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SENATE—Monday, September 27, 1999 
The Senate met at 12 noon and was 

called to order by the Honorable WIL-
LIAM H. FRIST, a Senator from the 
State of Tennessee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
guest Chaplain, Father Paul Lavin, 
pastor, St. Joseph’s Catholic Church on 
Capitol Hill, Washington, DC, will lead 
the Senate in prayer. 

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, Father Paul 
Lavin, offered the following prayer: 

Listen to the words of the first letter 
of Paul to Timothy: 

For everything created by God is good, 
and nothing is to be rejected when re-
ceived with thanksgiving, for it is made 
holy by the invocation of God in prayer. 

Let us pray. 
Lord God, from the abundance of 

Your mercy enrich Your sons and 
daughters who serve in the Senate and 
safeguard them. Strengthened by Your 
blessing, may they always be thankful 
to You and bless You with unending 
joy. We ask this through Christ our 
Lord. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable CRAIG THOMAS, a 
Senator from the State of Wyoming, 
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

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

f 

APPOINTMENT OF THE ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,

Washington, DC, September 27, 1999. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable WILLIAM H. FRIST, a 
Senator from the State of Tennessee, to per-
form the duties of the Chair. 

STROM THURMOND,
President pro tempore.

Mr. FRIST thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Wyoming is 
recognized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, today 
the Senate will be in a period of morn-
ing business until 3:30 p.m. Following 
morning business, the Senate will 
begin consideration of two resolutions 
that were introduced on Friday regard-
ing education. The Lott and Daschle 
resolutions will be debated concur-
rently for 2 hours. Then the Senate will 
proceed to two stacked votes. There-
fore, Senators can expect the first vote 
at approximately 5:30 p.m. Following 
the votes, the Senate may begin con-
sideration of any conference reports, 
appropriations bills, or nominations 
available for action. 

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, leader-
ship time is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business not to extend be-
yond the hour of 3:30 p.m. with Sen-
ators permitted to speak therein for 
not to exceed 5 minutes each. 

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized to 
speak for up to 1 hour. 

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. THOMAS. Yes, I will yield. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me 
ask unanimous consent that, following 
the 1 hour following the Senator from 
Wyoming and the hour by the Senator 
from Illinois, I be recognized for 20 
minutes beginning at 2 o’clock in 
morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. 

f 

EDUCATION

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, we are 
facing the last week for the consider-
ation of appropriations bills for the 
next fiscal year. I expect we will end up 
having a continuing resolution—I hope 
so—so we can finish our work without 
an interruption, the closing down of 
the Government. 

One of the issues, of course, that is 
most important to all of us is that of 

education. I wanted to talk—and will 
be joined by several of my colleagues 
during the course of this hour—a little 
bit about strengthening education. 

The Republicans have had, and con-
tinue to have, a strong education agen-
da, one that reflects the view we share 
on this side of the aisle, that of return-
ing control to the State and local lev-
els so more of the decisions can be 
made by the school boards, by States, 
by parents, making Federal programs 
more flexible so there can be assistance 
from the Federal Government but at 
the same time allowing local govern-
ments to have the flexibility to adjust 
educational programs and school pro-
grams so they fit. 

My State of Wyoming is unique in 
that we have lots of space and not too 
many people. Chugwater, WY, would 
have quite a different educational ap-
proach than Philadelphia. I think those 
differences need to be recognized. We 
have worked hard to move towards 
block granting of Federal money di-
rectly to States and to local school dis-
tricts. I happen to believe that is a 
very important item in terms of Fed-
eral participation in elementary and 
secondary education. 

There are differences of view as a 
matter of fact as to what the role of 
the Federal Government is with regard 
to elementary and secondary edu-
cation. Many believe, of course, that it 
is the primary role of the local govern-
ments. I share that view. I share the 
view, however, that the Federal Gov-
ernment can assist, and in doing that, 
it needs to assist in a way that local of-
ficials can prevail. 

Underlying this debate that we will 
hear a great deal about today and 
every day is a fundamental philo-
sophical difference as to how you ap-
proach education. The Democrat ap-
proach is to create a series of new man-
dates and new programs such as 100,000 
federally funded teachers to deal with 
class size. There is a different approach 
as to classroom units depending on 
where you are. Most States—I believe 
43 out of 50—have this 18 to 1 ratio 
about which they talk. The Democrats 
are talking about federally funded 
school construction and afterschool 
programs, all of which sounds great 
and probably has some merit, but the 
fact is we ought to be thinking more 
about funding the programs that are 
already there, such as IDEA, those 
kinds of programs, than we should be 
talking about expanding into new pro-
grams. Democrats don’t like the idea of 
letting local people make the deci-
sions. They continue to want the edu-
cational bureaucracy in Washington to 
call the shots. 
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That is a fundamental difference, le-

gitimate difference of views. There are 
those who generally respect that idea 
and those of us who do not. Sometimes 
it is difficult to differentiate between 
the basic differences of view as they 
get tangled up with the details of dol-
lars.

But it is the local people, it is you 
and me as we serve on the school 
boards, as I have and many of you, not 
the bureaucrats in Washington, who 
really need to decide what the class-
room unit in our schools ought to be, 
whether they need a new gymnasium 
or something else. 

Those are the key issues about which 
we need to talk. It is not the issue of 
whether or not we want the Federal 
Government to participate. The issue 
is how it participates, how much more 
regulation goes along with this partici-
pation, and taxes, of course, as well. 

The Taxpayer Relief Act, which was 
vetoed last week by the President, had 
over $500 billion in family tax relief. 
Parents could have used this money to 
help educate their children. Specific 
educational provisions totaled $11.3 bil-
lion in this tax bill the President ve-
toed—educational savings accounts, in-
terest deductions for student loans, de-
ductions for employer-provided tuition 
assistance, these kinds of things that 
would give families the opportunity to 
do more with their educational pro-
grams.

Congress had made substantial 
progress earlier this year with the pas-
sage of the Ed-Flex bill. I am hopeful 
the principal sponsor of the Ed-Flex 
bill, who is now presiding, will have an 
opportunity to share with us a little 
more of what that means. It is one of 
the big things we have done this year 
in terms of education. It allows district 
waivers of Federal requirements. This 
is the direction we really need. We need 
to let the schools and the districts 
make their decisions. That is really 
where we are in much of the discussion 
at this time. 

There will be some resolutions talked 
about today, introduced by the major-
ity leader and the minority leader, 
which deal directly with the funding 
and how the funding is handled. I think 
they are extraordinary items we will 
discuss in relation to whether or not 
this administration has listened more 
to the polls and tried to do things that 
kind of pick up the people’s attention 
or whether they really have been in-
volved in seeking to strengthen edu-
cation through the kinds of activities 
we have had. 

I yield to my friend, the Senator 
from Alabama. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I thank the Senator 
from Wyoming and appreciate so much 
his leadership on so many different 
issues. His steady hand, his wise in-
sight, and determination to make edu-

cation better in America—I certainly 
share that. 

Education is critical to our Nation’s 
strength, economically, intellectually, 
and morally, and in relation to our 
character and other things. Unity in a 
nation depends on good education. It 
includes high technology, but it also 
includes history, literature, art, and 
those kinds of things. 

I strongly believe in public edu-
cation. I am prepared to support it and 
do support it. I think we can do a lot 
for our country. 

I was a product of public education. 
My wife was the product of public edu-
cation. My wife taught a number of 
years in public schools. I taught 1 year 
in public schools. Our daughters grad-
uated from a major public high school 
in Mobile, AL. They were active in all 
of the school’s activities. They were 
annual editors of the yearbook there. 
It was a big part of our lives. We par-
ticipated in the PTA. My wife has vol-
unteered on regular occasions in the 
classroom, assisting teachers as an 
aide, as is done in many schools today. 

I think those ideas are oftentimes 
better than spending endless amounts 
of money. Too often parents are not en-
couraged to be a part of the education 
process. I think they can contribute to 
that. So educational excellence in the 
classroom is what it is all about. 

What our goal needs to be is to en-
hance that magic moment that occurs 
in a classroom between a teacher and a 
child when learning occurs and where 
excitement is present. That will ben-
efit our children. Some of the things 
we have done in education over the 
years really cause me concern. 

I think it is important for us, as a na-
tion, to recall another point, and that 
is that the Federal Government is not 
the primary focus of education in this 
country. Ninety-three percent of the 
money spent on education comes from 
our States and localities. That is where 
education is run. That is a historic, 
fundamental view in America—that 
education ought to be a local process 
and that we do not want the Federal 
Government dominating all of our edu-
cation and telling us how everything 
ought to be run. 

But what we have learned is, over the 
years, for the little money the Federal 
Government does put forth—the 7 per-
cent that it contributes—so much of 
that money goes into regulations and 
burdens on local schools. We under-
stand that 50 percent of the regulations 
for public schools in America come 
from Federal programs where only 7 
percent of the money is provided. 

Currently, there are 788 Federal Gov-
ernment education programs. School 
systems, small and large, have to em-
ployee teams of people just to write 
grants, to figure out how they can get 
some of this Federal money for their 
school systems. And when they get the 
money, they cannot use it as they 

wish; they have to comply with burden-
some federal regulations, essentially 
fitting some bureaucrat’s idea of what 
ought to be done in that school. 

One thing I have learned here is that 
schools across this country are dif-
ferent. In the school I attended in the 
town of Camden, AL, 30 of us graduated 
from high school together. Well over 
half of us started the first grade to-
gether in that school. It was an excel-
lent high school. I was blessed. 

I was at the University of Alabama 
this weekend, and I met the dean of the 
human services department there; she 
was my classmate in our little class of 
30. Another member of that group went 
on to Annapolis. And others have done 
well. But it was a public school, a 
small school. 

My daughters went to a high school 
that had 2,000 students. So schools are 
different. The needs are different in 
each of the States. It is very difficult 
for the Federal Government to control 
and dominate and say precisely how 
learning should occur in every class-
room across this country. I fundamen-
tally believe that decisions about our 
children’s education must be made by 
individuals who know our children’s 
names.

We need to be sure that what we do 
in this Nation is a benefit to children 
and not a burden. I am really pleased 
to see Dr. BILL FRIST, the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee, who pre-
viously presided in the Chair, because 
earlier this year he led the fight for a 
bill we called Ed-Flex that would say: 
We are going to give schools more 
flexibility to utilize Federal dollars 
than they have had before in return for 
strict accountability. 

It was a tough fight. Those on the 
other side of the aisle, the President, 
and all his staff, fought that bill tooth 
and claw—even though the educators 
and the teachers and principals were 
telling us: We badly need it. It was a 
battle. We did not get to go as far as we 
would have liked, but it was a good 
step in the right direction. We need to 
do more of that. 

Do we really care about our children? 
Do we want to make sure they learn as 
best they can? Let’s give the money to 
the people we elected as our school 
board presidents and commissioners 
and superintendents to run our school 
systems; the people who know our chil-
dren’s names. Those people care about 
children; it is not just people in this 
body.

Many of us who have little or no 
knowledge about education, how is it 
we think we know all there is to know 
about education? We can read a news-
paper article about somebody having a 
good idea, so we pass a Federal pro-
gram to fund it, and we end up with 788 
programs that really burden education. 

Let me tell you about a number of 
things that are out there. I had a letter 
from a good, long-time friend of mine. 
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I was a Federal prosecutor and attor-
ney general of Alabama. This friend, 
Dave Whetstone, was a district attor-
ney in one of our larger counties for 
quite a number of years. Dave Whet-
stone ran into the IDEA Act. Based on 
what IDEA says, children with disabil-
ities ought not to be separated. They 
are supposed to be kept in the class-
room. That is certainly a good prin-
ciple. We ought not to separate chil-
dren who don’t need to be separated. 
But the act says, no matter what you 
do or how violent that child may get, 
they can’t be removed from the class-
room for more than 45 days. They have 
to be put back in there because of Fed-
eral law. 

During committee hearings this year, 
we heard from a superintendent from 
Vermont who told us that over 20 per-
cent of the education costs in the 
school system with which he was in-
volved went to funding the regulations 
of this program. One cannot believe 
what it demands. In the Alabama case, 
there was a young man who was the 
subject of a Time Magazine article, ‘‘Is 
This the Meanest Kid in All of Ala-
bama?’’

I have met with District Attorney 
Whetstone to discuss this very problem 
because he raised the question. He 
wrote me a letter in late April. He said:

I am writing you this letter concerning my 
general outrage over the laws of the Federal 
Government and how they are being admin-
istered in relation to school violence. 

I had already been having meetings . . . 
concerning the Federal Disabilities Act. 

The general thrust of the matter is that 
violent children are being kept in school be-
cause of the new Federal Rules relating to 
disabilities.

I can point to at least seven to nine occa-
sions in Baldwin County in which I believe 
expulsion was called for, but could not be ac-
complished because of the interpretation of 
the Disabilities Act.

He goes on to talk about the story of 
this one child. 

In summary—Americans may not un-
derstand this—with regard to children 
who are really disruptive, they hire 
aides to not only be in the classroom to 
help the teacher for this one child who 
is disruptive, the aides go to their 
homes, ride the school buses with them 
to keep them from disrupting the bus, 
stay with them all day, and ride the 
school bus home at night. 

That is what they were doing with 
this young man. He had violent ten-
dencies. In one case on the school bus, 
he had an incident, and the aide tried 
to stop him from wrecking the school 
bus. He tried to wreck the school bus, 
and he attacked the aide. That is when 
the district attorney got involved and 
filed legal action to try to overcome 
this thing. 

That is the problem we are living 
with, and that is driven by Federal reg-
ulations that are, in fact, reducing our 
ability to educate. I don’t know which 
children ought to be kept in the class-

room and which ought to be removed. I 
would like to see every child who can 
stay in a classroom stay in a class-
room. I think that is extraordinarily 
important. But some children are so 
disruptive that it undermines the 
whole teaching process. I believe the 
decision must be left to the local prin-
cipals and school boards. 

I have had teachers tell me: Jeff, I 
can’t put up with it anymore. It is too 
stressful for me. I am going to get out 
of this profession that I love as soon as 
I can. 

Much of it is driven, if you talk to 
your friends and neighbors who teach, 
by discipline problems. You would not 
know, if you listened to these edu-
cation bureaucrats in Washington, that 
a lot of it is driven by burdensome Fed-
eral education rules and regulations. 

This Congress, since the Republican 
Party took the majority, has increased 
Federal funding for education 27 per-
cent. All this talk about slashing funds 
for education is not true. We do be-
lieve—I certainly believe—in public 
education and helping public education 
to flourish, but we need to do it the 
right way. We need to do it in a way 
that helps teachers to achieve that 
sublime moment when the learning oc-
curs in a classroom and kids are moti-
vated and they get that insight that 
may lead them on to a lifetime of 
learning.

I am not sure the 788 programs we 
have now are working. I pledge to the 
people of the United States, I am going 
to work to do all I can to continue to 
support our States in their efforts to 
educate, but I am going to try to re-
duce Federal regulation and Federal 
intervention in their schools and give 
them the kind of opportunities they 
have not had in many years to improve 
education in those schools. Each school 
does it differently. We can’t mandate it 
from here. 

It worked for welfare reform. Do my 
colleagues remember that? We said: We 
are going to stop mandating all these 
rules for every community in America. 
We are going to challenge the States to 
take the welfare money we have been 
spending and create programs they be-
lieve, in their State, are comprehensive 
and will get people off welfare and back 
to work. It has worked, and we have 
had a massive reduction in the welfare 
rolls. It has been good for America. 

We can do the same for education. 
The Senator from Tennessee has been a 
national leader for education reform. 
He is on the Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions Committee. He has been a 
national spokesman for it, and it has 
been a pleasure for me to join that 
committee and work with him. 

Mr. President, I have concluded my 
remarks. I am pleased to yield to the 
distinguished Senator from Tennessee 
on this subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
THOMAS). The Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Alabama for 
his outstanding leadership in the field 
of education, preparing our children for 
tomorrow, for that next millennium. 
He has done outstanding work. We 
work almost on a daily basis on this 
very issue. 

I also commend the Presiding Officer 
for his leadership on this issue which, 
again, means so much to the future of 
our country. 

Earlier this morning I was talking to 
a group of people who came up to visit 
from Texas. They said: Senator FRIST,
what in your mind is the most impor-
tant thing that society must do to pre-
pare our country for this new millen-
nium that is upon us? 

I very quickly turned it back to the 
audience and said: What do you think? 

When we came to education, every 
hand went up in the air. Indeed, ac-
cording to every public opinion survey, 
education is the No. 1 issue when peo-
ple ask what the responsibility of the 
public—not necessarily just the Fed-
eral Government but of the public—is 
in terms of promoting more fulfilling 
lives in the future. If we look a little 
bit further at those town meetings, we 
say: What really can be done? People 
very quickly come back to our edu-
cation system, to our public school sys-
tem. About two out of three Americans 
are very supportive of public schools 
but do believe that our public schools 
will require some major change, some 
major innovation, some creativity. 
Just more of the same is simply not 
going to work. 

We only have to look at how we com-
pare to our international counterparts. 
When we look at reading, math, or 
science at the fourth grade, the eighth 
grade, and at the twelfth grade, we are 
failing compared to other countries all 
around the world. What is even sadder, 
if we look at subjects such as reading 
or math, we fail in the fourth, eighth, 
and twelfth grades. If we do OK in the 
fourth grade, we do worse in the eighth 
grade, and we do miserably in the 
twelfth grade. The longer someone is in 
school, when we compare ourselves 
internationally—we all know our world 
is becoming smaller, and our borders 
are beginning to fall in this global 
economy—when we compare ourselves 
internationally, we are failing and fail-
ing miserably. 

Republicans have set forth very solid 
proposals based on three pretty simple, 
straightforward priorities. Mention has 
already been made about the Ed-Flex 
bill, the Education Flexibility Partner-
ship Act, which was signed by the 
President, debated on this floor, and 
involves these same principles. 

Those three principles are, No. 1, 
take education out of the hands of the 
Federal bureaucrats and return it to 
the local level, to parents, to teachers, 
to school superintendents, to local offi-
cials, where it belongs. 
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No. 2, since what we are doing is not 

working, based on the statistics I just 
related, let’s unleash the spirit of 
change, of innovation, of doing some-
thing a little bit different. We can 
begin by untying those Federal strings, 
those Federal regulations which are re-
stricting that change, which are hold-
ing back innovation. 

No. 3, raise the standard of education 
excellence so every child gets the edu-
cation he or she needs and deserves. 

For over three decades, we have seen 
this progression of Federal involve-
ment in our educational system today. 
As the Senator from Alabama just 
pointed out, there are over 780 separate 
Federal education programs. It really 
comes from a lot of people in this body 
and other bodies who came up with 
good ideas to cure particular problems. 
The result is that you get a layering of 
these Federal programs, one on top of 
each other, until you get this whole 
spider web of good intentions. But 
these good intentions have increased 
Federal bureaucracies, each with its 
own set of regulations, hierarchy, own 
buildings, own section, each trying to 
educate people in a better way. These 
over 780 different Federal education 
programs are spread across over 40 en-
tirely separate bureaucracies. So it is 
time to step back, streamline, and bet-
ter coordinate the resources that we 
are directing toward education. 

Now, it is interesting that, in the Ed-
Flex debate, a lot of things were talked 
about on the floor of the Senate, and 
one was apparent to me. The statistic 
was that educators spend over 48 mil-
lion hours churning out paperwork and 
red tape because of these Washington-
based regulations. 

Now, 48 million hours sounds like a 
lot. How much is it? It is the equiva-
lent of 25,000 teachers working 40 hours 
a week for 1 year—not in teaching that 
student but in filling out paperwork 
and regulations. It is this excessive 
regulatory burden that we in Wash-
ington, DC, impose on them. It is what 
the Federal Government pushes down 
on that teacher in that school in 
Alamo, TN. 

How does it translate into taxpayer 
dollars? That $1 that is sent, on April 
15, to Washington, DC, filters down 
through the bureaucracy and is only 
worth 65 cents by the time it gets down 
to the classroom; that is, 35 cents of 
every taxpayer dollar that comes up to 
the Federal Government is lost in 
these 780 programs through 40 different 
bureaucracies.

The real question is, Can this be 
modernized? Is there something we can 
do? The answer is absolutely. Ed-Flex 
is that first step. It shows that we can 
make progress by doing what? Edu-
cation flexibility—giving more flexi-
bility, providing for more account-
ability; those are two fundamental 
principles.

As Ronald Reagan said, ‘‘There is 
nothing closer to eternal life than a 

Government bureaucracy.’’ So, yes, No. 
1, we have to address the issues of the 
bureaucracy. How can we streamline 
and better coordinate to get more 
value out of the resources that we put 
into education? Ed-Flex attacked the 
issue of improved accountability and 
improved achievement by looking at 
those three Republican principles. Indi-
vidual classrooms have individual 
needs. Classrooms in Alamo, TN, are 
different from those in Memphis, and 
different from Bristol, TN, and dif-
ferent from those in New York City, or 
San Francisco. Some schools stress 
technology; some have computers; 
some are in a rural area and don’t have 
the technology. 

The whole point is each school is dif-
ferent, and we in Washington, DC, 
must recognize the solutions to an in-
dividual school’s challenges to educate 
a student have to be based on local 
concerns, local input, on what those 
teachers need, on what advise and 
counsel parents offer to that particular 
school.

What did Ed-Flex do? As I said, it is 
the Education Flexibility Partnership 
Act. No. 1 is flexibility. It gets rid of a 
lot of the Washington red tape. It 
comes down from the 780 different pro-
grams. You have absolutely the same 
goals, but how you reach those goals is 
determined at the local level. Ed-Flex 
has strong flexibility but also strong 
accountability. Strong accountability, 
in that if you have an Ed-Flex program 
in your State, you must say specifi-
cally how that plan will be adminis-
tered, how achievement will be meas-
ured, and you will be held accountable 
for accomplishing that achievement. 

In return, you are given flexibility. 
Ed-Flex started as a demonstration 
project in six States, and it was ex-
panded to 12 States. Now, through a bi-
partisan effort, we are able to expand 
that to every State in the Union. 

Another way to achieve the three 
principles we are working on is the au-
thorization process—a process that is 
looking at the reauthorization of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act. This is the big bill that authorizes 
how we spend all kindergarten-
through-12 funding. The purpose of 
going back and looking at that author-
ization is to modernize this system, to 
allow some innovation and creativity, 
to take it back to local control, instead 
of Washington, DC, control. 

Republicans have designated this leg-
islation as the vehicle to address two 
principles: No. 1, to retain the same 
basic elements of education funding 
through ESEA, the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, but elimi-
nate the red tape that tells localities 
specifically how to spend it. The bill, 
as we go forward, needs to stress local 
control. I believe, and most Repub-
licans believe, that we need to free 
States and free localities from red 
tape, from that lack of innovation, 

from that rigidity, in return for im-
provements in achievement. We must 
make sure our students are really 
learning and progressing over time. In 
addition, we have to reduce that paper-
work by focusing on not just the proc-
ess but the actual performance of those 
students who will leave that school and 
go on to higher education and to com-
petition in our national marketplace 
and in a global marketplace. 

We need to allow States, I believe, to 
consolidate some of these 780 programs 
at the State and local level if they be-
lieve they can have greater achieve-
ment, and if they have a specific plan 
to do so, and are held accountable for 
that. We need to empower parents, we 
need to empower local educators, and 
then we need to hold them accountable 
for their results. 

Another issue that we absolutely 
must focus on, and we are focusing on, 
is the quality of our teachers. There 
are some people who say the answer to 
all this is 100,000 more teachers. That 
makes a good sound bite because more 
of anything sounds good to people. But 
I believe we need to go back to that Re-
publican fundamental belief that more 
can be helpful, but what is more impor-
tant is the quality of that teacher in 
that classroom talking to those 10 stu-
dents or 20 students or 30 students. 
Just having more of something there 
isn’t necessarily the answer. The an-
swer is in teacher quality. 

A researcher from the University of 
Tennessee put it quite well when he 
said to me that teacher quality has a 
greater effect on performance than any 
other factor, including student demo-
graphics or class size. If you have to 
pick one, it is the quality of that 
teacher in the classroom. He said—and 
these are exact words—‘‘When kids 
have ineffective teachers, they never 
recover.’’

Think about that. Other than par-
ents, no other intervention equals the 
effect on a child’s capacity to learn, to 
assimilate than that of his teacher. 
Every classroom should have a quali-
fied teacher, proficient in the subjects 
they teach. Now, one might say, well, 
no, that is not it; we need more warm 
bodies in the classroom and that is the 
answer.

Listen to these statistics. Today, 
over 25 percent of all teachers are poor-
ly trained to teach; 12 percent have no 
prior classroom experience before be-
ginning to teach; 14 percent have not 
fully met State standards. In Massa-
chusetts alone, 59 percent failed the 
basic licensing exam; 54 percent failed 
a 10th grade level competency test. If 
we look all across America, 18 percent 
of all social studies teachers have nei-
ther majored nor minored in the sub-
ject they teach; 20 percent of all 
science teachers have neither majored 
nor minored in science; 40 percent of 
all math teachers have neither majored 
nor minored in mathematics. 
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Is it surprising, then, when you com-

pare the performance of 12th graders in 
this country in math and science to 
other countries around the world that 
we are not 1st, 5th, 10th, 15th, or 20th in 
math and science, but we are 21st? We 
are 21st among our competitor nations 
around the world. Is it surprising when 
40 percent of all math teachers—the 
person actually teaching in that room 
with the 12th graders—did not major or 
minor in the field of mathematics? We 
hear about ‘‘100,000 new teachers.’’ 
That is a short sound bite, but I think 
the focus you will see from our side of 
the aisle is on the quality of teachers 
and not on numbers alone. 

The Teacher Quality Act works ag-
gressively on directing Federal re-
sources to help attract the very best, 
to help train and retrain those very 
best teachers. Funds will be available 
in several areas, including establishing 
incentives to teachers with advanced 
degrees in core subjects, or imple-
menting teacher testing with bonuses 
for those who score well, or expanding 
the pool of teachers by certifying 
qualified retired military personnel. 

