

I rise today in strong opposition to
cloture on the majority leader’s mo-
tion to recommit. If it carries, the Ag-
riculture appropriations bill will be re-
ported back to the floor with what is
known as the Jeffords dairy compact
amendment and will be subject to 30
hours of continuous debate.

Now, as most in the Senate know by
now, I am committed to fighting the
creation, expansion, or continuation of
the price-fixing cartels known as dairy
compacts. They embody bad national
policy, bad economic policy, bad prece-
dent, and disastrous implications for
farmers who are forced to operate out-
side the protectionist walls these com-
pacts throw up.

But that is not only why I oppose the
Jeffords amendment. I oppose the Jef-
fords amendment because it would do
something much worse. It would re-
move the Federal Government from the
milk market order system. The Jef-
fords compact amendment would spe-
cifically disallow USDA from spending
money to administer the milk market
order system. What would be the result
of that? According to the Secretary of
Agriculture, with whom I spoke yester-
day, the result would be ‘‘chaos and
confusion’’ in the dairy industry.
USDA would have no way to enforce
any price system, so processors would
end up setting the price of milk. Farm-
ers would have no recourse to USDA or
anywhere else if they thought they
were receiving an unfair price.
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What does the amendment achieve by

creating this mess? Certainly not what
its proponents claim. The amendment
would not continue the current pricing
system, or 1–A, as many of you know
it. Regardless of whether this amend-
ment passes or not, the old pricing sys-
tem will expire on October 1.

I have a letter from the general coun-
sel of USDA that says just that, and I
ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL,
Washington, DC, August 2, 1999.

Hon. HERB KOHL,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR KOHL: In your letter of July
23, 1999, you ask several questions con-
cerning our issuance of a final rule to imple-
ment the milk marketing order reform re-
quired by the Agricultural Market Transi-
tion Act and the effect of a possible appro-
priations bill prohibition on the use of fiscal
year 2000 funds to implement the reform.

As you know, the final dairy reform order
was published in the Federal Register on
April 2, 1999, and we are now in the process
of conducting referenda to determine if the
orders should be implemented. This will be
completed and a final implementing order
published at the end of August. Implementa-
tion will thereafter occur on October 1st
without further action by the Department.
You are correct in your understanding that
existing marketing orders and the Northeast
Interstate Dairy Compact will expire upon
implementation of milk marketing order re-
form on October 1st. If the Department were
prohibited from spending appropriations to
carry out the order reform, it would not be
able to provide oversight for the milk mar-
keting order system. Day-to-day operation of
the respective order areas could continue,
however, because such operations are funded
through industry assessments, not appro-
priated funds. As you correctly point out,
the specific implementation date require-
ment contained in Public Law 105–277 pro-
hibits the Department from altering the ef-
fective date. The issue of whether the statu-
tory language also prevents the Secretary
from rescinding the order presents novel
questions which will require further anal-
ysis.

Sincerely,
CHARLES R. RAWLS,

General Counsel.

Mr. KOHL. The amendment will not
create new dairy compacts in the
Southeast or open up the current
Northeast Compact to any new mem-
bers. None of those items is contained
in this amendment.

The amendment will not extend the
life of the Northeast Dairy Compact.
USDA has made it clear that the com-
pact will expire on October 1, whether
this amendment passes or not.

So, then, why are we even consid-
ering this amendment? I can only
imagine it is because the proponents of
the amendment are betting that they
will get some of the things they prom-
ised—most notably, an extension of the
Northeast Dairy Compact—in con-
ference.

I think that is a cynical and an irre-
sponsible bet, especially by Senators

who are not even on the conference
committee. Under an uncertain and un-
regulated system, dairy farmers across
the country stand to lose $194 million a
year. Furthermore, this very week
dairy farmers all across America are
voting on what sort of milk market
system they want. So should we not
wait to see what farmers have to say
before we bet their farms on the Jef-
fords amendment?

The Jeffords amendment is not 1–A.
It is not a dairy compact. It is a des-
perate last attempt to carve a dairy
cartel for the Northeast out of the cur-
rent pricing system. Unfortunately,
the authors of the amendment used an
ax rather than a knife, and the result
will be a milk market order system
that will be a bloody mess.

The proponents of this amendment
have accused us of describing their
amendment in a way that makes it
more terrifying than the ‘‘Blair Witch
Project.’’ They are correct. Their
amendment is more terrifying. That is
because the chaos it would create
would not be a fiction; it would be real.

The Jeffords amendment is opposed
by the 300,000 farmers of the National
Farmers Union and the 300,000 tax-
payers of the National Taxpayers
Union. I urge my colleagues to join the
taxpayers and the farmers of your
States and oppose cloture on the Jef-
fords amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, has
the Senator from Wisconsin finished?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, first
of all, the reason we are here today is
to talk about cloture, whether we
should have time to fully discuss and
be able to make sure that this body
knows the importance of what we want
to do, and that is to protect the dairy
farmers of the United States. We are
not here to discuss the fine points of
the issues which the Senator from Wis-
consin has brought out, with which we
sincerely most heartily disagree, but
whether or not we ought to have the
opportunity and whether it is impor-
tant enough to this country and to the
dairy farmers to have a full discussion
by getting cloture. If we don’t get clo-
ture, then chaos will happen in many
areas, in especially New England which
has a compact which would go out of
being and would require dramatic ac-
tion in order to repair the damage that
would be done.

Dairy farmers around the country
are watching the actions of the Senate
this week with great anticipation and
anxiety. They know that under the 1996
farm bill, Congress instructed the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to develop much
needed new pricing formulas for how
milk is priced. Unfortunately, they
also know that Secretary Glickman’s
resulting informal rulemaking process
is developing pricing formulas that are
fatally flawed and contrary to the will
of Congress.

The Nation’s dairy farmers are
counting on this Congress to prevent
the dairy industry from being placed at
risk and instead to secure its sound fu-
ture.

This chart says it all. This is the dev-
astation that will come from the pro-
posed order of the Secretary. What this
shows is, with the new order 1–B, there
is only one area of this country that
will substantially benefit. Guess what
area that is? Wisconsin and Minnesota.
The rest, clearly delineated by the red,
will lose money—all of them. There is
a little green in the tip of Florida,
there is a little green on the coast of
California, and there is a little green in
a couple of States, but the rest all lose
money.

The question is whether 1–A, which
was studied, should be replaced to
make sure that does not occur. Mr.
President, 1–A, which is supported by a
letter to the Secretary by 61 Members
of the Senate, will not create this dev-
astation. In fact, it will provide an or-
derly system for farmers all over this
country to make a decent income.

Secretary Glickman’s final pricing
rules, scheduled to be implemented on
October 1, will cost dairy farmers, not
the Government, millions of dollars in
lost income from their pockets. There
are no Federal funds involved with
this. That is something that may be
confusing because in the past, the
dairy program cost millions of dollars.
It does not cost anyone anything now.

This amendment will prevent the
Secretary’s rule from being imple-
mented, thereby maintaining the cur-
rent law for dairy pricing for another
year.

Do not be taken in by any of the mis-
leading claims made by the opposition,
including their references to the letter
from USDA supposedly indicating the
amendment does not accomplish its
purpose. First of all, it can be easily
modified in conference and, secondly,
it does accomplish its purpose. This
will allow a new rulemaking procedure
for the Secretary to carry out the will
of Congress for a new and improved
pricing structure. It will also allow the
Northeast Dairy Compact pilot
project—remember, this is a pilot
project which was put into law in 1996
to see if by States gathering together
they can organize an order system
which would protect them from high
prices to the consumers and low prices
to farmers because of the fact, when
you get into milk situations, you can
get devastation with a little bit of sur-
plus.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. About
151⁄2 minutes.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I thank the Chair. I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Vermont, Mr. LEAHY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I strong-
ly support this amendment which helps
dairy farmers across the country.
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I think the least the Senate should

do when debating a relief bill for farm-
ers is to not reduce farm income.

The Department of Agriculture’s
milk marketing order—the so-called
modified ‘‘option 1–B’’— would reduce
farm income by about a million dollars
per day. That doesn’t sound like farm
aid to me. It sounds like a recipe for
disaster.

Why should dairy farmers in Mis-
sissippi, North Carolina, Georgia, or
California, for example, have their in-
come cut by USDA rules when other
farmers will get helped under this bill?
I think dairy farmers are as deserving
as other farmers.

Isn’t it enough that the price of milk
paid to dairy farmers dropped by al-
most 40 percent recently? Why should
the Secretary be allowed to change
current policy to punish dairy farmers
even more by reducing their income?

Sixty-one Senators signed a letter to
Secretary Glickman opposing the cuts
in farm income that would result from
implementing the so-called option 1–B.

Those sixty-one Senators pointed out
that ‘‘dairy farmers . . . are receiving
essentially the same price for their
milk that they received fifteen years
ago while the cost of production has in-
creased. Option 1–B would further re-
duce the price of milk received by
farmers in almost all regions of the
country, thereby reducing local sup-
plies of fresh, fluid milk and increasing
costs for consumers.’’

This amendment—the Lott amend-
ment—mandates that current law be
continued and that option 1–B be put
on ice.

I must address some unfortunate
misinformation that is being spread
about the amendment.

We received a ‘‘Dear Colleague’’ let-
ter from Senator FEINGOLD that incor-
rectly suggests that the Lott amend-
ment would terminate the milk mar-
keting order system.

That, of course, is not the case. Prob-
ably only a few Senators want to elimi-
nate milk differentials and the mar-
keting order system. The great major-
ity of Senators, including myself, be-
lieve that this is not the time to termi-
nate the milk order system.

The Lott amendment would not ter-
minate that system and a letter from
the General Counsel of USDA that is
being used by opponents of the Lott
amendment does not even make that
point.

Indeed, the General Counsel says:
‘‘the issue of whether the statutory
language also prevents the Secretary
from rescinding the order presents
novel questions which will require fur-
ther analysis.’’

But, we already know this amend-
ment does not terminate the mar-
keting order system since it is drafted
the same way we drafted a similar ex-
tension of the milk marketing order
system last year.

Section 738 of last year’s appropria-
tions bill provided a similar extension.
No one at USDA argued that last year’s

extension terminated all milk mar-
keting orders.

Indeed, Congress can pass laws that
supercede rules issued by Departments.

Of course any drafting glitch could be
fixed at Conference, but there is no
glitch since we are simply extending
current law, just like we did last year.

I want to address other misinforma-
tion that is being spread. Some have
been saying that the amendment could
mean higher prices for consumers.

I will compare milk prices in New
England against the Upper Midwest
any day of the week.

A General Accounting Office, GAO,
report dated October, 1998, compared
retail milk prices for various U.S. cit-
ies.

For example for February, 1998, the
average price of a gallon of whole milk
in Augusta, ME, was $2.47 per gallon.

The price for Milwaukee, WI, was
$2.63 per gallon. Prices in Minneapolis,
MN, were much higher—they were $2.94
per gallon.

Let’s pick another New England
city—Boston. The price of a gallon of
milk was $2.54 as compared to Min-
neapolis, MN, which was $2.94 per gal-
lon.

Let’s look at the cost of 1% milk for
November, 1997, for example.

In Augusta, ME, it was $2.37 per gal-
lon, the same average price as for Bos-
ton, New Hampshire and Rhode Island.
In Minnesota, the price was $2.82 per
gallon.

I could go on and on comparing lower
New England retail prices with higher
prices in other cities for many dif-
ferent months.

It is clear that our Compact is work-
ing as it was intended to by benefitting
consumers, local economies and farm-
ers. I will submit a lengthy list of addi-
tional price comparisons to prove my
point for the record.

I conclude by saying that sixty-one
Senators warned the Secretary of Agri-
culture to not cut farm income by im-
plementing option 1–B.

What we are offering is narrowly tai-
lored, sensible and modest. It simply
extends current law. Punishing dairy
farmers in New England and other re-
gions of the country makes no sense.

I urge my colleagues to join with me
in protecting farm income for dairy
farmers by voting for cloture for this
amendment.

Mr. President, I would also like to
make a few additional comments on
the Northeast Dairy Compact.

The success of the Northeast Dairy
Compact is undeniable. In fact, thanks
to the Northeast Compact, the number
of farmers going out of business has de-
clined throughout New England for the
first time in many years.

If you are a proponent of States
rights, regional compacts are the an-
swer. Compacts are State initiated,
State ratified, and State supported pro-
grams which assure a continuous safe
supply of milk for consumers.

If you support interstate trade, then
regional compacts are the answer. The

Northeast Dairy Compact has prompt-
ed an increase of milk sales from
neighboring States into the northeast
compact region.

If you support a balanced budget,
then regional compacts are the answer.
The Northeast Compact does not cost
taxpayers a single cent, and this is a
lot different than most farm programs.

If you support farmland protection
programs, then regional compacts are
the answer. Major environmental
groups have endorsed the Northeast
Dairy Compact because they know it
helps preserve farmland and prevent
urban sprawl.

If you are concerned about the im-
pact of prices on consumers, then re-
gional compacts are the answer. Retail
milk prices within the compact region
are lower on average than in the rest of
the country, something the opponents
do not point out.

The Northeast Compact has done ex-
actly what it was established to do:
stabilize fluctuating dairy prices, as-
sure a fair price for dairy farmers, keep
farmers in business, and protect con-
sumer supplies of fresh milk.

Many of our friends in the South
have seen how the compact provides a
modest but crucial safety net for strug-
gling dairy farmers, and I think all of
us should look at these compacts as a
way to help farmers without costing
the taxpayers.

There are many additional areas to
discuss. I am going to reserve my time,
but in closing I do want to say this: It
is clear that our compact is working as
intended by benefiting consumers,
local economies, and farmers.

Sixty-one Senators have warned the
Secretary of Agriculture to not cut
dairy farm income by implementing
option 1–B. What we are offering is nar-
rowly tailored, sensible, and modest. It
simply extends current law.

We are here to protect hard-working
dairy farmers. I urge the 61 Senators,
plus everyone else, to join with us and
vote for cloture on this amendment.
The 61 Senators who signed that letter
to Secretary Glickman should, and I
hope that other Senators, having lis-
tened to this debate, will as well.

Mr. KOHL. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Wisconsin.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I first thank the sen-
ior Senator from Wisconsin for his
leadership and dedication on this issue.
He has been determined, and I think ef-
fectively, in fighting this battle that
we have to fight on behalf of Wisconsin
dairy farmers, upper Midwestern dairy
farmers, and I think dairy farmers all
over this country. I thank him and join
in his words that we will fight this
thing as hard and as long as we have
to, to prevent this extremely unfair
idea of trying to continue the New
England Dairy Compact.

But the really interesting thing
about the measure before us, the issue
the cloture is going to be about, is that
it really does not have the impact that
a lot of Senators think it might have.
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The Jeffords-Leahy amendment that

they have offered will withhold fund-
ing—it will withhold funding—for im-
plementation of the Federal milk mar-
keting order reform in an attempt to
preserve the Northeastern Interstate
Dairy Compact.

They thought this amendment would
produce the same result it did when a
similar amendment was offered during
the appropriations bill last year—and
that is a delay of milk marketing order
reform—and then an extension of the
compact. But it does not do that. As
the senior Senator from Wisconsin has
indicated, it does not do that.

This isn’t what the 61 Senators whom
the Senator from Vermont was talking
about signed a letter about. It isn’t
about picking 1–B or 1–A. That isn’t
what it does. What it simply does is
create chaos. That is exactly what Sen-
ator KOHL has indicated. And we are
not asking you to just take our word
for it. Take the word of the general
counsel of the USDA, who has made it
clear that he believes the legal effect of
this latest dairy initiative by the Sen-
ators from Vermont will be uncer-
tainty and no Federal oversight of the
system.

A lack of funding at USDA will throw
administration of the Federal Milk
Marketing Order Program into chaos,
effectively leaving no program at all.

The Senator from Vermont hangs his
hat on the notion that this letter says,
at the end, that the issue involves
novel questions. But that ignores the
heart of the letter, which I want to re-
peat. It is a letter addressed to Senator
KOHL, dated August 2, 1999, from
Charles Rawls, general counsel, U.S.
Department of Agriculture. It says:

You are correct in your understanding that
existing marketing orders and the Northeast
Interstate Dairy Compact will expire upon
implementation of milk marketing order re-
form on October 1st. If the Department were
prohibited from spending appropriations to
carry out the order reform, it would not be
able to provide oversight for the milk mar-
keting order system. Day-to-day operation of
the respective order areas could continue,
however, because such operations are funded
through industry assessments, not appro-
priated funds.

So it is not equivocal about whether,
in fact, this will happen. It simply says
that the compact will expire and that
in fact at this point we will not have
an order system. That is not ambig-
uous.

I think it is very ironic that the Sen-
ator from Vermont came up and tried
to argue that somehow our position on
this is unfair to the rest of the country.
It is just the reverse. The amendment
that has been offered actually makes
things much worse for almost the en-
tire country than the current status
under the bill.

Under the Jeffords-Leahy amend-
ment, the impact on dairy income in
various regions is startling. For the
Northeast—if you can believe this—it
involves a net loss of $225 million in
dairy income, if this chaos ensues; in
the Appalachia area, $122 million in

lost dairy income; in Florida, $100 mil-
lion; in the Southeast, $112 million in
lost dairy income—and down the line.

Overall, I believe the figure is a total
loss of some $194 million net income if
this amendment goes through and the
consequence that we believe occurs.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD a
letter from the National Farmers
Union, also addressed to Senator KOHL,
of August 3, indicating opposition and
concerns about this amendment.

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

NATIONAL FARMERS UNION,
Washington, DC, August 3, 1999.

Hon. HERBERT H. KOHL,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR KOHL: I write today on be-
half of the 300,000 members of the National
Farmers Union to express our concern re-
garding the Jefford’s amendment that would
prohibit the use of funds for USDA to imple-
ment or administer dairy marketing order
reform later this year.

As you know, expiration of the current na-
tional marketing order is due October 1st,
and with the passage of the Jefford’s amend-
ment, dairy farmers across the nation could
be left without any federal marketing order
that could risk destroying the remnants of
the dairy safety net.

We have deep concerns about pitting re-
gion versus region in agricultural policy, es-
pecially dairy policy. We strongly encourage
a policy that will benefit all dairy producers
nationally.

Specifically, we support legislation to es-
tablish dairy compacts and amend the fed-
eral order system if those provisions are cou-
pled with legislation to establish the na-
tional dairy support price at $12.50 per hun-
dredweight. If Congress chooses to amend
the federal order system, the amendment
should strike the provision in the final rule
that increases the processors’ manufacturing
allowance at the expense of family farmers.

Thank you for your consideration of our
position on dairy policy.

Sincerely,
LELAND SWENSON,

President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I ask the Senator
from Wisconsin if I could be granted 1
more minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. I thank the Chair
and Senator KOHL.

The other piece that I think ought to
be printed in the RECORD, especially in
light of the comments of the Senator
from Vermont with regard to some of
the groups interested in this issue, is a
letter from the National Taxpayers
Union strongly opposing this amend-
ment and specifically saying that, ‘‘the
Dairy Compact concept acts as a cartel
system that only a Robber Baron could
admire.’’ I ask unanimous consent that
the letter be printed in the RECORD.

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

NATIONAL TAXPAYERS UNION,
Alexandria, VA, August 3, 1999.

Vote NO on Cloture on Tomorrow’s Ag
Approps Dairy Amendment—And Keep the
Glass Half Full for Taxpayers
DEAR SENATOR: Tomorrow the Senate will

vote on cloture for an amendment to the Ag-
riculture Appropriations Bill that is in-
tended to halt the progress of dairy subsidy
reform. In order to prevent this consumer
rip-off and preserve the prospect of modest
gains towards a competitive dairy market,
the 300,000-member National Taxpayers
Union (NTU) urges you to vote ‘‘NO’’ on this
cloture motion.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA’s) final rule on Milk Marketing Order
reform was, at best, an imperfect solution. In
an ideal legislative and regulatory climate,
the cumbersome 893-page document would be
jettisoned in favor of a comprehensible blue-
print that simply substitutes a free market
for the current cartel. In the absence of this
approach, taxpayers’ interests can best be
served by ongoing Congressional oversight of
the results of USDA’s plan, rather than leg-
islative micro-mandates that only further
cloud a murky reform.

Price-setting mechanisms such as the
Northeast Dairy Compact can not only cost
consumers millions due to overinflated
prices, they can also raise omnious Inter-
state Commerce issues. Rather than pro-
moting trade and preventing abusive tariffs
among states—the clear intent of the Con-
stitution’s Commerce Clause—the Dairy
Compact concept acts as a cartel system
that only a Robber Baron could admire.

The 1996 Freedom to Farm Act held the
promise of finally phasing out the dairy
price support system as well as sunsetting
the Northeast Dairy Compact. The bill
passed Congress by strong bipartisan mar-
gins. Today, some Members believe that this
timetable for reform should be discarded en-
tirely or that new compacts should be au-
thorized. Either action would signal a move
in the wrong direction. NTU, along with
many Members, would actually support a
more aggressive timetable towards wholesale
elimination of dairy subsidies.

The impact of tomorrow’s amendment,
which would withhold USDA implementation
of milk marketing order reform, may not be
entirely predictable. But its original intent
is clear to sabotage the bipartisan consensus
in Congress toward a freer milk market, and
open the door for re-regulation in con-
ference. For this reason, NTU urges you to
play it safe for taxpayers, and vote ‘‘NO’’ on
cloture on the Dairy Amendment to Agri-
culture Appropriations.

Sincerely,
PETE SEPP,

Vice President for Communications.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I, of
course, join with my senior Senator
and friend from Wisconsin, Senator
KOHL, in asking that we not take what
is, frankly, an irrational step of using
this mechanism that was forced be-
cause of the rule XVI change to pre-
tend that somehow this will extend the
dairy compact. It will not do that. It
will just lead to a chaotic situation—
that the Department of Agriculture
cannot do their job of administering
the milk marketing order system.

I thank the Senate and the Senator
from Wisconsin.

Mr. KOHL. I yield Senator GRAMS up
to 4 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise in
opposition to the cloture motion on the
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motion to recommit the appropriations
bill to committee with instructions to
include the Jeffords/Leahy amendment.

First, I would like to express my dis-
pleasure with this attempt to dodge
the clear purpose of Rule 16.

I am at a loss to understand how we
can reinstate Rule 16 one week then
turn around and justify offering what
is an extremely controversial policy
change that is clearly non-germane on
a major appropriations bill. Drafted to
circumvent Rule 16 restrictions, Mr.
JEFFORDS’ proposed changes to the
farm bill almost guarantee litigation
and confusion in the milk marketing
system due to the uncertainty over its
effect. It is a controversial, non-ger-
mane issue that does not belong on an
appropriations bill as a floor amend-
ment.

It is important that I remind some of
my colleagues that this amendment
does not extend authorization of the
compact to your states. Also, this Au-
gust 2nd letter from Charles Rawls,
General Counsel for USDA, states that
funds have already been spent to imple-
ment the milk marketing order reform
and the reform could still operate with-
out oversight from USDA. The order
reform is administered by producer as-
sessments so no other federal funds are
required to implement it. Thus, though
the Jeffords Amendment intends to
maintain the status quo in milk mar-
keting orders by not funding imple-
mentation, counsel for USDA states
that the specific implementation date
requirement contained in Public Law
105–277 remains unaltered. Any uncer-
tainty in the effect of this amendment
is between whether the reform can be
implemented without USDA oversight
or whether we will have no dairy mar-
keting orders at all. Reinstating the
current system similar to 1A is simply
not an option here.

Mr. President, as the letter from Mr.
Rawls shows, it’s not clear this amend-
ment would save the Northeast Com-
pact, and it certainly does not solve
any problems for the other states seek-
ing to form compacts. Not only does
the amendment fail to extend com-
pacts to other areas of the country out-
side the Northeast, it also does not im-
plement Option 1–A.

Despite the fact that I do not believe
Mr. JEFFORDS’ amendment accom-
plishes its intended goal I also urge
you to vote against cloture on the sim-
ple grounds of rejecting the concept of
providing a benefit to producers in one
area of the country which gives them a
competitive advantage over dairy
farmers in other regions of the United
States.

Dairy farmers are suffering all over
the country. Why support this compact
legislation that helps mainly one area
of the country at the expense of oth-
ers? Why support an effort that would
send the signal that we can consider
endless controversial non-germane
issues on appropriations bills in the fu-
ture? Why risk passage of needed relief
to America’s farmers?

Besides addressing the narrow issue
of the pending amendment, I would
like to remind you why compacts that
penalize consumers, particularly low-
income consumers, milk processors,
and regional dairy producers are so
dangerous, and urge my colleagues to
reject this blatantly unfair barrier that
penalizes some of the best and most ef-
ficient dairy farmers in America.

First, I would like to explain what
dairy compacts are. The Northeast
Dairy Compact raises the price of Class
I fluid milk above the prevailing fed-
eral milk marketing order price within
the participating states, and, I might
add, above what the market would pay.
Milk processors have to pay the higher
price for the raw milk they process,
and this higher price is passed along to
the consumer at the grocery store.
With higher prices, consumption goes
down, and children are the biggest los-
ers. I don’t argue against a fair price—
or honest price for any dairy farmer in
Minnesota or Vermont, but I cannot
support price fixing that distorts the
free market.

The Northeast Compact was author-
ized in 1996 during consideration of the
larger Federal Agriculture Improve-
ment and Reform (FAIR) Act. This
controversial issue was inserted in the
conference committee, avoiding a sepa-
rate vote, after the measure had been
overwhelmingly defeated on the floor.
While most of the FAIR Act was de-
signed to help farmers compete in
world markets and reduce government
involvement in agriculture, the North-
east Interstate Dairy Compact estab-
lished a regional price-fixing cartel
within our very own country that pro-
motes higher production which de-
presses prices outside the compact. The
Northeast Dairy Compact has harmed
dairy farmers in Minnesota, and this
kind of unfair subsidy should be termi-
nated.

When this issue came to the fore,
compacts were roundly condemned in
the major newspapers of the compact
region. The New York Times, Boston
Herald, the Connecticut Post, and the
Hartford Courant all weighed in
against the cartel, in addition to na-
tional publications such as USA Today
and the Washington Post.

Again, compacts were hardly con-
sensus legislation to begin with. The
House refused to put the provision in
its broader farm bill. And I must reit-
erate, the Senate voted on the floor to
strip the Compact language from its
bill. Despite these defeats, the compact
provision was slipped into the bill in
conference and signed by the President.
The compact legislation could not
withstand the scrutiny of a fair debate
on the floor, and had to be muscled in
at the last minute in conference.

Knowing that this scheme was a bad
idea from the start, Congress limited
the life of the compact. That’s why
proponents will seek an extension by
amendment today.

Retail prices of milk jumped imme-
diately after the higher Compact price

was implemented. As predicted, the
milk produced in New England in-
creased by four times the national rate
of increase in a six-month period fol-
lowing compact implementation. The
surplus milk was converted into milk
powder, leading to a 60% increase in
milk powder production.

Soon after implementation, the
Northeast Compact had to begin reim-
bursing school food service programs
for the increases in cost caused by the
milk price hikes; an admission that
prices have gone up and consumers are
being affected. However, low-income
families that need milk in their diet
are not being reimbursed by the Com-
pact for their increased costs. Milk is a
food staple, and are we going to vote
today to extend this milk tax that hits
low-income citizens hardest who spend
a high percentage of their income on
food? What’s next, a special tax on
bread, eggs, ground beef, or potatoes?
Consider the low-income families with
small children and the elderly on fixed
incomes in your state and ask if this is
the population you want bearing the
brunt of this regressive milk tax.

I cannot stress to my colleagues
enough that you simply cannot contain
the market distortions and economic
hardship that these compact schemes
cause. Proponents present an idyllic
picture of the compacts as only a few
cents hike in the price of milk to pre-
serve the small, rural dairy farmer.
This is simply not true. Dairy com-
pacts are an economic zero-sum game
in which there are many losers—most
importantly the consumer (especially
the low-income consumer) and dairy
farmers in non-compact regions. The
real winners in this zero-sum game are
large dairy producers in the Northeast
that receive literally tens of thousands
of dollars in subsidies for their already
profitable businesses, not the small
dairy farmer who supporters said was
the focus of this idea. The average six
month subsidy for large Northeast
dairy farms is projected to be $78,400.
Dairy farmers in Minnesota would rel-
ish that income over the whole year,
but Minnesota farmers wisely reject
this effort to distort the system and
harm their fellow farmers in other
states.

It also is erroneous to characterize
this issue as small family farms in one
region falling victim to large, cor-
porate-style farming conglomerates in
another. There are no, if you will,
‘‘Wal-Marts’’ of dairy farming in Min-
nesota. In our state, we have families
that farm as a way of life, know that
they must stay efficient to remain
competitive, and want desperately to
compete on a level playing field. Min-
nesota has thousands of family farms—
passed from generation to generation
—that are struggling to stay afloat in a
rigged market that unfairly favors pro-
ducers in a different part of the coun-
try. And many have failed. Compacts
are not a policy that saves family
farms.

As Wayne Bok, President of the Min-
nesota-based co-op Associated Milk
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Producers has put it, consider what
would happen if the Northern states de-
cided they wanted to produce oranges,
and formed a compact to do so. Or-
anges sold in the North would receive a
higher price than oranges sold in other
regions. As a result, production of or-
anges would increase in the North.
Prices in the South would drop until
production decreased to compensate
for the increase in Northern produc-
tion. Moreover, Northern farmers
would begin to convert from, say, corn
and dairy farming, to the now more
profitable farming of oranges.

Would this be good for the country’s
most efficient orange growers in Flor-
ida and California? Absolutely not.

Would this be good for consumers?
Absolutely not.
This outrageous scenario dem-

onstrates the ridiculousness of current
dairy policy. Let each farm region of
the country do what it does best and
don’t erect artificial barriers that keep
the products of the most efficient pro-
ducers out of the hands of the con-
sumers.

In 1996 Congress and the President
committed to a new farm policy, mov-
ing our country away from artificial
price and supply controls, and freeing
farmers to compete on the world mar-
ket. American farmers are the most
skilled and efficient in the world, and
they deserve the opportunity to com-
pete and expand their markets. At the
same time that we are calling upon our
global trading partners to bring down
their trade barriers for the benefit of
both consumers and producers, we at-
tempt to continue or construct new
barriers between regions in our own
country that discourage the free flow
of commerce and create significant
market distortions and price increases.
Its hypocritical for us to demand free
trade at a global level but enact trade
barriers within our own country.

I urge my colleagues today to com-
mit to fairness in dairy policy. Please
be fair to consumers and dairy pro-
ducers—vote against this or any other
compact amendment.

I must also address the other in-
tended effect of the dairy amendment,
the proposal to zero out funding for im-
plementation of the final rule presum-
ably to maintain the status quo in fed-
eral milk marketing orders and to ex-
tend the Northeast Dairy Compact. I
believe that Mr. JEFFORDS’ amendment
fails to accomplish this intent.

The current milk marketing system
requires processors to pay higher min-
imum prices for fluid milk the further
the region is located from Eau Claire,
Wisconsin. To reform this antiquated,
Depression-era method for supplying
milk to consumers, which basically
picks winners and losers in the dairy
industry, Congress, through the 1996
FAIR Act, required USDA to signifi-
cantly reduce the number of milk mar-
keting orders (regions) in the country
and transition to a more market-ori-
ented system of milk distribution.
After many months of study and hav-

ing received comments from hundreds
of market participants, USDA proposed
Options 1–A and 1–B. The Option 1–A
proposal made minimal changes to the
old marketing order pricing system,
while Option 1–B contained some basic
free market reforms and moderniza-
tions of the system. The Midwest did
not like what we saw in 1B, actually,
and like the compromise even less, but
it was a small step in the right direc-
tion.

The compromise came after the
USDA received testimony concerning
the two alternatives, and its final rule
again takes steps toward simplifying
and modernizing the milk marketing
order system. The new compromise or-
ders will be effective October 1, 1999. I
hoped for a proposal closer to 1–B, but
accepted the need for compromise and
have supported it.

Option 1–A is basically no reform,
and would ignore the direction of Con-
gress in the FAIR Act. It would in-
crease prices for consumers by $74 mil-
lion per year, affecting most the low-
income consumer that spends a high
percentage of their wages on food. Op-
tion 1–A also keeps in place a region-
ally discriminatory milk pricing sys-
tem that benefits producers in some
parts of the country at the expense of
dairy farmers in other regions, much
like compacts. Again, it’s a govern-
ment program that picks winners and
losers, not allowing the market to set
the prices. It is opposed by free market
taxpayer advocacy groups, consumer
groups, regional producer groups, and
processor groups, and it does nothing
to protect the nation’s supply of fresh
fluid milk; our nation produces an
abundance of milk that is sufficient to
supply consumers’ needs.

Secretary Glickman, writing about
the final rule, said that:

USDA’s own analysis shows that nation-
ally, dairy farmers will realize virtually the
same cash receipts under the new, fairer plan
as they do now, and when aggregated, the
all-milk price will remain essentially un-
changed from that under the existing pro-
gram, which virtually all sides agree sorely
needs changing[.]

Moreover, Chairman LUGAR said that
the final compromise rule ‘‘is a good
first step toward a policy that places
the nation’s dairy industry in a posi-
tion to better meet the challenges of
the global markets of the new
century[.]’’

Again, the final rule is a compromise,
not the best for either 1A or 1B advo-
cates but a middle ground. We should
not rush to reverse a process that took
months to complete in order to keep
the status quo.

What we have here is a double wham-
my. Compacts are bad enough, but re-
taining the failed dairy policies of the
past is just incomprehensible.

Finally, what we need to ask our-
selves even more is why are we consid-
ering these controversial issues on this
appropriations bill. The Judiciary
Committee has jurisdiction over com-
pacts and Agriculture over milk mar-

keting orders. Please respect these
committees’ opposition to these
amendments which circumvent their
jurisdiction, respect the reimplementa-
tion of Rule 16, and vote against this
attempt to legislate through the appro-
priations process. And most of all, re-
ject an amendment that doesn’t even
accomplish its intended purpose.

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

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise to
voice my opposition to the proposed
amendment that would effectively ex-
tend the Northeast Interstate Dairy
Compact and open the door to the cre-
ation of additional interstate dairy
compacts. I urge my colleagues to vote
against the cloture motion. These
interstate compacts would allow states
to form alliances that would create
economic barriers and foster economic
warfare between the states. First, I
want to commend my colleagues for
their efforts on behalf of their states.
In particular, Senator JEFFORDS has
been a forceful advocate for dairy com-
pacts. But although I share the con-
cerns of my colleagues for the future of
all American farmers, we cannot au-
thorize interstate compacts that would
encourage activities which are con-
trary to the constitutional principle of
establishing and maintaining a na-
tional free market for the products of
all citizens.

To date, only one dairy compact, the
Northeast Interstate Dairy Compact,
has been authorized by Congress. It ini-
tially passed as an amendment in con-
ference to the 1996 farm bill, after the
Senate had stripped the compact lan-
guage out of the bill on the Senate
floor. The compact authorization was
for 2 years only, but was extended last
year, until October 1, 1999, by an
amendment to appropriations legisla-
tion. Since the creation of this com-
pact, a number of state legislatures
have authorized the creation of new
interstate dairy compacts. And today,
once again, an amendment to the Agri-
culture appropriations bill has been in-
troduced that would extend the life of
the Northeast Interstate Dairy Com-
pact and possibly lead in conference to
the authorization of a Southern Com-
pact.

The Framers of the Constitution in-
tended the compact clause to help pre-
serve national unity by prohibiting
States from entering into interstate
compacts without congressional ap-
proval. See Virginia v. Tennessee, 148
U.S. 503 (1893). Like the commerce
clause, the compact clause prevents
States from joining forces to the det-
riment of the national interest. It is
true that the overwhelming majority
of compacts serve benign purposes that
are not intended to insulate States
from competition or to harm the na-
tional economy, or otherwise adversely
affect the national interest. Indeed,
Congress has approved hundreds of
interstate compacts. These compacts
have facilitated nationally beneficial
projects such as the development of
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highway, railroad, and subway trans-
portation, the construction of bridges,
the allocation of water-control rights,
the establishment of boundary lines,
and protection against forest fires.
These are precisely the type of agree-
ments the compact clause was intended
to facilitate.

The proposed dairy compacts, how-
ever, would frustrate, rather than fa-
cilitate, free trade among the States.
In essence, dairy compacts prohibit
interstate competition by preventing
non-compact dairy farmers from freely
setting the price for their dairy goods
sold in compact states. These compacts
represent economic protectionism,
pure and simple. Indeed, this is an at-
tempt by a group of states to dictate to
the rest of the country’s dairy farmers
the terms under which they can sell
their goods into compact regions. It is
unimaginable that the Senate would
vote to embrace a form of economic
protectionism that flies in the face of
the Constitutional principle of a free
market society.

As the Supreme Court stated in H.P.
Hood v. DuMond, 336 U.S. 525, 529 (1949):

. . . our system, fostered by the Commerce
Clause, is that every farmer and every
craftsman shall be encouraged to produce by
the certainty that he will have free access to
every market in the Nation, that no home
embargoes will withhold his exports, and no
foreign state will by customs duties or regu-
lations exclude them. Likewise, every con-
sumer may look to the free competition
from every producing area in the Nation to
protect him from exploitation by any. Such
was the vision of the Founders . . .

If we continue to approve dairy com-
pacts, that vision will be forsaken.
And, if we continue down this road, I
ask my colleagues: ‘‘what’s next?’’ Will
we be asked to protect the poultry in-
dustry? Why not protect regional soft-
ware or Internet companies? If the
logic behind these dairy compacts is
that states or regions should be al-
lowed to collude to raise artificially
the price of dairy products to protect
farmers and producers at the expense
of the consumer, then why not give
certain states or regions the right to
collude to raise artificially the prices
of other goods and services? Because
AOL employs so many people in Mary-
land and Virginia, shouldn’t those two
states be permitted to agree to prevent
any company from offering Internet ac-
cess to consumers in Maryland or Vir-
ginia at a price below that offered by
AOL? The minimum price could be jus-
tified by stating its purpose is to pro-
tect the jobs created by AOL in these
states. Certainly, the argument would
go, the purpose is not to eliminate
competition—that is just an unfortu-
nate circumstance of protecting an in-
dustry that contributes significantly
to the states’ economies.

This hypothetical may sound far-
fetched, but it is not. The logic is the
same: ‘‘We need to protect our state’s
industries regardless of the effects on
competition or consumers.’’ No, my
colleagues, we simply cannot start
down the road of protecting one re-

gion’s industries against others, re-
gardless of how significant an industry
may be to one state’s interests. We
cannot elevate one region’s concerns
over the nation’s interest in ensuring a
stable, free market that thrives on
competition.

A vote against these compacts is not
a vote against dairy farmers. All of the
Senators who are opposed to these
compacts, myself included, sympathize
with the plight of so many of Amer-
ica’s farmers who are struggling to
stay in business, but we cannot solve
this problem by pitting one industry
against consumers, or one region
against the nation. As chairman of the
Judiciary Committee, I cannot support
dairy compacts that allow states to
collude to thwart competition, the re-
sults of which ultimately harm Amer-
ica’s consumers. I urge my colleagues
to vote against the dairy compact
amendment which would allow less ef-
ficient producers in one region of the
country to exclude lower priced dairy
goods from other regions in an effort to
protect their farmers and producers at
the expense of consumers. This is not
the type of agreements the founders
envisioned interstate compacts would
facilitate—indeed, it is exactly the
type they feared.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I
rise with Senators SPECTER and SCHU-
MER in support of the Northeast Inter-
state Dairy Compact. This issue is one
of critical importance to the dairy
farmers of New Jersey. It is rare that I
come before this body to talk about
issues affecting our Nation’s farmers,
however this is an issue of extreme im-
portance to my state and family farms
nationwide.

Today New Jersey has less than 200
family dairy farms. These farms have
been in families for centuries, and have
been handed down from generation to
generation. I’ve met with New Jersey’s
family farmers, from Sussex and War-
ren and Hunderdon Counties, and heard
their concerns. I know how important
they are to my State. Dairy farming is
not an easy or lavish life. They milk 7
days a week, 365 days a year, starting
out long before dawn, before most of us
are out and about.

These courageous farmers want to
keep their farms, and pass them down
to their children. However, without our
help, they will not be able to realize
this dream. The family farm is the
backbone of agriculture in New Jersey;
however, today, it is on the verge of ex-
tinction. In fact, New Jersey has lost 42
percent of its dairy farms in the past
decade.

Erratic fluctuations in the prices
dairy farmers receive for their raw
milk is causing such losses that these
farmers are forced out of business.
These farms produce over 289 million
pounds of milk each year, but as prices
decline and costs continue to increase,
farmers need help to stabilize milk
prices for survival. Without a mecha-
nism to ensure stable prices for milk,
New Jersey’s family dairy farms will be
forced out of business.

However, this problem is not unique
to my State. Family farms all across
the country are hurting. Our Nation’s
dairy farmers recently experienced a 37
percent drop in the price they receive
for their milk. This presents a dilemma
for family farms, which must still pay
the same amount to feed their cows,
hire help, and pay utility costs. This
enormous strain will no doubt force
some dairy farmers out of business.

We must protect America’s family
farms, and ensure the future vitality of
America’s dairy industry by re-author-
izing and expanding the Northeast
Interstate Dairy Compact. I am hopeful
that my colleagues will consider the
farmers of my state when this issue is
debated in conference.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the Jeffords amend-
ment to delay implementation of the
final pricing rule on Federal milk mar-
ket order reform. The intent of this
amendment is to delay the expiration
of the Northeast Dairy Compact. I am
proud to be a strong supporter of the
Compact, which is a proven success
that is critical to the survival of dairy
farmers in Maine and throughout New
England.

First approved by Congress in the
1996 farm bill, the New England Dairy
Compact already has a proven track
record of quantifiable benefits to both
consumers and farmers. The Compact
works simply by evening out the peaks
and valleys in fluid milk prices, pro-
viding stability to the cost of milk and
ensuring a supply a fresh, wholesome,
local milk.

This past year, the Compact has
proven its worth to both dairy farmers
and consumers. As prices climbed and
farmers were receiving a sustainable
price for milk, the Compact turned off,
allowing the market to function
through principles of supply and de-
mand. But when prices dropped sharp-
ly, the Compact was triggered to soften
and slow the blow to farmers of an ab-
rupt and dramatic drop in the volatile,
often unpredictable milk market.

Consumers also benefit from the
Compact. Not only does the Compact
stabilize prices, thus avoiding dramatic
fluctuation in the retail cost of milk, it
also guarantees that the consumer is
assured the availability of a supply of
fresh, local milk. We’ve known for a
long time that dairy products are an
important part of a healthy diet, but
recent studies are proving that dairy
products provide a host of previously
unknown nutritional benefits. Just as
we are learning of the tremendous
health benefits of dairy foods, however,
milk consumption, especially among
young people, is dropping. It is a cru-
cial, common-sense, first step to re-
verse this trend, for milk to be avail-
able and consistently affordable for
young families.

Finally, the Compact, while pro-
viding clear benefits to dairy producers
and consumers in the Northeast, has
proven it does not harm farmers or tax-
payers from outside the region. A 1998
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report by the Office of Management
and Budget showed that, during the
first 6-months of the Compact, it did
not adversely affect farmers from out-
side the Compact region and added no
costs to Federal nutrition programs.

Mr. President, many of Maine’s dairy
farmers tell me that the Compact is
critical to their long-term survival and
ability to continue to maintain a way
of life vital to rural communities. On
behalf of these farmers and consumers
throughout New England and the coun-
try, I urge my colleagues to support
the Jeffords amendment.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise in
support of extending the Federal Milk
Marketing Order system for one year,
and in support of the preservation of
small family dairy farms throughout
Maine and all of New England.

As you are aware, Mr. President, the
Farm Bill of 1996 authorized the USDA
Secretary to fundamentally revisit the
federal Milk Marketing Orders, which
is a regulation voluntarily initiated
and approved by a majority of pro-
ducers in a given area. The regulation
places requirements on the first buyers
or handlers of milk from dairy farmers,
such as processors who distribute fluid
milk products in a designated mar-
keting area. One of those requirements
is that handlers must pay an assigned
minimum price according to the use of
the milk. Also, a milk order requires
that all payments by handlers be
pooled and the same average price is
paid to individual dairy farmers.

On January 30, 1998, the USDA pro-
posed two options to reform differen-
tials, including Option 1–A that closely
reflects the current program, which is
a market-oriented option for fluid milk
prices, and Option 1–B that would be
accompanied by transition assistance
for dairy farmers. I immediately heard
from Maine dairy farmers, who asked
for my support for the Option 1–A dif-
ferential because it is the fairest and
most equitable pricing option for them
as it stabilizes prices for dairy farmers
and ensures that consumers do not pay
higher milk prices in the supermarket.

My response was to join 60 other Sen-
ators on April 29, 1998 and send a letter
to USDA Secretary Glickman in sup-
port of Option 1–A, saying that the
other option, Option 1–B, would further
reduce the price of milk received by
farmers in almost all regions of the
country, thereby reducing local sup-
plies of fresh, fluid milk and increasing
costs for consumers.

My actions the previous year, 1997,
were the same as I joined 47 other sen-
ators, in writing to Secretary Glick-
man stating that Option 1–A was the
most viable and economically sound
approach to the future pricing of fluid
milk.

When the USDA announced its final
rule on March 31, 1999, it selected a
form of Option 1–B that will reduce
monies to dairy farmers in New Eng-
land by at least 2 percent. The final
rule will become law in October unless
there is Congressional action to stop

the final rule. I believe the Congres-
sional action to extend the Milk Mar-
keting Order system until October 1,
2000—which also extends the Northeast
Dairy Compact until that time—is re-
quired so that there is an appropriate
time period to assess such a major and
potentially devastating change to the
pricing formula for producers through-
out my region, and other regions as
well.

I am currently a cosponsor of S. 1256,
Senator COVERDELL’s bill that will im-
plement Option 1–A for Class I fluid
milk as part of the implementation of
the final rule to consolidate the federal
Milk Marketing Orders.

Mr. President, since the Northeast
Compact was put in place in 1996, there
has been no groundswell of opposition
from the consumers of New England,
but they have actually preferred to
protect a cultural way of life for the re-
gion. In addition, for this August, the
Maine dairy producers will be receiving
an extra $2.28 per hundred weight for
their milk because the Compact is cur-
rently in place—and this is still not
bringing in enough money to the dairy
farmers to meet their cost of produc-
tion. No one is getting rich off of the
Compact, Mr. President, but they will
get poorer or go out of business after
this October if the Compact is allowed
to expire.

The Compact has only helped sta-
bilize the dairy industry in the North-
east and protected farmers and con-
sumers against volatile price swings.
The Compact has protected against the
loss of small family owned dairy farms
and protected against a decrease in the
fresh local supply of milk at a fair
price for consumers.

Mr. President, Maine had over 2,000
dairy farms in the 1980s. We now have
less than 500. The Compact has helped
stem the tide of the loss of small fam-
ily owned dairy farms—and a way of
life. We have been talking on the floor
for two days now about how natural
disasters are affecting the family farm-
er. I urge you not to create a manmade
disaster by allowing the Northeast
Compact to expire. I urge my col-
leagues to support the extension of the
federal Milk Marketing Orders—which
will also extend the Northeast Dairy
Compact—and I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont has 10 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. LEAHY. Will the Senator yield
me 1 minute?

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. The distinguished Sen-
ator from Wisconsin and his colleague
discussed the National Farmers Union.
I hope everybody reads the letter dated
June 18, 1999, because it says:

. . . we support legislation to establish
dairy compacts and amend the federal order
system if those provisions are coupled with

the legislation to establish the dairy support
price of $12.50 per hundredweight.

Even though my distinguished col-
leagues from Wisconsin quote from the
National Farmers Union as somebody
we should be listening to, my col-
leagues specifically oppose what the
National Farmers Union says they
want. I would vote for that NFU pro-
posal in a minisecond; I had hoped that
since the NFU proposal benefits all
dairy farmers that we could have
worked together on this. But the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin op-
poses it.

There are a lot of quotes going
around here. The National Grange
strongly supports the Northeast Dairy
Compact. They represent 300,000 mem-
bers nationwide, and they say that ‘‘re-
gional dairy compacts offer the best
opportunity to preserve family dairy
farms.’’

If we are going to quote some of
these organizations, let us be honest in
what they say. They support the dairy
compacts. These farm organizations
strongly support it. A few processors
and the Senators from Wisconsin do
not.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from
New York.

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator
from Vermont for yielding.

I rise today to express my strong sup-
port for the dairy compact and urge my
colleagues to vote for cloture on the
dairy amendment offered by Senators
LEAHY and JEFFORDS. I believe the
dairy compact will not only help stem
the tide of farm closures but will help
New York consumers by halting the
trend of consolidation within the dairy
industry into a few large farms that
control most of the market. This pro-
posal gives two hopes for New Yorkers:
1–A, which is far better for us than 1–
B; and second, if the dairy compact is
kept alive, we hope to be added. We re-
alize that because of technical rules,
we couldn’t do it here, but we are hope-
ful that will go forward.

In conclusion, I am well aware of the
strong objections of my colleagues
from Wisconsin and Minnesota. But for
upstate New York, one of the few areas
of the country losing population and
not sharing in the Nation’s current
prosperity, the dairy compact is a mat-
ter of economic survival. I sincerely
hope that we can find some common
ground——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 1 minute has expired.

Mr. SCHUMER. That will allow the
dairy industry to prosper in both re-
gions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KOHL. Before I yield to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, I will quote from
the National Farmers Union letter:

. . . with the passage of the Jeffords
amendment, dairy farmers across the nation
could be left without any federal marketing
order that could risk destroying the rem-
nants of the dairy safety net.
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The National Farmers Union is not

supportive of the Jeffords amendment.
It is categorically clear. I yield up to 3
minutes to Senator WELLSTONE.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, to
add to what my colleague said from the
same letter:

We have deep concerns about pitting re-
gion versus region in agricultural policy, es-
pecially dairy policy. We strongly encourage
a policy that will benefit all dairy producers
nationally.

I don’t have time to engage in a long
discussion by way of policy. There is
just no time for doing that. Let me
make an appeal to my colleagues. In
Minnesota, we have 8,700 dairy farmers.
We rank fifth in the Nation’s milk pro-
duction. It is $1.2 billion for our farm-
ers. We are losing three family farmers
a day.

What the Secretary of Agriculture is
now trying to do is change the milk
marketing order system, in the words
of the Farmers Union, that will benefit
dairy producers nationally, to try to
bring about some fairness. Now what
we have is an effort on the part of some
of my colleagues to basically block the
Secretary of Agriculture from imple-
menting this reform.

I say to every single colleague, Dem-
ocrat and Republican alike, I don’t
have time to argue all of the policy im-
plications, but I make an appeal as a
Senator from Minnesota to not vote for
cloture. I make an appeal as a Senator
from Minnesota to support the kinds of
changes that the Secretary of Agri-
culture is trying to make that will
bring about some fairness and won’t pit
region against region and will give
dairy farmers in our country, family
farmers, a chance to make it.

This is an incredibly important ques-
tion for my State of Minnesota. Other
Senators would argue the same way if
it were their State. I hope they will
vote against cloture, and I appeal to
them to do so.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, how much
time is remaining, please?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eight
minutes remain for the opponents; 2
minutes 49 seconds for the proponents.
The Senator has 8 minutes.

To correct that, the Senator from
Wisconsin has 2 minutes 45 seconds.

Mr. KOHL. And the other side?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

other side has 8 minutes.
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I reserve

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

ator from Vermont.
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, this

is my 20th year dealing with dairy pro-
grams, and I understand the confusion
that results in Members’ minds who
have not been in this body or had the
exposure of sitting on the Agriculture
Committee. Let me try to correct, as
best I can, some of the statements that
have been made.

First of all, this amendment con-
forms with the dictates of rule XVI. We
cleared that with the Parliamentarian.
Also, the amendment is legally sound

and the intent is clear. The letter from
USDA was expected, as will be further
lawsuits. What they state in the last
part of the letter is: Rescinding the
order presents novel questions which
will require further analysis.

Let me correct the situation about
who makes the money in this country
with respect to the dairy farmers. For
each period of time the USDA reports
what the mailbox price is to the dairy
farmer. They go region by region. The
charts that we have seen show that, for
instance, New England, in 1998, re-
ceived $14.89 per hundredweight, 10
cents below the national average. More
importantly, the Midwestern farmer
received $15.27 per hundredweight aver-
age, 28 cents above the national aver-
age. So who is making money right
now? They are making money, not us.

Incidentally, the American Farm Bu-
reau supports the 1–A option, which is
all this is about. This is a cloture vote.
It is designed for us to have an oppor-
tunity to demonstrate the importance
and the necessity to Vermont and New
England and the whole country that we
must change what now is in the offing.
The dairy farmers, as this chart shows,
will be devastated, as will be the rest of
the country. The only exception is
where? Minnesota and Wisconsin and
surrounding areas. They are the ones
that are going to make the money if we
can’t change this situation.

Also, the compact has worked ex-
tremely well. California, for instance,
is so big as a State they don’t need a
compact, but they are doing exactly
what the six States in New England are
doing. Theirs is working fine. And the
New England compact is working fine.

Incidentally, the opponents asked for
a study. The study they wanted was
from OMB, from whom they thought
they would get a friendly study. They
did a study of the compact. What did
they find out? The compact worked
fine. It worked well. It has helped save
the farmers. The consumers had a 5-
percent lower price than the rest of the
country. Why? Because the States got
together. They formed a compact. They
take care of matters by having con-
sumers on board and everybody sets
the price. It is working beautifully.
That is why almost half the States in
the Nation decided to take a look and
said, hey, this is a good idea. We ought
to have compacts. We can protect our
consumers. We can protect our farm-
ers. Vermont has demonstrated to the
country a way to help dairy farmers.
We ought to have that opportunity. All
we are talking about is a chance to do
that, a chance to get everybody to-
gether for a lengthy, solid debate
which is allowable when you get clo-
ture.

This issue is only cloture, so that we
can discuss these things and remove all
of the statements that have been made
which are contrary to the facts.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I yield 1
minute to the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I will
talk a little bit about the numbers the
Senator from Vermont was using. He
said that somehow right now Min-
nesota and Wisconsin dairy farmers are
making more money than the other
farmers around the country. That is
simply not true. By $2, $3, $4 per hun-
dredweight, the rest of the country is
getting more money today than what
Minnesota and Wisconsin dairy farmers
are allowed to receive for their milk.

And that is why I say under this old,
arcane program, if we were going to go
start a new dairy program today, it
would never look anything like this.
But when they say we are getting more
money, that is not true. They are way
up in prices, $17, $18, $19 a hundred-
weight for milk, and we are at $10, $11,
$12, $13. If ours comes up 20 cents a
hundredweight under this arrangement
and theirs stays about the same, we are
not even close to them yet.

So this is a very small move in the
right direction for reforms. But it by
no means is putting Minnesota or Wis-
consin ahead of anybody in the coun-
try. I still think it is unfair for all the
other States under this old program to
stand and discriminate against dairy
farmers in Minnesota and Wisconsin.
We want fairness in this program—
nothing more, nothing less.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I reserve
the remainder of our time.

Mr. JEFFORDS. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four
minutes remain.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from Vermont, Mr. LEAHY.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, to reit-
erate, we have to wonder what is going
on. I know the upper Midwest mas-
sively overproduces milk. We are sim-
ply asking to produce the milk we are
going to consume in our area. They
massively overproduce it. As the Min-
neapolis Star Tribune explained, Min-
nesota farmers want to sell ‘‘reconsti-
tuted milk in Southern markets.’’
They talk about drawing water out and
shipping down some ‘‘glop.’’ I will let
the reporter of debates figure out how
to spell that. I don’t know how. It sort
of looks like it sounds.

All we want is fresh milk in our re-
gion. We are not trying to take over
any other part of the country. We have
something that we have proved works.
It doesn’t cost the taxpayers anything.
It helps stabilize farm income. Con-
sumers have a voice in it and like it in
the area. All we are saying is let us
make some determination in our own
part of the world. We are talking about
billions and billions of dollars in farm
aid in this bill. The amendment that
Senator JEFFORDS, Senator LOTT, and
I, and others support says we don’t
want any Federal money; we want to
set things the way we are now doing it,
protecting our consumers and our
farmers.

Mr. President, I know the Upper Mid-
west massively overproduces milk—
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they overproduce far more than they
can consume—and thus want to sell
this milk in the South.

I have read the press reports about
how they want to dehydrate milk—
take the water out of milk—and then
hydrate it by adding water in distant
states. The Minneapolis Star Tribune
explained that Minnesota farmers want
to sell ‘‘reconstituted milk in Southern
markets.’’

The article from February 12, 1992,
points out that ‘‘technology exists for
them to draw water from the milk in
order to save shipping costs, then re-
constitute it.’’

Regular milk needs refrigeration and
weighs a lot and is thus expensive to
ship. Also, only empty tanker trucks
can come back since nothing else can
be loaded into the milk containers.

But dehydrated milk can be shipped
in boxes.

By taking the water out of milk, the
Upper Midwest can supply the South
with milk.

I realize that according to a St. Louis
Post-Dispatch article in 1990 that Wis-
consin farmers defended the taste of re-
constituted milk. The article points
out that Dan Hademan, of Wisconsin,
‘‘says fluid milk should be treated the
same nationwide, whether it is fresh
whole milk or reconstituted milk.’’

That article notes ‘‘Upper Midwest
farmers say technological advances in
making powdered milk and other con-
centrates has improved the taste and
texture of reconstituted milk.’’

However, the House National Secu-
rity Committee had a hearing on this
reconstituted milk issue in 1997. I will
quote from the hearing transcript:

. . . the Air Force on Okinawa decided that
the reconstituted milk was not suitable for
the military and as a quality of life decision
they closed the milk plant and opted to have
fluid milk transported in from the United
States.

There was a great article in the
Christian Science Monitor a few years
ago that talks about the school lunch
program. It mentions the first time
that the author, as a first-grader, was
given reconstituted milk.

He said: ‘‘Now, I like milk. . . . But
not this stuff. Not watery, gray, hot,
reconstituted milk that tasted more
like rusty pump than anything re-
motely connected with a cow. We wept.
We gagged. We choked.’’

The second problem with the strat-
egy of Wisconsin and Minnesota farm-
ers selling their milk down South is
what about ice storms or snow? What
happens when flooding or tornado dam-
age or other problems stop these
trucks laden with milk?

Southern parents might not be able
to buy milk at any price any time an
ice storm hits the Upper Midwest if the
South does not have fresh, local, sup-
plies of fresh milk. Just remember the
panic that affects Washington, D.C.,
when residents think we might get
what is called in Vermont a ‘‘dusting of
snow.’’

Most Americans do not remember
why Friday, March 5, 1999, is signifi-

cant. But most dairy farmers will re-
member that date as long as they live.

On that date, the Department of Ag-
riculture announced the largest cut in
milk prices ever—a month-to-month
drop of $6.00 per hundredweight.

This was the largest month-to-month
drop in history—yet retail store milk
prices remained high. Processors made
huge windfall profits. And, while the
milk prices received by farmers
dropped by almost 40 percent the prices
stores charged to consumers hardly
dropped.

Imagine a month-to-month drop in
other commodity prices of almost 40
percent. Imagine what that would do to
your family farmers.

The only region in the country that
enjoyed some modest protection
against this huge drop in farm prices
was New England—because of the
Northeast Dairy Compact.

Half of the states have approved a
similar system regarding dairy pricing.
While a regional diary compact does
not offer complete protection against
huge and unexpected drops in the price
of milk for farmers, it does provide a
modest measure of relief.

It is a safety net that prevents farm-
ers from hitting rock bottom.

THE COMPACT INCREASED INTERSTATE TRADE

Contrary to the views of opponents of
the compact, note that OMB reports
that the Northeast Compact has in-
creased interstate trade in fluid milk.

This only makes sense. Dairy farmers
fortunate enough to be living in states
neighboring the Northeast compact re-
gion have increased milk sales into the
compact area to gain the benefits of
the higher compact price. OMB re-
ported an 8 percent increase in trade—
increased sales of milk into the com-
pact region from New York and other
neighboring states to take advantage
of the higher prices.

If other states could trade places
with New York, I am certain that those
farmers would quickly figure out that
they should sell milk into the Compact
region to take advantage of the mod-
estly higher benefits of the compact.

The Northeast Compact does not cost
taxpayers a single cent. This is dif-
ferent from the costliness of many
farm programs.

If you support farmland protection
programs, regional compacts are the
answer. Major environmental groups
have endorsed the Northeast Dairy
Compact because they know it helps
preserve farmland and prevent urban
sprawl.

And if you are concerned about the
impact of prices on consumers, re-
gional compacts are the answer. Retail
milk prices within the compact region
are lower on average than in the rest of
the nation.

The Northeast Compact has done ex-
actly what it was established to do:
stabilize fluctuating dairy prices, en-
sure a fair price for dairy farmers, keep
them in business, and protect con-
sumers’ supplies of fresh milk.

Many of our friends in the South
have seen how the compact provides a

modest but crucial safety net for strug-
gling farmers. They, too, want the
same for their farmers, and their farm-
ers deserve that same opportunity.

Congress should not stand in the way
of these state initiatives that protect
farmers and consumers without costing
taxpayers a penny.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, how
much time remains on the opposition
side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
minute 45 seconds for the opposition,
and 2 minutes remain on the Senator’s
side. If neither side seeks recognition,
time runs equally.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
yield myself 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
think it is important to understand
why we are here. First of all, this is a
cloture vote. There are obvious dis-
putes and they ought to be resolved.
But complicated issues such as this
can’t be resolved in 40 minutes. We
need to have a full debate on these
issues. It is important to dairy farmers
and all farmers. We must not end today
by refusing to allow us to go forward,
to take the Vermont/New England
compact, a model that is being looked
at by States all over the country be-
cause it works so well to protect its
farmers and consumers. We should be
able to debate that fully and not to run
out of time by virtue of the rules.

