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[Spending comparisons—Senate-reported bill (in millions of dollars] 

General 
purpose 

Manda-
tory Total 

Senate-reported bill: 
Budget Authority .............................. 1,944 99 2.043 
Outlays ............................................. 2,020 99 2,119 

Senate 302(b) allocation: 
Budget Authority .............................. 2,877 99 2,976 
Outlays ............................................. 2,912 99 3,011 

House-reported: 
Budget Authority .............................. 0 0 0 
Outlays ............................................. 0 0 0 

President’s request: 
Budget Authority .............................. 2,987 99 3,086 
Outlays ............................................. 2,921 99 3,020 

SENATE-REPORTED BILL COMPARED 
TO— 

Senate 302(b) allocation: 
Budget Authority .............................. (933 ) 0 (933 ) 
Outlays ............................................. (892 ) 0 (892 ) 

House-reported 
Budget Authority .............................. (1 ) (1 ) (1 ) 
Outlays ............................................. (1 ) (1 ) (1 ) 

President’s request 
Budget Authority .............................. (1,043 ) 0 (1,043 ) 
Outlays ............................................. (901 ) 0 (901 ) 

1 Not applicable. The House Appropriations Committee has yet to consider 
its 2002 bill for the Legislative Branch. 

Notes: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. For enforcement 
purposes, the Budget Committee compares the Senate-reported bill to the 
Senate 302(b) allocation. Prepared by SBC Majority Staff, 7–19–01. 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
COUNTERDRUG SUPPORT 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
to express my deep concern about the 
apparent lack of emphasis by the De-
partment of Defense on the 
counterdrug mission. This has been a 
year of continual discussion of in-
creased DOD funding for various mili-
tary missions. However, all the indica-
tions I am hearing point to a decreased 
DOD interest in this mission, as well as 
decreased funding levels. I believe this 
would be a poor policy decision, and a 
poor indication of the Nation’s prior-
ities. 

In May 2001 testimony, before the 
Senate Caucus on International Nar-
cotics Control, on which I served as 
Chairman, the heads of the Drug En-
forcement Administration, the U.S. 
Customs Service, and the U.S. Coast 
Guard all testified that DOD reduc-
tions would be detrimental to their 
agencies’ counterdrug efforts. The Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy 
summarized that, ‘‘DOD’s command 
and control system provides the com-
munications connectivity and informa-
tion system backbone * * * while the 
military services detection and moni-
toring assets provide a much need in-
telligence cueing capability.’’ 

The Commandant of the Coast Guard 
testified at length about DOD 
counterdrug support, stating ‘‘[w]e 
would go downhill very quickly’’ with-
out DOD contributions. The Com-
mandant also stated that 43 percent of 
Coast Guard seizures last year were 
from U.S. Navy vessels, using onboard 
Coast Guard law enforcement detach-
ments. The Coast Guard concluded that 
‘‘[s]hould there be any radical reduc-
tion of the assets provided through the 
Department of Defense * * * it would 
peril the potential for all the other 
agencies to make their contributions 
as productive * * * mainly because of 
the synergy that is generated by the 
enormous capability that the 800-pound 

gorilla brings to the table * * * They 
are very, very good at what they do. 
They are the best in the world * * * 
and when they share those capabilities 
* * * in terms of intelligence fusion 
and command and control, we do much 
better than we would ever otherwise 
have a chance to do.’’ I understand that 
an internal review of DOD’s drug role 
contemplated severe reductions as a 
working assumption. After years of de-
cline in DOD’s role in this area, I be-
lieve this sends the wrong signal and 
flies in the face of DOD’s statutory au-
thority. 

I have consistently supported an in-
tegrated national counterdrug strat-
egy. If we reduce the DOD role, we risk 
lessening the effectiveness of other 
agencies as well. We need to make 
these decisions carefully, and with full 
Congressional involvement. I urge the 
Department of Defense to keep in mind 
DOD’s important role in, and necessary 
contribution to, a serious national 
drug control strategy. 
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COST ESTIMATE ON S. 180 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, on July 
12, the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions reported S. 180, the Sudan Peace 
Act. At the time the bill was reported, 
the cost estimate from the Congres-
sional Budget Office was not available. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
CBO estimate be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