Another issue in our schools today, 
an issue we hear about all too often, is 
school violence. Again, the reasons are 
as many and numerous as the incidents 
themselves. Common sense says fix the 
obvious problem. One obvious problem 
is drugs. A long-term study showed 
most drug use starts at age 12 or 13. 
When the White House took a high-pro-
file line on this, illicit drug use de-
clined consistently from 1979 to 1992 
and, over that period of about 13 years, 
fell from 16 percent to 5 percent. How-
ever, in the first 5 years of the current 
administration, over half of that 
progress has been lost. The latest Na-
tional Center for Alcohol and Sub-
stance Abuse poll shows 35 percent of 
teens believe drugs are the most impor-
tant problem they face. 

We are responding again under an 
initiative being put forward through 
the Youth Drug and Mental Health 
Services Act. That act will add finan-
cial assistance for community pro-
grams for violent youth and will add 
technical assistance to create commu-
nity partnerships to look at youth drug 
issues and youth mental health. 

An area of discipline we will have to 
come back to is loopholes in the cur-
rent law, including the act mentioned 
this morning, the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Act, a bill in which 
I believe very strongly and which was 
strongly supported in the efforts of the 
past Congress. There is a problem in 
that particular bill regarding vio-
lence—violence and discipline in our 
schools. The fact is, one group of stu-
dents is disciplined in a different man-
ner from other students. That is unfair 
and has to be changed. It has not yet 
been changed. 

In my own county, Davidson County 
in Middle Tennessee, there were eight 

firearms infractions, meaning there 
were eight children who brought either 
guns or bombs to school; six of those 
were special ed students. Three of 
those special ed students were expelled, 
but three were not expelled and came 
back to the classroom. In Tennessee, 
the general law is, if a student brings a 
gun or a bomb into the classroom, they 
are expelled for that year. Because of 
the Federal law, we say all students 
are not treated equally. There is a spe-
cial class of students who, even if they 
brought a gun or a bomb to the class-
room, may return in 45 days. I see no 
reason why all children should not be 
subject to the very same disciplinary 
action.

Education is the most important gift 
we can give our children. The time to 
act is now. We are doing that with Ed-
Flex as the first step, with reauthoriza-
tion of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, and with the Teacher 
Quality Act. 

I have an 11-year-old, 12-year-old, and 
a 14-year-old. I don’t want to be too 
pessimistic. When we look at this gen-
eration that is coming through, the 
overwhelming majority of America’s 
children are good, with good inten-
tions, and are working hard. In fact, 
when comparing the so-called millen-
nial generation with the preceding gen-
eration, statistics are improving: 

Teen sexual activity is down; teen 
pregnancies are down, especially in the 
inner cities; teen drinking is down; 
teen drunk driving is down; TV time is 
down; high school dropout rates are 
down. More time is being spent on 
homework today. Academic standards 
are slowly rising; time spent on chores 
is up; church-going is up. High-tech 
skills are rising sharply. Most teens 
today trust institutions; they agree 
with their parents on core values. 

As for violence, the high school mur-
der rate has indeed fallen 50 percent 
since 1993, the steepest decline in any 
age bracket. School-related violent 
deaths are declining. There has been an 
overall improvement in teen crime. I 
say that because we have this inter-
esting juxtaposition of great oppor-
tunity in our system, but when we 
compare ourselves internationally, we 
are failing if performance is the meas-
ure.

Again, looking back to the fourth, 
eighth, and twelfth grade, we are fail-
ing our children today, but we are 
doing it in an overall framework which 
says that it is possible to succeed. We 
need to be committed. We need to do it 
in the right way, using the three Re-
publican principles I put forward. Our 
children are America’s future, they are 
America’s pride, and Republicans in-
tend to do everything we possible can 
to help them stay that way. 

I ask unanimous consent, following 
the remarks of Senator DORGAN today,
at approximately 2:20 p.m., Senator 
HATCH be recognized for up to 25 min-
utes in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FRIST. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. How much time re-

mains for morning business? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nineteen 

minutes.
f 

TAX DECREASE VETO 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
President of the United States vetoed 
the largest tax decrease bill to pass the 
Congress since 1981. By doing this, he 
wants to continue the tax overpayment 
that working Americans are paying 
into the Federal Treasury. 

The President is saying in his veto 
that we ought to continue to tax the 
taxpayers at the 21 percent of gross do-
mestic product level, where taxes are 
now, the highest level in the history of 
our country, as opposed to the last 50 
years when taxes fell in the range of 18 
to 19 percent of gross domestic product. 

The people of the United States have 
been willing and, through consensus, 
settled on the level of 18 to 19 percent 
of gross domestic product, both from 
the standpoint of what they are willing 
to pay into the Federal Government 
and also from the standpoint of how 
that is, at a lower level of taxation, 
better for the economy. 

The President said in his veto mes-
sage we would put in jeopardy several 
government programs if we did not 
continue to tax at this level. The Presi-
dent didn’t say in so many words, but 
he has a plan for spending the $792 bil-
lion that the Congress would let the 
American taxpayers keep. By spending 
it, he would do it in a fashion that 
would end up with a $200 billion addi-
tional national debt than what we 
would have by giving the $792 billion to 
the taxpayers. He would, in a sense, 
jack up the level of expenditure of the 
Federal Government to well over the 
present level of expenditure and put in 
jeopardy balancing the budget if we 
had a downturn in the economy and the 
taxes did not come into the Federal 
Treasury at the rate of 21 percent of 
gross domestic product. 

Even though the bill passed in a bi-
partisan way when it first went 
through the Senate, on final passage it 
ended up being a Republican tax reduc-
tion that went to the President be-
cause there were not any people on the 
other side of the aisle who voted for it. 

We were saying that this tax over-
payment ought to be left with working 
Americans because only the people 
spending the money or investing it do 
it in a way that creates wealth in 
America and creates jobs as a result of 
the creation of wealth. 

Anybody who thinks money is better 
left in the Federal Treasury—at the 
highest rate of taxation in the history 
of the country, at 21 percent of GDP—
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ought to realize that there are not jobs 
created as a result of that money going 
into the Federal till because the Fed-
eral Government is not a creator of 
wealth. Our involvement with the cre-
ation of wealth is to leave as many re-
sources as we can to the ingenuity of 
American working men and women to 
invest and to spend because it turns 
over so many more times in the econ-
omy than when it is spent by us in 
Washington.

So this tax decrease, the largest 
since 1981, was our effort to give a tax 
refund to working Americans by re-
turning the tax overpayment. We do it 
in a responsible manner, by devoting 75 
percent of the $3 trillion surplus that is 
going to come into the Federal Treas-
ury over the next 10 years to Social Se-
curity, Medicare, paying down the na-
tional debt, and other domestic prior-
ities. We would leave three-fourths of 
that extra dollar that people pay in 
taxes that do not need to be paid, with 
the Federal Government for paying 
down the national debt, strengthening 
Social Security, $505 billion that could 
be set aside for strengthening Medicare 
and other domestic programs, and we 
would leave 25 percent of that surplus 
with the taxpayers because we know 
that hard-working men and women in 
America can use that money better 
than it can be misspent here in Wash-
ington.

It seems to me the President was in-
tellectually dishonest last week when, 
in his veto message—that was on tele-
vision; everybody heard it—he said we 
were threatening Social Security, we 
were threatening Medicare, we were 
not paying down the national debt 
when we had this tax cut. I say that is 
intellectual dishonesty because the 
plan we sent to the President had in 
mind reserving all of the Social Secu-
rity payroll tax money to Social Secu-
rity, paying down the national debt, 
with $505 billion for strengthening 
Medicare and other domestic priorities 
within our Government, and still leav-
ing $800 billion to the taxpayers. 

It is only fair to give the taxpayers 
this money because it is their money 
that created the surplus in the first 
place. It is not the hard work of bu-
reaucrats in Washington, it is not the 
hard work of Members of Congress that 
created this surplus, it is the ingenuity 
of the American people. For that inge-
nuity, they are being overtaxed at this 
particular time to the tune of 21 per-
cent of gross domestic product com-
pared to the 50-year history of some-
where between 18 percent and 19 per-
cent. It is only fair to give them their 
money back. 

Even Democrats agree that the sur-
plus should be returned to the tax-
payers. One Member of the other side 
of the aisle said this:

I strongly believe we should return part of 
that money [meaning the surplus] to hard-
working Americans. To suggest we cannot 

afford to cut income taxes when we are run-
ning a $3 trillion surplus is ludicrous.

That is from a Member of the Senate 
from the other side of the aisle. That 
same Member said:

To say that tax cuts stand in the way of 
needed domestic spending, Medicare and debt 
relief, is also folly.

It is too bad the President of the 
United States does not listen to Mem-
bers of his own party. 

The President wants you to believe 
he vetoed just a $792 billion tax bill—
and that is a 10-year figure. But when 
you look at the bits and pieces of it, I 
think it will demonstrate the President 
did not veto just a $792 billion tax bill, 
but he vetoed lower taxes for middle- 
and lower-income Americans, he made 
health insurance less affordable, and he 
took away incentives to save more. Let 
me go through what the President ve-
toed to be very specific, so people know 
exactly what we planned in this Con-
gress when we passed this tax bill. 

We planned to encourage savings, to 
encourage entrepreneurship, and to 
give hard-working families the money 
they need to support themselves. We 
reduced tax rates for middle- and 
lower-income Americans. The Presi-
dent vetoed that. 

Our tax bill made health insurance 
more affordable by providing 100-per-
cent tax deductibility for all premiums 
for the self-employed and, starting for 
the first time in the history of our tax 
laws, gave employees who work for cor-
porations, who do not have a corporate 
health plan, the same tax deductibility 
for their own individual plans that em-
ployees of major corporations have had 
since World War II. The President ve-
toed both of those items. 

Our bill made it easier for children to 
care for elderly parents by giving some 
tax incentives for family caregiving 
and also making tax deductibility pos-
sible for long-term care insurers. The 
President vetoed that. 

One thing we hear about more than 
any other injustice in the Tax Code is 
the marriage tax penalty. That correc-
tion was in the bill. The President ve-
toed the provisions to do away with the 
marriage tax penalty. 

We hear from farmers and small busi-
nessmen how wrong it is to break up a 
business to pay a death tax. This bill 
did away with the estate tax, so there 
was no tax on death, so you could pass 
on the family farm and the family busi-
ness. The President vetoed that. 

We had increased incentives for re-
tirement savings because everybody 
knows Social Security has never been 
intended to be a sole retirement plan 
and is not adequate today. So we have 
to have more encouragement for fami-
lies to save for retirement. The Presi-
dent vetoed that. 

We hear from families, particularly 
from women who work outside the 
home, that child care ought to be more 
affordable. The President vetoed that. 

We had full tax deductibility of inter-
est on student loans in this bill. The 
President vetoed that. 

We expanded the Individual Retire-
ment Account opportunities. The 
President vetoed that. 

In short, President Clinton vetoed 
tax relief measures that would benefit 
men and women nationwide. 

The President has vetoed it, and I do 
not think there will be a compromise 
with the President on this because the 
$800 billion is such an infinitesimal 
amount of money—only 3.5 percent of 
all the revenue coming into the Fed-
eral Treasury over the next 10 years—
that how do you compromise between 
zero and 3.5 percent when the 3.5 per-
cent is so puny that we in the Congress 
ought to be embarrassed we could not 
find ways of saving money and giving 
even a larger tax cut? 

This means this issue will be taken 
to the country, and we will let the 
Democratic candidate, presumably 
Vice President GORE, campaign next 
year on a platform of spending this 
money, as President Clinton proposes 
to spend it, and we will let the Repub-
lican candidate for President run on a 
platform of, hopefully, backing at least 
this much of a tax cut and more of a 
tax cut. We will take this issue to the 
country. Let the people decide, and in 
letting the people decide, let’s have a 
clear mandate for spending the $792 bil-
lion or letting the taxpayers keep it. 

The President, in his veto message 
and all during the month of August, 
has been trying to make a mountain 
out of a molehill, as far as this tax cut 
issue is concerned. He has suggested 
that $800 billion is a mountain of 
money—and it is a lot of money—but 
as I said, it is 3.5 percent of all the 
money that is going to come into the 
Federal Treasury over the next 10 
years that we could let the taxpayers 
keep in their pockets or spend it or in-
vest it to create jobs and wealth in 
America to expand our economy. But, 
in fact, the mountain is the $23 trillion 
that is coming into the Federal Treas-
ury over the next 10 years, and the $792 
billion tax cut is the molehill. 

On this chart, we have the mountain 
over here, the $22.8 trillion that the 
working men and women of America 
are going to pay into the Federal 
Treasury over the next 10 years. Mr. 
President Clinton, that is the moun-
tain, but right here is the $792 billion 
tax cut that you vetoed last week, and 
that is truly the molehill. Mr. Presi-
dent, you can’t make a mountain out 
of a molehill. 

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to speak for 5 min-
utes as in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered.

f 

INNOVATION IN EDUCATION 
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the 

Washington Post printed an article last 
Sunday about a group of WWII vet-
erans returning to the beaches of Nor-
mandy to share stories and remember 
fallen brothers. It was yet another re-
minder of the closing window of oppor-
tunity historians have to glean first-
hand accounts from the generation of 
men and women who lived through the 
Great Depression, fought in WWII and 
came back to build America into the 
greatest power of health and wealth in 
the world. 

The Washington Post wrote: ‘‘World 
War II veterans are dying at a rate of 
more than 1,000 a day. ‘It’s the equiva-
lent to a library burning down every 
day,’ said National Guard Maj. Gen. 
Gene Krase.’’

This week I’m presenting my Innova-
tion in Education award to a group of 
students and educators in Wenatchee, 
Washington who are working to pre-
serve the oral testimonies and first-
hand accounts of the men and women 
who make up what some have called 
our greatest generation. 

Allison Agnew’s 11th grade Honors 
English class at Eastmont High School 
began the Honor By Listening program 
last year, which pairs each student 
with an elder in the Wenatchee valley 
to document his or her personal his-
tory. After the student recorded and 
transcribed oral testimonies, they 
wrote out each story in narrative form. 

Businesses and leaders in the commu-
nity support the process. Representa-
tives from the North Central Wash-
ington Museum gave the students les-
sons on interviewing techniques and 
how to transcribe oral histories. Local 
librarians, attorneys, and business 
leaders joined educators to help the 
students edit their narratives. Mate-
rials and funds for publishing the final 
product came through donations from 
local businesses. It was a marvelous 
community effort. 

Incidentally, one of my own staff 
members, Don Moos, has volunteered 
countless hours of his time to help con-
nect students with potential 
interviewees. Don himself is a veteran 
who fought in the European theater 
during World War II. In fact, he won a 
Purple Heart in the Battle of the 
Bulge, but I have yet to hear his whole 
story though we have been friends for 
years. I look forward to reading about 
his experiences. 

This year the junior class at 
Eastmont will continue the program. It 
already has obtained a list of 200 pos-
sible candidates to interview this fall. 

I am proud of the efforts these stu-
dents are putting forth to not only 
learn about, but to preserve, the rich 
heritage of Washington State. It is ef-
forts like these that convince me I am 
heading in the right direction with my 
Straight A’s bill. If we give educators 
the freedom and flexibility to meet the 
unique needs of their students, while 
providing them with a system of ac-
countability for the results, we will see 
more innovative programs like this 
one.

Mr. 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. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

THE VA–HUD APPROPRIATIONS 
BILL

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, last 
Friday, the Senate passed the VA–HUD 
appropriations bill. I first want to com-
mend the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of that subcommittee for the su-
perb job they did in managing that leg-
islation as it went through the Senate. 

I do want to indicate a concern about 
what was missing in that bill because 
there is one program that was not 
funded which I believe is very impor-
tant to the country, certainly to my 
State, which is the Community Build-
ers Program. It is my hope that this 
problem can be corrected in the con-
ference committee. I asked the chair-
man and the ranking member of the 
VA–HUD appropriations subcommittee 
to pay special attention to attempting 
to provide the resources necessary to 
keep the Community Builders Program 
going.

Despite HUD’s successful efforts to 
reduce staff and provide better service, 
the committee bill will result in the 
termination of more than 400 commu-
nity builders across the country. That 
is a program that is working. This pro-
gram is designed to bring new blood 
into that agency. It has been called a 
prototype for the new type of public 
servant in the 21st century. HUD, in re-
cruiting for those 400 positions, had 
over 9,000 applications, including law-
yers, academics, and economic and 
community development experts. 
These are people who were asked to 
come and give 2 years to helping revi-
talize HUD. We signed them up. We re-
cruited them. We signed contracts with 
them, and now we tell them, sorry, we 
have changed our minds—even though 
the program is working. I don’t think 
so.

The individuals who were selected to 
participate in community builders are 
experts in community outreach and de-

velopment, who agreed to a 2-year term 
of service with HUD. They don’t sit at 
a desk in Washington. They work in 
the 81 field offices doing face to face 
contact with people in the commu-
nities in which they serve. This is a 
program that has received accolades 
from every independent source that has 
looked at the program, including eval-
uations conducted by Booz, Allen & 
Hamilton, the respected private firm, 
PricewaterhouseCoopers, one of the 
major accounting firms in the country, 
and the public strategies group—all 
who made independent reviews of the 
Community Builders Program and all 
of whom said it was a significant im-
provement for HUD. 

If the community builders are now 
eliminated, some HUD field offices will 
drop below the minimum staffing level 
and will have to close. That includes 
the only office in my State. We have 
only one and it is going to close. Some 
people say: North Dakota is a small 
State, a rural State, you don’t have 
many housing problems. Well, I can 
tell you that is not the case. We do 
have serious housing problems. Go to 
the Indian reservations in my State 
and you will see housing problems that 
are enormously serious. 

But more than that, when disaster 
strikes, HUD is absolutely critical. We 
saw that in 1997 when the flooding dis-
asters hit eastern North Dakota. Let 
me say that HUD’s presence in the 
State was critically important to the 
recovery in North Dakota. Secretary 
Cuomo, in particular, was absolutely 
superb in his response to the crisis. He 
understood the very human impact this 
devastating flood was having on the 
people of Grand Forks and the people 
of eastern North Dakota, and he re-
sponded. He went out of his way to 
make certain that HUD’s response took 
into account the unique circumstances 
of this event. 

Rarely have I seen public servants re-
spond in the way we saw in the 1997 
flood disaster in North Dakota. I have 
heard lots of criticisms of HUD over 
the years, but I can tell you firsthand 
that their response was extraordinary, 
and I will never forget it. 

Let me give one example. After the 
disaster bill passed Congress, top HUD 
staff, including the Secretary, stayed 
and worked all weekend at HUD head-
quarters in order to get the money out 
to North Dakota. That is a level of 
commitment we rarely see. They were 
there Saturday, Sunday, from morning 
until night, to get the money flowing. 
Indeed, we were able to get $50 million 
into the hands of the Grand Forks com-
munity within 48 hours after the legis-
lation passed. That is the kind of per-
formance one would like to see from 
public servants on a routine basis. 
That is what we saw from HUD. They 
delivered, and they delivered in a way 
I think makes us all proud. 

Because of HUD’s quick work, Sec-
retary Cuomo was able to provide that 
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$50 million in disaster recovery funds 
to the city to meet the immediate 
needs shortly after the bill was signed 
by the President. Without those funds 
and the dedicated work of countless 
HUD staff, Grand Forks would not have 
been able to recover from that dev-
astating flood. I toured Grand Forks 
with the head of FEMA, James Lee 
Witt. We were there during the August 
break, and we saw the resurgence of 
that community. It is remarkable. This 
is a town where more than 90 percent 
of the homes were affected by flood. 
This is a community that was also hit 
before the floods by the worst winter 
storm in 50 years. Then the floods 
came. In the midst of floods came fire. 
It was an extraordinary series of 
events, but there was also an extraor-
dinary Federal response, and I am here 
today to thank my colleagues who 
stepped forward and were willing to as-
sist. But I also want to recognize the 
extraordinary work of HUD, and spe-
cifically Secretary Cuomo, because 
rarely have I seen the kind of response 
we saw during our period of crisis. In 
part, it was because he had this new 
mechanism, these community builders 
across the country who were infusing 
new energy and new ideas into the 
agency that made that response pos-
sible.

In Washington, we hear over and over 
that government needs to be more re-
sponsive to people’s needs and that 
government needs to be more flexible 
and work similar to the private sector. 
I can say that in Grand Forks, HUD did 
just that. Grand Forks is not an iso-
lated example. We saw it up and down 
the Red River Valley. It wasn’t just in 
Grand Forks; it was in Fargo; it was in 
Wahpeton; it was in Grafton; it was in 
Menoken. Town after town that was 
threatened had a full Federal response, 
and no agency was more responsive 
than HUD; no people were more helpful 
than those community builders. 

That is why I thought it important 
to come to the floor and say restore 
the Community Builders Program, re-
store it in the conference committee. 
Let’s not recruit some of the top people 
from all across the country, asking 
them to serve for 2 years, and then, 
after a year in a program that has been 
deemed successful by every inde-
pendent entity that has examined the 
program, say to them: Forget it; go 
home.

The amazing thing is, they won’t go 
home because we have signed contracts 
with them. If we don’t fund it, we are 
still going to have to pay for those po-
sitions.

I hope very much the conference 
committee will restore the funding to 
the Community Builders Program, to 
say to those 400 people who have given 
so much, we recognize their contribu-
tion; we intend to keep them as part of 
a new HUD, a HUD that has been re-
formed, a HUD that is responding in a 

splendid way to disasters such as the 
one we faced in North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator 
yield?

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I was 
pleased to hear the remarks of Senator 
CONRAD about the Community Builders 
Program at HUD. I echo all of the com-
ments he made about the difference 
that HUD made in the lives of the peo-
ple in the Red River Valley who suf-
fered so immensely from the massive 
flooding that occurred a couple of 
years ago. 

I am on the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, and we had a discussion 
about the Community Builders Pro-
gram. I share the feeling Senator 
CONRAD has expressed on the floor of 
the Senate about that program. It 
seems to me we ought to find a way to 
continue to fund that program. These 
are people all across this country who 
are making a difference, men and 
women who give new energy and new 
vitality to the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. I think it is a 
step backward for this Congress to say 
that program doesn’t work. We know it 
works. We know firsthand its value. We 
understand its contribution in our 
communities and other communities 
across this country. 

I placed a statement in the RECORD a
couple of days ago about this subject. I 
was pleased to have my colleague de-
scribe this in more detail, its func-
tioning in the context of what we expe-
rienced.

I ask the Senator if he doesn’t be-
lieve, in the end process, in the overall 
scheme of the amount of money that is 
spent and invested by the Congress, if 
the funding for the Community Build-
ers isn’t almost an asterisk of an 
amount, but so significant in terms of 
what it means to the new direction in 
HUD and to the capability of HUD to 
provide new energy and new vitality to 
these programs. Is it not the case that 
funding for this program can be done 
easily, without cost to other programs, 
but in a way that will make it an in-
credibly important investment in HUD 
in the long term? 

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator is exactly 
right. I think back to the time when 
we were in the midst of that crisis and 
what a splendid response we got from 
HUD.

I think people are often critical of 
Federal agencies. Certainly HUD, espe-
cially in the past, has received lots of 
criticism—well deserved, unfortu-
nately. However, this new Secretary, 
Mr. Cuomo, has done a remarkable job 
of transforming that agency. We saw it 
firsthand in the flood disaster of 1997. 
Not only did they stay in all weekend 
down at HUD to get the money out to 
the affected communities, which was a 
splendid performance, but they were 
with us every step of the way in revi-

talizing and rebuilding that commu-
nity.

We have just seen the result. The 
Senator from North Dakota was with 
me and with James Lee Witt as we 
toured Grand Forks to see how that 
community is coming back. It would 
not have happened, the mayor of Grand 
Rapids said to me when we were at the 
League of Cities meeting Saturday 
night in North Dakota, without the as-
sistance from the Federal Government 
that was received by the community of 
Grand Forks. 

The key agencies were obviously 
FEMA and HUD, also SBA. All of those 
were major contributors, as well as the 
Commerce Department and EDA. 
Those four agencies made a profound 
difference. The mayor said to me flat-
ly, without the contribution made by 
HUD and Secretary Cuomo, that town 
would not have come back in the way 
it has in just this short period. 

It is truly amazing to drive through 
the streets of Grand Forks now, to see 
the schools that have been rebuilt, to 
see the downtown that is under con-
struction—a new corporate center, a 
new county facility—to see other build-
ings that are being rehabilitated, to 
drive through the neighborhoods and 
see the new homes that have been con-
structed, hundreds of new homes, to 
see the devastated homes that have 
been taken out, to see the new green-
way that is being created, and to go 
across the river and see a brand new 
superstore that is being built and will 
attract hundreds of thousands of people 
a year. This is a testimony to programs 
that work. 

We all know there are Federal pro-
grams that don’t work. We all know 
there are times when Federal money is 
not well spent. This is an example of 
when the Federal Government proved 
its worth and proved its mettle, per-
formed, and made a difference in the 
lives of tens of thousands of people. 

I want to publicly commend Sec-
retary Cuomo and the people at HUD 
and to say this Community Builders 
Program ought not to be thrown over 
the side. We have 400 people who were 
recruited from 9,000 who applied to 
come to work for the Government for 2 
years—in and out—to add their exper-
tise and energy. We ought to continue 
the experiment. We know from every 
independent analysis this is a program 
that has worked. 

f 

BUDGET SURPLUS 
Mr. CONRAD. Today the Office of 

Management and Budget announced 
the unified budget is in surplus for fis-
cal year 1999 by at least $115 billion. 
That is significantly higher than the 
unified surplus of $70 billion for fiscal 
year 1998 and, in fact, is the largest 
dollar surplus in the history of the 
United States. 

This is a good day. This is a good day 
for the country, and this is a good day 
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for the Congress. It is certainly a good 
day for the President and the adminis-
tration.

In 1992, the budget deficit was $290 
billion. The forecast then was that the 
deficit for this year would be over $400 
billion. That was the forecast in 1992 
for where we were headed if we didn’t 
change course. We did change course. 
The President proposed, and the Con-
gress passed, a plan in 1993, a 5-year 
plan, that has worked splendidly. In 
each and every year of that 5-year 
plan, the deficit came down. In 1997, we 
passed a bipartisan addition to that 
plan. That addition closed the gap, 
made the difference, and finished the 
job. Now we can report we have budget 
surpluses.