In addition to that, this chart shows
it all. It shows who is going to win and
lose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, before I
close, I want to make it known that
some other Senators, including Sen-
ators LUGAR and GRASSLEY, wanted to
be down on the floor to speak in favor
of this side, but they could not get
here.

I simply want to say to my col-
leagues, if we invoke cloture on this
bill now, then we will kill the bill. But
if we pass the Jeffords amendment, I
believe we will kill the dairy industry.

I urge my colleagues to vote no on
cloture.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? One minute remains on
each side.

Mr. KOHL. I yield to Senator CRAIG.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho.
DAIRY COMPACTS; ANTICONSUMER,

ANTIFARMER, REGIONALLY DIVISIVE, CON-
TRARY TO THE HEART OF THE CONSTITUTION,
INEFFECTIVE AND INEFFICIENT

Mr. CRAIG. Mr President, I rise
today to make a few remarks con-
cerning dairy compacts.

When most people think of dairy
states they think of Wisconsin,
Vermont, or Minnesota—not Cali-
fornia, Texas, or Idaho. However, Idaho
is now sixth in total milk production,
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just ahead of Texas. Dairy cow num-
bers in Idaho are projected to grow
from 292,000 in 1988 to 398,000 in 2008.
While potatoes are still ranked first as
the top agriculture commodity in
Idaho, dairy products are a close sec-
ond. I tell you this so you know that
dairy policy is important to me and my
state.

Although I am speaking, in part, on
behalf of the interests of Idaho dairy
farmers, let me assure you that the na-
tional debate about dairy compacts is
far more than just an old fashioned re-
gional squabble between Northeast and
Southern dairy interests, on the one
hand, and the interests of the rest of
the country’s dairy farmers, on the
other. This debate is all about whether
the Senate will say ‘‘enough is enough’’
and put an end to an incredibly bad
policy proposal.

In my 19 years in Congress I cannot
remember any major farm legislation
that has been as overwhelmingly con-
trary to the interests of farmers, con-
sumers, public health, the U.S. econ-
omy, and our Constitution as the
amendment to extend and expand
interstate dairy compacts. This is a
lose, lose, lose situation if there ever
was one. It’s bad for the country and
it’s bad for the Senate, which it is
needlessly dividing along regional
lines.

An expanded Northeast Compact and
a new Southern Compact will combine
to impose an enormous milk tax on
consumers in compact states. If com-
pact commissions raise prices to the
limit allowed by the proposed amend-
ment, the costs to Eastern, Mid-Atlan-
tic and Southern consumers would be
enormous. Based on USDA data and
USDA’s estimates of milk prices for
the rest of this year and for next year,
the costs could soar to as high as $2.6
billion a year.

It only gets worse. Higher milk
prices there will reduce milk consump-
tion and increase milk production.
Consumers will lose in two ways; they
will have to pay more and they will
drink less of a calcium-rich product.
That’s not very good public policy at a
time when the National Academy of
Sciences is urging Americans to take
steps to eliminate their dangerous cal-
cium intake deficit. The scope of the
consumption decline is suggested by a
January 1999 study of the economic im-
pacts of an expanded Northeast Dairy
Compact and a new Southern Dairy
Compact conducted by the University
of Missouri’s Commercial Agriculture
Program. The study was endorsed by
the federally funded Food and Agricul-
tural Policy Research Institute, other-
wise known as FAPRI. Findings of that
study suggest that milk consumption
could drop by more than 200 million
gallons a year if compacts expand into
the Mid-Atlantic and Southern states.

The damage doesn’t stop there. It
reaches into every corner of the nation.
Because dairy farmers in compact
states will get paid more, they will
produce much more milk. If you doubt

that, just look back to what happened
when Congress pushed milk prices to
unprecedented levels in the 1980’s. In-
creased production and lower consump-
tion will mean that the nation, which
already had record milk production
last year, will be awash in milk.

That impact is even worse for dairy
farmers in states like Idaho, which are
not covered by dairy compacts. First of
all, their incomes will be drastically
reduced because dairy compacts ulti-
mately drive everyone else’s milk
prices down. As milk production in-
creases and consumption drops in dairy
compact states, the nation’s milk sur-
plus will grow and milk prices will fall.
The University of Missouri study
showed that dairy farms in states out-
side of dairy compact regions would
lose $310 million in the first year alone.
And that study was based on an unreal-
istically-low, minimum, dairy compact
price hike. It also did not include all of
the states covered by today’s amend-
ment. If all states are included and
compact commissions boost prices as
high as the proposed legislation would
allow, the loss of income will be rough-
ly four times as large as estimated by
the Missouri study.

In addition, the overproduction in
dairy compact states will flood the
market in compact states with dairy
products made from surplus milk pro-
duced in compact states. That means
sharply less market access for low-
cost, efficient dairy farms in the Upper
Midwest, Plains, and Mountain regions.
Just like all protectionist schemes,
dairy compacts penalize efficiency and
reward inefficiency.

If this seems hard to believe as we
head into the 21st century, just remem-
ber this: by definition, dairy compacts
prevent cheaper milk, produced by
more-efficient farmers in noncompact
states, from entering into compact
states at less than the compact price.
Dairy compact proponents argue that
dairy compacts do not impose inter-
state trade barriers because they allow
other states to sell milk into compact
regions at the compact price.

Technically that’s true. In practice,
it’s completely misleading. The prob-
lem with the argument is that the in-
creased production caused by higher
prices in compact states will virtually
eliminate the local demand for milk
from efficient producers outside of
compact states. While the market re-
mains open in theory, compact states
will be saying to Idaho and other non-
compact farmers, ‘‘sorry, but we don’t
need your milk anymore.’’ Let’s face
it, dairy compacts are nothing more
than a mean spirited attack on other
states, skillfully disguised as a cure for
small dairy farmers.

If the regional inequities and schisms
created by interstate dairy compacts
are not reason enough for my fellow
senators to reject this amendment,
then I hope you will vote against it
simply because it violates the basic
premises of our Constitution. The es-
tablishment of regional trade barriers

through interstate dairy compacts
would undermine the interstate com-
petition that fostered the birth of the
nation and that has been so critical for
the sanctity of our Constitution. No
amount of repeating the unsupportable
claim that interstate dairy compacts
are a manifestation of states’ rights
will make it so. The Founding Fathers
would surely cringe if they were sub-
jected to that argument in defense of
dairy compacts. They knew that the
nation would not last if they permitted
some regions to be walled off at the ex-
pense of others. That’s why they re-
jected an Articles of Confederation and
chose a Constitution anchored by the
Interstate Commerce Clause. That’s
also why three Constitutional scholars
who appeared at a House Judiciary
Subcommittee hearing last week testi-
fied against interstate dairy compacts.

If dairy compacts pit region against
region in the Senate, damage dairy
farmers in noncompact states, cause
great harm to consumers, and under-
mine the Constitution, then why are
we even having this debate? It should
be an open and shut case. Perhaps it
has to with the desire of some of my
colleagues to do something for the
small family dairy farmers in their
states. That may be an important ob-
jective. However, make no mistake
about it. Dairy compacts are a terribly
inefficient and ineffective way of
achieving that goal. If you want to
help small dairy farms, this is the
worst way to do it.

The chart on my right (left) makes
this abundantly clear. Here are 14 of
the 28 states that the proposed amend-
ment would allow to join the Northeast
and Southern Dairy Compacts. The
chart shows that small farms—those
with less than 50 cows—on average,
would receive only between $1,100 to
$5,200 a year from dairy compacts. This
is hardly surprising since each farmer
receives the same price increase for
every gallon of milk they produce.
Thus, the large farms receive huge sub-
sidies, while the small farms receive
only a drop in the bucket. The bottom
line is that a few thousand dollars in
extra income is not sufficient to ensure
long-term economic viability for these
small farms.

The Commissioner of Agriculture in
Massachusetts, who is a member of the
Northeast Dairy Compact Commission,
seems to agree. Last October, he put
before the Commission a formal pro-
posal that would have redistributed the
Compact’s revenues away from big
farms and to the small farms. The pro-
posal, which was essentially dead on
arrival, has never been adopted. Why?
Because dairy compacts have nothing
to do with saving small family farms.

For the sake of argument, however,
let’s assume that the primary goal of
dairy compacts is to increase the in-
comes of small family farms. That
would make sense since the Census of
Agriculture reveals that in New Eng-
land, Mid-Atlantic states, and the
South, 76%, 86% and 88% of the farms
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that have left the dairy business since
1982 have had less than 50 cows. Clear-
ly, small dairy farmers are the most
vulnerable ones. Let’s also assume, for
the sake of argument, as compact pro-
ponents insist, that dairy compacts
keep small farms in business.

Then we can answer the question: is
this a good use of the public’s money.
If we look at the table to my right
(left), we can see how amazingly ineffi-
cient dairy compacts are at transfer-
ring money to small dairy farms. The
relevant question here is: how much do
dairy compacts cost consumers for
each small dairy farmers saved? The
answers provided in the table are
alarming. For the 14 New England,
Mid-Atlantic and Southern states it
takes anywhere between $90,000 and
$632,000 a year in higher milk prices to
provide a single small dairy farmer
with a meager subsidy of only $1,000
and $5,200. At the extreme, for every
one dollar of subsidy the compact gives
to a single small dairy farmer, it costs
the public roughly $632 in higher milk
prices! $632 dollars spent to achieve a
one dollar impact! That is truly a pub-
lic policy embarrassment!

Is this really how the Senate wants
to force the public to spend their
money? I certainly hope not! Dairy
compacts give new meaning to the ex-
pressions ‘‘bureaucratic ineptness’’ and
‘‘government inefficiency’’. Remember
the legendary stories about the Pen-
tagon spending thousands of dollars for
a toilet seat? When you take the time
to look at the evidence, it becomes
clear that dairy compacts make those
expenditures look efficient by compari-
son. This is surely not the legacy that
any members of this body will want to
carry with them through their careers.

In closing, this is no way to legislate
dairy policy. We need to work on a na-
tional policy that is fair to all farmers
and that makes us more competitive
on the world market. Dairy compacts
are anti-consumer, regionally divisive,
anti-farmer, contrary to the heart of
the Constitution, ineffective and hope-
lessly inefficient. I urge Senators to
vote no on the Jeffords amendment.

Mr. President, again, when we think
of dairy, oftentimes we think of Wis-
consin, Minnesota, and Vermont. Let
me tell you when we think that way,
we are not thinking total because Cali-
fornia, Texas, and Idaho are some of
the leading dairy producers in the Na-
tion. My State is sixth in the Nation
right now and growing very rapidly
into fifth place, and within a few years
it could even be fourth place.

What is being proposed today is not
good for our Nation’s dairy industry. It
is regionalism at its worst. It is estab-
lishing economic barriers that don’t
allow the reasonable flow of commerce,
and while it is early on argued as good
for producers, let me suggest that in
the end when you create these barriers
it is wrong and bad for producers. When
we struggle to create agriculture pol-
icy in this country, we struggle to cre-
ate uniformity.

In the dairy industry, uniformity is
critically important for the growth and
the overall strength of that industry,
both for the producers and for the con-
sumers.

I hope we will oppose the cloture mo-
tion.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print a chart on the effects of
the compact on small dairy farms.

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

DAIRY COMPACTS ARE THE WORST WAY TO TRY TO HELP
SMALL DAIRY FARMS

State

Annual
consumer

cost of
compacts
(in mil-
lions)

No. farms
with less
than 50

cows

Annual
compact
subsidy

per small
farm

Annual
consumer

cost to
save one

small farm

AL ............................. $20 52 $1,100 $385,000
CT ............................ 14 100 3,800 140,000
FL ............................. 43 68 2,500 632,000
GA ............................ 35 176 3,900 199,000
LA ............................. 16 143 4,000 112,000
MA ............................ 27 157 4,300 172,000
MD ........................... 25 256 1,200 97,000
MS ............................ 12 115 5,000 104,000
NJ ............................. 38 67 3,400 567,000
NC ............................ 35 180 5,100 194,000
SC ............................ 17 60 4,300 283,000
TX ............................. 82 603 2,900 135,000
VA ............................ 32 355 5,200 90,000
WV ............................ 12 134 4,700 90,000

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont has 1 minute.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I
must state a deep disagreement with
my friend from Idaho. We are not talk-
ing about any kind of limitations at
all. The compact we have in Vermont
allows anybody to be able to come and
sell in our market. We are talking
about the ability of States to do what
California and Idaho already do be-
cause they are so large, and that is to
have their own milk orders. All we
want to do is be able to form to-
gether—and I point out that when the
opposition asked OMB to make a deter-
mination as to whether or not our
farmers were in any way, through this
pact, violating anything, they came
back and said it would even save
money for some. Look at this chart.
This is the end. This shows what hap-
pens. If you go with 1–B instead of 2–A,
the whole country, including Idaho,
loses money. Why my good friend
wants to have his farmers lose money,
I don’t know.

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. I urge a vote for clo-
ture so we can fully debate this.

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion to invoke
cloture.

CLOTURE MOTION

We the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the pend-
ing motion regarding the dairy compact
amendment:

Trent Lott, Jim Jeffords, Susan M. Col-
lins, John H. Chafee, Fred Thompson,
Richard Shelby, Olympia J. Snowe,
Christopher Bond, Jesse Helms, Paul
Coverdell, John Ashcroft, Strom Thur-

mond, John Breaux, Jay Rockefeller,
Arlen Specter, and Patrick Leahy.

CALL OF THE ROLL

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the quorum call has
been waived.

VOTE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Is it the sense of the Sen-
ate that debate on the motion to re-
commit the bill, S. 1233, with instruc-
tions to report back forthwith with an
amendment, shall be brought to a
close?

The yeas and nays are required under
the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll.
The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 53,

nays 47, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 252 Leg.]

YEAS—53

Ashcroft
Biden
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Bunning
Byrd
Chafee
Cleland
Cochran
Collins
Coverdell
Dodd
Edwards
Feinstein
Frist
Gorton
Graham

Gregg
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kennedy
Kerry
Landrieu
Leahy
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott
Mack
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murray

Reed
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Warner

NAYS—47

Abraham
Akaka
Allard
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Bingaman
Brownback
Bryan
Burns
Campbell
Conrad
Craig
Crapo
Daschle
DeWine

Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Enzi
Feingold
Fitzgerald
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Inouye
Johnson
Kerrey
Kohl

Kyl
Lautenberg
Levin
Lugar
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Reid
Roberts
Smith (OR)
Thomas
Voinovich
Wellstone
Wyden

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BUNNING). On this vote the yeas are 53,
the nays are 47. Three-fifths of the Sen-
ators duly chosen and sworn not having
voted in the affirmative, the motion is
rejected.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1507

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the Ashcroft
amendment.

The amendment (No. 1507) was agreed
to.
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Mr. COCHRAN. I move to reconsider

the vote by which the Ashcroft amend-
ment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my
capacity as a Senator from the State of
Kentucky, I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

ator from Kansas.
AMENDMENT NO. 1509 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1499

(Purpose: To make a perfecting amendment)

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I send
a second-degree amendment to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. ROBERTS],
for himself, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. CRAIG, Mr.
GORTON, Mr. BURNS, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr.
HAGEL, Mr. GRAMS, and Mr. GRASSLEY, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1509 to
amendment No. 1499.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, we
have had a great deal of discussion in
regard to the kind of emergency assist-
ance we would all like to see happen in
the Senate. We have heard quite a bit
of debate as to what is appropriate.

I have a package that has been en-
dorsed by about six or seven Senators—
Senator BURNS and Senator SANTORUM,
more especially, who have been espe-
cially helpful—Senator CRAIG, Senator
GRASSLEY, Senator GRAMS, Senator
HAGEL, all of the cosponsors, to try to
reach some accommodation. I am not
sure, but perhaps we could conclude
this debate and simply have a vote
within, I would say, a half hour. I do
not know what my friends and col-
leagues on the other side would say
about that, but I make a recommenda-
tion and seek unanimous consent that
debate on this amendment be for 30
minutes, with 15 minutes divided
equally.

Could there be an agreement on that?
I see the distinguished Democratic
leader nodding his head.

Mr. DASCHLE. If the Senator from
Kansas would yield.

Mr. ROBERTS. I would be glad to
yield.

Mr. DASCHLE. I think a 30-minute
timeframe, equally divided, would be
appropriate. We have debated the issue
now for some time. This is another
iteration, in our view, that is com-
pletely unacceptable, but we would be
happy to talk about it. Thirty minutes
would be acceptable to us.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to
object, I ask the Senator from Kansas

if the amendment has been made avail-
able to others of us on the floor. I
think the Senator mentioned seven
Senators he has worked with, but is the
amendment available at this point?

Mr. ROBERTS. Basically, the amend-
ment is the same as I have discussed
with my friend and colleague, with the
addition of $400 million for disaster as-
sistance, after talking to the Secretary
of Agriculture as of this morning. But
we have a summary of the amendment,
and we will endeavor to make as many
copies as we can during the debate.

I think most of my colleagues on
that side—and we have been trying to
work together—understand what is in
the amendment. But without question
we will make the copies available to
you.

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

ator from Arizona.
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, after the

disposal of the Roberts amendment, it
is my understanding that there would
then be room for amendments; is that
correct? I ask the parliamentary situa-
tion after the disposal of the Roberts
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, sir,
additional amendments would be in
order.

Mr. MCCAIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that my amendment be in order
after the disposal of the Roberts
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DASCHLE. Reserving the right
to object, could the Senator share with
us what his amendment is about?

Mr. MCCAIN. It is the elimination of
the sugar quota.

Mr. DASCHLE. I have no objection to
the offering of the amendment.

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

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank my friend.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-

quest is agreed to.
The Senator from Kansas.
Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the Chair.
I say to the distinguished Democratic

leader, I would have hoped that he
could have described my amendment as
perhaps acceptable as opposed to the
completely unacceptable amendment
by the Senator from Arizona, and I
would hope that would be the case.

It is my understanding now we have
30 minutes of time and 15 minutes on a
side. I am going to yield time to the
distinguished Senator from Pennsyl-
vania who has been a real help to us in
trying to put together an amendment
that will be acceptable to all parties.

I do also thank my friends across the
aisle, more particularly Senator DOR-
GAN and Senator CONRAD and Senator
HARKIN. We had a discussion yesterday.
I know this amendment does not cross
every ‘‘t’’ or dot every ‘‘i’’ in their
eyes, but I would say to them that we
on our side have tried to move at least
to a compromise bill that could be
worked out.

I had a telephone conversation with
Agriculture Secretary Dan Glickman

about 45 minutes ago. I want to point
out that the Secretary of Agriculture,
and many on the other side, and many
on this side, have had the opportunity
to work on many farm bills together.

There have been 13 emergency or sup-
plemental bills in the last 10 years in
regard to agriculture. That shows you
the tremendous change that occurs in
global agriculture. We have worked to-
gether on many of these bills. Sec-
retary Glickman and I are very good
friends. We have very strong dif-
ferences of opinion from time to time;
there is no question about that, but we
have tried to work together as a team
on behalf of agriculture.

In regard to this debate, I suggest to
everybody that today is the day for
compromise and teamwork on behalf of
our hard-pressed farmers and ranchers.
I do not think they want us debating
over and over again the philosophy or
the ideology in regard to farm bills.
What they want is emergency assist-
ance, and we can then address the prob-
lems that we have all talked about in
regard to a long-term agenda on behalf
of agriculture.

Today is not the day to express
strong opinions about the current farm
bill or assess blame or make the polit-
ical rhetoric. We have had those days.

Today is the day to pass an emer-
gency bill. Senators BURNS and GORTON
and SANTORUM and GRASSLEY and
GRAMS and HAGEL and I have offered an
amendment, now endorsed by the Na-
tional Association of Wheat Growers,
the American Soybean Association,
and the American Farm Bureau. Obvi-
ously, we have not had enough time to
contact all of the commodity organiza-
tions, all the farm groups. But I think,
without question, most of the farm
groups, if not all, certainly support
this approach.

What does it do? The purpose of this
amendment is to provide direct income
assistance to farmers and ranchers in
the fastest way possible. I know my
colleagues across the aisle would prefer
a different way, or at least a portion of
this assistance to come in a different
way, in what is called the LDP pro-
gram. That is an acronym for the Loan
Deficiency Payment.

This amendment does provide the as-
sistance through the transition pay-
ment, which will provide assistance to
farmers in 10 days. We went the LDP
route during the last emergency assist-
ance—or to be more accurate, there
was emergency assistance granted in
the last emergency bill.

It took the Secretary of Agriculture
6 to 8 months to get assistance to farm-
ers. We do not need to do that. So it is
the fastest way possible. As I have indi-
cated, it is through the structure
called the additional transition pay-
ments that are contained in the farm
bill. It does it with additional pay-
ments of 100 percent.

Let me say something about the 100
percent for those farms that are in pro-
gram crops. It means not only do you
get a transition payment; you get an-
other transition payment 100 percent
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equal to that. I will venture to say,
with that payment most farmers in
America, in terms of wheat and corn
and your basic crops—and, yes, in re-
gard to cotton and step 2, which is an-
other program—that extra income as-
sistance will move those prices at least
to the cost of production and maybe
even more.

As opposed to other amendments,
this approach that has been offered
does not change current farm program
policy. You do not need to rewrite the
farm bill during the appropriations
process or during an emergency bill.

You may have very strong beliefs
about this farm bill. I do. But now is
not the time to rewrite the farm pro-
gram in regard to this emergency bill.
We can do that next year. I hope we do
not in the middle of an election year,
but obviously people have strong be-
liefs. I do not believe this is the appro-
priate place.

The bill also provides assistance to
soybean and oil seed producers. It pro-
vides assistance to livestock producers,
to cotton producers, with regard to the
step 2 program that has been so elo-
quently described by the distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, Senator COCHRAN, and to spe-
cialty crop producers and others who
do not receive program crops.

I say to Senators paying attention—
I hope they are, either in their officers
or wherever they are—all of you who
represent farmers who do not have pro-
gram crops not covered by the farm
bill, this amendment provides the most
assistance to those who are in spe-
cialty crops and others. We do not go
down every commodity and raise
amendments such as the one that is
going to be introduced by the Senator
from Arizona. Some of these commod-
ities, some of these programs raise a
lot of objections. We have had historic
debates in that regard. Let’s not go
down that path. We give money to the
Secretary of Agriculture for specialty
crops. Only the USDA can determine
which of those crops, which of those re-
gions really need the assistance. I
think that approach is best.

Most important, it contains funds for
crop insurance reform to keep the crop
insurance premiums at current levels.
We reduced them last year. They will
spike up again. So we have money to
keep those at that level.

I tell my colleagues, finally, those of
us who have tried to keep this bill
under $7 billion for budgetary concerns,
we have also provided another $400 mil-
lion for disaster assistance as a result
of talking to the Secretary of Agri-
culture, who was in West Virginia with
Senator BYRD yesterday. We have all
seen on television the effects of
drought. Anybody who comes from
farm country understands the effects of
drought. Secretary Glickman said: I
need money immediately. So we pro-
vided $400 million. Will it be enough? I
don’t know. But at least in terms of
that request, I think it is appropriate.
As I say, Secretary Glickman was in

West Virginia with Senator BYRD, and
the need is very crucial. That brings
the total of the package to $7.5 billion,
but we have a drought on hand and we
have an emergency.

All this assistance is provided with-
out each commodity or specialty crop
coming to the table in a bidding war.
We have already had that, reopening,
as I have indicated, the historic and
unneeded debates of the past. Instead
we have emergency assistance that will
provide farmers needed assistance
down the road. If you want to look at
farm program policy in future debates
with hearings, perhaps that is appro-
priate.

How much time does the Senator re-
quire?

Mr. SANTORUM. Three minutes.
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, might

I inquire how much time remains?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven

minutes.
Mr. ROBERTS. I yield 3 minutes to

the distinguished Senator from Penn-
sylvania, who, I might add, is a valu-
able member of the Agriculture Com-
mittee and who talks with us contin-
ually about farmers who are not in the
program crop arena, the value of crop
insurance, and the value of disaster as-
sistance, because there are some areas
of the country that need assistance
that are not covered by the farm bill. I
thank the Senator for his contribution.

Mr. SANTORUM. I thank the distin-
guished former chairman of the House
Ag Committee and obviously one of the
most knowledgeable people on agri-
culture in this country. It has been a
pleasure to work with him.

To pick up on the point he just made,
I will speak to Senators who do not
come from areas which have program
crops, places such as Pennsylvania,
many of them, places such as Pennsyl-
vania, New York, and Maryland, and
most of the New England States, where
previous emergency packages had very
little to offer for those of us who have
farmers experiencing difficulty in that
area of the country.

Obviously, we are experiencing hor-
rible difficulties with the drought that
is occurring in the Mid-Atlantic region.
I did not vote for either of the pack-
ages yesterday because I didn’t think
they offered anything of real value to
the farmers that I represent and to the
region of the country that I try to rep-
resent on the Agriculture Committee.
But this package does.

Three things the Senator from Kan-
sas just mentioned: No. 1, the money
for specialty crops—most of the crops
that are grown in Pennsylvania are
specialty crops; they are not program
crops—$300 million; $400 million for
help with crop insurance premiums. We
need to get more people in the Crop In-
surance Program in Pennsylvania. If
my farmers said one thing to me over-
whelmingly, it was: Of all the things
you can do to help us, give us some
money to help us begin to get into crop
insurance, to begin to insure ourselves
against these losses and against the
fluctuations of the market.

Farmers want to be self-sufficient.
They don’t want disaster payments.
They don’t get AMTA payments. What
they want is some mechanism where
they can begin to control their destiny
and ensure some income for their fam-
ily. That is what we are trying to do,
to help them in transitioning.

Finally, $400 million, as the Senator
from Kansas just mentioned, for dis-
aster assistance for this year’s 1999
crops. Obviously, we have no idea what
the extent of the drought is going to be
and the damage, but it is going to be
extensive. It is going to be very tough
on our farmers in Pennsylvania and
throughout the Mid-Atlantic States.

I say to all those Senators who rep-
resent that area of the country, you
now have a bill you can vote for that is
going to do something meaningful for
your farmers. I hope we can get bipar-
tisan support for this amendment and
get this acted upon quickly.

I thank the former chairman and dis-
tinguished member of the Agriculture
Committee for his terrific work on this
amendment.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I re-
serve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

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

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I will

take a couple of minutes, and I think
my colleague, perhaps both of my col-
leagues, would like to add a comment.

My hope has been, and still is, that
we will have a bipartisan solution to
this issue today. This is not such a
solution.

A number of discussions have taken
place with a number of Senators from
both sides of the aisle. We face the
same crises: collapsed prices in rural
America and a drought that is spread-
ing across our country.

There is not a Republican or a Demo-
cratic way to go broke on the family
farm. It is just human misery and trag-
edy that allows those to lose their
hopes and dreams and lose their farms
because of economic collapse in Asia or
price collapse in the U.S. or the worst
crop disease of a century or a wet cycle
that means 3 million acres can’t be
planted in our State this spring. It is
not the farmer’s fault. So we need to do
something. The question is, What do
we do?

We have had several different plans.
This is the third, I guess, that will be
voted on in the Senate. It is short on
disaster aid, as we know. We know
there is a disaster occurring. Turn on
the television set and listen to the
newscasts. They say it is the worst
drought in a century in some parts of
this country. We might as well be pre-
pared to face that. We ought to add
some of that to this legislation.

Second, my colleague, in his presen-
tation of the amendment, talked about
dollars going to producers imme-
diately. As we all know, AMTA is going
to get dollars to people who aren’t pro-
ducing. That is one of the problems.
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AMTA is a payment scheme based on
1991 and 1995 production history. They
are going to be sending money to the
people who aren’t producing anything.

One other point: My expectation is
that this amendment does not change
the payment limits. I wonder how
many of my colleagues know that the
potential, under this approach—and I
am able to be corrected, if I am inac-
curate—the potential under this ap-
proach is to pay $460,000 essentially to
a farmer, $460,000 as a new payment
limitation. The $80,000 payment limit
under current law is doubled. So for
AMTA and LDPs, the potential is
$460,000 for a producer.

Who wants to tell a wage earner in
some community someplace that we
want you to pay taxes so we can give a
little help to family farmers? And by
the way, some might get $460,000. What
kind of a payment limit is that? How
does one describe this as help to fam-
ily-sized farms?

We don’t need to help agrifactories in
America. We don’t need a Department
of Agriculture. We don’t need a farm
program. If our future is in
agrifactories, we don’t need to con-
struct these kinds of programs or have
a Department of Agriculture, for my
money.

The purpose is to try to protect and
help and nurture family farming as an
enterprise in this country because it
strengthens our country. But $460,000
in payment limits? A potential farmer
will get $460,000? What kind of nonsense
is this? My expectation is that it is
still part of the amendment. My hope
is that we will still have an oppor-
tunity for a bipartisan solution today.

Those of us who come from farm
country, in both the Republican and
Democratic Parties here, serve the
same interests, have the same desire,
and have the same passion to try to
help family farmers get through this
troubled period.

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

ator from Iowa.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, how

much time remains on our side?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eleven

minutes 20 seconds.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wonder

if my friend from Kansas will yield for
a couple of questions so I can better
discern what we have here. I ask the
author of the amendment exactly how
this differs from the last package, the
Cochran amendment, which is set aside
right now. As I look at it, the dif-
ference between this package and what
we voted on yesterday, the Cochran
amendment, is $400 million for crop in-
surance premium reductions and $400
million for disaster payments for 1999
crop losses. Is that correct?

Mr. ROBERTS. That is correct. That
is not all of the differences, but the
Senator has accurately described two
of the differences.

Mr. HARKIN. Well, I have looked at
other things in the bill and I can’t find
any differences other than that.

Mr. ROBERTS. If the Senator will
yield, what we tried to do with the ap-
proach, rather than specifically men-
tioning some of the crops that have
been in controversy on the floor from
time to time—and I am talking about
sugar and peanuts and tobacco—we
have simply provided a fund for the
Secretary of $300 million for specialty
crops and others not specifically men-
tioned elsewhere in the amendment.

In talking to Secretary Glickman as
of this morning and going over speci-
fied funding for these crops, which may
or may not need assistance in regard to
weather problems or lost income prob-
lems, he indicated he would rather
have that at his discretion. After all, it
is the USDA, in the end result, that
would be able to determine at the end
of the crop years, after harvest, specifi-
cally what the situation is.

When I mention specific numbers for
these particular programs, I am not
going to indicate that the Secretary is
endorsing this bill in total by any
means, but I think his preference
would be that he would have the discre-
tion to address these as needed, as op-
posed to saying we are getting X num-
ber of dollars for this particular pro-
gram. Then we get into a bidding war,
and the Senator knows that is what
has happened in the past.

Mr. HARKIN. Again, I ask the Sen-
ator, there was, if I am not mistaken,
in the Cochran amendment $300 million
for specialty crops; is that right? I
thought that was in the Cochran
amendment.

Mr. ROBERTS. If the Senator will
yield, I don’t have a copy of the Coch-
ran amendment with me. In our origi-
nal amendment it was $200 million. We
increased that to $300 million. The Sen-
ator may be correct.

Mr. HARKIN. I am told it was $50
million in the Cochran.

Mr. ROBERTS. That is correct. I
thank the Senator for reminding me.

Mr. HARKIN. The other point—and,
again, I ask the Senator; maybe he
can’t figure it out now, but maybe his
staff can pencil it out—as I look at the
bill, you have reduced the livestock
and dairy portion of the Cochran
amendment from $325 million to $250
million.

Mr. ROBERTS. If the Senator has
those figures, I am sure that is correct.

Mr. HARKIN. I am just looking, and
it is hard to discern things sometimes
in these bills. I am told by my staff the
total amount of funds for livestock is
reduced from $325 million to about $250
million. If I am wrong, correct me.

Mr. ROBERTS. I now have staff here;
I now have my brains on the floor, so I
am happy to respond.

Mr. HARKIN. In examining this
amendment now before us, the dif-
ference is about $800 million, give or
take a little bit. So while the package
yesterday was about 6.9, this raises it
to about 7.7, if I am not mistaken.

My opinion on this, Mr. President, is
that while we are making some move-
ments here, I think things are working
right.

I yield again to my friend from Kan-
sas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that the Cochran
amendment had—I apologize to my
friend and colleague because I don’t
have the specifics of the Cochran
amendment here, and I should. Staff
has informed me that there was $350
million for livestock payments at the
discretion of the Secretary, and we pro-
vided $250 million. I am making an as-
sumption, but most of the problems we
are experiencing now are in the Sen-
ator’s area in regard to hog producers.

In talking with Secretary Glickman
today, I don’t think we can make a de-
termination yet as to where most of
that money would go—the extra $100
million, if in fact we can call it extra.
Well, it goes from $350 million to $250
million. It went to crop insurance, and
it went to adding $100 million more on
the disaster side. It was a matter of
priorities.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator for
clarifying that.

Again, I make the point that I think
we do see some movement. I am still
hopeful we can reach a decent com-
promise on these packages. I believe
that is accomplishable. I think we can
accomplish that.

I might just say that I think the $400
million in disaster payments for this
year, I say to my friend from Kansas, is
still inadequate, too low. From all of
the indications we get from disasters
up and down the east coast, in the Mid-
Atlantic States, plus some of the dis-
aster we have had out in North Dakota
and other places, and flooding, as we
have had in my State of Iowa, $400 mil-
lion is simply not going to be enough
to handle the disasters this year. I
think we need to work a little bit more
on that in terms of disaster payments
for this year.

The $400 million you put in for the
crop insurance, I applaud. We had that
in our bill. I think that is a good meas-
ure. I am a little concerned about the
payments for oilseeds. Here is where we
get into the policy issue on the AMTA
payments and LDP.

Mr. ROBERTS. May I ask a question
of the Senator? Would he yield for a
question?

Mr. HARKIN. I think I am probably
running out of time.

Mr. ROBERTS. I will make it brief.
We have $400 million for the disaster
program. That is a commitment to ag-
riculture to know that the Secretary
can begin to work on the problem in
the Atlantic States. That doesn’t mean
if down the road we have continued
droughts—it is the worst in a hundred
years in the Atlantic region—that we
will not be committed to doing what
we have to do. But to do it here, we
have no way of knowing what that crop
damage will be. So I urge the Senator
to say here is $400 million in regard to
all of the problems we are experiencing
in terms of national disasters, and it
doesn’t mean that down the road that
could not be addressed; we just don’t
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know at this particular time. I don’t
think it would be responsible to add a
whole bunch more money when we
don’t even know.

I thank the Senator for yielding.
Mr. HARKIN. I appreciate that. We

can work on that. The Senator may not
be wrong on that. That may be closer
to what we probably should be doing.
There are other things in that disaster
part I tell the Senator to look at. We
did not completely fill the needs of last
year’s disaster. I think the Senator
from North Dakota can talk about
that. We had about $300 million in our
bill just to meet the disaster needs of
last year that were not fully paid for.
So I ask you to look at that. You may
be right on not anticipating or know-
ing exactly where the Mid-Atlantic
States are right now. But there are
other things we had in our disaster bill
that we do know about and that do
need to be addressed.

Lastly, I want to say again, on the
payments to oilseeds, which is in the
Senator’s bill, which is about $500 mil-
lion, this really gets to the heart of
whether we should have all AMTA pay-
ments or some mix of that and LDPs.
Under AMTA payments, of course, you
don’t get any payments for soybeans.
Under LDP, you do. Under the proposal
we had, which our side offered yester-
day, under LDP, we estimated there
would be about $1 billion that would go
to soybean producers for their losses
this year. Under the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Kansas,
there is $500 million in payments to all
oilseeds, including soybeans. So we had
not only $1 billion in the LDP, we had
about $1 billion in purchases. So the
$500 million is about a fourth of what
we estimated the need would be for oil-
seeds.

That is why I still hope we can reach
some compromise on having a blend of
AMTA payments and LDP payments,
because I think LDP payments would
more adequately respond to the needs
of oilseeds than would a $500 million
payment.

Other than that, as I said, I think
there is some good progress here, and I
think there is some basis for reaching
some kind of compromise agreement
before the Sun sets today.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

HUTCHINSON). Who yields time?
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield

time off the Democratic side.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota is recognized.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we are

making progress. I can feel the con-
crete breaking. I don’t think we are
quite there yet because at this point
this is not a bipartisan proposal before
us. There has not really been a negotia-
tion between the two sides. There has
been a negotiation on the other side.

There are a number of things I be-
lieve are deficient in terms of the pro-
posal that is before us. We do not keep
the promise of the disaster package of
last year. We devised a formula. We

didn’t fully fund it. The result was that
people got 85 percent of what was
promised.

No. 2, there is not sufficient money
for the crop losses that are occurring
now. Some say, well, we don’t know
the full amount. That is true. But I can
tell you that we know enough to know
that $400 million is not going to solve
the problem. In my State alone, we
know the flooded land losses. We abso-
lutely know what has occurred there.
Three million acres have not even been
planted and millions more planted late.

In the Democratic alternative, we
have $250 million for flooded lands. I
don’t see anything specifically set
aside in this proposal—not $1 is set
aside—specifically to address the prob-
lem of flooded lands. That is just not
acceptable. Partly because of the way
this came about, I suppose it is the re-
sult.

We have not had a true discussion.
We basically had the other side saying
this is it, take it or leave it. On that
basis, we don’t have much choice but
to leave it because it does not address
the needs of the people we represent.

I say that as a preface to the remarks
that are more positive; that is, there
are some very good parts of the pro-
posal the Senator has advanced, the
chief being the crop insurance of $400
million. That goes in exactly the right
direction.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
of the opponents has expired.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, may I
inquire how much time is available?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 4 minutes remaining

The Senator from Kansas.
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I yield

1 minute to the distinguished Senator
from Montana, Mr. BURNS, who has
worked very hard on this proposal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Kansas. I will be very
brief.

I do not know of any piece of legisla-
tion that has ever been proposed hav-
ing to do with agriculture that has
been perfect. If there is one place where
it is hard to find a one size fits all, it
is in this business of agriculture be-
cause we are diverse in climate, in
growing conditions, in crops, and ev-
erything else. It is pretty tough to find
that perfect bill.

What we have sought is balance. On
balance, I think this addresses the
needs as we think they are now, and
also it is a step towards what we think
it will be at the end of the crop year. I
think it is very important that the
commitment to agriculture is here.
Without changing programs, putting
cash on the farm as fast as we possibly
can is in this piece of legislation.

Let’s take it for what it is. Sure, we
can sit and pick it apart. Yes, we would
like to see some things changed for
Montana that won’t fit the things in
Mississippi. But I think what we have
is balance.

With the leadership of Senator ROB-
ERTS and Senator CRAIG, and a lot of us
who have worked very hard on this for
a long time, knowing the prospects in
front of us, I thank them for their lead-
ership.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas.
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I yield

1 additional minute to the distin-
guished Senator from Idaho, Mr. CRAIG,
who has also worked extremely hard on
this compromise.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, in the
course of the last 2 days, we have at-
tempted to understand and define the
situation in agriculture. The chairman
of the Agriculture Appropriations Sub-
committee yesterday did an excellent
job of crafting a package that goes to
the heart of the problem.

Yesterday, I had hoped we could in-
clude crop insurance in it so we could
keep that management tool alive,
shaping it so that it becomes more usa-
ble to farmers, so that we are not here
again after a disaster occurs trying to
define that disaster. As we have heard
in conversation this morning, it is
nearly impossible to define at this
time.

This particular amendment offers
$400 million to maintain the 1999 level
for crop insurance premium write-
downs. It also deals with speciality
crops in a way that I think is very im-
portant in understanding farming di-
versity. At the same time, it still
strikes that balance in working to
limit well beyond what those on the
other side had offered, and I support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move
to table the amendment and ask for
the yeas and nays.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, can I
ask the distinguished Senator, if I
could finish up my time?

Mr. COCHRAN. I thought the chair
had announced that all time had ex-
pired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Idaho has expired.

Mr. COCHRAN. I apologize to the dis-
tinguished Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. I may go step 1 in-
stead of step 2.

Mr. President, on the definition of
‘‘bipartisan,’’ bipartisan is where you
accept our view and not your view, and
different Senators can define that de-
pending on their strong opinion.

Let me point out that when this
started, the amount of funding was
somewhere between $4 billion and $5
billion, and many thought that was too
much. It is now $7.5 billion. If that isn’t
compromise, and some would think in
the wrong direction, I don’t know what
compromise is.

Let me point out that Senators came
to me from both sides of the aisle. This
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has not been exclusively a Republican
initiative by any means. They worried
that too many of these programs were
not specified, and they had a lot of
problems with those individual pro-
grams.

Let me point out that when I met
with my good friends and colleagues in
that Cloakroom and discussed this
issue for about 20 minutes, if that isn’t
bipartisan, colleagues, I must have
been in the wrong Cloakroom.

Now we are into a discussion as to
whether or not there is enough disaster
assistance when the Secretary of Agri-
culture indicated that $400 million was
at least a first step for him to take a
look at it. Then we are into these acro-
nyms of LDP and AMTA. That is why
people’s eyes glaze over when we have
any debate on farm program policy. We
ought to give the money out. Under
AMTA, you get it in 10 days. Under
LDP, it takes months. We are arguing
about acronyms and we are arguing
about numbers.

Let’s get the assistance to farmers
and end this debate and don’t change
the farm program policy.

I yield the floor.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, has all

time been yielded or used?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

has expired.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move

to table the amendment, and I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

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

question is on agreeing to the motion
to table amendment No. 1509. On this
question, the yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant called the
roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK) is
necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 66,
nays 33, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 253 Leg.]

YEAS—66

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Bunning
Byrd
Chafee
Cleland
Cochran
Conrad
Coverdell
Daschle
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards

Feingold
Feinstein
Frist
Graham
Gramm
Gregg
Harkin
Helms
Hollings
Hutchison
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman

Lincoln
Lott
Lugar
McConnell
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Sessions
Shelby
Thompson
Thurmond
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—33

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett

Brownback
Burns
Campbell
Collins

Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Enzi

Fitzgerald
Gorton
Grams
Grassley
Hagel
Hatch
Hutchinson

Inhofe
Kyl
McCain
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Roth

Santorum
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas

NOT VOTING—1

Mack

The motion was agreed to.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move

to reconsider the vote.
Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, as I

understand it, the order is the Senator
from Arizona will offer an amendment
at this point. My purpose for rising is
to confirm that and also to ask if we
can get an agreement to limit time for
debate on the McCain amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct, that is the order.

The Senator from Arizona.
AMENDMENT NO. 1510 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1499

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of appropriated
funds for the sugar program, other than
the marketing assessment)

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I have
an amendment at the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN],

for himself and Mr. GREGG, proposes an
amendment numbered 1510.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, insert the

following:
SEC. 7 . SUGAR PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
Act may be used to pay the salaries and ex-
penses of personnel of the Department of Ag-
riculture to carry out section 156 of the Agri-
cultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C.
7272), other than subsection (f).

(b) MARKETING ASSESSMENT.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this Act,
funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able by this Act or any other Act shall be
used to pay the salaries and expenses of per-
sonnel of the Department of Agriculture to
carry out and enforce section 156(f) of the
Agricultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C.
7272(f) through fiscal year 2001.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, if it is
agreeable with the distinguished man-
agers on both sides, I offer a unani-
mous consent agreement for 1 hour
equally divided, 30 minutes on either
side.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. I ask unanimous con-
sent that following the disposition of
the MCCAIN amendment, I be recog-
nized to offer an amendment on dairy
compacts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

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

jority leader.
Mr. LOTT. Reserving the right to ob-

ject, I was not able to hear what the
Senator from Pennsylvania was sug-
gesting. Will the Senator repeat the re-
quest?

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, if I
may respond to the distinguished ma-
jority leader, I have been trying to get
this amendment up. In order to get it
sequenced, I have asked unanimous
consent to bring up an amendment on
dairy compacts. A number of Senators
intend to discuss it briefly and not to
press it to a vote because it is legisla-
tion on an appropriations bill, but we
think it important to consider the
matter so it may be taken up in con-
ference.

Mr. LOTT. I withdraw my reserva-
tion.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Is there objection to the request of
the Senator from Arizona regarding
time? Is there objection?

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, did we agree to an
hour equally divided?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, and I will
not, I want to let my colleague, the
Senator from Wisconsin, know that I
have been working with Senator SPEC-
TER on this issue.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask for
the regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Regular
order.

Is there objection to the unanimous
consent request?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. MCCAIN. I ask to be recognized

for as much time as I may use.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona.
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I have

offered this amendment for myself,
Senator GREGG—I am sure Senator
FEINSTEIN—that will prohibit the Agri-
culture Department from using Federal
funding for administering the various
and sundry programs that benefit the
sugar industry. This amendment is
carefully tailored by just cutting off
funds so that it is not in violation of
rule XVI.

The amendment is to send a strong
signal to my colleagues that it is time
to end the heavily subsidized sugar pro-
gram. The Federal Government is bur-
dened with an unnecessary and unprof-
itable loan program for big sugar pro-
ducers and enforcing mandated import
quotas on foreign sugar.

The sugar program has long since
outlived its purpose. It was originally
enacted in the Depression era to aid
our flailing economy. As our economy
resurged, the need for sugar subsidies
diminished. Congress recognized this
by eliminating the program in 1974, but
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proponents of the sugar program were
able to resurrect it in 1981 proving
again that in this city nothing is ever
effectively killed if it is subsidized to
special interests. Efforts were made to
abolish the program once again in the
1996 farm bill, but defenders of the
sugar program kept it alive and even
extended it.

The sugar program is a system of
Federally-subsidized loans, import re-
strictions and protective price supports
that equates to little more than cor-
porate welfare. The present program
restricts foreign competition and en-
sures a high domestic price for sugar
far in excess of world prices. The Agri-
culture Department also guarantees
loans for sugar processors and pro-
ducers that may not be fully repaid in
dollars back to the Government. The
current law allows loan borrowers to
pledge sugar as collateral to satisfy re-
payment obligations.

Several independent reviews of the
sugar program have demonstrated that
the biggest economic burden of this
program falls on the American tax-
payers. The Heritage Foundation stat-
ed that ‘‘the sugar program is big gov-
ernment and corporate welfare at its
worst.’’ Given the big government and
corporate welfare we have in this town,
that is a pretty impressive statement.
The Coalition for Sugar Reform, count-
ing among its members such groups as
the National Audubon Society and
Citizens Against Government Waste,
and others, has touted this program as
burdensome and unfair to the con-
sumer. These groups are leaders in ad-
vocating for reform and eventual elimi-
nation of this costly subsidy.

The continuing existence of the sugar
program has resulted in U.S. con-
sumers paying three times the current
world price for sugar and sugar-con-
tained products. The General Account-
ing Office estimates that sugar price
supports force American consumers to
pay $1.4 billion every year in artifi-
cially inflated sugar prices. Mandatory
price quotas keep the price of Amer-
ican-grown sugar at roughly 22 cents a
pound compared to 6 cents a pound for
sugar grown in other parts of the
world.

This is truly outrageous. Defenders
of the sugar program support these in-
flated consumer prices by claiming
that the sugar program is critical to
the viability of our domestic sugar in-
dustry. Reports have shown that we are
hurting our viability as a domestic
sugar industry by continuing this pro-
gram because America’s farmers can-
not compete with foreign markets and
are forced to close sugar refineries.
Since this program has been in effect,
12 of the 22 U.S. sugar refineries have
been forced to close, eliminating thou-
sands of jobs.

In the February 1998 Reader’s Digest,
there is a story about the Nation’s
largest candy-cane manufacturer open-
ing a plant in Jamaica in order to stay
competitive with foreign companies.
Sugar prices in Jamaica are as much as
50 percent cheaper than in the U.S.

Yet, the sugar program continues to
reap benefits for a small sector of the
sugar economy. Only by political clout
has this corporate welfare program sur-
vived.

A close examination of this program
reveals that its true benefits are only
realized by big sugar tycoons. Less
than one percent of the Nation’s sugar
growers gobble up 58 percent of the pro-
gram benefits. These are not small
family farmers. In a recent year, 33
cane sugar growers obtained more than
$1 million each from this Government
boondoggle. In fact, one grower re-
ceived $65 million.

The average consumer is not aware
that food products, like candy, cereal
or ice cream, are subject to a higher
price dictated by the Federal Govern-
ment—and it is a price that is likely to
be twice as high because of sugar price
supports. Not too many average gro-
cery shoppers realize they are paying
at least 10 cents more per pound of
sugar because of these costly sugar
mandates.

We cannot ask American consumers
to continue to pay more for sugar than
the rest of the world. This richly sweet
program for big sugar producers has a
sour aftertaste for average citizens and
our Nation’s economy.

What I am proposing, because of rule
XVI, is simply a one-year halt to the
sugar program. The American con-
sumers would be held harmless for one
year to give us time to undertake a
long overdue debate on legislation to
reform and phase out the sugar pro-
gram.

This amendment retains the sugar
industry’s responsibility to pay a min-
iscule assessment on domestic sugar,
although I would be glad to eliminate
that. I do not think that is a very im-
portant aspect of this amendment.
With all the benefits received by the
sugar industry, this relatively small
assessment is supposed to be the sugar
industry’s sole contribution to reduc-
ing annual budget deficits. Last year,
this assessment generated $37.8 million
in revenues. With all that the Federal
Government and the American con-
sumers have spent over the years to
support this inflated sugar program,
this modest return of revenues to the
treasury is certainly warranted, al-
though I would be glad to eliminate it.

I believe we should end the subsidies
to the sugar industry and eliminate the
sugar program that is unfair to con-
sumers. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment and bring fairness
back to our American consumers.

Mr. President, in the New York
Times of Monday, July 14, 1997, they
talked about:

. . . $1.5 billion a year from consumers to a
handful of large sugar growers. Almost half
of the benefits from the sugar program go to
little more than 1 percent of growers. . . .

There is a second, powerful reason to
eliminate sugar subsidies. They breed exces-
sive production of sugar cane in environ-
mentally sensitive areas. In the Florida Ev-
erglades, about a half-million acres of wet-
lands have been converted to sugar cane pro-

duction. Excessive sugar cane production has
interrupted water flows and contaminated
the Everglades with polluted agricultural
run-off.

When I argue for campaign finance
reform, I refer to a well-known family
in Florida that has realized the Amer-
ican dream, the Fanjul brothers. Al-
fonso Fanjul is the chairman and chief
executive officer of Flo-Sun, a promi-
nent Democrat who cochaired Presi-
dent Clinton’s 1992 Florida campaign.

Jose ‘‘Pepe’’ Fanjul, is a prominent
Republican who served on the cam-
paign finance committee of 1996 GOP
Presidential candidate Bob Dole. He
also is vice chairman of the National
Republican Party’s finance committee.

They are major—major—givers of
soft money, major contributors.

I will include in the RECORD that dur-
ing the 1995–1996 election cycle, mem-
bers of the Fanjul family contributed
$774,500 to Federal campaigns. It is an
excellent investment. In return, a
grateful Congress maintains a sugar
price support program worth approxi-
mately $65 million annually to the
Fanjuls.

That is a pretty good investment;
and they are getting a great return on
it.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. GREGG. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I think

we have to go back and forth.
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I am will-

ing to accommodate the Senator from
New Hampshire. I understand he has a
time conflict.

Mr. MCCAIN. I yield 10 minutes to
the Senator.

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

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Chair.
I thank the Senator from Arizona

and appreciate the opportunity to join
him on this amendment which is one of
those amendments that comes to the
floor of the Senate supported by logic,
common sense, and good economics,
but is opposed, regrettably, by the
forces who wish to take advantage of
the farm program for the purposes of
promoting a product in a noncompeti-
tive, nonmarket-type process.

The Senator from Arizona has out-
lined some of the harm that is done by
the President’s sugar program. Most of
that harm is directed at the American
consumer who ends up paying $1.4 bil-
lion in taxes for all intents and pur-
poses because it is a fee, a cost of
sugar, they now incur which exceeds
the market price of sugar they end up
paying—a $1.4 billion surcharge on the
American consumer in order to keep in
place a sugar industry which is totally
noncompetitive.

If you were to describe the sugar in-
dustry, you would think you were de-
scribing the Cuban sugar industry, not
the American sugar industry. The
sugar industry sets the price. The price
is at least twice the cost of sugar on
the world market. And then essentially
it guarantees that the sugar grower
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and the processors will be able to real-
ize that price.

Who pays the burden? The consumer.
They end up paying twice as much for
sugar as sugar is worth on the open
market. What does that describe? That
describes a nonmarket system of sell-
ing a product. That describes essen-
tially a socialist system of selling a
product. That describes a system that
might have worked in Eastern Europe
15 years ago or might have been used in
Eastern Europe 15 years ago—it obvi-
ously didn’t work—or a system which
may still be in place today in Cuba.
But it certainly doesn’t describe a sys-
tem one would expect the United
States, the force for a free market
economy in the world, would be put-
ting forward for the purposes of pro-
ducing a commodity such as sugar. The
effect, however, goes well beyond the
fact that consumers in America are
paying this $1.4 billion in extra cost,
which is essentially a tax on them.

This sugar program stifles competi-
tion. Seventeen growers get 38 percent
of the benefit of this program, 17 grow-
ers. Why is that? Because there isn’t
any competition in the system. It dis-
courages international trade. We look
at our Caribbean neighbors and we say:
How can we help you? Then we essen-
tially invade Haiti and spend literally
hundreds of millions, if not billions of
dollars to try to stabilize that economy
to no avail, where at the same time we
are saying to Haiti and all the other
Caribbean nations who are capable of
producing sugar, no, we are not going
to purchase your sugar because we are
going to subsidize our sugar, and we
are going to essentially close you out
of our markets.

It harms the environment. As has
been pointed out by the Senator from
Arizona, the sugar cane growing in
Florida has had a serious impact on the
quality of the environment of the Ever-
glades, a key area of natural regenera-
tion in the southern Florida area.

It affects jobs. Why does it affect
jobs? Because if you don’t have a com-
petitive industry, you don’t have a
marketplace approach, you are essen-
tially putting in a straitjacket the pro-
duction capabilities of the American
economy.

Why is America the most productive
country in the world? Because we are
the most free market country in the
world. That free market creates jobs.
People have the opportunity to com-
pete. People have the opportunity to
grow their industries. In the sugar in-
dustry, we have no competition be-
cause we have a process which is essen-
tially a socialized system, and it re-
quires unnecessary government in-
volvement in the production of a com-
modity.

Why should the American people
have to depend on the Federal Govern-
ment to price the product of sugar? It
makes absolutely no sense. Why
shouldn’t the marketplace price the
product of sugar? That is what we do
with everything else. If you go out and

you buy a Ford car, the Federal Gov-
ernment doesn’t say to Ford: It doesn’t
matter how many cars you sell or who
you sell them to, we are going to pay
you $20,000 per car; and if you only sell
the cars for $17,000, it doesn’t matter
because we are going to pay you $20,000
anyway.

We don’t say it to Apple Computer.
We don’t say it to Microsoft. We don’t
say it to the housing industry. But we
do say it to the sugar producers in this
country. It doesn’t matter how much
sugar you produce; it doesn’t matter if
your production costs are twice what
they may be in the world market; it
doesn’t matter. We are going to set the
price. We are going to pay you the
price and the price is going to have no
relation to demand. It is going to have
no relation to competition. The only
thing it is going to have a relation to
is the amount of revenue that is going
to fall into the pockets of a very small
number of growers in this country
today who benefit from this program.

It is interesting, as we look at the
farm programs in this country, there is
only sugar left that has this sort of a
protection. It is able to accomplish this
because it has diffused the issue of the
maintenance of this outrageous sub-
sidy across the entire American con-
sumer base. Rather than having it flow
directly out of the American Treasury
into the growers’ pockets, this program
has been structured so that it flows di-
rectly out of the consumer into the
growers’ pockets. Because of that,
there has been a winking at this pro-
gram; this program has sort of slipped
through the cracks, where the rest of
the farm commodities in this country
have been forced to have some rela-
tionship, under Freedom to Farm, of
having their product production tied to
the product demand. Sugar has not
been subjected to that test at all.

So we have a program that should
never have been put in place in the
first instance because it is so atypical
to a marketplace economy. But clear-
ly, with the passing of Eastern Europe
and the concept of a socialized market-
place, it clearly should not be sur-
viving today, yet it does survive.

I think the Senator from Arizona
may have touched the reason. It is po-
litical influence. It is the capacity of
the grower community to assert its in-
fluence within the legislative process.
But it still is not fair, and it is not
right. It is not appropriate to ask the
American consumer to spend $1.4 bil-
lion of their hard-earned money on a
commodity simply to benefit a small
group of growers—17 growers getting 38
percent of the benefit.

That $1.4 billion could go a long way
towards educating children, towards
getting better child care, towards im-
proving the lifestyle, the health care,
even the nutrition of the people who
are paying that price. Yet that money
is not going to go to those purposes. In-
stead, that money is going to flow sim-
ply to support an industry which has
totally separated itself from the free
market.

I strongly endorse this amendment. I
have offered it in the past myself. I
hope this time the Congress will step
up and recognize that it should vote on
behalf of the consumers and abolish
this outrageous tax and put to rest this
last vestige of Eastern European eco-
nomics in the United States.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time to the Senator from Ar-
izona.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). Who yields time?

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 3 minutes.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would
like to tell the Senators from New
Hampshire and Arizona that this is a
sweet deal, but I can’t say that because
they are obviously deadly serious and,
in my opinion, are dramatically mis-
representing a program that has not
slipped through the cracks at all. It
was negotiated and put in the 1996 farm
bill to benefit hundreds of growers in
my State and in other States across
the Nation. It is to develop a program
that doesn’t cost the taxpayers of this
country one dime.

For the Senator from New Hampshire
to say that a consumer goes to the
marketplace and buys a candy bar, and
therefore is paying a government tax is
false on its face and false by its fact.
They are paying what the candy bar
company retails the product for.

Let me repeat for the record and for
all listening, sugar farmers, cane or
beet sugar raisers, in this country do
not receive one Government payment.
There is no subsidy involved. Instead,
there are loan programs they can use
for marketing purposes, and they pay
them back with current interest rates.
The Senator from Arizona knows that.
That is the way the program works. He
is striking that out, but he is leaving
the assessment in place. So he is say-
ing: You can’t have a relationship to
your Government where we are going
to tax you if you raise or produce sugar
in this country.

USDA estimates the sugar program
saves taxpayers $500 to $700 million per
year in deficiency payments on corn
farmers and others who are paying an
added 25 cents for the value of that
product. These are the facts with which
we are dealing. Governments of all
sugar-producing countries have di-
rectly intervened in their production
and have dramatically subsidized that
production, driving down prices in the
world market. Those are the facts that
our growers deal with on an annual
basis. American workers in 42 States
benefit from the sugar policy. The
sweetener industry has a positive an-
nual impact of about $26.6 billion in the
U.S. economy, and they add about
420,000 jobs to that economy.

Here is the strange fact: You are
being told sugar producers are making
lots of money and the consumer is pay-
ing for it.

When we passed this new farm pro-
gram in 1996, from that time forward,
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the price of cane sugar has dropped
about 5 percent to the producer. The
cost of beet sugar has dropped about 13
percent.

Now, it is interesting that sugar
products have gone up 20 to 30 percent,
so the consumer is paying more, but
the producer is getting less under this
program. So when you have a Senator
standing on the floor saying the pro-
ducer is making out like a bandit, well,
if a 13-percent reduction in beet costs
and a 5-percent reduction in cane is
real—and it is—who is making out like
a bandit? I guess it is the retailer or
manufacturer that has nothing to do
with this. It is the marketplace at
work.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
yield myself 10 minutes.

I rise in support of the McCain
amendment. I first got involved in the
sugar program when the last remaining
West Coast sugar refinery came into
my office to essentially say they were
in the process of being put out of busi-
ness by this program because they
could not buy enough sugar on the
world market to refine it. That refin-
ery is C&H Sugar. I found that the
sugar program is little more than a
system of import restrictions, sub-
sidized loans, and price supports that
benefit a limited number of sugar
growers.

Recently, Congressman GEORGE MIL-
LER and I asked the GAO to take a look
at the sugar program. A week ago, they
put out this report entitled ‘‘Sugar
Program: Changing the Method For
Setting Import Quotas Could Reduce
Costs to Users.’’ In short, the GAO
found that the USDA’s policy has al-
lowed too little sugar to be imported
into the country. This has increased
costs to consumers and restricted our
domestic refineries’ access to sufficient
quantities of sugar.

The GAO found:
USDA has continued to target the same

stocks-to-use ratios for determining annual
tariff-rate quotas, despite the fact that the
resulting quotas have maintained domestic
market prices that are 2 or more cents high-
er than necessary for avoiding loan forfeit-
ures. This imposes unnecessary costs on U.S.
sugar users—about $400 million annually.

They also found that:
USTR’s current process for allocating the

sugar tariff-rate quota does not ensure that
all sugar allowed under the quota reaches
the United States market.

This finding is particularly troubling
to me. By limiting the amount of raw
cane sugar available for production, 40
percent of the jobs in the sugarcane re-
fining industry have been lost in this
country. Since 1982, 9 out of 21 cane
sugar refineries in the United States
have been forced out of business by this
program. Those that have remained
open are struggling to survive under
onerous import restrictions.

I first became involved in this issue
in 1994 when David Koncelik, the presi-

dent and CEO of the California and Ha-
waiian Sugar Company, informed me
his refinery was forced to temporarily
close because it had no sugar. This 93-
year-old refinery is the Nation’s larg-
est, and the only such facility on the
West Coast. C&H refines about 15 per-
cent of the total cane sugar consumed
in the United States.