ESTIMATE, JULY 17, 2001 

S. 180: SUDAN PEACE ACT 

[As ordered reported by the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations on July 12, 
2001] 

S. 180 would condemn slavery and human 
rights abuses in Sudan, authorize the Sec-
retary of State to support the peace process 
in Sudan, and require the President to devise 
a contingency plan for delivering aid to 
Sudan. CBO estimates that enacting S. 180 
would have no significant budgetary impact. 
The act would not affect direct spending or 
revenues; therefore, pay-as-you-go proce-
dures would not apply. S. 180 contains no 
intergovernmental or private-sector man-
dates as defined by the Unfunded Mandates 
Reform Act (UMRA) and would not affect the 
budgets of state, local, or tribal govern-
ments. 

Each year the United States provides near-
ly $190 million in assistance to the people of 
Sudan through various emergency food-aid, 
disaster assistance, refugee assistance, and 
development assistance programs. The provi-
sions of S. 180 would not substantially ex-
pand the Administration’s authority to pro-
vide such assistance. CBO estimates that 
spending on those emergency and humani-
tarian programs would continue at current 
levels. 

The bill contains several reporting and 
contingency planning requirements that 
would not affect the State Department’s or 
the U.S. Agency for international Develop-
ment’s (USAID) workload significantly. 
Based on information from the department 
and USAID, CBO estimates that enacting S. 
180 would increase the agency’s spending by 

less than $500,000 annually, assuming the 
availability of appropriated funds. 

On June 7, 2001, CBO prepared an estimate 
for a similar bill, H.R. 2052, as ordered re-
ported by the House Committee on Inter-
national Relations, on June 6, 2001. Like S. 
180, H.R. 2052 would not significantly affect 
discretionary spending. That bill would re-
quire disclosure of business activities in 
Sudan prior to an entity trading its securi-
ties in any capital market in the United 
States. That provision constitutes a private- 
sector mandate, as defined in UMRA, but the 
cost of the mandate would fall below the an-
nual threshold established in UMRA ($113 
million in 2001, adjusted annually for infla-
tion). 

The CBO staff contact is Joseph C. 
Whitehill, who can be reached at 226–2840. 
This estimate was approved by Peter H. 
Fontaine, Deputy Assistant Director for 
Budget Analysis. 
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COST ESTIMATE ON S. 1021 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, on July 
12, the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions reported S. 1021, a bill to re-au-
thorize the Tropical Forest Conserva-
tion Act of 1998 through fiscal year 
2004. At the time the bill was reported, 
the cost estimate from the Congres-
sional Budget Office was not available. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
CBO estimate be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

ESTIMATE, JULY 16, 2001 
S. 1021: A BILL TO REAUTHORIZE THE TROP-

ICAL FOREST CONSERVATION ACT OF 1998 
THROUGH FISCAL YEAR 2004 
[As reported by the Senate Committee on 

Foreign Relations on July 12, 2001] 
SUMMARY 

S. 1021 would extend the Tropical Forest 
Conservation Act for three years through 
2004 and would authorize the appropriation 
of $225 million for the cost of implementing 
the act over that period. Assuming the ap-
propriation of the authorized amounts, CBO 
estimates that implementing the bill would 
cost $221 million over the 2002–2006 period. 
Because S. 1021 would not affect direct 
spending or receipts, pay-as-you-go proce-
dures would not apply. 

The Tropical Forest Conservation Act au-
thorizes the Secretary of State to negotiate 
agreements with eligible countries to create 
local funds administered by local boards 
with the authority to make grants to pre-
serve, maintain, and restore tropical forests. 
The local funds receive a stream of payments 
generated by modifying the terms of out-
standing development assistance or food-aid 
debt owed to the United States. The debt 
modifications include authority to reduce 
and to restructure debt, to swap the debt, or 
to sell the debt back to an eligible country 
in ways that will generate income for the 
local funds. The amounts authorized by S. 
1021 would be used to cover the cost, as de-
fined by the Federal Credit Reform Act, of 
modifying the debt. 

S. 1021 contains no intergovernmental or 
private-sector mandates as defined in the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA) and 
would not affect the budgets of state, local, 
or tribal governments. 
ESTIMATED COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

The estimated budgetary impact of S. 1021 
is shown in the following table. The costs of 
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