The job is not fully complete because 
while we are reporting a $115 billion 
surplus this year, the Social Security 
surplus is $124 billion. In this year, we 
are still using $9 billion of that $124 bil-
lion Social Security surplus for other 
things. We shouldn’t do that. It ought 
to stop. 

But what dramatic progress we have 
made. We have gone from budget defi-
cits of $290 billion just 7 years ago to a 
$115 billion budget surplus this year, 
and we are within hailing distance of 
stopping the raid on the Social Secu-
rity trust fund. The Social Security 
trust fund is a $124 billion surplus in 
fiscal year 1999, and we are running a 
surplus of $115 billion. So we are very 
close to stopping the raid on the Social 
Security trust fund. 

I hope very much we are able to stay 
on that course. We know that is in real 
jeopardy for fiscal year 2000. We know 
that if everything plays out as is cur-
rently contemplated in the Appropria-
tions Committees, we will be using be-
tween $30 billion and $40 billion of the 
Social Security surplus next year. We 
will be going backwards. Let’s not do 
that. Let’s not go backwards. Let’s 
keep moving forward. Next year, let’s 
be able to report that we are not using 
any of the Social Security surplus for 
any other purpose. That ought to be 
our goal. 

We are now in this remarkable posi-
tion of being able to say that if we stay 
the course, if we don’t go out on some 
big, new spending binge, if we don’t 
have some radical, reckless tax 
scheme, we will be able to balance the 
budget without counting Social Secu-
rity and we will be able to eliminate 
the publicly held debt of the country in 
the next 15 years. 

Every economist who has come be-
fore the Senate Budget Committee and 
every economist who has come before 
the Senate Finance Committee has 
said the highest and best use of these 
surpluses is to reduce the debt. What 
we did in 1993 confirms that view. 

Remember that in 1993 we took ac-
tion on a 5-year budget plan to reduce 
the deficit each and every year. The 
idea was, that would take pressure off 

interest rates and that would give the 
greatest lift to the economy, that by 
reducing deficits and debt, we would re-
duce pressure on interest rates, that 
lower interest rates would help our 
economy perform more strongly, and 
we would improve our competitive po-
sition in the world. 

How well that strategy and plan have 
served this country. Each and every 
year of that 5-year budget plan passed 
in 1993 we reduced the budget deficit. 
Each and every year we were moving 
towards lower spending as a percentage 
of our gross domestic product. Every 
year of that 5-year budget plan we were 
moving towards the point at which we 
could start reducing the national debt. 
That plan worked. 

Now we are able to see the longest 
economic expansion in our history, the 
lowest inflation in 30 years, the lowest 
unemployment in 30 years, and the 
lowest welfare rates in 30 years, with 
total spending of the Federal Govern-
ment being reduced. We have gone 
from 22.7 percent of our national in-
come, our gross domestic product, 
going to the Federal Government to 
this year it being down to 19 percent. 
We are headed in the right direction. 
Let’s keep that up. 

Let’s move to a circumstance in 
which we will be able to report next 
year that we have stopped raiding the 
Social Security trust fund. Let’s be 
able to report that we are on schedule 
to eliminate the publicly held debt of 
the United States in 15 years. What a 
great thing that would be for our coun-
try. How well that would position us 
for the baby-boom generation, because 
pretty soon we baby boomers are going 
to start to retire. We are going to add 
dramatically to the burden on the Fed-
eral Government from Social Security 
and Medicare, and the single best way 
to prepare for that eventuality is to re-
duce publicly held debt. We can do it. 
It is within our grasp. But we have to 
avoid new spending schemes and we 
have to avoid risky tax schemes if we 
are going to deliver on that promise. 

I hope very much that together we 
will stay the course and put America in 
a circumstance in which it is able to 
announce in 15 years that there is no 
publicly held debt in America. What a 
great circumstance that would be for 
our Nation. I can’t think of anything 
that would be a better present to our 
children and our grandchildren than to 
be able to eliminate the publicly held 
debt in the next 15 years. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
f 

THE IMPORTANCE OF EDUCATION 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I want 
to make a few comments about the 
subject of education. 

We will have two votes later today on 
two competing resolutions offered by 

the majority leader and the Demo-
cratic leader here in the Senate on the 
subject of education. I would like to 
make a couple of comments about that 
general subject. 

Some long while ago, I was touring 
refugee camps as a member of a hunger 
committee in the House of Representa-
tives. One of the camps I recall visiting 
was on the border between Honduras 
and Guatemala. 

At the United Nations High Com-
mand for Relief Operations camp that 
they were running there on the border 
of Guatemala, I saw a lot of impover-
ished people who had been forced to 
leave their homes and were living in 
the camp. I visited with some of them 
through an interpreter. One older fel-
low, probably in his seventies, could 
not speak English but he motioned 
with his hands for me to come with 
him.

So I followed him about 20 paces or 
so back to this area where he was liv-
ing in a tent with so many others. The 
refugees at this camp had cots to sleep 
on, and this fellow reached under his 
cot, and from among his meager be-
longings, which would have fit in one 
small knapsack, he pulled out a very 
small book. Then he grinned a rather 
toothless grin. He had only a few teeth 
in his mouth, but his smile was a mile 
wide as he held up this book to show 
me. The interpreter who had walked 
with me into that tent said: He wants 
to show you the book he is learning to 
read.

Here was a man living in a refugee 
camp, sleeping on a cot, in a tent with 
many others with only a meager sub-
sistence who was proud to show a vis-
itor that he was learning to read. The 
book he held up to show me was the 
Spanish equivalent of a ‘‘See Spot 
Run’’ book. In halting Spanish, he read 
a couple of pages, and the interpreter 
interpreted what he was reading for 
me.

I have always remembered those cir-
cumstance because there on that dirt 
floor, in that tent, in that refugee 
camp, this fellow in his seventies was 
enormously proud of being able to 
learn to read, even though he was on 
his first primer book. 

This story illustrates for a lot of peo-
ple how important it is to be educated 
and to have opportunity. How does it 
happen that opportunity exists in some 
societies and not in others? How does it 
happen that we in America have been 
so fortunate while some others have 
not?

I have told my colleagues before that 
one of the first visits I made when I 
came to Congress was to the oldest 
Member of Congress at the time, 
Claude Pepper. He was then in his late 
eighties. Above the chair in his office 
were two photographs autographed to 
him. The first photograph was of 
Orville and Wilbur Wright making the 
first airplane flight. Orville Wright had 
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autographed it to Congressman Claude 
Pepper before he died. Beneath it was 
an autographed picture of Neil Arm-
strong walking on the Moon, also auto-
graphed to Congressman Claude Pep-
per.

I was struck by those two gifts from 
the first persons who learned to fly and 
then from the first person to fly to the 
Moon—autographed pictures that oc-
curred in the span of Congressman Pep-
per’s lifetime. 

What was it that caused that explo-
sion of knowledge, learning, and tech-
nology? The answer: Education. It was 
our education system that said to 
every young boy or girl in this country: 
You can become whatever you want to 
become. You can be a physicist, a sci-
entist, a doctor, a barber, a mechanic. 
You decide what you want to become, 
and our education system allows your 
young minds to flower and to develop 
their full potential. 

How is it that in our country we in-
vented the television, we invented the 
computer, we invented plastic, radar, 
the silicon chip, we learned to fly, we 
flew to the Moon, and now we splice 
genes? That all comes from education. 

This education system of ours is not 
perfect. Through public education in 
America, we have decided there will be 
universal opportunity for all children 
and our obligation is to maintain a 
public school system to provide that 
opportunity for all. In our public 
schools in this country, we have about 
53 million students who went to school 
this morning, 53 million children in 
kindergarten through high school, and 
that number is going to continue to in-
crease. Our challenge is to have edu-
cation policies that invest in our 
schools to make sure those children are 
attending good schools. 

When they walk through the door of 
a school, we want to make certain chil-
dren have a good learning environ-
ment. Yet we have crumbling schools 
across this country. I have spoken on 
the floor at length about some Indian 
schools I have visited that no one in 
this Chamber would want their chil-
dren to attend, but there is not enough 
money to invest in fixing these crum-
bling schools. What are we doing to at-
tract and retain the best teachers? Do 
we have enough money to do that? 

Some say these things are too expen-
sive. Yet in the Senate we have folks 
saying, although we cannot increase 
education funding, we have enough re-
sources to provide a $792 billion tax cut 
over 10 years. That is our priority, they 
say. But we do not have enough money 
to fund this Federal investment in edu-
cation. In fact, what has happened is 
that the $792 billion tax cut is only pos-
sible if we put a squeeze on domestic 
discretionary spending that means 
there is not enough money to fund edu-
cation.

My colleagues on Friday described 
the consequences of the Republican ac-

tions. The Republican budget alloca-
tion for education, which is 17 percent 
lower than the 1999 levels, would pro-
vide 5,246 fewer new qualified teachers, 
50,000 students would be denied after-
school and summer school programs, 
142,000 children denied access to Head 
Start, 100,000 students denied Pell 
grant awards, and the list goes on be-
cause there is not adequate funding to 
do that. 

Some of us believe there are certain 
obligations we have to maintain a 
strong public education system. To do 
that, we have put forward a proposal 
that does not cost very much but that 
would allow the refurbishing and re-
modeling of 6,000 public schools nation-
wide. Many of these schools across the 
country were built after the second 
world war and many of them are in des-
perate need of modernization and re-
pair. This is a need not currently being 
met, and we have proposed a method to 
meet it. Helping local communities to 
reduce class sizes by being able to hire 
more teachers, ensuring teachers get 
the professional development they need 
to stay on top of their subject matter, 
increased funding for special edu-
cation, and providing 1 million more 
children with access to constructive 
afterschool programs—all of these are 
important ingredients for developing a 
public education system we can be 
proud of and one that continues to 
work.

There is a big difference in these pro-
posals and what those on the other side 
of the aisle have proposed. I am proud 
to be part of a political party that has 
always viewed education and invest-
ment in this country’s children as a 
priority. There are some people serving 
in the Senate who have said let’s abol-
ish the Federal Department of Edu-
cation. They have stopped actively try-
ing to do that because they know it is 
massively unpopular with the Amer-
ican people and so we do not hear much 
from them anymore. But that is what 
they believe; that is what they would 
like to do. They have a right to that 
belief. I respect that, but I disagree 
with it profoundly because this coun-
try’s future progress and opportunities 
rest on our ability to educate our fu-
ture, our young children. It is our re-
sponsibility to educate our children in 
good schools with good teachers in 
classrooms that are safe. 

I hope that, when we vote on the edu-
cation resolutions before us this 
evening and when we continue to dis-
cuss this issue in the days ahead, we 
might reach a consensus among every-
one in this Chamber that education 
ought to be the engine driving the 
budget train. It ought not be the ca-
boose on this appropriations train, it 
should be the lead car. Education 
ought not be dealt with as an after-
thought. It ought to be the priority for 
this Congress. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. I 
make a point of order a quorum is not 
present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
VOINOVICH). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

FAMILY FARMERS AND THE 
TRADE DEFICIT 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I want 
to take some time to talk about a cou-
ple of items that are related to the des-
perate crisis facing America’s family 
farmers. One, what the conference com-
mittee on Agriculture Appropriations, 
of which I am a member, is doing—or, 
as is more accurate, not doing—to help 
them. Second, I want to talk to the 
issue of the burgeoning growing trade 
deficit.

I will talk for a moment about the 
Agriculture appropriations bill which 
is now in conference between the Sen-
ate and the House. I am a conferee. The 
Senate passed its version of that bill 
and included roughly $7.4 billion in 
emergency help for family farmers be-
cause prices have collapsed and farm-
ers are in desperate trouble. We passed 
that on August 4. 

Weeks and weeks went by and noth-
ing happened. No conference. No meet-
ings. Then last week, those of us who 
are conferees met with the House of 
Representatives. Then the Chair called 
an adjournment. The Members of the 
House called an adjournment, and we 
have not met since. Nearly a week 
later, and there has been no meeting 
since.

Why? They are all hung up on the 
House side of the conference with re-
spect to the question of whether we 
should retain embargoes on food and 
medicine.

The answer to that is simple: Of 
course not. Of course we should not re-
tain any embargoes on food and medi-
cine. That is what the Senate said. By 
a vote of 70, the Senate said let us stop 
using food as a weapon. 

We have used food as a weapon 
against Cuba, Iran, Iraq, North Korea—
you name it. We have embargoes. I do 
not have any problems with embargoes 
against countries that are behaving 
badly, but the embargo should not in-
clude food. Why would you want to in-
clude food and medicine in embargoes 
that hurt the poor folks around the 
globe, the people who need the food and 
medicine?

I have always maintained that when 
we put an embargo on food shipments 
anywhere in the world, it is the equiva-
lent of shooting ourselves in the foot. 
When you do it for 40 years, it is al-
most unforgivable. It is one thing to 
shoot yourself in the foot; it is another 
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thing to take aim, hit it, and then brag 
about it. That has been the policy. 

The Senate, by 70 votes, said: No 
more; we are going to break the back 
of food embargoes; we are going to stop 
using food as a weapon; over; finished; 
done.

We went to conference, and the 
House of Representatives said: No, we 
want to continue using food as a weap-
on in some circumstances. The result 
is, we have not even been meeting in 
that conference, and the emergency 
help that is needed for family farmers 
around this country is not getting done 
because the conference is not meeting. 

Hurricane Floyd roared up the east 
coast, and I am told that there are over 
100,000 hogs floating belly up dead in 
floodwaters, along with a million 
chickens, untold heads of cattle and 
horses. There are crops underwater, 
devastated, and gone. The folks down 
in that region who were so badly hurt 
by Hurricane Floyd are flat on their 
backs wondering how they are going to 
get through this. How they will get 
through it depends on this Congress de-
ciding whether it will extend a helping 
hand saying: When a natural disaster 
strikes, we want to help you. 

Other farmers in my home state were 
flooded out this spring. Over three mil-
lion acres of farmland did not get 
planted early this spring, and family 
farmers who did get acres planted have 
discovered that if they got a crop, it 
was, in many cases, a bad crop with 
sprout damage. If they got a good crop 
and hauled it to the elevator, they 
were told by the grain market their 
crop was not worth anything because 
prices had collapsed. 

The bill before the conference com-
mittee is a bill that provides from the 
Senate side, not the House side, emer-
gency help for collapsed prices and dis-
aster relief for the massive loss of live-
stock and for prevented planning. All 
of those issues are critical for family 
farmers. If this does not get done, we 
will have family farmers going belly up 
in record rates in the next couple of 
months.

It is unfathomable to me that we 
have this interminable delay in some-
thing that is so urgent. There wasn’t a 
delay in passing a $792 billion tax cut 
that we could not afford, spending $792 
billion in tax breaks over 10 years 
based on the premise that we might 
have surpluses in the future. We do not 
have surpluses yet. All we have are 
projections by economists. 

Nobody knows what is going to hap-
pen in the future, but we are told to ex-
pect surpluses for 10 years. So before 
the first real surplus exists, we have 
folks rushing to the Senate Chamber to 
cut nearly $800 billion in taxes. There 
was an urgency to do that, a real ur-
gency. We had to get it done imme-
diately. But, of course, on the issue of 
providing disaster relief to family 
farmers, there is not quite the urgency, 
at least not for some. 

There is a crisis in farm country. 
This deserves a response now. The con-
ference ought to be meeting. We ought 
to pass emergency relief. We ought to 
pass disaster relief. We ought to extend 
a helping hand to farmers of this coun-
try to say: You matter. We care and 
want to help you get through these 
tough times. 

Let me turn to the other issue that is 
related to the family farm crisis, the 
trade deficit. Last week, we heard from 
the Department of Commerce. We see 
in the newspapers that the trade deficit 
has gone up once again to a record high 
of $25.2 billion last month alone. 

What does that have to do with farm-
ers? It means we are selling less over-
seas than we used to. We are importing 
much more from other countries. 

Here is an example of what is hap-
pening with our trade deficit with Can-
ada. Mr. President, on this chart, 1998 
is in blue; 1999 is in red. There was 
nearly a doubling of the trade deficit 
with Canada in one year, a dramatic 
increase in the trade deficit with Mex-
ico, and a dramatic increase in the 
trade deficit with the European Union. 
Of course, these are much lower than 
the trade deficits that exist with China 
and Japan. We have huge trade deficits 
with China and Japan. 

In addition to all of this, our family 
farmers in North Dakota who are hurt-
ing so badly are suffering from a mas-
sive quantity of durum wheat being 
shipped into our country, in my judg-
ment illegally, by the Canadians. Last 
year saw the largest amount of durum 
wheat imports, and in the first 6 
months of this year, the level of im-
ports is 80 percent above that. 

What is being done about all of this? 
Senator BYRD, Senator STEVENS, and I 
and others were able to establish a 
Trade Deficit Review Commission last 
year. That Commission is now meeting 
to make recommendations on the trade 
deficit. Otherwise, this matter has met 
with eerie silence. We do not hear any-
thing from the administration. We do 
not hear anything from Congress about 
this issue. 

This is a very serious issue that 
could easily undermine this country’s 
economic growth. We have to do some-
thing about it, and we have to do some-
thing now. One of the things we ought 
to do is expect this administration to 
stand up and take action against unfair 
trade, which is part of this. I will show 
you what they have done. 

We have a trade dispute with Europe, 
and the trade dispute actually is about 
a couple of things. One is beef, which is 
legitimate. The second is bananas. We 
do not produce bananas in the United 
States. We have American corporations 
that get bananas from the Caribbean 
and want to ship them to Europe. Eu-
rope does not want the Caribbean ba-
nanas, so we have a trade dispute on 
behalf of American corporations that 
are shipping to Europe something we 

do not produce. So we are right and 
they are wrong. On the merits we are 
right.

It is always surprising to me. We 
fight so hard over bananas. How about 
durum wheat? Durum wheat deals with 
semolina flour. Semolina flour is made 
into pasta. When you eat pasta, you are 
eating something from the wheat 
fields, often in North Dakota. What 
about standing up for those producers? 
We stand up for banana producers in 
the Caribbean. What about standing up 
for wheat producers? 

What have we done now? We have 
done nothing about the unfair trade 
from Canada, but we have taken tough 
action against the Europeans with re-
spect to the banana and beef hormones 
cases. We said to the Europeans: You 
better watch it. We’re going to take ac-
tion against you on Roquefort cheese. 
That is tough. You whip somebody 
with Roquefort cheese. You can have a 
big fight. 

Or even better, we are going to take 
action against your Roquefort cheese 
and chilled truffles. That is strong ac-
tion. This is going to scare the devil 
out of the Europeans. 

Do you know what else we are going 
to do? We have decided we are going to 
take action against goose livers. If that 
does not scare the Europeans, it will at 
least scare the geese. Goose livers, 
chilled truffles, Roquefort cheese—and 
finally tough action against animal 
bladders. That is not all. There are 
some regular things as well. 

If we are going to get tough on 
trade—and I have been waiting for this 
a long time—maybe we can get tough 
on durum wheat. But, no, not us, not 
our trade ambassador. We get tough on 
goose livers. Maybe I missed the point. 
Maybe everybody in the world will 
miss the point. 

If we can’t stand up and insist on fair 
trade, on open markets overseas—and, 
yes, on fair trade at home, to be sure—
if we can’t do that, this country will 
never get this trade deficit under con-
trol.

The trade deficit is huge and grow-
ing. Almost everyone understands that 
it is dangerous. It is unsustainable. It 
will inevitably result in a weakened 
dollar and higher interest rates and 
less economic growth. This country 
must get a handle on the trade deficit. 

I have sent a letter to President Clin-
ton once again and said to the Presi-
dent: If this trade ambassador is not 
willing to take action against the Ca-
nadians, replace the trade ambassador. 
The Canadians are just one issue. Re-
place the trade ambassador if she will 
not take action. 

This ambassador has the authority to 
self-initiate a trade complaint, and 
ought to do so. If the failure to do so at 
USTR is due to the ambassador, get an 
ambassador who will. 

We are willing to get tough with the 
European over bananas—that we do not 
produce here. 
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Forgive me for being cynical. Forgive 

me for wondering if there is some com-
mon sense around here. How about 
standing up for things that matter in a 
way that says to our trading partners: 
This country demands action. This 
country demands open markets. This 
country demands fair trade. This coun-
try demands a stop to dumping in our 
marketplace. This country demands an 
end to unfair trade at secret prices by 
State trading enterprises that would 
not be legal in this country. 

How does this relate to farmers? As I 
said before, family farmers must find a 
foreign home for much of what they 
produce. Regrettably, our trade policy 
has now produced very large trade defi-
cits for two reasons. One is because for-
eign markets have evaporated, dried 
up, been reduced in size. 

It is true that no one in the Congress 
or the administration caused the Asian 
crisis. I understand that. Yet there are 
other problems—the failure to enforce 
fundamental trade laws, the failure to 
enforce NAFTA, the negotiation of in-
competent trade agreements; and then 
the failure to even live up to those in-
competent agreements. This is not, in 
my judgment, something that we 
should be expecting from our trade rep-
resentatives.

Mr. President, I know my colleague 
from Utah is seeking recognition. How 
much time remains, if I might inquire? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six min-
utes 51 seconds. 

Mr. DORGAN. Let me take about 2 or 
3 additional minutes. I know my col-
league has things he would like to say 
to the Senate, as well. 

Let me conclude by saying this. I re-
gret coming to the floor and talking in 
these terms about the trade ambas-
sador’s office or about the administra-
tion. I think the trade strategy of this 
Congress is abysmal, to the extent we 
have one—and I guess largely we do not 
because you do not hear anybody talk-
ing about a trade strategy except my-
self and a couple others. 

It is this Congress that passed 
NAFTA. It is this Congress that passed 
the United States-Canada Free Trade 
Agreement. It is this Congress that 
passed the WTO. I didn’t vote for any 
one of the three. But we helped cause 
these problems, and we ought to help 
solve them. 

This administration has a responsi-
bility, and so does this Congress. And 
this Congress bears responsibility for 
the farm policy, the underlying farm 
policy that relates in some part to this 
trade policy that is such a significant 
failure.

Our President has been very helpful 
in trying to push for a disaster and 
emergency package that will be helpful 
to family farmers, to save them from 
catastrophe, the catastrophe of col-
lapsed prices. 

How would anyone in this Chamber, 
how would anyone in this country like 

to do business when someone says to 
you: By the way, your income is going 
to be changed this year. You say: How 
is that? And they say: You are going to 
receive depression-era income. We are 
going to adjust your income to depres-
sion levels. 

That is what has happened to family 
farmers. How many here would like to 
lose 40, 60, or 80 percent of your income 
and be told that is the way the market 
system works? It is not the way it 
works in a country that cares about 
producing on the land with a network 
of family farms. 

Europe does not do that. Europe has 
7.5 million farms. And it says: We want 
you to stay on the farms because we 
want to have a healthy rural system in 
our country, with small towns that are 
thriving and family farms that are 
making a living. 

That happens in Europe. It happens 
because they have public policy that 
demands it. This country does not have 
comparable public policy. I hope that 
it will someday soon. 

This Congress must create that pub-
lic policy. This President will lead in 
that direction. That is what he be-
lieves. This President is strong on 
those issues. I criticize this adminis-
tration on trade. On farm policy, this 
administration has been very helpful. 

It is this Congress that is dragging 
its feet. As a member of the conference 
committee, I hope very much that we 
will soon get back to work on an emer-
gency and a disaster package to re-
spond to the desperate needs of family 
farmers.

I also hope this administration will 
take action, aggressive action, to deal 
with these trade problems. I hope the 
administration and Congress will un-
derstand the gravity of the trade def-
icit and the gravity that the 
unsustainable increase in our current 
account deficit poses to this country’s 
economy.

Mr. President, I thank the Senator 
from Utah for his courtesy. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HATCH addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I thank 

my colleague for his kindness. 
f 

FEDERAL TOBACCO LAWSUIT 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, never in 
my years of service to the people of 
Utah and this country have I witnessed 
an administration more inclined to 
twist, deform, or ignore, the rule of law 
than the Clinton administration. The 
past 7 years are replete with exploits of 
legal manipulation. Indeed, the legacy 
of the administration may prove to be 
that its most significant exploits—infa-
mous or otherwise—were accomplished 
by warping the law for blatant political 
purposes. Here are just a few of the 
most notorious examples: Attorney 

General Reno both misapplied and ig-
nored the Independent Counsel Act in 
order to prevent the appointment of an 
independent counsel in the campaign 
finance investigation; the 1996 election 
fundraising scandal where soft money 
prohibitions were ignored and foreign 
donations were illegally and eagerly 
accepted; fundraising from the White 
House—it was deplorable the Escalante 
Proclamation, where a huge chunk of 
Southern Utah was effectively annexed 
by the Federal government without 
any prior consultation with Utah offi-
cials, to my knowledge—certainly not 
any elected officials; the misuse of FBI 
files by the White House—the myriad 
proclamations of Executive Orders as a 
vehicle to skirt the authority of Con-
gress; and just to mention one more, 
the violation of the Vacancies Act to 
hold in office individuals lacking Sen-
ate confirmation. 

This list does not even include the 
myriad events, dissemblance, and con-
tempt for the law and our courts, 
which brought us the impeachment. 

Given this record, I must confess 
that I wasn’t shocked to learn that the 
Department of Justice may have mis-
led Congress in sworn testimony and 
then filed suit against the tobacco in-
dustry.

Last Wednesday, the Department of 
Justice filed in Federal district court a 
multibillion dollar suit against the to-
bacco industry seeking recoupment of 
losses to Federal health care programs. 
After reviewing the 131-page complaint, 
I have serious reservations concerning 
several key counts in the complaint. 
Moreover, I am skeptical of the entire 
lawsuit.

It is well known around here that I 
am no friend of tobacco use, nor an 
apologist for the tobacco industry. In-
deed, I have never used tobacco prod-
ucts in my life and am opposed to to-
bacco use. I never inhaled or chewed 
tobacco.