C&H requires in excess of 700,000 tons
of raw cane sugar to meet its sales de-
mand. Hawaii is C&H’s sole source for
its domestic raw cane sugar needs. But
Hawaii’s cane sugar industry has been
in decline for over 10 years. This has
meant that C&H is forced to cover over
half of its annual consumption through
imports from other countries.

The highly restrictive sugar import
system forces C&H to pay an inflated
price for raw sugar from both domestic
and foreign suppliers. This is just plain
wrong. Even more devastating, how-
ever, the quota system limits the
amount of sugar available to the refin-
ery. Simply put, C&H has been unable
to get enough sugar to refine, and it
has been forced to close its doors on
several occasions. This is as a result of
the sugar program.

In a letter to me, Mr. Koncelik notes:
The C&H Sugar refinery in Crockett, Cali-

fornia, was forced to close from November 8
to November 15 because it ran out of raw
sugar. This closing is extremely costly.
Other competitor refineries, Savannah and
Domino, have had similar experiences. The
Government-imposed shortage is forcing up
the market price for raw sugar to levels that
are bankrupting refiners.

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

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

DEAR SENATOR FEINSTEIN: The USDA is un-
necessarily disrupting operations and injur-
ing the nation’s cane sugar refining industry
by failing to increase the annual sugar im-
port quota to adequate levels.

The C&H Sugar refinery in Crockett, Cali-
fornia was forced to close from November 8
to November 15 because it ran out of raw
sugar. This closing is extremely costly.
Other competitor refineries, Savannah and
Domino, have had similar experiences.

The Government-imposed shortage is forc-
ing up the market price for raw sugar to lev-
els that are bankrupting refiners. The tight
import quota is keeping the price of raw
sugar well above the Government support
level, and well above the level at which Gov-
ernment loan forfeitures might occur. The
increase in the cost of raw sugar since 1994
has cost the refining industry in excess of $80
million.

The structure of the market is such that
refiners cannot cover these increase costs in
the refined sugar market. As a result, C&H
and all other refiners are losing money, and
some have for three years.

In addition, the deplorable condition of the
refining industry has triggered justifiable
concern within the food processing industry
over the sugar supply. In the absence of a
viable refining industry, which accounts for
over 50 percent of refined sugar sold in the
United States, the specter of temporary food
plant closing is real and not imagined.

There is an urgent need for an immediate
and, this time, meaningful increase in the

sugar import quota. I would appreciate it if
you would discuss this matter with Sec-
retary Glickman and Ambassador Kantor.

Sincerely,
DAVID KONCELIK,

President and CEO.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. The reduced pro-
duction capacity has resulted in a se-
vere downsizing of the workforce at
this refinery. As recently as 1987, C&H
employed over 1,400 people. These are
not minimum wage jobs we are talking
about; the average employee in the
cane refining industry earns about
$43,000 a year. In 1995, C&H had to
eliminate 30 percent of its workforce
just to remain viable under the quota
system mandated by the sugar pro-
gram.

C&H now employs just over 500 peo-
ple. These jobs and many others around
the Nation are at risk if reforms are
not made to the sugar program.

In addition to choking off the refin-
eries’ access to sugar, the U.S. sugar
policy also has had an adverse impact
on consumers. An earlier report by the
GAO found that the program costs
sugar users an average $1.4 billion an-
nually, as has been mentioned. That
equates to $3.8 million a day in hidden
sugar taxes.

The report found that:
Although the sugar program is considered

a no-net-cost program because the Govern-
ment does not make payments directly to
producers, it places the cost of the price sup-
ports on sweetener users—consumers and
manufacturers of sweetener-containing prod-
ucts—who pay higher sugar and sweetener
prices.

What this means is that, unlike tra-
ditional subsidy programs, the funds
don’t come directly from the Treasury.
Instead, the sugar program places the
cost on consumers by restricting the
supply of available sugar which causes
higher domestic market prices. This is
our Government program; it makes no
sense.

On numerous occasions over the past
5 years, I have asked the administra-
tion to reform the sugar program. Sim-
ply increasing the amount of sugar
available through the import program
would provide immediate relief to C&H
and all other domestic refineries. To
date, no such permanent reform of the
program has occurred. In the absence
of these reforms, Congress must take
stronger action.

Congress has had opportunities in the
past to kill this program and we have
not taken them. As a result, workers
have lost jobs and consumers have lost
money.

Regardless of what happens with this
amendment, the effort to reform the
sugar program is not going to end. Sen-
ators SCHUMER, CHAFEE, GREGG, MOY-
NIHAN, myself, and others have intro-
duced legislation that would phase out
the subsidy over the next several years.

If the administration refuses to work
with us to make the program respon-
sive to the needs of the domestic sugar
refinery industry and to our con-
sumers, we will have no choice but to
push for passage of this bill.
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I thank the Chair.
I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho.
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I yield the

Senator from Louisiana 5 minutes.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Louisiana.
Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I thank

the Senator for yielding time.
It is not unusual that we are doing

the sugar amendment again. It seems
that we do it about every 2 years. We
have been doing it for probably the last
20 years.

It is interesting that this time we are
doing it on a bill that is designed to
help American agriculture, except that
I think this amendment is being of-
fered to try to eliminate an entire farm
program for only one commodity. But
this amendment is on a bill we are
working on to try to help American ag-
riculture. So I guess the only thing un-
usual is not that we are doing a sugar
amendment but that we are doing it on
a bill that is designed to help American
farmers. And, of course, the amend-
ment would do the exact opposite.

It is interesting that some of my col-
leagues said, well, the program only
helps a couple of folks in south Florida
when in truth the fact is that about
420,000 people earn their living every
day either directly or indirectly be-
cause of the sugar industry.

The distinguished Senator from Ha-
waii knows its importance in the State
of Hawaii. He has been involved not
only with sugarcane-producing States
but also sugar-beet-producing States.
It is a program that has actually un-
dergone a great deal of change and
modification and improvement over
the years.

In the last farm bill, which was in
1986, we made some serious changes in
the sugar program. I think most people
involved in it said: Look, we are going
to try to make the program better
than it has been, and we are trying to
address some of the legitimate con-
cerns but also trying to provide some
protection for this very important
American industry, to do it consistent
with our international obligations. We
have done that. Domestic production
controls were eliminated. There is no
limit on how much you can produce in
beets or in sugar. You can do as much
as the market will bear.

The guaranteed minimum price was
eliminated. It is one of the few com-
modity crops that doesn’t have a min-
imum guarantee of what the farmer is
going to be receiving from the Govern-
ment.

We had a special tax for deficit re-
duction in the last farm bill, which was
increased by 25 percent.

This means sugar farmers were actu-
ally given an assessment to pay for the
Federal deficit. Of course, now that the
deficit is gone, it makes a great deal of
sense to eliminate the assessment.

Minimum imports—talking about not
getting enough sugar—in the last farm
bill were increased by about 20 percent,

a substantial increase over the pre-
vious years’ pattern on the amount of
sugar being imported from about 41
countries that are greatly helped by
the program.

Forfeiture of sugar crop penalties
were imposed.

The point is that we made some seri-
ous changes to the program in order to
improve it. So to come before the Sen-
ate, on a bill that is designed to help
farmers, and offer an amendment to
hurt farmers sort of seems incon-
sistent. But, well, what else is new?

The other point I would make is how
many Members of Congress have let-
ters from constituents complaining
about the price of a candy bar?

How many of us have stacks and
stacks of letters complaining about the
price of a soft drink, or stacks of let-
ters complaining about the price of a 5-
pound bag of sugar in the supermarket?

They don’t do that because it is not
a price that is out of proportion to
what it has been in the past. Because of
the program, it has not spiked upward
or crashed downward but has remained
fairly stable so that people can predict
what it is going to cost for a 5-pound
bag of sugar.

It is interesting that the only real
complaints about the price of sugar
come from the large industrial users
and not from consumers in America.

I remember my colleague, Senator
CRAIG, was here back in the old days, I
would say, when we first started these
debates, and Senator INOUYE was there,
of course. It was the soft drink manu-
facturers who complained about the
price of sugar. It made them charge too
much for their soft drinks because they
had sugar in them. Then they elimi-
nated the sugar, and the price of the
soft drinks went up even more. The ac-
tual can of soft drink with no sugar
was selling for more than the price of a
can of soft drink with sugar. They said,
well, the price of sugar is making us
raise the price of the soft drink.

Then they went to sugar-free drinks,
and they charged more for that than
they did for the can with sugar in it.
They actually increased the price of
soft drinks about four times because it
said the sugar price went up.

Guess what happened when the price
of sugar went down? Did they reduce
the price of a soft drink? Don’t hold
your breath. They did not. The price of
soft drinks kept going up.

The only complaint we have about
the sugar program to any extent out-
side the Chamber is from the profes-
sional lobbyists and the large indus-
trial users which, for the most part,
have changed over to the use of corn
sweeteners and other things in the soft
drink industry.

I suggest that what we have is a pro-
gram that works better than most
farm programs because it doesn’t have
any Federal tax subsidy being used to
hurt the income for sugar farmers. We
use it by trying to regulate foreign
companies from dumping cheap sub-
sidized sugar from other countries onto

the U.S. market. Some would way that
is pretty good. Why don’t you let them
do that because then the price of sugar
would be much lower? The problem
with that theory is if they knocked out
all of the American beet farmers and
sugar cane farmers, the price would be
lower for a short period of time, but
when they monopolize the market and
again control the market, they cer-
tainly would have the ability to exer-
cise a sugar cartel and charge whatever
they wanted, and we couldn’t compete.

In summary, we made great changes
in 1996. The program is working. Con-
sumers are not complaining. They have
a stable price for a very important
product.

Like we say back home in Louisiana,
‘‘If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.’’ Not
only is it ‘‘ain’t broke,’’ but it works
very well, and should be maintained.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Hawaii 30 seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Hawaii.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I wish to
associate myself with the eloquence
and wisdom of the statement of my
friend from Louisiana.

Thank you very much.
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I yield 3

minutes to the Senator from North Da-
kota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized
for 3 minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, it is
kind of fun to have these debates. I
look forward to a chance to once again
talk about how the world sugar indus-
try works.

The Senator from Arizona indicated
that we are having to pay three times
the world market price because of the
sugar program. It is just not right.
That isn’t the case. It appears to be the
case, but it is wrong. Here is the reason
it is wrong.

The vast majority of sugar in the
world doesn’t sell on the world market.
The vast majority of sugar in the world
sells under contract. Those contract
prices are much higher than the so-
called world market price. The world
market price is a dumping price. It is
what happens when producers produce
more than they contracted for. They
take that excess and they dump it on
the market and sell it at fire sale
prices.

The world market price they talk
about is, in fact, not a world market
price. It does not represent what sugar
sells for. It is totally misleading. As a
result, you come to a wrong conclu-
sion.

The truth is that the last time we
took away the sugar program, what
happened to the price of sugar? Did the
price of sugar go down? Does anybody
remember? The price of sugar shot up.
My, what a surprise.

This sugar program is supposed to be
producing higher prices. Yet when it
was removed the last time, sugar prices
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did not go down; they went up. In fact,
they went up dramatically.

It is because people do not under-
stand how the sugar market works.
This program in effect stabilizes prices.

Every country has a sugar program.
In fact, every country that is a pro-
ducer has a program. Our major com-
petitors spend much more on theirs
than we do on ours.

This program helps stabilize prices
for consumers and for producers.

When sugar prices fall, do candy
prices fall? Let’s go back and look.
Let’s check the record. Interestingly
enough, the last time we saw sugar
prices fall we also saw candy prices go
up. We saw cereal prices go up. The
fact is there is almost no relationship
between the price of sugar and the fin-
ished products that some are talking
about. In fact, this program stabilizes
prices for consumers and for producers.

Finally, on the question of who bene-
fits, those who are producers clearly
benefit from stabilization. I believe
those who are consumers benefit from
stabilization. In my State, we are not
talking about a bunch of rich folks; we
are talking about family farmers who
are in deep trouble right now. If we
take away this program, they will be in
even deeper trouble.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I inquire
the amount of time remaining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho has 18 minutes.

Mr. CRAIG. I yield 5 minutes to the
Senator from Wyoming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I want
to endorse the comments of my associ-
ates who have spoken in the last few
minutes. This is an interesting pro-
gram. We have been through this be-
fore. We went through it in 1996. There
were extensive changes made in the
farm bill in 1996 that resulted in a
number of changes. We have a program
that has provided consumers with low,
stable prices. It operates at no direct
cost to the taxpayers. It helps reduce
the Federal deficit and creates 420,000
jobs.

The Senator from California was
talking about the closing of one plant.
I am talking about growers, family
farmers in Wyoming. I don’t recognize
the description by the Senator from
Arizona of the people who are involved.
That is not the way we do it.

A number of things have changed
that I think are very important. It was
mentioned, when we didn’t have a
sugar program, the average cost of raw
sugar was up to nearly 70 cents. It is
now somewhere in the neighborhood of
20. Sugar policy benefits consumers. In
developed countries, the average price
is 60 cents; the highest is 92. The U.S.
price is 41. We are 32 percent below the
average consumer price for sugar.

It has been pointed out that at the
same time raw sugar prices have gone

down almost 6 percent, the cost of
products such as cereal have gone up 18
percent; ice cream, 18 percent; candy,
20 percent; cookies and cakes, up 25
percent. That is not the reason the cost
of goods has gone up.

Under the farm bill, there is no min-
imum price guarantee. They have no
recourse loans other than when there is
an exception to the imports. Sugar
farmers receive no Government pay-
ment and have not since the 1970s. In-
deed, they do pay a marketing assess-
ment that goes to reduce the deficit, an
unusual characteristic.

This business of the ‘‘world price’’
that has been discussed is clearly a
dump price. The average production
cost is 18 cents; the average world price
is 9 cents. Figure out if that is really
the market working. Of course it isn’t.
It is a dumped price.

The farm bill is not the time to dis-
cuss the sugar bill. It was extended in
1996 in the farm bill, to be reviewed
again in the year 2002. The sugar indus-
try is very happy to reduce the import
quotas if the rest of the world does the
same thing.

We are talking about small pro-
ducers, not huge money conglomerates.
I am a little offended at the idea that
soft money is the reason that people
support this program. This is a pro-
gram that has served us well. The time
when we are talking about strength-
ening agriculture is not the time to do
this.

I urge my associates in the Senate to
reject this amendment.

I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. CRAIG. I yield the Senator from
Louisiana 2 minutes.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I rise
to associate myself with the remarks
of my senior Senator from Louisiana
who has led this fight successfully for
many years and who has crafted a pro-
gram that is working not only for
sugar growers in 40 States around the
country, with over 400,000 jobs rep-
resented directly or indirectly, it is
also actually working for the refineries
and the consumer.

I am surprised that this amendment
has come up, particularly at this time.
I don’t believe it is good to kick farm-
ers while they are down. That is what
this amendment does. The rural econo-
mies in our country are really strug-
gling. Commodity prices from the west
coast to the east coast, to Louisiana,
up to the Dakotas, have been at his-
toric lows. We are struggling to find
the balance as to how our agricultural
community can compete.

The sugar growers in Louisiana are
highly efficient. We can compete with
farmers all over the world, but we can’t
compete with foreign governments.
That is what this whole issue is about.
This sugar program is working for ev-
eryone. It costs the taxpayer nothing.
It has actually been a revenue raiser
since 1991. Now is simply not the time
to kick the farmers when they are
down.

I associate myself with the remarks
of my senior colleague from Louisiana.
I thank the manager for giving me and
other Senators time to speak on this
important issue, and I yield back the
remainder of my time.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Louisiana for her
very important and direct statements
about this issue.

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleagues, Senator
CRAIG, Senator BREAUX, and others on
the floor, in opposing this amendment.

I find it interesting; whenever we
talk about sugar, we talk about the
‘‘world price,’’ which doesn’t have any
relationship to anything of impor-
tance. The people who describe ‘‘world
price″ are people who go to a sidewalk
sale in front of a store and pick up
some odds or ends that somebody is
trying to sell at 90 percent off list price
and then say: Look what I bought this
for; this is the price for that product.

No, it is not; it is a sidewalk sale.
The same is true with sugar. Most

sugar is traded country to country by
long-term contract. Very little sugar is
moved on the open market. That which
is represents an overhang and surplus
and represents the dump price or the
surplus price. Those are the facts.

Somehow there is a notion we should
be the victims in this country as a
group of producers; whatever the low-
est common denominator is, we ought
to ride the elevator to the bottom with
everybody. Calling the price of sugar
on the world market the world price is
a misnomer. Most sugar is traded by
contract, and it is traded in cir-
cumstances where at least you get
back the cost of production and a de-
cent profit.

This price they are talking about,
don’t be fooled by it. It doesn’t mean
anything. It is not related to the pro-
duction of sugar in this country.

Now, who is producing sugar? I find it
ironic that in the middle of this discus-
sion about the farm crisis, in the mid-
dle of the discussion about the plight of
families out there struggling to sur-
vive, when the Asian economy has col-
lapsed, exports are down, and prices
have collapsed, and in my State we
have had the worst crop disease in 100
years, and my State had 3 million acres
that could not be planted because it
was too wet this spring, we are told
there is one part of the farm program
that ought to be dismantled.

At least this is a part of the farm
program that works and has histori-
cally worked. It doesn’t cost Federal
money. It doesn’t cost the taxpayer
anything. It provides stability of sugar
prices for the American consumer. It
provides some modicum of stability for
the producers.

Who are the producers? Family farm-
ers. I was in a room with 1,000 of them
in Fargo, ND. These are folks who
work on that tractor in the winter, get
it all ready, and then take all the risk



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S10161August 4, 1999
to put the crop in, plant those beets,
take the risk of the harvest, and take
the risk through their cooperative.
These are good people, and they are
going through tough times. The last
thing in the world we ought to do is
pull the rug out from under those peo-
ple who are producing our beets and
cane and decide we should dismantle
this program.

There is so much in the farm pro-
gram that doesn’t work, and I have
been on the floor for days talking
about it. Why go to the part of the
farm program that has worked histori-
cally to help the producer and say, by
the way, let’s find something that does
work and get rid of it? It doesn’t make
any sense at all.

Let me conclude by saying this is
about family farmers as far as I am
concerned. It is not about the theory of
sugar production or a sugar program or
a world price. It is about providing sta-
bility for consumers, yes but it is
about providing stability of income for
some families that are trying to make
a living on the land in this country. It
is not easy for them. This program is
helping them without cost to the
American taxpayer. This program has
helped them without injury or cost to
the American consumer.

This program is well conceived and
well constructed, is contributing some-
thing, and is an asset to American fam-
ily farmers in this country. The last
thing in the world we should do, and
the last time we ought to do it, would
be to get rid of the sugar program at
this point in this debate on the farm
program. We ought to preserve the
sugar program. We ought to fight for it
and preserve it because it works. We
ought to do that in the context in
which we are working today, to help
family farmers in other ways as well,
with the disaster program, the re-
sponse to the farm crisis, and perhaps a
change in the underlying farm law at
some point in the future.

But this is narrow. This is an amend-
ment that says let’s get rid of the
sugar program. I was unaware of this
amendment until an hour or so ago. I
did not see any organization developing
in the Congress or in the Senate to say
let’s have a discussion about this. This
is a program that has worked so well.
Then we have an amendment and then
debate for an hour. I think that de-
scribes the difficulty.

Let us support the sugar program.
Let us defeat this amendment. It is im-
portant for family farmers in this
country to do so.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time

of the Senator has expired.
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, how much

time remains on my side?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho has 7 minutes.
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me

yield to the distinguished Senator from
Louisiana, Mr. BREAUX, for his closing
comments. Before doing so, let me say
both the cane interests that he rep-

resents and the beet interests that I
represent have worked together over
the years to build a program that
many have outlined today. It works
well in the market. The Senator from
Wyoming has played an important role
in helping define that program.

Let me yield to the Senator from
Louisiana for his closing comments.

Mr. BREAUX. Mr. President, I say to
our colleagues who may be watching
some of this debate, the last time this
amendment was offered—and it is of-
fered to the Senate on an annual
basis—was on the Senate Agriculture
appropriations bill in 1997. The distin-
guished Senator from Mississippi, Mr.
COCHRAN, at that time moved to table
the effort to do away with the pro-
gram. I remind all Senators we had a
recorded vote and 63 Senators voted to
table it at that time.

I hope people understand the pro-
gram is working. We made major
changes in 1996. It operates at no cost
to the taxpayers and has provided a
stable floor of prices for the product,
sugar, that we import and produce do-
mestically.

The point again is, ‘‘If it ain’t broke,
don’t fix it.’’ It is working as we in the
Congress intended it to work. It is
working for producers and consumers.
This is something that is almost a rar-
ity in agricultural programs. It has
been very difficult to come up with a
proper balance.

This program is working. It is work-
ing as Congress intended. We should
keep it and not try to kill it when it is
working as well as it is.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho.
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I yield the

Senator from Florida 1 minute.
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I would

like to respond to the statement that
was made earlier relative to the role of
the Florida sugar industry and the
Florida Everglades. As one who grew
up in the Florida Everglades and feels
deeply about the importance of the
State and national effort which is un-
derway to restore them, I think it is
important to set the record straight.

The sugar industry has appropriately
been designated for a major part of the
effort to restore the Everglades. Thus
far, they have not only met but exceed-
ed the requirements that have been im-
posed for the reduction of phosphorus
from the waters before they enter the
main part of the Everglades. Sugar has
participated in the development of a
restudy plan, which will soon be de-
bated by this Senate, and sugar has
been a strong supporter of the restora-
tion of the Everglades through the
Corps of Engineers restudy plan.

It is important for the success of the
salvation of the Everglades that each
of the stakeholders play their role. I
can state at this time that sugar is
playing its appropriate role and a
strong sugar industry is going to be a
key element in achieving the objective
of saving the Florida Everglades.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me
close out the debate on this side of this
issue by saying to Senators that you
will have an opportunity to vote to
table the McCain amendment in a few
moments. It is an amendment that
really does not face the reality of the
situation today. While product prices
across the country, are low, we have
one program in agriculture that is
working reasonably well. That is a pro-
gram that, in value to the farmer, beet
or cane, since 1990, has actually gone
down. But it has not translated
through to the consumer because the
sweetener industry, and the confec-
tionery industry have continually
raised their prices. This is not a sub-
sidy, nor is it a cost to the taxpayer.
There is no net cost to the taxpayer.
All of these recourse loans are repaid
at current interest rates. It is impor-
tant to recognize it is a way of mar-
keting and effectively distributing the
product of this agricultural producer.

It has also been clearly pointed out
that you cannot compare current val-
ues and markets with world markets
because most sugar around the world is
sold on contract. That which is not is
dumped to the bottom. So to compare
that, it is not even apples and oranges;
it is apples compared with nothing.

It is important this program be re-
tained. We revised it dramatically in
1996 in the new farm program, and it
has worked effectively since that time.
I hope those who supported us in 1996
on a similar amendment will stand
with us today, in behalf of the Amer-
ican producer, both cane and sugar
beet and the American consumers.
American consumers find themselves
paying substantially less than other
consumers, some nearly $1 billion less
on an annualized basis than other com-
parable consumers around the world in
developed nations that are large con-
sumers of sugar.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
voting to table the McCain amend-
ment.

I yield the remainder of my time.
Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, as I lis-

ten to all the evils attributed to the
sugar program during today’s debate
on the McCain amendment, I hardly
recognize the tiny white crystals that
sweeten my cereal each morning.

Sugar is an essential element of
human nutrition. It’s also one of the
least expensive food items you will find
in an American kitchen. When you go
to a restaurant, there are only two
things available at no charge and in
unlimited quantity: water and sugar.
Despite these achievements, sugar is
being abused and maligned on the Sen-
ate floor.

As I listen to the criticism of the
sugar program,I think that some of my
colleagues have lost sight of a basic
fact that American consumers clearly
understand: sugar is probably the best
bargain you can find at the grocery
store today. A pound of refined sugar
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costs 39 cents. American sugar farmers
and the U.S. sugar program help make
sugar affordable.

Consumers elsewhere around the
globe do not enjoy the low prices we
have in America. If you visit a grocery
store in other industrialized nations
you will get ‘‘sticker shock’’ when you
pass the sugar display. In Tokyo, con-
sumers pay nearly 90 cents for a pound
of sugar, more than twice the U.S.
price. In Europe, prices average 50 to 70
cents per pound. Obviously, sugar is no
bargain in Europe and Japan.

On average, the retail price for a
pound of sugar is 54 cents in developed
countries—38 percent more than the
price in American supermarkets. Con-
sumers in developing countries pay a
significant premium for sugar. When
they go to market, all they get is the
same one-pound box of sugar as we do
in America, but they pay substantially
more for it—38 percent more.

Thanks to a farm program that
assures stable supplies at reasonable
prices, sugar is a remarkable bargain
for American consumers. U.S. con-
sumers pay an average of 17 cents less
per pound of sugar than their counter-
parts in other industrialized nations.
Low U.S. prices save consumers $1.4
billion annually. That’s why I say that
the sugar program is a great deal for
American consumers. Thanks to the
sugar program, U.S. consumers enjoy a
plentiful supply of sugar at bargain
prices.

I thank my colleagues for rejecting
this amendment. If Congress termi-
nates the sugar program, not only will
a dynamic part of the economy dis-
appear from many rural areas, but con-
sumers will also lose a reliable supply
of high-quality, low-price sugar.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise in op-
position to the McCain amendment and
urge my colleagues to support Amer-
ican agriculture by supporting a pro-
gram that has consistently proven its
worth to American consumers.

Our current sugar program provides
consumers one of the cheapest prices
for sugar in the developed world. In
1998, U.S. sugar prices were approxi-
mately 32 percent below other devel-
oped countries.

One reason for these low prices has
been the obvious success of the current
Sugar program. The purpose of the pro-
gram is to protect the incomes of do-
mestic sugar producers by supporting
domestic prices. The program does this
by making available loans to sugar
processors and by restricting sugar im-
ports. There is no cost, therefore, to
the American taxpayer.

Because of the support this program
has given America’s sugar producers,
American consumers have benefitted
from a healthy industry that has pro-
vided us a steady, quality product.
Consider, however, what could happen
if our domestic sugar industry was sud-
denly forced out of business by heavily-
subsidized, low-quality foreign sugar.
Could we guarantee that sugar prices
would continue at an affordable level,

or that American consumers would re-
ceive a high-quality product that was
produced under safe, healthy condi-
tions?

When we compare the cost of U.S.
sugar with the price of sugar on the
world market we must also not forget
the other benefits that come from a
healthy domestic sugar industry, in-
cluding the benefit of increased em-
ployment for our rural communities.
Economies in rural communities are
not like economies in more urban set-
tings. Rural economies cannot make
the kind of rapid adjustments that are
available to more populated areas.
When a sugar processing plant of about
250 people goes out of business in rural
America, even though its number of
employees may seem small under
urban standards, those 150 employees
can make up a large percentage of the
local work force. The impact of this
sudden high unemployment can re-
sound through such a community for
many, many years.

Furthermore, it is unfair to compare
the cost of U.S. sugar with the price of
sugar on the world market because
when we look at the actual source of
the world price we learn it is not an ac-
curate or comparable price. In reality,
it is a dump price, or in other words it
is the price sugar-exporting countries
get for dumping their highly-subsidized
sugar on world markets.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I urge
my colleagues to support America’s
farmers and to support America’s con-
sumers by opposing this amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 1510, AS MODIFIED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to modify my
amendment by removing part (b) of
this amendment. That has to do with
the marketing assessment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Hearing none, the amend-
ment is modified.

The amendment as modified is as fol-
lows:

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. 7. SUGAR PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this
Act may be used to pay the salaries and ex-
penses of personnel of the Department of Ag-
riculture to carry out section 156 of the Agri-
cultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C.
7272), other than subsection (f).

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am al-
ways entertained by this debate, espe-
cially by my friend. I understand the
argument of my friends on the other
side of the aisle because they have a
philosophy concerning big government
and government has the answer to our
problems and we should subsidize in-
dustries and also practice protec-
tionism. I understand that.

It is a little harder for me to under-
stand the philosophy on this side of the
aisle, which is supposed to be less gov-
ernment, less regulation, fewer sub-
sidies, lower taxes, and looking out for
the individual.

The combination of import restric-
tions, guaranteed prices, and subsidized
loans keep the prices artificially high.
There is no objective economist in
America who will disagree with that.
There will be people in the sugar grow-
ing industry and those who represent
States where sugar is grown, but that
is a fact. It transfers about $1.5 billion
a year from consumers to a handful of
large sugar growers. Almost half the
benefits from the sugar program go to
little more than 1 percent of growers.
The high prices act as a tax on food,
and it hits hardest at poor families who
typically spend a large fraction of their
budget on food and other necessities.

If this proposal passes, according to
any objective economist, including our
much respected Heritage Foundation
and others, the sugar price could fall 20
cents for a 5-pound bag.

The advocates justify their subsidies
as needed to counter foreign subsidized
imports and protect the jobs of domes-
tic workers. Neither argument with-
stands scrutiny. There are ample rules
to prevent foreign countries from
dumping Government-subsidized sugar
in the U.S. markets. Also, by propping
up raw sugar prices, the program has
driven half the U.S. sugar refiners out
of business or out of the country, tak-
ing the jobs with them.

Mr. President, I am sorry to see the
Senator from Florida defend the sugar
growers because everybody knows, and
any environmental organization will
agree, that what has happened in the
Everglades has caused enormous dam-
age.

I ask unanimous consent for 60 more
seconds.

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

Mr. MCCAIN. Whether they are will-
ing to kick in and fix it is one thing,
but I think any environmental organi-
zation would attest to the fact that the
increase of a half million acres of sugar
growing around the Everglades has
done significant damage to the Ever-
glades.

I am glad they are being forced to
pay for part of the cleanup since they
are clearly a great part of the problem.
I also think it is wrong when one fam-
ily gets $35 million in subsidies—35 mil-
lion of taxpayer dollars. I think it is
wrong. I think most Americans think
it is wrong, too. I do not expect to win
this amendment, but some day we are
going to realize that by subsidizing big
producers, whether they be for sugar or
anything else, the American people
will grow a little weary of this kind of
expenditure of their taxpayer dollars
and demand we change.

I yield back my remaining time. I
ask for the yeas and nays on the mo-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Has all time been
used or yielded back?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been used or yielded back.
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Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move

to table the amendment and ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the motion
to table amendment No. 1510, as modi-
fied. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant called the
roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK) is
necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 66,
nays 33, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 254 Leg.]
YEAS—66

Abraham
Akaka
Allard
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bayh
Bennett
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Bunning
Burns
Campbell
Cleland
Cochran
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
Crapo
Daschle

Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Enzi
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kerrey
Landrieu

Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott
McConnell
Murkowski
Murray
Reid
Robb
Roberts
Rockefeller
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (OR)
Stevens
Thomas
Thurmond
Torricelli
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—33

Biden
Brownback
Byrd
Chafee
Collins
DeWine
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gorton

Gregg
Hutchinson
Kennedy
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Lautenberg
Lugar
McCain
Mikulski
Moynihan

Nickles
Reed
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Schumer
Smith (NH)
Snowe
Specter
Thompson
Voinovich

NOT VOTING—1

Mack

The motion was agreed to.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move

to reconsider the vote.
Mr. SPECTER. I move to lay that

motion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

BUNNING). The Senator from Pennsyl-
vania is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 1512 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1499

(Purpose: To reauthorize, and modify the
conditions for, the consent of Congress to
the Northeast Dairy Compact, to grant the
consent of Congress to the Southern Dairy
Compact, and to require the Secretary of
Agriculture to use certain methods for
pricing milk under consolidated Federal
milk marketing orders)

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-
TER], proposes an amendment numbered 1512
to amendment No. 1499.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. SPECTER. This amendment calls
for the creation of a dairy compact
that would extend beyond the New
England States, which currently have a
dairy compact, and would include a
number of other States, such as Penn-
sylvania, New York, and others. The
purpose of this dairy compact is to sta-
bilize the price of milk. The price of
milk has fluctuated enormously. In De-
cember of last year, it was as high as
$17.34 per hundredweight; in June of
this year, it went down to $11.42 per
hundredweight.

There is currently a dairy compact in
effect for the Northeastern States—not
including Pennsylvania or New York—
which will expire in October of this
year. The compact will provide some
stability in the industry and will guar-
antee consumers an uninterrupted sup-
ply of milk. There has been some con-
cern expressed about the cost to the
consumers. When the Northeast Com-
pact went into effect, the prices for
milk within the compact region were 5
cents lower than retail prices in the
rest of the Nation.

This bill would authorize member
States to enter into a voluntary agree-
ment to create a minimum price for
milk in the compact region that takes
into account the regional differences in
the costs of production. In addition to
providing the stability, it will ensure,
with an appropriate safety net, that
milk can be produced and be available
for very important programs like
WIC—Women, Infants, and Children—
and the availability generally.

Pennsylvania passed legislation that
will enable Pennsylvania to enter into
this compact if it is authorized by the
Congress. Some 40 Senators have co-
sponsored similar legislation, and Gov-
ernor Ridge signed legislation that
would permit my State of Pennsyl-
vania to enter into the compact.

Mr. President, as I outlined earlier,
when seeking a unanimous consent
agreement, I do not intend to press this
issue to a vote. I do not intend to do so
because of the rule of the Senate that
bars legislation on an appropriations
bill—a recently revived rule. But I am
putting it in the RECORD today and
outlining its basic purpose, with the in-
tent to bring it up in the conference
with the House to try to get this en-
acted into law.

I am pleased now to yield to the dis-
tinguished Senator from New York,
Mr. SCHUMER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I
thank my friend and colleague from

Pennsylvania. I am proud to work with
him on this amendment. As was stated,
this would reauthorize the Northeast
Dairy Compact and extend it to New
York and Pennsylvania, as well as New
Jersey, Maryland, Delaware, and Ohio.
It also implements the 1–A pricing
structure.

I have visited dairy farms throughout
New York State, and I have become an
enthusiastic supporter of the compact,
which will preserve the economy and a
rural way of life in my State and
throughout the country. Over the last
10 years, New York State has lost a
third of its dairy farms, dropping from
13,000 to 8,600. These are not just 8,600
farms; they are the backbone of a rural
economy. We in New York State have
the third largest rural population of
any State, and the dairy compact is
vital.

I have talked to constituents in New
York City, and they would, in some
cases, pay a little bit more for milk.
But we need to bring both parts of the
State together. As I have asked my up-
state constituents to sometimes con-
sider the problems we have downstate
and be mindful of those, I ask the same
of my downstate constituents about
upstate.

The cost is not great. The New Eng-
land compact price of milk has not
risen by more than 4 cents a year; that
is, $3.50 a family. WIC is exempt. There
is a move I support to exempt senior
citizen programs.

So it is not going to cost anyone very
much to help preserve a portion of our
State and a way of life. I am dis-
appointed, of course, that we were un-
able to garner the 60 votes for the New
England compact. I understand why
the Senator from Pennsylvania—and I
agree with him—will not pursue this to
a vote at this point, but we do this in
hopes that in conference we can be
added to the compact.

Both of my good friends from Wis-
consin led a strong, valiant fight on
the other side. The only thing I would
ask them to understand is how des-
perately our State needs this compact.
I am hopeful that we can find some
common ground that will benefit both
areas.

But in the meantime, New York
needs entry into the compact. We need
1–A, and I hope that my colleagues will
look at this amendment and might be
able to support it in conference.

I yield whatever remaining time I
have. I thank the Senator from Penn-
sylvania for yielding time to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I had
hoped that the last vote had ended the
debate on dairy compacts. But if my
colleagues wish to eulogize these car-
tels, I am happy to join them.

First, I want to explain why I care so
much about this issue. Wisconsin is the
dairy state. We have 22,000 farms, and
almost all of them family-owned busi-
nesses. We have thousands more resi-
dents who make their living buying
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and selling dairy products, farm equip-
ment, barns, feed, even the early morn-
ing coffee served to the farmers who
come to town straight from their milk-
ing barns each morning. Dairy com-
pacts do not only strike at an industry
in my state. They strike at the heart
and soul of Wisconsin, at our way of
life.

The Northeast dairy compact legisla-
tively raises the price of class I milk
above the prevailing federal milk mar-
keting order price for farmers in the
States lucky enough to be in the com-
pact region. By a complicated formula,
all dairy farmers in the region—regard-
less of what class milk they produce or
for what use—receive some extra sub-
sidy from the region’s milk processors
based on their overall milk production.
Of course, this is a classic anti-market
incentive for these farmers to produce
more milk than the region needs or de-
mands.

Besides having a very real cost to the
Treasury, the overproduction of all
sorts of milk in the compact region
causes prices to fall in non-compact
states for milk used to produce cheese,
butter, milk powder and other products
likely to be exported out of State. If
the Northeast dairy compact becomes
permanent, the oversupply problem
will grow exponentially as Northeast
farmers make the capital investments
warranted by their permanent guar-
antee of an artificially high price for
all of their milk. If compacts spread to
other regions of the country, non-com-
pact regions—the fewer and fewer
farmers operating in a free market—
will be squeezed even more by even
more overproduction. The cost to the
Treasury would be unjustifiable. The
cost to efficient family farms in the
Midwest would be unbearable.

This is more than bad economic pol-
icy. The regional favoritsm it embodies
is downright un-American. What other
industry sees prices set based soley on
what region of the country the pro-
ducer produces? What other industry
faces trade barriers erected within the
United States?

You may support dairy compacts
today based on the hope your State
might join a dairy compact soon or
based on indifference to a dairy indus-
try problem that doesn’t have much to
do with your State. But remember
your support tomorrow when your
neighboring state or region throws up a
wall to keep you from selling fruit or
vegetables or grain or beef or cars or
computers in their State. That is no
way to run a country. That is no policy
for States that are allegedly united
into one country. Mr. President, I hope
we can put this issue to rest for the
year and move forward with this im-
portant agricultural appropriations
bill. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, let
me associate myself with all of the
comments of the senior Senator from
Wisconsin with regard to the merits of
this amendment.

Again, I agree that this has to be one
of the most bizarre pieces of the Amer-
ican economy that the Congress ever
sought to set up.

We are extremely pleased and happy
with the vote on cloture. There was a
full court press to try to get cloture on
this very hard fought issue.

Frankly, the proponents of the com-
pact didn’t even come close. That is
the message that is sent.

So when the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania indicates that he is going to
withdraw this amendment, which cer-
tainly is within his rights, and then
fight for it in conference, let me simply
point out at this point that I could
offer a point of order, which I assume
would be agreed to by the Presiding Of-
ficer, which would make it clear and
indisputable that this simply does not
belong on an appropriations bill under
rule XVI. That is clear.

So if it isn’t appropriate in the Sen-
ate to do it, and it is against our rules,
I would suggest it doesn’t belong in
conference either.

The message from the Senate is
clear. All the efforts were made on
both sides to try to win that cloture
vote. The message is very simple. This
body is not representing to the con-
ference or anyone else any other con-
clusion other than that the compact
should come to an end, as the Sec-
retary of Agriculture has proposed.

I will not offer that point of order in
deference to the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. But I want to be very clear in
the RECORD that that is the posture
from the Senate as this bill ultimately
goes to conference.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont.
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I under-

stand the parliamentary situation. But
I want to strongly support the amend-
ment of both Senator SPECTER and
Senator SCHUMER.

The distinguished Senator from New
York has been a tremendous advocate
for his dairy farmers, and this amend-
ment is critical to keeping them in
business. Upstate New York, just as
Vermont, needs a compact to keep
their dairy industry alive.

The distinguished senior Senator
from Pennsylvania, Mr. SPECTER, has
taken the lead on this issue for years
for his dairy farmers in Pennsylvania.
He recognizes that participating in our
regional compact will increase farm in-
come at a time when dairy farmers
around the Nation are in dire straits.

I will continue to fight for them—for
a Southern compact and for a North-
east compact. There will be other op-
portunities this year. I stand united
with them. Congress should not stand
in the way of the wishes of 25 Gov-
ernors, 25 State senates, and 25 State
assemblies, or house of representa-
tives—especially when all they want is
to provide a safety net for their dairy
farmers without raiding the Federal
Treasury.

We talk about billions of dollars in
farm programs. We are asking every-

body to embrace these compacts be-
cause they do not cost the taxpayers
anything.

Napoleon said that ‘‘sometimes the
most trifling thing decides the fate of
battle.’’ In this case, the new rule
changes of rule XVI coupled with
bringing up the Senate Agriculture ap-
propriations bill makes it difficult to
extend the compact to the additional 19
States that already have approved
compacts. Eventually it will be done. I
will do everything possible to get it
done.

The National Grange pointed out
that ‘‘regional dairy compacts offer the
best opportunity to preserve family
dairy farms.’’

The Grange goes on to support the
Southern Dairy compact since a South-
ern Compact would ‘‘provide dairy
farmers in that region with a stable
price structure for the milk they
produce while assuring the region a
viable supply of locally produced
milk.’’

I support both the Senator from
Pennsylvania, Mr. SPECTER, and the
Senator from New York, Mr. SCHUMER,
and appreciate all of the tremendous
work they have done for the dairy
farmers.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I take
sharp exception to the argument of the
Senator from Wisconsin, Mr. FEINGOLD,
where the assertion is made that we
fell far short of cloture. We had 53 Sen-
ators who voted in favor of cloture. We
are moving up the line toward the req-
uisite 60 number.

I might point out that on the cam-
paign finance reform bill after some
substantial years of effort there are 52
votes. I am one of the 52. I believe the
campaign finance bill is going to get to
60 just as I think the chances are excel-
lent that we may well get to 60 on this
cloture vote.

But the important point is that 53
Senators signified their desire to sup-
port strong dairy prices. That is much
more significant in terms of being two
votes over the majority. It is hard to
get 51 Senators in this body to agree to
anything. It is harder yet to get 52, and
harder still to get 53.

There is a widespread recognition in
this body, including the 40 Senators
who have cosponsored this legislation.
I believe there is a lot of support sig-
nified by 53 votes for cloture.

We will have an opportunity to move
ahead with this bill when it gets to
conference.

We will let the conference work its
will and it may return to the floor.
There are very good reasons for this
bill. I understand there are regional
differences, and what may benefit the
farmers of Pennsylvania may detract
to some extent from the farmers in
other States.

In our Government, in our democ-
racy, we work these things out as best
we can. I hope we can find some com-
mon ground. If we can’t, let the Con-
gress work its will.
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AMENDMENT NO. 1512, WITHDRAWN

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I for-
mally withdraw the amendment.

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

SPECTER DAIRY COMPACT AMENDMENT

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise
along with my colleagues to support
this important amendment. On April
27, I introduced S.J. Res. 22, along with
39 of my colleagues. Support for S.J.
Res. 22, which reauthorizes the North-
east Dairy Compact and ratifies the
creation of the Southern Dairy Com-
pact, is impressive.

As we know, Secretary Glickman’s
final pricing rule, which is scheduled to
be implemented on October 1, 1999, will
cost dairy farmers millions of dollars
in lost income. In addition, successful
pilot program of the Northeast Dairy
Compact will expire on October 1, 1999,
unless congressional action is taken.

This amendment would: Extend the
Northeast Dairy Compact until 2002
and ratify a Southern Dairy Compact
as a pilot program until 2002; Mandate
Option 1–A for the pricing formula for
Class 1 milk; and Require the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to use formal
rule making to determine the pricing
formula for Class III milk.

This amendment must be addressed
before the October 1, 1999, deadline. We
have an opportunity to give the states
the right to help protect their farmers
with no cost to the federal government
and correct the Secretary of Agri-
culture’s flawed pricing rules.

This amendment is about fairness to
both farmers and consumers. It has the
broad support of governors, state de-
partments of agriculture, the American
Farm Bureau, and dairy cooperatives
and coalitions from throughout the
country. Even the Land-O-Lakes Coop-
erative in the Upper Midwest supports
this important amendment.

However, I am aware that some of
my colleagues oppose our efforts to
bring fairness to our states and farm-
ers. Also, unfortunately, Congress has
been bombarded with misinformation
from an army of lobbyists representing
the national milk processors, led by
the International Dairy Foods Associa-
tion (IDFA) and the Milk Industry
Foundation. These two groups, backed
by the likes of Philip Morse, have fund-
ed several front groups to lobby
against this amendment.

I would like to set the record
straight. It is crucial that Congress de-
bate the issues presented on the mer-
its, rather than based on misinforma-
tion. When properly armed with the
facts, I believe you will conclude that
the Northeast Dairy Compact was a
successful experiment that works and
that other states should be given the
opportunity to prove whether a dairy
compact would work for them.

This amendment reauthorizes the
very successful Northeast Dairy Com-
pact pilot program and allows the
Southern Dairy Compact to operate as
a pilot program until 2002, when Con-
gress would have an opportunity to re-

visit and carefully consider the North-
east and Southern Compacts in the 2002
farm bill.

Currently the bill to reauthorize the
Northeast and ratify the Southern
compact has 40 cosponsors. Twenty-five
states have passed dairy compacts and
now even more than half the states in
the county are interested in having the
right to form dairy compacts. During
the past year Alabama, Arkansas, Ken-
tucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Okla-
homa, North Carolina, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Virginia, West Virginia,
Georgia, Missouri and Kansas, have all
passed legislation to form a southern
dairy compact. Texas is also consid-
ering joining the Southern Compact.

The Oregon legislature is in the proc-
ess of developing a Pacific Northwest
Dairy Compact as well. New Jersey,
Maryland, Delaware, Pennsylvania,
and New York have passed state legis-
lation enabling them to join the North-
east Dairy Compact.

The Northeast Dairy Compact, which
was authorized by the 1996 farm bill as
a three-year pilot program, has been
extremely successful. The Compact has
been studied, audited, and sued—but
has always come through with a clean
bill of health. Because of the success of
the Compact it has served as a model
for the entire country.

One look at the votes cast by each
state legislature, and you can see that
there is little controversy over what is
in best interest for the consumers and
farmers in each respected state. For ex-
ample, in Alabama and Arkansas, both
legislative chambers passed compact
legislation unanimously. It passed
unanimously in the North Carolina
Senate and by a vote of 106–1 in the
North Carolina House. In the Okla-
homa State Senate, it passed by a vote
of 44–1 and unanimously in the Okla-
homa House. It passed unanimously in
the Virginia State Senate and by a
vote of 90–6 in the Virginia House. In
Kansas, the bill passed in the Senate
by a vote of 39–1 and an impressive 122–
1 in the Kansas House.

A 1998 report by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget (OMB), requested
by Members from the Upper Midwest,
on the economic effects of the Dairy
Compact illustrates the Compact’s suc-
cess. The OMB reported that during the
first six months of the Compact, con-
sumer prices for milk within the Com-
pact region were five cents lower than
retail store prices in the rest of the na-
tion.

OMB concluded that the Compact
added no federal costs to nutrition pro-
grams during this time, and that the
Compact did not adversely affect farm-
ers outside the Compact region. This is
an important fact to remember as some
of my colleagues may debate that the
Compact harms the farmers in the
compact region.

Congressional opponents of the Com-
pact also requested an audit of the
Dairy Compact Commission by the
USDA’s Office of Inspector General and
federal auditors gave the Compact

Commission a clean bill of health. The
auditors stated unequivocally that the
Commission has properly administered
funds and provided $46 million to dairy
farmers.

The courts also agree that the Com-
pact is legally sound. Last January, a
Federal appeals court rejected a chal-
lenge to the Dairy Compact by the
Milk Industry Foundation. The Court
found that the Compact was constitu-
tional and the U.S. Agriculture Sec-
retary’s approval of the Compact was
justified.

Recently seventeen Governors from
throughout the Northeast and South-
east sent a letter to the Majority Lead-
er of the Senate and House, urging
Congress to consider and support the
Dairy Compact legislation. The Gov-
ernors of the Compact regions speak
not only for their farmers and con-
sumers but for the rights of the States.
The message to Congress from Gov-
ernors nationwide has been clear. ‘‘In-
crease the flexibility of states and sup-
port legislation that promotes state
and regional policy initiatives.’’

I would now like to address the ac-
tual and potential impact of dairy com-
pacts on milk production and the cost
to taxpayers. In short, dairy compacts
have and should have little impact on
production and operates without cost
to taxpayers and the federal govern-
ment, not one penny. Opposition
claims to the contrary, even account-
ing for the admitted uncertainty of
dairy economics, are overblown and
distorted.

First, these compacts contain spe-
cific provisions designed to ensure the
prevention of surplus production at-
tributable to operation of the com-
pacts. The compacts are entirely self-
funded, without any recourse to the
federal (or state) treasury and preclude
any cost to taxpayers. Additionally,
the states have agreed to the condition
of consent contained in S.J. Res. 22
which requires the compact commis-
sions to reimburse USDA for any sur-
plus purchases made, should the inter-
nal protection devices fail. While the
latter provision does not directly pre-
vent the potential adverse impact of
surplus production on the national
marketplace, it does act as a further
restraint on the commission’s function.
It is only logical to see that the last
thing the commissions would want is
to end up as funding USDA purchases
of surplus powdered milk production
for the national milk market!

With this analysis in mind, I would
like to briefly respond to the claims
about milk production and taxpayers
costs made by opponents of dairy com-
pact legislation. The International
Dairy Foods Association, the trade or-
ganization for the processors’ lobby
which is leading the opposition to S.J.
Res. 22, claims that the Northeast
Compact has resulted in an estimated
60 percent increase in milk powder pro-
duction while national powder produc-
tion increased only by 2 percent, and
that the USDA has expended $11 mil-
lion in surplus production purchases
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attributable to the regional production
increase. In various statements against
dairy compacts, opponents have cited
the percentage increase in milk powder
production and purchase costs with ap-
proval.

Anyone who has worked in the area
of dairy pricing and statistics knows of
the hazards of attempting to quantify
analysis of this most complex sector of
our economy. The above analysis
proves the point. It is certainly true
that milk powder production in the
northeast increased during the first six
months of operation of the Northeast
Compact at a rate above the national
average. Yet the reasons are not as
simple—only because of operation of
the Northeast Compact—as opponents
of dairy compacts would have us be-
lieve. First, one of the largest cheese
processing plants in the region shut
down during this time, and the raw
milk supply had to be converted from
cheese to powder production. On the
other side of the equation, national
production during this period was quite
depressed, despite the apparent two
percent increase, because of a dramatic
downturn in California and southwest
production. Hence the otherwise seem-
ing disparities in rates of production.

Furthermore, the claim that USDA
spend $11 million in surplus purchases
attributable to the Northeast Com-
pact’s operation is blatantly mis-
leading. In fact, $1.7 million in such re-
imbursement was provided—nowhere
near the $11 million amount claimed by
the opposition. In addition, whether
the $1.7 million represents purchases
which more reflect the increase in pow-
der production attributable to the shut
down of the cheese plant, and other
factors, remains an open question of
economic analysis, despite the reim-
bursement provided also by the Com-
pact Commission.

Opponents further cite with approval
the claim of IDFA that operation of
the Northeast Compact will cost tax-
payers an estimated $400 million annu-
ally. This claim is made without basis
or analysis and must not be relied upon
at all. Simply put, CBO gave the
Northeast Compact a zero source,
which is a long, long, way from $400
million.

I feel I should take some time to ex-
plain just how the Compact operates.
The Northeast Dairy Compact Commis-
sion has the authority to regulate
Class 1 (or fluid) milk prices. The com-
mission, which consists of consumer,
processor and farmer representatives
appointed by each state’s governor, de-
termines both the price necessary to
yield a reasonable return to producers
and distributors as well as the pur-
chasing power of the public through a
formal rule making procedure. Any
regulation is subject to a two-thirds
vote by a state delegation as well as a
producer referendum.

All milk consumed in compact-af-
fected areas is uniformly regulated.
This provision ensures an equal benefit
to New York or California farmers who

supply milk to the compact states. The
Compact Commission’s price regula-
tion works in conjunction with the fed-
eral government’s pricing program,
which establishes minimum prices paid
by processors and received by dairy
farmers for raw milk produced on
farms.

The Compact regulation raises these
minimum prices as they relate to the
market for fluid, or bottled milk. Part
of the difference between the Com-
pact’s minimum price and the federal
minimum price is set aside to com-
pensate any cost that may be associ-
ated to the WIC programs and school
lunch programs.

Processors purchasing milk to
produce other dairy products such as
cheese or ice cream are not subject to
the Compact’s pricing regulations, al-
though all farmers producing milk in
the region, for any purpose, share
equally in the regulation’s benefits.

Here is how it works. The Commis-
sion established $16.94 per hundred-
weight as the Compact over-order price
for Class 1 milk. All milk processors
having sales of fluid milk in New Eng-
land are required to pay a monthly
over-order obligation. This obligation
is the difference between $16.94 and the
price established monthly by federal
regulation for the same milk.

For instance, if the federal price for
Class 1 milk was $13.94 for a particular
month, the processors’ over-order obli-
gation for that month would be $16.94
minus $13.94—or $3.00. Processors mul-
tiply their total fluid milk sales by
this amount and that is what they pay
into the Compact Commission.

Three percent of the pooled price reg-
ulation proceeds are then set aside to
hold harmless the impact on New Eng-
land WIC programs. At least 4 cents
but no more than 5 cents is deducted
from the pooled proceeds each month
and placed in a reserve fund established
in the event of late payments by han-
dlers.

Approximately half of the unobli-
gated balance of this fund is added
back into the pool for redistribution in
the following month in order to pre-
vent the reserve fund from growing too
large.

Farmers receive the balance of the
proceeds in accordance with the Class 1
utilization rate—the percentage of
milk produced that actually goes to-
wards drinking milk, not cheese or
other manufactured products. There-
fore, the producer price is derived by
dividing the balance of the pool pro-
ceeds by the total number of pounds of
all producer milk in the region.

The Compact Commission makes dis-
bursements to farmer cooperatives and
milk handlers, who then make the indi-
vidual payments to farmers based on
their production.

When the Compact regulation first
took effect in July of 1997, the Compact
over-order obligation was $3.00. During
that month, 245,001,960 pounds of milk,
or 46.14% of the total milk in the re-
gion was sold as Class 1 milk. This re-

sulted in a pool paid into the Commis-
sion of $7,350,058.80. After the WIC and
reserve fund adjustments were made,
the balance of the pool proceeds was
$6,903,009.44. When this number was di-
vided by the total number of pounds of
all producer milk, in this case
531,000,726 pounds, the resulting pro-
ducer price was $1.30.

For many farmers in Vermont and
New England, the Compact payments
have meant the difference between
keeping the farm and calling the auc-
tioneer.

Federal dairy policy is difficult to ex-
plain at best. As a Member of the
House of Representatives, I served as
the ranking member of the Dairy and
Livestock Subcommittee. During my
years in the House, I worked very
closely with the programs that im-
pacted dairy farmers and consumers. Of
all the programs and efforts by the fed-
eral government to help our nation’s
dairy farmers, the most effective and
promising solution have seen thus far
is the creation and operation of the
Northeast Dairy Compact.

I would like to address the actual and
potential impact of dairy compacts on
consumer prices. In short, opposition
claims about the actual and possible
impact of dairy compacts on con-
sumers, including low income con-
sumers, are unfounded and grossly dis-
torted.

While farm milk prices have fluc-
tuated wildly, remaining constant
overall during the last ten years, con-
sumers prices have risen sharply. The
explanation for this is apparently that
variations in store prices do not mirror
the wild fluctuations in farm prices.

In other words, when farm prices go
up, the store prices go up, but when the
farm prices recede, the store prices do
not come back down as quickly or at
the same rate. Hence, and quite logi-
cally, if you take away the fluctua-
tions in farm prices, you take away the
catalyst for unwarranted increases in
store prices.

Let’s take a look at what the retail
price has done in the Compact region
compared to other areas that do not
have Compacts in place. This dem-
onstrates several extremely important
points that dispute the claims that the
compact hits consumers with higher
retail prices compared to other regions.
The average price per gallon of milk in
Boston remained steady at $2.89 for
February, March and April of 1999 in
the Compact areas. Meanwhile retail
prices across the country widely fluc-
tuated and were most often higher
than in the Compact area of New Eng-
land.

Again, I would like to make it very
clear that the Compact only regulates
fluid milk used for drinking, called
Class I milk. Although not shown on
this chart, milk prices in suburban
areas of New England can often be
found for $2.00 or less per gallon. Gen-
erally, the shelf price of milk has in-
creased proportionally to increases in
producer prices, yet, has not decreased
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at the same rate when farm prices have
dropped. The result has been an upward
price ratcheting in the retail milk
price—a rise of about 30 percent be-
tween 1985 and 1993 while the farm
price actually fell.

Even with the Northeast Dairy Com-
pact, New England retail milk prices
are among the lowest in the country!

Contrary to the claims of the opposi-
tion, regional compact regulation re-
main open to the interstate commerce
of all producer milk and processor milk
products, from whatever source. Com-
pacts establish neither ‘‘cartels’’, ‘‘tar-
iffs’’ nor ‘‘barriers to trade’’ and are
not economic ‘‘protectionism.’’

According to the opponents charac-
terizations, dairy compacts somehow
establish a ‘‘wall’’ around the regions
subject to compact regulation, and
thereby prohibit competition from
milk produced and processed from out-
side the regions.

These are entirely misleading char-
acterizations. It is really quite simple
and straightforward: All fluid, or bev-
erage milk sold in a compact region is
subject to uniform regulation, regard-
less of its source within or outside the
compact region. This means that all
farmers, including farmers from the
Upper Midwest, providing milk for bev-
erage sale in the region, receive the
same pay prices without discrimina-
tion.

Despite what some of my colleagues
have said, the Northeast Dairy Com-
pact is working as it was intended to.
Instead of trying to destroy an initia-
tive that works to help dairy farmers
with cost to the federal government, I
urge my colleagues from the Upper
Midwest to respect the states’ interest
and initiative to help protect their
farmers and encourage that region of
the country to explore the possibility
of forming your own interstate dairy
compact.

When the June 1999 Compact pay-
ments were paid, the Compact will
have returned an average of 51 cents
per hundredweight of milk to farmers
over the past two years of operation.
The average Vermont family farm real-
ized an additional $13,000 net income
during the life of the Compact. For
seven of those months no payments
were made because market prices were
above the Compact floor.

In April of this year, farmers felt the
effect of a record $6.00 per hundred-
weight drop in the Basic Formula
Price. In New England, blend prices
dropped an unprecedented $3.93 per
hundredweight from the previous
month, but the Compact payment of
$1.43 made up nearly half of the loss for
Northeast farmers.

We would like every region of the
country to have the same opportunity
to provide stability for their farmers
and consumers that the Northeast
Dairy Compact provides for our region.

Earlier today, when we were debating
the cloture vote on the dairy amend-
ment, I responded to my colleague
from Minnesota statement that the

dairy compact somehow lowered his
farmer’s price of milk. I would again,
refer to the USDA mailbox price. The
mailbox price is the net price that
dairy farmers receive for the milk that
is marketed under the Federal milk
marketing program.

The average prices shows on this
chart include all payments received for
milk sold and deducts all costs associ-
ated with marketing milk. As you can
see, in 1998 New England received $14.89
per hundredweight, ten cents below the
national average.

Most importantly, despite claims
that the Northeast Dairy Compact
means smaller checks for Midwest
farmers, they received $15.27 per hun-
dredweight, twenty-eight cents above
the national average, and thirty-eight
more cents per hundredweight than
New England producers.

The amendment also mandates that
the Secretary use Option 1–A as the
pricing formula for fluid milk. As I dis-
cussed earlier today, the Secretary’s
rule, known as 1B, is sue to be imple-
mented on October 1, unless congres-
sional action is taken.

Sixty-one Senators and more than
240 House members signed letters to
Secretary Glickman last year sup-
porting the pricing option known as
Option A–1, for the pricing of fluid
milk. The majority of the country and
dairy industry support Option 1–A.

Most all areas of the country are bet-
ter off under Option 1–A, including the
Upper Midwest. Option 1–A is based on
solid economic analysis, benefiting
both farmers and consumers. It takes
into account; transportation costs for
moving fluid milk; regional supply and
demand needs; costs of producing and
marketing milk; and the need to at-
tract milk to regions that occasionally
face production deficits.

Finally, the amendment requires the
Secretary of Agriculture to hold formal
hearings to determine how the Class II,
and Class IV price will be calculated.
There is concern that the Secretary’s
final rule will drop the price paid for
cheese by as much as $.40 per hundred-
weight. The amendment would give
both producers and processors the op-
portunity to have input on the formula
through the formal rule making proc-
ess.

This amendment is about helping
farmers and protecting consumers.
Farmers deserve our support and rec-
ognition. It is sometimes easy to forget
just how fortunate we are in this coun-
try to have the world’s cheapest and
safest food supply.

I listened with great interest to the
sugar debate earlier today. I support
this Federal no-cost that provides sta-
bility to farmers and consumers in
sugar growing states. I don’t have
sugar growers in Vermont. I have dairy
farmers. But that does not mean I
should not support a commodity pro-
gram that helps protect farmers in
other states with no cost to the federal
government.

I noticed that during the debate sev-
eral of my colleagues that argued so

pationately about protecting the sugar
program, did not support my efforts to
protect the dairy program. Agri-
culture, nationwide needs our collec-
tive help. Let’s not divide agriculture,
but join together to protect our na-
tion’s most important resources.

I am certain that my colleagues will
agree with me that dairy farmers de-
serve a fair price for their products.
What does it say about our values when
some of the hardest working people,
our farmers, are underpaid and
unappreciated? In the last couple of
days we have debated providing billions
of dollars in assistance to farmers who
face the current disasters. This amend-
ment would help prevent a disaster for
America’s dairy farmers by giving the
states and the dairy farmers the tools
to face the challenges of improving and
stabilizing farm prices.

In Vermont, dairy farmers help de-
fine the character of the state. I am
proud to work to protect them and to
protect the traditions and special
qualities of the state.

I realize that this amendment is not
in order at this time, however, I urge
my colleagues to give great consider-
ation to the importance of this amend-
ment and the need to address these im-
portant issues as soon as possible. Sup-
porting this amendment respect the
interstate cooperation among states,
protects the interests of consumers,
and supports America’s dairy farmers.