Along with my cosponsor, Senator 
FEINSTEIN, I worked hard last Congress 
to pass legislation that would have 
gone a long way in helping Americans 
to kick the habit and in reducing teen 
smoking. The legislation required the 
tobacco companies to pay over $400 bil-
lion to settle existing lawsuits—$429 
billion, to be more accurate. In return 
for the settlement of these lawsuits, 
the companies would have stopped tar-
geting children and would have funded 
smoking cessation efforts. 

While this measure has yet to pass, I 
strongly believe that the fairest and 
most effective solution to the use of to-
bacco is omnibus legislation such as 
the Hatch-Feinstein bill rather than 
relying upon legally dubious lawsuits. 
Litigation cannot effectively deal with 
important public policy problems, such 
as what measures the industry must 
take to reduce youth smoking or what 
effect will rising prices have on the 
black market for cigarettes. 
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Given my skepticism about the ad-

ministration’s fidelity to the rule of 
law, I have several questions con-
cerning the Federal lawsuit. The first 
question I have is, What is the adminis-
tration’s motivation here? It has been 
reported that many attorneys at the 
Department of Justice opposed filing of 
a lawsuit because the Federal Govern-
ment did not possess a valid cause of 
action or claim against the tobacco 
companies.

Indeed, Attorney General Reno, at 
the April 30, 1997, hearing before the 
Judiciary Committee, testified that no 
Federal cause of action existed for both 
Federal Medicare and Medicaid claims. 
I disagree with the assertion made by 
David Ogden, Acting Assistant Attor-
ney General for the Civil Division and 
the current nominee for that post, that 
Attorney General Reno was referring 
only to State actions. Ms. Reno’s con-
tention that no Federal cause of action 
existed was made clearly in response to 
a question by Senator KENNEDY, who 
asked whether the Federal Government 
could recoup both Medicare and Med-
icaid payments. 

It was only after President Clinton, 
in his State of the Union Address in 
January, called for a suit against the 
tobacco industry that the Department 
of Justice changed its tune and, presto, 
announced that a legitimate cause of 
action may exist. 

I have been criticized in the past for 
saying that the politically minded and 
partisan White House, and not the At-
torney General, is in reality running 
the Department of Justice. In the case 
of the Federal tobacco litigation, it ap-
pears once more that the White House 
is directing the activities of the De-
partment of Justice for political ends. 
This lawsuit is a horrible precedent 
that, if it continues, will erode the lib-
erty of the American people. Here 
again, the rule of law is apparently 
being replaced by the rule of the politi-
cally correct and expedient. 

I urge my colleagues to read the fine 
story appearing in last Friday’s Wall 
Street Journal entitled ‘‘Justice Re-
verses: Lobbying Effort Wins Turn-
about On Tobacco Suit.’’ 

This story chronicled the change in 
the Department’s position concerning 
the viability of the Federal tobacco 
suit. The story demonstrated that the 
Department’s attorneys were skeptical 
about a Federal lawsuit. It also estab-
lished that the Department brought 
suit only after pressure from the White 
House and outside lobbyists, who ap-
parently were paid by an outside con-
sultant for their efforts to help con-
vince the Department to change its 
viewpoints.

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
article printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 24, 
1999]

TOBACCO—JUSTICE REVERSES: LOBBYING
EFFORT WINS TURNABOUT ON TOBACCO SUIT

(By David S. Cloud, Gordon Fairclough and 
Ann Davis) 

WASHINGTON.—On a rainy day in January 
of this year, a group of high-profile aca-
demics and lawyers with experience in the 
tobacco wars trooped into a conference room 
filled with dour Justice Department officials 
to make a case for filing a federal lawsuit 
against the tobacco industry. 

The prosecutors were dubious. ‘‘The meet-
ing was tense,’’ says G. Robert Blakey, a 
Notre Dame law professor and member of the 
group, which some called the Tiger Team. 
‘‘You could palpably feel the hostility in the 
room.’’

But this week the Justice Department 
made a startling turnabout. On Wednesday it 
filed a massive civil lawsuit in federal court 
here charging that major tobacco companies 
carried on a 45-year campaign of deception 
that obfuscated the risks of smoking and 
drove up government health-care costs. The 
suit is potentially the biggest threat yet 
against the already beleaguered industry. It 
is also a major test of Attorney General 
Janet Reno’s Justice Department. 

The story of how the department overcame 
its doubts is a tangled one, involving pres-
sure on the department from several direc-
tions at once—from the White House, Con-
gress and plaintiffs’ lawyers involved in 
state suits against the industry. 

Inside the department, an institutional re-
luctance to take on a case involving untest-
ed legal theories and an industry sure to 
wage a bruising fight slowly fell away as key 
officials realized that they had the makings 
of a case, albeit a difficult one. 

The effort to persuade the department to 
change its mind began over a year ago, fol-
lowing the collapse of efforts to pass sweep-
ing federal legislation that would have 
broadened regulatory oversight of tobacco 
companies and settled the state cases. Mis-
sissippi plaintiffs’ attorney Richard Scruggs 
called top Clinton domestic-policy aide 
Bruce Reed at the White House and volun-
teered to represent the federal government 
free in an antitobacco case. 

‘‘They were excited about it,’’ Mr. Scruggs 
says, and were looking for ways to bring the 
industry back to the negotiating table before 
the eventual settlements with all the states. 
He had several meetings with Mr. Reed and 
others at the White House. But the White 
House was having trouble sparking interest 
at Justice, according to administration offi-
cials.

The biggest obstacle was Frank Hunger, 
another Mississippian, who headed the de-
partment’s civil division, which would have 
handled the case. Mr. Hunger had been mar-
ried to Vice President Al Gore’s sister, a 
smoker who died of lung cancer. Advocates 
of a lawsuit considered him a natural ally, 
but it turned out that Mr. Hunger and his 
top aides were dubious that the federal gov-
ernment had a strong statutory basis to sue 
the industry. 

In a meeting with Mr. Scruggs, Mr. Hunger 
was cordial, but said: ‘‘My lawyers are tell-
ing me we can’t do it,’’ according to Mr. 
Scruggs. Mr. Scruggs wrote a memo, to ad-
dress their concerns, but says he got no re-
sponse. Mr. Hunger declined to comment. 

Mr. Scruggs and his allies had a strong mo-
tivation to get the federal government in-
volved. Some of the lawyers had represented 
states in suits against the industry and were 
hoping to see those settled, in part so they 

could collect legal fees. They thought the in-
dustry would be more likely to settle if it 
faced the combined weight of the state suits 
and the federal government. 

During the summer and fall of 1998, they 
worked other angles in hopes of persuading 
the Justice Department. They met with Mr. 
Reed and assistant White House counsel 
Bruce Lindsey to brainstorm. 

Then, later in the autumn, Mr. Scruggs 
says, he got a call from Sen. Kent Conrad 
(D., N.D.) informing him that Senators 
Conrad, Edward Kennedy (D., Mass.) and Bob 
Graham (D., Fla.) were interested in getting 
him to do a federal case. To persuade Ms. 
Reno that her staff was wrong, Mr. Scruggs 
assembled what he called the Tiger Team of 
Mr. Blakey; professors Laurence Tribe and 
Einer Elhauge of Harvard Law School; Jona-
than Massey, a Washington lawyer; and Kim 
Tucker, a lawyer then on leave from the 
Florida attorney general’s office. He esti-
mates that he paid them a total of about 
$250,000 for their efforts. 

Inside Justice, interest in tobacco was 
building anyway. Mr. Hunger announced his 
intention to leave at the end of 1998. In De-
cember, Ms. Reno made the decision, which 
was kept confidential, to move forward with 
the lawsuit, aides said. She designated David 
Ogden, who succeeded Mr. Hunger, to put to-
gether the team. It included William 
Schultz, a former Food and Drug Adminis-
tration official and onetime aide to tobacco 
critic Henry Waxman, a Democratic con-
gressman from California. 

Many career lawyers in the department re-
mained skeptical, but President Clinton sur-
prised them by announcing in his State of 
the Union address to Congress in late Janu-
ary that a suit was in the works. 

Working in strict secrecy, 15 Justice De-
partment lawyers reviewed thousands of 
pages of internal industry documents un-
earthed in state lawsuits. Roberta Walburn, 
an outside lawyer who represented Min-
nesota, was hired to help sift through the 
evidence and discuss legal theories. One shift 
of Justice Department lawyers worked by 
day, another by night. 

Other outsiders were rebuffed. Ms. Tucker, 
who worked with the Scruggs team, said she 
had trouble getting her calls returned. She 
says a Justice Department attorney even 
told her: ‘‘At some point, outside assistance 
becomes a hindrance. We at Justice will de-
cide what, if anything, is in the interest of 
the United States.’’

Ultimately, the Justice Department de-
cided on a bold use of the Racketeer Influ-
enced and Corrupt Organizations statute, 
which permits the government to go after 
profits derived from fraud. 

Ms. Reno made the final call to go forward 
on Tuesday, the day before the suit was filed, 
a Justice official said. She then telephoned 
the White House and informed John Podesta, 
Mr. Clinton’s chief of staff. 

For President Clinton, the suit holds out 
the possibility of winning far-reaching re-
strictions in the marketing and advertising 
of cigarettes, a legacy he has sought early in 
his first term. 

But that is by no means assured. Tobacco 
lawyers plan to make a concerted push to 
have the suit dismissed, on the grounds that 
the government has no statutory authority 
to combine millions of individual smokers’ 
claims into a single cost-recovery suit. Also, 
the industry says the RICO claims seeking 
ill-gotten profits are unwarranted against a 
legal industry. 

The Justice Department’s increasing inter-
est in a civil case coincided with the collapse 
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of its massive five-year criminal investiga-
tion of the industry. The case had once 
seemed promising. But last year, the federal 
appeals court in Richmond, Va., ruled that 
the Food and Drug Administration didn’t 
have the authority to regulate tobacco com-
panies. Prosecutors became worried they 
couldn’t charge companies with making false 
statements about alleged nicotine manipula-
tion to an agency that had no authority over 
them.

There were other setbacks, too. Brown & 
Williamson, a unit of British American To-
bacco PLC, succeeded in convincing the 
judge overseeing grand-jury matters to deny 
the government access to documents the 
company said were privileged. And several 
Philip Morris Cos. scientists who were grant-
ed immunity in exchange for their testimony 
revealed little to the grand jury, say people 
with knowledge of their testimony. 

The tobacco industry’s jubilation didn’t 
last long. Philip Morris Senior Vice Presi-
dent Steven C. Parrish says an industry law-
yer had received assurance from a senior 
White House official several months ago that 
a lawsuit wouldn’t be filed without the in-
dustry getting a chance to make a final pres-
entation. But on Tuesday night, Mr. Parrish 
says, he learned of the impending lawsuit 
from reporters. 

Mr. HATCH. Another question I have 
is, Why wasn’t Congress consulted? 
Months prior to the filing of the law-
suit, I had been attempting to ascer-
tain on what legal theories the Depart-
ment may base a lawsuit against the 
tobacco companies, but the Depart-
ment has refused to share the informa-
tion, even though the Department has 
asked for an additional $20 million to 
finance the suit. I assured them that 
the American people and the Congress 
will want to know what they are pay-
ing for. Congress is not in the habit of 
writing blank checks, and, in the ab-
sence of a straight answer, Congress 
appropriately refused the additional 
monies.

Notwithstanding the clear position of 
Congress, I learned of the filing of the 
suit from the newspapers. This is par-
ticularly galling since the Acting As-
sistant Attorney General for the Civil 
Division and the nominee for that of-
fice, David Ogden, in written responses 
dated September 2 to my questions 
concerning the possible suit against 
the tobacco industry, wrote that the 
Department had not even decided 
whether to file the suit or on what 
legal theories to pursue any projected 
litigation. He stated at that time:

The Department is currently in active 
preparation for this litigation, and we are in 
the process of making decisions on whether 
it will be filed and, if so, based on what legal 
theories.

Now, less than 3 weeks later, the full-
fledged suit has been filed. 

I have yet another question. Does the 
Department of Justice have any chance 
of prevailing on the merits? The De-
partment seeks to ‘‘recoup’’ the cost of 
medical care for treatment of tobacco-
related illnesses for those on Medicaid, 
but the injury claimed by the Federal 
Government may be questionable. The 

nonpartisan Congressional Research 
Service recently issued a study which 
concluded that tobacco use imposes no 
net cost to the Federal Government. 
Indeed, the Federal Government re-
ceives approximately $6 billion a year 
in tobacco tax revenue. Moreover, it is 
simply absurd for the Government to 
seek recoupment when it has been a 
vigorous partner with the tobacco in-
dustry in promoting tobacco use. 

From the late 1960s to the late 1970s, 
the Federal Government worked hand 
in hand with the tobacco industry to 
develop so-called ‘‘safe’’ cigarettes. 
Until 1974, the Government provided 
free cigarettes in C rations to service-
men.

Furthermore, cigarettes continue to 
be sold at substantially discounted 
rates at military post exchanges. In 
1997, the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs blocked claims by veterans for to-
bacco-related illnesses, contending 
that these individuals should not be 
covered because they were responsible 
for their individual choices and the 
health problems that resulted from 
those choices. 

Of course, the Federal Government 
yearly subsidizes tobacco growing. Per-
haps the public interest groups should 
sue the Federal Government, which au-
thorized and fostered the growing of to-
bacco and the manufacture and sale of 
tobacco products. Could one not argue 
that the Government was at least a 
joint tort-feasor under these cir-
cumstances? Furthermore, it is prepos-
terous for the Federal Government now 
to claim that it did not know of the 
risks of tobacco use. 

Since 1964, the Government has 
issued Surgeon General reports that 
warned consumers of the dangers of to-
bacco use. Since 1966, the Government 
has required warning labels on ciga-
rette packs. Indeed, everybody not on 
Mars for the past few decades has 
known that using tobacco can be harm-
ful.

Besides this hypocrisy and the dif-
ficulty in seeing how the Federal Gov-
ernment has been harmed, I question 
the veracity of at least two main 
counts of the complaint. These involve 
alleged violations of the Medical Care 
Recovery Act, known as MCRA, and 
the Medical Secondary Payer Provi-
sions, or MSP. The Department of Jus-
tice contends that these two statutes 
create an independent cause of action 
for the Federal Government to recover 
Medicaid benefits for tobacco-related 
illnesses.

Let me point out that the U.S. Su-
preme Court, in U.S. v. Standard Oil, in 
1947, held that, in the absence of a stat-
ute, the Federal Government does not 
possess the independent right of action 
to recover the medical costs of service-
men. It was in response to Standard Oil 
that Congress passed the MCRA in 1962 
and MSP in 1984. But these changes to 
Federal law were limited and discrete 
in scope. 

For instance, MCRA allows the Fed-
eral Government to independently sue 
to recover the cost of medical treat-
ment given to military service per-
sonnel, veterans suffering from disabil-
ities unrelated to service, and other 
government workers who received med-
ical help but were injured by negligent 
third parties. It does not apply to all 
Medicaid patients nor does it appear to 
allow the aggregation of all the indi-
vidual claims in one massive lawsuit, 
which is what the Department of Jus-
tice has done here. Besides aggregating 
such claims, liability could be proven 
only through statistics, but I believe a 
trial based on statistics would be un-
constitutional.

Furthermore, MSP allows only for 
suits against insurance companies pro-
viding liability insurance to tort-
feasors, but not against the tort-
feasors themselves. The MSP cause of 
action does not apply because the to-
bacco companies are in no way acting 
as insurers of their products. 

I am still studying the other causes-
of-action sounding in violations of the 
Federal Racketeer Influenced and Cor-
rupt Organization law, better known as 
RICO, and State civil fraud statutes. 
But as a preliminary matter, I have se-
rious doubts about their legal viability. 
RICO, for instance, was enacted to deal 
with organized crime syndicates. Here 
we are talking about a legal product, a 
product that has not only been ap-
proved by the Federal Government but 
which has been subsidized by the Fed-
eral Government. RICO does not apply 
to lawful activities, such as the manu-
facture and sale of cigarettes, no mat-
ter how obnoxious those products may 
be. For RICO and the State consumer 
statutes to apply here, the Department 
must demonstrate that the tobacco in-
dustry criminally and fraudulently 
marketed and sold their products. This 
is a difficult task that in almost every 
case has not been successful in a court 
of law because the harmful effects of 
tobacco products were well known. In-
deed, the day the Department filed a 
civil suit, it announced that it was ter-
minating the criminal investigation of 
the tobacco companies and tobacco ex-
ecutives for lack of viable evidence. 

I believe these counts of the com-
plaint were added to force the tobacco 
companies to settle. A successful RICO 
suit would force the tobacco companies 
to disgorge all their so-called illegal 
profits of hundreds of billions of dol-
lars. This would bankrupt the tobacco 
industry. The Clinton White House is 
gambling that the tobacco companies 
will settle and not take the risk of cor-
porate capital punishment in prohibi-
tion of all tobacco use. When all is said 
and done, it would seem that legisla-
tion is what is truly needed for a direct 
recovery suit against the tobacco com-
panies. In short, it seems that this suit 
lacks merit. 
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This is not like the State suits 

against the tobacco companies. I sup-
ported the June 20, 1997, global settle-
ment of those suits and conducted a 
half dozen or so hearings in an attempt 
to have Congress set a national tobacco 
policy. The difference is that the Fed-
eral suit appears to have no legal basis. 

Let me ask rhetorical questions: 
What is the big deal? Why should any-
body care about another suit filed 
against the big, bad tobacco compa-
nies?

I will tell you why. It is for the rea-
sons I stated in this speech. No admin-
istration should be able to circumvent 
the Constitution and Congress’ sole au-
thority to raise and spend revenue for 
the general welfare by suing for bil-
lions of dollars and then spending the 
money without congressional appro-
priation. If there is no legitimate law-
suit, the action by the Department of 
Justice would violate separation of 
powers. That doctrine is a cornerstone 
of our Constitution’s guarantee of lib-
erty. Simply put, litigation should not 
replace legislation as the means to ef-
fect public policy in a democracy. 

Granting the Federal Government 
the unfettered ability to sue any indus-
try which happens to fall into disfavor 
in order to effectuate a social goal such 
as reduction in tobacco-related ill-
nesses is a mistake. It would, in es-
sence, allow the executive branch to 
bypass Congress and the law and set 
unilaterally our Nation’s tobacco pol-
icy.

The way to solve the youth tobacco 
problem and other social problems is 
for Congress to legislate in an orderly 
and coherent manner. Litigation will 
produce ad hoc and incoherent results. 
Litigation cannot determine, for in-
stance, whether the FDA should regu-
late tobacco. 

There is a disturbing trend in mis-
using the litigation system for what 
appears to be social ends. Besides to-
bacco, Government-sponsored lawsuits 
have been filed against gun manufac-
turers and paint manufacturers. It was 
reported that suits are being consid-
ered to be filed against automobile 
manufacturers, the alcoholic beverage 
industry, manufacturers of pharma-
ceuticals and chemicals, Internet pro-
viders, the entertainment industry, the 
dairy industry, and even fast food res-
taurants are being discussed as poten-
tial targets. 

Boy, it looks as if the trial lawyers of 
America got control of the Justice De-
partment. They certainly have control 
of this administration and its projected 
successors in either AL GORE or Bill 
Bradley. Let me quote the distin-
guished legal scholar and former jurist, 
Robert Bork, who cogently discerned, 
in an article entitled ‘‘Tobacco Suit is 
the Latest Abuse of the Rule of Law,’’ 
published in a September 23 edition of 
the Wall Street Journal:

The Justice Department’s complaint is 
only the most recent, and it will be by no 

means the last, effort to use litigation to 
bludgeon private firms in order to accommo-
date a prohibition that government could 
not muster the political support to legislate. 
Gun manufacturers are beginning to face the 
same problem. Why not sue oil companies, 
whose gasoline leads to traffic deaths, or 
fast-food chains, whose products contribute 
to heart disease? 

The only difference is political. If the prod-
uct is sufficiently unpopular with the politi-
cally correct, massive public propaganda ef-
forts will ultimately make lawsuits pos-
sible. . . . 

Law has been warped for political purposes 
repeatedly, and never more so than in this 
Administration. Is there no judge who shall 
call this case what it is—an intellectual 
sham and a misuse of the courts to accom-
plish through litigation what cannot be won 
through legislation?

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of the Bork article be printed 
in the RECORD.

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

[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 23, 
1999]

TOBACCO SUIT IS LATEST ABUSE OF THE RULE
OF LAW

(By Robert H. Bork) 

At least when the nation decided to end 
the ‘‘scourge’’ of alcohol, it had the political 
courage to ratify the 18th Amendment mak-
ing Prohibition the law of the land. 

Not so in these pusillanimous days. Now, 
as then, we are in the throes of a reform 
campaign waged with the vigor and self-
righteousness of the bluenoses of old. This 
time their target is cigarettes, not whiskey. 
But our politicians no longer have the cour-
age to legislate the end of what they con-
demn. Instead, they resort to lawsuits in an 
effort to end smoking by destroying the to-
bacco companies. The end, apparently, justi-
fies any means, no matter how fraudulent. 

States attorneys general have filed multi-
billion-dollar suits, allegedly to recover the 
medical expenses the states have incurred 
caring for victims of smoking. Never mind 
that the states have made far more money 
taxing cigarettes than they spend on medical 
care. If that were all, we could shrug, as we 
usually do, at the cynicism of our elected of-
ficials. Unfortunately, the damage runs deep-
er than the pillaging of shareholders in the 
tobacco companies. 

The Department of Justice has just filed 
suit to recover an estimated $25 billion spent 
by the federal, military and civilian insurers 
on smoking-related illnesses. This follows 
the settlement by tobacco companies with 
states that calls for payment of more than 
$240 billion over 25 years. It is, unfortu-
nately, to be expected that states would file 
such suits. (Not for nothing is the National 
Association of Attorneys General—NAAG for 
short—often called the National Association 
of Aspiring Governors.) But one might have 
hoped that the Justice Department, even 
under Janet Reno, was above such chicanery. 
Not so. 

The real damage done by this noxious mix-
ture of governmental greed and moralism is 
not to the tobacco companies’ shareholders 
(they should have seen it coming and got out 
a long time ago) but to what we still, with 
increasing irony, call the rule of law. 

The federal and state suits suffer from the 
same defect, which ought to be fatal. All of 
these governments have known for more 

than 30 years that smoking creates health 
risks. Yet with that knowledge, they all per-
mitted the sale of tobacco products and prof-
ited nicely, indeed enormously, from excise 
taxes. How can A tell B he may lawfully sell 
a product that A knows will cause injury and 
then sue B for the injury caused? Maybe the 
people injured could sue B, or A as well, but 
the one party that should have no cause of 
action, no complaint whatever, is A. 

In the case of tobacco, the people who 
smoked and were harmed should have no 
cause of action either. Governmental and 
private organizations for decades have been 
pounding the message that smoking is dead-
ly; cigarettes even come with an explicit 
government warning. Smokers are harassed 
in restaurants and expelled from their offices 
to catch pneumonia on the sidewalks. You 
cannot be sentient and unaware of the risks 
of smoking. 

The lame answer to all of this is that no-
body had a choice because smoking is addict-
ive and the tobacco companies hid that fact 
from the government and from smokers. 
First and least important, tobacco is not ad-
dictive as medical science has long defined 
addiction. Second, everybody not in solitary 
confinement for the last four decades has 
known that using tobacco can be habit-form-
ing.

The law is being deformed in other ways as 
well. Government suits against the tobacco 
companies are designed to remove the de-
fenses that could, justifiably, be asserted 
against individual plaintiffs. While many ju-
ries are disinclined to relieve smokers of the 
consequences of their own informed choices, 
the government can try to avoid that defense 
by arguing that it assumed no risk; others 
did. But of course the government that au-
thorized the sale of a known dangerous prod-
uct did assume the risk that, under its own 
laws, it would have to pay when the risk be-
came a fact. The Justice Department’s suit 
would also render irrelevant smokers’ lack 
of reliance upon any company statements as 
well as the various statutes of limitation. 

If that were not enough, the government is 
charging a violation of the Racketeer Influ-
enced and Corrupt Organizations law—a stat-
ute enacted to deal with organized crime—to 
force the tobacco companies to disgorge 
their ‘‘illicit profits.’’ No wonder President 
Clinton thinks the companies will buckle 
and settle. Perhaps they ought to countersue 
to force the government to pay back its il-
licit taxes. 

The Justice Department’s complaint is 
only the most recent, and it will be by no 
means the last, effort to use litigation to 
bludgeon private firms in order to accom-
plish a prohibition that government could 
not muster the political support to legislate. 
Gun makers are beginning to face the same 
problem. Why not sue oil companies whose 
gasoline leads to traffic deaths, or fast-food 
chains whose products contribute to heart 
disease?

The only difference is political. If the prod-
uct is sufficiently unpopular with the politi-
cally correct, massive public propaganda ef-
forts will ultimately make lawsuits possible. 
That is what happened here. Yet even Ms. 
Janet Reno not long ago told a Senate com-
mittee that ‘‘the federal government does 
not have an independent cause of action.’’ 
But the White House insisted, and the attor-
ney general now says she has studied the 
matter carefully and—presto!—there is a 
cause of action after all. 

Law has been warped for political purposes 
repeatedly, and never more so than in this 
administration. Is there no judge who will 
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call this case what it is—an intellectual 
sham and a misuse of the courts to accom-
plish through litigation what cannot be won 
through legislation? 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today’s 
tobacco lawsuit may be tomorrow’s 
beef or dairy industry lawsuit. That is 
why about 100 trade associations, pri-
vate business companies, policy organi-
zations, as well as several Governors, 
have voiced their opposition to this 
Federal tobacco suit. They understand, 
as do I, that big government can be as 
harmful as big tobacco. 

I ask unanimous consent that a list 
of these individuals and organizations 
be printed in the RECORD.