I ask unanimous consent that two
‘‘Dear Colleague’’ letters be printed in
the RECORD.

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

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, DC, July 15, 1999.

SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT: DAIRY
COMPACTS AND INTERSTATE COMMERCE

DEAR COLLEAGUE: We would like to set the
record straight regarding the relationship
between dairy compacts and interstate com-
merce. Contrary to the claims of the opposi-
tion, regional milk markets subject to dairy
compact regulation remain open to the
interstate commerce of all producer milk
and processor milk products, from whatever
source. Compacts establish neither ‘‘car-
tels,’’ ‘‘tariffs’’ nor ‘‘barriers to trade’’ and
are not ‘‘economic protectionism.’’

Opponents of dairy compacts, most par-
ticularly the International Dairy Foods As-
sociation (IDFA) have variously claimed
that dairy compacts operate to the benefit of
dairy farmers and processors within the com-
pact regions and to the detriment of those
outside the compact regions. According to
the opponent’s characterizations, dairy com-
pacts somehow establish a ‘‘wall’’ around the
regions subject to compact regulation, and
thereby prohibit competition from milk pro-
duced and processed from outside the re-
gions.

These are entirely misleading character-
izations. Yet despite all these misleading de-
scriptions, the regulatory theory of com-
pacts is really quite simple and straight-
forward: All fluid, or beverage milk sold in a
compact region is subject to uniform regula-
tion, regardless of its source within or out-
side the compact region. This means that all
farmers, including farmers from the Upper
Midwest, providing milk for beverage sale in
the region, receive the same pay prices under
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the regulation without discrimination. Simi-
larly, all processors with sales in the region
must pay the same price for raw milk used
for those sales, regardless of the location of
the processing facility or the location of the
farm sources of their raw milk supplies.

Hence, there is no ‘‘economic protec-
tionism’’ or the erection of barriers to trade.
except for the uniform regulation, the mar-
ket remains open to all, and the benefits of
the regulations are provided without dis-
crimination to all participating in the mar-
ket, including those who participate in the
market from beyond the territorial bound-
aries of the region.

We hope you will conclude as have 40 of our
colleagues that dairy compacts provide fair
and equitable milk market regulation, that
promotes the interests of the regions which
have proposed the compacts without dis-
crimination against farmers or processors
from other regions.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

JIM JEFFORDS.
ARLEN SPECTER.
TED KENNEDY.
CHARLES SCHUMER.

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, DC, July 20, 1999.

SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT: THE IMPACT
OF DAIRY COMPACTS ON CONSUMER PRICES

DEAR COLLEAGUE. Over the past number of
months, the milk processors lobby has
bombarded Congress with disinformation
about the impact of dairy compacts on con-
sumer prices. Consistent with the time-hon-
ored tradition of industry lobbyists working
to defeat legislation contrary to their vested
interest, this storm of paper is only intended
to confuse the issues involved so as to con-
vince you to oppose the dairy compact legis-
lation, regardless of the actual facts.

Twenty-five states have formally pre-
sented these compacts for review and ap-
proval. Congress must respond by debating
the issues presented on the merits. This is
especially true with regard to the critical
question of the impact of dairy compacts on
consumers. On this issue, the opponent’s
claims are particularly distorted and un-
founded.

Can we truly believe that twenty-five gov-
ernors and the host of state legislative com-
mittees and deliberative bodies which have
approved these compacts would have ap-
proved them if they were likely to have the
horrific impact on consumers proclaimed by
the opposition?

The opponents claim that the Northeast
Compact has caused milk prices to rise ‘‘15
to 20’’ cents per gallon. They also claim that
in its first year, the Northeast Compact cost
New England consumers $65 million in higher
milk prices, and that with the creation of a
southern compact, consumers would pay $600
million a year in higher milk prices. These
claims are nothing but the grossest of scare
tactics.

The opponents base their analysis on the
OMB study which reviewed the economic im-
pacts of the Northeast Compact during its
first six months of operation. In fact, the
OMB study concluded that the potential im-
pact of the Northeast Compact on prices
might be as low as approximately five cents
a gallon. In any event, OMB carefully
prefaced its assessment by stating that no
reliable conclusions could be drawn based
upon a limited data set of six months.

Perhaps more to the point, the design of
the dairy compacts and the actual operation
of the Northeast Compact Commission
should assure Congress that the interests of
low income consumers are adequately pro-
tected. Each state delegation to the commis-

sions created by dairy compacts must in-
clude a consumer representative. This
assures that consumers have a voice in pric-
ing decisions, and means that they will cer-
tainly have more of a voice than they now
have in today’s highly concentrated market-
place.

Moreover, the Northeast Compact Commis-
sion has acted to provide for reimbursement
of the state WIC programs of even potential
adverse impacts, regardless of actual impact,
and for reimbursement to the School Lunch
programs for any documented adverse im-
pact. In design and actual practice, then,
dairy compacts work to protect rather than
harm consumers, particularly low income
consumers.

We hope you will side with the states’ ac-
tual judgement that these compacts are in
the public interest, and choose to support
this vital legislation.

Sincerely,
Jesse Helms, Max Cleland, Daniel Moy-

nihan, Mary L. Landrieu, Patrick
Leahy, Jim Jeffords, Olympia Snowe,
Charles Schumer, Arlen Specter.

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

ator from Pennsylvania.
(The remarks of Mr. SPECTER per-

taining to the introduction of S. 1484
are located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

AMENDMENT NO. 1513 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1499

(Purpose: To make a perfecting amendment)
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk and ask it
be reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH-
RAN] proposes an amendment numbered 1513
to amendment No. 1499.

Mr. COCHRAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, this is
an amendment relating to economic
and disaster assistance. This is the
amendment that the Senate voted
against tabling when a motion to table
the amendment was made by the dis-
tinguished Democratic leader, Mr.
DASCHLE.

A vote has already been taken on a
motion to table this amendment, but it
was then, under leadership agreement
on how to proceed to this bill, with-
drawn.

This action that has just been taken
puts this amendment back before the
Senate. There was an amendment of-
fered by the Democratic leader and the
Senator from Iowa, Mr. HARKIN, which
was also the subject of a motion to
table. That motion to table was agreed
to.

Before the Senate now is the issue of
economic and disaster assistance for
farmers in the form of the so-called
Cochran amendment.

To refresh the memory of Senators,
this is an amendment that seeks to

give the Secretary of Agriculture au-
thority and funds with which to deal
with the economic crisis that exists in
production agriculture today. This is
funding for the fiscal year that begins
next October 1, so it is not an endeavor
to deal with all of the existing prob-
lems in agriculture in the current fis-
cal year, but it is an effort to deal with
economic problems during the har-
vesting and marketing of the 1999 crop
throughout the country.

There is already in place a $6 billion
disaster program that was approved
last year that has been administered
by the Department. Some of those
checks for weather-related disasters
went out to farmers as recently as
June. We are hopeful if any additional
funds are needed for this crop-year, the
President will submit a budget request
asking for additional funds.

There has been some discussion dur-
ing the debate on the floor that there
is nothing in this amendment that pro-
vides immediate assistance for drought
victims and the like. The point is, in a
recent supplemental that we had on
funding the military action in Kosovo,
that subject was raised and an amend-
ment was offered, which was rejected,
that would provide additional disaster
assistance funds in this crop-year and
in the next crop-year as well. What we
did was adopt the sense-of-the-Senate
language that would ask the President
to submit a supplemental request if ad-
ditional funds were needed over and
above that amount that had already
been provided by the Congress. No re-
quest has been made.

A letter was written to the President
in June, signed by 22 Senators, reit-
erating the fact that we approved lan-
guage requesting a supplemental re-
quest if one was needed and that noth-
ing had been heard. We did get an ac-
knowledgment to the letter, but we
have had no subsequent request.

The chairman of the Agriculture
Committee, the Senator from Indiana,
Mr. LUGAR, has been having hearings in
the Senate Agriculture Committee,
yesterday and again today, getting in-
formation, getting expert advice and
testimony on the condition of agri-
culture in America today to determine
what level of assistance is appropriate,
what level is needed, and what kind
and character should this assistance
take. We have had a long debate. Sen-
ators on both sides have expressed
their views on this subject, and we are
at a point now where we have to either
adopt an amendment or not adopt an
amendment providing disaster assist-
ance.

It seems to me it would be appro-
priate now, after hearing all the evi-
dence, after reviewing all the argu-
ments, to proceed with the adoption of
this amendment and go to conference
with the House and try to resolve
whatever differences we may have on
this issue with House conferees and
then come back with a conference re-
port for the consideration of the Sen-
ate. If we do not have a provision for
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disaster or economic assistance in our
bill, this will not be an item that can
be considered in conference. So I think
it is very important for the Senate to
approve this amendment, giving us a
conference vehicle for further consider-
ation of this issue with the House. If
we do not approve this amendment or
some other amendment that could be
offered, then we will not have a vehi-
cle.

We have already expressed our views
as a body on the Daschle-Harkin pro-
posal. It was rejected. This amendment
was not rejected. The motion to table
was not agreed to. So it is now back be-
fore the Senate for its consideration.

I am going to review briefly what
this legislation contains and urge Sen-
ators to approve the amendment. We
can have a record vote on that if the
Senate desires or we can adopt it on a
voice vote. It suits me to adopt it on a
voice vote, but I am putting Senators
on notice that is the issue before the
Senate now. If anyone wants to request
a record vote, they are free, of course,
to come to the Senate floor and do
that.

The bulk of the funds provided in this
amendment—which now has a cost es-
timated by the Congressional Budget
Office of almost $7 billion—the bulk of
the assistance is in the form of in-
creased payments, so-called AMTA
payments. That is the agricultural
market transition payments. These are
payments that are made to commodity
producers under existing farm law, pro-
vided to help farmers make the transi-
tion from a Government-controlled and
mandated agricultural production sys-
tem to a more open and free market
system where farmers can make their
own decisions about what they plant
on their crop acreage. In the past, the
Government had tight controls over
not only what crops could be subsidized
by the Government, but how much
acreage could be planted with those
crops. If you violated the rules, you
lost your right to Federal assistance.

Under the new program, Federal as-
sistance is provided without regard to
what crop you plant or how much of
the acreage you use. There is no man-
datory set-aside of acreage, telling
farmers you cannot plant but so much
of your acreage this year, as was the
case under preexisting agricultural leg-
islation. The amount of money that
would be paid directly to farmers as
authorized in this legislation would
represent 100 percent of the total of the
1999 producers AMTA payment. So in
effect, by the passage of this amend-
ment, we would double the amount of
money that would go to farmers who
are entitled to agriculture market
transition assistance payments. That
comes to a total of $5.54 billion. There
is no redtape. There is no discretion in
the Department of Agriculture. There
is no special procedure for establishing
eligibility. If you are eligible under
current law for a transition payment,
you are eligible for this additional pay-
ment. The checks go out.

It was shown in the experience this
year in administering the current dis-
aster assistance program that the
AMTA payment system was the most
efficient way of providing assistance to
farmers who were entitled to add addi-
tional benefits under an economic as-
sistance program. So that is why in
this amendment we have elected to use
that vehicle to disseminate funds for
disaster and economic assistance to
farmers because of this year’s eco-
nomic stress in agriculture. But not all
farmers are eligible for AMTA pay-
ments. Because they are not, most of
the rest of the funds in the bill are used
for disaster assistance for those farm-
ers that they may need.

The Secretary of Agriculture is, for
example, given discretion to establish
a program to provide assistance to live-
stock and dairy producers. There is a
livestock assistance program in place
now which was utilized to deliver dis-
aster assistance provided last year. So,
because of that experience, it seems
logical that the Department of Agri-
culture will be able to provide regu-
latory guidance and eligibility stand-
ards for those who suffered by reason of
drought or other conditions that have
adversely affected them if they are in
the livestock business. This applies to
beef cattle production; it applies to hog
production; and it applies to dairy.

So it is a program that is included in
this legislation. Other specialty crops
are included as well—fruits and vegeta-
bles. Other crops and other commod-
ities that are grown by landowners who
are involved in production agriculture
are intended to be included in this pro-
gram, and the Secretary of Agriculture
is given the authority to use funds ap-
propriated in this amendment to pro-
vide assistance to those farmers as
well.

We do not try to pick and choose
among farmers, whether you are eligi-
ble or not eligible for benefits. The in-
tent is we want all farmers to benefit
from this program under this amend-
ment.

There is also, at the conclusion of
our bill, a provision that states the
sense of the Congress with respect to a
more aggressive policy with agricul-
tural trade issues. There have been sit-
uations that have developed around the
world where our producers and export-
ers have been shut out of markets or
have been discriminated against be-
cause of tariffs or other rules and regu-
lations adopted by other countries or
groups of countries that have made it
impossible for us to have access to
markets that we have traditionally en-
joyed or which we ought to by right
have an opportunity to enjoy.

We are urging the administration to
be more aggressive in strengthening
trade negotiating authority for Amer-
ican agriculture, and we express Con-
gress’ objectives for future trade nego-
tiations. We ask the President to
evaluate and make recommendations
on the effectiveness of our existing ex-
port and food aid programs.

I think we have heard enough about
what the facts are. Senators who have
been to their own States have had an
opportunity to view the situation, to
talk with their farmers, and to under-
stand the stress that is confronting
American agriculture today.

Here are some of the Department of
Agriculture’s own facts and estimates
that had been given to our sub-
committee when we had our hearings
earlier this year: 1999 net cash farm in-
come is expected to decline $3.6 billion
below last year’s level. Incidentally, in
1998, net farm income for wheat, corn,
soybeans, cotton, and rice was 17 per-
cent below the previous 5-year average.
For this crop-year, 1999, the projections
indicate that income for the same
crops will be 27 percent below the pre-
vious 5-year average.

Those are the projections that per-
suade me that disaster and economic
assistance is not only important for us
to consider but is necessary for us to
deliver if we have the expectation of
maintaining health and vitality in
American agriculture.

I think the facts are clear and justify
the amendment we are offering today
to provide disaster assistance and eco-
nomic assistance to agricultural pro-
ducers for the 1999 crop-year. The bulk
of the assistance is going to be made
available in the most efficient way pos-
sible: through the disbursement of the
market transition payments providing
a 100-percent bonus, in effect, to all
who are eligible for those payments.

Those who are soybean farmers or
who grow other oilseeds will be enti-
tled to benefits under a special pro-
gram. They do not receive these transi-
tion payments, but they will receive
benefits under this amendment. The
same is true of livestock farmers,
whether they are beef cattle, pork pro-
ducers, or dairymen.

We think we have created a balanced
program, one that is fair to all farmers,
one that will help put money in the
pockets of farmers, not just give them
a promise of loans or technical assist-
ance or other advice from the Govern-
ment. Our amendment does not just
add money to Government agencies; it
does not just increase the size of Gov-
ernment agencies; it sends the money
directly to the producers.

We have also agreed to add to this
bill, at the request of other Senators,
additional funds for crop insurance
benefits. That was not included in the
original amendment that was offered
as a part of the Cochran amendment,
but it will be added to this amendment
in the form of a modification. We have
heard the persuasive arguments in sup-
port of that suggestion, and we have
agreed to accommodate those Senators
who are interested in that additional
benefit.

My hope is Senators will review the
amendment as we are modifying the
amendment and will support it, and we
can then move on to the final conclu-
sion of this legislation.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES10170 August 4, 1999
Mr. President, if there is no Senator

seeking recognition, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VOINOVICH). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. 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. DURBIN. Mr. President, I was
prepared at this time to offer an
amendment, but I will not be offering
an amendment because Senator COCH-
RAN, Senator KOHL, and myself have
worked out an agreement on an amend-
ment which will ultimately be part of
the bill, and I will leave it to the chair-
man of the subcommittee to decide the
best course to bring it into the bill. I
am happy we have been able to work
this out because I think it is a criti-
cally important issue and to which I
want to take a few minutes to alert the
membership.

I happened to read a few months ago
an article in Forbes magazine which
was an eye opener. It really disturbed
me, and I asked my staff to take a look
at it a little more closely. The article
is entitled ‘‘Blood Money.’’ It docu-
mented that many medical devices
that were approved and manufactured
for a single use had been cleaned and
reused on patients without any dem-
onstration to the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration that the devices are, in
fact, safe and fully functional after this
reprocessing.

When I tell you these devices, it may
give you some pause to consider the
types of things that have been manu-
factured and labeled for a single use
and are being reprocessed and used
over and over again. Here are some of
the most commonly recycled dispos-
ables: electrophysiology catheters for
heart catheterizations; sequential com-
pression devices; biopsy forceps;
pulse—this is where my liberal arts
education will fail me—oximeter sen-
sors; laparoscopic instruments. Think
of all the laparoscopic procedures
going on now. One of the things we find
is that many of the instruments that
are being used have been labeled single
use and are being so-called cleaned and
reprocessed and used again.

Continuing with some of the most
commonly recycled disposables—drills,
bits, blades, catheters, and many other
things.

At least a third of the hospitals ig-
nore the manufacturer’s warnings and
recycle these so-called disposable prod-
ucts for their patients without telling
their patients.

As you can see, we are not talking
about bedpans here. We are talking
about highly invasive and high-risk de-
vices, devices that come in contact
with the patient’s blood or other bodily
fluids. This reuse is happening without
the knowledge of patients and without
a requirement that the devices be
shown to still be safe and effective
after reprocessing.

Here in the United States we have a
Food and Drug Administration which
oversees the safety of drugs, medical
devices, biologics, foods, and cos-
metics. Let me say that I am one of the
biggest fans in Washington of the Food
and Drug Administration.

Dr. Jane Henney, who is now the
head of that agency, is an extraor-
dinarily talented person. Though she
and I have had some debates on various
issues, I am grateful that she has left
the private practice of medicine to give
these years of public service to the
Food and Drug Administration because
this FDA literally inspects and ap-
proves devices, instruments, prescrip-
tion drugs—all sorts of things—that we
take for granted in our everyday life.

FDA approval is considered the gold
standard all around the world. Yet that
gold standard is only being applied to
devices when they first come on the
market. The FDA takes a look at these
various devices as they are being sold
to determine whether or not they are
safe and effective, as they should. With
that approval, they are sold to hos-
pitals around America.

But when it comes to the issue of re-
processing this disposable device,
which is used a second, third, or fourth
time, I am afraid the FDA has not been
as effective as they should be. The Los
Angeles Times ran an article 2 days
ago reporting a bacterial outbreak in a
Colorado hospital due to contaminated
reused cardiac catheters. One of the pa-
tients involved died because of that
outbreak.

This chart makes reference to the
Federal MEDWATCH program which is
an effort to get a report from any hos-
pital if it shows that a device has re-
sulted in some problem. One of the ad-
verse event reports that was reported
to FDA’s MEDWATCH shows that the
tip of a catheter that had been reused
six times broke and lodged in a 32-year-
old man’s right atrium—if you recall
from biology, that is inside the heart—
where it is still lodged today.

The Los Angeles Times article also
talks about another incident where a 4-
inch-long tip traveled from a patient’s
heart to his stomach, leading to addi-
tional surgery in which the doctors
opened the man’s stomach in an at-
tempt to remove it.

I find this shocking. You or I could
be admitted to a hospital tomorrow,
and without our knowledge we could be
exposed to a device of completely un-
known standard.

I have here some charts that depict
some reused devices that were re-
trieved from hospitals in exchange for
new devices. They show that many of
the devices had either remaining blood
or tissue on them or were damaged, so
they could not have met the standards
FDA had for original manufacturers.

This is an example of a cutting de-
vice. It shows, unfortunately, that it
was still contaminated when it was re-
moved from the hospital.

There are other photographs as well,
each one raising a question as to

whether or not these devices, when
used, were sufficiently cleaned or up to
the job that they were called to do. We
have several other photographs. I think
they all demonstrate that.

The amendment which I have offered,
and which has been accepted by both
the majority and minority, is sup-
ported by various consumer groups—
Public Citizen, the Consumer Federa-
tion of America, and the Consumers
Union—and patient groups such as
AIDS Action, the Alzheimer’s Associa-
tion, the National Organization for
Rare Diseases, the National Women’s
Health Network, and by health profes-
sionals, such as the American Nurses
Association, that say we should reserve
a very small amount of FDA’s medical
device money—in this case $1 million
—out of the $154 million allocated for
medical and radiological devices to
provide oversight for these reused med-
ical devices.

One has to wonder why we spend any
money on device safety if the device
only has to be safe when it is used ini-
tially. In the case of the catheter that
is now lodged in a patient’s heart, it
was reused six times. This was sup-
posed to have been used once.

When you go in for heart surgery or
these diagnostic treatments, it never
crosses your mind to ask the doctor:
Incidentally, will all the devices you
are going to use in the course of my
treatmment be used for the first time
only? Has someone else used this cath-
eter before? Has it been reprocessed? Is
it being reused?

That never dawns on the patient, but
in fact we find a third of the hospitals
are reusing these devices. That is why
I think this amendment is so nec-
essary.

I think we can do a lot better. In
fact, I believe we can go a lot further
than my amendment goes. I will be in-
troducing a bill shortly that will com-
pletely overhaul this system to provide
patients with assurance that all med-
ical devices used on them are of a high
standard and that we can accurately
track injuries and infections due to re-
processed devices.

My amendment attempts to take a
small step to encourage the FDA to
provide necessary oversight of reproc-
essed devices. America uses the FDA to
make sure that products, including
medical devices, are safe. It does not
make sense to have safety equipment
for devices when they are brand new
but to turn a blind eye thereafter. All
medical devices should be required to
be safe.

I might add, in closing, that at a re-
cent hearing before the Governmental
Affairs Committee, I asked Dr. Henney
about the efforts being made by the
Food and Drug Administration to deal
with this problem. She referred me to
Dr. Jacobson. Dr. Jacobson is currently
the acting director of the Center for
Devices. He acknowledged my question
about reusing medical devices was a
difficult one. He also acknowledged
that the FDA is in the process of estab-
lishing standards and procedures to
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make sure that these reused devices
are safe. I am heartened that, when
brought to his attention, the FDA was
responsive. Frankly, I think we need a
lot more. That is the purpose of this
amendment.

I thank the Chair for the time. I also
extend my thanks to Senator COCHRAN
of Mississippi and Senator KOHL of Wis-
consin for agreeing to this amendment
which will be made part of the bill, so
that $1 million in the Food and Drug
Administration is going to be directed
toward the efforts to clean up the reuse
of these medical devices.

I yield the floor.
Mr. KENNEDY. In an effort to reduce

costs under managed care, more than a
third of all hospitals across the coun-
try are now reusing medical devices
that are labeled by the original manu-
facturer as ‘‘disposable’’ or ‘‘for single-
use only.’’ More than a million devices
a year are being reprocessed and then
used on patients without their knowl-
edge, in violation of the original manu-
facturer’s recommendation or warning,
and without a determination by the
FDA that these devices are safe and ef-
fective.

To protect patient safety, FDA re-
quires that before a medical device
manufacturer can begin selling a sin-
gle-use device as reusable by additional
patients, the manufacturer must file
the appropriate premarket notification
to prove the safety and efficacy of the
reused device.

But this requirement only applies to
original equipment manufacturers, and
not to hospitals, other providers, or
third party reprocessors. When hos-
pitals, or third-party reprocessors, pre-
pare a ‘‘single-use only’’ device for use
again in another patient, they do not
supply the FDA with any information
on the safety and efficacy of the device
and they do not notify the FDA of their
intent to remarket the used device.

The FDA does require third-party re-
processors to register with the Agency
and to conform to the ‘‘Good Manufac-
turing Practices’’ required of device
manufacturers. The larger reprocessors
are registered with the FDA and may
be inspected for compliance. But there
are numerous smaller reprocessors that
do not register with FDA, and hospitals
that reprocess in-house do not register
either.

Even when registration takes place,
is not a form of approval. Compliance
with Good Manufacturing Practices
does not assure that the reprocessing
results in a safe and effective device.
The reprocessing industry is, for the
most part, unregulated.

Some of the disposable devices that
are reprocessed and reused are highly
invasive and are contaminated with
blood and tissue during use. A few ex-
amples include:

Balloon angioplasty catheters for di-
lating coronary arteries;

Electrophysiology catheters for car-
diac testing;

Biopsy forceps and biopsy needles for
removing tissues and cells;

Laparoscopic instruments for sur-
gical procedures.

Inadequate cleaning and sterilization
of these devices prior to reuse can lead
to cross-contamination of patients and
hospital staff.

Single-use devices are often made
from heat sensitive plastics, and have
intricate, inaccessible parts which can
be difficult, if not impossible, to clean.
They often contain long narrow tubing,
acute angles, crevices, coils, joints, and
porous surfaces where contaminants
can collect. The potential is high for
contamination by blood, respiratory
secretions, gastric secretions, and fecal
matter.

Cleaning and resterilizing can also
threaten the operation of a used single-
use device. Physical, mechanical or
electrical properties can be altered
when the device is subject to harsh
chemicals, high temperatures, pres-
sure, gases, and physical removal of de-
bris. Proper use of the device in the ini-
tial patient may also alter the per-
formance of the device.

Reprocessors say that they test these
devices. But any testing is done with-
out the benefit of the data and other
proprietary information in the original
manufacturer’s Premarket Notifica-
tion to the FDA.

The FDA has conducted studies on
balloon angioplasty catheters. These
devices are threaded from an artery in
the leg into the heart, and then in-
flated to open the coronary arteries.
The studies concluded that many of the
narrow spaces in these catheters were
contaminated with blood, and that the
balloons no longer inflated properly.

Studies by FDA on reprocessed
electrophysiology catheters have found
debris accumulated at the edges of the
electrodes. These devices are also
threaded into the heart, and measure
electrical activity to locate abnormal
heart tissue and burn it away.

FDA concluded that the determina-
tion as to which devices can be safely
reused must be made on a model-by-
model basis, and should not be made
for an entire class or type of device.

Other independent studies on biopsy
forceps used to collect samples from
the colon and digestive tract showed
that over 80% were contaminated with
blood, tissue, or fecal matter. The de-
vices in this study were taken from
hospital shelves where they were wait-
ing for reuse on future patients.

Injuries and product failures have
also been associated with reused dis-
posable devices. In January of this
year, metal from an electrophysiology
catheter electrode fell off and lodged in
the heart of a 32-year-old woman in
Kansas. The device had been reproc-
essed six times.

In another case, a reprocessed cath-
eter partially separated, and the tip
was retained only by a small piece of
wire. In this case, fortunately, the pa-
tient was not injured, but the potential
for serious injury was great.

The Medical Device Amendments of
1976 gave FDA the authority to exer-

cise pre-market control over medical
devices for the first time. The Safe
Medical Devices Act of 1990 required
hospitals and other facilities that use
medical devices to report adverse
events to FDA. A box on the MedWatch
adverse event form asks if the device
was being used for the first time or was
reused.

Additional information is needed on
how many times a device has been re-
used and the name of the reprocessor,
so that the Agency can identify signs
or trends of problems with the reuse of
a particular class or model of device, or
with a particular reprocessor or proc-
ess.

The amendment we offer today will
help ensure the safety and effectiveness
of reprocessed medical devices.

I commend the FDA for its con-
tinuing efforts to improve the pre-
market review program. This effort has
resulted in reduced review times of
Premarket Notifications, so that in
1997 and 1998, FDA had no backlog of
these marketing applications.

FDA should now move forward and
require medical device reprocessors to
demonstrate that reprocessed devices
are safe and effective for use.

Mr. DURBIN. I suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
HUTCHISON). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1513, AS MODIFIED

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
send a modification of my amendment
to the desk and ask that it be reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. COCH-

RAN] proposes an amendment numbered 1513,
as modified.

Mr. COCHRAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
Beginning on page 1, line 3, strike all that

follows ‘‘SEC.’’ to the end of the amendment
and insert the following:

ll. EMERGENCY AND MARKET LOSS ASSIST-
ANCE.—(a) MARKET LOSS ASSISTANCE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture (referred to in this section as the
‘‘Secretary’’) shall use not more than
$5,544,453,000 of funds of the Commodity
Credit Corporation to provide assistance to
owners and producers on a farm that are eli-
gible for payments for fiscal year 1999 under
a production flexibility contract for the farm
under the Agricultural Market Transition
Act (7 U.S.C. 7201 et seq.).

(2) AMOUNT.—The amount of assistance
made available to owners and producers on a
farm under this subsection shall be propor-
tionate to the amount of the contract pay-
ment received by the owners and producers
for fiscal year 1999 under a production flexi-
bility contract for the farm under the Agri-
cultural Market Transition Act.
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(3) TIME FOR PAYMENT.—The assistance

made available under this subsection for an
eligible owner or producer shall be provided
not later than 45 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act.

(b) SPECIALTY CROPS.—
(1) ASSISTANCE TO CERTAIN PRODUCERS.—

The Secretary shall use not more than
$50,000,000 of funds of the Commodity Credit
Corporation to provide assistance to pro-
ducers of fruits and vegetables in a manner
determined by the Secretary.

(2) PAYMENTS TO CERTAIN PRODUCERS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use

such amounts as are necessary to provide
payments to producers of quota peanuts or
additional peanuts to partially compensate
the producers for continuing low commodity
prices, and increasing costs of production,
for the 1999 crop year.

(B) AMOUNT.—The amount of a payment
made to producers on a farm of quota pea-
nuts or additional peanuts under subpara-
graph (A) shall be equal to the product ob-
tained by multiplying—

(i) the quantity of quota peanuts or addi-
tional peanuts produced or considered pro-
duced by the producers under section 155 of
the Agricultural Market Transition Act (7
U.S.C. 7271); by

(ii) an amount equal to 5 percent of the
loan rate established for quota peanuts or
additional peanuts, respectively, under sec-
tion 155 of that Act.

(3) CONDITION ON PAYMENT OF SALARIES AND
EXPENSES.—None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act or
any other Act may be used to pay the sala-
ries and expenses of personnel of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to carry out or enforce
section 156(f) of the Agricultural Market
Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7272(f)) through fis-
cal year 2001, if the Federal budget is deter-
mined by the Office of Management and
Budget to be in surplus for fiscal year 2000.

(c) LIMITATION ON MARKETING LOAN GAINS
AND LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS.—Notwith-
standing section 1001(2) of the Food Security
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308(1)), the total
amount of the payments specified in section
1001(3) of that Act that a person shall be en-
titled to receive under the Agricultural Mar-
ket Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7201 et seq.) for
1 or more contract commodities and oilseeds
during the 1999 crop year may not exceed
$150,000.

(d) UPLAND COTTON PRICE COMPETITIVE-
NESS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 136(a) of the Agri-
cultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C.
7236(a)) is amended—

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘or cash
payments’’ and inserting ‘‘or cash payments,
at the option of the recipient,’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘3 cents per pound’’ each
place it appears and inserting ‘‘1.25 cents per
pound’’;

(C) in the first sentence of paragraph
(3)(A), by striking ‘‘owned by the Commodity
Credit Corporation in such manner, and at
such price levels, as the Secretary deter-
mines will best effectuate the purposes of
cotton user marketing certificates’’ and in-
serting ‘‘owned by the Commodity Credit
Corporation or pledged to the Commodity
Credit Corporation as collateral for a loan in
such manner, and at such price levels, as the
Secretary determines will best effectuate the
purposes of cotton user marketing certifi-
cates, including enhancing the competitive-
ness and marketability of United States cot-
ton’’; and

(D) by striking paragraph (4).
(2) ENSURING THE AVAILABILITY OF UPLAND

COTTON.—Section 136(b) of the Agricultural
Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7236(b)) is
amended—

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The President shall

carry out an import quota program during
the period ending July 31, 2003, as provided in
this subsection.

‘‘(B) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—Except as
provided in subparagraph (C), whenever the
Secretary determines and announces that for
any consecutive 4-week period, the Friday
through Thursday average price quotation
for the lowest-priced United States growth,
as quoted for Middling (M) 13⁄32-inch cotton,
delivered C.I.F. Northern Europe, adjusted
for the value of any certificate issued under
subsection (a), exceeds the Northern Europe
price by more than 1.25 cents per pound,
there shall immediately be in effect a special
import quota.

‘‘(C) TIGHT DOMESTIC SUPPLY.—During any
month for which the Secretary estimates the
season-ending United States upland cotton
stocks-to-use ratio, as determined under sub-
paragraph (D), to be below 16 percent, the
Secretary, in making the determination
under subparagraph (B), shall not adjust the
Friday through Thursday average price
quotation for the lowest-priced United
States growth, as quoted for Middling (M)
13⁄32-inch cotton, delivered C.I.F. Northern
Europe, for the value of any certificates
issued under subsection (a).

‘‘(D) SEASON-ENDING UNITED STATES STOCKS-
TO-USE RATIO.—For the purposes of making
estimates under subparagraph (C), the Sec-
retary shall, on a monthly basis, estimate
and report the season-ending United States
upland cotton stocks-to-use ratio, excluding
projected raw cotton imports but including
the quantity of raw cotton that has been im-
ported into the United States during the
marketing year.’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(7) LIMITATION.—The quantity of cotton

entered into the United States during any
marketing year under the special import
quota established under this subsection may
not exceed the equivalent of 5 week’s con-
sumption of upland cotton by domestic mills
at the seasonally adjusted average rate of
the 3 months immediately preceding the first
special import quota established in any mar-
keting year.’’.

(e) OILSEED PAYMENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of law, the Secretary shall
use not less than $475,000,000 of funds of the
Commodity Credit Corporation to make pay-
ments to producers of the 1999 crop of oil-
seeds that are eligible to obtain a marketing
assistance loan under section 131 of the Agri-
cultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C.
7231).

(2) COMPUTATION.—A payment to producers
on a farm under this subsection shall be
computed by multiplying—

(A) a payment rate determined by the Sec-
retary; by

(B) the quantity of oilseeds that the pro-
ducers on the farm are eligible to place
under loan under section 131 of that Act.

(3) LIMITATION.—Payments made under this
subsection shall be considered to be contract
payments for the purposes of section 1001(1)
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C.
1308(1)).

(f) ASSISTANCE TO LIVESTOCK AND DAIRY
PRODUCERS.—The Secretary shall use
$325,000,000 of funds of the Commodity Credit
Corporation to provide assistance to live-
stock and dairy producers in a manner deter-
mined by the Secretary.

(g) TOBACCO.—The Secretary shall use
$328,000,000 of funds of the Commodity Credit
Corporation to make distributions to to-
bacco growers in accordance with the for-

mulas established under the National To-
bacco Grower Settlement Trust.

(h) SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING FAST-
TRACK AUTHORITY AND FUTURE WORLD TRADE
ORGANIZATION NEGOTIATIONS.—It is the sense
of Congress that—

(1) the President should make a formal re-
quest for appropriate fast-track authority
for future United States trade negotiations;

(2) regarding future World Trade Organiza-
tion negotiations—

(A) rules for trade in agricultural commod-
ities should be strengthened and trade-dis-
torting import and export practices should
be eliminated or substantially reduced;

(B) the rules of the World Trade Organiza-
tion should be strengthened regarding the
practices or policies of a foreign government
that unreasonably—

(i) restrict market access for products of
new technologies, including products of bio-
technology; or

(ii) delay or preclude implementation of a
report of a dispute panel of the World Trade
Organization; and

(C) negotiations within the World Trade
Organization should be structured so as to
provide the maximum leverage possible to
ensure the successful conclusion of negotia-
tions on agricultural products;

(3) the President should—
(A) conduct a comprehensive evaluation of

all existing export and food aid programs,
including—

(i) the export credit guarantee program es-
tablished under section 202 of the Agricul-
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5622);

(ii) the market access program established
under section 203 of that Act (7 U.S.C. 5623);

(iii) the export enhancement program es-
tablished under section 301 of that Act (7
U.S.C. 5651);

(iv) the foreign market development coop-
erator program established under section 702
of that Act (7 U.S.C. 5722); and

(v) programs established under the Agri-
cultural Trade Development and Assistance
Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691 et seq.); and

(B) transmit to Congress—
(i) the results of the evaluation under sub-

paragraph (A); and
(ii) recommendations on maximizing the

effectiveness of the programs described in
subparagraph (A); and

(4) the Secretary should carry out a pur-
chase and donation or concessional sales ini-
tiative in each of fiscal years 1999 and 2000 to
promote the export of additional quantities
of soybeans, beef, pork, poultry, and prod-
ucts of such commodities (including soybean
meal, soybean oil, textured vegetable pro-
tein, and soy protein concentrates and iso-
lates) using programs established under—

(A) the Commodity Credit Corporation
Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 714 et seq.);

(B) section 416 of the Agricultural Act of
1949 (7 U.S.C. 1431);

(C) titles I and II of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1701 et seq.); and

(D) the Food for Progress Act of 1985 (7
U.S.C. 1736o).

(i) CROP INSURANCE.—The Secretary shall
use $400,000,000 of funds of the Commodity
Credit Corporation to assist agricultural pro-
ducers in purchasing additional coverage for
the 2000 crop year under the Federal Crop In-
surance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.).

(j) EMERGENCY REQUIREMENT.—The entire
amount necessary to carry out this section
and the amendments made by this section
shall be available only to the extent that an
official budget request for the entire
amount, that includes designation of the en-
tire amount of the request as an emergency
requirement as defined in the Balanced
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the
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President to the Congress: Provided, That the
entire amount is designated by the Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(A) of such Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President,
this is the modification that I men-
tioned in my remarks, when I sent the
Cochran amendment to the desk, that
we were making to add $400 million for
the Crop Insurance Program to the
Cochran amendment. There are other
technical changes, but that is the sub-
stantive change that is made by this
modification, for the information of
Senators.

We are also hopeful, after talking
with the distinguished Democratic
leader, that it is possible we will be
able to move to a vote on the Cochran
amendment—the details of that are
being discussed now with leaders on
both sides and interested Senators
—and then consider any other amend-
ments that may be offered on this sub-
ject—we know of two suggested major
amendments that may still be pre-
sented to the Senate for its consider-
ation—to have votes on those or on
motions to table those amendments,
and then move on to consideration of
other amendments which have been
suggested by Senators.

We have a list of amendments the
managers have agreed to accept. There
are a few that we know of that Sen-
ators have indicated an interest in of-
fering which we are not able to accept,
but we hope that if there are Senators
who have amendments they intend to
offer, they will let us know about this.
We have asked each Cloakroom to try
to find out what we can expect in the
way of additional amendments because
we would like to conclude action on
this bill this afternoon or early this
evening. We think that is certainly
possible under the arrangement that
has just been discussed with the man-
agers by the Democratic leader.

We appreciate the cooperation of all
Senators.

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

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, my

hope is that we are able to find a way
this afternoon to adequately deal with
this question of disaster relief. I know
Senator COCHRAN has just reoffered and
now modified the proposal he made
previously. We had a tabling vote on
that proposal and the tabling vote did
not prevail. So we know at least some-
what where the votes are on the Coch-
ran proposal.

He has modified it, as I understand,
to include $400 million with respect to
crop insurance. My hope is that we can
move beyond this proposal, which I
think is short on what is necessary, to
a couple of additional proposals that
we may be able to agree to with respect
to procedure at least.

This proposal that is now before the
Senate does not provide assistance for
disaster relief. We now see, in every

television and radio newscast that we
turn to or refer to on the front pages of
the papers, the worst drought in this
century in some parts of our country.
We know disaster relief is going to be
necessary because of this drought. We
ought to begin to get a start on that in
any emergency package we pass deal-
ing with family farmers.

There are a number of other things
that are left out of the proposal that
has just been offered. My hope is that
we can, in the next couple of hours, im-
prove this package to the point where
most of us believe it does what we be-
lieve it should do for family farmers.

I want to mention, again, we are not
on the floor dealing with an agricul-
tural disaster or agricultural crisis
issue because of something farmers
have done. It is not their fault the
Asian economies have collapsed. It is
not the farmers’ fault in my State that
they have suffered the worst crop dis-
ease of the century. It is not their fault
we have 3 million acres that couldn’t
be planted this spring because of wet
conditions. Incidentally, that would
not be dealt with in the Cochran pro-
posal, flooded lands and so on. This is
not the fault of family farmers.

We have faced a very serious problem
at this point. There is a responsibility
for the Congress to help. This is the ap-
propriate place to do that. This is the
Agriculture appropriations bill. We
have been discussing this now for a
number of months. The collapse in the
grain and commodities and livestock
markets have been spectacular and
have been noticed by everyone who
cares about the farm economy and fam-
ily farmers. This is not a surprise to
anyone that we are dealing with this
question now.

While there may be disagreements on
the floor of the Senate about exactly
how to do it, I think in the end, when
we finish this afternoon, we should
have been able to pass a piece of legis-
lation dealing with the farm crisis that
provides opportunity and hope to fam-
ily farmers. If we just kick it around a
bit and just tune it up a little bit so
that it looks better or sounds better or
appears better but doesn’t provide the
kind of help necessary for family farm-
ers, this has all been wasted effort. If
we are not able to provide a reasonable
safety net and/or during tough times
some emergency help that gives family
farmers a chance to get from here to
there, that gives them a chance to feel
that there is some hope for the ability
to continue farming, then we haven’t
accomplished anything at all.

The test, then, this afternoon is not
whether we pass the proposal before us.
That proposal is insufficient. It doesn’t
meet the needs. The test is whether we
can pass one of a couple other pro-
posals that we will, I hope, shortly
make in order by consent that will be
debated under short time consider-
ations and then will be voted upon.

Those of us from farm country under-
stand every day the dichotomy about
this economy of ours. We hear about

all of the wonderful things in the
American economy. Yet in farm coun-
try, we see a near total collapse of
rural communities, rural counties, and
the economies of family farming. We
understand this Congress cannot say it
doesn’t matter. It does matter in this
country.

I am not going to revisit all the his-
tory of the current farm bill, but the
philosophy of the current farm bill is
that family farmers in this country
shall be transitioned out of the farm
program. Farm programs shall cease to
exist at some point and the transition
payments shall allow farmers to get
from here to no farm program.

The folly of that is to believe that
family-sized farms out there by them-
selves, trying to float in this sea of un-
certainty, with all of the potential ad-
verse effects of weather and grain mar-
kets and all of the other catastrophes
that can befall a family farmer, that
they can do this by themselves. When
grain markets collapse and grain prices
fall to half, that doesn’t matter be-
cause family farmers can manage that.

That is folly. They can’t manage
that. Family farmers will not make it.
They won’t make it across this price
valley unless Congress extends a help-
ing hand. The helping hand ought to be
an investment in this country, an in-
vestment in a disaster package that
says family farmers matter to this
country in many different ways, and
we want to try to give them the capa-
bility and the hope that they can sur-
vive beyond this price catastrophe.

I say again, as I close, the current
amendment which is before the Senate
is deficient in many ways. It falls far
short of doing what is necessary in the
area of flooded lands, for example, and
many other areas. It simply doesn’t
offer the kind of support we need in
rural America to respond to the cur-
rent disaster and to respond to the cur-
rent crisis with respect to the collapse
of farming commodity prices.

Most deficient is the fact that the
underlying amendment doesn’t address
the disaster issue at all that is now en-
veloping large parts of our country and
devastating family farm producers.

Madam President, I yield the floor.
Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President,

after consultation with the Democratic
leader and other Senators, my under-
standing of the procedure now that is
agreed upon is that the Cochran
amendment can now be adopted by
voice vote.

Then there will be two other amend-
ments on the subject of disaster assist-
ance that will be offered and voted on.
The times for those votes has not yet
been agreed upon. But we can take the
first step by adopting the Cochran
amendment on a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Mississippi.

The amendment (No. 1513), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote.
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Mr. GREGG. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
Mr. KOHL addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wisconsin.
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. KOHL. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that Cynthia
Garman-Squier, Dan Alpert, and John
Jennings, fellows working in Senator
BINGAMAN’s office, be accorded the
privilege of the floor today, August 4,
and during the pendency of S. 1233, the
Agriculture appropriations bill and any
votes thereupon.

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

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that my State
director, Don Hutchinson, be granted
the privilege of the floor.

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

Ms. LANDRIEU. Madam President, I
rise for the purpose of introducing a
piece of legislation as in morning busi-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator may proceed.

Ms. LANDRIEU. I thank the Chair.
(The remarks of Ms. LANDRIEU per-

taining to the introduction of S. 1485
are located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

Ms. LANDRIEU. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). The clerk will call the roll.

Mr. AKAKA. 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. AKAKA. I ask unanimous con-
sent to speak for 6 minutes as in morn-
ing business.

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

Mr. AKAKA. I thank the Chair.
(The remarks of Mr. AKAKA per-

taining to the introduction of S. 1487
are located in today’s RECORD under
‘‘Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.’’)

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

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. I am waiting for Sen-

ator HARKIN. He should be here in a
moment. We intend to offer an amend-
ment per the previous agreement.

AMENDMENT NO. 1514 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1499

(Purpose: To provide emergency and income
loss assistance to agricultural producers)
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I send

the amendment to the desk, an amend-
ment in the second degree, and ask for
its immediate consideration.

I offer this amendment on behalf of
myself, Senators HARKIN, DASCHLE,
KERREY, JOHNSON, CONRAD, BAUCUS,
DURBIN, WELLSTONE, LINCOLN and SAR-
BANES.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR-

GAN], for himself, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. DASCHLE,
Mr. KERREY, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. CONRAD, Mr.
BAUCUS, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mrs.
LINCOLN and Mr. SARBANES, proposes an
amendment numbered 1514 to amendment
No. 1499.

Mr. DORGAN. I ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. DORGAN. My understanding is
we have a time agreement of 15 min-
utes on each side.

Mr. COCHRAN. If the Senator will
yield, I am happy to agree that this
amendment would have 30 minutes
equally divided.

Mr. DORGAN. Yes.
Mr. COCHRAN. I am advised that I

need to do this. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time for debate prior to a
motion to table the pending amend-
ment be limited to 30 minutes, to be
equally divided in the usual form.

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

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Senator.
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, in an

attempt to try to find a solution to the
issue of providing relief during this
farm crisis, I am offering an amend-
ment, in the second degree, on behalf of
myself and Senator HARKIN and other
Members here on the Senate floor.

As Members of the Senate will recall,
the proposal we offered yesterday was a
proposal that called for $10.7 billion in
crisis relief. That $10.7 billion has been
modified in this second-degree amend-
ment, and is $9.837 billion. We have re-
duced it nearly $1 billion by making
adjustments in a range of accounts.

The accounts include emergency
short-term land diversion, disaster re-
serve—a number of different programs
that we have adjusted, that we have
thought it appropriate to adjust in
order to try to find a compromise that
would cost less but still provide signifi-
cant support and help to family farm-
ers.

My colleague, Senator HARKIN, and I
have worked, along with Senator
CONRAD and Senator DASCHLE, Senator
JOHNSON of South Dakota, and others,
to see if there is some way we can pro-
vide for legislation that will offer as-
sistance at a level that is greater than

that which now rests with the under-
lying amendment.

I had indicated previously that the
amendment offered by Senator COCH-
RAN does not deal with disaster issues.
There isn’t money for disaster issues in
that piece of legislation. There isn’t
money for flooded lands. There are a
number of deficiencies in that amend-
ment, and it simply does not reach the
level that is necessary to address this
farm crisis.

So in an attempt to see if we can find
some middle ground, in an attempt to
offer an amendment that is almost $1
billion less than we had offered pre-
viously, by making adjustments in
about seven or eight categories, we are
trying to see if we can get a favorable
vote on this amendment.

This amendment, if it should fail, as
I understand it, will be followed by one
additional amendment.

But let me at this moment call on
my colleague from Iowa who has joined
me in offering this amendment.

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
Mr. DORGAN. I yield as much time

as the Senator from Iowa consumes.
Mr. HARKIN. How much time do we

have?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 12 minutes 20 seconds.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, first of

all, I compliment and thank my col-
league from North Dakota for crafting
this new proposal and for all of his
hard work on behalf of farmers and
ranchers all over this country. Senator
DORGAN has, indeed, been a leader in
this Senate in focusing attention on
the fact that so many of our farmers
and ranchers are in dire straits, and
that we need a substantial package of
relief and help to get them through
this winter and into next year.

What Senator DORGAN has now sent
to the desk is, hopefully, a reaching
out to our colleagues and friends on
the Republican side to join us in this
effort. The proposal we had yesterday
that I had offered was $10.7 billion.
This is now $1 billion less. So we have
come down $1 billion. We have taken
some money out of places which, quite
frankly, this Senator thinks is going to
be hard to explain to some farmers.
But in order to try to reach an agree-
ment with our colleagues on the other
side, for at least a meaningful package,
Senator DORGAN and I and others have
crafted this new package that is $1 bil-
lion less than what we offered yester-
day.

This may, indeed, be the Senate’s
last chance to vote on a meaningful
package of support for our farmers and
ranchers.

Again, the amounts that are in this
package are pretty close to the min-
imum of what we are going to need. I
cannot, for the life of me, understand
why we have the proposal again before
us that, as I understand it, is about
$400 million more than what it was yes-
terday.
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I don’t know, the Senator from Mis-

sissippi might correct me on that, but
I think it is about $400 million more. I
think that includes crop insurance.

Mr. COCHRAN. That is right.
Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator.
That is a step in the right direction

to put that $400 million for the Crop In-
surance Program. That was in our ini-
tial proposal. I am delighted to see it
in this one.

But I must say the entire package is
still not enough. Will it help? Sure, it
will help. Heck, $100 would help. I have
farmers out in my area who would take
$100. One thousand dollars would help.
Yes; this will help.

If I might analogize it a little bit, it
is the kind of help that if a person is
out there drowning in deep water, and
you throw him one of those little life
preservers, the drowning person grabs
ahold of the life preserver, only to find
out there is a slow leak in it. It is
going to keep that person alive for a
while, give him a few more moments of
life on Earth. Then the air is going to
go out.

That is sort of the way I see the Re-
publican amendment before us now. It
will help. It will get some farmers
through. It is going to leave a lot be-
hind. I think it is going to hold out
some false hopes. The last thing our
farmers and ranchers need now is false
hope. They need real hope that we are
going to significantly address the prob-
lem.

Again, I point out that the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Mis-
sissippi includes payments that go out
to farmers all as agriculture marketing
transition adjustment payments, so-
called AMTA payments. These pay-
ments are based upon old-fashioned,
outdated ag policies. What I mean by
that is that the AMTA payments are
based upon something known as base
acres and proven yields. Base acres has
gone out the window; we don’t have
that any longer; and yet they reach
back, years back, to take base acres
and proven yields in order to make the
payments.

I want to forewarn my colleagues:
You are going to see a lot of stories in
the paper this fall and this winter
about people getting these payments
who aren’t even farming, aren’t even
raising a crop. But they are going to
get them because several years ago, 10
years ago, they had some base acres
and they had an established proven
yield. They may not even have that
any longer, but they are going to get a
payment. They are going to get an
AMTA payment.

Yet a young producer who may not
even have been in business 10 years
ago, who started up in this decade, does
not have base acres, does not have
proven yields, but they are out there
struggling to get by, they are not going
to get the same AMTA payment. They
will get a modest LDP this fall that is
already in the bill, but this amendment
offers no further relief under the loan
deficiency payments.

To be sure, I understand that Senator
COCHRAN’s amendment has a $500 mil-
lion payment to soybeans and oilseeds.
Again, that is helpful. But under our
LDP program the payments to soybean
producers would be in the neighbor-
hood of about $1 billion, not $500 mil-
lion. They deserve some help also. I
shouldn’t just say soybeans. I mean all
oilseeds, whether it is safflower or
canola oilseeds, would also get more
under the LDP payment than they
would under the AMTA payment.

That is why I believe the Cochran
amendment is still insufficient and
why I believe the amendment sent for-
ward by the Senator from North Da-
kota, Mr. DORGAN, again may be our
last best hope to get meaningful help
to all the farmers—all of them, not just
a few.

I thank the Senator for yielding the
time.

Mr. DORGAN. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes 15 seconds.

Mr. DORGAN. I will reserve the re-
mainder of my time in the event the
manager wishes to speak at this point.

Mr. President, if Senator COCHRAN
does not have a speaker, let me then
finish by saying that while I think the
proposal that was offered today is im-
proved by Senator COCHRAN—adding
the $400 million for crop insurance im-
proves it—as we indicated yesterday, it
is not sufficient. It does not provide
help for disaster.

It provides payments directly to
farmers using AMTA. AMTA might
sound like a foreign language to some
people, but AMTA is a mechanism by
which payments are made to people
based on a 1991–1995 crop history, and
we will have payments going to people
who aren’t producing anything. All of a
sudden, they will open their mailbox
and get a check. We will have pay-
ments made to people who aren’t in
trouble at all because AMTA is discon-
nected from any relationship to pro-
duction.

We have proposed that the payments
go with respect to a loan deficiency
payment that relates to production, re-
lates to people who are not able to re-
ceive the adequate price they need for
their commodity. It tries to say let us
use scarce public money here, Federal
tax dollars, where they might be in-
vested and do the most good.

It doesn’t make much sense to throw
a 5-foot rope to somebody drowning in
30 feet of water. One can say thanks for
the rope, but it didn’t save anybody.
What we need to do at the end of today
is to have said: Well, we have done
something to try to address the farm
crisis, collapsed commodity prices, col-
lapsed livestock prices, devastating
crop disease in some parts of the coun-
try, devastating drought in others, and
flooding in yet other parts of the coun-
try. We need at the end of the day to
say we have put together a package of
help that says to those family farmers
trying to do business under those cir-

cumstances: You have a chance here to
survive. You can make it across these
price valleys.

Putting together an inadequate pack-
age and then just going home is not
solving problems. It is just prolonging
the day, probably by a month or 2 or 6
months, by which farmers might have
a chance to make a decision later that
they are going to have to be out of
business.

That is not what we want to do for
farmers. Family farmers are important
to this country. I come here with a real
passion for family farming. It is be-
cause I grew up in a rural area of this
country and I know what it takes to
raise livestock. I know what kinds of
efforts and passions people put into
trying to operate a family farm. I see
now the tears in the eyes of family
farmers who stands up at meetings
with me and say: I am losing the farm.
This is a farm my grand-dad operated
and my dad operated, and I am losing
it. I am not a bad farmer, I am a good
farmer, but I can’t make it with De-
pression-era prices for wheat and corn.
I just can’t make a living that way.

Members of the Senate couldn’t
make a living that way. People on min-
imum wage couldn’t make a living that
way. Nobody can make a living when
their prices collapse. Is there anybody
you know of who has half the income
they used to have a couple years ago
and are doing well? I don’t think so.
That is what this is about.

Are we going to invest in family
farming? Are we going to extend a
helping hand to say, you matter, we
want to help you, or are we going to
pass a bill that is inadequate and say,
we passed it, so credit us for passing a
bill?

I hope my colleagues will take a
close look at this compromise, $9.837
billion, nearly $1 billion less than that
which we offered yesterday. My col-
leagues, Senators HARKIN and CONRAD
and others, sincerely hope we will be
able to accept this as a compromise
and then understand that we have done
something significant and real, some-
thing helpful to America’s family
farmers and for America’s family farm-
ers.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I don’t know of any Senators on this
side of the aisle who desire to debate
this issue any further. We have had a
full debate of all of the issues sur-
rounding this amendment—the issues
of disaster and income assistance.

I observe that the proposal that is
now before the Senate, offered by the
Senators from North Dakota and Iowa
and others who may be cosponsors, is
very similar to the amendment that
has already been voted on, on a motion
to table the Daschle-Harkin amend-
ment. On that vote, the motion to
table was agreed to.
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There are some reductions in the in-

dividual items of assistance that are
included in the bill, but the bill is basi-
cally the same bill substantively and in
terms of the procedures used to deliver
the disaster assistance. We were told
also that the earlier bill had been esti-
mated by the Congressional Budget Of-
fice to cost over $11 billion. It had been
advertised as having a cost of $10.793
billion. This has been revised down-
ward from that previous estimate to
$9.83 billion.

The individual items we observe that
have been changed: There is $100 mil-
lion less for dairy. There is a reduction
in the livestock assistance program
from $200 million to $150 million. There
was a so-called flooded land program at
$250 million in the earlier proposal
which is now $150 million. There is a
cancellation of the so-called emergency
short-term land diversion program and
also of the producers erroneously de-
nied eligibility for the 1998 relief pro-
gram. There are two programs in the
emergency conservation area that have
been reduced in cost, and one has been
canceled.

Those are the highlights of the
changes that have been made in this
legislation from the way it appeared
when the Senate voted to table the
amendment earlier in the consider-
ation of this bill. So it is virtually the
same amendment. There have been
some modifications.

I urge Senators to vote to table the
amendment when that motion is made.
It is the intention of this manager to
yield back all time that remains on
this side, and I will be prepared to do
that whenever the Senator from North
Dakota says they are ready to vote.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One
minute 11 seconds.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, of those
items that my colleague, Senator
COCHRAN, described as having been re-
duced, in most cases, they were re-
duced from a level of funding that we
thought was necessary. But I say that,
in almost every case, these items have
no entry on the underlying amend-
ment. There isn’t any money available
in the Cochran proposal that the Sen-
ate has considered.

So it is true, we have had to reduce
some accounts. But whatever is left is
certainly more than exists in the farm
crisis package that has been offered
today by my colleague.

I hope that our colleagues will look
at this in the spirit in which it is of-
fered and believe that a compromise is
important and necessary and believe it
is far better during a farm crisis to try
to extend the helping hand to people
who are producing and provide help, be-
cause prices have collapsed for that
which they have produced, than it is to
concoct another approach that says:
Let’s just send checks out there and
hope some of them get in the right
mailboxes. That is what AMTA is and
what it does. That is why it is not ef-
fective.

I yield the floor.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield

back all time remaining on this side on
the amendment.

I move to table the amendment and
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second.

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

question is on agreeing to the motion
to table amendment No. 1514.

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

Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) is nec-
essarily absent.

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

The result was announced—yeas 55,
nays 44, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 255 Leg.]

YEAS—55

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Campbell
Chafee
Cochran
Collins
Coverdell
Craig
DeWine
Domenici
Enzi
Feingold
Fitzgerald
Frist

Gorton
Graham
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
Burns
Byrd
Cleland
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan

Durbin
Edwards
Feinstein
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin

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

NOT VOTING—1

Crapo

The motion was agreed to.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move

to reconsider the vote.
Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was

agreed to.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, as I

understand it, under the agreement
there was an opportunity for another
disaster assistance amendment to be
offered. It is my understanding that an
agreement has been reached to limit
the time for debate on that amendment
to 30 minutes equally divided prior to a
motion to table.

I make that suggestion to see if it is
satisfactory with the distinguished
Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. CONRAD. That is the under-
standing.

AMENDMENT NO. 1517 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1499

(Purpose: To make a perfecting amendment)
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I send

an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.

CONRAD] proposes an amendment numbered
1517 to amendment No. 1499.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this is
an attempt to have a pure compromise
between the two sides on the question
of disaster relief for agriculture. The
Democratic plan previously proposed
was at $10.8 billion. The Republican
plan that we started with was $6.9 bil-
lion. This is for $8.8 billion. First, it
compromises on the money.

Second, on the payment method-
ology, it adopts what the Republicans
have insisted on, the use of enhanced
AMTA payments for income support.
This is a sincere attempt to com-
promise on the question of disaster re-
lief.

Beyond that, there are significant
differences. This is a disaster bill that
actually has disaster aid. Our amend-
ment has $500 million set aside for 1999
crop income losses. There is nothing in
the underlying amendment. Let me re-
peat that for people who are listening,
and for our colleagues. Our amendment
has $500 million for 1999 crop income
losses from droughts and floods. The
underlying amendment has zero. We
are talking about a disaster bill that,
on the Republican side, does not have
disaster provisions. It has provisions to
offset the dramatic loss from the plum-
meting crop prices, but it does not
have provisions to address drought or
flooded lands.

In addition, the underlying amend-
ment has no money for the unmet 1998
disaster assistance promise that was
made. Last year, the government came
up short. We gave farmers compensa-
tion based on a formula. They got 85
percent of what Congress had promised.
My amendment improves on that. It
closes the gap between what was prom-
ised and what was delivered. The un-
derlying amendment has no money for
dairy. Our proposal has $200 million for
dairy. The underlying amendment has
no money for price reporting. We have
a modest amount of money for that.
The underlying amendment has no
money for agricultural mediation. We
have a small amount of money for
that.

In addition, the underlying amend-
ment has no money for section 32 com-
modity purchases to address the
drought and the livestock price col-
lapse that we have seen for hogs. Our
amendment does.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S10177August 4, 1999
The underlying amendment, the

Cochran amendment, is at $7.5 billion.
Our amendment is at $8.8 billion. It
represents a pure compromise on the
dollars. It represents an acceptance of
the Republican payment mechanism—
all AMTA payments. As I have indi-
cated, the other differences are as fol-
lows: The underlying amendment has
about $200 million for specialty crops;
we have $300 million. The underlying
amendment has $325 million for live-
stock assistance and section 32; we
have $550 million. The underlying
amendment has nothing for 1999 crop
income losses; we have $500 million.
The underlying amendment has noth-
ing for dairy; we have $200 million. The
underlying amendment has nothing for
the unmet 1998 disaster promise; we
have $162 million. The underlying
amendment has money for tobacco
farmers; so do we.

We also have some miscellaneous
provisions and deal with raising pay-
ment limits. We have the same ap-
proach as in the Republican proposal.

This is an attempt to have a
straightforward compromise between
the two positions. I hope very much
our colleagues will accept it. I reserve
the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
know of no Senators on this side who
are requesting recognition to debate
this amendment. I observe that there
has been a lot of discussion and consid-
eration in the Senate on all of the
issues that are included in this pro-
posed amendment. Nothing really has
been changed except the vehicle for de-
livery of assistance—that has been
changed—and a reduction in total cost.