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

ORGANIZATIONS AND INDIVIDUALS THAT
OPPOSE A FEDERAL LAWSUIT

American Insurance Association, American 
Legislative Exchange Council, American 
Tort Reform Association, American Whole-
sale Marketers Association, Americans for 
Tax Reform, Anchorage Chamber of Com-
merce, Associated Industries of Kentucky, 
Bakery, Confectionery, Tobacco Workers and 
Grain Millers International Union, Burley 
Stabilization Corporation, Business Civil 
Liberties, Inc., Business Council of New York 
State, California Manufacturers Association, 
Cato Institute, Citizens for a Sound Econ-
omy, Citizens for Civil Justice Reform, Civil 
Justice Association of California, Coalition 
for Legal Reform Member Organizations, Co-
alition for Uniform Product Liability Law, 
Coalitions for America, Connecticut Busi-
ness and Industry Association, Convenience 
Store Association of Michigan, Council for 
Burley Tobacco (The), County Chamber of 
Commerce (New York). 

Eastman Chemical Company, Empire State 
Petroleum Association, Federation of South-
ern Cooperatives, Food Distributors Inter-
national, Food Marketing Institute, Fron-
tiers of Freedom (The Honorable Malcolm 
Wallop), Governors: The Honorable Roy 
Barnes (Georgia); The Honorable James 
Hunt, Jr. (North Carolina;) The Honorable 
Jim Hodges (South Carolina); The Honorable 
Don Sundquist (Tennessee); The Honorable 
James Gilmore (Virginia). Grand Lodge Fra-
ternal Order of Police, Greater Dallas Res-
taurant Association, Gulf Coast Retailers 
Association, Harney County Chamber of 
Commerce, Hispanic Business Roundtable, 
Hispanic Owned Newspapers, Hotel Employ-
ees & Restaurant Employees, Houston Dis-
tributing Company.

Illinois Chamber of Commerce, Illinois 
Civil Justice League, Indiana Manufacturers 
Association, Indiana Petroleum Marketers & 
Convenience Store Association, Indiana Re-
tail Council, Inc., Institute for Research on 
the Economics of Taxation, International 
Association of Machinists and Aerospace 
Workers, International Paper, Mackinac 
Center for Public Policy, Manhattan Insti-
tute for Policy Research, Mexican American 
Grocers Association, Mexican Legislative 
Exchange Council, Michigan Truck Stop Op-
erators Association, Inc., Missouri Council 
for Burley Tobacco, National Association of 
African American Chambers of Commerce, 
National Association of Beverage Retailers, 
National Association of Convenient Stores, 
National Association of Manufacturers, Na-
tional Association of Wholesale-Distributors, 
National Center for Public Policy Research, 
National Consolidated Licensed Beverage As-

sociation, National Grocers Association, Na-
tional Korean American Grocers Foundation, 
National Restaurant Association, National 
Roofing Contractors Association, National 
Supermarkets Association, National Tax-
payers Union, National Tobacco Growers As-
sociation, National United Merchants Bev-
erage Association, Inc., Nevada State 
A.F.L.–C.I.O., Nevada State Chamber of 
Commerce, New York State Restaurant As-
sociation (Westchester/Rockland Chapter), 
Newark, City of. 

Oklahoma Conservative Committee, Petro-
leum Marketers Association of America, Re-
publican National Hispanic Assembly, Rey-
nolds Metal Company, Small Business Sur-
vival Committee, Small Business United of 
Texas, South Carolina Association of Tax-
payers, South Carolina Chamber of Com-
merce, Southern Nevada Central Labor 
Council, Standard Commercial Tobacco, Inc., 
Tavern League of Wisconsin, Tax Founda-
tion, Texas Association of Business & Cham-
bers of Commerce, Texas Citizens for a 
Sound Economy, Texas Food Industry Asso-
ciation, United Food & Commercial Workers, 
United States Chamber of Commerce, United 
States Hispanic Chamber of Commerce, Uni-
versal Leaf Tobacco Company, Virginia To-
bacco Growers Association, Washington 
Legal Foundation, Westvaco, Wisconsin 
Manufacturers & Commerce, Wisconsin Mer-
chants Federation, Congressman Robin 
Hayes.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, if we are 
going to solve this problem of tobacco, 
we need to face the music in Congress. 
We need to pass legislation that will 
solve it. One reason why the Hatch-
Feinstein legislation would have 
worked is because we believe as high as 
it was, at $429 billion, the tobacco com-
panies reluctantly would have had to 
agree with it. Therefore, we could have 
imposed the free speech articles on 
them that would have prohibited them 
from advertising, while at the same 
time causing them to have to advertise 
in a way that would help our youth to 
understand the evils of tobacco. That, 
we believed, should be done. I still be-
lieve that should be done. It was so 
fouled up in the last Congress that we 
were unable to get that done. 

So I am concerned about the misuse 
of the law, to be able to punish any in-
dustry that whoever is presiding in the 
Federal Government decides they are 
against. I think it is a travesty of jus-
tice, and even though I don’t like to-
bacco and I have never used the prod-
ucts, and even though I think some-
thing certainly needs to be done in this 
area, you don’t do it by abusing the 
process of law, which I think this ad-
ministration has repeatedly done, time 
after time after time. I think, as his-
tory views what has gone on in this ad-
ministration, it is going to have to 
come to the conclusion that this is an 
administration that has not been dedi-
cated to the rule of law, while it has 
been triumphantly pushing the rule of 
law upon other nations, hoping they 
could have something like we have in 
this country. 

The fact of the matter is, it is hypoc-
risy, pure and simple. I am very con-
cerned that if we allow our Justice De-

partment to continue to act in this 
fashion, we are going to reap the whirl-
wind in this country and there will be 
no business that would be safe from the 
all mighty power of the Federal Gov-
ernment. There is one thing worse than 
big tobacco and that is an unrestrained 
big government. That is what this law-
suit is all about. It is a voracious de-
sire to get money in an industry that 
should be gotten, but in a reasonably 
legal way, basically through legisla-
tion.

I hope everybody will look at this 
lawsuit for what it is. I hope the courts 
will dismiss it so we can get about leg-
islating and doing what we should to 
resolve the problems about tobacco use 
and misuse in our country. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho is recognized. 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, are we 

currently in morning business? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in 

morning business. 
Mr. CRAIG. I thank the Chair. I ask 

unanimous consent that, following my 
remarks, Senator DOMENICI may have 
10 minutes to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

GOVERNMENT RUN AMOK 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, let me 
also join with the Senator from Utah 
for what I think he spoke very clearly 
about: the run amok of Government 
and the idea that we are going to craft 
public policy through the courts of our 
land. I believe that is the fundamental 
responsibility of the Congress, both the 
House and the Senate. Yet we have 
seen this administration and the trial 
lawyer community of this country de-
cide that. First, it is tobacco. They are 
going to tell the world how to think 
and then tell the States and the Fed-
eral Government what the policy ought 
to look like. Now they are turning on 
the gun manufacturers. I don’t care 
where you stand on the issue of guns. 
What is wrong in this country is to 
suggest that trial attorneys will meet 
in the dark of night to decide what 
group they are going to take on next, 
amass their wealth for the purpose of 
making hundreds of millions more, and 
then turn to the Congress and say, now 
that we have made these findings, go 
legislate a policy. I don’t believe that 
is the essence of the foundation of our 
representative Republic. 

f 

VALUE OF PUBLIC LANDS 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I came to 
the floor today to speak about an event 
which happened this past Saturday 
that in many States across the Nation 
went relatively unnoticed. It was Na-
tional Public Lands Day. It was a time 
for all Americans to recognize the 
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value we have in our public lands and a 
time for all of us to give a little some-
thing back by volunteering a Saturday 
to lend a helping hand to improve our 
public lands. 

If you were out and about, you no-
ticed volunteers both in this city on 
some of our parkways and across the 
area. But across the Nation, over 20,000 
volunteers took some of their precious 
time. We all know that weekend time 
in a busy populace is a precious time 
and, by taking it, they performed over 
$1 million worth of improvements to 
our public lands—from helping con-
struct to simply cleaning up and pick-
ing up. 

In recognition of National Public 
Lands Day, I want to spend a few min-
utes today reflecting on the value of 
our public lands and on what the future 
holds for them. 

There are about 650 million acres of 
public lands in the United States. They 
represent a vast portion of the total 
land mass of our continent. However, 
most of these lands are concentrated in 
the West. Coming from Idaho, I recog-
nize that very clearly. There are some 
States where over 82 percent of that 
State’s land mass is public. In my 
State of Idaho, it is nearly 63 percent 
of the entire geography that is owned, 
managed, and controlled by the Fed-
eral Government, or by the citizens of 
this country. 

There can be a great beneficial effect 
for our public lands, for all of us. For 
starters, there are a great many re-
sources available on our public lands—
from our renewable forests to the op-
portunities to raise cattle on them, to 
drilling for oil, to mining for minerals 
from the surface. And the subsurface of 
our public lands holds a great deal of 
resources. We all depend on it for our 
lives. Without question, our public 
lands have been the treasure chest of 
the great wealth of our Nation. 

Many of our resources have come 
from the utilization of the resource of 
the public land. Having these resources 
available has afforded not only the op-
portunities I have spoken to but it has 
clearly advanced some of our govern-
mental services because most of those 
resources reap a benefit to the Treas-
ury, and from the Treasury to our 
schools, our roads, and our national de-
fense. All of these resources and their 
revenues have helped ease the tax bur-
den on the average taxpayer. 

Not only are the taxpayers of our 
country rightfully the owners of that 
public land, but we, the Government, 
and all of us as citizens are bene-
ficiaries of those resources. 

Just as important though is the rec-
reational opportunity and the environ-
ment that our public lands offer. Every 
day, people hike and pack in the soli-
tude of our wilderness areas, climb 
rocks, ski, camp, snowmobile, use their 
off-road vehicles, hunt, fish, picnic, 
boat, and swim—the list goes on and on 

of the level of recreation and expecta-
tions we have coming from our public 
land.

Because the lands are owned by all of 
us, the opportunity has existed for ev-
eryone to use the land within reason-
able limits. Certainly our responsi-
bility as a policymaker—as I am, and 
as are all Senators—in shaping the use 
of these lands, I am hopeful that this 
year Republicans and Democrats in the 
Senate can work together to pass bal-
anced legislation that corrects the 
abuses by both debtors and creditors in 
the bankruptcy system. 

But this partisan attempt to pre-
maturely cut off debate before we even 
started to consider this bill does not 
bode well for that effort. 

I hope that once this cloture motion 
is defeated, the Senate will begin a rea-
sonable and fair debate on bankruptcy 
reform legislation that reflects a bal-
ancing of rights between debtors and 
creditors.

Those public lands have been a his-
toric and primary responsibility of the 
Congress itself. However, in the last 
couple of decades several changes have 
occurred.

We are in the midst of a slow and me-
thodical attack on our very access as 
individuals to the public land itself. It 
started with the resources industries. 
That was the restrictive nature or the 
change in public policy that limited ac-
cess by our resource industries and how 
they might use the land. Some would 
say, well, that is merely important for 
the preservation of the land. But what 
we have also seen is an ever increasing 
attitude to keep people—just simple 
people who want to hike or backpack, 
to have access to that land—off the 
land or in some way control their very 
character on the land. 

Some radical groups are fighting to 
halt all resource management on our 
public lands, and they are working to 
restrict, as I have mentioned, the ele-
mental human access to those lands. 
On the Targhee National Forest in 
Idaho, the Forest Service tore up the 
land to keep people off. I was out tour-
ing that forest and came upon over 300 
huge gouges in roads that had been 
contracted by the Forest Service to 
stop access to the land. It was all in 
the name of an endangered species. But 
at the same time, if that kind of dam-
age or destruction had occurred at the 
hands of a mining company or a log-
ging company, the owners of those 
companies would have been in court. 
Here it was merely the forest land say-
ing, oh, well, this huge tank trap or 
gouge in the road to stop traffic was 
our way of protecting the land. I am 
not sure who was the protector in that 
instance.

Additionally, we are seeing the im-
plementation of dramatic changes in 
the philosophy of the public’s access to 
our Forest Service from openness to an 
element of closeness. At the time when 

Gifford Pinchot convinced Teddy Roo-
sevelt to remove forested lands from 
the public preserve and make them for-
ested preserves, the concept was that 
these lands were open. While they were 
protected, to be utilized for forest and 
to be maintained for water quality and 
wildlife habitat, always the people 
could have access. 

Slowly but surely, there has been a 
change in that attitude. That attitude 
has dramatically shifted to one in 
which the Forest Service would now 
suggest to you that our U.S. forests are 
closed to the public unless designated 
open. Gifford Pinchot would roll over 
in his grave as not only one of our Na-
tion’s great conservationists but one of 
the great advocates for forested re-
serves. The reason he would is that he 
said: If you do not associate the people 
to their land, ultimately the land be-
comes the king’s land, much like feu-
dal Europe in which the forests were 
the King’s and the serf could not tread 
on that land unless given express per-
mission by the King. 

When the forest is closed—and that is 
what is being talked about today, and 
in many instances the chief of the U.S. 
Forest Service, Chief Dombeck, who is 
an advocate of this philosophy, ‘‘closed 
unless designated open’’—then where 
do you go to gain permission to access 
your public lands? You go to the Gov-
ernment. In essence, you go to the 
King. You go to the ruler. 

I don’t think that is what Americans 
want. While Americans may differ on 
how they want their public land man-
aged and for what reason they want it 
managed, there is one thing I doubt 
any of us would argue about, and that 
is that the Federal Government should 
not have the absolute right to tell our 
citizens who may or may not tread 
upon these lands. 

All of us should be outraged by a For-
est Service attitude that it is their 
land and they control it and they will 
give permission, they will be the 
implementors of policy in a way that 
will determine who is locked off the 
land. That, in my opinion, appears to 
be their agenda. 

That very forest in Idaho I told you 
about, where large tank traps appeared 
in the public roads, just in their new 
forest plan they have changed the phi-
losophy of the management to suggest 
that all roads are closed and, therefore, 
the forest is closed unless designated 
open.

Yes, we must manage our public 
lands responsibly, which includes re-
strictions on some activities and in 
some areas with the preservation of the 
land’s environment. For the water 
quality, for the wildlife habitat, for all 
of those fundamental reasons, we enjoy 
our public land base. But we should not 
sit here so snidely as to suggest that a 
Federal agency has the right to say 
you may enter or you may not enter 
the land. Yet more and more forests 
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and public lands of our country are 
now receiving those kinds of restric-
tions.

Some people like to hike in our back 
country, others like simply the peace 
and the solitude, while others prefer to 
ride ATVs in the woods. Some prefer to 
camp in a more developed facility, 
while others prefer primitive spots. 

The point is, the recreational oppor-
tunities on our public lands should be 
as diverse as America’s public inter-
ests. On the same note, we can use the 
natural resources we need in an envi-
ronmentally responsible manner and 
still have plenty of opportunities to 
recreate. In fact, recreation and re-
source interests can team together to 
help each other. 

In my own State of Idaho in the 
Clearwater National Forest we have 
seen a dramatic decline in our elk 
herds in large part because of a lack of 
habitat. This is a massive amount of 
public land. Yet by its management—
the suppression of wildfires, the inabil-
ity of the Forest Service to manage 
using controlled burns but changing 
the habitat and the character of the 
land itself—one of the Nation’s largest 
elk herds collapsed. In the winters of 
1996 and 1997, thousands of elk starved 
to death simply by the mismanage-
ment of our public lands by a Forest 
Service that would not seek the diver-
sity of landscape that is so critically 
necessary to maintain those unique elk 
herds and the vibrancy of the land 
itself.

Rather than fight each other, elk 
conservation groups, the Forest Serv-
ice, and the timber industry are com-
ing together to develop a plan to me-
chanically thin some of the areas and 
use prescribed burns and others to 
treat nearly a million acres to increase 
elk habitat. Yet on the outside there 
are some conservation groups that say 
even thinning a tree is cutting a tree 
and should not be allowed. How absurd. 

Why deny the right of good stewards 
to manage land in a way that creates 
diversity and balance so that Idaho can 
reclaim its heritage of having a large 
elk herd, and at the same time having 
more than 4 million acres of wilder-
ness, and at the same time having a vi-
brant Forest Service products indus-
try, while at the same time having 
growth within the State as one of its 
No. 1 economies tourism and recre-
ation. That is a wise and balanced ap-
proach toward managing our public 
lands instead of this single attitude of 
‘‘lock ’em out, preserve, and deny’’ the 
ability to manage public resources in a 
diverse and balanced way. We need all 
of our public lands to be used in a way 
that appeals to all of our citizens, not 
to just a single, relatively narrow-
minded group. 

Public land management, because of 
this, is now embroiled in fights, in ap-
peals, in litigation. Every decision 
made by our public lands managers 

ends up in court, oftentimes fought out 
over weeks, months, and years. While 
all of that has been going on, the Con-
gress of the United States has sat idly 
by and watched, simply hoping it 
would play itself out when, in fact, the 
fight seems to have intensified. 

Differing interests have to come to-
gether to realize we all have one com-
mon goal: To use our land in a respon-
sible manner, in a sustainable manner, 
in a balanced manner, in the kind of 
way that will meet most of our inter-
ests, and do so to assure a quality envi-
ronment and an abundant wildlife habi-
tat. I believe all of those things can be 
done.

Over the last several years, I have 
held over 50 hearings on the manage-
ment of the U.S. Forest Service and 
why it can’t make decisions, and when 
it does, why those decisions are in 
court. Why has it become largely the 
most dysfunctional agency of our Fed-
eral Government? Yet it has a phe-
nomenally great legacy of appropriate 
management and responsible 
caretakership of the land. 

As a result of that, I have introduced 
S. 1320, a comprehensive reform on the 
public land laws primarily governing 
the Forest Service but also reflecting 
on the BLM. However, until we all real-
ize there is room for everyone on our 
public lands instead of just ‘‘lock ’em 
up and keep ’em out’’ solely in the 
name of the environment; that we can 
utilize our resources in a wise and sus-
tainable manner; that we can continue 
to accept these lands in a way that 
offer a resource to our Treasury, along 
with a resource to our mind; then I 
think we will continue to be in litiga-
tion. Successful management of our 
public lands realizes a balanced ap-
proach, a diverse approach, and one 
that I think our country can take great 
comfort in the legacy of the past. In all 
fairness, we ought to be a bit embar-
rassed about our current situation. 

Last Saturday was National Public 
Lands Day. It shouldn’t be viewed as 
just one that talks about the quality of 
our parks and recreational areas. It 
should be reflective of the millions and 
millions of acres of public lands in my 
State and other Western States that by 
their own diversity assure an abundant 
resource, abundant revenue, and oppor-
tunities not only for recreational soli-
tude but economic opportunity in the 
communities that reside on and near 
those public lands. I hope a lifetime 
from now our public lands will be as vi-
brant as they are today, but will be 
managed in a much more diverse and 
multiple-use way than it appears we 
are heading at this moment. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Under the previous order the 
Senator from New Mexico is recog-
nized.

TAXES
Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, 

for the people of America who are in-
terested in where we are on the tax 
cuts and the President’s message re-
garding the veto, I thought I might 
share my version of what has hap-
pened.

First of all, the main reason the 
President has given for vetoing the tax 
bill is we need to take care of Social 
Security and Medicare first. 

The question is, When will the Amer-
ican people ever get a tax cut? If we 
don’t ask that question, we don’t put 
anything in perspective as to where we 
are and where we will be. 

I will share why I believe the tax cut 
was right and why I believe what the 
President is talking about is not right 
and will probably yield to no tax cut to 
the American people. 

First, I might ask rhetorically, how 
long has the President been President? 
I guess he has been President almost 7 
years. He will then have an eighth 
year. Whatever legacy he will leave the 
American people is close at hand. Why 
have we not solved Social Security in 
the 6 years and 9 months he has been 
President? But now that we have a sur-
plus, when we can give the American 
people a little piece of it in a tax cut, 
all of a sudden the President thinks we 
ought to save Social Security. Why 
didn’t we save it last year or the year 
before?

Why didn’t we save it after the Presi-
dent conducted hearings in three or 
four cities in America and said he un-
derstood it and he thought he knew 
what we ought to do and he sends a 
package. However, in terms of reform 
he does almost nothing and sets up a 
new fund to put in a piece of 
everybody’s Social Security money, 
not in individual investment accounts 
but, in a new trust fund to be run by—
whom? Seven or nine people; appointed 
by whom? The Government of the 
United States. Who believes the Gov-
ernment is going to manage the funds 
for Social Security in a way to make 
money and enhance the value of their 
pension plans? Who believes that? 
Hardly anyone. 

Second, who believes we ought to 
have the Federal Government, with ap-
pointed people, investing billions and 
billions, maybe even trillions of dollars 
in the stock of America and in bonds in 
America, without being very concerned 
whether they will distort the market? 
Instead of being a free market with eq-
uities, loans and bonds, it will be a 
market controlled by what the Federal 
Government thinks? Just think of 
that, a year after it exists there will be 
somebody on the floor of this Senate 
saying: We should not invest any of 
that money from Social Security in 
cigarette companies. Boy, everyone 
will say, of course, we should do that. 
Then next year there will be a report 
that obesity comes from McDonald’s 
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and other companies that sell us quick-
fix foods. So somebody will say: Why 
would we want to invest money in 
McDonald’s? They add to obesity in 
America. Then, who knows what else? 
We will distort the American market. 

Everybody who is thinking under-
stands the President has not submitted 
anything credible on Social Security. 
Is it not interesting, there we are 
showing a $3.4 trillion surplus over the 
next decade, $2 trillion of which be-
longs to Social Security, and they will 
get it—but what about the rest of it? 
Should we sit around and wait to spend 
it? Or should we give some of it back in 
an orderly manner over a decade? 

Mr. President, your concerns about 
Social Security and Medicare do not 
ring true. They come into existence 
when you do not want to give the 
American taxpayers a tax cut. That is 
why all of a sudden they come up. Now 
you have even indicated we might be 
able to get that done in a few weeks. 
Get what done? Fix Social Security 
and Medicare, which you have not been 
able to fix in almost 7 years in office? 
In a few weeks we can fix it so we can 
give the American people a tax cut? 

Friends, you understand in a Repub-
lican budget there is a very large set-
aside that is not spent on anything 
that can be used to repair Medicare. 
The problem is the President does not 
have a plan into which anybody wants 
to buy. He sent us a plan to fix pre-
scription drugs for a part of America 
that might need them under Medicare, 
and nobody likes his plan—Democrat 
or Republican. So why doesn’t he sit 
down and talk seriously about fixing 
that?

A commission that was bipartisan, 
that came up with a reasonably good 
plan—bipartisan, bicameral, citizens 
and legislators—he caused that to be 
distorted and thrown away by asking 
his representatives to vote no when ev-
erybody else voted yes. Because we 
needed a supermajority, it failed by 
one vote. We had a plan. 

If I were a senior, I would say: 
Madam President, it looks to me as if 
you do not want my children and my 
grandchildren to have a tax cut be-
cause you are trying to use as an ex-
cuse that we have to fix Medicare and 
Social Security when you do not need 
that money that is going in the tax cut 
to fix either of them. Why did it take 
him so long to fix them, if all of a sud-
den we must fix them in the next few 
weeks in order to get a tax cut? 

Frankly, there are a lot of other rea-
sons the President has given, but these 
are the ones that are politically aimed 
at America. If you read the polls, if you 
ask the question the wrong way, Amer-
icans will say: Fix Medicare and Social 
Security first. But if you said to them 
in a poll question: If we have sufficient 
money left over to give the American 
people a tax cut and we have enough 
money for Social Security and Medi-

care, would you want to give them a 
tax cut? watch the answer. The answer, 
instead of what they are quoting 
around, would be 85 percent. That hap-
pens to be the facts. 

f 

EDUCATION

Mr. DOMENICI. Madam President, I 
want to talk a little bit about edu-
cation because somehow or another we 
have ourselves involved in competing 
resolutions about the funding of edu-
cation when we do not know how much 
education is going to get funded be-
cause the appropriation bill has not 
been produced yet. If this were a court 
of law, the Daschle resolution would be 
dismissed as being premature. There is 
no issue yet. But we will have to de-
bate it and vote on it. Before we are 
finished, the Appropriations Com-
mittee that handles Labor-Health and 
Human Services will produce a bill 
that is more consistent with the budg-
et resolution than anything else. 

Regardless of what it looked like 3 or 
4 weeks ago, they are going to have 
sufficient resources. Remember, the 
President of the United States advance 
appropriated, in his function and in his 
budget, $21 billion. We are going to do 
some of the same things because they 
are legitimate and proper. When you 
take that into consideration, frankly, 
the Daschle resolution is talking about 
a nonreality. 

I can say there is a high probability, 
and if I had one more afternoon to go 
talk to a couple of Senators on that 
committee, I would predict with cer-
tainty—but I can say with almost cer-
tainty that the subcommittee of the 
Senate on Labor-Health and Human 
Services will appropriate more money 
in education than the President put in 
his budget. When you combine what 
they are going to give, it will be more 
than the President’s. 

Is it going to have every single item 
in it? I do not know. In fact, before we 
vote on the final determination of edu-
cation funding, the Senate will debate 
the issue on an appropriations bill 
which I have just described which will 
have more funding in it than the Presi-
dent’s. We will probably decide in a 
floor fight on this floor how that edu-
cation program should be structured. I 
think the occupant of the chair knows 
that Republicans have been working 
very hard at loosening up this money 
from the strings and rigidities of Wash-
ington into something that will go 
local schools in a looser fashion, from 
which we can get accountability and 
flexibility. We give flexibility and we 
expect accountability. It will not be all 
the line items the President wants, but 
it will be more money than the Presi-
dent requested. 

So I do not know what we are voting 
about in these resolutions. They are 
premature. The only guidance we have 
is the budget resolution that Repub-

licans voted for and which said that of 
the domestic programs, there are a 
number of priorities but the highest 
one is education. The Senator occu-
pying the chair voted for that resolu-
tion. In fact, it said we should appro-
priate, over the next 5 years, in excess 
of $28 billion—$26 or $28 billion more 
than we had been appropriating regu-
larly under the President’s approach. 
Over 10 years, it should be somewhere 
around $85 billion or $90 billion more. 
That is the only direction and guidance 
we have. 