We still observe this is not a CBO es-
timate of the cost. The earliest cost of
the Harkin amendment was over $10
billion, but then CBO sends us an esti-
mate and it is over $11 billion. So one
thing for Senators to keep in mind is
that the cost of this proposed amend-
ment is still considerably higher than
the Cochran amendment that has pre-
viously been agreed to by the Senate
on a voice vote this afternoon.

I hope Senators will continue to sup-
port the managers’ effort to table this
amendment and proceed to then con-
sider the remaining amendments we
have available to be disposed of in con-
nection with this legislation. We think
the underlying amendment fully ad-
dresses the need for action to deal with
the problem of lost income and disaster
assistance. It may not be perfect.
There is no provision in the House bill
on this subject. So we have an oppor-
tunity in conference to work out dif-
ferences. If there are developments be-
tween now and the time when we do go
to conference with the House, we will
have an opportunity to address those
issues.

I am hopeful Senators will under-
stand this is our first action on this
subject by the Congress. We have had

no support from the administration in
terms of trying to identify an appro-
priate level of disaster assistance for
current problems. We already have a
disaster program that is still being ad-
ministered by the Department of Agri-
culture which was approved in the last
Congress. That is a $6 billion program.
We are willing to continue to work
with the administration and with Sen-
ators in this Chamber to design the
best possible economic assistance pro-
gram.

We think this is a very strong effort
and is a sign that we are serious about
dealing with the problems in agri-
culture. It is a strong commitment. It
is a $7 billion effort that has already
been agreed to this afternoon. So we
will continue to talk to Senators on
both sides of the aisle to try to reach a
point where we have a consensus and
we have an understanding that will be
acceptable not only to Congress but get
the signature of the White House as
well. We realize that is a fact of legis-
lative life. But this is an important
issue.

We appreciate the way Senators have
responded to the challenge, discussing
the options and voting for the meas-
ures that have been before us. But it is
my intention, once the Senator has
used his time or yielded it back, to
yield the time that remains on this
side and move to table the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Nebraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, first of
all, I thank both Senator CONRAD from
North Dakota and Senator GRASSLEY
from Iowa. This is the first bipartisan
effort we have had.

I also want to key on what the Sen-
ator from Mississippi just said. I appre-
ciate very much what the Senator from
Mississippi did earlier with the voice
vote, basically saying let’s try to get
some agreement on what our baseline
is going to be.

I am wondering. I say to the Senator
from Mississippi, it seems some things
put together in the package by Sen-
ators GRASSLEY and CONRAD might be
agreeable to the Senator from Mis-
sissippi. Perhaps all of them are not. I
wonder if the Senator will be willing to
consider adding by voice vote some of
the things? Look, for example, at the
1999 agricultural disaster losses. That
almost on the face cries out for fund-
ing, it seems to me.

I wonder if the Senator from Mis-
sissippi will respond to that. I know
earlier we had a voice vote that set
down a foundation of what we were
going to do. Since this is the first truly
bipartisan effort we have had, which is
exactly what we are going to need in
order to get the President’s signature
and the House to come along, we have
a ways to go before we can get some-
thing signed and assistance out to
farmers who are in need.

As I said, I appreciate very much the
Senator from Mississippi—there is no
question he understands there is a real
need there, and it is not a question of
whether or not he wants to help. He
has a problem with some of the details
of it and the timing of it. I wonder if
there is anything on this list that the
Senator from Mississippi by voice vote
will be able to add in at this stage of
the game?

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, no, there is not.

Mr. KERREY. Let me ask specifi-
cally on the ag disaster income loss, it
seems to me—this is for 1999 that had
been promised previously—this is just
a matter of keeping a promise that was
made previously. The Senator still
would not—he can shake his head no if
the answer is no. I am seeking some
way to build on what Senator GRASS-
LEY and Senator CONRAD have done,
which is trying to split the difference
here and come up with a proposal.

Their proposal, for example, the most
controversial one right off the bat, was
they have all the money going out in
an AMTA payment. As the Senator
from Mississippi knows, the earlier ef-
fort reached by partisan agreement was
one of the most difficult issues. Demo-
crats wanted the money to go out in
LDPs, and Republicans wanted it to go
out in AMTA. We yielded in the bipar-
tisan proposal of which I am fully sup-
portive. It seems to me it would be rea-
sonable at least to consider putting
this 1999 assistance that has been
promised on the appropriations bill.
Does the Senator not agree with that?

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I am happy to dis-
cuss this. I do not think we are going
to make any progress in reaching an
agreement in the way the Senator from
Nebraska has undertaken to try to ex-
plore the options. This is, is it the
third day? It seems as if it has been 3
days. Maybe it has just been 2. Time
passes so fast when you are having fun
trying to work something out.

We have undertaken in good faith to
try to arrive at a package of assistance
that will address the needs, as we un-
derstand them, in agriculture. If the
Senator has listened to the debate, as I
am sure he has, there have been some
Senators who do not think there
should be any funds made available at
this time for this purpose because the
harvests have not been completed and
we do not know what the losses are in
some areas of the country.

This year, some farmers are pre-
dicted to make more money than they
did last year. In my State, aquaculture
is considered to be having a very good
year. There was a big feature story just
this week in our State’s press about
that. But there are some farmers who
are having a terrible time. Many of
them are in the newspapers and photo-
graphs where drought has hit crops in
this region of the country.

We are all aware of those problems.
To suggest to me that I should now
look at this last amendment that has a
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long list of things in it and I should se-
lect things that I could be willing to
accept puts me in a position that is
really untenable. I think the Senator
understands that. So I think his ques-
tions are not only facetious but not
well intended to really achieve the re-
sult of a compromise.

I cannot speak for all Senators on
this side of the aisle when trying to re-
spond to a question such as that. I can
say that there is a lot of diversity in
the Senate. We have come together to
agree on an approach. It is a generous
approach, and I think we are willing to
go to conference with that. I am will-
ing to take that to conference and de-
fend it and improve it if we can, if the
House has some better ideas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Nebraska has ex-
pired.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I yield
back all the time remaining on this
side on the amendment. I move to table
the amendment, and I ask for the yeas
and nays.

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator with-
hold until Senator GRASSLEY has a
chance to speak? I am not out of time.

Mr. COCHRAN. I will be happy to
withhold if the Senator wants to talk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I believe
the Senator from North Dakota has 4
minutes, 56 seconds.

Mr. CONRAD. I give 4 minutes to the
Senator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, yes-
terday I spoke about the hope that we
could get a bipartisan agreement. I
spoke also about the fact that I con-
sider ag programs and Social Security
and Medicare as social contracts that
we have with segments of our popu-
lation and the Government, and the ex-
tent to which, for the most part, those
social contracts have been bipartisan
when there have been changes made.

I welcomed the opportunity yester-
day to have Democratic leaders and
people interested in agricultural issues
wanting to meet with Republicans to
reach that bipartisan accord. An ac-
cord such as this is one where each side
gives some. I think Republicans have
given, the extent to which this is more
than some magic $7.5 billion, but, there
again, as the Senator from North Da-
kota explained, it is about halfway be-
tween the extremes of what both par-
ties were offering.

What I know is very strongly felt by
a lot of people on the other side of the
aisle is that there should be a division
of the cash infusion into agriculture
between AMTA payments and LDPs.
We on this side of the aisle believe
more strongly about that than almost
any other issue—that that is the wrong
way to go, for two reasons: One, LDP is
a convoluted way to get money to
farmers; and the second one is that
when we have an emergency such as
this, we ought to be able to get the
money to the community as fast as we
can. This can be done within 10 days
after the President signs the bill.

On the other side of the aisle, at least
I can say for the Senator from North

Dakota, they have given a lot in order
to reach this compromise. It is very
deeply felt by Republicans that all of
this money should go out through
AMTA. This is give and take on both
sides, and I hope that it does get a mas-
sive amount of support so we can say
we did something with a social con-
tract that is bipartisan, which is a tra-
dition of this body.

I yield the floor.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent for an additional 5
minutes so that two other Senators
may speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
Mr. CONRAD. I thank my colleague

from Mississippi for the accommoda-
tion.

I yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Iowa, Senator HARKIN.

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Chair, and
I thank the Senator from Mississippi
for letting us have this additional
time.

Again, I rise to support the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from
North Dakota and my colleague from
Iowa. Sure, there are some things in
this with which I do not agree. I do not
think it all ought to go out in AMTA
payments.

Obviously, the body has spoken. The
Republicans have the votes on that. So
it is done.

There is a better way of putting it
out through the LDP system, but that
is a moot point right now. What we are
down to is really how much we are
going to put out there and whether or
not we are going to dribble it out or do
something meaningful.

We keep coming down from the
amendment we offered the other day
for about 10.7; then we came down to
9.8, and I guess this now is about 8.5.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, 8.8.
Mr. HARKIN. It is 8.8.
So, again, I hope that Senators will

see fit to at least endorse and vote for
this package. The amendment offered
by Senator COCHRAN has no money for
section 32 purchases, which I think is
going to be very important for our
pork and cattlemen, to buy up some of
this excess stuff we have and put it
into food banks, school lunch pro-
grams, and things such as that.

I also must say there is no money in
the Cochran amendment for price re-
porting. Quite frankly, I still think we
have an obligation to do something
about the unmet needs from the 1998
floods we had that so devastated North
Dakota and some other parts of this
country. Quite frankly, in this amend-
ment, this compromise proposal that
Senator CONRAD and Senator GRASSLEY
have offered, there is money for that.

So I think it does represent a true
compromise. It represents a sort of
meeting between where we started yes-
terday and where the manager of the
bill started. Again, I think there are
some provisions in there I wish we
could have changed, but we had our

votes and we were not on the winning
side of that.

So I think we can at least now have
an agreement to get the amount of
money out there, even though it is
through the AMTA payments, that is
needed and to provide some of the
money for some of the areas that the
Cochran amendment has omitted.

I thank the managers, and I thank
Senator CONRAD for yielding me this
time. I urge support of the amendment.

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 1 minute to the
Senator from Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mrs. LINCOLN. I thank the Chair and
thank the Senator for yielding me this
time.

I am one of the newer Members of the
Senate. I have not taken to the floor of
the Senate often to speak yet. But I
have been on the floor of the Senate
five times already to speak on this
issue of the agricultural crisis. I think
it is immensely important to this Na-
tion and certainly vital to the rural
areas of our country.

I compliment my colleague from
North Dakota, Senator CONRAD. I think
the spirit in which this bipartisan ef-
fort has been crafted is essential in
being able to produce good policy for
this country.

I also agree with the words of my col-
league from Mississippi that without a
doubt this is a diverse body, and espe-
cially when it comes to agriculture, of-
tentimes we certainly see our diversity
in terms of regions more than parties.
I compliment his leadership in many of
these areas.

But I do think the debate and the dif-
ferences we have seen are certainly re-
flective of the necessity now to review
agricultural policy in this country. I
truly encourage my colleagues to take
a look at this bipartisan approach that
has been presented by Senator CONRAD.

I thank the Senator for yielding.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired.
Mr. CONRAD. I yield 1 minute to the

Senator from Minnesota.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
this is not all that I hoped for for farm-
ers in Minnesota, but I thank Senator
CONRAD and Senator GRASSLEY for this
compromise effort.

I think we are doing more for dairy.
I think we are doing more for livestock
producers. I think we are doing much
more for disaster relief, which is ter-
ribly important to farmers in my State
and farmers all across the Nation.

I hope that we get a very strong vote.
I think at this point in time in the
week this is the very best we can do. I
am pleased to support this effort.

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

ator from North Dakota.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I just

urge my colleagues to give our amend-
ment close consideration. This is the
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only amendment that is bipartisan. We
have compromised on the dollar
amounts almost down the middle. We
have provided the Republican payment
mechanism.

We have $500 million to address
drought and flooded lands. There is
nothing in the underlying amendment
for that. We have $200 million to ad-
dress the crisis in dairy. There is noth-
ing in the underlying amendment for
that.

This is $8.8 billion, in a bipartisan
proposal, to deal with the disaster. I
hope my colleagues can support it on a
bipartisan basis.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor
and yield back our time.

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

ator from Mississippi.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, all

time has been consumed or yielded
back.

I move to table the amendment and
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the motion
to table amendment No. 1517. The yeas
and nays have been ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), is
necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 48, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 256 Leg.]

YEAS—51

Abraham
Allard
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Bunning
Chafee
Cochran
Collins
Coverdell
Craig
DeWine
Domenici
Enzi
Feingold
Fitzgerald
Frist

Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Gregg
Hagel
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
Torricelli
Voinovich
Warner

NAYS—48

Akaka
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Cleland
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd

Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feinstein
Grams
Grassley
Harkin
Hatch
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Landrieu

Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—1

Crapo

The motion was agreed to.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I move

to reconsider the vote.

Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, at the
time the Ashcroft amendment was
agreed to, it was offered in a form that
related to the Harkin-Daschle amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will come to order. The Senator
from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I have
been asked to seek unanimous consent
that it be in order to reoffer the
Ashcroft amendment regarding sanc-
tions, that the amendment be consid-
ered agreed to, and the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table.

I announce that I have been asked to
seek that consent. I know a copy of the
agreement has been furnished to staff
on both sides, and it has been hotlined.
I don’t have a response as to whether it
has been agreed to. So I am raising the
question as to whether or not that con-
sent can be granted.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I will
object if that unanimous consent re-
quest is placed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. COCHRAN. In that event, as I un-
derstand the parliamentary situation,
the Senator from Missouri could offer
his amendment on sanctions for the
consideration of the Senate and, at this
time, it would be parliamentarily per-
missible for him to do it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, it is
my intention to send an amendment to
the desk and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

AMENDMENT NO. 1516 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1499

(Purpose: To provide stability in the United
States agriculture sector and to promote
adequate availability of food and medicine
abroad by requiring congressional approval
before the imposition of any unilateral ag-
ricultural or medical sanction against a
foreign country or foreign entity)

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, it is
my intention to send an amendment to
the desk. I ask unanimous consent that
the amendment be considered as read,
the amendment be considered agreed
to, and the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I object
to the unanimous consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read

as follows:
The Senator from Missouri (Mr.

ASHCROFT), for himself, and Mr. HAGEL, Mr.
BAUCUS, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. KERREY, Mr.
DODD, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. WAR-
NER, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. FITZGERALD,
Mr. DORGAN, Mr. SESSIONS, Mrs. LINCOLN,
Mrs. LANDRIEU, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. CHAFEE, and
Mr. INHOFE, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1516 to amendment No. 1499.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ob-
ject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

(ll) REQUIREMENT OF CONGRESSIONAL AP-
PROVAL OF ANY UNILATERAL AGRICULTURAL
OR MEDICAL SANCTION.—

(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection:
(A) AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY.—The term

‘‘agricultural commodity’’ has the meaning
given the term in section 402 of the Agricul-
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act
of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1732).

(B) AGRICULTURAL PROGRAM.—The term
‘‘agricultural program’’ means—

(i) any program administered under the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691 et. seq.);

(ii) any program administered under sec-
tion 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.S.C. 1431);

(iii) any commercial sale of agricultural
commodities, including a commercial sale of
an agricultural commodity that is prohibited
under a unilateral agricultural sanction that
is in effect on the date of enactment of this
Act; or

(iv) any export financing (including credits
or credit guarantees) for agricultural com-
modities.

(C) JOINT RESOLUTION.—The term ‘‘joint
resolution’’ means—

(i) in the case of paragraph (2)(A)(ii), only
a joint resolution introduced within 10 ses-
sion days of Congress after the date on which
the report of the President under paragraph
(2)(A)(i) is received by Congress, the matter
after the resolving clause of which is as fol-
lows: ‘‘That Congress approves the report of
the President pursuant to section
ll(ll)(2)(A)(i) of the lllll Act ll,
transmitted on lllllll.’’, with the
blank completed with the appropriate date;
and

(ii) in the case of paragraph (5)(B), only a
joint resolution introduced within 10 session
days of Congress after the date on which the
report of the President under paragraph
(5)(A) is received by Congress, the matter
after the resolving clause of which is as fol-
lows: ‘‘That Congress approves the report of
the President pursuant to section
ll(ll)(5)(A) of the lllll Act ll,
transmitted on lllllll.’’, with the
blank completed with the appropriate date.

(D) UNILATERAL AGRICULTURAL SANCTION.—
The term ‘‘unilateral agricultural sanction’’
means any prohibition, restriction, or condi-
tion on carrying out an agricultural program
with respect to a foreign country or foreign
entity that is imposed by the United States
for reasons of foreign policy or national se-
curity, except in a case in which the United
States imposes the measure pursuant to a
multilateral regime and the other member
countries of that regime have agreed to im-
pose substantially equivalent measures.

(E) UNILATERAL MEDICAL SANCTION.—The
term ‘‘unilateral medical sanction’’ means
any prohibition, restriction, or condition on
exports of, or the provision of assistance con-
sisting of, medicine or a medical device with
respect to a foreign country or foreign entity
that is imposed by the United States for rea-
sons of foreign policy or national security,
except in a case in which the United States
imposes the measure pursuant to a multilat-
eral regime and the other member countries
of that regime have agreed to impose sub-
stantially equivalent measures.

(2) RESTRICTION.—
(A) NEW SANCTIONS.—Except as provided in

paragraphs (3) and (4) and notwithstanding
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any other provision of law, the President
may not impose a unilateral agricultural
sanction or unilateral medical sanction
against a foreign country or foreign entity
for any fiscal year, unless—

(i) not later than 60 days before the sanc-
tion is proposed to be imposed, the President
submits a report to Congress that—

(I) describes the activity proposed to be
prohibited, restricted, or conditioned; and

(II) describes the actions by the foreign
country or foreign entity that justify the
sanction; and

(ii) Congress enacts a joint resolution stat-
ing the approval of Congress for the report
submitted under clause (i).

(B) EXISTING SANCTIONS.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

clause (ii), with respect to any unilateral ag-
ricultural sanction or unilateral medical
sanction that is in effect as of the date of en-
actment of this Act for any fiscal year, the
President shall immediately cease to imple-
ment such sanction.

(ii) EXEMPTIONS.—Clause (i) shall not apply
to a unilateral agricultural sanction or uni-
lateral medical sanction imposed with re-
spect to an agricultural program or activity
described in clause (ii) or (iv) of paragraph
(1)(B).

(3) EXCEPTIONS.—The President may im-
pose (or continue to impose) a sanction de-
scribed in paragraph (2) without regard to
the procedures required by that paragraph—

(A) against a foreign country or foreign en-
tity with respect to which Congress has en-
acted a declaration of war that is in effect on
or after the date of enactment of this Act; or

(B) to the extent that the sanction would
prohibit, restrict, or condition the provision
or use of any agricultural commodity, medi-
cine, or medical device that is—

(i) controlled on the United States Muni-
tions List;

(ii) an item for which export controls are
administered by the Department of Com-
merce for foreign policy or national security
reasons; or

(iii) used to facilitate the development or
production of a chemical or biological weap-
on.

(4) COUNTRIES SUPPORTING INTERNATIONAL

TERRORISM.—This subsection shall not affect
the current prohibitions on providing, to the
government of any country supporting inter-
national terrorism, United States govern-
ment assistance, including United States for-
eign assistance, United States export assist-
ance, or any United States credits or credit
guarantees.

(5) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS.—Any uni-
lateral agricultural sanction or unilateral
medical sanction that is imposed pursuant to
the procedures described in paragraph (2)(A)
shall terminate not later than 2 years after
the date on which the sanction became effec-
tive unless—

(A) not later than 60 days before the date
of termination of the sanction, the President
submits to Congress a report containing the
recommendation of the President for the
continuation of the sanction for an addi-
tional period of not to exceed 2 years and the
request of the President for approval by Con-
gress of the recommendation; and

(B) Congress enacts a joint resolution stat-
ing the approval of Congress for the report
submitted under subparagraph (A).

(6) CONGRESSIONAL PRIORITY PROCEDURES.—
(A) REFERRAL OF REPORT.—A report de-

scribed in paragraph (2)(A)(i) or (5)(A) shall
be referred to the appropriate committee or
committees of the House of Representatives
and to the appropriate committee or com-
mittees of the Senate.

(B) REFERRAL OF JOINT RESOLUTION.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—A joint resolution shall be
referred to the committees in each House of
Congress with jurisdiction.

(ii) REPORTING DATE.—A joint resolution
referred to in clause (i) may not be reported
before the eighth session day of Congress
after the introduction of the joint resolu-
tion.

(C) DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE.—If the com-
mittee to which is referred a joint resolution
has not reported the joint resolution (or an
identical joint resolution) at the end of 30
session days of Congress after the date of in-
troduction of the joint resolution—

(i) the committee shall be discharged from
further consideration of the joint resolution;
and

(ii) the joint resolution shall be placed on
the appropriate calendar of the House con-
cerned.

(D) FLOOR CONSIDERATION.—
(i) MOTION TO PROCEED.—
(I) IN GENERAL.—When the committee to

which a joint resolution is referred has re-
ported, or when a committee is discharged
under subparagraph (C) from further consid-
eration of, a joint resolution—

(aa) it shall be at any time thereafter in
order (even though a previous motion to the
same effect has been disagreed to) for any
member of the House concerned to move to
proceed to the consideration of the joint res-
olution; and

(bb) all points of order against the joint
resolution (and against consideration of the
joint resolution) are waived.

(II) PRIVILEGE.—The motion to proceed to
the consideration of the joint resolution—

(aa) shall be highly privileged in the House
of Representatives and privileged in the Sen-
ate; and

(bb) not debatable.
(III) AMENDMENTS AND MOTIONS NOT IN

ORDER.—The motion to proceed to the con-
sideration of the joint resolution shall not be
subject to—

(aa) amendment;
(bb) a motion to postpone; or
(cc) a motion to proceed to the consider-

ation of other business.
(IV) MOTION TO RECONSIDER NOT IN ORDER.—

A motion to reconsider the vote by which
the motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall
not be in order.

(V) BUSINESS UNTIL DISPOSITION.—If a mo-
tion to proceed to the consideration of the
joint resolution is agreed to, the joint reso-
lution shall remain the unfinished business
of the House concerned until disposed of.

(ii) LIMITATIONS ON DEBATE.—
(I) IN GENERAL.—Debate on the joint reso-

lution, and on all debatable motions and ap-
peals in connection with the joint resolution,
shall be limited to not more than 10 hours,
which shall be divided equally between those
favoring and those opposing the joint resolu-
tion.

(II) FURTHER DEBATE LIMITATIONS.—A mo-
tion to limit debate shall be in order and
shall not be debatable.

(III) AMENDMENTS AND MOTIONS NOT IN
ORDER.—An amendment to, a motion to post-
pone, a motion to proceed to the consider-
ation of other business, a motion to recom-
mit the joint resolution, or a motion to re-
consider the vote by which the joint resolu-
tion is agreed to or disagreed to shall not be
in order.

(iii) VOTE ON FINAL PASSAGE.—Immediately
following the conclusion of the debate on a
joint resolution, and a single quorum call at
the conclusion of the debate if requested in
accordance with the rules of the House con-
cerned, the vote on final passage of the joint
resolution shall occur.

(iv) RULINGS OF THE CHAIR ON PROCEDURE.—
An appeal from a decision of the Chair relat-
ing to the application of the rules of the Sen-

ate or House of Representatives, as the case
may be, to the procedure relating to a joint
resolution shall be decided without debate.

(E) COORDINATION WITH ACTION BY OTHER
HOUSE.—If, before the passage by 1 House of
a joint resolution of that House, that House
receives from the other House a joint resolu-
tion, the following procedures shall apply:

(i) NO COMMITTEE REFERRAL.—The joint res-
olution of the other House shall not be re-
ferred to a committee.

(ii) FLOOR PROCEDURE.—With respect to a
joint resolution of the House receiving the
joint resolution—

(I) the procedure in that House shall be the
same as if no joint resolution had been re-
ceived from the other House; but

(II) the vote on final passage shall be on
the joint resolution of the other House.

(iii) DISPOSITION OF JOINT RESOLUTIONS OF
RECEIVING HOUSE.—On disposition of the joint
resolution received from the other House, it
shall no longer be in order to consider the
joint resolution originated in the receiving
House.

(F) PROCEDURES AFTER ACTION BY BOTH THE
HOUSE AND SENATE.—If a House receives a
joint resolution from the other House after
the receiving House has disposed of a joint
resolution originated in that House, the ac-
tion of the receiving House with regard to
the disposition of the joint resolution origi-
nated in that House shall be deemed to be
the action of the receiving House with regard
to the joint resolution originated in the
other House.

(G) RULEMAKING POWER.—This paragraph is
enacted by Congress—

(i) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the Senate and House of Representatives,
respectively, and as such this paragraph—

(I) is deemed to be a part of the rules of
each House, respectively, but applicable only
with respect to the procedure to be followed
in that House in the case of a joint resolu-
tion; and

(II) supersedes other rules only to the ex-
tent that this paragraph is inconsistent with
those rules; and

(ii) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change the
rules (so far as the rules relate to the proce-
dure of that House) at any time, in the same
manner and to the same extent as in the case
of any other rule of that House.

(7) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This subsection takes
effect 180 days after the date of enactment of
this Act.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABRAHAM). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

AMENDMENT NO. 1094

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
rise to talk about the issue of farmland
preservation. I have an amendment
that was filed. It is amendment No.
1094. I will not call up that amendment,
but I do want to speak on it for a cou-
ple of minutes.

The reason I will not call the amend-
ment up is the amendment is now sub-
ject to rule XVI. It is on farmland pres-
ervation, which was an authorized pro-
gram under the farm bill in 1996, but
because the program was so successful,
all the money has been used in the au-
thorization. So while I would very
much like to see more money be appro-
priated for this program that shares
very broad bipartisan support, the job
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before us is to get this program author-
ized. Since legislating on appropria-
tions bills is now not the order of the
day, and I support that, we are going to
have to work through the authoriza-
tion process.

But the Farmland Preservation Pro-
gram, I think, has probably been shown
to be one of the most successful pieces
of legislation in preserving open space
and critical farmland that we have
seen in this country. In fact, last year,
$7 billion of farmland protection
money, preservation money, was ap-
proved via voter referendum through-
out the country. That is an enormous
commitment on the part of States and
localities to preserve this vital agricul-
tural land and at the same time pre-
serve a way of life and preserve vital
open space in places where the pressure
for development is extremely high.

The area of my State that is under
the most development pressure is the
southeastern corner of Pennsylvania.
The counties there, from Lancaster
County to Chester County, Bucks
County, York County, and others, have
done a great job in their own programs.
In fact, all those programs I men-
tioned, county programs, were started
long before the Federal Government
ever even thought of participating in
helping them acquire land. In fact, we
have helped. The $35 million—that is
all it was, $35 million—from the Fed-
eral level which was spent over the
first 3 years of the farm bill preserved
over 127,000 acres of land that is under
great pressure of development on 460
farms.

In Pennsylvania alone, we have a 10-
year backlog, a 10-year waiting list of
farmers who voluntarily want to pre-
serve their land and preserve, as a re-
sult, the family farm to be able to pass
it on from generation to generation.
States and localities, in partnership
with the Federal Government—and as I
said, in some cases without the Federal
partnership—have bought these devel-
opment rights so they can get some
money to help keep this farm within
the family. In fact, in a third of the
cases—and we will be dealing with the
tax bill tomorrow—these development
rights were sold by farmers so they
could pay death taxes, they could pay
inheritance taxes, estate taxes—call
them what you want. They sold their
development rights on the farm so they
could keep the farm in the family be-
cause of what the Federal Government
has done in taxing their estates upon
death.

That is a remarkable situation.
Hopefully, if we can get the President
to sign the tax bill we will pass tomor-
row, we can go a long way toward
avoiding that kind of use for these de-
velopment rights. These development
rights can then be used to modernize,
to upgrade, and to make more competi-
tive these agricultural lands that are
under this intense development pres-
sure.

I am disappointed we are not going to
be successful in agreeing to the $10 mil-

lion that is in this amendment. It
would go a long way to relieve that
backlog, not only in Pennsylvania but
in the 19 other States that have par-
ticipated in the Federal program. Since
the Federal program was enacted,
many more States have passed laws—in
fact, 52 jurisdictions in States and lo-
calities have adopted some sort of
farmland preservation program that
would dovetail very nicely with the
Federal effort.

This is an important issue to the peo-
ple, particularly in the eastern part of
the State of Pennsylvania. It is an im-
portant issue, I know, to my colleagues
all throughout the Mid-Atlantic and
New England States, many of whom
are cosponsors of this legislation; also
in California, where Senator BOXER and
Senator FEINSTEIN worked to pass the
original farmland preservation amend-
ment back in 1996.

I am hopeful that the Agriculture
Committee on which I serve will bring
up this legislation and reauthorize it
for the remaining part of the farm bill
so we can include this in the Agri-
culture appropriations bill next time. I
commend and thank Senator LUGAR
who, a couple of weeks ago, held a
hearing in the Agriculture Committee
about this subject. We had some very
enlightened testimony. It shows how
incredibly popular this program is
across the country and how important
it is to preserve a way of life in rural
America, particularly those areas that
are threatened by development pres-
sure.

I am hopeful, again, while we will not
be able to accomplish it here today,
that soon in this session of Congress we
will pass a reauthorization of this pro-
gram and be able to fund it in future
appropriations bills.

Mr. President, seeing no one else
seeking the floor, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1516, AS MODIFIED

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
modify my amendment with the modi-
fication that is at the desk.

The modification is as follows:
GUIDELINES WITH RESPECT TO STATE SPON-

SORS OF INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM.—(A)
Notwithstanding any other provision of the
Act, the export of agricultural commodities
or medicine or medical devices to the gov-
ernment of a country that has been deter-
mined by the Secretary of State to have re-
peatedly provided support for acts of inter-
national terrorism under section 620A of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2371) shall only be made——

(1) pursuant to one year licenses issued by
the United States Government for contracts
entered into during that one year period and
completed within a twelve-month period
after the signing of the contract; and

(2) without benefit of federal financing, di-
rect export subsidies, federal credit guaran-
tees or other federal promotion assistance
programs.

(B) Quarterly reports to the appropriate
congressional committees shall be submitted
by the applicable agency charged with
issuing licenses in subparagraph (A)(1).

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment, as modified, be considered
agreed to and the motion to reconsider
be laid upon the table. I further ask
unanimous consent that any rule XVI
objections to the amendment be inap-
propriate and out of order and be
waived.

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

The amendment (No. 1516), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator from
Missouri and others who were inter-
ested in the sanctions amendment that
he had offered and which had been ap-
proved in a different form earlier in the
consideration of the bill for working to
put this legislation together in a form
that could be adopted by the Senate to-
night. I know the Senators from Flor-
ida and New Jersey were interested in
this legislation, and the author of the
amendment has shown strong leader-
ship in bringing this issue to the Sen-
ate and in pushing it the way he did to
get it approved. I compliment him and
those who worked with him to try to
resolve this issue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I
want to make a couple of remarks by
way of appreciation to the other Sen-
ators as well, to Senator HAGEL, to
Senator GRAHAM of Florida, Senator
MACK of Florida, Senator TORRICELLI,
and to all the Senators who worked to-
gether. It was important for us to
make the fine-tuning adjustments that
make this a better piece of legislation,
and I commend them for their coopera-
tion.

I trust, even expect, that in imple-
menting this process, the administra-
tion will endeavor to streamline to the
maximum extent possible the process
by which food and medicine can be ex-
ported pursuant to this provision. This
is what our farmers and ranchers and
those who produce our medicinal sup-
plies expect from their Government
and the people expect from America.
For example, I urge the implementing
agencies to use general licenses to the
maximum extent possible, but obvi-
ously this provision provides some
judgment and exercise by the adminis-
tration in this regard.

I thank my colleagues, and I thank
the Senator from Mississippi for his pa-
tience in this respect. I am grateful to
him and pleased to have had this op-
portunity to make this contribution to
the measure. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I
think progress is being made by the
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managers and our staff members with
those Senators who have suggested
amendments to the bill. We are com-
piling a list of amendments that will be
agreed upon. There are a few that have
not been resolved and that probably
will require either disposition by voice
vote or rollcall vote either up or down
or on a motion to table.

I am just suggesting we are getting
to that point toward the end of the bill
when we are ready to wrap this up. We
hope we are not in too late tonight. If
Senators will cooperate and offer the
amendments they have, we will appre-
ciate that very much.

AMENDMENT NO. 1499, AS AMENDED

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, at this
point in the proceeding, I know the
pending business is the Cochran
amendment and it is at the desk. I
know of no other amendments that are
going to be offered to that amendment.
The bill will be open for amendment
further upon the adoption of that
amendment. It is an amendment that
has already been voted on twice, once
on a motion to table and then adopted
on a voice vote. I am prepared to move
forward to dispose of that disaster as-
sistance issue.

I am awaiting the advice of the
Chair. Do we have to have third read-
ing? If we do, I will request it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered on amend-
ment No. 1499, as amended. Does the
Senator wish a rollcall vote?

Mr. COCHRAN. The staff is advising
me that the yeas and nays have been
ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. Is there further debate?

The Senator from Kansas.
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President,

point of inquiry of the manager of the
bill to understand where we are. We
will be voting on the managers’ base
bill as has been put forward in amend-
ments so far; is that where we are? I
want to understand where we are.

Mr. COCHRAN. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Any parliamentary inquiries can be
directed to the Chair.

I tried to explain the vote. It is on
the Cochran amendment. We have
voted on it twice—on a motion to
table; and it was adopted on a voice
vote. It was an amendment to the
Daschle-Harkin amendment.

Mr. BROWNBACK. I want to under-
stand for sure what all this contains in
it, whether or not I am looking at the
proper bill, the Cochran amendment
No. 1499 to S. 1233. I want to make sure
I have the right section, section G, re-
garding the tobacco program in the
base bill.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if the
Senator would yield, I will be glad to
suggest the absence of a quorum and go
over the bill and try to answer any
questions the Senator has.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative assistant proceeded

to call the roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. 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. MACK. Mr. President, I rise
today to express my opposition to the
amendment before us today by the Sen-
ator from Mississippi. While I know my
friends who support this amendment
have the best of intentions in offering
the agricultural relief package, I must
say I am concerned with the direction
of this debate.

We find ourselves today, Mr. Presi-
dent, in an increasingly familiar place.
Once again, there is a crisis in farm
country and the Congress is called on
to construct a comprehensive package
of relief and support. The amendment
before us would spend more than $7 bil-
lion on—among other things—direct
cash payments to farmers. This follows
our efforts last year when we provided
just short of $6 billion in emergency
payments to America’s farmers. Since
1988 emergency supplemental acts and
farm disaster acts have amounted to
approximately $17 billion in emergency
supplemental funding for USDA pro-
grams.

Now I understand that much of this
money was spent helping farmers who
had suffered crop losses through
drought, seasonal storms and other
natural disasters. In fact, a portion of
last year’s emergency appropriations
went to farmers who were harmed by
weather conditions related to the El
Nino phenomenon and other acts of
God.

In other words, we were attempting
to help farmers in previous years be-
cause times were bad. What concerns
me about this effort today is that we
are helping farmers because times are
good. Increasingly in these relief bills
we are seeing the bulk of support going
in response to low commodity prices.
In fact, much of the rhetoric we’re
hearing is going to the issue of declin-
ing farm income and the difficulty
farmers in the heartland and elsewhere
are having finding markets for their
goods.

Today we’re not addressing a crisis
borne of declining productivity. It is
not that America’s farmer’s aren’t ex-
tremely good at what they do. Rather
exactly the opposite. We are here be-
cause—stimulated by science and tech-
nology—farm productivity has persist-
ently grown more rapidly than other
sectors of the economy. More impor-
tantly, agricultural productivity has
outstripped demand. And it leaves us
faced with the one of the most basic
economic functions: in the face of over-
whelming supply and insufficient de-
mand, prices will fall.

In nearly all sectors, this phe-
nomenon is a quiet one. The ‘‘unseen
hand’’ of the market in most cases al-
locates resources among the population
and prevents market saturation. But in
the farm sector, Congress is often
asked to intervene in this process and
all too often in the past, we have. For

far too long, we have allowed politics
rather than economics to allocate agri-
cultural resources and determine busi-
ness success or failure. As seen by the
overwhelming failure this century of
centrally planned economies across the
globe, political allocation leads to eco-
nomic stagnation and long-term fail-
ure.

It is for these reasons I fear our con-
tinued subsidization of the farm sector
thwarts the free market process and
will ultimately harm well-run farms by
enabling continued market saturation.
I understand the production of food is
essential to the past and future of our
country. I also recognize the insta-
bility and risk farmers face on a year
to year basis and appreciate the need
for occasional assistance. The New
York Times, for example, contains an
article yesterday discussing the
drought disaster facing farmers in
Maryland and West Virginia and the
need for assistance in those areas. I do
not discount the need for federal dis-
aster relief. In Florida, Agriculture is a
major part of our economy, and cer-
tainly there have been circumstances
when we’ve called on Congress to assist
us after hurricanes or winter freezes.
These natural events warrant Congres-
sional consideration and our best ef-
forts. However, it seems our debate
here is increasingly about politics
rather than economics or weather-re-
lated disasters.

In 1996, the Congress passed a Farm
Bill which provided farmers of our
major export crops with direct pay-
ments to transition them off the old
subsidy programs and onto the free
market. These direct payments were
supposed to diminish each year until
2002. Instead, we are here—for the sec-
ond year in a row—considering legisla-
tion to increase these payments. Once
again, Congress is using emergency
payments to undo the 1996 Farm Bill
and circumvent the free market. I hear
my colleagues blaming the free market
for price failures and I find this to be a
somewhat misguided notion. In fact,
the market is working all too well; the
overcapacity in agriculture that was
papered over by government price sup-
ports for generations is now in full
view. And the results are evident in the
low commodity prices we’re seeing on
the markets today.

I support the ideals and practices of
family farming. I do not, however, sup-
port continually subsidizing businesses
that fail. This is wasteful and destruc-
tive. By paying farmers who are unable
to make profits in farming, you only
delay their ultimate failure, and deter
them from seeking other alternatives
for income and employment. In addi-
tion, these farms that would otherwise
fail still can produce crops that dilute
the market and drive prices down,
thereby creating a vicious cycle that
we are seeing realized in this year’s cri-
sis in farm country.

This problem far outstrips any two-
day debate on emergency cash pay-
ments for farmers. What we need, Mr.
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President, is long-term structural solu-
tions that solve the underlying prob-
lems of oversupply in the face of insuf-
ficient world demand. One major im-
pediment to the movement of people
out of the farming sector and into
other areas of the economy is the puni-
tive capital gains taxes owed by farm-
ers who sell their land. I will be intro-
ducing legislation soon to repeal the
capital gains tax on the sale of farm-
land. This will allow farmers to realize
an additional dollar in five on the sale
of their land. They can then use this
money to help them in the transition
to non-farm businesses or work. While
I agree with my colleagues that we
need solutions to the crisis in Amer-
ican agriculture, I submit we need so-
lutions that solve the underlying eco-
nomic problems rather than patchwork
measures that do little more than treat
the symptoms and defer the problem to
another year and another Congress.

Mr. President, my opposition to this
amendment is not based on a disdain or
lack of appreciation for American agri-
culture. On the contrary, I believe it is
a vital part of our economy and food
security is clearly in our national in-
terest. But the farming way of life is
not served by government handout and
bailouts of alarming size and regu-
larity. Rather—like most other busi-
nesses—it is only preserved through
sound business practices, hard work
and an understanding of market fun-
damentals. Agriculture does not oper-
ate outside of the laws of supply and
demand, and I urge my colleagues to
carefully consider the long-term im-
pact of continual subsidization on this
important sector of the American econ-
omy.

I hope my colleagues will oppose this
amendment and explore ways to help
farmers who are facing natural disas-
ters rather than price disasters. We
cannot allow the short-term politics to
deter us from the long-term effort to
steer agriculture towards the free mar-
ket. Nobody wants to see failure in
America. Nobody wants to see families
lose their farms. Nobody wants the
agrarian way of life in America to fade
from existence. For these very reasons,
Congress has an obligation to stay the
course and lay the free-market ground-
work for a prosperous farm economy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 1499, as amended. The yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative assistant called the
roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) is nec-
essarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) and the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU) are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 89,
nays 8, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 257 Leg.]

YEAS—89

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
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Domenici
Dorgan

Durbin
Edwards
Enzi
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gorton
Grams
Grassley
Hagel
Harkin
Hatch
Helms
Hollings
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnson
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Lott

Lugar
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
Warner
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—8

Feingold
Graham
Gramm

Gregg
Mack
Smith (NH)

Torricelli
Voinovich

NOT VOTING—3

Crapo Kennedy Landrieu

The amendment (No. 1499), as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

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

Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

CHANGE OF VOTE

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent
that my last recorded vote be changed
to nay. I voted in error.

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

(The foregoing tally has been
changed to reflect the above order.)

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, there
are several Senators who have amend-
ments we want to consider. I know
Senator BOXER has an amendment. She
is prepared to offer it. We are trying to
resolve most of the amendments that
have been brought to our attention,
but there are a few that may require a
vote. I think Senator BOXER’s amend-
ment may be one of them.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 1521

(Purpose: Expressing the sense of the Senate
regarding the continued use of the fuel ad-
ditive methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE)
and its impact on drinking water)

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from California (Mrs. BOXER),
for herself, Mr. FITZGERALD, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
HARKIN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. WELLSTONE, and
Mr. CRAPO, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1521.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
At the appropriate place, add the fol-

lowing:
SEC. . (a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds

that—
(1) The Clean Air Act requires that federal

reformulated gasoline contain oxygen as a
means of achieving air quality benefits.

(2) While both renewable ethanol and
MTBE may be used to meet this Clean Air
Act requirement, MTBE is in substantially
greater use than ethanol.

(3) MTBE is classified as a possible human
carcinogen, and when leaked into water
causes water to take on the taste and smell
of turpentine, rendering it undrinkable.

(4) MTBE leaking from underground fuel
storage tanks, recreational watercraft and
abandoned automobiles has led to growing
detections of MTBE in drinking water, and
has contaminated groundwater and drinking
water throughout the United States.

(5) Approximately five to ten percent of
drinking water supplies in areas using refor-
mulated gasoline now show detectable levels
of MTBE.

(6) MTBE poses a more pervasive threat to
drinking water than the other harmful con-
stituents of gasoline because MTBE is more
soluble, more mobile and slower to degrade
than those other constituents.

(7) Renewable ethanol provides air quality
and energy security benefits without raising
drinking water concerns.

(8) A substantial increase in renewable eth-
anol production would enhance the energy
security of the United States by reducing de-
pendence upon foreign oil.

(9) A substantial increase in renewable eth-
anol production would help alleviate the fi-
nancial crisis facing farmers.

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

(1) phase out MTBE in order to address the
threats MTBE poses to public health and the
environment;

(2) promote renewable ethanol to replace
MTBE as a means of enhancing energy secu-
rity and supporting the farm economy;

(3) provide assistance to state and local
governments to treat drinking water sup-
plies contaminated with MTBE;

(4) provide assistance to state and local
governments to protect lakes and reservoirs
from MTBE contamination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, it is
very unusual that an amendment has
such strong bipartisan support and un-
likely allies across the aisle. This is
one of those. I will tell you the reason.

We have a situation in this country
that has just been recognized by the
Environmental Protection Agency
where we have been using an oxygenate
in gasoline, MTBE, methyl tertiary
butyl ether, an additive which is in es-
sence, without going into technical-
ities, poisoning the water across this
country, and particularly in my home
State where MTBE is in use. It is an
oxygenate, and it has been used in the
blending of gasoline. We thought it was
safe, and we thought it cleaned up the
air. It does help clean up the air, but it
is in fact harming our water supply.

While other oxygenates such as eth-
anol may be used to meet the require-
ment of the Clean Air Act which calls
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for 2 percent of our gas to be reformu-
lated, MTBE is the oxygenate of choice
for most refiners, and today it fulfills
85 percent of the demand for oxygenate
that the Clean Air Act requires. Eth-
anol fulfills only 8 percent of that de-
mand.

Why did I offer this to the Agri-
culture bill? I think that is a legiti-
mate question. Some Senators have
asked me. Because I will tell you that
if we can use more ethanol, it is going
to help our farm States in a big way.
Senator FITZGERALD is going to go into
that point far more than I will. He
knows the subject. If we can help our
farm States increase their income, that
is going to reduce the cost of subsidies
to taxpayers. So this is very much re-
lated to the Agriculture bill.

Unlike other harmful constituents of
gasoline, such as benzene, when MTBE
leaks from underground fuel tanks, it
moves through the water very fast and
very far. After it is released into the
environment, it resists degrading. Once
in the water, MTBE, even at the very
low level of 5 parts per billion, can
cause that water to take on the taste
and smell of turpentine, rendering it
undrinkable.

My colleague from Texas said, How
do you know it is undrinkable? The an-
swer is, there have been many hearings
all across my State of California. Peo-
ple have testified that where MTBE
leaks into the drinking water supply,
the water smells. We had a chance to
smell that water. You wouldn’t even
put it close to your lips.

MTBE is a possible carcinogen in ani-
mals, and it is a probable carcinogen in
humans. Why on Earth would we con-
tinue to add it to our gasoline, know-
ing it will leak into our drinking water
supply? There is no Federal drinking
water standard for MTBE to protect
the public health, because the studies
necessary to determine if there is a
safe level of MTBE have not been per-
formed. Let me tell you the news on
this.

Many of us have been calling for a
phaseout of MTBE. Senator FEINSTEIN
has her own bill. I have a bill. We know
there is a reason. There is a reason to
ban it, because the EPA has just stated
that it should be decreased dramati-
cally. This is the first time they have
ever stated that in their blue-ribbon
panel.

In Santa Monica, CA, the people of
that city lost 71 percent of their local
water supply because of MTBE con-
tamination. Imagine being told you
cannot drink the water because it is
contaminated. They were forced to
close nine high-volume drinking water
wells. Before the contamination, those
wells served 6.5 million gallons of
water per day. Efforts to clean up con-
tinue today. The city estimates that it
will cost $160 million to clean up the
affected wells.

I want to tell you that the EPA has
spent hundreds of millions of dollars in
an effort to clean up the contamination
from MTBE. Just in the city of Santa

Monica, they say it is going to cost $160
million to clean up those affected
wells.

Why are we continuing to use MTBE?
We know enough now to move away
from it. We have alternatives, and our
resolution talks about that. We have
litigation now concerning cleanup, and
alternative water supply costs con-
tinue to rise.

Santa Monica’s contamination is just
the tip of the iceberg. I think a lot of
you have heard about Lake Tahoe.
What a beautiful place that is. Yet in
South Lake Tahoe, CA, we have lost 13
of 34 drinking water wells because of
MTBE contamination.

If somebody stands up on the floor of
the Senate and says this is premature
and that we have not looked at this
enough, I say: Come to California.
Take a look at Lake Tahoe. Talk to
the people of Santa Monica. They have
lost their water supply. Read the blue-
ribbon panel report of the EPA that
was very reticent to take it on ini-
tially. They finally did. That blue-rib-
bon panel says that MTBE is bad.

In Santa Clara, CA—that is in the
Silicon Valley—MTBE has been de-
tected in the local drinking water sup-
ply reservoirs, and it is creating a real
problem there. We have seen it in the
ground water in that county in over 400
sites, and many of those sites are very
near public water supply wells.

I don’t want to have to come back
here every year and talk to you about
the tragedy of MTBE destroying the
water. We take this first step tonight.
Several of our colleagues want to speak
on this. I will quickly summarize.
Hopefully, we will hear from other col-
leagues.

We know that California isn’t the
only place where there is trouble. Gov-
ernor Davis has signed an executive
order prohibiting MTBE in California
after December 31, 2002.

Last year, Maine announced it would
take steps to reduce MTBE’s use after
a study revealed between 1,000 and 4,300
private wells could contain unhealthful
levels of MTBE. New Hampshire is con-
sidering taking similar action. In New
Hampshire, MTBE has been detected in
more than 100 public wells.

We cannot allow the States to take
on this fight by themselves. After all,
it is up to Congress because of the
Clean Air Act and the requirement to
make sure that a safe additive is used.

In summary, I think we have a ter-
rific chance tonight to send a very
clear signal to the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. It is simply a sense of
the Senate, but I think it will have a
lot of weight because we have never
voted on the MTBE question before.
This would be our first vote. We will
have a vote most likely on a motion to
table.

The bottom line is MTBE is poison.
It is poisoning water supplies. It is a
known danger. We have options, in-
cluding ethanol. We have other op-
tions. We can do two things at once:
We can send a message to the EPA,

phase out MTBE; and at the same time
send a message to our farmers who
need a message of hope that they have
a product that can fill the void.

I hope we will get a good vote on
this. If there is a motion to table, I
hope we will have a strong vote against
that. I look forward to listening to my
colleagues who have been extraor-
dinary in helping to shape this resolu-
tion and helping get it to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I know
it is kind of late tonight and everybody
is eager to go home, and I know we are
dealing with a farm bill, an agriculture
appropriations bill. I also know that
this amendment is cloaked in the garb
of being a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion and sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tions tend to be viewed as relatively in-
significant.

I want to argue that this is not insig-
nificant, that this amendment is not
based on any scientific study. We
should not be making a major energy
policy decision in America tonight at
7:30 as we debate the agriculture appro-
priations bill. I want to argue that we
should table this amendment. Let me
explain why.

First of all, we all have trouble pro-
nouncing it. MTBE is an ether deriva-
tive that EPA has certified lowers the
amount of pollution generated when an
internal combustion engine burns gaso-
line. This ether derivative makes gaso-
line burn more thoroughly. As a result,
it is the dominant oxygenate used in
reformulated gasoline all over Amer-
ica. It has been a major contributor to-
ward improving the environment in
those areas of the country where there
is both a high concentration of auto-
mobiles and people.

We have had relatively limited sci-
entific analysis of this problem, other
than a clear finding that California’s
underground storage tanks are leaking
gasoline into the ground. If there are
holes in these tanks, it seems the obvi-
ous solution to the problem is to fix
those underground tanks.

When gasoline leaches into the
ground, the gasoline and all of its com-
ponents start to leach through the soil.
What has been found, and what our
dear colleague from California is refer-
ring to, is the discovery that this ether
derivative, in areas surrounding leak-
ing underground storage tanks, is
starting to show up in ground water
and in wells. Ultimately, if these leaks
are not fixed, all the other components
that make up gasoline will be found in
ground water.

Here are the problems:
No. 1, compared to MTBE, ethanol is

in very limited supply, and our Na-
tion’s capacity to produce more of it is
substantially limited from year to
year.

No. 2, ethanol has several problems
that MTBE does not. Let me state two.
One, it tends to vaporize at a much
lower pressure. We are going to create
a problem because ethanol vaporizes
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more rapidly than MTBE and could in
itself create another environmental
problem. Two, Distributors have a very
difficult time getting it into various
parts of the country. It is quite com-
petitive where it is produced, but it is
very difficult to transport. If this
should be implemented, the result of
these two problems would be a spike in
gasoline prices.

Ethanol is a wonderful derivative,
and I am not arguing one against the
other. I am trying to explain that if
you remove the dominant derivative
and attempt to ban it, you force the
substitution of another derivative
which has a fixed supply from year to
year based on agricultural production
levels. You are going to produce short-
ages that will be exacerbated by the
fact that ethanol tends to degrade in a
pipeline.

I urge my colleagues to not get into
a long debate on a subject that few
Members are qualified to debate. For-
tunately, the distinguished chairman
of the Environment Committee is here,
a man respected by people on both
sides of the aisle, who opposes this
amendment. I will let him explain why.

To sum up, here is the problem. We
have leaking underground tanks. We
need to fix the leaks in the under-
ground tanks. It is bad to go around
pouring gasoline, no matter what addi-
tives are in it, into the ground. Rather
than California fixing its leaking un-
derground tanks, we are being called
on by the Senator from California to
take a major step in going on record by
encouraging Administrator Browner to
ban MTBE, which she has the power to
do.

This is not a trivial, throw away
sense-of-the-Senate resolution. We are,
by taking this position, in essence, en-
couraging the Administrator to take
action that would produce gasoline
shortages in over half the country,
that would spike gasoline prices, that
would create a new environmental
problem because of vaporizing ethanol.
Why are we doing it? Because we have
leaking underground tanks. Let’s fix
the tanks.

If the Senate were asking support for
programs to do something about the
leaking tanks, that would be one thing.
But to ban a gasoline additive, which is
the dominant additive in producing
clean air in America because you have
holes in tanks that are not being fixed
in California is a policy which I think
is totally irresponsible. This is not a
decision that should be made by the
Senate on a farm bill at 7:30 tonight.

I urge my colleagues, when the mo-
tion is made to table this amendment,
to vote to table it. Not because Mem-
bers are not concerned about leaking
underground tanks and about MTBE in
potential underground water or drink-
ing water, because I think we ought to
be concerned.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. GRAMM. Let me finish and I am

happy to yield.
I think we ought to be concerned.

But the Committee on Environment

and Public Works is holding hearings;
they are working with Administrator
Browner; they are trying to come up
with a comprehensive policy in com-
mittee.

This is an area that is very com-
plicated. I don’t think there is anybody
here, without reading it off a piece of
paper, who can pronounce the ether de-
rivative that is MTBE, much less un-
derstand its chemical makeup and its
advantages in clean air and its dis-
advantages if you spill it in a creek.

So I do not doubt the Senator from
California is well intended, trying to do
something that she thinks sends a good
signal. But we are not talking about
signals. We are talking about the en-
ergy policy of a nation that is depend-
ent on energy. This is not a good policy
to decide on the floor when the com-
mittee of jurisdiction is working on
this problem right now on a bipartisan
basis. So I urge my colleagues to not
support this amendment, and in ta-
bling it, simply refer it to the com-
mittee of jurisdiction. Let’s get a com-
prehensive look at it; let the com-
mittee decide how to deal with this
problem.

Might I say, I am from one of the ten
largest corn-growing States in the
Union. I hope my colleagues from farm
States are not going to jump onto bad
science, bad environmental policy, and
disastrous economic policy in the name
of trying to ban the use of MTBE,
which receives no Government subsidy,
in favor of ethanol, which is already
highly subsidized. I hope we will not
get into this deal, ‘‘I am going to sup-
port it because I have corn in my
State.’’

I have corn in my State and I have
oil in my State. I am glad the Lord put
one there and we brought the other
there to grow it. But the point is, this
is a serious issue that deserves more
attention than it is going to get to-
night in a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion. I hope my colleagues will vote to
table this amendment and give the
committee an opportunity to do some-
thing about it.

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. GRAMM. I am happy to.
Mrs. BOXER. I appreciate my friend’s

strong feelings on this point. I know he
appreciates mine. I want him to know
I did actually say the full name of
MTBE.

Mr. GRAMM. It is tough.
Mrs. BOXER. It is very tough: Meth-

yl tertiary butyl ether, MTBE.
Mr. GRAMM. You looked down.
Mrs. BOXER. I did look down. Methyl

tertiary butyl ether, let the RECORD
show I have mastered it.

The point is what I have mastered—
I want to ask my friend a question—is
that this is a serious problem wherever
the MTBE shows up, and I have dis-
cussed in my abbreviated statement
the places it has. Has the Senator had
the opportunity to read the blue-ribbon
committee’s report? I do not know that
he has because it is very fresh off the

press. I wanted to say to my friend, is
he aware that in this the EPA blue-rib-
bon panel says the new tanks are sim-
ply not the solution? Because we have
had new tanks put into place in Cali-
fornia, and it is not working. This stuff
is leaking. It is leaking badly.

Also, I know my friend talked about
environmentalists and I also want to
know if he knows the list of environ-
mental organizations that support
what we are doing.

I ask unanimous consent to have
both the blue-ribbon panel findings and
the names of the environmental orga-
nizations printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
BLUE RIBBON PANEL ON OXYGENATES IN GASO-

LINE—EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND REC-
OMMENDATIONS, JULY 27, 1999

INTRODUCTION

The Federal Reformulated Gasoline Pro-
gram (RFG) established in the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990, and implemented in
1995, has provided substantial reductions in
the emissions of a number of air pollutants
from motor vehicles, most notably volatile
organic compounds (precursors of ozone),
carbon monoxide, and mobile-source air
toxics (benzene, 1,3-butadiene, and others), in
most cases resulting in emissions reductions
that exceed those required by law. To ad-
dress its unique air pollution challenges,
California has adopted similar but more
stringent requirements for California RFG.

The Clean Air Act requires that RFG con-
tain 2% oxygen, by weight. Over 85% of RFG
contains the oxygenate methyl tertiary
butyl ether (MTBE) and approximately 8%
contains ethanol—a domestic fuel-blending
stock made from grain and potentially from
recycled biomass waste. There is disagree-
ment about the precise role of oxygenates in
attaining the RFG air quality benefits al-
though there is evidence from the existing
program that increased use of oxygenates re-
sults in reduced carbon monoxide emissions,
and it appears that additives contribute to
reductions in aromatics in fuels and related
air benefits. It is possible to formulate gaso-
line without oxygenates that can attain
similar air toxics reductions, but less certain
that, given current federal RFG require-
ments, all fuel blends created without
oxygenates could maintain the benefits pro-
vided today by oxygenated RFG.

At the same time,the use of MTBE in the
program has resulted in growing detections
of MTBE in drinking water, with between 5%
and 10% of drinking water supplies in high
oxygenate use areas 1 showing at least de-
tectable amounts of MTBE. The great major-
ity of these detections to date have been well
below levels of public health concern, with
approximately one percent rising to levels
above 20 ppb. Detections at lower levels
have, however, raised consumer taste and
odor concerns that have caused water sup-
pliers to stop using some water supplies and
to incur costs of treatment and remediation.
The contaminated wells include private
wells that are less well protected than public
drinking water supplies and not monitored
for chemical contamination. There is also
evidence of contamination of surface waters,
particularly during summer boating seasons.

The major source of groundwater contami-
nation appears to be releases from under-
ground gasoline storage systems (UST).
These systems have been upgraded over the
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last decade, likely resulting in reduced risk
of leaks. However, approximately 20% of the
storage systems have not yet been upgraded,
and there continue to be reports of releases
from some upgraded systems, due to inad-
equate design, installation, maintenance,
and/or operation. In addition, many fuel
storage systems (e.g. farms, small above-
ground tanks) are not currently regulated by
U.S. EPA. Beyond groundwater contamina-
tion from UST sources, the other major
sources of water contamination appear to be
small and large gasoline spills to ground and
surface waters, and recreational water
craft—particularly those with older motors—
releasing unburned fuel to surface waters.

THE BLUE RIBBON PANEL

In November, 1998, U.S. EPA Administrator
Carol M. Browner appointed a Blue Ribbon
Panel to investigate the air quality benefits
and water quality concerns associated with
oxygenates in gasoline, and to provide inde-
pendent advice and recommendations on
ways to maintain air quality while pro-
tecting water quality. The Panel, which met
six times from January–June, 1999, heard
presentations in Washington, the Northeast,
and California about the benefits and con-
cerns related to RFG and the oxygenates;
gathered the best available information on
the program and its effects; identified key
data gaps; and evaluated a series of alter-
native recommendations based on their ef-
fects on: air quality; water quality; and sta-
bility of fuel supply and cost.

THE FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
BLUE RIBBON PANEL

Findings

Based on its review of the issues, the Panel
made the following overall findings:

The distribution, use, and combustion of
gasoline poses risks to our environment and
public health.

RFG provides considerable air quality im-
provements and benefits for millions of US
citizens.

The use of MTBE has raised the issue of
the effects of both MTBE alone and MTBE in
gasoline. This panel was not constituted to
perform an independent comprehensive
health assessment and has chosen to rely on
recent reports by a number of state, na-
tional, and international health agencies.
What seems clear, however, is that MTBE,
due to its persistence and mobility in water,
is more likely to contaminate ground and
surface water than the other components of
gasoline.

MTBE has been found in a number of water
supplies nationwide, primarily causing con-
sumer odor and taste concerns that have led
water suppliers to reduce use of those sup-
plies. Incidents of MTBE in drinking water
supplies at levels well above EPA and state
guidelines and standards have occurred, but
are rare. The Panel believes that the occur-
rence of MTBE in drinking water supplies
can and should be substantially reduced.

MTBE is currently an integral component
of the U.S. gasoline supply both in terms of
volume and octane. As such, changes in its
use, with the attendant capital construction
and infrastructure modifications, must be
implemented with sufficient time, certainty,
and flexibility to maintain the stability of
both the complex U.S. fuel supply system
and gasoline prices.

The following recommendations are in-
tended to be implemented as a single pack-
age of actions designed to simultaneously
maintain air quality benefits while enhanc-
ing water quality protection and assuring a
stable supply at reasonable cost. The major-
ity of these recommendations could be im-
plemented by federal and state environ-
mental agencies without further legislative

action, and we would urge their rapid imple-
mentation. We would, as well, urge all par-
ties to work with Congress to implement
those of our recommendations that require
legislative action.
Recommendations to enhance water protection

Based on its review of the existing federal,
state and local programs to protect, treat,
and remediate water supplies, the Blue Rib-
bon Panel makes the following recommenda-
tions to enhance, accelerate, and expand ex-
isting programs to improve protection of
drinking water supplies from contamination.

Prevention
1. EPA, working with the states, should

take the following actions to enhance sig-
nificantly the Federal and State Under-
ground Storage Tank programs.

a. Accelerate enforcement of the replace-
ment of existing bank systems to conform
with the federally-required December 22, 1998
deadline for upgrade, including, at a min-
imum, moving to have all states prohibit
fuel deliveries to non-upgraded tanks, and
adding enforcement and compliance re-
sources to ensure prompt enforcement ac-
tion, especially in areas using RFG and Win-
tertime Oxyfuel.

b. Evaluate the field performance of cur-
rent system design requirements and tech-
nology and, based on that evaluation, im-
prove system requirements to minimize
leaks/releases, particularly in vulnerable
areas (see recommendations on Wellhead
Protection Program in 2, below).

c. Strengthen release detection require-
ments to enhance early detection, particu-
larly in vulnerable areas, and to ensure rapid
repair and remediation.

d. Require monitoring and reporting of
MTBE and other ethers in groundwater at all
UST release sites.

e. Encourage states to require that the
proximity to drinking water supplies, and
the potential to impact those supplies, be
considered in land-use planning and permit-
ting decisions for siting of new UST facili-
ties and petroleum pipelines.

f. Implement and/or expand programs to
train and license UST system installers and
maintenance personnel.

g. Work with Congress to examine and, if
needed, expand the universe of regulated
tanks to include underground and above-
ground fuel storage systems that are not
currently regulated yet pose substantial risk
to drinking water supplies.

2. EPA should work with its state and local
water supply partners to enhance implemen-
tation of the Federal and State Safe Drink-
ing Water Act programs to:

a. Accelerate, particularly in those areas
where RFG or Oxygenated Fuel is used, the
assessments of drinking water source protec-
tion areas required in Section 1453 of the 1996
Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments.

b. Coordinate the Source Water Assess-
ment program in each state with federal and
state Underground Storage Tank Programs
using geographic information and other ad-
vanced data systems to determine the loca-
tion of drinking water sources and to iden-
tify UST sites within source protection
zones.

c. Accelerate currently-planned implemen-
tation of testing for and reporting of MTBE
in public drinking water supplies to occur
before 2001.

d. Increase ongoing federal, state, and local
efforts in Wellhead Protection Areas includ-
ing: enhanced permitting, design, and system
installation requirements for USTs and pipe-
lines in these areas; strengthened efforts to
ensure that non-operating USTs are properly
closed; enhanced UST release prevention and
detection; and improved inventory manage-
ment of fuels.

3. EPA should work with states and local-
ities to enhance their efforts to protect lakes
and reservoirs that serve as drinking water
supplies by restricting use of recreational
water craft, particularly those with older
motors.

4. EPA should work with other federal
agencies, the states, and private sector part-
ners to implement expanded programs to
protect private well users, including, but not
limited to:

a. A nationwide assessment of the inci-
dence of contamination of private wells by
components of gasoline as well as by other
common contaminants in shallow ground-
water;

b. Broad-based outreach and public edu-
cation programs for owners and users of pri-
vate wells on preventing, detecting, and
treating contamination;

c. Programs to encourage and facilitate
regular water quality testing of private
wells.

5. Implement, through public-private part-
nerships, expanded public Education pro-
grams at the federal, state, and local levels
on the proper handling and disposal of gaso-
line.

6. Develop and implement an integral field
research program into the groundwater be-
havior of gasoline and oxygenates, including:

a. Identifying and initiating research at a
population of UST release sites and nearby
drinking waters suppliers including sites
with MTBE, sites with ethanol, and sites
using no oxygenate;

b. Conducting broader, comparative studies
of levels of MTBE, ethanol, benzene, and
other gasoline compounds in drinking water
supplies in areas using primarily MTBE,
areas using primarily ethanol, and areas
using no or lower levels of oxygenate.

Treatment and remediation
7. EPA should work with Congress to ex-

pand resources available for the up-front
funding of the treatment of drinking water
supplies contaminated with MTBE and other
gasoline components to ensure that affected
supplies can be rapidly treated and returned
to service, or that an alternative water sup-
ply can be provided. This could take a num-
ber of forms, including but not limited to:

a. Enhancing the existing Federal Leaking
Underground Storage Tank Trust Fund by
fully appropriating the annual available
amount in the Fund, ensuring that treat-
ment of contaminated drinking water sup-
plies can be funded, and streamlining the
procedures for obtaining funding.

b. Establishing another form of funding
mechanism which ties the funding more di-
rectly to the source of contamination.

c. Encouraging states to consider targeting
State Revolving Funds (SRF) to help accel-
erate treatment and remediation in high pri-
ority areas.

8. Given the different behavior of MTBE in
groundwater when compared to other compo-
nents of gasoline, states in RFG and Oxyfuel
areas should reexamine and enhance state
and federal ‘‘triage’’ procedures for
prioritizing remediation efforts at UST sites
based on their proximity to drinking water
supplies.

9. Accelerate laboratory and field research,
and pilot projects, for the development and
implementation of cost-effective water sup-
ply treatment and remediation technology,
and harmonize these efforts with other pub-
lic/private efforts underway.
Recommendations for blending fuel for clean air

and water
Based on its review of the current water

protection programs, and the likely progress
that can be made in tightening and strength-
ening those programs by implementing Rec-
ommendations 1–9 above, the Panel agreed
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broadly, although not unanimously, that
even enhanced protection programs will not
give adequate assurance that water supplies
will be protected, and that changes need to
be made to the RFG program to reduce the
amount of MTBE being used, while ensuring
that the air quality benefits of RFG, and fuel
supply and price stability, are maintained.

Given the complexity of the national fuel
system, the advantages and disadvantages of
each of the fuel blending options the Panel
considered (see Appendix A), and the need to
maintain the air quality benefits of the cur-
rent program, the Panel recommends an in-
tegrated package of actions by both Congress
and EPA that should be implemented as
quickly as possible. The key elements of that
package, described in more detail below, are:

Action agreed to broadly by the Panel to
reduce the use of MTBE substantially (with
some members supporting its complete phase
out), and action by Congress to clarify fed-
eral and state authority to regulate and/or
eliminate the use of gasoline additives that
threaten drinking water supplies;

Action by Congress to remove the current
2% oxygen requirement to ensure that ade-
quate fuel supplies can be blended in a cost-
effective manner while quickly reducing
usage of MTBE; and

Action by EPA to ensure that there is no
loss of current air quality benefits.

The oxygen requirement
10. The current clean Air Act requirement

to require 2% oxygen, by weight, in RFG
must be removed in order to provide flexi-
bility to blend adequate fuel supplies in a
cost-effective manner while quickly reducing
usage of MTBE and maintaining air quality
benefits.

The panel recognizes that Congress, when
adopting the oxygen requirement, sought to
advance several national policy goals (en-
ergy security and diversity, agricultural pol-
icy, etc) that are beyond the scope of our ex-
pertise and deliberations.

The panel further recognizes that if Con-
gress acts on the recommendation to remove
the requirement, Congress will likely seek
other legislative mechanisms to fulfill these
other national policy interests.

Maintaining air benefits
11. Present toxic emission performance of

RFG can be attributed, to some degree, to a
combination of three primary factors: (1)
mass emission performance requirements, (2)
the use of oxygenates, and (3) a necessary
compliance margin with a per gallon stand-
ard. In Cal RFG, caps on specific components
of fuel is an additional factor to which toxics
emission reductions can be attributed.

Outside of California, lifting the oxygen re-
quirement as recommended above may lead
to fuel reformulations that achieve the min-
imum performance standards required under
the 1990 Act, rather than the larger air qual-
ity benefits currently observed. In addition,
changes in the RFG program could have ad-
verse consequences for conventional gasoline
as well.

Within California, lifting the oxygen re-
quirement will result in greater flexibility to
maintain and enhance emission reductions,
particularly as California pursues new for-
mulation requirements for gasoline.

In order to ensure that there is no loss of
current air quality benefits, EPA should
seek appropriate mechanisms for both the
RFG Phase II and Conventional Gasoline
programs to define and maintain in RFG II
the real world performance observed in RFG
Phase I while preventing deterioration of the
current air quality performance of conven-
tional gasoline.2

There are several possible mechanisms to
accomplish this. One obvious way is to en-
hance the mass-based performance require-

ments currently used in the program. At the
same time, the panel recognizes that the dif-
ferent exhaust components pose differential
risks to public health due in large degree to
their variable potency. The panel urges EPA
to explore and implement mechanisms to
achieve equivalent or improved public health
results that focus on reducing those com-
pounds that pose the greatest risk.

Reducing the use of MTBE
12. The Panel agreed broadly that, in order

to minimize current and future threats to
drinking water, the use of MTBE should be
reduced substantially. Several members be-
lieved that the use of MTBE should be
phased out completely. The Panel rec-
ommends that Congress act quickly to clar-
ify federal and state authority to regulate
and/or eliminate the use of gasoline addi-
tives that pose a threat to drinking water
supplies.3

Initial efforts to reduce should begin im-
mediately, with substantial reductions to
begin as soon as Recommendation 10 above—
the removal of the 2% oxygen requirement—
is implemented.4 Accomplishing any such
major change in the gasoline supply without
disruptions to fuel supply and price will re-
quire adequate lead time—up to 4 years if
the use of MTBE is eliminated, sooner in the
case of a substantial reduction (e.g. return-
ing to historical levels of MTBE use).

The Panel recommends, as well, that any
reduction should be designed so as to not re-
sult in an increase in MTBE use in Conven-
tional Gasoline areas.

13. The other ethers (e.g. ETBE, TAME,
and DIPE) have been less widely used and
less widely studied than MTBE. To the ex-
tent that they have been studied, they ap-
pear to have similar, but not identical,
chemical and hydrogeologic characteristics.
The Panel recommends accelerated study of
the health effects and groundwater charac-
teristics of these compounds before they are
allowed to be placed in widespread use.

In addition, EPA and others should accel-
erate ongoing research effortsd into the in-
halation and ingestion health effects, air
emission transformation byproducts, and en-
vironmental behavior of all oxygenates and
other components likely to increase in the
absence of MTBE. This should include re-
search on ethanol, alkylates, and aromatics,
as well as of gasoline compositions con-
taining those components.

14. To ensure that any reduction is ade-
quate to protect water supplies, the Panel
recommends that EPA, in conjunction with
USGS, the Departments of Agriculture and
Energy, industry, and water suppliers,
should move quickly to:

a. Conduct short-term modeling analyses
and other research based on existing data to
estimate current and likely future threats of
contamination;

b. Establish routine systems to collect and
publish, at least annually, all available mon-
itoring data on: use of MTBE, other ethers,
and Ethanol; levels of MTBE, Ethanol, and
petroleum hydrocarbons found in ground,
surface and drinking water; and trends in de-
tections and levels of MTBE, Ethanol, and
petroleum hydrocarbons in ground and
drinking water;

c. Identify and begin to collect additional
data necessary to adequately assist the cur-
rent and potential future state of contamina-
tion.

The Wintertime Oxyfuel Program
The Wintertime Oxyfuel Program con-

tinues to provide a means for some areas of
the country to come into, or maintain, com-
pliance with the Carbon Monoxide standard.
Only a few metropolitan areas continue to
use MTBE in this program. In most areas
today, ethanol can and is meeting these win-

tertime needs for oxygen without raising
volatility concerns given the season.

15. The Panel recommends that the Winter-
time Oxyfuel program be continued (a) for as
long as it provides a useful compliance and
and/or maintenance tool for the affected
states and metropolitan areas, and (b) as-
suming that the clarification of state and
federal authority described above is enacted
to enable states, where necessary, to regu-
late and/or eliminate the use of gasoline
addictives that threaten drinking water sup-
plies.
Recommendations for evaluating and learning

from experience
The introduction of reformulated gasoline

has had substantial air quality benefits, but
has at the same time raised significant
issues about the questions that should be
asked before widespread introduction of a
new, broadly-used product. The unantici-
pated effects of RFG on groundwater high-
light the importance of exploring the poten-
tial for adverse effects in all media (air, soil,
and water), and on human and ecosystem
health, before widespread introduction of
any new, broadly-used, product.

16. In order to prevent future such inci-
dents, and to evaluate of the effectiveness
and the impacts of the RFG program, EPA
should:

d. Conduct a full, multi-media assessment
(of effects on air, soil, and water) of any
major new addictive to gasoline prior to its
introduction.

e. Establish routine and stastistically valid
methods for assessing the actual composi-
tion of RFG and its air quality benefits, in-
cluding the development, to the maximum
extent possible, of field monitoring and
emissions characterization techniques to as-
sess ‘‘real world’’ effects of different blends
on emissions.

f. Establish a routine process, perhaps as a
part of the Annual Air Quality trends report-
ing process, for reporting on the air quality
results from the RFG program.

g. Build on existing public health surveil-
lance systems to measure the broader impact
(both beneficial and adverse) of changes in
gasoline formulations on public health and
the environment.

APPENDIX A

In reviewing the RFG program, the panel
identified three main options (MTBE and
other ethers, ethanol, and a combination of
alkylates and aromatics) for blending to
meet air quality requirements. They identi-
fied strength and weaknesses of each option:

MTBE/other ethers—A cost-effective fuel
blending component that provides high oc-
tane, carbon monoxide and exhaust VOCs
emissions benefits, and appears to contribute
to reduction of the use of aromatics with re-
lated toxics and other air quality benefits;
has high solubility and low biodegradability
in groundwater, leading to increased detec-
tions in drinking water, particularly in high
MTBE use areas. Other ethers, such as
ETBE, appear to have similar, but not iden-
tical, behavior in water, suggesting that
more needs to be learned before widespread
use.

Ethanol—An effective fuel-blending com-
ponent, made from domestic grain and po-
tentially from recycled biomass, that pro-
vides high octane, carbon monoxide emission
benefits, and appears to contribute to reduc-
tion of the use of aromatics with related
toxics and other air quality benefits; can be
blended to maintain low fuel volatility;
could raise possibility of increased ozone
precursor emissions as a result of commin-
gling in gas tanks if ethanol is not present in
a majority of fuels; is produced currently
primarily in Midwest, requiring enhance-
ment of infrastructure to meet broader de-
mand; because of high biodegradability, may
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retard biodegradation and increase move-
ment of benzene and other hydrocarbons
around leaking tanks.

Blends of Alkylates and Aromatics—Effec-
tive fuel blending components made from
crude oil; alkylates provide lower octane
than oxygenates; increased use of aromatics
will likely result in higher air toxics emis-
sions than current RFG; would require en-
hancement of infrastructure to meet in-
creased demand; have groundwater charac-
teristics similar, but not identical, to other
components of gasoline (i.e., low solubility
and intermediate biodegradability).
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SUMMARY OF DISSENTING OPINION

(By Todd C. Sneller, Member EPA Blue
Ribbon Panel)

(The complete text of Mr. Sneller’s dis-
senting opinion on the Panel’s recommenda-
tion to eliminate the federal oxygen stand-
ard for reformulated gasoline has been sub-
mitted for inclusion in the final report and
recommendations of the Blue Ribbon Panel.)

In its report regarding the use of
oxygenates in gasoline, a majority of the
Blue Ribbon Panel on Oxygenates in Gaso-
line recommends that action be taken to
eliminate the current oxygen standard for
reformulated gasoline. Based on legislative
history, public policy objectives, and infor-
mation presented to the Panel, I do not con-
cur with this specific recommendation. The
basis for my position follows:

1. The Panel’s report concludes that aro-
matics can be used as a safe and effective re-
placement for oxygenates without resulting
in deterioration in VOC and toxic emissions.
In fact, a review of the legislative history be-
hind the passage of the Clean Air Act
Amendments of 1990 clearly shows that Con-
gress found the increased use of aromatics to
be harmful to human health and intended
that their use in gasoline be reduced as much
as technically feasible.

2. The Panel’s report concludes that
oxygenates fail to provide overwhelming air
quality benefits associated with their re-
quired use in gasoline. The Panel rec-
ommendations, in my opinion, do not accu-

rately reflect the benefits provided by the
use of oxygenates in reformulated gasoline.
Congress correctly saw a minimum oxygen-
ate requirement as a cost effective means to
both reduce levels of harmful aromatics and
help rid the air we breathe of harmful pollut-
ants.

3. The Panel’s recommendation to urge re-
moval of the oxygen standard does not fully
take into account other public policy objec-
tives specifically identified during Congres-
sional debate on the 1990 Clean Air Act
Amendments. While projected benefits re-
lated to public health were a focal point dur-
ing the debate in 1990, energy security, na-
tional security, the environment and eco-
nomic impact of the Amendments were
clearly part of the rationale for adopting
such amendments. It is my belief that the
rationale behind adoption of the Amend-
ments in 1990 is equally valid, if not more so,
today.

Congress thoughtfully considered and de-
bated the benefits of reducing aromatics and
requiring the use of oxygenates in reformu-
lated gasoline before adopting the oxygenate
provisions in 1990. Based on the weight of
evidence presented to the Panel, I remain
convinced that maintenance of the oxygen-
ate standard is necessary to ensure cleaner
air and a healthier environment. I am also
convinced that water quality must be better
protected through significant improvements
to gasoline storage tanks and containment
facilities. Therefore, because it is directly
counter to the weight of the vast majority of
scientific and technical evidence and the
clear intent of Congress, I respectfully dis-
agree with the Panel recommendation that
the oxygenate provisions of the federal refor-
mulated gasoline program be removed from
current law.
LYONDELL CHEMICAL COMPANY—SUMMARY OF

DISSENTING REPORT

While the Panel is to be commended on a
number of good recommendations to improve
the current underground storage tank regu-
lations and reduce the improper use of gaso-
line, the Panel’s recommendations to limit
the use of MTBE are not justified.

Firstly, the Panel was charged to review
public health effects posed by use of
oxygenates, particularly with respect to
water contamination. The Panel did not
identify any increased public health risk as-
sociated with MTBE use in gasoline.

Secondly, no quantifiable evidence was
provided to show the environmental risk to
drinking water from leaking underground
storage tanks (LUST) will not be reduced to
manageable levels once the 1998 LUST regu-
lations are fully implemented and enforced.
The water contamination data relied upon
by the panel is largely misleading because it
predates the implementation of the LUST
regulations.

Thirdly, the recommendations fall short in
preserving the air quality benefits achieved
with oxygenate use in the existing RFG pro-
gram. The air quality benefits achieved by
the RFG program will be degraded because
they fall outside the control of EPA’s Com-
plex Model used for RFG regulations and be-
cause the alternatives do not match all of
MTBE’s emission and gasoline quality im-
provements.

Lastly, the recommendations will impose
an unnecessary additional cost of 1 to 3 bil-
lion dollars per year (3–7 c/gal. RFG) on con-
sumers and society without quantifiable off-
setting social benefits or avoided costs with
respect to water quality in the future.

Unfortunately, there appears to be an emo-
tional rush to judgment to limit the use of
MTBE. For the forgoing reasons, Lyondell
dissents from the Panel report regarding the
following recommendations:

The recommendation to reduce the use of
MTBE substantially is unwarranted given
that no increased public health risk associ-
ated with its use has been identified by the
Panel.

The recommendation to maintain air qual-
ity benefits of RFG is narrowly limited to
the use of EPA’s RFG Complex Model which
does not reflect many of the vehicle emission
benefits realized with oxygenates as identi-
fied in the supporting panel issue papers.
Therefore, degradation of air quality will
occur and the ability to meet the Nation’s
Clean Air Goals will suffer and under these
recommendations.

FOOTNOTES

1 Areas using RFG (2% by weight oxygen) and/or
Oxyfuel (2.7% by weight Oxygen)

2 The Panel is aware of the current proposal for
further changes to the sulfur levels of gasoline and
recognizes that implementation of any change re-
sulting from the Panel’s recommendations will, of
necessity, need to be coordinated with implementa-
tion of these other changes. However, a majority of
the panel considered the maintenance of current
RFG air quality benefits as separate from any addi-
tional benefits that might accrue from the sulfur
changes currently under consideration.

3 Under § 211 of the 1990 Clean Air Act, Congress
provided EPA with authority to regulate fuel formu-
lation to improve air quality. In addition to EPA’s
national authority, in § 211(c)(4) Congress sought to
balance the desire for maximum uniformity in our
nation’s fuel supply with the obligation to empower
states to adopt measures necessary to meet national
air quality standards. Under § 211(c)(4), states may
adopt regulations on the components of fuel, but
must demonstrate that (1) their proposed regula-
tions are needed to address a violation of the
NAAQS and (2) it is not possible to achieve the de-
sired outcome without such changes.

The panel recommends that federal law be amend-
ed to clarify EPA and state authority to regulate
and/or eliminate gasoline additives that threaten
water supplies. It is expected that this would be
done initially on a national level to maintain uni-
formity in the fuel supply. For further action by the
states, the granting of such authority should be
based upon a similar two part test:

(1) states must demonstrate that their water re-
sources are at risk from MTBE use, above and be-
yond the risk posed by other gasoline components at
levels of MTBE use present at the time of the re-
quest.

(2) states have taken necessary measures to re-
strict/eliminate the presence of gasoline in the
water resource. To maximize the uniformity with
which any changes are implemented and minimize
impacts on cost and fuel supply, the panel rec-
ommends that EPA establish criteria for state waiv-
er requests including but not limited to:

a. Water quality metrics necessary to demonstrate
the risk to water resources and air quality metrics
to ensure no loss of benefits from the federal RFG
program.

b. Compliance with federal requirements to pre-
vent leaking and spilling of gasoline.

c. Programs for remediation and response.
d. A consistent schedule for state demonstrations,

EPA review, and any resulting regulation of the vol-
ume of gasoline components in order to minimize
disruption to the fuel supply system.

4 Although a rapid, substantial reduction will re-
quire removal of the oxygen requirement, EPA
should, in order to enable initial reductions to occur
as soon as possible, review administrative flexibility
under existing law to allow refiners who desire to
make reductions to begin doing so.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, let me
first say I admit I have not read the
study, as probably 98 other Members of
the Senate tonight have not read it,
which is the reason we ought to have
the committee of jurisdiction look at
it.

Second, when we are talking about
something leaking into ground water
from tanks, my point is that this is a
problem with tanks. We do not have
this problem in Texas. We have gone to
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great lengths to try to deal with under-
ground tanks that leak. We have re-
quired the tanks to be dug up in every
old filling station in the State.

I think the Senator has raised a le-
gitimate problem about leaking and
underground water sources. But the
point is we need to fix the tanks. I
know of no study that suggests that
fixing tanks does not solve the prob-
lem.

In any case, I want to conclude so
Senator CHAFEE and others can speak.
But I want to remind my colleagues
that the EPA has the power to act in
this area. I urge my colleagues not to
put the Senate on record, on a subject
that we have relatively little knowl-
edge about, on a farm bill, when we are
talking about a policy that has pro-
found environmental impact, including
the potential for more air pollution be-
cause of the higher vapor pressure for
ethanol as compared to MTBE; second,
shortages of gasoline potentially in
huge quantities of the country because
of, one, eliminating the dominant oxy-
genate in fuels from consideration;
and, second, the problem of trans-
porting the alternative to MTBE; and,
finally, the potential spike in gasoline
prices that could occur.

This is simply a policy we ought to
be dealing with in a systematic way. I
am delighted the chairman of the com-
mittee is dealing with it because it is a
serious problem.

I yield the floor. Several Senators ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I
am very pleased to rise in strong sup-
port of my colleague from California
on this legislation. Senator GRAMM is
one of my senior colleagues whom I re-
spect as much as anybody in this body
for his intelligence and hard work. On
this issue, though, I respectfully dis-
agree.

The EPA called for a study last No-
vember. They appointed a blue-ribbon
committee that did come up and look
into the scientific evidence. On that
blue-ribbon committee there were rep-
resentatives, importantly, of the oil in-
dustry, which would have an economic
interest to see that MTBE not be done
away with. This committee, this blue-
ribbon panel, had a representative from
the American Petroleum Institute and
also an oil company. They said of
MTBE in our Nation’s fuel supply, that
while all gasoline can possibly leak
through an underground storage tank
into the ground water, they specifi-
cally pointed out that MTBE is more
dangerous when leaking into the
ground water than other gasoline com-
ponents. That is on page 3 of the re-
port.

They recommend that MTBE be
phased out gradually. Senator GRAMM
brings up a good point. We have to
have an alternative. We may not have
at the current moment the production
capabilities to replace the MTBE all at
once. But I do believe we have to act

quickly because we are talking about
our Nation’s ground water, and ground
water contamination is very serious. In
California it has been estimated that a
large percentage of their ground water
has been contaminated. This is a pos-
sible carcinogen. We cannot dawdle on
an issue such as this. We have to move
quickly.

Ethanol, as many of you know, can
be used as an alternative to MTBE. We
do have an alternative that is environ-
mentally safe and sound. Yes, it does
help our American farmers. Not only
does it help corn growers in my State,
which is a major corn-producing State,
but ethanol can be derived from wheat,
from rice straws, even from potatoes
and, yes, potentially it could help
farmers all across the country if they
could produce the oxygenate for our re-
formulated fuel in this country.

So I am in strong support of this leg-
islation. I think it is good public policy
for us to urge the EPA to act quickly.
Our Nation’s ground water supply is at
stake. We do not want this situation to
go on any longer. We cannot afford to
wait. We must act quickly.

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Rhode Island.
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, this is a

very complicated subject. It is not only
the pronunciation of MTBE that is
complicated. The whole area of
oxygenates as additives to gasoline
adds to the complication that we face.

There have been several references,
and aptly so, to the blue-ribbon panel
that EPA established to look into
MTBE and decide to the best of its
ability what ought to be done. This
blue-ribbon panel has just reported, so
we have hardly had a chance to see it.
I think it was a report in the last 2
weeks. So we have hardly had a chance
to see it.

I would point this out: The report
looked to a reduction in the use of
MTBE, whereas, if you note from the
sense-of-the-Senate resolution that the
Senator from California has, she looks
to a complete phaseout—phaseout
meaning end the production of, use of,
MTBE, in order, she says, to address
the threats posed by it.

As I said in my opening remarks, this
is a complicated issue. We have had
two hearings on it in the Committee on
Environment and Public Works which
has jurisdiction over this matter, and
we have been waiting for the report
which now has just come in. In Sep-
tember, I can promise everyone here
that, indeed—the Senator from Cali-
fornia is a member of our committee—
we will have further hearings on it and
decide what recommendations we will
make to the full Congress.

As has been pointed out, to just ban
MTBE is not the way to go, recognizing
that even though the corn growers are
anxious to fill the gap, they would
themselves recognize there is just plain
not enough ethanol to take care of our
Nation at this time.

I greatly urge my colleague, the Sen-
ator from California, to withdraw her

amendment. We are going to have a
hearing on it. She is going to have an
opportunity to have her views ex-
pressed come September, which is very
close. Secondly, I urge my colleagues,
absent the Senator from California
withdrawing the amendment, to vote
to table it and give us a chance within
the committee to study not only the
report itself but just to make up our
minds in a bipartisan fashion what we
think is the best route to go.

Mrs. BOXER. Will my friend yield for
one question?

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes.
Mrs. BOXER. I just want to make

sure my chairman, who I absolutely re-
vere, has read that we do not say
‘‘ban.’’ We say ‘‘phase out.’’ That is a
big difference. We phase it out so you
make sure you are doing it in a wise
fashion. That is exactly what Gov.
Gray Davis said. I want to make sure
that is what we are calling for.

Mr. CHAFEE. I did say ‘‘phase out,’’
that it was to end it. That is the way
I read it. Perhaps others may read it
differently. My point is, we have a real
problem on our hands. We need a little
time to examine this, to give attention
to the report, to consider it, and make
our recommendations.

In our committee, we are fortunate
to have the chairman of the sub-
committee of jurisdiction, Senator
INHOFE. I am sure he has some com-
ments in connection with this whole
problem.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I do not
mind yielding first to the Senator from
Illinois to make his remarks and we
can go back and forth.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Oklahoma for his
graciousness. There will be more to the
debate if we take turns expressing our
points of view.

I rise in support of the amendment
offered by the Senator from California
and my colleague, the Senator from Il-
linois. I am happy to join both of them
as cosponsors of this amendment.

First, when we talk about methyl
tertiary butyl ether, which we are fa-
miliar with in the Midwest, we have to
put it in perspective of what role it has
played in terms of providing energy
and whether or not it adds to problems
with pollution, because that is the bot-
tom line.

We are talking about additives to
gasoline that we hope will clean up the
environment. That is why we have the
program. That is why we are using eth-
anol with MTBE because the bottom
line is we want to say to Americans:
When you use your automobiles, the
gasoline you use should contain addi-
tives that make America a cleaner
place—cleaner air and cleaner water.
That is why the amendment of the Sen-
ator from California is so important
because we no longer can trust MTBE
to meet that mission goal.

The findings of the EPA blue-ribbon
panel on oxygenates in gasoline was re-
ported last week. The panel confirmed
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my long-held belief that MTBE poses a
risk to ground water and to the health
and safety of the American public.

I hope those who are following this
debate will listen carefully to the per-
vasive nature of MTBE when it occurs
in the natural environment. MTBE, a
petroleum-derived chemical, does not
biodegrade. In 5 years of widespread
use, MTBE has become the second most
commonly found chemical in ground
water. It is second only to chloroform.
One gallon of MTBE is enough to pol-
lute 26 million gallons of water.

So when the Senator from Texas
stands and says the problem is in the
storage tanks, I suggest to him, no, it
goes far beyond that. The problem is in
two-cycle engines, for example, as you
find on many boats which use MTBE
additives in their fuels, and as they
spray out the back of those engines, be-
cause of their fuel inefficiency, what
they are spraying into reservoirs and
water supplies across America is MTBE
which is not biodegradable. When they
test these water supplies, it is not
alone from leaking storage tanks but
from the fact that this additive is par-
ticularly sinister when it comes to the
clean water goals that we all share.

It has been labeled by the U.S. EPA
as a carcinogen. If this additive did not
biodegrade and was benign, did not
cause any health problems, we would
not be here. The fact is, whether it is a
leaking storage tank or a two-cycle en-
gine spraying it into Lake Decatur or
Lake Springfield in Illinois, which also
serve as water supplies, it increases the
risk of cancer. That is why it is a par-
ticularly sinister additive, and that is
why the amendment of the Senator
from California is so important.

Let me give an example in my home
State of the dangers of MTBE. Ten
years ago, a gasoline spill occurred in
Kankakee, IL. To this day, MTBE still
contaminates that area’s drinking
water supply. It does not go away, and
it causes cancer. It is carcinogenic.

With MTBE’s future clearly in doubt,
now is the time for us to really make
clear that corn-based ethanol, or many
other crops which can be used as a base
for ethanol, should step up to fill this
void. Ethanol currently comprises
about 15 percent of the reformulated
gasoline program, including a success-
ful effort in Chicago and Milwaukee.
That is the top RFG, reformulated gas-
oline, market in the Nation, account-
ing for 400 million gallons of ethanol
demand, or approximately one-third of
the industry’s production.

Many of the arguments against the
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia suggest since we do not have
enough supply of ethanol at this mo-
ment to replace MTBE, we ought to
stick with it. As the blue-ribbon panel
found, and I think common sense tells
us, you would not stick with an addi-
tive that is this dangerous, one that is
so pervasive, not biodegradable and
carcinogenic. It is far better for us to
set out a national program to expand
ethanol production.

Naturally, many people are listening
and we expect to hear: DURBIN, you are
from Illinois where they produce most
of the ethanol and primarily from one
company.

I will concede that fact. I am open to
suggestions for legislation to increase
ethanol nationwide from a variety of
sources. I think it is good. It will cre-
ate better competition and may de-
velop better standards for manufactur-
ers to bring down the cost. I will cer-
tainly support it whatever State wants
to engage in ethanol production.

It is also important to note that re-
cent studies have found that ethanol
and MTBE are essentially equivalent in
terms of their effect on ozone; that is,
in reducing air pollution, so we are not
losing in this tradeoff moving from
MTBE to ethanol. In fact, we are hold-
ing our ground with a much safer addi-
tive.

Ethanol has lower carbon monoxide
emissions and reduced reactivity, along
with a lower incidence of environ-
mental contamination when compared
to MTBE.

Instead of shelving the RFG oxygen-
ate requirements—that additive that
makes it safer for the requirement—it
would be in our country’s best interest
to expand the use of a safe oxygenate
such as ethanol. The U.S. Department
of Agriculture and industry data dem-
onstrate that adequate supplies of eth-
anol would exist to meet the oxygenate
requirement in a cost-effective manner
with a gradual phaseout of MTBE.

I say to my friend—a man I also re-
spect—from the State of Rhode Island
that we are not talking about an in-
stantaneous ban on MTBE. Instead, we
are talking about a phaseout of the use
of this additive as we increase the pro-
duction of the safer additive, the oxy-
genate ethanol. In fact, ethanol blends
with reformulated gas would be more
cost effective than nonoxygenated gas-
oline.

We need to look no further than rural
America to understand the benefits an
ethanol-based RFG program would
have on our ag economy. The USDA is
predicting a bumper corn crop of 9.7
billion bushels. Farm prices are in a
free-fall, and we need to find alter-
native uses for our agricultural boun-
ty.

Illinois annually produces about 40
percent of the nearly 1.5 billion gallons
of ethanol. Illinois corn accounts for
about 17 percent of the crop use for
ethanol. As you drive or fly over the
Midwest and look down on those corn-
fields, one out of six of those cornfields
is dedicated to go into processing and
come out as ethanol, which we burn in
our automobiles. This allows ethanol
to gradually replace MTBE as a great
benefit to our fragile rural economy.

I am pleased to join Senator BOXER
and Senator FITZGERALD on her amend-
ment and urge my colleagues from
both rural and urban States to support
this important effort to encourage the
phaseout of MTBE and the promotion
of ethanol as an alternative.

Mrs. BOXER. Would my friend yield
for a question?

Mr. DURBIN. I would be happy to
yield.

Mrs. BOXER. I know Senator INHOFE
is patiently waiting, and he is chair of
the Clean Air Subcommittee, as my
chairman, Senator CHAFEE, has stated,
but it is important to know, and I want
to know if my friend is aware, that the
chairman of the Drinking Water Sub-
committee, Senator CRAPO, is an origi-
nal coauthor of this.

I want to make the point of my
friend that we have a situation that
this additive was to clean the air, and
now we find out it is poisoning the
water, and we cannot get it out of the
drinking water. The more we let this
thing go, without phasing it out, my
friend is absolutely right, the more ex-
pensive it gets, the more of a problem
it is, the more poison is spread. To sit
here and wait around does not seem to
make much sense.

I also ask my friend if he is aware
that we have large numbers of environ-
mental organizations that support this,
along with many in the farm commu-
nity, including the Sierra Club, the Au-
dubon Society, and Communities for a
Better Environment. I hope my friend
asks that we place that in the RECORD.
I wonder if he is aware that Senator
CRAPO brings a lot of authority, I
think, to this particular debate.

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the Senator
from California. I was not aware of all
the details.

I ask unanimous consent that the
document evidencing the organizations
supporting the Boxer amendment be
printed in the RECORD.

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

BLUEWATER NETWORK,
August 3, 1999.

Hon. BARBARA BOXER,
Senate Hart Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BOXER: Bluewater Network
and the following signatories strongly sup-
port S. 1037 to climinate MTBE use nation-
wide. Extensive investigation into the haz-
ards of MTBE demonstrates that continued
use of this oxygenate will further jeopardize
U.S. water supplies and undercut the public’s
right to clean drinking water, shoulder
water and regulatory agencies with unprece-
dented liabilities and cost burdens, and seri-
ously threaten public health.

S. 1037 targets three key areas:
(1) It provides EPA with the authority to

immediately prohibit MTBE in sensitive or
at-risk communities. This will save many
areas millions of taxpayer dollars in clean up
and liability costs. California alone faces an
estimated $1 to $2 billion in MTBE cost. This
provision also allows EPA to react swiftly to
contamination sites, and effectively
prioritize public health.

(2) It immediately restricts the use of
MTBE to areas where oxygenates are re-
quired by the Clean Air Act. This is a com-
mon sense approach which will minimize the
use and the impacts of MTBE during the
phase-out.

Voluntary use of MTBE is common
throughout the country. Almost all of Cali-
fornia’s gasoline contains MTBE, while only
Los Angeles, San Diego, and Sacramento are
required to use oxygenates. MTBE use in
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non-oxygenated zones may increase during a
phase-out for various economic reasons in-
volving fuel supply and distribution. For ex-
ample, Chevron and Tosco recently increased
their use of MTBE in Northern California—
where oxygenates are not required—despite
their agreement with Governor Davis to co-
operate with California’s MTBE phase-out.
Providing immediate restrictions on MTBE
in non-oxygenated zones will prevent need-
less MTBE contamination, and ensure that
the use of the chemical does not spread fur-
ther into these areas.

(3) It provides an investigation into the im-
pacts of ethanol, olefins, aromatics, and
alkylates which will provide critical infor-
mation about the impacts of banning MTBE,
the general effectiveness of oxygenates, and
the overall benefits of the federal Reformu-
lated Gasoline Program. We strongly rec-
ommend Senator Boxer include the study of
‘‘other ether-based additives’’ in this section
to adequately assess the feasibility and risks
of chemical additives with similar properties
as MTBE (e.g. TAME, ETBE). The elimi-
nation of MTBE, and especially the use of
non-oxygenated fuels proposed by some re-
finers, necessitates fuel blending adjust-
ments which employ these chemicals. These
studies will ensure that the impacts of non-
MTBE fuels are fully realized.

We commend Senator Boxer’s efforts to
combat the MTBE problem nationally. Nei-
ther improving underground storage tanks,
banning two-stroke engines, and/or lifting
the Clean Air Act’s oxygen mandate will pre-
vent continued use of the additive, nor will
such steps protect our most critical re-
sources and public health from ongoing
MTBE contamination.

S. 1037 provides critical protections against
the inherent risks of MTBE use, and phases
out a chemical known to be a significant
threat to public health.

We look forward to working with you on
this issue. If we can be of any assistance,
please do not hesitate to contact us. Thank
you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
BROOKE COLEMAN,

Project Coordinator.
RUSSELL LONG, PH.D.,

Executive Director.
SIGNATORIES

Friends of the Earth, Brent Blackwelder.
International Rivers Network, Patrick

McCully.
Audubon Society, Cassandra Lista.
Sierra Club, National Marine Wildlife and

Habitat Committee, Vivian Newman.
Communities for a Better Environment,

Denny Larson.
Animal Rights Foundation, Doe McCaffrey.
Backcountry Skiers Alliance, Lynn Buhlig.
Campaign to Safeguard America’s Waters,

Gershon Cohen.
Concerned Citizens, Renee Chapotel.
Earth Island Institute, John Knox.
Earth Island Journal, Gar Smith.
Earth Rescue, Ian Looney.
GaiaLink, Marv Lyons.
Hells Canyon Preservation Council, Brenda

Schweitzer.
Hudson River Sloop Clearwater, Andi Weiss

Bartczak.
Institute of Social Studies, Isaack Otienno.
If Not Now, Phil Mitchell.
Lake Hamilton Safety Supporters, Stan

Cothren.
North Farm Cooperative, Sarah Wepman.
Ocean Advocates, Fred Felleman.
Architects, Designers, Planners for Social Re-

sponsibility, Kay Yeuell.
Pinniped-Fisheries Project, Laura Seligsohn.
San Francisco BayKeeper, Mike Lozeau.
Save Our Shores, Vicki Nichols.
Coalition to Stop Vail Expansion, Emily

Wolf.

Site for Social Action, Doug Casner.
Surfers Tired of Pollution, Donna Frye.
World Stewardship Institute, Sarah

Nossaman.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I yield
the floor.

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

ator from Oklahoma.
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, when I

heard that the Senator from California
was going to bring up her amendment,
I came down to the floor. Quite frank-
ly, I came down carrying the creden-
tials of the blue-ribbon committee. I
think there is one thing on which we
can all agree: If you actually read the
recommendations of the committee,
they are not consistent with the
amendment that is offered by the Sen-
ator from California.

We have 13 people on the panel. They
are from industry, they are from some
of the environmentalist groups, chaired
by Dan Greenbaum of the Health Ef-
fects Institute. I think it is important
that we read what this blue-ribbon
committee recommends.

What they recommend is that they
are not through yet. I will just read a
couple of the recommendations here.
They recommend that MTBE should be
reduced but not banned. They said that
oxygenate mandates should be elimi-
nated. This amendment would increase
mandates, not eliminate them. They
said that benefits of ethanol need to be
studied more. They did not say they
have already been proven scientif-
ically.

If there is one thing that has both-
ered me about the Environment and
Public Works Committee, it is that
some of the things that come out are
not based on sound science. In this
case, we do have the beginning of sound
science. We have a recommendation by
a blue-ribbon committee, made up of 13
people who are very professional and
should represent all aspects of this
issue.

Anyway, that is not what their rec-
ommendation is. They said that we
should not ban MTBE, considering all
alternatives and benefits. In addition
to use as an oxygenate, MTBE is also
used as an oxygenate enhancer. I think
this has not been brought out. There is
a reason for MTBE to be included.

As far as the use of ethanol, as far as
the report is concerned, the environ-
mental benefits are in question. The
blue-ribbon panel recommended that it
further be studied before its use is in-
creased. That is what the recommenda-
tions were of this committee. I think
we have plenty of time to have the
hearings, as we have discussed.

There is another thing that has not
been talked about. That is, if we were
to adopt the Boxer amendment, some
amount of money would have to come
from the highway trust fund. Ethanol
users receive a tax credit at the cur-
rent time, and at the end of each year
it comes out of the highway trust fund.
Therefore, each of our States will have
their highway funds reduced if this
amendment should pass.

It is not possible to switch to ethanol
right away, as the Senator from Cali-
fornia suggests. We do not have the na-
tional infrastructure to transport the
ethanol. A lot of people are not aware
that this cannot be added at the refin-
ery; it has to be added at the rack
where the fuels are mixed.

On health effects, only 1 percent of
the detections of MTBE in water has
met the threshold for smell, which is
below the threshold for human health
effects. I really think if we want to use,
as our basis, our decision on this
amendment being the blue-ribbon
panel recommendations, we ought to
go ahead and not pass the amendment,
allow Senator CHAFEE and me, as
chairman of the subcommittee of juris-
diction, to have hearings. We are going
to have hearings on this, on the blue-
ribbon committee, in September. We
are prepared to do that.

This is a drastic step. It is something
we do not want to get into unless we
are sure. If you read the report, it says:
Do not do it now. Study it. The results
are not in. We will have to make fur-
ther recommendations.

We are willing to have the committee
hearing on this. I can just give you my
word at this time we will have it prob-
ably sometime in September.

I yield the floor or yield for ques-
tions.

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

ator from Iowa, Senator HARKIN.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, first, I

just respond to my friend from Okla-
homa by saying that they can still go
ahead and have the hearings and every-
thing else after we adopt the sense-of-
the-Senate resolution. Nothing pre-
vents the committee from going ahead
and meeting and having the blue-rib-
bon panel appear, and proceed with
hearings. But we ought to express our-
selves here as to the health issues that
confront us.

I also point out to my friend from
Oklahoma that I was reading the blue-
ribbon panel’s page here on this, and I
thought I might read the pertinent
parts because it is not quite exactly as
my friend from Oklahoma said.

On page 6 it says: ‘‘Recommendations
for Blending Fuel for Clean Air and
Water.’’

Based on its review of the current water
protection programs, and the likely progress
that can be made in tightening and strength-
ening those programs by implementing Rec-
ommendations 1–9 above, the Panel agreed
broadly, although not unanimously, that
even enhanced protection programs will not
give adequate assurance that water supplies
will be protected, and that changes need to
be made to the RFG [the reformulated gaso-
line] program to reduce the amount of MTBE
being used, while ensuring that the air qual-
ity benefits of RFG, and fuel supply and
price stability, are maintained.

The next paragraph said:
The key elements of that package, de-

scribed in more detail below, are:
Action agreed to broadly by the Panel to

reduce the use of MTBE substantially (with
some members supporting its complete
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phaseout), and action by Congress to clarify
federal and state authority to regulate and/
or eliminate the use of gasoline additives
that threaten drinking water supplies. . .

So I think it is quite clear where
they are headed on that: To reduce
MTBE use substantially. Some mem-
bers even wanted its total elimination.

Mr. President, what we are talking
about here is a health issue. I find it
astounding——

Mr. INHOFE. Would the Senator
yield on that point?

Mr. HARKIN. I will yield without los-
ing my right to the floor.

Mr. INHOFE. Of course.
The Senator was reading from the re-

port. I would like to read the next
paragraph that he overlooked. It says
they are recommending:

Action by Congress to remove the current
2% oxygen requirement—

That is right before ethanol—
to ensure that adequate fuel supplies can be
blended in a cost-effective manner while
quickly reducing usage of MTBE. . . .

Exactly the opposite of what the Sen-
ator from California is trying to do
with her amendment.

Mr. HARKIN. I beg to differ. The
blue-ribbon panel’s conclusions support
the Senator’s resolution. What we are
talking about is phasing out MTBE,
and encouraging the use of ethanol—an
oxygenate that reduces air pollution
and at the same time does not con-
taminate water supplies or adversely
affect health.

That is what we are talking about. I
was responding to the point of the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma about what the
blue-ribbon panel was saying. They
were clearly saying that we ought to
substantially reduce or eliminate the
use of MTBE. They want to make sure
we have a fuel supply that is not a
health hazard to our people. That is
what they are saying. That is really
the issue before us. It is a health issue,
pure and simple.

Again, I find it astounding that peo-
ple can argue and say: We have a lot of
MTBE out there; forget that it is a pos-
sible human carcinogen; forget that it
is highly polluting; let’s go ahead and
keep using it because, quite frankly,
we don’t have anything to replace it
with right now. That is the sort of ar-
gument that is being used.

I thought the Senator from Illinois,
Mr. DURBIN, laid out quite succinctly
how dangerous MTBE is. We have been
told, first by the Senator from Texas,
that it is just a matter of leaking
tanks. Well, that is not just it at all.
Senator DURBIN pointed out motor
boats, motor skis, everything else,
lawn mowers, motorcycles, airplanes,
everything else that is using MTBE all
leak a little bit, and every time it
leaks, MTBE gets into the surface
water and ground water.

One might say: Well, it is the gaso-
line leak that is the problem, and not
what is in the gasoline. But when you
have a gasoline leak, most of the com-
ponents in gasoline, tend to break
down. MTBE breaks down very little

and very slowly, and it permeates rap-
idly. It is highly soluble in water, when
it gets in water. If you put some oil in
water, it doesn’t mix. It can be sepa-
rated out. But when MTBE gets in
water, because of its chemical prop-
erties, it permeates the water quite
rapidly, and that is what makes it so
tough to get it out. It is not like oil or
gasoline in water at all. It is highly
soluble in the water.

As Senator DURBIN pointed out, the
U.S. Geologic Survey has found that
MTBE is the second most commonly
found contaminant in ground water.
But it has been in widespread use for
only about 7 years. The second most
prevalent contaminant in ground water
in the United States, in a matter of
only 7 years. EPA estimates that
MTBE already can be detected in 5 to
10 percent of water supplies nation-
wide.

MTBE has been found to be leaking
into groundwater at over 10,000 sites in
California. A state report in Maine
found that anywhere from 1,000 to 4,300
private wells could contain unhealthful
levels of MTBE. And in New Hamp-
shire, MTBE has been found in 100 pub-
lic wells and water supplies. Five parts
per billion is enough to contaminate
water and make it taste and smell like
turpentine. As I said, it is highly toxic.
It is a poison. It permeates rapidly.

I think I would like to review a little
bit some of the history of why we are
here. In 1990, when we passed the Clean
Air Act, trying to reduce the pollut-
ants in automobile gasoline, we wanted
to get rid of the witch’s brew—we al-
ways called it the witch’s brew—of tox-
ins that were basically used as octane
enhancers, such as benzene, xylene and
toluene, highly toxic, highly poisonous
substances used to enhance octane and
performance.

In order to get rid of those toxics,
while maintaining gasoline perform-
ance, something was needed to replace
them. The oxygenates make a cleaner
burning gasoline while improving oc-
tane and gasoline performance. So we
came up with the oxygen content
standard in the Clean Air Act so that
we could have cleaner gasoline, and re-
duce the toxics and carbon monoxide
emissions. The oxygenate in the fuel
does that. It reduces carbon monoxide.
We all know what carbon monoxide is—
a pollutant that makes you sick or
kills you. So we came up with the oxy-
genate standard for that. We got rid of
pollution and carbon monoxide. Both
MTBE and ethanol were octane
enhancers so they could be used to
make cleaner gasoline and replace the
witch’s brew of toxics like xylene and
benzene and toluene.

Because MTBE is a derivative of pe-
troleum, it was much easier to get the
MTBE and to use it and to have it mar-
keted more rapidly around the country
than ethanol. That is why MTBE be-
came the largest part of the oxygenate
supply for the reformulated gasoline
program.

I freely admit that MTBE does do
some good in reducing air pollution. I

would never argue that it doesn’t; of
course, it does. But we have found that
the downside is even worse in terms of
its pollution of water supplies. So we
say, are we on the horns of a dilemma?
We have MTBE. It reduces air pollu-
tion. It keeps the octane up. But it ter-
ribly pollutes our ground water. Is
there nothing we can do?

Well, yes, there is. We can move to-
ward using more ethanol. Now, ethanol
is a renewable fuel that provides the
clean air benefits, but it will not pol-
lute ground water. Ethanol is so safe
one can drink it. It is about 190 proof.
That is what it is, basically 190 proof,
good old corn alcohol. That is all it is.
You can drink it if you want. It is pret-
ty strong, but it won’t hurt you. So we
can replace it MTBE with ethanol.

Senator GRAMM talked about the
vapor pressure, the fact that when you
mix ethanol with gasoline, a funny
thing happens. It becomes more vola-
tile. True. Therefore, they say because
it is more volatile, it evaporates and it
causes ozone. Well, I have looked at
that, and quite frankly, I think the
conclusions about evaporation are out-
dated and not valid.

First of all, it is true that the Reid
vapor pressure does go up, so it is more
evaporative. But if you look at the de-
sign and building of automobiles since
that time, you find that automobiles
are not like they were 20 years ago.
The gas tanks have a sealing flap on
them. All gas tanks have an airtight
lock on them now, all cars built prob-
ably within the last 10 to 15 years. Al-
most all new cars use fuel injection.
They don’t have carburetors like the
old cars used to have. There isn’t that
much evaporation from automobiles,
even when they sit in the hot summer
sun. It may be true of older cars, but
not of the new cars that have been
built within the last 10 or 15 years.

Secondly, at most of the gas pumps
in the United States now, they have a
recapturing mechanism to recapture
the fumes from the pumps. So those
that say that because we mix ethanol
with gasoline and it evaporates and
causes ozone, that is based upon stud-
ies that I believe are not valid and are
outdated.

We do know one thing about ethanol.
It reduces carbon monoxide tailpipe
emissions. And carbon monoxide con-
tributes to ozone formation. The air
quality benefits of reduced carbon
monoxide emissions has to be taken
into account when talking about the
evaporation of gasoline containing eth-
anol. So we have a proposition. We can
replace MTBE with ethanol. We can en-
hance the octane. We can clean up the
gasoline, cut the toxics and reduce car-
bon monoxide, and there is absolutely
no pollution water pollution. But Sen-
ator GRAMM and others have said, and
the Senator from Oklahoma, we can’t
do that. The reason we can’t do that is
because we don’t have an alternative in
place right now to replace MTBE.

If I read the sense-of-the-Senate reso-
lution of the Senator from California,
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it doesn’t say we have to do this imme-
diately. It says: It is the sense of the
Senate that the United States should,
one, phase out MTBE in order to ad-
dress the threats that MTBE poses to
public health and the environment—
phase it out. We didn’t put a time limit
on it, just phase it out.

Well, let me, for the record, point out
how we can, without disruptions in fuel
supplies, replace MTBE with nonpol-
luting ethanol. We now produce about
1.5 billion gallons of ethanol annually.
We use about 1.2 billion gallons of that
in this country and we export the rest.
We would need about an additional 2.1
to 2.2 billion gallons of ethanol produc-
tion to replace MTBE. The current eth-
anol production capacity that we have
in the United States right now is about
1.8 billion gallons annually. So to re-
place MTBE, the U.S. would need to
have the capacity to produce about 3.3
billion gallons of ethanol each year.
That is the 1.2 billion that we use do-
mestically, plus the 2.1 it would take
to replace MTBE. So that would be
about 3.3 billion gallons.

In checking with the producers of
ethanol, they have told me ethanol
production could be ramped up any-
where in 2.5 to 3 years to meet those
requirements. We already have 1.8 bil-
lion gallons of annual ethanol produc-
tion capacity. We don’t even have to
double it in order to meet the require-
ments of replacing MTBE.

I point out that the U.S. Department
of Agriculture’s analysis supports this
conclusion that we could, within 2.5
years, and at the most 3 years, ramp up
the production of ethanol to replace
MTBE. I would have to admit there is
probably no way we can phase out
MTBE in probably less than 2.5 to 3
years. So as we phase out MTBE, we
could ramp up the production of eth-
anol.

Now, my friend from Oklahoma said
we don’t have the transportation facili-
ties and things such as that. They
would come along, plus, I daresay that
ethanol would be produced in a lot of
different places in the country. Now it
is mostly produced in the Midwest, but
it will probably be produced in a lot of
other areas in the United States.

So for the reasons of health, for the
reasons of making sure we don’t fur-
ther contaminate our ground water and
our water supplies in this country, to
ensure that we are able to replace
MTBE in an orderly fashion with a re-
newable fuel produced here in this
country, I support the sense-of-the-
Senate amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from California, Senator FITZ-
GERALD, and others.

Lastly, I want to make one more
point. The Senator from Texas went on
about subsidies for ethanol. I don’t
think he wants to get involved in that
subject. Quite frankly, we have the
data to show that the tax breaks to the
oil industry vastly exceed the modest
tax incentives for ethanol. That is just
during the recent past, not to mention
all the tax and other subsidies the oil

industry has gotten over the last 100
years or so from the U.S. Government.
So I don’t think the Senator from
Texas wants to get involved in talking
about subsidies, especially when we can
point out the huge tax subsidies the oil
industry has gotten over all these
years.

In conclusion, the issue before us is
framed this evening primarily as an en-
vironmental and health issue, pure and
simple. All of these arguments from
the other side notwithstanding, what
we are about is saying the Senate is
going on record that we ought to phase
out MTBE and to promote renewable
ethanol to replace MTBE. Ethanol en-
hances energy security, it supports the
farm economy, it improves air quality
and the environment. There are many
reasons to support ethanol, but when it
comes down to the crux of the debate
tonight we are talking about the exten-
sive water contamination caused by
MTBE and the fact that with ethanol
we have a clean and safe alternative to
take its place. That is what this debate
is about.

I yield the floor.
Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa, Mr. GRASSLEY, is rec-
ognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this
is a health issue, yes, but it is more
than just an issue of whether or not we
are going to continue to poison the en-
vironment and the ground water and
permit poison, on the one hand, or a
product that you can drink, on the
other hand, to take its place. This is
also an economic issue, although we
have almost exclusively debated the
health issues tonight. We just as easily
could be conjuring up the debates of
previous years between big oil on the
one hand and agriculture on the other
hand—agriculture being the base prod-
uct for the production of ethanol, and
big oil because of its interest in MTBE.

So it is an economic issue, not just
an issue of poisoning the environment.
It is also an issue of whether or not we
ought to rely upon a renewable source
of energy that comes from agriculture
and corn, to make ethanol, or whether
you ought to rely upon a nonrenewable
fuel, MTBE. It is also an issue of
whether or not this country ought to
be energy-dependent upon foreign
sources, because like our importing
more than half of our petroleum, we
also import half of our MTBE. The
issue should be how we are going to be
less dependent upon foreign sources of
energy when we fully use our own fam-
ily farmers to grow our own crops and
use our own agricultural products to
produce ethanol, a renewable fuel.

It is an environmental issue in re-
gards to whether or not you are going
to produce MTBE from a nonrenewable
source, a finite source, and poison; or
whether you are going to have the
more clean-burning, renewable source
that doesn’t poison from ethanol.

Our balance of trade is also an issue
due to the fact that one-third of our

unfavorable balance of trade comes
from the fact that we import so much
of our energy. We should use more of
our domestically produced energy, a re-
newable source of energy which is not
imported and not controlled by oil
companies. This would provide the na-
tion with a more favorable balance of
trade.

Our national defense should not be
devoted in part to defending foreign
sources of energy. An admiral in the
Navy once explained that about half of
the Navy’s budget is dependent upon
protecting oil, the flow of oil from the
Middle East to the United States. This
should be considered a subsidy. This
source of energy partially compromises
our national defense. We should base
our national defense more on energy
independence through the use of renew-
able energy, domestically produced en-
ergy, of which ethanol is part of that
equation, produced from a renewable
source.

Yes, this is an issue of poison versus
a product that isn’t poison. Ethanol is
a product that you can drink, but it
has a positive economic impact, solidi-
fies our national defense, benefits our
environment, and reduces our trade
deficit.

So let’s look at it in a very broad
vein because this is not a brand new de-
bate. This is a debate that has been
going on in this body over a period of
time, dating back to 1980 when we first
started the renewable resource of eth-
anol as a supplement to gasoline.

Now, this isn’t just a recent health
issue because of California and what
the Governor of California has done to
phase out MTBE, the poisonous prod-
uct in their State. The Governor has
already made that decision. But I have
given evidence on the floor in this
body, in previous debates on this issue,
where people using MTBE in Alaska
got sick and the Governor had to ask
for waivers. I think I also produced evi-
dence in those previous debates regard-
ing a similar situation in the State of
New Jersey, just as an example.

I think it has been well established
that this does not just come from
leaky gasoline tanks leaking into the
underground water. It has been pre-
sented very clearly that this product
also is emitted into the air and because
of rainfall finds its way into our water
supply.

In my State of Iowa, the legislature
has banned MTBE. My State banned its
use in the last legislative session. The
Governor of California has also moved
to phase the poison out of its fuel.
While we have been moving forward on
this issue, the debate tonight might ap-
pear new to many of my colleagues. To
those colleagues it might make sense
to study this more, to let the commit-
tees make the proper decisions. But
there are numerous state legislatures
that have made the conclusion that
MTBE should be banned. I hope we will
favorably consider the Boxer amend-
ment because I think it is very legiti-
mate that we immediately move for-
ward on this issue.
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Obviously, my State of Iowa, as the

No. 1 corn-producing State in the Na-
tion, will benefit if this poisonous prod-
uct is phased out. I stand guilty of pro-
moting ethanol. But it is not fair to
say that just because you as the trav-
eling public—and every one of you in
this body owns an automobile—who
pull up to the gasoline pump and pay a
little bit less gas tax because a portion
of your gasoline is ethanol which
doesn’t have the Federal gas tax in it,
that this is a subsidy. The word ‘‘sub-
sidy’’ implies that there is money paid
out of the Federal Treasury to some-
body to use that product. That is not
true. Do we want to raise the tax on
people motoring? Then do away with
the ethanol tax exemption and you
would have it.

I think we have the arguments on our
side. I think it is going to be easy to
cloud the issue and claim this needs to
be studied. Remember, there are legis-
lative bodies elsewhere in this country
that have come to the conclusion that
this has had enough study and that
something as poisonous as MTBE
should not be in the water.

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I
don’t address these remarks to any ex-
porter of ethanol. But I am really as-
tounded tonight. I think if you pull out
your ledger, every time we have an eth-
anol vote, my friend or someone else is
standing there to make sure that I vote
for it and make sure that I vote the
same way over and over.

Frankly, I wouldn’t be voting for eth-
anol if I had to put up with this kind of
argument and justification for being
for ethanol. Just put that in your hat.
Because this is an absurd argument.
Most of those who support ethanol on
this side of the aisle are constantly ar-
guing that the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency oversteps all the time—
that they overregulate, that they do
things that cost the American tax-
payers too much. And yet they come
here tonight.

There is the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public
Works. Is this man antienvironment?
For most of the same people, they have
been arguing that he is too much in
favor of the environment. He comes to
the floor of the Senate a reputed chair-
man, and you all make this an environ-
mental issue?

You want to make this issue one that
says we will sell more corn. I don’t be-
lieve that is the right way to handle
environmental issues in the United
States when a blue-ribbon commission
issued a report, and the chairman of
the committee says: I need time to
study it. But it will just be a matter of
a few weeks, and we will have a hear-
ing.

That is what we should do tonight.
We should say to that committee: Do
your hearings quickly and give us your
recommendation.

But to stand here on the floor of the
Senate and make this a corn-growers

versus a non-corn-growers issue, and
try to say it is the environment when
you are counting heads, to every head
you are counting, you are sending a
memo: This is for corn.

Is that why we want you to vote for
it? Right. In fact, my friend, who I
greatly respect, tried to cover that up
in a 15-minute speech about it being
something else. But it is an effort to
say let us get rid of this thing that we
are using to make our gasoline better,
more oxygenated, and better for the
clean air of our country when there is
a study that is only 5 days old—6 days,
whatever it is. You have the chairman
of the subcommittee and the chairman
of the full committee saying: Wouldn’t
you give us time to look at it?

Here we have an agriculture bill and
somebody making an issue that now
what you would do is make PETE
DOMENICI tonight, who is not going to
vote with you anti-corn growers, says
listen, corn growers. You are more apt
to make me an anti-corn grower with
this kind of approach than if you leave
it in the committee and let them do
their work.

I hope some others will join me in
that respect because I am not against
corn growers. I don’t have very many
in my State. But I think it is ridicu-
lous to come to the floor and make this
kind of argument in behalf of the envi-
ronment and leaking underground
tanks when you won’t even give the
most esteemed environmental chair-
man we have had around here since Ed
Muskie a chance to conduct some hear-
ings on it.

Frankly, I hope we either table it or
somebody offers a substitute so we can
do what is right here tonight.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. DOMENICI. I am finished. But I
would be glad to answer a question.

Mr. HARKIN. I understand that Sen-
ator INHOFE is the chairman of the air
quality subcommittee. I understand—
and I don’t know this—that he is the
chairman of the water quality sub-
committee, which we are talking
about, and Senator CRAPO is in favor of
this.

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator who?
Mr. HARKIN. Senator CRAPO.
Mr. DOMENICI. Senator CRAPO is in

favor? Of course. Maybe he is because
he is a corn grower. But I do not know
that he is.

Mr. HARKIN. He is chairman of the
water quality subcommittee. That is
what I am told.