That is not binding. But if ever there 
was something you know you are going 
to do when you pass a budget resolu-
tion, it is this because the American 
people think it is right. But the Amer-
ican people do not think we are making 
headway with the existing education 
programs. They would be thrilled if we 
gave more money and did it differently. 
Why should we be doing it the same old 
way which we have been doing it, 
which has no accountability and is all 
targeted whether the schools need it or 
not? They have to put on the same pair 
of socks and same shoes in every school 
district in America. They have to fit 
into the same shoes in order to get the 
Federal money, whether they have the 
problems or not. 

Then we have the great program that 
we call IDEA, where we told them you 
get started with special education and 
we will end up paying a substantial 
portion of it. We did not. We cheated. 
We made them pay a lot more than 
they were supposed to after we man-
dated it. Under Republican leadership, 
we are putting more and more money 
into that program for special education 
because we told them to do it, and we 
said we would pay a certain percent 
and we never came close. We keep put-
ting more in than the President. The 
President complains about some tar-
geted program we do not fund, but we 
fund IDEA and it loosens up money the 
States would otherwise have to spend 
for a program that we mandated, that 
we never lived up to our commitment 
on, and that is pretty good and we 
probably will do that this year, provide 
more funding than the President asked 
for.

So I don’t know, when this 5:30 vote 
comes, what we are voting on. I think 
we ought to put them both off and let’s 
see what the appropriations sub-
committee does. But if we do not, I can 
say I don’t know why anybody would 
vote for the Daschle resolution. It is a 
statement of unreality. It is a state-
ment of hypotheticals. It is a state-
ment of: Here is how much money they 
have to spend in that subcommittee, so 
I am going to do some arithmetic and 
assume everything is going to get cut 
17 percent. That is about where the 17-
percent number comes from, but it 
does not mean anything because no-
body suggests that all the money 
Labor-Health and Human Services gets 
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is going to be divided the way any Sen-
ator currently thinks it should be. It is 
going to be done by a committee that 
has been doing it for many years. 

Those are my two thoughts for the 
day. I have used about 5 minutes on 
each, and I talked faster than I nor-
mally do because I did not want to stay 
down here too long. Other Senators 
want to speak. I repeat: If we cannot 
give the American taxpayers a cut in 
their taxes when in the past 61⁄2 years
the tax take of America, what we have 
taken from the taxpayers, is up 58 per-
cent—got it?—the tax receipts of 
America in the last 6 years 9 months is 
up 58 percent. The average check in-
crease for American working people is 
up 11 percent, and the cumulative in-
crease of Government annually over 7 
years—6 years 9 months—is 22. 

Who was cut short? A 58-percent tax 
increase, 22-percent growth in Govern-
ment, 11-percent growth in the pay-
checks of Americans. They need some 
of their money back. That is what that 
issue is about. If not now, when? On 
education, wait and see. We will do bet-
ter than the President. It will be hard 
to convince the President, and he will 
have something to say about it. We 
ought to put up a nice big board and 
add up the numbers when we are fin-
ished with appropriations. We will do 
better than he did. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Dakota. 
f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. JOHNSON. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent to address the 
body in two parts: one for an initial 1 
minute and the second for the remain-
ing 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Is the Senator requesting he 
have the time until 3:30? 

Mr. JOHNSON. It is my under-
standing that 3:30 is the scheduled time 
to commence debate on the education 
resolutions; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. JOHNSON. So I have until 3:30? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is correct. 
Mr. JOHNSON. I ask unanimous con-

sent, then, to consume the remainder 
of the time available until 3:30. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

A WISE MOVE 
Mr. JOHNSON. Madam President, 

first I will speak in response to what I 
regard as the commonsense statesman-
ship demonstrated on the part of the 
President with his veto of the Repub-
lican tax bill. There is an acknowledg-
ment that there is around $1 trillion 
that could come into the Treasury over 
the next 10 years, over and above that 
required for Social Security. 

It was wise on the President’s part to 
say, first of all, we ought to be very 
prudent about whether that trillion 
dollars will actually materialize or 
not. It is based on assumptions that 
may or may not come true. If they do 
come true, we should prolong the life of 
Medicare and pay down existing debt. 

Everywhere I go in South Dakota 
people of both political stripes tell me: 
Pay down the debt, keep interest rates 
down, make our economy grow, and if 
you still have dollars left, make key 
investments in education, in economic 
development, child care and health 
care, and then if there are some re-
sources remaining, do give some tax re-
lief.

The President has submitted a re-
quest for $250 million targeted to mid-
dle-class and working families, the 
families that need it most. I believe 
that veto is a wise move. We ought to 
go on to a negotiated end to this budg-
et dilemma that will be bipartisan in 
nature and will be much more delibera-
tive, much more thoughtful, and much 
wiser about how to use $1 trillion that 
may or may not materialize. 

f 

PRESCRIPTION DRUG FAIRNESS 
FOR SENIORS ACT OF 1999 

Mr. JOHNSON. Madam President, the 
second issue I want to talk about this 
afternoon is the issue of prescription 
drug costs. I am going to have to edit 
my remarks due to time constraints 
more than I really prefer, but I do want 
to talk about the prescription drug 
costs we face in this Nation. 

American seniors 65 or older make up 
only 12 percent of our population but 
consume, understandably, 35 percent of 
all prescription drugs. Studies have 
shown that the average senior citizen 
takes more than 4 prescription drugs 
per day and fills an average of 18 per 
year. Costs have skyrocketed in recent 
years, increasing an estimated 17 per-
cent last year alone. 

What impact has this drug price in-
crease had on senior citizens? It has 
been catastrophic for all too many. A 
survey completed in 1993 reported that 
13 percent of older Americans say they 
literally are choosing between buying 
food or their prescription drugs. 

Sadly, I hear the same story every-
where I go in my home State. Thirty-
five percent of the Medicare popu-
lation, equivalent to 13 million people, 
have no prescription drug benefits of 
any kind under any kind of insurance 
plan. Seniors sometimes fail to realize 
that the Medicare program itself con-
tains no prescription drug benefit. 

I recently requested a South Dakota 
study of prescription drug prices for 
seniors in our State, a study that I 
asked the Government Reform and 
Oversight Committee of the other body 
to conduct, comparing the prices our 
seniors pay compared to favored cus-
tomers such as HMOs, the Federal Gov-

ernment, and large insurance compa-
nies.

I ask unanimous consent that the de-
tailed summary of the study be printed 
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
PRESCRIPTION DRUG PRICING IN SOUTH DA-

KOTA: DRUG COMPANIES PROFIT AT THE EX-
PENSE OF OLDER AMERICANS

(Minority Staff Report House Committee on 
Government Reform U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, July 31, 1999) 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This staff report was prepared at the re-
quest of Senator Tim Johnson of South Da-
kota. In South Dakota, as in many other 
states around the country, older Americans 
are increasingly concerned about the high 
prices that they pay for prescription drugs. 
Mr. Johnson requested that the minority 
staff of the Committee on Government Re-
form investigate this issue. This report is 
the first report to quantify the extent of pre-
scription drug price discrimination in South 
Dakota and its impact on seniors. 

Numerous studies have concluded that 
many older Americans pay high prices for 
prescription drugs and have a difficult time 
paying for the drugs they need. This study 
presents disturbing evidence about the cause 
of these high prices. The findings indicate 
that older Americans and others who pay for 
their own drugs are charged far more for 
their prescriptions drugs than are the drug 
companies’ most favored customers, such as 
large insurance companies health mainte-
nance organizations, and the federal govern-
ment. The findings show that senior citizen 
in South Dakota paying for his or her own 
prescription drugs must pay, on average, 
more than twice as much for the drugs as the 
companies favored customers. The study 
found that this is an unusually large price 
differential—more than five times greater 
than the average price differential for other 
consumer goods. 

It appears that drug companies are en-
gaged in a form of ‘‘discriminatory’’ pricing 
that victimizes those who are least able to 
afford it. Large corporate, governmental, 
and institutional customers with market 
power are able by buy their drugs at dis-
counted prices. Drug companies then raise 
prices for sales to seniors and others who pay 
for drugs themselves to compensate for these 
discounts to the favored customers. 

Older Americans are having an increas-
ingly difficult time affording prescription 
drugs. By one estimate, more than one in 
eight older Americans has been forced to 
choose between buying food and buying med-
icine. Preventing the pharmaceutical indus-
try’s discriminatory pricing—and thereby re-
ducing the cost of prescription drugs for sen-
iors and other individuals—will improve the 
health and financial well-being of millions of 
older Americans. 
A. Methodology 

This study investigates the pricing of the 
five brand name prescription drugs with the 
highest sales to the elderly. It estimates the 
differential between the price charged to the 
drug companies’ most favored customers, 
such as large insurance companies, HMO’s, 
and certain federal government purchasers, 
and the price charged to seniors. The results 
are based on a survey of retail prescription 
drug prices in chain and independently 
owned drug stores throughout South Dakota. 
These prices are compared to the prices paid 
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by the drug companies’ most favored cus-
tomers. For comparison purposes, the study 
also estimates the differential between 
prices for favored customers and retail prices 
for other consumer items.

B. Findings 
The study finds that: 
Older Americans pay inflated prices for 

commonly used drugs. For the five drugs in-
vestigated in this study, the average price 
differential was 121% (Table 1). This means 
that senior citizens and other individuals 

who pay for their own drugs pay more than 
twice as much for these drugs than do the 
drug companies’ most favored customers. In 
dollar terms, senior citizens must pay $50.33 
to $94.12 more per prescription for these five 
drugs than favored customers.

TABLE 1.—AVERAGE RETAIL PRICES IN SOUTH DAKOTA FOR THE FIVE BEST-SELLING DRUGS FOR OLDER AMERICANS ARE MORE THAN TWICE AS HIGH AS THE PRICES THAT DRUG 
COMPANIES CHARGE THEIR MOST FAVORED CUSTOMERS 

Prescription drug Manufacturer Use 
Prices for 

favored cus-
tomers

Retail prices 
for S. Da-

kota seniors 

Differential for S. Dakota 
senior citizens 

Percent Dollar 

Zocor .................................................................................... Merck .................................................................................. Cholesterol .......................................................................... $27.00 $100.44 272 $73.44 
Prilosec ................................................................................. Astra/Merck ......................................................................... Ulcers .................................................................................. 59.10 110.82 88 51.72 
Norvasc ................................................................................ Pfizer Inc ............................................................................. High Blood Pressure ........................................................... 59.71 110.04 84 50.33 
Zoloft .................................................................................... Pfizer, Inc ............................................................................ Depression .......................................................................... 115.70 209.82 81 94.12 
Procardiz XL ......................................................................... Pfizer Inc ............................................................................. Heart Problems ................................................................... 68.35 121.88 78 53.53

Average price differential ........................................... ............................................................................................. ............................................................................................. .................... .................... .................... 121%

For other popular drugs, the price differen-
tial is even higher. This study also analyzed 
a number of other popular drugs used by 
older Americans, and in some cases found 
even higher price differentials (Table 2). The 
drug with the highest price differential was 
Synthroid, a commonly used hormone treat-
ment manufactured by Knoll Pharma-
ceuticals. For this drug, the price differen-
tial for senior citizens in South Dakota was 
1,469%. An equivalent quantity of this drug 

would cost the manufacturers’ favored cus-
tomers only $1.75, but would cost the average 
senior citizen in South Dakota over $27.00. 
For Micronase, a diabetes treatment manu-
factured by Upjohn, an equivalent dose 
would cost the favored customers $10.05, 
while seniors in South Dakota are charged 
an average of $47.24. The price differential 
was 370%. 

Price differentials are far higher for drugs 
than they are for other goods. This study 

compared drug prices at the retail level to 
the prices that the pharmaceutical industry 
gives its most favored customers, such as 
large insurance companies, government buy-
ers with negotiating power, and HMOs. Be-
cause these customers typically buy in bulk, 
some difference between retail prices and 
‘‘favored customer’’ prices would be ex-
pected.

TABLE 2.—PRICE DIFFERENTIALS FOR SOME DRUGS ARE MORE THAN 1,450%

Prescription drug Manufacturer Use 
Prices for 

favored cus-
tomers

Retail prices 
for S. Da-

kota seniors 

Price dif-
ferential for 
S. Dakota 

seniors

Synthroid ...................................................................................... Knoll Pharmaceuticals ................................................................ Hormone Treatment ..................................................................... $1.75 $27.46 1,469% 
Micronase ..................................................................................... Upjohn ......................................................................................... Diabetes ...................................................................................... 10.05 47.24 370% 

The study found, however, that the dif-
ferential was much higher for prescription 
drugs than it was for other consumer items. 
The study compared the price differential for 
prescription drugs to the price differentials 
on a selection of other consumer items. The 
average price differential for the five pre-
scription drugs was 121%, while the price dif-
ferential for other items was only 22%. Com-
pared to manufacturers of other retail items, 
pharmaceutical manufacturers appear to be 
engaging in significant price discrimination 
against older Americans and other individual 
consumers.

Pharmaceutical manufacturers, not drug 
stores, appear to be responsible for the dis-
criminatory prices that older Americans pay 
for prescription drugs. In order to determine 
whether drug companies or retail pharmacies 
were responsible for the high prescription 
drug prices paid by seniors in South Dakota, 
the study compared average wholesale prices 
that pharmacies pay for drugs to the prices 
at which the drugs are sold to consumers. 
This comparison revealed that the phar-
macies in South Dakota appear to have rel-
atively small markups between the prices at 
which they buy prescription drugs and the 
prices at which they sell them. The retail 
prices in South Dakota are actually below 
the published national Average Wholesale 
Price, which represents the manufacturers’ 
suggested price to pharmacies. The differen-
tial between retail prices and a second indi-
cator of pharmacy costs, the Wholesale Ac-
quisition Cost, which represents the average 
price pharmacies actually pay for drugs is 
only 13%. This indicates that it is drug com-
pany pricing policies that appear to account 
for the inflated prices charged to older 
Americans and other customers. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Madam President, the 
results of the South Dakota study are 
consistent with studies in other States 
finding that seniors in South Dakota 
pay inflated prices for commonly used 
drugs. In fact, seniors are paying twice 
the amount per prescription compared 
to the price the pharmaceutical compa-
nies sell their drugs to their favored 
customers. In fact, we found some indi-
vidual prescriptions where the price 
differential was as high as 1,469 percent 
for the same drug. These price differen-
tials are far higher for prescription 
drugs than for any other consumer 
good.

The average price differential for the 
five top selling prescription drugs for 
seniors is 121 percent, while the price 
differential for other items considered 
daily essentials for the consumer is 
only 22 percent. 

The study also indicates that phar-
maceutical manufacturers—not the 
drugstores, not the pharmacies—appear 
to be responsible for this huge differen-
tial. South Dakota pharmacies have 
relatively small mark-ups, between the 
prices at which they buy the drugs and 
the prices at which they sell them. 

The question is, Where do we go from 
here? There is talk about a Medicare 
add-on for prescription drugs. I hope we 
can go down that road. Quite frankly, a 
bipartisan agreement about how to pay 
for it and administer it simply has not 

been reached. In the interim, there are 
alternatives.

The Prescription Drug Fairness for 
Seniors Act of 1999, which I have spon-
sored with Senator KENNEDY, will pro-
vide a mandate—without the use of tax 
dollars, or any new Federal bureauc-
racy—that the pharmaceutical indus-
try sell prescription drugs at the same 
price to Medicare beneficiaries as they 
sell to their favored customers. No 
more discrimination. If the Prescrip-
tion Drug Fairness for Seniors Act was 
enacted, we could reduce the cost of 
prescription drugs available to seniors 
by approximately 40 percent. There 
would be no bureaucracy, no tax dol-
lars, and a huge benefit for seniors all 
over America. Our pharmacists would 
use the existing pharmaceutical dis-
tribution system and not create any 
new bureaucracy. 

It is estimated that we will reduce 
drug prices for seniors by approxi-
mately 40 percent. There will be no 
more devastating choices among gro-
ceries, rent, and prescription drug 
costs.

I am pleased our bill is gaining en-
dorsement and currently has the sup-
port of 10 of our colleagues, including 
Senators DASCHLE, DODD, DORGAN,
FEINGOLD, HOLLINGS, INOUYE, LEAHY,
KERRY, WELLSTONE, and BINGAMAN.
Earlier this year, Representatives TOM
ALLEN, JIM TURNER, MARION BERRY,
and HENRY WAXMAN were joined by 61 

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:46 May 26, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S27SE9.000 S27SE9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE22660 September 27, 1999
of their colleagues when they intro-
duced the House version of this bill, 
H.R. 664. They have now over 120 co-
sponsors.

Several organizations endorsed our 
legislation, some of which include the 
National Committee to Preserve Social 
Security and Medicare, TREA Senior 
Citizens League, Consumer Federation 
of America, and Families USA Founda-
tion. Many South Dakota groups have 
also endorsed our bill, including the 
South Dakota Coalition of Citizens 
with Disabilities and the North Central 
Chapter of the Paralyzed Veterans of 
America. We now have well over 30 or-
ganizations actively supporting this 
legislation.

Currently, there are several prescrip-
tion drug proposals in Congress. We 
ought to have hearings on this issue, 
and we ought to go forward as aggres-
sively as we can. 

Madam President, there is no need to 
wait. We can act on this now. We can 
give seniors now the benefit of this 40 
percent reduction in prescription drug 
costs that they deserve and need. 

What an irony it is that so many of 
our seniors wind up not taking their 
prescription drugs in order to save 
money and then fall ill with an acute 
illness and wind up in the emergency 
room, and then Medicare picks up the 
tab. Wouldn’t it be better if we can find 
a way to make sure seniors can afford 
the prescription in the first place to 
avoid that kind of acute illness, that 
emergency room visit? The taxpayers 
will gain, the dignity of the seniors 
will gain, their physical health will 
gain. All Americans would be better off 
with the immediate passage in this 
Congress of the Prescription Drug Fair-
ness for Seniors Act of 1999. 

I yield back such time as may re-
main.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia is recognized. 
Mr. BYRD. What is the situation re-

garding time? 
f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, morning business is 
closed.

The Senate will now resume consid-
eration of Senate Resolution 186 and 
Senate Resolution 187, which the clerk 
will report. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
as in morning business for not to ex-
ceed 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
f 

BUDGET CAPS AND EDUCATION 
FUNDING

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, shortly 
we will be debating two resolutions re-

garding education funding. Though 
there are differences in the approaches 
taken in the resolutions, the bottom 
line is similar—namely, this Senate 
and this Congress need to support edu-
cation, and we need to find sufficient 
funding to meet our obligations to 
America’s students. We need to support 
our struggling schools as they attempt 
to provide safe, disciplined environ-
ments in which our youth can learn 
both the fundamentals of history, lit-
erature, mathematics, and science, as 
well as the emerging fields of the next 
century—computers, satellite commu-
nications, advanced electronics and 
other information technologies that 
are reshaping the American workplace. 

On this bottom line, we all agree. 
The difficult part in this difficult ap-
propriations cycle is, how do we get 
there? Our funding levels are too low to 
meet the administration’s request, too 
low to meet the needs that we can all 
see and agree need to be met, but we 
are constrained by a budgetary 
straightjacket imposed in 1997. All 
year, I have advocated breaking the 
budgetary caps in order to meet our 
most pressing needs, but until that 
happens, the Appropriations Com-
mittee must play the cards it has been 
dealt. This evening, the Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education, will 
meet to mark up an appropriations bill 
that contains funding for education, 
among other things. When all is said 
and done, Madam President, I am very 
proud of the work of our Committee on 
Appropriations this year. I have served 
with many great Senators and I have 
served with a number of great chair-
men of the Committee on Appropria-
tions. None has handled their respon-
sibilities any better than has our cur-
rent Appropriations Committee Chair-
man, Senator STEVENS of Alaska. He 
has worked closely with me throughout 
his tenure as chairman of the com-
mittee in as nonpartisan a manner as 
anyone I have ever worked with. We 
have handled these very difficult mat-
ters as best we could to the benefit of 
all Senators and for the American peo-
ple. In so doing, despite these crushing 
spending caps, we have been able to 
pass in the Senate most of the appro-
priations bills. The final bill, namely 
the Labor-HHS appropriations for FY 
2000, will be marked up in sub-
committee this evening and, in all 
likelihood, in the full Appropriations 
Committee tomorrow. 

Madam President, frankly, I see no 
intellectually honest way to ade-
quately provide for education without 
breaking the budgetary caps. 

I know neither side wants to suggest 
that the caps be broken. Each side 
wants the other side to be the first. I 
have no hesitancy to say how I feel be-
cause I am interested in education. I 
am interested in meeting the needs of 
the country and meeting the needs of 

the people. If it cannot be done without 
breaking the caps, then so be it. 

I cannot support these two resolu-
tions, not because I disagree with their 
intent, but because I cannot voice my 
support for increasing education fund-
ing on the one hand while in the same 
breath saying that the budget caps 
cannot be broken. Education is impor-
tant. If it is important, it is worth 
breaking the budget caps. And it is. It 
is worth breaking the budget caps. 
Budgetary gimmicks that add months 
to the fiscal year or that take funds 
from other critical programs like heat-
ing assistance for the poor and the el-
derly will not hold up over time. They 
are very frail reeds, very weak reeds, to 
which to cling in the face of hurricane 
force winds of need.

Madam President, I yield the floor. 

f 

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE REGARDING REAUTHOR-
IZING THE ELEMENTARY AND 
SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT OF 
1965

TO EXPRESS THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE REGARDING EDUCATION 
FUNDING

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of S. Res. 186 and 
S. Res. 187, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

A resolution (S. Res. 186) expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding reauthorizing 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965. 

A resolution (S. Res. 187) to express the 
sense of the Senate regarding education 
funding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be a total of 2 hours debate on 
the two resolutions under the control 
of the two leaders. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and ask 
unanimous consent that the time be 
charged against each side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Madam Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Arkansas is recog-
nized.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Madam Presi-
dent, as I rode to the office this after-
noon, I was listening to news accounts 
which were reporting that the Presi-
dent was making a series of speeches in 
which he was criticizing the congres-
sional majority and their plans for edu-
cation and education improvement in 
this country. 
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It seemed to me as I listened to the 

news accounts—assuming they were ac-
curate—the President was basing his 
criticism on two counts: No. 1, if you 
did not believe that his priorities in 
education were the proper priorities, 
then you did not really value education 
in this country and you were failing in 
your commitment to public schools. 
His second criterion was the amount of 
money that was going to be spent on 
public education at the Federal level. 

So really two criteria: You have to 
spend it where he wants to, and you 
have to spend the amount he desires, or 
else you have failed in some kind of lit-
mus test as to a commitment to edu-
cation.

I reject both of those tests. I think, 
as you look at the amount of money 
and the increases in funding for edu-
cation nationally over the last 25 
years, you have to conclude that sim-
ply spending more money is not the an-
swer to improving education—that 
that criterion fails. If that is going to 
be the criterion, well, then, there may 
be a lot of people who can say they are 
committed to education but with very 
little evidence of success or results. 

Because we, as Republicans, disagree 
with the President’s particular prior-
ities, which are funding a new program 
for 100,000 teachers, whether or not 
that happens to be the great need in a 
particular area; and increased funding 
for the construction of schools, though 
we know there are many dilapidated 
schools, many schools that are in need 
of construction, that may or may not 
be the priority, the great need in a par-
ticular area—because we disagree with 
his priorities and his effort to further 
nationalize education in this country, 
he would deem us then as lacking com-
mitment to education. 

I believe, with the reauthorization of 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act this year, we have a golden 
opportunity to dramatically improve 
Federal education programs that for 
years have not provided a good return 
for every dollar. 

If we are going to spend taxpayers’ 
money on education—and poll after 
poll indicates that this is a high pri-
ority with the American people; it is 
high on their list of where they believe 
emphasis should be placed—then I sug-
gest we must hold the States, we must 
hold school districts, we must hold 
even individual schools accountable for 
the funds they are receiving. 

In the past, ESEA has not rewarded 
success nor has it punished failure. In-
stead, money is allocated only for spe-
cific uses, with no results demanded or 
expected.

For example, we allocate funding for 
technology in schools, but in no way do 
we require schools to show us how this 
is helping kids to learn. We only re-
quire them to use the funding appro-
priately, but there is no link to the ul-
timate goal, which is and should be 

student achievement. In category after 
category, we find this to be the case. 
We provide the funds and so long as the 
States can demonstrate they are spend-
ing it appropriately—that is, for the 
appropriate category—there is no re-
quirement that they demonstrate stu-
dent achievement. 

I believe this system must change. 
We must allow schools more flexibility 
in how they use funding to meet their 
individual needs and show how they are 
improving student achievement for all 
students. The bottom line should be, 
the bottom line must be, in education: 
Are students learning? Not are we 
spending more money, not is our fund-
ing increasing, not are they meeting a 
set of regulations that can fill out the 
forms and demonstrate that they, in 
fact, have spent technology money on 
technology, but are students learning, 
are student achievement scores in-
creasing? That must be the ultimate 
test.

It is in that area that Federal edu-
cation programs have abysmally failed. 
Schools currently receive Federal fund-
ing with so many strings attached they 
cannot effectively use the funding they 
receive. I believe those strings must be 
reduced so that the only requirement is 
the dollars are being spent in the class-
room to enable children to learn. 

Over the past 34 years, since the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
was first passed, it has grown dramati-
cally in size and scope. The Depart-
ment of Education currently admin-
isters 47 K-through-12 programs that 
are authorized under ESEA. In his fis-
cal year 2000 budget proposal, the 
President wanted to create 5 new pro-
grams in addition to the 47 currently 
administered by the Department of 
Education. I suggest to my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle, the last 
thing this Congress should do is add 5 
new programs to ESEA, when all the 
evidence is that we are failing in the 47 
that currently are authorized. 

Diane Ravitch, a senior fellow at the 
Brookings Institution and former As-
sistant Secretary of Education, who 
has testified on numerous occasions be-
fore congressional committees, puts it 
this way:

At present, American education is mired in 
patterns of low productivity, uncertain 
standards, and a lack of accountability. Fed-
eral education programs have tended to rein-
force these regularities by adding additional 
layers of rules, mandates, and bureaucracy. 
The most important national priority must 
be to redesign policies and programs so that 
education funding is used to educate chil-
dren, not to preserve the system.

The proposal from the President to 
add five new programs to ESEA simply 
reinforces the status quo. In fact, it ex-
pands the existing system which has 
failed American students so terribly. 

A study by the Ohio State Legisla-
ture reported that more than 50 per-
cent of the paperwork required by a 
local school in Ohio was the result of 

Federal education programs and man-
dates, even though the Federal funding 
in that Ohio district accounted for only 
7 percent of the total education spend-
ing—7 percent of the funding, 50 per-
cent of the paperwork. I am afraid that 
is all too typical of what we find with 
regard to Federal education spending 
and Federal education programs. 

While spending on education has in-
creased, there has been no cor-
responding rise in academic achieve-
ment. According to Investor’s Business 
Daily, over the past 25 years, inflation-
adjusted, per-pupil spending for grades 
kindergarten through 12 has climbed 88 
percent.

Republicans are not opposed to more 
education spending. In fact, we have 
proposed that we dramatically increase 
education spending. But we believe 
that simply increasing education 
spending without a corresponding re-
form of the system is money ill spent. 
In Arkansas, total education spending 
since 1970, adjusted for inflation, Fed-
eral, State and local, has grown by al-
most 58 percent. Since 1970, we have 
seen in Arkansas a dramatic increase 
in per-student spending, the expendi-
tures on each child, in the public 
schools in the State of Arkansas. Un-
fortunately, overall performance of the 
average 17-year-old student on the 
NAEP test changed little between the 
early 1970s and 1990. 

Before we decide the answer to im-
proving our education system is to 
throw in more money and create more 
programs, may I suggest we examine 
closely the programs as we reauthorize 
them and that we change the current 
system to allow schools to inno-
vatively use their funding to address 
their problems as they see fit and as 
they know best. 

Now, in the area of IDEA, funding for 
disabilities, I think that is an area all 
of us could agree we have done too lit-
tle. During the reauthorization of 
IDEA in 1997, the Federal Government 
was authorized to pay up to 40 percent 
of the excess cost of educating special 
education students. However, the 
President, who lauds his record on edu-
cation, has consistently funded special 
education at only about 10 percent of 
the excess costs. For fiscal year 2000, 
the President has requested $4.31 bil-
lion. That is the same amount appro-
priated in fiscal year 1999. This is an 
area Democrats and Republicans have 
agreed we have not met our Federal 
commitment and our pledge to the 
States and local school districts. Yet 
the President, who wants to create five 
new programs, has level funded the 
area of IDEA. 

Reduced funding for special edu-
cation causes the local school districts 
to pay the cost of educating children 
with disabilities. Often these costs, as 
we all know, can be three to four times 
the amount spent on other students. 
Therefore, what is happening is that 
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those local schools are taking money 
from other programs and other services 
because the Federal law requires them 
to provide that education for special ed 
students. As a result, they are short-
changing other needed educational pro-
grams because the Federal Government 
has failed to meet its commitment. 

Another area I think we have failed 
is in the area of impact aid. The Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 2000 budget requests 
$736 million for impact aid. That is an 
increase of $128 million from 1999. But 
impact aid provides support to school 
districts affected by Federal activities, 
children living on Indian lands and 
children who live on Federal property 
who have a parent on active duty in 
the uniform services. This is one area 
in which I believe it is very clear that 
the Federal Government has a role in 
education. Yet the President’s budget 
does not reflect that priority, that 
clear responsibility that we have on 
the Federal level. 

Education is mainly a State and 
local responsibility, where funding is 
generated from local and State taxes. 
Yet children who live on Federal lands 
or on military bases are being cheated 
out of an equal education. In Arkansas, 
we have the Ouachita National Forest. 
We have the Ozark National Forest, 
the St. Francis National Forest, the 
Buffalo National River. We have, 
though many don’t realize, because Ar-
kansas is not a far western land, hun-
dreds of thousands of acres in the pub-
lic domain, school districts that are de-
pendent upon impact aid to fund the 
educational base because they do not 
have a tax base upon which they can 
rely. There is no tax base for these 
areas.

Any decline in impact aid funding re-
quires State and local school districts 
to find additional funding to give their 
children a good education. It is an area 
that Congress clearly has a role in pro-
viding funding. Yet the President con-
tinually tries to reduce funding and de-
emphasize this priority and this re-
sponsibility of the Federal Govern-
ment. In his budget proposal for fiscal 
year 2000, the President seeks to in-
crease administrative spending for the 
Direct Loan Program by $115 million. 
That is a 26-percent increase in the Di-
rect Loan Program for administration. 
Perhaps nothing reflects the misguided 
priorities of this administration more 
than their effort to increase adminis-
trative spending in a student assist-
ance program by 26 percent. 

Adding programs—the wrong prior-
ities in spending—I think reflects the 
misguided effort of this administration 
to further nationalize, further remove 
local control, and, I believe, continue a 
system that has demonstrated itself to 
be broken, which has not given us the 
results students in this country de-
serve.

They want to promote the Direct 
Loan Program—there is no doubt about 

that—and particularly increase the 
area of administration that is the very 
area in which we need to be reducing 
spending. Then in other areas of stu-
dent assistance, while the maximum 
Pell grant award would increase from 
$3,125 to $3,250, total Pell grant funding 
would be cut by $241 million. They are 
particularly important in higher edu-
cation in States such as Arkansas or 
any State that has a rural population 
and a relatively low per capita income. 

In Arkansas, that is exacerbated be-
cause we have a rather low percentage 
going on to higher education. The rea-
son for that, many times, is because 
there is not adequate student assist-
ance available. So while we increase 
the total amount of a Pell grant, we 
don’t increase—in fact, what would be 
available is cut in the President’s 
budget dramatically. The result is we 
have fewer Pell grants available, even 
though the demand is greater than ever 
before.

Madam President, let me reiterate 
my point and my concern about the 
President’s priorities in education and 
his very ill-timed attacks upon the Re-
publican majority in the House and the 
Senate. Because we disagree on prior-
ities, his judgment is we are not com-
mitted to education. Because we dis-
agree in the amount and where that 
money should be spent, his conclusion 
is that we are not committed to edu-
cation.

I believe Republicans have come for-
ward with one of the most creative, in-
novative educational priorities since 
taking control of the House and the 
Senate: The idea of taking 21 Federal 
education programs under ESEA and 
telling the States that, on a cafeteria 
basis, they can choose which ones of 
those programs they wish to have con-
solidated with new flexibility to find 
creative and innovative solutions at 
the State and local level. That is what 
we need to be doing. 

But there are those entrenched in the 
status quo who say: Let’s reauthorize 
what we have been doing; let’s put 
more money into a system that has not 
given us greater educational achieve-
ment. They think that demonstrates 
greater commitment to our children. I 
think we do have a golden opportunity 
this year, and I think the line could 
not be clearer between those who be-
lieve the Federal Government is the so-
lution and those of us who believe we 
need local control with greater local 
flexibility, while demonstrating a com-
mitment on the Federal level but giv-
ing maximum flexibility for local pol-
icymakers to decide how the local 
issues can be best solved. 

I look forward to the education de-
bate in the coming hours and weeks as 
we conclude this session. I hope that as 
we reauthorize the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, we will do so 
in a way that truly demonstrates our 
love, our commitment, and our concern 

for the public school students of this 
country. I look forward to working 
with Senator GORTON, who has been so 
active in this whole education area, 
and Senator FRIST, Senator JEFFORDS,
and all on the Education Committee, 
to fashion an Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act that will take us 
in a new direction and result in higher 
student achievement, better results, 
better education, as we compete in a 
world economy. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington is recognized. 
Mr. GORTON. I yield myself 10 min-

utes of the time on this side of the 
aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized. 

Mr. GORTON. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from Arkansas for 
his eloquent comments. I am honored 
to be a part of a partnership with him 
and with the distinguished Senator 
from Maine, who now occupies the 
chair, in proposing a set of reforms on 
the way in which the Federal Govern-
ment relates to education in the 
United States that emphasizes student 
achievement and a higher quality of 
education, as against a number of cat-
egorical programs where school dis-
tricts become eligible simply by filling 
out the right forms and spending the 
money in the way the Secretary of 
Education tells them to spend the 
money, without regard to student 
achievement and without regard to the 
priorities set by elected school board 
members and superintendents and prin-
cipals and teachers and parents all 
across the United States. 

This afternoon, we are going to vote 
on two distinctly different approaches 
to education—a proposal by the minor-
ity leader and a proposal by the major-
ity leader. The proposal by the minor-
ity leader beats a dead horse. It starts 
from the proposition that we are to re-
duce the amount of money we spend on 
education by some 17 percent, when 
later on this afternoon—at 6 o’clock—
the subcommittee in charge of appro-
priations for education, in fact, will 
pass an appropriations bill that not 
only increases the amount of money we 
spend on common school education in 
the United States but increases it by 
more than the amount requested by 
the President of the United States in 
his budget. That is a true commitment 
to education. 

The Democratic proposal ignores the 
proposition that the President’s budg-
et, in fact, lessens the amount of 
money available for special needs stu-
dents and education for the disabled; 
that it reduces very substantially the 
amount of money for impact aid to 
those school districts that are greatly 
impacted by a Federal presence in na-
tional parks or forests or military in-
stallations; in fact, the proposal before 
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us from the minority leader, ignoring 
the responsibilities the Federal Gov-
ernment has already undertaken in 
education, simply talks about new pro-
grams, the great advantage of which is 
that they are titled with names either 
of the President or of present members 
of the minority party. It does seem to 
me that even if we are working within 
the present system, we would be far 
better off financing those undertakings 
which the Congress and the President 
have already made than by beginning 
new ones, not particularly requested by 
the schools themselves, while leaving 
the financing of past programs to local 
entities, whether they regard them as 
the highest priority or not. 

But there are, as I think the Senator 
from Arkansas pointed out, two major 
differences in the philosophy of edu-
cation of the two parties exemplified 
by these two resolutions. First, as I 
have said, the resolution by the minor-
ity leader speaks about a proposal that 
does not, in fact, exist. It talks about 
the fact that education spending will 
be reduced when, in fact, it will be in-
creased by more than the amount the 
President requests. 

Now, the end of that resolution, of 
course, does say that we should spend 
more. Interestingly enough, however, 
it says we should spend more and take 
it out of other spending programs with-
out breaking the so-called budget caps. 
That is an interesting proposition but 
one that would require genuine magic 
to accomplish. This body has already 
passed every appropriations bill, except 
that which includes education. It is on 
the basis of the passage of those bills 
that the minority leader comes up with 
this proposition that we will cut spend-
ing for education. I cannot remember a 
single member of the other party vot-
ing and speaking against a single one 
of these appropriations bills on the 
grounds that it spent too much money. 

As a matter of fact, the great major-
ity of them voted for each one of these 
bills that brings us into exactly this 
situation. Yet they state, with alarm, 
the fact that we would reduce this 
amount of spending, saying we should 
not do it; we should spend more money; 
we should not break the caps; we 
should take it out of something else—
something they have already voted for. 
Well, we are, in fact, going to increase 
the amount of money we are spending 
on education. But we should do it—and 
this is the second great difference be-
tween the two resolutions—in a way 
that actually improves the quality of 
education of our young people, meas-
ures it in an objective fashion—actual 
student achievement. 

The other side proposes not only 
more programs that have not dramati-
cally had that impact, but they would 
like a half a dozen new ones in addi-
tion—all categorical aid programs—de-
cided here in Washington D.C., all one-
size-fits-all for every school district in 
the country. 

The proposal of the Presiding Officer, 
myself, and others is a very simple one. 
We believe the people who spend their 
lives educating our children, and who 
have dedicated their lives to educating 
our children, might just possibly know 
more about what they need than do 
Members of this body or bureaucrats in 
the U.S. Department of Education. 

We say, let’s take 12, 21, or 24 of these 
present programs, and let any State 
which guarantees that it will use that 
money to improve student grade 
achievement do so for a period of 5 
years and then be tested on one ground: 
Have students done better? Is the qual-
ity of the education they are getting 
improved by teachers, parents, prin-
cipals, superintendents, and school 
board members who decide priorities? 
A rural district in Maine or an urban 
district in Washington or a suburban 
district in Pennsylvania will obviously 
have different priorities. 

That is our goal, and it is a goal that 
is finding agreement in our educational 
establishment, wherever the Presiding 
Officer goes in her State, or wherever I 
go in my State, or wherever any of us 
go. Our schools want to be liberated be-
cause it is their goal to provide better 
educational opportunities for the kids. 
They think they know what the kids 
and students need. It is as simple as 
that.

We are fighting a phony battle today 
because, in fact, we are going to in-
crease the amount of money available 
for education. But it will do us little 
good unless student achievement is in-
creased and improved upon. We can 
only do that by changing the system 
and trusting those who have devoted 
their lives to educating our children 
with coming up with the right answers 
by which to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Massachusetts is 
recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, as 
I understand it, we are expected to 
have two votes at the hour of 5:30—on 
Senator DASCHLE’s and Senator LOTT’s
Sense-of-the-Senate proposals. The 
time has been divided for those who 
favor and those who are opposed to the 
different proposals. I strongly support 
the Sense-of-the-Senate which has been 
introduced by Senator DASCHLE and
which I am a cosponsor. 

The essence of Senator LOTT’s pro-
posal is: Resolved that it is the sense of 
the Senate that this Congress has 
taken strong steps to reform our Na-
tion’s education system, and allows 
States, local schools, and parents more 
flexibility and authority over their 
children’s education; and the reauthor-
ization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 will en-
able this Congress to continue its ef-
fort to send decision making to States, 
local schools, and families. 

Of course, we are all in support of re-
authorization of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act. We don’t 
have any dispute over that. I have lis-
tened to a good part of the debate. I 
have yet to hear those other steps enu-
merated and identified or commented 
on. The one piece of legislation that we 
took was what was called ED-Flex. 
That is basically a modest expansion of 
what was done under the Democratic 
Goals 2000 in 1994. Goals 2000 was Presi-
dent Clinton’s initiative. At that par-
ticular time, the initial ED-Flex gave 
the Governors the flexibility. We pro-
vided some modest increase in the 
flexibility, and I supported it. But it 
doesn’t deal with the kind of problems 
which we are talking about. That is at 
the heart of this debate and discussion. 

I welcome the fact that since the 
time Senator DASCHLE introduced his 
resolution that our Republican leader 
has made a decision to have a mark-up 
tonight on these education bills. That 
is real action. This is the kind of en-
couragement we would like to have—
that we have the introduction of the 
Daschle resolution, and then under evi-
dently the urging of the majority lead-
er, the Committee on Appropriations is 
going to meet this evening in order to 
try to indicate the priority education 
would have in terms of the national 
budget. That is as much as you could 
ever hope for in terms of positive ac-
tion of a Sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion—real action. We will wait to see 
how the Committee on Appropriations 
in the Senate of the United States is 
going to act. 

What brought about the reasons for 
the Daschle resolution? Quite frankly, 
what we heard over the course of the 
afternoon would respond to those facts. 
The fact is, since the Republicans have 
taken over leadership in 1995, in the 
Senate of the United States, we have 
found that education as a part of the 
Federal budget has been the last—not 
the next to the last but the last—ap-
propriations the Congress has consid-
ered. We on this side believe it ought to 
be the first—not the last but the first. 

Now we are caught in a situation 
with the deadline for adjournment is 
some time at the end of October and 
there are only 3 or 4 days remaining in 
the fiscal year. Finally, we have the 
Republicans saying: All right. We will 
finally hold an Appropriations Com-
mittee meeting on Monday night when 
the fiscal year starts later on this 
week, on Friday. We find that unac-
ceptable.

Members over here can talk in gener-
alities about flexibility. They can talk 
about the makeup of the Pell program 
and they can talk about administrative 
costs over in the Department of Edu-
cation. We are delighted to get into a 
more detailed discussion about those 
particular items. But what those on 
the other side of the aisle haven’t an-
swered is why the funding for the edu-
cation of the young people in this 
country has been the last priority 
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under the leadership of the Repub-
licans. That is the issue. That is the 
question.

With all respect to my friend from 
Mississippi, and with all respect to the 
many years he went to public school—
I admire that and respect it—it doesn’t 
answer that simple question about 
why, with all the priorities we have in 
this country, the leadership has placed 
this as the last priority. 

The history of where the Republicans 
have been with regard to education as 
a last priority kind of escapes certain 
facts. This is extraordinary. My good 
friend from Mississippi said on Sep-
tember 24: Since Republicans took con-
trol of Congress, Federal education 
funding has increased by 27 percent. 

Why? Because of President Clinton 
and because of the Democratic leader-
ship.

You can say: Well, that is an inter-
esting statement, an interesting com-
ment. Show me. 

That is exactly what I intend to do. 
Right over here is a chart that shows 
what the funding levels have been 
under the Republicans since 1995. 

In 1994, the Democrats lost the elec-
tion. The Republicans took over the 
House and the Senate. 

What happened in 1995? In 1995, we 
had a rescission. What is a rescission? 
A rescission means the House has ap-
propriated money, the President has 
signed it, but we want to take some of 
that money back, rarely used in edu-
cation, and the Republicans did what? 
What did they do? We have the sugges-
tion our Republican leader is attempt-
ing to convey, that they have been the 
supporters of expanded use of funding 
in education. 

They had a rescission for $1.7 billion 
below the bill actually enacted; they 
asked for a rescission of $1.7 billion. 

In 1996, the House bill was $3.9 billion 
below the 1995 final figure—$3.9 billion 
below.

In 1997, the Senate bill was $3.1 bil-
lion below the President’s request. 

In 1998, it was $200 million below the 
President’s request. 

In 1999, the House bill is more than $2 
billion below the President’s request. 

Those happen to be the facts. 
Let me state the time line for pas-

sage of these appropriations. 
On March 16, 1995, the House rescis-

sion bill came to the floor. The Repub-
lican leadership could hardly wait to 
get into office when they sent this bill 
up to take some of the money back 
that funded education. 

Then we have the omnibus bill in 
1996, the last continuing resolution. 
The funding of that program passed 7 
months after the end of the fiscal year. 

In 1997, it passed on the last day of 
the fiscal year. 

In 1998, it passed 1 week after the end 
of the fiscal year. 

The agreement for 1999 was passed 3 
weeks after the end of the fiscal year. 

As we have seen, they have virtually 
all been the last appropriations. Noth-
ing my friends have stated has disputed 
that. This is the record of the requests 
under Republican leadership in the 
House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate of the United States. The reason we 
find that Federal education funding 
rose during this period of time is that 
we had the Government shutdown and 
our President refused to go along with 
it. He actually raised it. 

For the majority leader now to say, 
look at what we have done, is a com-
plete distortion and misrepresentation 
of the facts. They cannot dispute it. 
Those are the facts. 

The reason this was brought into 
such sharp relief is that last Thursday, 
the House Appropriations Committee 
went to work again and finally had 
their series of recommendations where 
they have cut back or effectively elimi-
nated the President’s program to go for 
smaller class sizes. They had agreed on 
it at the end of the last Congress. In 
1998, Congressman GOODLING said how 
wonderful it was they had gone ahead 
and reduced class size for 1 year. 

Former Speaker Gingrich said:
. . . a victory for the American people. 

There will be more teachers and that is good 
for all Americans. I’m in.

The Republican leader in the House 
said this will mean more teachers and 
this is good for all Americans. 

We say fine, that is why we want to 
expand it. The Republican leader said 
it was good for all Americans; Presi-
dent Clinton thinks it is good for all 
Americans; the various statistics and 
figures in the various STAR evalua-
tions for smaller classes in the State of 
Tennessee indicate children are mak-
ing progress. Everyone seems to 
agree—except who? The Republicans in 
the House Appropriations Committee 
that zeroed that program out. 

I don’t hear from the other side why 
we have the inconsistency, why it is we 
have in 1998 Republicans saying it is a 
victory for the American parents and 
we have President Clinton supporting 
it, we have the statistics that say 
smaller class size for grades 1, 2, and 3 
are particularly important in terms of 
children’s academic achievement and 
accomplishment, and now we find the 
Republicans in the House of Represent-
atives zero it out, eliminate all of the 
funding for that particular program. 
We ask, why? 

That happened last week. Later, I 
will review the various studies showing 
how the smaller class sizes have been 
important in terms of academic en-
hancement and achievement. It ought 
to be self-evident. No one makes this 
case more passionately and with more 
knowledge than perhaps the only 
school teacher in this body, and that is 
Senator MURRAY of the State of Wash-
ington. She has taught and been a 
member of a school board and can state 
the difference between having 15, 25, 

and 30 children in a classroom. We have 
had the eloquent statements and com-
ments made by the Teacher of the 
Year, talking about the difference in 
being able to know the names of the 
children and the needs of those par-
ticular children and being able to take 
time with those particular children. It 
is self-evident. We have seen that. But 
not according to the Republican Appro-
priations Committee. 

We say this is wrong. 
We saw other examples. In the pro-

gram for helping and assisting children 
to read, we have made some progress in 
the area of reading—not much, but we 
have made noticeable progress. We 
have a long way to go. We know the 
challenges out there. There have been a 
variety of different approaches devel-
oped. The chairman of our committee, 
Senator JEFFORDS, has long been com-
mitted to this program. A number of 
Members enjoy the opportunity to read 
at Brent Elementary School, here in 
Washington. We know the importance 
of children learning to read and how 
important that program is in terms of 
their ability to read and in terms of 
their own academic achievement and 
accomplishment.

Why in the world would we cut that 
program way back? It is a matter of 
priorities. I read Members’ comments 
made on Friday saying: We cannot fund 
everything; some people—knowing 
they were meaning this Senator from 
Massachusetts—want to fund all these 
programs. The fact is, here is a ques-
tion of priorities. The debate is about 
priorities. We are saying education is a 
No. 1 priority; that is where scarce re-
sources ought to be continued. If there 
are other priorities, there is a problem, 
and we have to make a judgment. 

But hold this institution accountable 
for making education the No. 1 pri-
ority. We are prepared to do that. We 
are prepared to call the roll on it. If 
Members have other priorities they 
think are more important, they can go 
along with those and make their judg-
ment.

One of the major achievements of the 
reauthorization of the Higher Edu-
cation Act last year was trying to in-
crease the total number of teachers. 
We don’t just need 2.2 million teachers 
in 10 years; 30 to 40 percent are in re-
tirement at the present time. There is 
also rising enrollments—447,000 more 
children started school this year. Some 
might say we have more teachers, 
maybe the programs that are working 
need some help and assistance if we are 
going to try to help those 447,000 stu-
dents. What we have found out is one of 
the important cutbacks was in the pro-
gram to enhance the additional quali-
fied teachers to be teaching in our 
schools.

These are the realities. These are the 
numbers. This was, actually with re-
gard to teaching, 40 percent below the 
President’s request. It is the Teacher 
Quality Enhancement Program. 
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We know, even with the President’s 

programs, with 100,000 new teachers, we 
are not going to be able to do the whole 
job. The record-high enrollment this 
year of 53.2 million students—447,00 
more children than last year, and the 
continued rise over the next ten years; 
324,000 in 2000, by 282,000 in 2001, by 
250,000 in 2002, and continuing on an up-
ward trend in the following years. I do 
not hear any discussion about: Look, 
there is an expanding number of stu-
dents in our schools in this country. 
How are we going to ensure we will 
have sufficient teachers who will be 
qualified; not people who will be in the 
classroom but well-qualified teachers? 
That is what we are strongly com-
mitted to. 

I see my friend and colleague from Il-
linois who, I am sure, wants to address 
the Senate. These are questions of pri-
orities. As I have said before, allo-
cating the resources is a question of 
priorities. Money does not solve all of 
the problems. But one thing we do 
know, without resources you are not 
going to be able to invest in the chil-
dren of this country—you are not going 
to be able to do it. We believe this is an 
indication of a nation’s priorities. Not 
all the programs are going to work per-
fectly. Some may be altered or 
changed. We will look forward to the 
debate on the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, which is the 
principal instrument to help and assist 
the local schools. 

Their answer to the question of prior-
ities is suggesting we should give first 
priority to helping and assisting fami-
lies in this country in the partner-
ship—and it is a partnership—between 
the local communities and the States 
and the Federal Government. We pro-
vide very little, 7 cents out of every 
dollar. This idea we are making these 
decisions that will decide all education 
policy—we understand where the edu-
cation responsibility is, it is locally. 
They put up the majority of resources 
in it. But we provide some targeted re-
source to try to make a difference in 
specific areas. That is what we believe 
in.

We cannot support this concept that 
the Congress has taken strong steps. 
Look at the record: Nothing this year 
for more teachers or smaller classes; 
nothing to modernize schools, to help 
with repairs, to wire the schools for 
computers; nothing to help train teach-
ers; nothing to help with the basic 
skills such as literacy—virtually noth-
ing. Virtually nothing. All we have 
seen so far are cuts in education. That 
is not strong steps to reform our Na-
tion’s education system. 

I will be glad to yield 10 minutes to 
the Senator. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from Massachusetts, 
not only for his statement but also for 
his leadership on this issue. I do not 
think there is another Member of Con-

gress, let alone the Senate, who could 
rival his commitment to education 
over the years. 

I am happy it has come to this vote 
because I think between these two res-
olutions—one offered by the Repub-
lican majority leader, Mr. LOTT, and 
one offered, as well, on the Democratic 
side, an alternative by the Democratic 
minority leader, Senator TOM
DASCHLE—we see a difference in ap-
proach and a difference in attitude 
when it comes to education. 

It is curious, as the Senator from 
Massachusetts has noted, that we have 
left the education issue for last. After 
we have talked about every other ap-
propriations bill, some 12 other bills, 
we are finally going to get around to 
talking about education. Our human 
experience tells us we usually leave to 
last the thing we do not want to do. 
But why in the world would this Con-
gress not want to deal with education? 
What is our reluctance to deal with an 
issue which, on a Republican, Demo-
cratic, and independent basis, is judged 
to be the No. 1 issue in America today? 
The No. 1 issue with American families 
is dead last when it comes to Senate 
consideration.