Mr. DOMENICI. All I know is that I
mentioned two chairmen. I mentioned
the esteemed chairman of the full com-
mittee and the chairman of the sub-
committee on clean air. I don’t know
the makeup of the public works com-
mittee. I served on it for 12 years. I
think it is a wonderful committee.

But to be honest with you, I am
thrilled it is your job and not mine. I
say to the chairman that I could have
been chairman. I am glad he is chair-
man and that I am not.

But what I said tonight I believe is
true; that is, we ought to tell the com-
mittee to do their job and do it quick-
ly. That ought to be the vote tonight.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
am sitting here looking at the chair-
man of the Agriculture Appropriations
Subcommittee who has been trying to
pass a responsible bill all week. All of
a sudden, out of the blue, we have a
sense of the Senate that doesn’t belong
on the Agriculture appropriations at
all.

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield?
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Then you see the

chairman of the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works who says:
Excuse me, but this is my jurisdiction,
and I would like to address it. And he
is, as Senator DOMENICI said, one of the
most distinguished of our Members.

I say to Members, do this: MTBE
should be looked at. It is a way to
clean the air. It is an additive to gaso-
line to meet the clean air requirements
of EPA.

We should not have a sense of the
Senate that holds up the Agriculture
appropriations bill. I hope Members
will vote to table this sense of the Sen-
ate and give Chairman CHAFEE the op-
portunity to look at this issue to deter-
mine if there is something wrong with
MTBE, which I think is very much a
question.

But to have something like this con-
tinue to hold up this bill, when our
farmers certainly need the relief this
appropriations bill is going to give us,
I think is the wrong approach.

I urge Members to table this sense of
the Senate.

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield?
Mrs. HUTCHISON. I am happy to

yield to the Senator.
Mr. INHOFE. I know people are get-

ting restless and I know there will be a
substitute offered, but if there is any-
one in here who is predicating their de-
cision on how to vote on this blue-rib-
bon committee, let me read from the
report. It totally contradicts what the
Senator from California is saying.
They recommend:

Action by Congress to remove the current
2 percent oxygen requirement to ensure that
the adequate fuel supplies can be blended in
a cost-effective manner, while quickly reduc-
ing usage of MTBE.

What she is trying to do is actually
fill that 2 percent with ethanol.

Another recommendation says:
Accelerate air and water affects research

on other fuel components likely to take
MTBE’s place such as . . .

It names ethanol, aromatics, and
alkylates. It says don’t do it until we
do the research.

That is the recommendation of this
blue-ribbon committee.

Last, it bothers me when people use
scare tactics. This blue-ribbon com-
mittee said:

The great majority of these detections to
date have been well below levels of public
health concern with approximately 1 percent
rising to levels above 20 parts per billion.
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I certainly concur with the rec-

ommendation of the Senator from
Texas. Let Members have a chance to
hold hearings on the results of the
blue-ribbon committee. Nothing would
be lost.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

It is clear from the debate this is not
an issue that should be taken up on
this bill. Clearly there are questions.
The scientific basis is not proven at all.
I hope we will not do something that
will mar the record and take the juris-
diction from where it should be, and
that is the Environment and Public
Works Committee.

AMENDMENT NO. 1522 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1521

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I send a
substitute to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEWINE). The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
CHAFEE] proposes an amendment number
1522 to amendment No. 1521.

Strike all after the first word, and insert
the following: ‘‘ . It is the sense of the Sen-
ate that the Committee on Environment and
Public Works should review the findings of
the EPA Blue Ribbon Panel on MTBE and
other relevant scientific studies, hold com-
prehensive hearings, and report to the senate
at the earliest possible date any legislation
necessary to address the recommendations of
the Blue Ribbon Panel.’’

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, this is
very cut-and-dried. What we say in this
substitute is give us a chance. We have
a committee. In September, as chair-
man of the committee—and the chair-
man of the subcommittee is here—we
promise the Senator to hold, very early
in September, as soon as we can get
proper witnesses, a hearing on this sub-
ject. It is an important subject. I rec-
ognize that to California it is very im-
portant, and it is important to other
States, likewise.

I think that is the proper way to go.
It is a complicated subject and it in-
volves not just MTBE; it involves the
oxygenates that come from corn. That
is the way I recommend we proceed.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I hope
we will not accept this. I will be very
brief. We all know what this is. This is
sending this bipartisan sense-of-the-
Senate resolution right into the grave-
yard.

My friend, my esteemed chairman,
says it is complicated. Let me tell him
it is not complicated to understand
that MTBE is leaking. It is leaking
badly. The State of California has
phased it out. It is an opportunity for
other options which will help our farm-
ers. I think this is a unique moment.

We have Senators agreeing, Members
who don’t vote together very often. We
have a long list of environmental orga-
nizations that support this. We have a
long list of people from the farm States
and organizations that support this.
We don’t need to continue with hear-
ings.

As the Senator from Texas stated,
the head of the Environmental Protec-

tion Agency can take action under her
emergency powers to phase out MTBE.
I believe if we support this sense of the
Senate and vote down the second-de-
gree amendment, she will understand
that we really care about this issue, we
care about getting rid of a possible car-
cinogen, and we care about helping our
fathers at the same time.

To me, it isn’t that complicated, per-
haps because I see what is happening to
drinking water in California. Right
now in California it is going to cost $1
to $2 billion to clean up the poison in
our drinking water. And my friends are
saying: Plenty of time to study.

Members don’t want this to happen
to their State.

I yield the floor.
Mr. COCHRAN. 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.
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I move

to table the Chafee amendment, and I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

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

question is on agreeing to the motion
to table amendment No. 1522. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

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

roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the

Senator from Idaho (Mr. CRAPO) and
the Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK)
are necessarily absent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY), the Senator from Louisiana (Ms.
LANDRIEU), and the Senator from New
York (Mr. MOYNIHAN) are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from New York
(Mr. MOYNIHAN) would vote ‘‘no.’’

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

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 44, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 258 Leg.]

YEAS—51

Abraham
Akaka
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bayh
Bond
Boxer
Brownback
Bryan
Burns
Byrd
Cleland
Collins
Conrad
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd

Dorgan
Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Fitzgerald
Graham
Grams
Grassley
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Lautenberg

Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lugar
Mikulski
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Roberts
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Snowe
Torricelli
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—44

Allard
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman

Breaux
Bunning
Campbell
Chafee

Cochran
Coverdell
Craig
Domenici

Enzi
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Gregg
Hagel
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe

Jeffords
Kyl
Lincoln
Lott
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Roth
Santorum
Sessions

Shelby
Smith (NH)
Smith (OR)
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

NOT VOTING—5

Crapo
Kennedy

Landrieu
Mack

Moynihan

The motion was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 1521

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the Boxer
amendment.

The amendment (No. 1521) was agreed
to.

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to reconsider
the vote by which the amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

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

ator from Mississippi.
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the

only amendment that I am aware of
that has not already been agreed to by
the managers or a recommendation to
the Senate for agreement is the amend-
ment of the Senator from South Caro-
lina. Senator THURMOND has an amend-
ment. After his amendment is offered—
and it will be accepted—we have a
group of amendments that we can rec-
ommend be agreed to by the Senate. I
know of no other controversial amend-
ment that would require a recorded
vote.

Then it would be up to the Senate
whether to accept passage of the bill on
a voice vote or insist on a recorded
vote. I have had no one ask me to re-
quest the yeas and nays on final pas-
sage. So if that is an understanding
that is agreeable to the Senate, we will
proceed to accept the amendment of
the Senator from South Carolina, then
the agreed-upon list the managers will
recommend, and then adopt the bill on
final passage by voice vote.

If there is any objection to that,
speak up now.

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

ator from South Carolina.
AMENDMENT NO. 1523

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of foreign as-
sistance funds to promote the sale or ex-
port of alcoholic beverages, including
wine)
Mr. THURMOND. I send an amend-

ment to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report.
The assistant legislative clerk read

as follows:
The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.

THURMOND] proposes an amendment num-
bered 1523.

Mr. THURMOND. I ask unanimous
consent reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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The amendment is as follows:
On page 51, line 13, before the period, insert

the following: ‘‘, or alcoholic beverages, in-
cluding wine’’.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, the
mission of the Foreign Agricultural
Service, in conjunction with the Com-
modity Credit Corporation, is to open,
expand and maintain global market op-
portunities for agricultural commod-
ities. One program in place to accom-
plish this mission is the Market Access
Program. This program, funded at $90
million per year, is a cost-share pro-
gram to help U.S. companies expand
their sales in the international mar-
ketplace.

I recognize that export promotion is
a vital tool in our Nation’s effort to ex-
pand trade. Since its inception in 1986,
the Market Access Program has helped
many companies, trade organizations,
state and regional trade groups, and
agriculture cooperatives to build new
markets overseas.

There is, however, one aspect of the
market access program, which gives
me great concern. In late June, Sec-
retary Glickman announced the 1999 al-
locations of the $90 million authorized,
to 65 U.S. trade organizations for ex-
port promotion activities. Included in
that allocation is over $3.6 million for
the promotion of alcoholic beverages.

Even if one accepts the notion that
alcoholic beverages are ‘‘agricultural
commodities,’’ there is still difficulty
in justifying the Federal Government’s
promotion of such products. I do not
believe the United States Government
should be funding the marketing of al-
coholic beverages, within the United
States or in export markets. Further
support of this market promotion pro-
gram cannot be justified by public pol-
icy reasons or on economic grounds.

From a public policy viewpoint, the
promotion of alcoholic beverages, in-
cluding wine, by the Federal Govern-
ment is unsupportable. The Federal
Government spends millions of dollars
each year researching and combating
the ill effects of alcohol. The negative
consequences of alcohol use and abuse
are well documented—disease, cancer,
traffic deaths and injuries, economic
loss, and a variety of social costs. Last
September, the National Institutes of
Health published a study entitled,
‘‘The Economic Costs of Alcohol and
Drug Abuse in the United States, 1992.’’
The economic costs for alcohol abuse
alone were reported at over $148 billion.
Remember, these statistics were for
1992. There’s no doubt the costs are
greater today. I ask unanimous con-
sent that this table be printed in the
RECORD following my statement.

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

(See exhibit 1.)
Mr. THURMOND. It was for these

reasons and others that I was proud to
be a part of a National public health
campaign that resulted in alcohol con-
tainer warning labels. It is irrespon-
sible and poor public policy for the fed-
eral government to continue to sub-

sidize the marketing of alcohol bev-
erage products.

In addition, it is poor economics to
continue to support the alcohol bev-
erage industry’s export program. Quite
frankly, Mr. President, the Market Ac-
cess Program has been a huge success
for the wine industry. In the 13 years of
the Program, the wine industry has re-
ceived about $90 million in export pro-
gram funds. The Wine Institute boasts
that the California wine industry has
been one of the largest recipients of
USDA export promotion funding. This
has resulted in record exports each
year. During that time, export sales
have risen from $35 million in 1986 to
$537 million in 1998. This is a 448 per-
cent increase from export sales of a
decade ago.

I do not begrudge this success. The
wine industry is a legitimate industry,
producing and marketing a legal prod-
uct. It is made up of many small busi-
nesses, with thousands of employees. I
recognize it contributes billions of dol-
lars to or economy in sales, wages, and
taxes.

However, the success of the industry,
particularly with its record breaking
exports, leads me to conclude that fed-
eral government export subsidies are
improper, and no longer required. The
industry’s export program has matured
to the point where it can stand on its
own. Critical market development
funds can surely be used to assist less
successful agricultural commodity ex-
port programs.

Mr. President, the time has come to
discontinue the subsidy of wine ex-
ports. It is poor public policy and
wasteful spending. I would note than
the Federal Government has imposed a
similar restriction on export pro-
motion for tobacco.

The amendment I am offering would
expand the restriction of Federal fund-
ing to alcoholic beverages, including
wine.

EXHIBIT NO. 1

ECONOMIC COSTS OF ALCOHOL AND DRUG ABUSE IN THE
UNITED STATES, 1992

[In millions of dollars]

Economic costs Total ($) Alcohol
($)

Drugs
($)

Health Care Expenditures:
Alcohol and drug abuse services .......... 9,973 5,573 4,400
Medical consequences ........................... 18,778 13,247 5,531

Total, Health Care Expenditures ... 28,751 18,820 9,931
Productivity Effects (Lost Earnings):

Premature death .................................... 45,902 31,327 14,575
Impaired productivity ............................. 82,201 67,696 14,205
Institutionalized populations ................. 2,990 1,513 1,477
Incarceration .......................................... 23,356 5,449 17,907
Crime careers ........................................ 19,198 .............. 19,198
Victims of crime .................................... 3,071 1,012 2,059

Total, Productivity Effects ............ 176,418 106,997 69,421
Other Effects on Society:

Crime ..................................................... 24,282 6,312 17,970
Social welfare administration ............... 1,020 683 337
Motor vehicle crashes ............................ 13,619 13,619 ..............
Fire destruction ...................................... 1,590 1,590 ..............

Total, Other Effects on Society ..... 40,511 22,204 18,307

Grand Total ................................... 245,680 148,021 97,659

Note: Components may not sum to totals because of rounding.
Source: The Economic Costs of Alcohol and Drug Abuse in the United

States, 1992. H. Harwood, D. Fountain, and G. Livermore. Analysis by the
Lewin Group., Rockville, MD: DHHS, NIH, NIDA, OSPC, NIAAA, OPA. NIH Publi-
cation No. 98–4327, Printed September 1998.

Mr. THURMOND. I understand the
chairman will accept this amendment.

I thank him for his cooperation. I urge
adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 1523.

The amendment (No. 1523) was agreed
to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. 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. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that immediately
upon the passage of S. 1233, the Fiscal
Year 2000 Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration,
and Related Agencies Appropriations
Act, H.R. 1906, the House companion
measure, be discharged from com-
mittee and that the Senate proceed to
its immediate consideration; that all
after the enacting clause of H.R. 1906
be stricken and the text of S. 1233, as
passed, be inserted in lieu thereof; that
H.R. 1906 then be read for a third time
and deemed passed; that the Senate in-
sist on its amendment and request a
conference with the House and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint con-
ferees, and that upon the appointment
of conferees, the passage of S. 1233 be
vitiated and the bill S. 1233 be indefi-
nitely postponed.

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

Mr. COCHRAN. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. KOHL. 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. KOHL. I take this opportunity to
thank Senator COCHRAN and his staff,
particularly Becky Davies, and Galen
Fountain from my staff. Senator COCH-
RAN has been very cooperative, very
supportive. I think he has done a great
job in managing this bill. He has my
appreciation and my thanks.

I thank the Chair.
I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

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

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

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S10197August 4, 1999
AMENDMENTS NOS. 1524 THROUGH 1561 EN BLOC

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we are
now ready to proceed to the consider-
ation of the amendments. We are now
in a position to recommend on behalf
of the managers of the bill the amend-
ments to the bill that should be agreed
to by the Senate.

I am going to read a list of the
amendments, and the Senators who are
the authors of the amendments, and
the statements that accompany some
of the amendments. I will ask unani-
mous consent the amendments be con-
sidered en bloc, approved en bloc, and
that the statements relating to the
amendments be printed in the RECORD.

The list is as follows: an amendment
of Senator ABRAHAM on bovine tuber-
culosis research; Senator ABRAHAM,
Food and Drug Administration offices
in Detroit, MI; Bingaman-Leahy-
Domenici amendment on RCAP set-
aside for Native Americans; an amend-
ment by Senator BOND on contracts for
procurement of food aid commodities;
Senator BURNS, sense-of-the-Senate
resolution regarding eligibility of dry
beans for contract acreage; Senator
BYRD, an amendment relating to West
Virginia State College; an amendment
by Senators CLELAND and COVERDELL
to rename the School Lunch Act; an
amendment by Senator COCHRAN and
Senator KOHL regarding Mississippi
and Wisconsin pilot projects; an
amendment by Senator COCHRAN re-
garding rural business loans; Senator
COCHRAN’s amendment regarding rural
cooperative development grants for mi-
nority farmers; Senator DOMENICI’s
amendment on the National Drought
Commission; Senator DURBIN’s amend-
ment on Food and Drug Administra-
tion device earmark; Senator DURBIN’s
amendment on the sense-of-the-Senate
resolution regarding the U.S. Food Se-
curity Action Plan; Senator GORTON’s
amendment relating to assistance to
American farmers; an amendment by
Senators GRAHAM and MACK on funding
for the fruit fly exclusion and detection
in Florida; Senator KERREY’s amend-
ment earmarking funds for grassroots
projects; Senator LEVIN’s amendment
to provide funding for a special re-
search grant in Michigan; Senator LIN-
COLN’s amendment to rename a USDA
facility in Arkansas; Senator MACK’s
amendment to provide funding for cli-
mate change research; Senator MCCON-
NELL’s amendment regarding cross-
county leasing; Senator NICKLES’
amendment to modify section 739 of
the bill; an amendment by Senator
REID to provide funding for a special
research grant in Nevada; Senator ROB-
ERTS’ amendment on cross-compliance
with certain conservation require-
ments; Senator SESSIONS amendment
to fund a special research food safety
grant in Alabama; Senator BOB SMITH’s
amendment to waive certain rural util-
ities service regulations for a city in
New Hampshre; an amendment by Sen-
ator GORDON SMITH on paid advertising
for cranberries through the marketing
committee; amendments by Senator

STEVENS to amend the Food Stamp
Program, and WIC food packages; an
amendment by Senators INOUYE,
AKAKA, and STEVENS to authorize edu-
cation grant programs for Alaska and
Hawaii native institutions; Senator
STEVENS’ amendment on Smith Leaver
Act formulation; Senator STEVENS’
amendment on Hatch Act formula;
Senator THOMAS’ amendment on live-
stock marketing information systems;
Senator WELLSTONE’s amendment to
the Economic Research Service study
on food stamp participation; Senator
EDWARDS’ amendment to fund a re-
search project to improve early detec-
tion of crop diseases; Senator
HUTCHISON’s amendment, a sense-of-
the-Senate resolution on Food and
Drug Administration produce sam-
pling; an amendment by Senators
BRYAN and REID regarding Clark Coun-
ty, NV, Milk Marketing Order; Senator
BAUCUS’ amendment on the sense of
the Senate relating to WTO actions;
Senator KOHL’s amendment to increase
funding for existing research grants;
and an amendment by Senators HAR-
KIN, DASCHLE, and WELLSTONE to in-
crease funding for GIPSA.

I ask unanimous consent those
amendments be considered en bloc, be
agreed to en bloc, and statements re-
lating thereto be printed in the
RECORD.

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, there is an
objection to the Roberts’ cross-compli-
ance with certain conservation require-
ments.

Mr. COCHRAN. We will withdraw the
amendment by Senator ROBERTS on
cross-compliance with certain con-
servation requirements.

Mr. KOHL. Then we have no objec-
tion.

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

The amendments have been consid-
ered en bloc and agreed to en bloc.

The amendments (Nos. 1524 to 1561)
were agreed to, en bloc, as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 1524

(Purpose: To provide funding for bovine
tuberculosis research)

On page 13, line 13, strike ‘‘$54,276,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$54,476,000’’. On page 13, line 16, strike
‘‘$119,300,000’’ and insert ‘‘$119,100,000’’.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, this
amendment funds a special research
grant for the study of Bovine Tuber-
culosis by the Agricultural Experiment
Station at Michigan State University.
This special research grant will fund
the study of methods of transmission
of Bovine TB and will also look toward
developing vaccines and possibly a
cure.

In order to fund this grant, I propose
to reduce funding for Competitive re-
search grants within the Cooperative
State Research, Education, and Exten-
sion Service (CSREES). Specifically, I
intend to take this offset from Animal
systems account.

In the past year, Bovine TB has
spread from the oversized deer popu-
lation in the north to a number of
herds in Michigan’s northern lower pe-

ninsula. The spread of this disease
threatens Michigan’s TB-free status
and must be controlled as soon as pos-
sible. I urge my colleagues to support
this effort.

AMENDMENT NO. 1525

(Purpose: To provide the reduction of the
Food and Drug Administration capabilities
in Detroit, Michigan)
On page 68, line 5, before the period insert

the following: ‘‘, or the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration Detroit, Michigan District Of-
fice Laboratory; or to reduce the Detroit
Michigan Food and Drug Administration
District Office below the operating and full-
time equivalent staffing level of July 31,
1999; or to change the Detroit District Office
to a station, residence post or similarly
modified office; or to reassign residence
posts assigned to the Detroit District Of-
fice’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 1526

On page 35, line 20, after the semicolon, in-
sert the following: ‘‘not to exceed $12,000,000
shall be for water and waste disposal systems
to benefit Federally Recognized Native
American Tribes, including grants pursuant
to section 306C of such Act, provided that the
Federally Recognized Native American Tribe
is not eligible for any other rural utilities
programs set aside under the Rural Commu-
nity Advancement Program;’’.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, first,
I want to thank the chairman and
ranking member for their fine work on
this agricultural appropriations bill. I
also want to take this opportunity to
thank Senator LEAHY and his staff for
their work on this amendment. It will
mean a great deal to Tribes all over
America.

Mr. President, I am sure all Senators
recognize the important contributions
that the Rural Utilities Service is
making in every state. RUS has been
especially effective in the rural por-
tions of New Mexico. The RUS’s grant
and loan programs are making tremen-
dous progress in improving the quality
of life of our small towns and in Indian
Country. The basic health of rural peo-
ple in New Mexico, as well as their eco-
nomic future, are being greatly im-
proved by RUS’s programs.

I’d like to take a few minutes to ex-
plain what our amendment does. Under
current rules RUS can provide no more
than 75 percent of the cost of a project
in the form of a grant. The remaining
25 percent can be in the form of a loan
or from some other local source of
funds. This program works well
throughout most of rural America.
Communities generally have access to
taxing or bonding authority or to state
funds that they can use for the re-
quired matching funds or to guarantee
a loan.

However, there are some cases where
a community doesn’t have the means
to provide the required matching
funds. Congress has recognized this
problem and has created special rules
to address these unique situations. One
example are colonias, where Congress
allows RUS to provide 100 percent of
the cost of a project so that the local
community isn’t burdened by these im-
migrant settlements, and this bill pro-
vides up to $20 million for projects in
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colonias. Mr. President, the funding
authorization for colonias is a good
program, and I thank the Chairman
and ranking member for their contin-
ued support of it.

Very simply, our amendment would
create a parallel program for Indian
Country. Currently, RUS is already
providing loans and grants to tribes
using its standard funding rules. How-
ever, some tribes can’t take advantage
of RUS’s programs simply because they
don’t qualify for the loans required to
cover 25 percent of a project’s cost.
Tribes generally lack taxing or bonding
authority to provide these required
matching funds.

Mr. President, our amendment would
allow RUS to provide 100 percent of the
cost of a project for the most economi-
cally disadvantaged tribes that can’t
otherwise provide the required match-
ing funds. The amendment allows up to
$12 million for water and wastewater
projects for this purpose. The funds
come from within RUS’s existing ap-
propriation. Without our amendment, a
few of our tribes will continue to suffer
from a lack of basic water and sewer
systems.

Mr. President, our amendment is not
a substantial portion of RUS’s total ap-
propriation of $630 million, and the
funds would not be used unless a tribe
did not qualify for any of the RUS’s
other programs. I think this is an im-
portant program to help deal with the
critical infrastructure needs of our
tribes.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter from the National
Congress of American Indians sup-
porting this amendment be included in
the RECORD at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

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

(See Exhibit 1.)
Mr. BINGAMAN. Again, I want to

thank Senator LEAHY and his staff for
their work on this important amend-
ment and I hope the Senate will sup-
port it.

EXHIBIT 1

JULY 21, 1999.
Hon. JEFF BINGAMAN,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BINGAMAN: The National
Congress of American Indians (NCAI), the
oldest and largest Indian advocacy organiza-
tion is pleased to endorse the Leahy/Binga-
man amendment, number 1067, to the FY2000
agriculture appropriations bill (S. 1233). This
amendment will make available $12 million
dollars in direct funding for water and waste-
water projects in Indian Country.

The funds for the amendment are from
within the Rural Utilities Service’s (RUS)
$630 million dollar total appropriation. In
general, tribes are already eligible for RUS
funding; however, current rules limit RUS
grants to a maximum of 75 percent of a
project’s cost.

Infrastructure development in Indian
Country is at a critical need. The tribes who
can benefit the most are unable to access
RUS grants due to their inability to obtain
the 25 percent matching requirement from
either loans or other funding sources. More-
over, tribes generally lack taxing and bond-
ing authority to obtain the matching funds
normally required by RUS.

The structure of the new program in the
amendment parallels the $20 million dollar
grant program established for the colonias
located along the United States/Mexico bor-
der, which also allows RUS to provide 100%
of the cost of a project. A similar $20 million
grant program is also provided in the bill for
rural and Native Americans in Alaska. We
believe your amendment will benefit a num-
ber of tribes throughout Indian Country and
we thank you for your efforts.

Sincerely,
W. RON ALLEN,

President.
AMENDMENT NO. 1527

(Purpose: To limit the use of appropriated
funds for award of contracts through the
HUBZone program)
On page 76, between lines 6 and 7, insert

the following:
SEC. 7ll. CONTRACTS FOR PROCUREMENT

OF FOOD FOR PEACE COMMODITIES.—(a) DEFI-
NITIONS.—In this section:

(1) HUBZONE SOLE SOURCE CONTRACT.—The
term ‘‘HUBZone sole source contract’’ means
a sole source contract authorized by section
31 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 657a).

(2) HUBZONE PRICE EVALUATION PREF-
ERENCE.—The term ‘‘HUBZone price evalua-
tion preference’’ means a price evaluation
preference authorized by section 31 of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 657a).

(3) QUALIFIED HUBZONE SMALL BUSINESS
CONCERN.—The term ‘‘qualified HUBZone
small business concern’’ has the meaning
given the term in section 3(p) of the Small
Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632(p)).

(4) COVERED PROCUREMENT.—The term
‘‘covered procurement’’ means a contract for
the procurement or processing of a com-
modity furnished under title II or III of the
Agricultural Trade Development and Assist-
ance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1721 et seq.), sec-
tion 416(b) of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.S.C. 1431(b)), the Food for Progress Act of
1985 (7 U.S.C. 1736o), or any other commodity
procurement or acquisition by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation under any other
law.

(b) PROHIBITION OF USE OF FUNDS.—None of
the funds made available by this Act may be
used to award a HUBZone sole source con-
tract or a contract awarded through full and
open competition in combination with a
HUBZone price evaluation preference to any
qualified HUBZone small business concern in
any covered procurement if performance of
the contract by the business concern would
exceed the production capacity of the busi-
ness concern or would require the business
concern to subcontract to any other com-
pany or enterprise for the purchase of the
commodity being procured through the cov-
ered procurement.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, this
amendment is intended to prevent a
potentially harmful conflict that has
come to our attention as we implement
the new HUBZone program adopted in
the Small Business Reauthorization
Act. It appears this program doesn’t
quite mesh properly with the procure-
ment of grain products in the Food for
Peace program funded in this bill, and
I offer this amendment to prevent the
major economic disruption that could
occur between now and the time we are
able to correct this glitch in author-
izing legislation.

The HUBZone program is a valuable
new tool I was able to put together as
Chairman of the Small Business Com-
mittee. It provides competitive advan-
tages for small businesses located in

economically distressed areas as they
seek to obtain government contracts.
If these small businesses agree to hire
35 percent of their employees from
these distressed areas, they become eli-
gible for a 10 percent price evaluation
preference in bidding on contracts
awarded through free and open com-
petition. The law also provides for cer-
tain contracts to be set aside exclu-
sively for competition among HUBZone
small business concerns, as well as sole
source contracts.

As we implement this program this
year, we are occasionally running into
situations where the program doesn’t
quite fit with existing law and other
programs. We are working to resolve
these issues in a manner that we hope
will be as consistent as possible with
both the intent of the HUBZone law
and those other programs.

When the government purchases agri-
culture products for the Food for Peace
program, those purchases are a pro-
curement within the meaning of the
government’s’s small business procure-
ment policies, including the HUBZone
program. Some products like corn soy
blend are procured with a mix of both
small business set-asides and full and
open procedures. In this particular
case, 10% of the corn soy blend is pur-
chased as a set aside for small business
and 90% is purchased through full and
open competition.

Corn soy blend has only a handful of
about five vendors, only two of which
are small businesses. They would be
the only ones allowed to compete for
the small business set-aside. Only one
of those two small businesses is a
HUBZone small business, however.
That HUBZone vendor would also be el-
igible for the 10 percent price evalua-
tion preference in full and open com-
petition. It could bid up to 10 percent
more than the other vendors and still
be deemed the lowest bidder. For a
product like corn soy blend, operating
on narrow price margins, this 10 per-
cent preference is likely decisive.

This means that this one HUBZone
small business could lock up 90 percent
or even 100 percent of the entire mar-
ket for corn soy blend.It would do so as
a matter of law, not simply because it
produces the best product at the best
price. We could accidentally create a
monopoly by government action,
thanks to the way these various pro-
grams come together in this particular
type of procurement.

I can say as Chairman of the Small
Business Committee, this is not the
outcome we intended. We are not here
to create monopolies, even if the mo-
nopoly is currently a small business.
The small business program seeks to
expand small business opportunities
and foster competition, not stifle it.

That’s why I have offered this
amendment. This amendment does not
alter any of the existing programs—
Food for Peace or HUBZones. It just
says, let’s not create a monopoly be-
tween now and the time we are able to
adopt corrective legislation in the next
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small business reauthorization bill,
which is due next year. I’m sure we can
fix this problem appropriately. But in
the meantime, contracts for corn soy
blend will continue to be awarded, and
it is possible the market may have
been converted into a monopoly in the
short run.

My amendment says that no funds
will be used in this bill to award
HUBZone contracts for Food for Peace
commodities if the award would exceed
the actual production capacity of the
successful HUBZone small business.
The amendment places a similar limi-
tation on Food for Progress procure-
ments of commodities, which are pro-
cured in a similar fashion. CCC pro-
curements of non-commodity items—
such as desks, computers, office sup-
plies, and the other apparatus needed
by any Government agency—would not
be covered by this amendment.

This means that a HUBZone small
business would not be allowed to lock
up the entire market, collect the
HUBZone benefits, and then sub-
contract the actual contract perform-
ance to another firm. The business
would be limited by the amount of
commodity it could deliver on its own.
This prevents an abuse of the program
that could create a monopoly position
for a HUBZone small business, unfairly
threaten the livelihoods of its competi-
tors, and unnecessarily drive up costs
for the taxpayers.

I should note also that this doesn’t
lock out anybody, including small busi-
nesses that I hope will in fact take ad-
vantage of the HUBZone program. It
just prevents an abuse of the HUBZone
program while we put together a long-
term fix that reflects the particular
circumstances that prevail in commod-
ities procurement.

I would note also that I anticipate
this will be necessary only for this
year. I know the managers of the Agri-
culture Appropriations bill sometimes
get a little frustrated at the number of
general provisions that get inserted
into this bill, and many times these
provisions tend to be carried over from
year to year. In this particular case, we
seek only to prevent market disruption
in the interim until we tackle this in

the small business reauthorization that
will be due next year. Thus, I think
this provision will be only for the Fis-
cal 2000 bill that is in front of us.

This should be a non-controversial
amendment, and I hope it can be
cleared by unanimous consent. My
staff and I are available to answer
questions for anyone needing clarifica-
tion on this.

AMENDMENT NO. 1528

On Page 76, after Line 6 insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . It is the Sense of the Senate that
the Secretary of Agriculture shall exercise
reasonable treatment of producers in order
to avoid harmful consequences regarding the
inadvertent planting of dry beans on con-
tract acres, up to and including the 1999 crop
year.

AMENDMENT NO. 1529

(Purpose: To designate West Virginia State
College in Institute, West Virginia, as a
land-grant college and to provide funding
for the college, with an offset)
On page 13, line 11, strike ‘‘$29,676,000’’ and

insert ‘‘$30,676,000’’.
On page 13, line 13, before the semicolon,

insert the following: ‘‘, of which $1,000,000
shall be made available to West Virginia
State College in Institute, West Virginia,
which for fiscal year 2000 and thereafter shall
be designated as an eligible institution under
section 1445 of the National Agricultural Re-
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3222)’’.

On page 13, line 16, strike ‘‘$119,100,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$117,100,000’’.

On page 14, line 22, strike ‘‘$474,377,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$473,377,000’’.

On page 16, line 16, strike ‘‘$25,843,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$26,843,000, of which $1,000,000 shall be
made available to West Virginia State Col-
lege in Institute, West Virginia, which for
fiscal year 2000 and thereafter shall be des-
ignated as an eligible institution under sec-
tion 1444 of the National Agricultural Re-
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act
of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3221)’’.

On page 16, line 23, strike ‘‘$421,620,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$422,620,000’’.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, West Vir-
ginia State College in Institute, West
Virginia, was designated by Congress
as one of the original 1890 land-grant
schools under the Second Morrill Act.
The college was the first 1890 land-
grant school to be accredited and has
been accredited longer than any other
public college or university in West
Virginia.

West Virginia was one of six states to
establish a new land-grant college
under State control. West Virginia
State College faithfully met its duties
to the citizens of West Virginia as a
land-grant college in an outstanding
manner.

However, on October 23, 1956, the
State Board of Education voted to sur-
render the land-grant status of State
College (effective July 1, 1957). Histor-
ical data suggests that this action was
taken in an effort to enhance State
College’s ability to accommodate vet-
erans returning home with GI benefits.
In addition, the decision to surrender
the land-grant status preceded explicit
funding by Congress for land-grant in-
stitutions.

For thirty-three years, West Virginia
State College has sought to regain its
land-grant status. On February 12, 1991,
Governor Gaston Caperton signed a bill
into law that provided redesignation
authority for land-grant status from
the State of West Virginia. On March
28, 1994, then U.S. Department of Agri-
culture Secretary Mike Espy informed
West Virginia Governor Caperton that
State College would receive a partial
land-grant designation that would enti-
tle the college to $50,000 annually
under the Second Morrill Act.

It has become clear that funding,
rather than merit, is the issue that
must be addressed to reinstate West
Virginia State College’s land-grant sta-
tus. I have authored an amendment
that would provide $2 million in addi-
tional funds for 1890 Institution enti-
tlements to be used for base line fund-
ing for West Virginia State College.
This amendment does not grant full
1890 land-grant funding privileges to
State College, but provides a $2 million
entitlement. The amendment does not
cut into the current 1890 entitlement
accounts. It adds additional funding
with an offset from the National Re-
search Initiative account.

My amendment provides fair treat-
ment to West Virginia State College,
an original 1890 land-grant school, and
I thank my colleagues for supporting
this provision.

N O T I C E
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f

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, AUGUST
5, 1999

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I now
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
adjourn until the hour of 9:30 a.m. on
Thursday, August 5. I further ask con-
sent that on Thursday, immediately
following the prayer, the Journal of
proceedings be approved to date, the
morning hour be deemed expired, the

time for the two leaders be reserved for
their use later in the day, and the Sen-
ate then begin 30 minutes of debate on
the Holbrooke nomination by a pre-
vious order.

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

Mr. COCHRAN. I further ask that fol-
lowing the disposition of the Holbrooke
nomination, the Senate resume consid-
eration of the Interior appropriations
bill.

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

f

PROGRAM

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, when
the Senate receives the Tax Reconcili-
ation conference report from the House
of Representatives, it will begin con-
sideration of that legislation. There-
fore, Senators should expect votes into
the evening during Thursday’s session
of the Senate.
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ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M.

TOMORROW

Mr. COCHRAN. If there is no further
business to come before the Senate, I
now ask unanimous consent the Senate
stand in adjournment under the pre-
vious order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 9:48 p.m., adjourned until Thursday,
August 5, 1999, at 9:30 a.m.
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SWAP FUND TRANSACTIONS

HON. RICHARD E. NEAL
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker,
today I am introducing legislation to eliminate
a tax avoidance technique available only to
the very wealthy. This technique involves the
use of swap funds.

Like the legendary phoenix, a bird that lived
for 500 years, burned itself to ashes on a
pyre, and rose alive from the ashes to live
again; this swap fund transaction has been
closed down by Congress three times to date,
only to see life again in the form of new and
more exotic designs to get around whatever
restrictions had been placed into law.

Legislation to shut down this particular prac-
tice was enacted in 1967, 1976, and again in
1997. In 1967, Congress enacted a law to pre-
vent swap funds from being transacted in the
form of a corporation, as was popular at the
time. This led to the swap fund transaction
being resurrected in the form of a partnership,
which was closed down in 1976. Subse-
quently, the industry developed methods to
get around both laws by manipulating the 80
percent test for investment companies. The
Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 closed these
transactions down by broadening the definition
of financial assets that are taken into account
for purposes of the 80 percent test. Obviously,
the point here is that three times Congress
has acknowledged the tax avoidance potential
of this transaction, and three times Congress
has made a public policy decision to close this
shelter down. And three times Congress has
failed. We will not fail again.

Swap funds are designed to permit individ-
uals with large blocks of appreciated stock to
diversify their portfolio without recognizing gain
and paying tax. In this transaction, a fund is
established into which wealthy individuals with
large blocks of undiversified stock transfer
their stock. In exchange for the transferred
stock, these individuals receive an equivalent
interests in the fund’s diversified portfolio. In
effect, these individuals have now diversified
their holdings by mixing their shares of stock
with different shares of stock from other indi-
viduals, without having to sell that stock and
pay tax on the gain like ordinary Americans.

The swap fund transaction is complicated,
and is limited to individuals with large blocks
of stock. For example, a recent offering was
limited to subscriptions for $1 million, although
the general partner retained the right to accept
subscriptions of lesser amounts. This, how-
ever, does not mean an individual with only a
million dollars in stock could invest in the
swap fund. In order to avoid Securities and
Exchange Commission registration require-
ments, these transactions are often limited to
sophisticated investors who under SEC regu-
lations, according to a 1998 prospectus, must
have total investment holdings in excess of $5
million.

As outlined above, current law tries to stop
swap funds involving a corporation or a part-
nership that is in investment company. An in-
vestment company is a corporation or partner-
ship where the contribution of assets results in
a diversification of the investor’s portfolio, and
more than 80 percent of the assets of which
are defined by law as includable for purposes
of this test.

In the most current form of the swap fund
transaction, that limitation is avoided by hold-
ing at least 21 percent of assets in preferred
and limited interests in limited partnerships
holding real estate. In fact, the purpose of the
fund is clearly identified by the prospectus,
which states that ‘‘the value of the Private In-
vestments will constitute at least 21% of the
total value of the Fund’s portfolio, so that the
Fund will satisfy the applicable requirements
of the Code and the Treasury Regulations
governing the nonrecognition of gain for fed-
eral income tax purposes in connection with
the contribution of appreciated property to a
partnership.’’ As in past years, the bill I am in-
troducing addresses the specific transaction
being used; that is, the bill would eliminate the
latest avoidance technique by providing that
such investments would be treated as financial
assets for purposes of the 80 percent test.

The second part of this bill at long last rec-
ognizes the inadequacy of the above ap-
proach, given its 32 year record of failure. This
section states that any transfer of marketable
stock or securities to any entity would be a
taxable event, if that entity is required to be
registered as an investment company under
the securities laws, or would be required to
register but for the fact that interests in the en-
tity are only offered to sophisticated investors,
or if that entity is formed or availed of for pur-
poses of allowing investors to engage in tax-
free exchanges of stock for diversified port-
folios.

The effective date of this legislation is for
transfers after date of Committee action, with
an exception for binding contracts signed prior
to date of introduction. While it is clear that the
Committee will decide on the appropriate ef-
fective date, I do not believe it would be fair
to apply this legislation to contracts signed
prior to the date that taxpayers were first on
notice of a potential change in the law. This
effective date is, by the way, similar to the ef-
fective date the Committee chose for the 1997
change.

For those taxpayers who react by rushing
their deals, they should be on notice that I in-
tend to attach this legislation to the first tax bill
that emerges from the Committee on Ways
and Means after September 1, 1999. For
those who have technical suggestions to make
to the legislation, it would behoove them for
the same reason to analyze this bill carefully
and make whatever technical suggestions they
have as soon as they practically can.

Mr. Speaker, the life and death of this trans-
action is not simply another instance of Amer-
ican ingenuity and creativity which we can all
admire. It is, in reality, a practical example of
the need to seriously consider what generic

powers should be granted to the Department
of the Treasury to close down certain tax shel-
ters without waiting for Congress, which inevi-
tably can only attempt to keep up with the
most obvious techniques being utilized to mini-
mize tax payments.

One of the great dangers I see on the hori-
zon, Mr. Speaker, is that the proliferation of
tax shelters will eventually lead to a severe
backlash by Congress that may not be as well
crafted as many, including myself, would like.
f

OFFICERS STEVE REEVES AND
STEPHEN GILLNER

HON. BOB BARR
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, those
cynics who say America has no real heroes
anymore have never heard the names Steve
Reeves and Stephen Gillner.

Both men filled one of the most dangerous
roles in the Cobb County Police Department
by serving on its SWAT team. Late last month,
both men gave their lives in a heroic effort to
save an elderly woman.

Officers Gillner and Reeves were both de-
voted husbands and fathers. They were both
active in their communities. Both had a record
of putting their own lives at risk to help others.

Officer Gillner received an Officer of the
Year nomination for pulling a man from a
burning van. Reeves received awards for sav-
ing a family from a burning home and rescuing
an officer from an armed suspect.

Every day, we are disappointed to see the
sports figures and celebrities many look up to,
letting us down. Officers Gillner and Reeves
did not let us down. They lived their lives as
quiet heroes; protecting lives, loving their fami-
lies, and making it possible for the rest of us
to enjoy the safety we all too often take for
granted.

In life and death, these two brave officers
taught all of us what it really means to be a
hero. While nothing can erase their loss, we
can take comfort in knowing they gave their
lives doing a job they loved, and doing it well.
f

WORKFORCE SKILLS SHORTAGES

HON. DAVID DREIER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
commend the Chairman of the Immigration
Subcommittee, Representative LAMAR SMITH,
for recognizing the important role technology
companies play in our nation’s economy, and
holding a hearing on Thursday to investigate
the workforce shortage affecting America’s
high-tech industries. The high-tech explosion
experienced in the U.S. has created over 1
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million jobs since 1993 and produced an in-
dustry unemployment rate of 1.4 percent. In
California alone, this technology explosion has
made the Golden State number one in high-
tech employment by creating 784,151 jobs
and making up 61 percent of California’s ex-
ports. As a result, our nation’s economy has
surged and the American people are enjoying
the highest standard of living in history.

While our economy is strong, we must rec-
ognize that if cutting edge technology compa-
nies do not have access to growing numbers
of highly skilled personnel, it will threaten our
nation’s ability to maintain robust economic
growth and expanding opportunities. For the
second year in a row, robust growth in tech-
nology in technology industries have placed
significant strains on the H–1B visa program.
Last year, these visas were increased to en-
sure that the scarcity of skilled workers not un-
dermine the ability of the economy to grow.
Unfortunately, the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service reached the visa cap in June
leaving 42,000 visas outstanding. Additionally,
there are currently over 340,000 unfilled posi-
tions in the high-tech industry, and the Depart-
ment of Labor projects that this deficit will in-
crease by 1 million workers in the next dec-
ade.

I believe that highly-skilled, temporary for-
eign workers are critical to filling a limited
number of positions for which no qualified
Americans are available. That is why I intro-
duced the New Workers for Economic Growth
Act of 1999 as the House companion for S.
1440 introduced by Senator PHIL GRAMM. This
legislation increases the level of H–1B visas
available for highly-skilled scientists and engi-
neers to 200,000 for the years 2000–2002.

It is clear that education reform and worker
training are essential to ensure that American
citizens are able to take advantage of these
positions. The fact is, half of the student grad-
uating from American universities with doctor-
ates in science, math and computer program-
ming are foreign-born students. The lack of in-
vestment in educating Americans in these
subject areas is a serious long-term problem
that must be addressed. In the short-term,
however, I believe a temporary increase in
H1B admissions is warranted. I commend
Chairman SMITH for exploring the current situ-
ation so that a workforce shortage does not
threaten our vibrant economy.
f

WORKPLACE PRESERVATION ACT

SPEECH OF

HON. GREG WALDEN
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, August 3, 1999

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 987) to require
the Secretary of Labor to wait for comple-
tion of a National Academy of Sciences
study before promulgating a study or guide-
line on ergonomics:

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
support of the Workplace Preservation Act and
in support of American small business. All
we’re asking is for the Occupational Safety
and Health Administration to delay implemen-
tation of a new workplace ergonomics rule
until the National Academy of Science finishes

a study of the effects of workplace
ergonomics.

The rule that OSHA wants to implement is
conservatively estimated to cost Americans
$3.5 billion a year. As a small business owner,
I am very concerned about how federal regu-
lations affect people and their jobs. Too often
the people who suffer are not only the small
business owners, but also their employees.
And the regulation being discussed by OSHA
is indeed large. It could have harmful effects
on the economies of the small towns that dot
my district where there are not many choices
of where to work. Often in Central, Southern,
and Eastern Oregon, if you lose your job at
the local tire store or construction company,
there are no other employment choices.

The federal government has already played
a role in driving the unemployment rate in
Grant County to almost 17% in April of this
year by halting access to the federal lands
that dominate the landscape of Oregon. Now
it wants to micro-manage small business? I
believe that before the federal government im-
plements a drastic increase in its interference
in America’s small businesses, it needs all the
information it can get on ergonomics. It is not
too much to ask OSHA to wait to implement
its rule until we have a chance to examine the
ergonomics study being performed by NAS at
the request of Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I join the small business
owners of America in thanking my friend from
Missouri, Mr. Blunt, for his leadership on this
important issue. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this reasonable and pro small-business
bill.
f

A TRIBUTE TO THE LATE ROSLYN
MCGRUDER CLARK

HON. CARRIE P. MEEK
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to the late Roslyn
McGruder Clark, a native of Miami who
passed away Saturday of a brain aneurysm at
the age of 48.

Roslyn Clark was a precious asset to our
community. Her enthusiasm for her work, her
compassion for other people, and her dedica-
tion to public service speak to the very best
tradition of police service.

Roslyn was simply an outstanding law en-
forcement officer. She worked hard, and she
worked smart. Education was extremely im-
portant to her. She was a graduate of Miami’s
Jackson Senior High School. She held a Mas-
ter of Science degree from Biscayne College,
and had completed graduate course work at
Florida Atlantic University and at the University
of Miami.

Roslyn Clark’s tremendous abilities were
recognized by her superiors. She attained the
rank of major and was the highest-ranked Afri-
can-American female police officer in the
Miami-Dade Police Department. Her task was
to head the Northside Police Station in the
Liberty City area of Miami, considered by
many to be the most violent area in Dade
County.

Roslyn Clark did not shrink from this chal-
lenge; she welcomed it. For she had grown up
in this area. She knew the people, and she

knew the problems. Even more important, she
was a talented leader who knew how to make
the police force work for the community. She
used every tool available to her—personnel,
training, community groups, educators. She
forged relationships with residents and young
people. Because of her work and under her di-
rection, the neighborhood began to improve.
This is an important part of her legacy.

Major Roslyn McGruder Clark is survived by
her husband, Edgar Clark, her son Keenan,
her stepson Edgar Clark, Jr., and by her ma-
ternal grandmother, Mrs. Helen Ward. I extend
to them, on behalf of our entire community,
my heartfelt sympathy at their loss, which is
our loss.

From this day forward, whenever men and
women of determination and good will talk
about those in our community who made a
positive contribution, whey will remember Ros-
lyn Clark.
f

TWENTY-FIRST AMENDMENT
ENFORCEMENT ACT

SPEECH OF

HON. DARLENE HOOLEY
OF OREGON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, August 3, 1999

The House in Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union had under
consideration the bill (H.R. 2031) to provide
for injunctive relief in Federal district court
to enforce State laws relating to the inter-
state transportation of intoxicating liquor:

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to express my concerns about the impact
of H.R. 2031 on small family-owned vintners
and wine producers in my district.

This issue before us is much more complex
than it seems on the surface. Of course, teens
should not be able to order a case of beer
from their home computers. Nor should they
be able to mail order shipments of alcohol to
their front door. Because of this, I will support
this bill.

But we are voting on much more than this.
This bill basically states that federal courts

might get involved when an adult visits a small
family owned winery in person and purchases
wine for their own consumption, then has that
wine shipped home.

I see no reason why this transaction—which
could still be prosecuted in a state court if it
violated a state law—should be pushed into
the federal courts.

We do not have the resources to use the
federal courts to chase such violations of state
law.

I hope to introduce stand alone legislation
that would address my concerns and I ask my
colleagues for their support.

Such an effort would be pro-small business,
pro-tourism, and pro-family farmer.
f

JUDITH TAYLOR

HON. HEATHER WILSON
OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I wish to bring
to your attention the outstanding work of Ju-
dith Taylor.
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Judith Taylor teaches mathematics at Inez

Elementary School in Albuquerque, New Mex-
ico, in my district. Recently, she received the
National Science Foundation 1998 Presidential
Award for Excellence in Mathematics and
Science Teaching. The award honors 208
teachers from around the country whose work
makes them role models for other educators
to emulate.

Ms. Taylor’s unique philosophy and creative
approach to teaching math has touched the
lives of many students and impressed the
judges of the contest. She believes most stu-
dents’ fears about math manifest themselves
early because students are uncomfortable with
common teaching methods. Rather than forc-
ing her students to memorize rules, Taylor
teaches them to look for patterns in mathe-
matics.

I am certain most adults can remember a
teacher from their school days who was a
positive influence not only in their school work,
but also in their lives. I thank her for being a
positive influence to the students in the first
district.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that we recognize and
thank Judith Taylor for her hard work and
dedication in teaching mathematics.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. LUIS V. GUTIERREZ
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, in the
evening of Thursday, July 29, 1999, and the
morning of Friday, July 30, 1999, I was un-
avoidably absent from this Chamber and
therefore missed rollcall vote No. 355 (Motion
to Instruct Conferees on S. 900), rollcall vote
No. 354 (Motion to instruct Conferees on H.R.
1501), rollcall vote No. 353 (the Pitts amend-
ment to H.R. 2606), rollcall vote No. 352 (the
Moakley amendment to H.R. 2606) and rollcall
No. 351 (the Campbell amendment to H.R.
2606).

I want the RECORD to show that if I had
been able to be present in this chamber when
these votes were cast, I would have voted
‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 355, rollcall vote 354,
and rollcall vote 352. I would have voted ‘‘no’’
on rollcall vote 353 and rollcall vote 351.
f

CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY PAY-
MENT PROTECTION ACT OF 1999

SPEECH OF

HON. PAUL RYAN
OF WISCONSIN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, August 2, 1999

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the Construction Contrac-
tors Payment Protection Act of 1999, H.R.
1219. This legislation has been carefully craft-
ed to balance the rights and interests of the
parties on projects covered by the Miller Act.
The Miller Act requires a performance bond to
protect the government for completion of the
project and payment bonds to protect certain
persons providing labor and materials since
these persons are not afforded the protection
of mechanics liens on federal projects. Legis-

lation previously proposed did not adequately
balance these considerations. I am pleased
that twenty-three construction industry groups
including the Associated General Contractors
of America, the Surety Association of America,
American Insurance Association and National
Association of Surety Bond Producers were
able to agree upon provisions enhancing the
current Miller Act.

Bonding is a very important benchmark in
the construction industry. This bill preserves
that benchmark. Bond capacity represents a
company’s financial and capacity to complete
a project. Bonded contractors expose their
companies to rigorous financial and oper-
ational evaluation and their officers often
pledge corporate and personal financial assets
as collateral to the bond.

The Miller Act was designed to protect sub-
contractors and the government to ensure the
timely completion of a construction project.
Government contractors have proven to be
very reliable. Hundreds of thousands of con-
tracts are entered into annually. The govern-
ment purchases billions of dollars of construc-
tion services.

I commend the gentleman from Virginia,
Representative DAVIS and the gentlelady from
New York, Representative MALONEY, and the
Chairman of the subcommittee, Representa-
tive HORN for their extraordinary efforts to
reach a consensus agreement by so many in
the construction industry.
f

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE
HOUSE WITH REGARD TO SHUT-
TLE MISSION STS–93, COM-
MANDED BY COLONEL EILEEN
COLLINS, FIRST FEMALE SPACE
SHUTTLE COMMANDER

SPEECH OF

HON. STENY H. HOYER
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, August 2, 1999
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

recognize the tremendous accomplishments of
Air Force Colonel Eileen Marie Collins as the
first female space shuttle commander. Col.
Collins represents the best in America’s space
program and I congratulate her and the crew
for the successful deployment of the Chandra
X-Ray Observatory during the STS–93 Mis-
sion aboard the Shuttle Columbia. With three
missions under her belt, Col. Collins has cer-
tainly become one of our most experienced
astronauts.

I look forward to seeing the results of the
time and resources invested in making the
Chandra X-Ray Observatory a reality. The tel-
escope will give scientists an important tool to
study phenomena like exploding stars, qua-
sars and black holes.

Chandra and other major projects like
Hubble and Landsat are the results of a team
effort of NASA scientists, engineers, contrac-
tors, educational institutions and the highly
trained astronauts who place these satellites
and observatories into orbit. While we com-
mend the efforts of this mission and NASA’s
many previous accomplishments, I am deeply
concerned by the $1 billion cut in NASA’s
overall budget of $13.6 billion and the impact
this will have on future programs like Hubble’s
successor, the Next Generation Space Tele-
scope.

Goddard Space Flight Center is one of
NASA’s premier research and program man-
agement facilities and the facility that will be
most impacted by the cuts. The $1 billion dol-
lar cut would adversely impact NASA’s Space
and Earth Science Programs based at God-
dard. These are serious cuts and I am deeply
concerned with the impact this will have on
the almost 12,000 employees that work either
directly as employees or indirectly as contrac-
tors.

So as we recognize the success of STS–93
and Col. Collins’ tremendous achievement, let
us also keep in mind that future programs like
Discovery and the Next Generation Space Tel-
escope—programs that will utilize the shuttle
program—face an uncertain and unnecessary
fate, as a result of these cuts.
f

JAMAICA’S INDEPENDENCE DAY
CELEBRATION

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to a remarkable island nation which
will be celebrating its 37th year of Independ-
ence on Friday, August 6, 1999. This is the is-
land nation of Jamaica. But although inde-
pendent Jamaica will be celebrating its 37th
birthday this Friday, the nation of Jamaica is
much older than its 37 years. In fact, this na-
tion was born in 1655, 344 years ago, when
the former African slaves established free Ma-
roon settlements after the Spanish colonial
power had departed the island. It came to
adolescence on August 1, 1834, when slavery
was abolished throughout the British Empire.
Independence is the culmination of a long pe-
riod of gestation, growth, and maturity in the
life of this nation.

Jamaica has bequeathed a glorious legacy
of resistance to human oppression. The Ma-
roon rebellion, led by its freedom fighters, in-
flicted heavy losses on the British and forced
them to recognize the autonomy of the Ma-
roon communities. Among its pantheon of
freedom fighters are Cudjoe, Nanny, Johnny,
and Accompong.

Jamaica provided leadership during the
labor disturbances of 1938, when harsh social
conditions forced the working class to take se-
rious industrial action. Among the leaders of
the labor revolt were Allen George Coombs,
the old Garveyite warrior St. William Grant,
and the incomparable William Alexander
Bustamante.

Jamaican contribution has not been con-
fined to the island of Jamaica. Jamaicans
have contributed to the struggle for human
rights in the U.S.A. Among the outstanding Ja-
maicans who have contributed to our history
are John Brown Russwurm, the author of the
first black newspaper, Freedom’s Journal,
Robert Brown Elliot, who served in this Con-
gress from the great State of South Carolina,
during the Reconstruction period, Claude
McKay, one of the outstanding authors during
the Harlem Renaissance, and Marcus Mosiah
Garvey, the prophet of Pan African nation-
alism.

Jamaica has produced more musical genres
than any country in the world, except the U.S.
Its traditional African rhythms as reflected in
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the Kumina, Myal and Pocomania cults led to
the development of the worksongs, then to the
Mento, then the Ska, the Rock Steady and fi-
nally the internationally acclaimed Reggae
music.

Each of these musical genres has produced
its pantheon of superstars. The worksongs
produced the acclaimed lyricist, Harry
Belafonte, the Mento produced the legendary
Lord Flea and Lord Fly, the Ska produced the
Skatalites, Rock Steady produced artistes
such as Hopeton Lewis and Delroy Wilson,
and Reggae produced Jimmy Cliff, Peter Josh,
Dennis Brown, and the incomparable Robert
Nesta Marley.

This nation has produced more sports he-
roes than any other nation, with the exception
of the U.S. It has produced superstars in the
fields of cricket, soccer, netball, hockey, box-
ing, and athletics. It has created history in
such nontraditional sports as bobsled, chess,
and baseball. It has contributed to the Amer-
ican past time by producing such superstars
as Patrick Ewing of the Knicks, Devon White
formerly of the Blue Jays, and Chili Davis of
the Yankees.

Mr. Speaker, never in the long history of
human achievement has a nation of such
modest size, population, and resources pro-
duced so many talented individuals in virtually
every field of human endeavor—in the strug-
gle against oppression, in the struggle for so-
cial justice, in the task of creating an
Afrocentric identity, and in the fields of music,
drama, and sports.

I wish to conclude by paraphrasing a tribute,
which William Shakespeare once paid to an-
other island nation:
This royal throne of Kings, this scepter’d
isle,
This Earth of majesty, this seat of Mars,
This other Eden, demi-paradise.
This happy breed of men, this little world,
This precious stone set in a silver sea,
This blessed plot, this Earth, this realm,
This Jamaica.

f

JANICE USSERY

HON. HEATHER WILSON
OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I wish to bring
to your attention the outstanding work of Jan-
ice Ussery. She was recently recognized for
her community service to Albuquerque, New
Mexico.

Janice Ussery volunteers with the Meals on
Wheels Association in Albuquerque, New
Mexico, which is in the First Congressional
District of New Mexico. Recently, the Meals on
Wheels Association of America named her
their Volunteer of the Year. Janice started vol-
unteering with Meals on Wheels in 1981 as a
driver delivering hot meals to clients.

Her campaign for providing quality meals
played a major part in the Albuquerque Meals
on Wheels obtaining a kitchen of their own.
Through her involvement the quality of home
cooked meals delivered to the needy im-
proved. The improvements came, not only
from the product, but through creating a
friendly working environment for staff and vol-
unteers.

Janice Ussery not only brings meals to the
needy, she also brings pride to our commu-

nity. Mr. Speaker, I thank Ms. Ussery for her
hard work and dedication and ask that we rec-
ognize her.
f

TRIBUTE TO COLONEL WALTER J.
CUNNINGHAM OF HUNTSVILLE,
ALABAMA

HON. ROBERT E. (BUD) CRAMER
OF ALABAMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this opportunity to pay tribute to Col. Wal-
ter J. Cunningham of Huntsville, Alabama, on
the occasion of his retirement from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers.

Col. Cunningham has dedicated thirty years
of outstanding service to the U.S. Army and
this Nation. In his thirty year career, he has
held every position available to an engineer
office, excelling at each assignment. The nu-
merous awards, distinctions and decorations
he has garnered mark his career as among
the finest of our Nation’s leaders and patriots.

Among his impressive range of accomplish-
ments are the positions of platoon leader in
Alaska, project engineer for construction of
Ramon Air Base in Israel and Battalion Oper-
ations Officer in Louisiana. Recognition by the
U.S. House of Representatives is a fitting trib-
ute to one who has provided so much time, so
much labor and so much strong leadership to-
wards the defense of our nation.

Col. Cunningham is praised by his col-
leagues for his innovative and effective man-
agement saving taxpayers tens of millions of
dollars in military construction projects with the
Department of Defense.

I congratulate Col. Cunningham and his wife
Phyllis on his richly deserved retirement and I
wish him the best in his future years.

As an army veteran, I am proud to have this
opportunity to recognize his tremendous serv-
ice and accomplishments as well as thank him
for his extraordinary contributions to Alabama
and the defense of the United States.
f

TRIBUTE TO EDWARD M. WOLIN,
M.D.

HON. BRAD SHERMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to Dr. Edward M. Wolin, recipient
of the Ahavas Chesed Award, which recog-
nizes individuals for their compassion and
dedication to humanity. Dr. Wolin is a clinical
oncologist, who has dedicated numerous
years toward the prevention and treatment of
cancer.

President Kennedy once said. ‘‘for those to
whom much is given, much is required.’’ Dr.
Wolin has been blessed with a brilliant mind
and a caring heart, and he has used these as-
sets toward improving the quality of life for so
many, not just nationally, but globally.

The prevention and treatment of cancer is
one of the most prominent and necessary
fields of modern medicine. This year, over
1,400,000 United States citizens are expected
to be diagnosed with cancer to curing the

most common and lethal cancers, working dili-
gently to curb their degenerative effects.

Dr. Wolin’s wonderful practices began after
attending Yale University School of Medicine.
He subsequently taught on the Washington
University School of Medicine staff, and be-
came the Chief of Clinical Oncology Teaching
and Research at the Jewish Hospital of St.
Louis. In 1981, Dr. Wolin began practicing in
southern California, and he later became the
associate medical director at the Cedars-Sinai
Comprehensive Cancer in Los Angeles, where
he is currently engineering innovative efforts
toward developing new methods in the pre-
vention and treatment of cancer.

Mr. Speaker, distinguished colleagues,
please join me in honoring Dr. Edward M.
Wolin. Helping to cure the world of cancer is
an honorable deed that merits the utmost re-
spect, for his selfless work is paving the way
for a better tomorrow. Dr. Wolin’s commitment
sets an example for us all.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. PATRICK J. KENNEDY
OF RHODE ISLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. Speak-
er, I was not able to be present for rollcall vote
364. Had I been present, I would have voted
‘‘yea.’’
f

LOSING THE BATTLE FOR PEACE
IN KOSOVO

HON. RON PACKARD
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, when the
House of Representatives considered legisla-
tion to approve the use of American forces as
part of the NATO coalition against Yugoslavia,
many Members of Congress, including myself,
cautioned that military strikes would do little to
end this centuries-old conflict, and instead
might only aggravate tensions.

Mr. Speaker, it has been several weeks
since Slobodan Milosevic agreed to withdraw
his forces from Kosovo and daily NATO bomb-
ings of Yugoslavia ceased. While some were
quick to proclaim victory and openly declare
that this President’s ‘‘legacy’’ had finally been
secured, it is now becoming plainly apparent
that the bloodshed never really ended.

Milosevic’s Serbian forces committed rep-
rehensible human acts not seen in Europe
since Hitler’s Germany. Actively working to
thwart his maniacal and murderous scheme
was a noble defense of all humanity. I am
proud of our men and women in uniform who
acted with courage and patriotism while serv-
ing the interests of peace in trying to stop the
rapes, killings and ethnic cleansing. Peace-
keeping should be an ‘‘ethnically blind’’ oper-
ation.

Despite the best of intentions, the cycle of
violence in this region of the world continues.
Kosovo is still a warzone, and the prospect for
peace is no better today than it was when
NATO airstrikes began. I remain convinced
that this Administration’s policies have failed
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all the people of this region. I firmly believe
that more attentive and more skillful diplomacy
months and years earlier may have prevented
this entire war.

Mr. Speaker, the world needs strong Amer-
ican leadership abroad, and Congress should
not hesitate to demand a more coherent strat-
egy from this President to ensure a lasting
peace in this war-torn region. Stopping one
campaign of hatred and violence only to per-
mit others to kill and maim is hardly a legacy
to be proud of.
f

JOHN RICHMOND, GASTON
DEVIGNE AND KATYA HAFICH

HON. HEATHER WILSON
OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I wish to bring
to your attention the outstanding work of John
Richmond, Gaston DeVigne and Katya Hafich.
They are students at Albuquerque Academy, a
middle and high school in the First Congres-
sional District of New Mexico.

Recently, these three students won the To-
shiba/National Science Teachers Association
Explora Vision Awards. Toshiba and the NSTA
give the award to students who compete in
teams of three to predict how a form of tech-
nology will develop in the future and how it will
look in 20 years.

Together, these students produced a video
predicting the progress of defibrillator tech-
nology. They believe the defibrillators of to-
morrow, which are used to help stop heart at-
tacks, will be lightweight and portable, and
they will have voice command capability.

John, Gaston and Katya displayed the ambi-
tion, knowledge and vision to lead America
into the 21st Century. These traits helped
them to attain success now and will continue
to do so throughout their lives. I am honored
to be able to congratulate them.

Mr. Speaker please join me in congratu-
lating John Richmond, Gaston DeVigne and
Katya Hafich for their achievement.
f

TRIBUTE TO THE MEMORY OF
JUDGE PHILIP E. LAGANA

HON. ANTHONY D. WEINER
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
invite our colleagues to join me in honoring
Judge Philip E. Lagana, a great American,
and fellow New Yorker, who spent his life
serving the public and our country. Through
countless hours of hard work and dedication,
Judge Lagana upheld the values and prin-
ciples of our country’s Constitution by fairly,
firmly, and compassionately serving as a Jus-
tice of the New York State Supreme Court.
The following tribute delivered at his funeral
service by Joseph Crea, Professor Emeritus at
Brooklyn Law School, beautifully captures this
man’s invaluable contributions to his commu-
nity.

TRIBUTE TO THE MEMORY OF JUDGE PHILIP E.
LAGANA

For me, at this time, it is a privilege and
a sadness to speak about a friend, neighbor

and associate in the legal profession. I first
met Judge Philip E. Lagana more than fifty
years ago at the Brooklyn Law School,
where I served as Law Librarian and he was
a student in his final year. Since 1948 when
he graduated law school, our paths were
never far apart. I remained in the academic
area of the law. Judge Lagana went out into
the public area to practice his profession as
a lawyer. He began his private practice in
the field of Criminal Law. After a short stint
of practice, he then diverted his attention to
public service, a career which he served until
his retirement. Judge Lagana began his pub-
lic service in the Kings County District At-
torney’s Office. Where he was appointed an
Assistant District Attorney. In that office he
initially served as trial attorney and was
rapidly promoted to the position of Deputy
Chief of the Supreme Court Trial Assistants.
He was then charged with setting up a major
offenses bureau at the District Attorney’s of-
fice. Upon completion of this task, Judge
Lagana was appointed chief of the bureau. In
1974, Judge Lagana was made President of
the New York City Tax Commission by then
Mayor Abe Beame, a position he occupied
until his election to the Supreme Court of
the State of New York in 1975. This was the
culmination of years of public service, which
the public recognized in electing him to that
high office. There was also recognition at his
first induction by the presence of many
friends, neighbors, relatives and members of
public. It was a joyous event. I had the privi-
lege to speak at this his first induction to
the judiciary. There was no sadness in the
many congratulatory remarks on that occa-
sion.

As a Justice of the Supreme Court, Judge
Lagana acted with firmness, but with fair-
ness and compassion. He was not afraid to
make difficult decisions, explore new con-
cepts, or develop new theories. Recognition
of these actions and qualities found support
from the appellate bench which reviewed
them. After serving with distinction, Judge
Lagana won the support of the public, the
lawyers who practiced before him and his as-
sociates. This guaranteed him reelection for
an additional 14 year term. At age 70, when
he was required to step down under the then
age law, Judge Lagana was certified to con-
tinue on the first of the three 2 year exten-
sions. In 1992, he decided to retire, left the
bench and took with him the accolades, the
honors and the esteem of many friends, asso-
ciates and organizations, among which where
the Catholic Lawyers Guild; the Columbian
Lawyers Association; the Kings County
Criminal Bar Association; the Brooklyn Bar
Association; the New York State Real Estate
Board; the United Jewish Appeal; the Marl-
boro Memorial Post No. 1437, American Le-
gion and its Women’s Club; and the 46 A.D.
Democratic Club.

The legacy one leaves is not only embodied
in his career as a public servant, it has an in-
dividual persona. Judge Lagana was born and
spent his lifetime in Brooklyn, New York. He
attended Sts Simon and Jude grade school.
Upon graduation he was selected for St. Mi-
chael’s High School (now Xaverian). His per-
formance at St. Michael’s gained him entry
and a place at Georgetown University. From
there it was then Brooklyn Law School and
the start of a professional career already
documented.

During World War II, Judge Lagana served
in the Signal Corps in the China theatre.
Following military service, he joined the
Marlboro Memorial Post # 1437 and served in
many executive positions during his lifetime
membership, the last giving many years as
Judge Advocate. His commitment on behalf
of the veteran is well known. He never lost
touch with the veterans’s problems and
needs.

When called upon, Judge Lagana never re-
fused to serve in a social service or political
setting. He loved politics and its many chal-
lenges and served his party well. As compas-
sionate as he was as a judge, this quality ex-
tended to charitable endeavors as well.

To Josephine, to Francis, to family mem-
bers, to his neighbors, to his friends and as-
sociates, to the public he served, Judge
Lagana’s passing leaves behind a sadness and
a legacy. A legacy of memories—of a public
servant, who in his offices acted with dedica-
tion; of a decent unpretentious person, who
never lost touch with the people and his fam-
ily circle. He also leaves us the memories of
the esteem in which he was held; of the hon-
ors bestowed upon him; of service to the
community; and loving commitment and
dedication to family.

A legacy for a lifetime.

f

THE FOURTH OF JULY

HON. JOHN SHIMKUS
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take this time to tell my colleagues about the
wonderful Fourth of July celebration that was
held in the town of Fieldon. This year marked
the 45th anniversary of the Independence Day
celebration. On Independence Day the town of
350 is a perfect picture of small town America,
with the Stars and Stripes flying from white
front porches.

‘‘We invite the public to join us in Fieldon for
the Fourth of July Celebration,’’ Mayor Betty
Duggan said. ‘‘There will be games, bingo,
good country cooking and fireworks.’’ Fieldon
has a rich and patriotic history dating back to
before the civil war. When long time resident
Hazel Dunham was asked about the event
she said, ‘‘Fieldon is a patriotic town of people
who love the flag of their country.’’ I am ex-
tremely proud to represent the people of
Fieldon, Illinois, people who possess the pio-
neering spirit of hard work, moral values, and
patriotism.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. GARY G. MILLER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mr. GARY MILLER of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I inadvertently voted ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall No.
365, disapproving the extension of the waiver
authority contained in section 402(c) of the
Trade Act of 1974 with respect to Vietnam. I
ask that the RECORD reflect a ‘‘nay’’ vote on
rollcall No. 365.
f

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE
KARBIN FAMILY

HON. LUIS V. GUTIERREZ
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, I am very
pleased today to honor two of my neighbors
and constituents on a very happy and joyous
occasion.
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On February 21st, my friends Carolyn and

Martin Karbin welcomed to the world a beau-
tiful baby girl. Laura Marie Karbin was born at
8:37 a.m., she was 21.5 inches long and
weighed eight pounds, three ounces.

I want to share my good wishes and warm-
est congratulations with the Karbin family. I
know that Laura will receive the best of guid-
ance, support and love from her parents and
I wish her a life filled with peace, happiness
and good health.

f

SCHOTT GLASS TECHNOLOGIES
ANNIVERSARY

HON. PAUL E. KANJORSKI
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to bring to the attention of my colleagues the
30th anniversary of one of America’s leading
technological enterprises: Schott Glass Tech-
nologies of Duryea, Pennsylvania. Schott
Glass Technologies will mark its anniversary
with a dinner on August 12. I am honored and
proud to have been asked to attend and par-
ticipate in this event.

A wholly-owned subsidiary of Schott Cor-
poration of Yonkers, New York, Schott Glass
Technologies now employs 450 people in
Northeastern Pennsylvania. The company is a
vital component of national efforts to advance
America’s technological excellence and local
efforts to spark the economic revitalization of
Northeastern Pennsylvania.

Schott Glass Technologies is currently en-
gaged in a project that will have important
local and national repercussions. Schott is cre-
ating in Duryea the most advanced production
center in North America for high-technology
flat panel glass that is used in various elec-

tronic devices, from laptop computers to mili-
tary aircraft. This vitally-important technology
is important for our national security and is ex-
pected to create up to 100 new jobs in
Duryea, many of which will be the high-skilled,
high-wage jobs that are essential to boosting
our area’s economy.

The flat panel display industry is expected
to double within six years to nearly $24 billion,
but most of this glass is currently produced in
Japan or other Asian countries. Schott Glass
Technologies has joined forces with Can-
descent Technologies Corporation to develop
an innovative flat panel display technology that
is higher-quality and less expensive than the
technology currently in use. Schott plans to
build a processing plant in Duryea that will
produce super-thin glass using ‘‘down draw’’
technology, which allows for thinner glass to
be created that requires less polishing. This
facility will be the first of its kind in the United
States. The super-thin glass will be used in
displays for hand-held electronics for the
United States Department of Defense ground
forces and in avionics displays for military jets.
Other uses include displays for laptop com-
puters, work stations, and commercial jet avi-
onics.

By contributing to the economy of North-
eastern Pennsylvania and advancing our na-
tion’s store of technology, Schott Glass Tech-
nologies continues to provide an example of
the conscientious entrepreneurship that will
support our nation compete in the global econ-
omy of the 21st Century. Under the leadership
of President Bruce Jennings, Schott Glass
Technologies can be expected to continue to
grow and develop to meet the challenges of
constant technological innovation.

Mr. Speaker, I am glad to have had this op-
portunity to share with my colleagues the ac-
complishments of Schott Glass Technologies.
I salute the men and women of Schott Glass
Technologies for their hard work and devotion.

THE INTERFAITH CONFERENCE OF
METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON
CELEBRATES 20 YEARS OF
BUILDING UNITY AND CELE-
BRATING DIVERSITY

HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, August 4, 1999

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask my col-
leagues to join me in celebrating the twenty
years of work of the Interfaith Conference of
Metropolitan Washington.

Founded in the fall of 1978, the Interfaith
Conference has been recognized as ‘‘the flag-
ship of interreligious organizations.’’ One of
the most remarkable aspects of the Interfaith
Conference is the diversity of its members—
Islamic, Hindu, Jewish, Latter-day Saints,
Protestant, Roman Catholic, and Sikh faith
communities. They have come together and
achieved great success, especially in dialogue
and in joint work on critical issues of social
justice.

There is a natural harmony among the faiths
and the Interfaith Conference has found it in
their work in this city and in this region. The
Conference has found a way to act on faith in
a spirit that does no violation to faith. The
Washington Interfaith Conference has chosen
to influence public life, consistent with faith,
yet mindful of its purposes and limits.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that this body join me in
celebrating. The Interfaith Conference of Met-
ropolitan Washington and thanking its mem-
bers, individually and collectively, for remind-
ing us of enduring values—such as unfailing
help to the needy—and for reinforcing endur-
ing morals, civility in language, and in treat-
ment of others.
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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,
August 5, 1999 may be found in the
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

AUGUST 6

9:30 a.m.
Joint Economic Committee

To hold hearings on the employment and
unemployment situation for July.

Room to be announced

SEPTEMBER 14

9:30 a.m.
Energy and Natural Resources

To hold hearings on S. 1052, to imple-
ment further the Act (Public Law 94–
241) approving the Covenant to Estab-
lish a Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands in Political Union
with the United States of America.

SD–366

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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Daily Digest
HIGHLIGHTS

Senate passed Agriculture Appropriations bill.

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S10139–S10200
Measures Introduced: Nineteen bills and four reso-
lutions were introduced, as follows: S. 1480–1498, S.
Res. 172–174, and S. Con. Res. 50.       (See next issue.)

Measures Reported: Reports were made as follows:
S. 832, to extend the commercial space launch

damage indemnification provisions of section 70113
of title 49, United States Code. (S. Rept. No.
106–135)

H.R. 1568, to provide technical, financial, and
procurement assistance to veteran owned small busi-
nesses, with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. (S. Rept. No. 106–136)

S. 800, to promote and enhance public safety
through the use of 9–1–1 as the universal emergency
assistance number, further deployment of wireless
9–1–1 service, support of States in upgrading 9–1–1
capabilities and related functions, encouragement of
construction and operation of seamless, ubiquitous,
and reliable networks for personal wireless services,
with amendments. (S. Rept. No. 106–138)

S. 632, to provide assistance for poison prevention
and to stabilize the funding of regional poison con-
trol centers, with an amendment in the nature of a
substitute.                                                             (See next issue.)

Measures Passed:
Foreign Operations Appropriations: Pursuant to

the order of June 30, 1999, Senate passed H.R.
2606, making appropriations for foreign operations,
export financing, and related programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2000, after striking all
after the enacting clause and inserting in lieu thereof
the text of S. 1234, Senate companion measure, as
passed the Senate on June 30, 1999. Senate insisted
on its amendment, requested a conference with the
House thereon, and the Chair, as authorized, ap-
pointed the following conferees on the part of the
Senate: Senators McConnell, Specter, Gregg, Shelby,

Bennett, Campbell, Bond, Stevens, Leahy, Inouye,
Lautenberg, Harkin, Mikulski, Murray, and Byrd.
                                                                                  (See next issue.)

Subsequently, passage of S. 1234 was vitiated and
then indefinitely postponed.                        (See next issue.)

Agriculture Appropriations: Senate passed S.
1233, making appropriations for Agriculture, Rural
Development, Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, after taking action on the fol-
lowing amendments proposed thereto:
                                        Pages S10139–99 (continued next issue)

Adopted:
Ashcroft Amendment No. 1507 (to Amendment

No. 1499), to provide stability in the United States
agriculture sector and to promote adequate avail-
ability of food and medicine for humanitarian assist-
ance abroad by requiring congressional approval be-
fore the imposition of any unilateral agricultural or
medical sanction against a foreign country or foreign
entity.                                                                     Pages S10150–51

Cochran Modified Amendment No. 1513 (to
Amendment No. 1499), of a perfecting nature.
                                                                                  Pages S10168–74

Ashcroft Modified Amendment No. 1516 (to
Amendment No. 1499), to provide stability in the
United States agriculture sector and to promote ade-
quate availability of food and medicine abroad by re-
quiring congressional approval before the imposition
of any unilateral agricultural or medical sanction
against a foreign country or foreign entity, and to
provide for guidelines with respect to state sponsors
of international terrorism.                            Pages S10179–81

By 89 yeas to 8 nays (Vote No. 257), Lott (for
Daschle) Amendment No. 1499, to provide emer-
gency and income loss assistance to agricultural pro-
ducers.                                                                    Pages S10150–83

Boxer Amendment No. 1521, to express the sense
of the Senate regarding the continued use of the fuel
additive methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) and its
impact on drinking water.                           Pages S10183–95
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Thurmond Amendment No. 1523, to prohibit the
use of foreign assistance funds to promote the sale
or export of alcoholic beverages, including wine.
                                                                                  Pages S10195–96

Cochran (for Abraham) Amendment No. 1524, to
provide funding for bovine tuberculosis research.
                                                                                          Page S10197

Cochran (for Abraham) Amendment No. 1525, to
prevent the reduction of the Food and Drug Admin-
istration capabilities in Detroit, Michigan.
                                                                                          Page S10197

Kohl (for Bingaman) Amendment No. 1526, to
provide that not to exceed $12,000,000 shall be for
water and waste disposal systems to benefit Federally
Recognized Native American Tribes, including
grants pursuant to section 306C of such Act, pro-
vided that the Federally Recognized Native Amer-
ican Tribe is not eligible for any other rural utilities
programs set aside under the Rural Community Ad-
vancement Program.                                       Pages S10197–98

Cochran (for Bond) Amendment No. 1527, to
limit the use of appropriated funds for award of con-
tracts through the HUBZone program.
                                                                                  Pages S10197–99

Cochran (for Burns) Amendment No. 1528, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate that the Secretary of
Agriculture shall exercise reasonable treatment of
producers in order to avoid harmful consequences re-
garding the inadvertent planting of dry beans on
contract acres, up to and including the 1999 crop
year.                                                               Pages S10197, S10199

Kohl (for Byrd) Amendment No. 1529, to des-
ignate West Virginia State College in Institute,
West Virginia, as a land-grant college and to pro-
vide funding for college, with an offset.
                                                                        Pages S10197, S10199

Kohl (for Cleland/Coverdell) Amendment No.
1530, to redesignate the National School Lunch Act
as the ‘‘Richard B. Russell National School Lunch
Act’’.                                   Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran/Kohl Amendment No. 1531, to provide
additional funding for the Watershed and Flood Pre-
ventions and earmark funds for financial and tech-
nical assistance for pilot rehabilitation projects in
Mississippi.                      Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran Amendment No. 1532, to increase the
fee on guaranteed business and industry loans there-
by reducing the subsidy costs.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran Amendment No.1533, to provide at least
twenty five percent of the appropriated funds to
small minority farmers for cooperatives.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for Domenici) Amendment No. 1534, to
amend the National Drought Policy Act of 1998, to
make a technical correction.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Kohl (for Durbin/Kennedy) Amendment No.
1535, to require the expenditure of appropriated
funds for certain enforcement activities.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Kohl (for Durbin) Amendment No. 1536, express-
ing the sense of the Senate concerning the United
States Action Plan on Food Security.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for Gorton) Amendment No. 1537, to
require the Farm Service Agency to review programs
that provide assistance to apple farmers and report to
Congress.                          Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Kohl (for Graham/Mack) Amendment No. 1538,
to provide additional funding for fruit fly exclusion
and detection, with an offset.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Kohl (for Kerrey) Amendment No. 1539, pro-
viding that of the total amount appropriated, not to
exceed $1,500,00 shall be available to the Grassroots
project.                               Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Kohl (for Levin) Amendment No. 1540, to pro-
vide funding for sustainable agriculture research and
a research program on improved fruit practices in
the State of Michigan, with an offset.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Kohl (for Lincoln) Amendment No. 1541, to add
Harry K. Dupree to certain provisions of the Federal
Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for Mack) Amendment No. 1542, to
provide $300,000 for climate change research at the
Florida Center for Climate Prediction at Florida
State University, the University of Florida and the
University of Miami with an offset.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for McConnell) Amendment No. 1543,
to provide that certain cross-country leasing provi-
sions apply to Kentucky and to release and protect
the release of tobacco production and marketing in-
formation.                         Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for Nickles) Amendment No. 1544, to
limit the use of funds appropriated or otherwise
made available by this Act may be used to declare
excess or surplus all or part of the lands and facilities
owned by the federal government and administered
by the Secretary of Agriculture at Fort Reno, Okla-
homa, or to transfer or convey such lands or facili-
ties, without the specific authorization of Congress.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Kohl (for Reid) Amendment No. 1545, to appro-
priate $500,000 for the Nevada Arid Rangelands
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Initiative to develop research and educational pro-
grams to manage healthy and productive rangelands,
provide abundant renewable natural resources, and
support the economic development of the rangelands
in a sustainable manner.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for Sessions) Amendment No. 1546, to
provide for an increase and decrease in certain provi-
sions of the bill.            Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for Smith of New Hampshire) Amend-
ment No. 1547, to provide eligibility to Berlin,
New Hampshire for a rural utilities grant or loan
under the Rural Community Advancement Program.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for Smith of Oregon) Amendment No.
1548, to authorize the Cranberry Marketing Com-
mittee to conduct paid advertising for cranberries
and cranberry products and to authorize the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the Committee to collect
cranberry inventory data.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for Stevens) Amendment No. 1549, to
authorize Alaska Native tribes for payment of certain
administrative costs for the Food Stamp Program.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for Stevens) Amendment No. 1550, to
require the Secretary review food packages periodi-
cally and consider including other nutritious foods
under the food package program for Women, Chil-
dren and Infants.          Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for Stevens) Amendment No. 1551, to
provide for education grants to Alaska Native serv-
ing institutions and Native Hawaiian serving insti-
tutions.                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for Stevens) Amendment No. 1552, to
provide a minimum allocation of Smith Lever Act
funds to States subject to a special statutory cost of
living adjustment.        Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for Stevens) Amendment No. 1553, to
provide a minimum allocation of Hatch Act funds to
States subject to a special statutory cost of living ad-
justment.                          Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for Thomas) Amendment No. 1554, to
set aside certain funds for program and activities of
the Livestock Marketing Information Center in Lake-
wood, Colorado, with an offset.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for Wellstone) Amendment No. 1555,
to require the use of certain funds transferred to the
Economic Research Service to conduct a study of rea-
sons for the decline in participation in the food
stamp program and any problems that households
with eligible children have experienced in obtaining
food stamps.                    Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Kohl (for Edwards) Amendment No. 1556, to
provide for an increase and a decrease in the amounts
of certain appropriated funds.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Cochran (for Hutchison) Amendment No. 1557,
to express the sense of the Senate that the Food and
Drug Administration, to the maximum extent pos-
sible, when conducting an Import Food Survey under
the President’s Food Safety Initiative, ensure timely
testing of produce imports.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Kohl (for Bryan/Reid) Amendment No. 1558, to
provide that the price of milk received by producers
in Clark County, Nevada, shall not be subject to any
Federal milk marketing order or any other regulation
by the Secretary of Agriculture and shall solely be
regulated by the State of Nevada and the Nevada
State Dairy Commission.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Kohl (for Baucus) Amendment No. 1559, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate concerning actions by
the World Trade Organization relating to trade in
agricultural commodities.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Kohl Amendment No. 1560, to provide addi-
tional funding to existing research programs.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Kohl (for Harkin) Amendment No. 1561, to pro-
vide an additional $2,000,000 for the Grain Inspec-
tion, Packers and Stockyards Administration, offset
from the Economic Research Service.
                                              Pages S10197 (continued next issue)

Rejected:
Roberts Amendment No. 1509 (to Amendment

No. 1499), of a perfecting nature. (By 66 yeas to 33
nays (Vote No. 253), Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                                  Pages S10151–55

McCain/Gregg Modified Amendment No. 1510
(to Amendment No. 1499), to prohibit the use of
appropriated funds for the sugar program, other than
the marketing assessment. (By 66 yeas to 33 nays
(Vote No. 254), Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                                  Pages S10155–63

Dorgan Amendment No. 1514 (to Amendment
No. 1499), to provide emergency and income loss
assistance to agricultural producers. (By 55 yeas to
44 nays (Vote No. 255), Senate tabled the amend-
ment.)                                                                     Pages S10174–76

Conrad Amendment No. 1517 (to Amendment
No. 1499), of a perfecting nature. (By 51 yeas to 48
nays (Vote No. 256), Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                                  Pages S10176–79

Chafee Amendment No. 1522 (to Amendment
No. 1521), to express the sense of the Senate that
the Committee on Environment and Public Works
should review the findings of the EPA Blue Ribbon
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Panel on MTBE and other relevant scientific studies,
hold comprehensive hearings, and report to the Sen-
ate at the earliest possible date any legislation nec-
essary to address the recommendations of the Blue
Ribbon Panel. (By 51 yeas to 44 nays (Vote No.
258), Senate tabled the amendment.)            Page S10195

Withdrawn:
Specter Amendment No. 1512 (to Amendment

No. 1499), to reauthorize, and modify the conditions
for, the consent of Congress to the Northeast Inter-
state Dairy Compact, to grant the consent of Con-
gress to the Southern Dairy Compact, and to require
the Secretary of Agriculture to use certain methods
for pricing milk under consolidated Federal milk
marketing orders.                                             Pages S10163–68

During consideration of this measure today, Senate
also took the following action:

By 53 yeas to 47 nays (Vote No. 252), three-fifths
of those Senators duly chosen and sworn, not having
voted in the affirmative, Senate rejected a motion to
close further debate on the motion to recommit the
bill to the Committee on Appropriations, with in-
structions to report back forthwith, with a Lott
Amendment No. 1501 (to the instructions of the
motion to recommit), to restrict the use of certain
funds appropriated to the Agricultural Marketing
Service.                                                                   Pages S10139–50

Agriculture Appropriations: Committee on Ap-
propriations was discharged from further consider-
ation of H.R. 1906, making appropriations for Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug Admin-
istration, and Related Agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000, and the bill was then
passed, after striking all after the enacting clause and
inserting in lieu thereof the text of S. 1233, Senate
companion measure, as passed by the Senate today.
Senate insisted on its amendment, requested a con-
ference with the House thereon, and the Chair was
authorized to appoint the following conferees: Sen-
ators Cochran, Specter, Bond, Gorton, McConnell,
Burns, Stevens, Kohl, Harkin, Dorgan, Feinstein,
Durbin, and Byrd.                                            (See next issue.)

Subsequently, passage of S. 1233 was vitiated and
then indefinitely postponed.                        (See next issue.)

Senate Legal Counsel: Senate agreed to S. Res.
173, to authorize representation of the Senate Com-
mittee on Armed Services in the case of Philip
Tinsley III v. Senate Committee on Armed Services.
                                                                                  (See next issue.)

Senate Legal Counsel: Senate agreed to S. Res.
174, to authorize representation of the Senate Com-
mittee on the Judiciary in the case of Philip Tinsley
III v. Senate Committee on the Judiciary.    (See next issue.)

Veterans National Cemetery: Senate passed S.
695, to require the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to

establish a national cemetery for veterans in various
locations in the United States, after agreeing to the
committee amendment in the nature of a substitute,
and the following amendment proposed thereto:
                                                                                  (See next issue.)

Cochran (for Specter/Rockefeller) Amendment No.
1562, to require the establishment of a national
cemetery in the Detroit, Michigan, metro area and
in Sacramento, California, and to authorize the use
of flat grave markers at Santa Fe National cemetery.
                                                                                  (See next issue.)

Nominations—Agreement: A unanimous-consent-
time agreement was reached providing for the con-
sideration of Richard Holbrooke, of New York, to be
a Representative of the United States to the Sessions
of the General Assembly of the United Nations dur-
ing his tenure of service as Representative of the
United States to the United Nations, and to be the
Representative of the United States to the United
Nations with the rank and status of Ambassador,
and the Representative of the United States in the
Security Council of the United Nations, on Thurs-
day, August 5, 1999, with a vote to occur thereon.
                                                                                  (See next issue.)

Interior Appropriations—Agreement: Senate will
resume consideration of H.R. 2466, making appro-
priations for the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2000, on Thursday, August 5, 1999.
                                                                                  (See next issue.)

Private Relief: Senate concurred in the amendment
of the House to S. 606, for the relief of Global Ex-
ploration and Development Corporation, Kerr-
McGee Corporation, and Kerr-McGee Chemical,
LLC.                                                                         (See next issue.)

Nominations Received: Senate received the fol-
lowing nominations:

Dan Herman Renberg, of Maryland, to be a Mem-
ber of the Board of Directors of the Export-Import
Bank of the United States for a term expiring Janu-
ary 20, 2003.

Routine list in the Navy.                        (See next issue.)

Messages From the House:                      (See next issue.)

Measures Referred:                                       (See next issue.)

Communications:                                           (See next issue.)

Petitions:                                                              (See next issue.)

Executive Reports of Committees:     (See next issue.)

Statements on Introduced Bills:          (See next issue.)

Additional Cosponsors:                              (See next issue.)

Amendments Submitted:                          (See next issue.)

Authority for Committees:                      (See next issue.)
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Additional Statements:                               (See next issue.)

Enrolled Bills Presented:                          (See next issue.)

Record Votes: Seven record votes were taken today.
(Total—258)              Pages S10150, S10155, S10163, S10176,

S10179, S10183, S10195

Adjournment: Senate convened at 9 a.m., and ad-
journed at 9:48 p.m., until 9:30 a.m., on Thursday,
August 5, 1999. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on page S10199.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

U.S. FARM ECONOMY
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: Com-
mittee continued hearings on the market and finan-
cial performance of the United States agricultural
sector, receiving testimony from Tom Buis, National
Farmers Union, and Mary Kay Thatcher, American
Farm Bureau Federation, both of Washington, D.C.;
George Swan, Rogerson, Idaho, on behalf of the Na-
tional Cattlemen’s Beef Association; Mark Birdsall,
U.S. Durum Growers Association, Berthold, North
Dakota, on behalf of the National Association of
Wheat Growers; Ryland Utlaut, Grand Pass, Mis-
souri, on behalf of the National Corn Growers Asso-
ciation; Dennis Everson, First Dakota National
Bank, Yankton, South Dakota, on behalf of the
American Bankers Association; Jim Caspary, First
National Bank of Clifton, Clifton, Illinois, on behalf
of the Independent Community Bankers of America;
and Daryll E. Ray, University of Tennessee Agricul-
tural Policy Analysis Center, Knoxville.

Hearings continue tomorrow.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Armed Services: Committee ordered favor-
ably reported the nominations of Charles A. Blan-
chard, of Arizona, to be General Counsel of the De-
partment of the Army, Carol DiBattiste, of Florida,
to be Under Secretary of the Air Force, and four
military nominations in the Army and Navy.

FRAUD AGAINST SENIORS
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation:
Committee concluded hearings to examine fraud
against seniors, focusing on health care, sweepstakes
contests, and financial services, after receiving testi-
mony from Susan Herman, National Center for Vic-
tims of Crime, Arlington, Virginia; Tim Barron,
Delaware Office of the Attorney General, Wil-
mington; Lisa Nerenburg, Goldman Institute on
Aging, San Francisco, California; Stephen J. Schnei-
der, Oregon Department of Human Resources,

Salem; Judy Hallman, Frederick Police Department,
and Robert Matthews, both of Frederick, Maryland;
Jane C. Schultz, Ridgefield, Connecticut; Jill Thom-
as, Bay Village, Ohio; John N. Hupalo, Alameda,
California; and Deanna Antrim-Spencer, Silver
Spring, Maryland.

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE PERFORMANCE
MANAGEMENT PROCESS
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic Preservation,
and Recreation concluded oversight hearings to re-
view the National Park Service’s performance man-
agement process under the requirements of the Gov-
ernment Performance and Results Act, after receiv-
ing testimony from Denis P. Galvin, Deputy Direc-
tor, National Park Service, Department of the Inte-
rior.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Environment and Public Works: Com-
mittee resumed markup of S. 1090, to reauthorize
and amend the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Liability, and Compensation Act of 1980
(Superfund), but did not complete action thereon,
and recessed subject to call.

TAIWAN SECURITY ENHANCEMENT
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded
hearings on S. 693, to assist in the enhancement of
the security of Taiwan, after receiving testimony
from Senator Baucus; Stanley O. Roth, Assistant Sec-
retary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs;
Kurt Campbell, Deputy Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for International Security Affairs/Asian and Pa-
cific Affairs; and Richard V. Allen, Allen and Com-
pany, David M. Lampton, Johns Hopkins University
School of Advanced International Studies, Caspar W.
Weinberger, Forbes, Inc., and R. James Woolsey,
Shea and Gardner, all of Washington, D.C.

VIETNAM ECONOMIC REFORM AND TRADE
Committee on Foreign Relations: Subcommittee on
International Economic Policy, Export and Trade
Promotion and Subcommittee on East Asian and Pa-
cific Affairs concluded joint hearings on economic
reform and trade opportunities in Vietnam, after re-
ceiving testimony from Charlene Barshefsky, United
States Trade Representative; Douglas B. Peterson,
U.S. Ambassador to Vietnam; J. Michael Stinson,
Conoco, Inc., Houston, Texas; Lionel C. Johnson,
Citigroup, Inc., Washington, D.C.; and Thomas
Vallely, Harvard Institute for International Develop-
ment, Cambridge, Massachusetts.
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FEDERAL FOOD SAFETY SYSTEM
Committee on Governmental Affairs: Subcommittee on
Oversight of Government Management, Restruc-
turing and the District of Columbia concluded hear-
ings to examine the current status of the nations
food supply, focusing on overlap and duplication in
the Federal Food Safety System, after receiving testi-
mony from Catherine E. Woteki, Under Secretary of
Agriculture for Food Safety; Jane E. Henney, Com-
missioner, Food and Drug Administration, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services; Lawrence J.
Dyckman, Director, Food and Agriculture Issues,
Resources, Community, and Economic Development
Division, General Accounting Office; Carol Tucker
Foreman, Consumer Federation of America, Caroline
Smith DeWaal, Center for Science in the Public In-
terest, Rhona Applebaum, National Food Processors
Association, and Stacey Zawel, Grocery Manufactur-
ers of America, Inc., all of Washington, D.C.; and
Nancy Donley, Safe Tables Our Priority, Chicago, Il-
linois.

NOMINATIONS
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee concluded
hearings on the nominations of David W. Ogden, of
Virginia, and Robert Raben, of Florida, each to be
an Assistant Attorney General, Department of Jus-
tice, after the nominees testified and answered ques-
tions in their own behalf. Mr. Ogden was introduced
by Senator Warner, and Mr. Raben was introduced
by Senator Graham and Representatives Hyde and
Conyers.

DRUG PATENT TERM RESTORATION
REVIEW PROCEDURE
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee concluded
hearings on S. 1172, to provide a patent term res-
toration review procedure for certain drug products,
focusing on proposed remedies for relief, relating to
pipeline drugs, after receiving testimony from former
Senator Howard M. Metzenbaum, on behalf of the
Consumer Federation of America; Peter Barton Hutt,
Covington and Burling, and Bruce L. Downey, Barr
Laboratories, Inc., both of Washington, D.C.; Rich-
ard J. Kogan, Schering-Plough Corporation, Madi-
son, New Jersey; Gerald F. Meyer, AAC Consulting
Group, Inc., Potomac, Maryland; and Carole S.
Goldfine Ben-Maimon, Teva Pharmaceuticals, Inc.,
Sellersville, Pennsylvania, on behalf of the Generic
Pharmaceutical Industry Association and the Na-
tional Pharmaceutical Alliance.

ANNUAL REFUGEE ADMISSIONS
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Immi-
gration concluded hearings to examine the Presi-

dent’s proposed annual refugee admissions and allo-
cation for fiscal year 2000, after receiving testimony
from Julia V. Taft, Assistant Secretary, Bureau of
Population, Refugees, and Migration, Department of
State; Mary Kortenhoven, Christian Reformed
Church, on behalf of the Church World Service, and
Binta Bah, both of Grand Rapids, Michigan; Bishop
Nicholas A. DiMarzio, Camden, New Jersey, on be-
half of the National Conference of Catholic Bishops;
and Ralston H. Deffenbaugh, Jr., Lutheran Immigra-
tion and Refugee Service, Washington, D.C., on be-
half of the InterAction Committee on Migration and
Refugee Affairs.

COMMITTEE FUNDING RESOLUTIONS
Committee on Rules and Administration: Committee
concluded hearings after receiving testimony from
Senators, as indicated, in support of resolutions re-
questing funds for operating expenses of their respec-
tive committees, as follows:

Committee on Small Business: (S. Res. 142), Senators
Bond and Kerry; Select Committee on Intelligence: (S.
Res. 139), Senators Shelby and Kerrey;

Committee on Foreign Relations: (S. Res. 148), Senators
Helms and Biden;

Committee on Finance: (S. Res. 150), Senators Roth and
Moynihan;

Committee on Armed Services: (S. Res. 143), Senators
Warner and Levin; and

Special Committee on Aging: (S. Res. 155), Senators
Grassley and Breaux.

INDIAN HEALTH CARE
Committee on Indian Affairs: Committee concluded
hearings on S. 299, to elevate the position of Direc-
tor of the Indian Health Service within the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services to Assistant
Secretary for Indian Health, and S. 406, to amend
the Indian Health Care Improvement Act to make
permanent the demonstration program that allows
for direct billing of medicare, medicaid, and other
third party payers, and to expand the eligibility
under such program to other tribes and tribal orga-
nizations, after receiving testimony from Michel E.
Lincoln, Deputy Director, Indian Health Service, De-
partment of Health and Human Services; Gregory E.
Pyle, Choctaw Nation of Oklahoma, Durant; W.
Ron Allen, National Congress of American Indians,
Washington, D.C.; and Buford L. Rolin, National
Indian Health Board, Denver, Colorado.

INTELLIGENCE
Select Committee on Intelligence: Committee held closed
hearings on intelligence matters, receiving testimony
from officials of the intelligence community.

Committee recessed subject to call.
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House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 17 public bills, H.R. 2696–2712;
and 2 resolutions, H.J. Res. 64 and H. Con. Res.
172, were introduced.                                              Page H7025

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows:
Report on the Revised Suballocation of Budget

Allocations for Fiscal Year 2000 (H. Rept.
106–288);

Conference report on H.R. 2488, to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to reduce individual
income tax rates, to provide marriage penalty relief,
to reduce taxes on savings and investments, to pro-
vide estate and gift tax relief, to provide incentives
for education savings and health care (H. Rept.
106–289);

Conference report on H.R. 1905, making appro-
priations for the Legislative Branch for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000 (H. Rept. 106–290);

H. Res. 274, waiving points of order against the
conference report on H.R. 2488, to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to reduce individual in-
come tax rates, to provide marriage penalty relief, to
reduce taxes on savings and investments, to provide
estate and gift tax relief, and to provide incentives
for education savings and health care (H. Rept.
106–291);

H. Res. 275, providing for consideration of H.R.
2684, making appropriations for the Departments of
Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and for sundry independent agencies, boards,
commissions, corporations, and offices for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2000 (H. Rept.
106–292); and

H. Res. 276, providing for consideration of S.
1467, to extend the funding levels for aviation pro-
grams for 60 days (H. Rept. 106–293).
                                                         Pages H7024–25, H7027–H7192

Journal Vote: Agreed to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal of Tuesday, August 3, by a yea and nay
vote of 366 yeas to 56 nays with 1 voting ‘‘present’’,
Roll No. 367.                                         Pages H6967, H6972–73

Suspension—American Inventors Protection
Act: The House agreed to suspend the rules and pass
H.R. 1907, amended, to amend title 35, United
States Code, to provide enhanced protection for in-
ventors and innovators, protect patent terms, and re-
duce patent litigation by a yea and nay vote of 376
yeas to 43 nays, Roll No. 368. The House debated
the bill on August 3.                                       Pages H6973–74

Commerce, Justice, State, the Judiciary, and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations: The House com-

pleted general debate and began considering amend-
ments to H.R. 2670, making appropriations for the
Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the
Judiciary, and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000.
                                   Pages H6983–H7018 (continued next issue)

Agreed to:
The Serrano amendment that increases funding for

the Legal Services Corporation by $109 million
(agreed to by a recorded vote of 242 ayes to 178
noes, Roll No. 370);                                         Pages H7003–18

The Jackson-Lee of Texas amendment that pro-
vides $2 million in funding for grants to develop
programs to reduce drug use among juveniles; and
                                                                                  (See next issue.)

The Blagojevich amendment that allocates an ad-
ditional $7.5 million for innovative policing pro-
grams under the COPS program.             (See next issue.)

Rejected:
The Scott amendment that sought to increase

crime prevention and treatment program funding by
$137.3 million and decrease the truth in sentencing
block grant program accordingly (rejected by a re-
corded vote of 164 ayes to 263 noes, Roll No. 372);
                                                                                  (See next issue.)

The DeGette amendment that sought to strike the
section that prohibits funding for abortion except
where the life of the mother would be endangered
or in the case of rape (rejected by a recorded vote
of 160 ayes to 268 noes, Roll No. 373); and
                                                                                  (See next issue.)

The Coburn amendment that sought to reduce
funding by $2.7 billion for the decennial census (re-
jected by a recorded vote of 171 ayes to 257 noes,
Roll No. 374).                                                    (See next issue.)

Withdrawn:
The Jackson-Lee of Texas amendment was offered,

but subsequently withdrawn, that sought to increase
funding for naturalization adjudication personnel;
and                                                                            (See next issue.)

The Maloney of Connecticut amendment was of-
fered, but subsequently withdrawn, that sought to
reallocate funding for Community Oriented Policing
Services.                                                                  (See next issue.)

Points of Order Sustained Against:
The Jackson-Lee of Texas amendment that sought

to increase funding for border control agent salaries;
and                                                                            (See next issue.)

The Cook amendment that sought to increase
funding for grants to Combat Violence Against
Women and Law Enforcement Armor Vests pro-
grams.                                                                     (See next issue.)
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Rejected the Obey motion to rise by a recorded
vote of 166 ayes to 249 noes, Roll No. 371.
                                                                                  (See next issue.)

H. Res. 273, the rule that provided for consider-
ation of the bill was agreed to by a yea and nay vote
of 221 yeas to 205 nays, Roll No. 369.
                                                                                    Pages H6974–83

Emergency Steel, Oil, and Gas Loan Guarantee
Program: The House agreed to the motion to con-
cur in the Senate amendments to H.R. 1664, pro-
viding emergency authority for guarantees of loans
to qualified steel and iron ore companies and to
qualified oil and gas companies, by a recorded vote
of 246 ayes to 176 noes with 1 voting ‘‘present,’’
Roll No. 375.                                                     (See next issue.)

Legislative Branch Appropriations: The Toomey
motion to instruct conferees on the Senate amend-
ments to H.R. 1905, making appropriations for the
Legislative Branch for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000 to insist upon (1) the House provi-
sions for the funding of the House of Representatives
under title I of the bill; (2) the Senate amendment
for the funding of the Senate under title I of the
bill, including funding provided under the heading
‘‘JOINT ITEMS—ARCHITECT OF THE CAP-
ITOL—Capitol Buildings and Grounds—senate of-
fice buildings’’; (3) the House provisions for the
funding of Joint Items under title I of the bill, other
than the funding provided under the heading
‘‘JOINT ITEMS—ARCHITECT OF THE CAP-
ITOL—Capitol Buildings and Grounds—senate of-
fice buildings’’; and (4) the House version of title II
of the bill was offered and subsequently, proceedings
were postponed.                                                 (See next issue.)

Recess: The House recessed at 11:44 p.m. and re-
convened at 12:38 a.m. on Thursday, August 5.
                                                                                  (See next issue.)

Senate Messages: Message received from the Senate
appears on page H6967.

Amendments Ordered Printed: Amendments or-
dered printed pursuant to the rule appear on pages
H7026–27.

Quorum Calls—Votes: Three yea and nay votes and
six recorded votes developed during the proceedings
of the House today and appear on pages H6972–73,
H6973–74, H6982–83, H7017–18 (continued next
issue). There were no quorum calls.

Adjournment: The House met at 10:00 a.m. and
adjourned at 12:39 a.m. on Thursday, August 5.

Committee Meetings
COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL
RESPONSE, COMPENSATION, AND
LIABILITY ACT IMPROVEMENTS
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Finance and
Hazardous Materials held a hearing on legislation to
Improve the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act, focusing on
several brownfields-related provisions contained in
the following bills: H.R. 1300, Recycle America’s
Land Act of 1999; H.R. 1750, Community Revital-
ization and Brownfield Cleanup Act of 1999; and
H.R. 2580, Land Recycling Act of 1999. Testimony
was heard from Tim Fields, Assistant Administrator,
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response,
EPA; Lois Schiffer, Assistant Attorney General, En-
vironmental Protection Division, Department of Jus-
tice; and public witnesses.

MEDICARE+CHOICE—PROGRAM
EVALUATION
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Health and
the Environment held a hearing on Medicare+
Choice: An Evaluation of the Program. Testimony
was heard from Robert Berenson, M.D., Director,
Center for Health Plans and Providers, Health Care
Financing Administration, Department of Health
and Human Services; and public witnesses.

OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT ETHICS
REAUTHORIZATION
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on
Civil Service held a hearing on reauthorization of the
Office of Government Ethics. Testimony was heard
from Stephen D. Potts, Director, Office of Govern-
ment Ethics; and a public witness.

GUN MANUFACTURERS—HUD’S ROLE IN
LITIGATION
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on
Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Re-
sources held a hearing on What is HUD’s Role in
Litigation Against Gun Manufacturers? Testimony
was heard from Gail Laster, General Counsel, De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development; and
public witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES; DECEPTIVE
SWEEPSTAKES MAILINGS
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on the
Postal Service approved for full Committee action
the following bills: H.R. 2319, to make the Amer-
ican Battle Monuments Commission and the World



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — DAILY DIGESTD932 August 4, 1999

War II Memorial Advisory Board eligible to use
nonprofit standard mail rates of postage; H.R. 642,
to redesignate the Federal building located at 701
South Santa Fe Avenue in Compton, California, and
known as the Compton Main Post Office, as the
‘‘Mervyn Malcolm Dymally Post Office Building’’;
H.R. 643, to redesignate the Federal building lo-
cated at 10301 South Compton Avenue, in Los An-
geles, California, and known as the Watts Finance
Office, as the ‘‘Augustus F. Hawkins Post Office
Building’’; H.R. 1666, to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service at 200 East Pinck-
ney Street in Madison, Florida, as the ‘‘Captain Colin
P. Kelly, Jr. Post Office’’; H.R. 2307, to designate
the building of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 5 Cedar Street in Hoskinton, Massachusetts,
as the ‘‘Thomas J. Brown Postal Office Building’’;
and H.R. 2357, to designate the United States Post
Office located at 3675 Warrensville Center Road in
Shaker Heights, Ohio, as the ‘‘Louise Stokes Post
Office’’.

The Subcommittee also held a hearing on Decep-
tive Sweepstakes Mailings. Testimony was heard
from Representatives LoBiondo and Rogan; Orson
Swindle, Commissioner, FTC; Bernard L. Ungar, Di-
rector, Government Business Operations Issues,
GAO; Ken Hunter, Chief Postal Inspector, U.S.
Postal Service; and public witnesses.

BALKANS—U.S. INTERESTS AND GOALS
Committee on International Relations: Held a hearing on
The Balkans: What Are U.S. Interests and the Goals
of U.S. Engagement? Testimony was heard from the
following officials of the Department of State: E.
Anthony Wayne, Principal Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary, Bureau for European and Canadian Affairs;
and Ambassador Larry C. Napper, Coordinator, East
European Assistance; Ambassador James Pardew,
Principal Deputy Special Adviser to the President
and the Secretary of State for Kosovo and Dayton
Accords Implementation; and public witnesses.

FREEDOM FROM SEXUAL TRAFFICKING
ACT
Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on
International Operations and Human Rights ap-
proved for full Committee action, amended, H.R.
1356, Freedom From Sexual Trafficking Act of
1999.

OVERSIGHT—HATE CRIMES VIOLENCE
Committee on the Judiciary: Held an oversight hearing
on Hate Crimes Violence. Testimony was heard from
Eric H. Holder, Deputy Attorney General, Depart-
ment of Justice; Reuben Greenberg, Chief of Police,
Charleston, South Carolina; and public witnesses.

UNBORN VICTIMS OF VIOLENCE ACT
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution approved for full Committee action, amend-
ed, H.R. 2436, Unborn Victims of Violence Act of
1999.

SUBPOENA
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Immi-
gration and Claims approved a motion to issue a
subpoena duces tecum directed to the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice regarding criminal aliens released by
the Immigration and Naturalization Service who
commit additional crimes in the United States after
they are released.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Resources: Ordered reported, amended,
the following bills: H.R. 795, Chippewa Cree Tribe
of the Rocky Boy’s Reservation Indian Reserved
Water Rights Settlement Act of 1999; H.R. 970,
Perkins County Rural Water System Act of 1999;
H.R. 1231, to direct the Secretary of Agriculture to
convey certain National Forest lands to Elko County,
Nevada, for continued use as a cemetery; H.R. 1444,
to authorize the Secretary of the Army to develop
and implement projects for fish screens, fish passage
devices, and other similar measures to mitigate ad-
verse impacts associated with irrigation system water
diversions by local governmental entities in the
States of Oregon, Washington, Montana, and Idaho;
H.R. 1619, Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers Valley
National Heritage Corridor Reauthorization Act of
1999; and H.R. 2435, to expand the boundaries of
the Gettysburg National Military Park to include
the Wills House.

VA, HUD AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Rules: The Committee granted, by voice
vote, an open rule providing one hour of general de-
bate on H.R. 2684, making appropriations for the
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and
Urban Development, and for sundry independent
agencies, boards, commissions, corporations, and of-
fices for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000,
equally divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee on Ap-
propriations. The rule waives points of order against
provisions in the bill for failure to comply with
clause 2 of rule XXI (prohibiting unauthorized or
legislative provisions or transfers of funds on a gen-
eral appropriations bill), except as specified in the
rule. The rule provides that, before consideration of
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any other amendment, it shall be in order to con-
sider the amendment printed in the Rules Com-
mittee report, which may be offered only by a Mem-
ber designated in the report, shall be considered as
read, may amend portions of the bill not yet read for
amendment, shall be debatable for the time specified
in the report equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent, shall not be subject to
amendment, and shall not be subject to a demand
for a division of the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole. The rule waives points of
order against the amendment printed in the Rules
Committee report for failure to comply with clause
2 of rule XXI (prohibiting unauthorized or legisla-
tive provisions or transfers of funds in a general ap-
propriations bill). The rule allows the Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole to accord priority in
recognition to Members who have pre-printed their
amendments in the Congressional Record. The rule
allows the Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
to postpone votes and reduce voting time to five
minutes on a postponed question if the vote follows
a fifteen minute vote. Finally, the rule provides one
motion to recommit, with or without instructions.
Testimony was heard from Representatives Walsh,
Obey, Edwards, Evans, Filner, Stabenow, and
Capuano.

CONFERENCE REPORT—FINANCIAL
FREEDOM ACT

Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, a rule
waiving all points of order against the conference report
to accompany H.R. 2488, Financial Freedom Act of
1999, and against its consideration. The rule provides
that the conference report shall be considered as read. The
rule one hour of debate equally divided and controlled
between the chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Ways and Means. The rule provides
that clause 5(b) of rule XXI (requiring a three-fifths vote
on any amendment or measure containing a federal in-
come tax rate increase) shall not apply to the question of
adoption of the conference report and to any subsequent
conference report or to any motion to dispose of an
amendment between the houses on the bill. Testimony
was heard from Representative Thomas.

AVIATION PROGRAMS FUNDING LEVELS
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, a rule
waiving all points of order against consideration of
S. 1467, to extend the funding levels for aviation
programs for 60 days in the House. The rule makes
in order a motion to strike all after the enacting
clause of the Senate bill and to insert the text of
H.R. 1000 as passed by the House. The rule waives
all points of order against the motion to strike. Fi-
nally, the rule makes in order a motion to go to con-
ference with the Senate on the bill, as amended. Tes-

timony was heard from Chairman Shuster and Rep-
resentative Oberstar.

K–12 MATH AND SCIENCE EDUCATION
Committee on Science: Held a hearing on K–12 Math
and Science Education-Testing and Licensing Teach-
ers. Testimony was heard from Thomas A. Elliott,
Assistant Superintendent, Division of Teacher Edu-
cation and Licensure, Department of Education, State
of Virginia; and public witnesses.

Y2K—COMPUTER SECURITY IMPACT
Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Technology
and the Subcommittee on Government Management,
Information, and Technology of the Committee on
Government Reform held a joint hearing on Com-
puter Security Impact of Y2K: Expanding Risks of
Fraud. Testimony was heard from public witnesses.

SMALL BUSINESS COMPETITIVENESS—
EFFECTS OF FEDERAL PROCUREMENT
POLICY
Committee on Small Business: Held a hearing to inves-
tigate the effects of federal procurement policy on
small business competitiveness. Testimony was heard
from Deidre Lee, Administrator, Office of Federal
Procurement Policy, OMB; Robert Neal, Director,
Office of Small and Disadvantaged Business Utiliza-
tion, Office of the Deputy Secretary (International
and Commercial Programs, Department of Defense;
Richard Hayes, Associate Deputy Administrator, Of-
fice of Government Contracting and Minority Busi-
ness Development, SBA; and public witnesses.

MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY ACT; RAIL
PASSENGER DISASTER FAMILY
ASSISTANCE ACT
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Ground Transportation approved for
full Committee action the following measures: H.
Con. Res. 171, congratulating the American Public
Transit Association for 25 years of commendable
service to the transit industry and the Nation; H.R.
2679, Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1999; and H.R.
2681, Rail Passenger Disaster Family Assistance Act
of 1999.

DISASTER MITIGATION SPENDING—
EFFECTIVENESS
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Oversight, Investigations, and Emer-
gency Management held a hearing on Effectiveness
of Disaster Mitigation Spending. Testimony was
heard from Stanley Czerwinski, Associate Director,
Resources Community, and Economic Development
Division, GAO; and Michael Armstrong, Associate
Director, Mitigation Directorate, FEMA.
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KHOBAR TOWERS UPDATE BRIEFING
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence: Met in execu-
tive session to receive a briefing on Khobar Towers
Update. The Committee was briefed by depart-
mental officials.

Joint Meetings
WATER RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT ACT
Conferees agreed to file a conference report on the dif-
ferences between the Senate and House passed
versions of S. 507, to provide for the conservation
and development of water and related resources, and
to authorize the Secretary of the Army to construct
various projects for improvements to rivers and har-
bors of the United States.
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR THURSDAY
AUGUST 5, 1999

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated)

Senate
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: to con-

tinue hearings on farm crisis issues, 9 a.m., SH–216.
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: Sub-

committee on Housing and Transportation, to hold over-
sight hearings on activities of the Office of Multifamily
Housing Assistance Restructuring of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, 9:30 a.m., SD–538.

Full Committee, to hold hearings on the nomination of
Harry J. Bowie, of Mississippi, to be a Member of the
Board of Directors of the National Consumer Cooperative
Bank; the nomination of Armando Falcon, Jr., of Texas,
to be Director of the Office of Federal Housing Enterprise
Oversight, Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment; the nomination of Martin Neil Baily, of Maryland,
to be a Member of the Council of Economic Advisers; the
nomination of Robert Z. Lawrence, of Massachusetts, to
be a Member of the Council of Economic Advisers; and
the nomination of Dorian Vanessa Weaver, of Arkansas,
to be a Member of the Board of Directors of the Export-
Import Bank of the United States, 1:30 p.m., SD–538.

Committee on Foreign Relations: to hold hearings on
pending nominations, 2:15 p.m., SD–419.

Committee on the Judiciary: business meeting to consider
S. 620, to grant a Federal charter to Korean War Vet-
erans Association, Incorporated; S. 486, to provide for the
punishment of methamphetamine laboratory operators,
provide additional resources to combat methamphetamine
production, trafficking, and abuse in the United States;
and the nomination of Mervyn M. Mosbacker, Jr., of
Texas, to be United States Attorney for the Southern Dis-
trict of Texas, 10 a.m., SD–628.

House
Committee on Agriculture, Subcommittee on Department

Operations, Oversight, Nutrition, and Forestry, hearing

to review the operations of the Food Stamp Program, 10
a.m., 1300 Longworth.

Subcommittee on Risk Management, Research, and
Specialty Crops, hearing to review regulatory relief for
U.S. futures exchanges, 2 p.m., 1302 Longworth.

Committee on Commerce, to mark up the following bills:
H.R. 1714, Electronic Signatures in Global and National
Commerce; H.R. 1858, Consumer and Investor Access to
Information Act of 1999; H.R. 486, Community Broad-
casters Protection of 1999; H.R. 2630. NTIA Reauthor-
ization Act of 1999; H.R. 2130, Hillory J. Farias Date-
Rape Prevention Drug Act of 1999; and H.R. 2506,
Health and Research and Quality Act of 1999, 10 a.m.,
2123 Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform, hearing on ‘‘White
House Insider Mark Middleton: His Ties to John Huang,
Charlie Trie, and Other Campaign Finance Figures’’, 11
a.m., 2154 Rayburn.

Committee on International Relations, to mark up the fol-
lowing bills: H.R. 1883, Iran Nonproliferation Act of
1999; and H.R. 2367. Torture Victims Relief Reauthor-
ization Act of 1999, 10 a.m., 2172 Rayburn.

Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on Crime,
hearing on the following bills: H.R. 2558, Prison Indus-
tries Reform Act of 1999; and H.R. 2551, Federal Prison
Industries Competition in Contracting Act of 1999, 9:30
a.m., 2141 Rayburn.

Subcommittee on Immigration and Claims, oversight
hearing on the H–1B Temporary Professional Worker
Visa Program, 1 p.m., 2237 Rayburn.

Committee on Resources, Subcommittee on Energy and
Mineral Resources, hearing on H.R. 33, imposing certain
restrictions and requirements on the leasing under the
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act of lands offshore Flor-
ida, 2 p.m., 1324 Longworth.

Subcommittee on Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife and
Oceans, to mark up H.R. 2669, Coastal Community Con-
servation Act of 1999, 10 a.m., 1334 Longworth.

Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Lands, to
mark up the following bills: H.R. 20, Upper Delaware
Scenic and Recreational River Mongaup Visitor Center
Act of 1999; H.R. 748, to amend the Act that estab-
lished the Keweenaw National Historical Park to require
the Secretary of the Interior to consider nominees of var-
ious local interests in appointing members of the
Keweenaw National Historical Parks Advisory Commis-
sion; H.R. 1615, Lamprey Wild and Scenic River Exten-
sion Act; H.R. 1665, to allow the National Park Service
to acquire certain land for addition to the Wilderness
Battlefield in Virginia, as previously authorized by law,
by purchase or exchange as well as by donation; H.R.
2140, to improve protection and management of the
Chattahoochee River National Recreation Area in the
State of Georgia; and H.R. 2339, National Discovery
Trails Act of 1999, 10 a.m., 1324 Longworth.

Committee on Rules, to consider H.R. 417, Bipartisan
Campaign Finance Reform Act of 1999, 1 p.m., H–313
Capitol.
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Committee on Science, to mark up the following bills:
H.R. 356, to provide for the conveyance of certain prop-
erty from the United States to Stanislaus County, Cali-
fornia; H.R. 1753, Methane Hydrate Research and Devel-
opment Act of 199; H.R. 2086, Networking and Infor-
mation Technology Research and Development Act; H.R.
1883, Iran Nonproliferation Act of 1999; H.R. 2607,
Commercial Space Transportation Competitiveness Act of
1999; and H.R. 1744, National Institute of Standards
and Technology Authorization Act of 1999, 1 p.m., 2318
Rayburn.

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, to mark
up the following: 1 lease resolution; 1 repair and alter-

ation resolution; H.R. 2681, Rail Passenger Disaster
Family Assistance Act; H.R. 2679, Motor Carrier Safety
Act of 1999; H. Con. Res. 171, congratulating the
American Public Transit Association for 25 years of com-
mendable service to the transit industry and the Nation;
Corps of Engineers Survey resolutions; H.R. 1300, Recy-
cle America’s Land Act of 1999; and other pending busi-
ness, 10 a.m., 2167 Rayburn.

Committee on Ways and Means, Subcommittee on Trade,
hearing on United States Negotiating Objectives for the
WTO Seattle Ministerial Meeting, 10 a.m., 1100 Long-
worth.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

9:30 a.m., Thursday, August 5,

Senate Chamber

Program for Thursday: Senate will consider the nomi-
nation of Richard Holbrooke, of New York, to be a Rep-
resentative of the United States to the Sessions of the
General Assembly of the United Nations during his ten-
ure of service as Representative of the United States to
the United Nations, and to be the Representative of the
United States to the United Nations with the rank and
status of Ambassador, and the Representative of the
United States in the Security Council of the United Na-
tions, with a vote to occur thereon; following which, Sen-
ate will resume consideration of H.R. 2466, Department
of the Interior Appropriations.

Senate expects to consider the conference report of the
Budget Reconciliation/Tax Relief bill (upon receipt from
the House).

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

10 a.m., Thursday, August 5

House Chamber

Program for Thursday: Consideration of the conference
report on H.R. 2488, Financial Freedom Act of 1999
Conference Report (rule waiving points of order);

Completed Consideration of H.R. 2670, Commerce,
Justice, State, the Judiciary and Related Agencies (open
rule);

Consideration of H.R. 2684, Departments of Veterans
Affairs and Housing and Urban Development, and Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act, 2000 (rule only);
and.

Go to Conference on S. 1467, Extending the Funding
Levels for Aviation Programs for 60 Days (rule waiving
points of order).
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