We are only a few days away from 
the beginning of a new fiscal year. I 
will be very honest and concede that 
rarely, if ever, does Congress have all 
of its work done on time so we start 
October 1 with all the new spending 
bills. But I can never recall a time in 
the 17 years I have served on Capitol 
Hill when Congress has been in such 
utter chaos as we approach October 1. 

If the Republican leadership has 
some master plan they have been hold-
ing back on how we are going to meet 
our responsibilities and do the right 
thing for the American people, I hope 
they will unveil it in the next 4 days 
because October 1 is Republican Re-
sponsibility Day. The leaders in Con-
gress, Republican leaders, are respon-
sible for, at a minimum, telling the 
American people what their plan is so 
we do not have another horrendous 
Government shutdown and we meet the 
priorities on which the vast majority 
of American families agree. 

I look at these two resolutions on 
education and I can clearly tell there is 
a difference of opinion between the two 
political parties about an issue where 
there should be so much common 
ground. First, Senator LOTT’s S. Res. 
186—I assume it will be the first one 
voted on, but whether it is or not, it is 
interesting to note Senator LOTT goes
through and recounts some of the 
things that have been done in funding 
education and finds many short-
comings with our public education sys-
tem. Ninety percent of the children in 
America go to public schools, 10 per-
cent to private schools and home 
schools, and I concede in many public 
school districts and systems there are 
schools and classes and teachers that, 

frankly, should be better. I think we 
ought to strive for accountability when 
it comes to education but also for a 
commitment to education from this 
Nation.

I think Senator LOTT, however, over-
looks some of the more important 
progress that has been made in public 
education. I note that student achieve-
ment on a nationwide basis is defi-
nitely improving. Average reading 
scores have increased from 1994 to 1998 
in all grades tested—4, 8, and 12. It is 
interesting to me the Republican Party 
generally opposes the idea of national 
testing so schools can be held account-
able. They think this is all local and it 
should be done locally, though the stu-
dents, when they graduate, are going 
to compete far beyond their localities, 
probably their States, and maybe na-
tionally or globally. But when we look 
at these tests we find things are get-
ting better. 

We have seen student access to mod-
ern computers increasing significantly, 
and we know the partnership we have 
been striving to establish between the 
Federal Government and local school 
districts has improved reading scores 
in many districts. In my home State of 
Illinois, which I am honored to rep-
resent in the Senate, we have done re-
markable things in the public school 
system. A system written off by Sec-
retary of Education William Bennett a 
few years ago has now become a model 
for the Nation. It is because of a part-
nership—Federal, State, and local part-
nership. There is nothing inherently 
wrong with that. In fact, we are prov-
ing, in Chicago, that partnerships can 
make a difference. 

So when Senator LOTT, in his resolu-
tion, says Congress has to recognize 
the need for significant reform in light 
of troubling statistics, I think this is 
clearly a case where we are either 
going to light a candle or curse the 
darkness. In Senator LOTT’s situation I 
am afraid the candle isn’t lit. 

What we have in the resolution, in 
the ‘‘resolved’’ clause, which is where 
you get down to business, very little is 
said. Let me read it to you. This is 
Senator LOTT’s Republican resolution:

. . . it is the sense of the Senate that—this 
Congress has taken strong steps to reform 
our Nation’s educational system and allowed 
States, local schools and parents more flexi-
bility and authority over their children’s 
education. . . .

And he goes on in the second para-
graph:

The reauthorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 will enable 
this Congress to continue its efforts to send 
decision making back to States, local 
schools, and families.

What a contrast with the resolution 
that is being supported by Senator 
KENNEDY and offered by Senator 
DASCHLE which, for two pages, goes 
into specific detail as to what this Con-
gress needs to do before we go home if 
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we are going to be able to face families 
across America and say: Yes, we get 
the message. Education is critically 
important.

In the Daschle Democratic resolu-
tion, unlike the Republican resolution, 
he speaks out specifically for us to re-
duce class sizes so teachers in the early 
grades can pay more attention to kids 
who need a helping hand; to increase 
support for the development and train-
ing of professional teachers, and that is 
something we know we will need as 
teachers are retiring and as school en-
rollments continue to work. 

More afterschool programs, an issue I 
feel very strongly about. We can la-
ment violence in our schools; we can 
lament juvenile crime; but if we do not 
invest money in afterschool programs, 
it is easily understood why these prob-
lems get worse instead of better. 

An increase, and not a decrease, in 
funding for the Safe and Drug-Free 
Schools and Communities Act of 1994. 

An increase in funding so kids who 
come from the toughest neighborhoods 
and families with the most problems 
have a chance to succeed. 

More money for kids who are dis-
abled, so they will have a chance to 
prove themselves. 

More money for Pell grants. Boy, if 
you are a parent who has sent any of 
your kids through college, you under-
stand what kids coming out of college 
face: A diploma in one hand and the 
equivalent of a mortgage in the other; 
$20,000, $30,000, $40,000 for a bachelor’s 
degree. If we do not accept the commit-
ment that Senator DASCHLE challenges
us to accept, these kids will have more 
and more debt when they graduate. 
That is clearly something we do not 
want to see. 

We want to make certain that kids, 
particularly from working families, 
come out of the college experience and 
are able to take a good job and not 
worry, first and foremost, about paying 
back their school loans which have 
greatly increased in size. 

The Daschle resolution calls for more 
money for technology in classrooms; 
also, that the school facilities be mod-
ernized. We have seen too many schools 
that are ramshackle and falling down. 

What a clear difference between the 
Daschle resolution, which speaks in 
specific terms about the challenges 
ahead in education, and the resolution 
offered by Senator LOTT, who is now on 
the floor, which points, I guess, with 
some pride, to passing the Ed-Flex bill, 
which I supported, but says, I guess, in 
a way, that Congress has already taken 
strong steps. I think the steps taken by 
Congress can be a lot stronger and 
more specific. As we face Responsi-
bility Day, October 1, just a few days 
away, the question most American 
families will ask us is, Have we ad-
dressed education? 

I will close with this thought. At this 
moment in our history, with our econ-

omy the strongest, many say, that it 
has ever been, with more people, par-
ticularly in high-income categories, re-
alizing more income and a better qual-
ity of life, with the general economy 
having weathered, endured, and experi-
enced the most prosperous decade in 
our history, at a time when we are 
talking about a surplus in our Federal 
Treasury when only a few months ago 
we talked about deficits, at a time 
when the majority party, the Repub-
lican Party, has said, we have so much 
money in Washington, we have to give 
$792 billion away in a tax cut primarily 
to wealthy people, I have to say: Before 
we do that, let’s get things right when 
it comes to education. I want to say to 
the American people: We got the mes-
sage; we will start the 21st century 
committed to education to make sure 
the American century, the 20th cen-
tury, is followed by the next American 
century, the 21st century. 

We will not achieve that by holding 
to the standards suggested in S. Res. 
186. It is weak soup. Instead, we should 
be dealing with Senator DASCHLE’s res-
olution which calls on this Congress in 
specific terms to meet its obligation 
not only to the families across America 
and the voters who sent us here but the 
future generations who count on us to 
be prepared to put education as our 
highest priority. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield for a moment? 

Mr. DURBIN. I will be happy to yield. 
Mr. KENNEDY. As the Senator was 

going over 1995 through 1999, does the 
Senator remember when it was the 
standard Republican position to abol-
ish the Department of Education? I 
think you and I want every time that 
President meets with his Cabinet offi-
cials one person who is going to think 
nothing but education, and every time 
that President talks about national 
priorities, to speak for the education of 
the children of this country. That I 
know has been the position of the Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Does the Senator understand why, on 
the one hand, they were going in that 
direction and then, within about a year 
after that, we had Secretary Lamar Al-
exander’s answer in terms of the ele-
mentary and secondary school reform: 
That we have a model school in each 
congressional district and in each of 
the States, and they to be decided, by 
whom? By the local community? No; 
by the Secretary of Education. 

Now we have another approach. We 
have the block-grant approach. Can the 
Senator explain to me, within a period 
of about 5 years how we can go from, 
on the one hand, abolishing the Depart-
ment of Education to, on the other 
hand, having the Secretary of the De-
partment of Education saying we ought 
to have model schools in each of the 
congressional districts, to now block 
granting everything and sending it 
back to the States? 

Mr. DURBIN. It is a curious thing, I 
respond to the Senator from Massachu-
setts, that the Republican Party—and I 
believe it might have been in the party 
platform; it certainly has been a posi-
tion taken by many of their prominent 
Presidential candidates that we should 
abolish the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation and, in abolishing that Depart-
ment of Education, give back responsi-
bility for education to the local school 
districts and families. 

The local school districts and the 
families should have the premier voice 
when it comes to educational decisions. 
But we should not overlook the fact, as 
the Senator from Massachusetts notes, 
that there are responsibilities we in 
Washington should accept. And one of 
those responsibilities is to gauge the 
demands of the global economy and to 
make certain that, as a nation, we are 
moving forward with the kind of edu-
cational system in general that will 
prepare kids for the future. 

I have yet to run into a school dis-
trict in my home State of Illinois that 
does not want to have Federal assist-
ance in meeting that responsibility. I 
concur with the Senator from Massa-
chusetts that the Daschle resolution 
really deals with that in specific terms. 
The Lott resolution, unfortunately, 
does not. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired. 
The majority leader. 
Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I did 

speak at length on Friday afternoon on 
this issue of education. I will not re-
peat everything I said then. I do have a 
unanimous consent request I want to 
make momentarily. First, I will make 
some opening remarks. 

I am the son of a schoolteacher. I 
went to public schools all my life. So 
did my wife. So did my children. I care 
a great deal about quality education, 
public education, private and parochial 
education. I will take no backdoor ap-
proach to education. We have to have 
quality education in America. It also 
has to be safe and drug free. 

There is a fundamental difference 
about how we do that. The Democrats 
think the answer is here in Wash-
ington, that nameless and faceless bu-
reaucrats in Washington, DC, know 
better what should be done in edu-
cation in Bangor, ME, or Pascagoula, 
MS. I reject that. I have faith in the 
students, the teachers, the parents, the 
administrators, the local officials, and 
the State officials to do what is right 
for education. 

I may or may not have been right on 
some educational issues over the years. 
I voted for a separate Department of 
Education. I voted for it. I do not want 
too much revisionist history to be 
made this afternoon. When I was in the 
House of Representatives, I did that, 
and I took a pounding for it. My con-
stituents did not agree with me. They 
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did not think we needed a separate De-
partment of Education. I argued at the 
time that it was being overrun and 
overwhelmed by the Department it was 
in, HEW—Health, Education, and Wel-
fare. It was blocked by the other two 
issues and did not get the attention it 
should have. I did that. 

I must say, I do not see where a sepa-
rate Department of Education has done 
a whole lot of good for education in 
America. The education scores have 
continued to go down, although re-
cently some of the test scores may 
have gone up. 

When my children finished high 
school, I felt they did not have as good 
an education as I did when I finished 
high school in Pascagoula, MS. By the 
way, they went to two of the best high 
schools in America: Thomas Jefferson 
High School in Northern Virginia and 
Annandale High School in Northern 
Virginia. Yet when they got to the Uni-
versity of Mississippi, even though 
they had been to the public schools of 
Fairfax County, they did not have as 
good a background and preparation for 
college as some of the students in Bi-
loxi, MS. 

What is going on here? I have been 
through this education thing for a long 
time. I feel strongly about it. We must 
have a better education system in 
America. What we have is not working. 
What the Democrats are advocating is 
the same old thing in the same old box. 
It will not work. We have to come up 
with different ideas, new ideas. 

I repeat one example I went through 
last Friday. Why is it that elementary 
and secondary education in America is 
way down the list of elementary and 
secondary education programs of the 
world? I have seen some statistics 
where we are 17th, and yet higher edu-
cation is rated the best in the world. 
How can that be, that elementary and 
secondary education is not what it 
should be and higher education is ex-
cellent?

I have a couple suggestions for you. 
One, when you finish high school in 
America, you have a choice of where 
you go. You can go to work, if you have 
been in a vocational education program 
in high school; you can go to a commu-
nity college or junior college, a tech-
nology training program or job train-
ing program; you can go to a college, a 
university, a State university; you can 
go to a parochial university; or you can 
go, Heaven forbid, to Harvard if that is 
what you choose. Every student in 
America, everyone who finishes high 
school, can get a college education—
with scholarships and loans. 

I was a beneficiary of what was then 
known as the NDEA loan. When my 
own family fell apart, I was trying to 
get a law degree. I held down two jobs 
and got an NDEA loan, thank the Lord. 
It helped me get an education. I am for 
loans. You also have grants and supple-
mental grants. With the combination 

of jobs and the Work-Study Program—
jobs, grants, loans, scholarships—you 
can go to school. 

Every student may not be able to go 
to Harvard. Some may have to go to 
local community college where, by the 
way, you can get a great education. 
The community college system in 
America is fantastic. You have a 
choice, but not if you are in high 
school. If you live in a middle school 
district in a neighborhood, you have to 
go to the middle school in that neigh-
borhood. If it is no good it does not 
make any difference. It does not make 
any difference if it is drug infested. It 
does not make any difference if it is vi-
olence prone. You have to go there, 
even though there might be a good 
quality public school right down the 
street.

Right here in the District of Colum-
bia, you have some good high schools. 
Yet, if the parents want their children 
to go or the students themselves want 
to go to a good high school, they are 
told: No, you can’t do that. That does 
not seem fair. Some of the teachers 
union people say: Well, the bad schools 
might not make it. Right. If the school 
is not doing its job, then get out of the 
way. Choice is one of reasons we have 
much better higher education in Amer-
ica.

The other one is financial aid, be-
cause if you want to go to college, you 
get a loan. But you do not get a loan if 
you want to help your sixth-grade stu-
dent get a computer or if you want to 
help them with some of their other 
needs. You cannot have a Coverdell A+ 
savings account for elementary and 
secondary education. Oh, no. No, we 
can’t have that. They might choose to 
save their money and put their stu-
dents in some other school. 

So I think we need to think about 
those differences in how we can im-
prove education overall. 

Also, I want to make this point. 
There is talk about, oh, how Repub-
licans are going to starve education. 
That is total baloney. In fact, in the 
Labor-HHS-Education appropriations 
bill that will be on the floor this week, 
the Republicans have a half a billion 
dollars more for education than the 
President’s budget—surprise, surprise. 
How could that be? As a matter of fact, 
in recent years—I will give the statis-
tics here in a moment—Republicans 
have provided for a 27-percent increase 
for education. 

We are not stingy on education. We 
want education to have the money it 
needs. We don’t want it to be able to 
waste money on programs, but we want 
to do it differently. We don’t want it to 
be eaten up here in Washington, DC, 
where the bureaucracy takes a bite out 
of it, and a little dribbles down to At-
lanta, and a little dribbles down to 
Jackson, and eventually it gets down 
to where the student is. No.

We say we have faith in the local and 
State governments and the teachers, 

the administrators at the local level. 
We would like it to go down to where 
the rubber meets the road. Let them 
make the choices. If they want to put 
that money into computers, great. If 
they want to put it into elementary 
education, or if they want to put it 
into remedial reading or remedial 
math, or if they want to fix a roof, 
great.

Of course, the answer again for the 
Democrats is, we should get into the 
school building business; the Federal 
Government should start being in 
charge of repairing local school build-
ing roofs, by the way, at a time when 
every State in the Nation—every one—
has a surplus. 

Every State has a surplus, and some 
people say: Well, it might be a few dol-
lars—$34 billion. So how about local 
and State governments being in charge 
of building schools? If we start down 
that road, if we start being in charge of 
the roofs and building the buildings at 
the Federal level, we will have to build 
every one in America. I think once 
again it will bring more control to 
Washington, and we should be directing 
it the other way. 

I would like to ask consent to add a 
modification to our resolution we have 
pending. I do now ask unanimous con-
sent that the pending resolution be 
modified with changes I send to the 
desk.

Before the Chair rules, let me say to 
the Senate, these are modifications re-
garding the vetoed tax bill and all the 
education benefits that bill would have 
extended to the American people if it 
had been signed into law by the Presi-
dent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection?

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, we 
just received these changes. There was 
an initial presentation, a Lott resolu-
tion. Then that was changed on Friday, 
which was fine. Now this is an addi-
tional one. At this time, I would have 
to reserve the right to object just so we 
would have an opportunity to read it 
and familiarize ourselves with it. So I 
object at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I thank 
the Senator for putting it in a reserva-
tion in that way. He would like to have 
a chance to read it over. 

This is a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion. The Democrats are stating their 
sense of the Senate on education 
issues. We have our resolution, and we 
would like to do the same thing. So I 
hope they will review the language we 
have in this modification and agree 
that it could be added to our resolu-
tion. But in the meantime, let me state 
what is in this resolution. 

So here is the untold story. This 
modification, that may be objected to, 
would simply spell out what was in the 
tax cut bill the Republicans passed—
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the Congress passed and sent to the 
President, and he vetoed it. What has 
not been told is that there were a lot of 
education benefits in that bill. 

In fact, it was interesting to me that 
1 day after the President vetoed that 
bill, providing considerable new incen-
tives for education, the Democrats 
complained about this Congress’ per-
formance on education. But they raised 
not a single voice to protest the unwise 
veto when you take into consideration 
the tremendously enhanced education 
for millions of Americans that was in-
cluded in that bill. 

The President’s veto denies 14 mil-
lion American families from partici-
pating in the education savings ac-
counts—that is what I was referring to 
a while ago—to allow parents to save 
for their children’s education needs at 
the elementary and secondary level, 
which they cannot do now. These ac-
counts would have generated $12 billion 
for parents to provide tutors, pay for 
books, buy computers, send children to 
afterschool instruction, and pay for 
tuition at private schools if their pub-
lic school failed to make the grade. 
Twenty million Americans children 
would have benefited, but the Presi-
dent said no to that. 

The President’s veto denies 1 million 
students savings to make college more 
affordable. Our bill would have pro-
vided 1 million students in-State pre-
paid tuition plans. And my State of 
Mississippi is one of those; I think the 
State of Maine may be one of those, 
and a number of other States. They are 
being denied this prepaid tuition plan 
which would provide significant tax re-
lief to make college more affordable. 

Why shouldn’t parents be able to 
save in advance for their own chil-
dren’s college tuition? The financial 
crunch for college would be eased for 1 
million students, but the President 
said no. 

The President’s veto denies 1 million 
workers receiving education assistance 
through their employers. This is some-
thing that I believe the Senator from 
New York, Mr. MOYNIHAN, has advo-
cated for years. In today’s competitive 
economy, education is the key to main-
taining skilled workers. One million 
American workers would have had ac-
cess to better education or more edu-
cation, but the President said no. 

The President has made college more 
expensive for millions of Americans. 
The Taxpayer Relief and Refund Act 
would have allowed recent college 
graduates to deduct the interest on 
their student loans. I would have liked 
to have had that when I graduated. For 
my own NDEA loan, the interest rate 
was not that high then, but it would 
have helped in paying that loan back. 
This provision is particularly critical 
for young people trying to hold down 
their first job and paying off their col-
lege debt at the same time. College 
would have been more affordable for 

millions of American students, but 
once again the President said no. 

The American people would have ben-
efited also by the help given in this bill 
to schoolteachers. Our bill allowed 
every elementary and secondary school 
teacher in America to receive tax relief 
for their professional development ex-
penses.

My mother taught the first grade 
through the sixth grade but generally 
first grade. This is something that 
would have been helpful to her when 
she was teaching those 19 years. This 
bill would have made professional de-
velopment less expensive, but the 
President said no; that, once again, the 
teachers should not have this benefit. 

So I wanted to point out several edu-
cational features that are in this bill. 
All I am trying to add to our resolution 
is this information so people will be 
aware of it. 

With regard to our commitment to 
education, in the bill that will be com-
ing to the floor—and in bills that have 
come to the floor in recent years—we 
have raised the Pell grant funding for 
our Nation’s poorest students to his-
torically high levels. We have in-
creased funding for our Nation’s dis-
advantaged schoolchildren, thanks to 
the leadership of Senator GREGG of
New Hampshire and others. And we 
have raised the funding by $2 billion 
over the last 3 years for IDEA, the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education 
Act. Our commitment to our Nation’s 
disabled children certainly outstrips 
the President, who recommended fund-
ing levels this year that do not even 
keep pace with inflation. Funding for 
education has increased by 27 percent 
since 1994. We will continue moving 
forward. We will continue to provide 
adequate funding for education. We 
will continue to work for innovative 
ways to improve education, and we will 
have a bill on the floor this very week 
that puts money where our mouths are. 
We are not interested just in saying 
what the President didn’t do or what 
the Democrats didn’t do. We are inter-
ested in getting the job done. That may 
mean doing some things differently 
from the way they have been done in 
the past. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire is recog-
nized.

Mr. GREGG. How much time remains 
on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seven-
teen minutes 37 seconds. 

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I think, going forward with this de-
bate, there ought to be some facts 
pointed out for clarification because 
the resolution of the Democratic leader 
and the representations of the Senator 
from Massachusetts and the Senator 
from Illinois are not consistent with 

the facts, as they are presently in ex-
istence and on the ground. 

Specifically, the Republican budget 
included a dramatic increase for edu-
cation, and the mark for education 
under the Labor-HHS bill, which is 
being marked up this evening, rep-
resents a $2.2 billion increase over last 
year; no reduction, a $2.2 billion in-
crease.

Let me go through a few of these pro-
grams that have been represented by 
the other side as being reduced. That is 
misinformation. It is inaccurate, and it 
is really inappropriate, that the Demo-
cratic leader would bring to the floor of 
the Senate a resolution which is so to-
tally and grossly inaccurate. 

In the area of Pell grants, the com-
mittee will be marking up a bill which 
has a $74 million increase over last 
year’s funding; that represents a num-
ber of $7.7 billion. In the area of IDEA, 
the committee will be marking up a 
bill which has a $701 million increase 
over last year’s funding; that rep-
resents a number of $5.8 billion. In the 
area of IDEA part B, the committee 
will be marking up a bill which has a 
committee increase over last year’s 
funding of $678 million, a total budget 
of $4.8 billion. In the area of the TRIO 
Program, the committee will be mark-
ing up a budget which has a $30 million 
increase over last year’s spending, $630 
million.

In the area of title I, the committee 
will be marking up a budget which has 
a $324 million increase over last year’s 
budget, a number of $8.7 billion for 
title I. In the area of the safe and drug-
free schools, the committee will be 
marking up a budget which has an in-
crease of $45 million over last year, a 
total number $611 million. In the area 
of Head Start, the committee will be 
marking up a budget which has a $608 
million increase over last year, total 
budget of $5.2 billion. 

In the area of afterschool programs, 
the committee will be marking up a 
budget which has a $200 million in-
crease over last year. When you add 
these increases up, we are significantly 
above the administration request. 

For example, in the Pell grant area, 
we are $315 million over the adminis-
tration request. In the IDEA area, we 
are $375 million over the administra-
tion’s request. In the IDEA part B area, 
we are $675 million over the adminis-
tration’s request. In the title I area, we 
are $16 million over the administra-
tion’s request. In the safe and drug-free 
schools area, we are $20 million over 
the administration’s request. 

The simple fact is, the representa-
tions put forward in this resolution by 
the Democratic leader are absolutely 
inaccurate. It is inappropriate that 
this has not been amended to reflect 
the markup vehicle which is going for-
ward in the Senate. Maybe the Demo-
cratic leader thinks he represents the 
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House of Representatives, not the Sen-
ate. In the Senate, these are the num-
bers we are working from, dramatic in-
creases in funding and a commitment 
to programs we think are working. 

Yes, there are significant differences 
on priorities. As both the Senator from 
Illinois and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts have said, their priorities are 
different than our priorities. That is 
true. There is a different philosophy of 
government, a different philosophy of 
approach to education. 

We happen to believe parents should 
be empowered. We happen to believe 
teachers should be empowered. We hap-
pen to believe principals should be em-
powered. We happen to believe local 
school boards should be empowered to 
make decisions as to how they operate 
their schools and where they will put 
their scarce and valuable resources. 

The other side of the aisle happens to 
think they have the best ideas in the 
world, that all the good ideas come 
from the national labor unions and 
from the Department of Education and 
from the administration; that, there-
fore, there should be developed a set of 
categorical grants which will tell the 
parents, the teacher, and the principal 
exactly how they will run their local 
school because Washington absolutely 
knows better how to do it than the 
local parents, the teacher, or the 
school.

Well, there is the difference. No ques-
tion about it. The other side wants to 
set up a categorical program in the 
area of buildings, in the area of after-
school programs, in the area of teacher 
ratio. What we want to do is say to the 
local school district, to the parents, to 
the teacher, and to the principal: Here 
are the dollars. We tell you you must 
set a standard of education which is an 
excellence standard, a standard which 
requires that the children in your 
school meet the basic elements of edu-
cation—math, reading, and writing. 
You have to have those standards. But 
within the context of meeting those 
standards, which standards shall be set 
at the State, not by us in Washington—
we don’t believe in national tests be-
cause we don’t happen to think people 
here in Washington should write the 
tests; we think people in the States 
should write the tests—once those 
standards are set at the local school 
district by the States, then we say to 
the States, local school districts, par-
ents, and teachers: You make the deci-
sion on where the dollars should be. 
Should they be in a new classroom or 
with an additional teacher, or maybe 
there are some schools out there that 
happen to want another computer, that 
happen to want to have another French 
teacher, that want to have another 
math teacher, or maybe they want to 
send their kids to some special pro-
gram. Maybe they have some new con-
cept of education they think is going 
to work better. 

Leave it to the local school district 
to make that decision. Leave it to the 
parent to make that decision. Leave it 
to the principal and the teacher to 
make that decision. Let us not make 
those decisions in Washington. 

Yes, there are priority differences. 
Our priority is to empower the parent, 
the teacher, and the principal. Their 
priority is to empower the national 
labor unions, the Department of Edu-
cation, and the great thinkers in Wash-
ington who have the answers to every-
thing on every subject and especially 
on the issue of education. 

We have, in the proposals we will be 
putting forward, specific programs 
which do empower parents, which give 
parents a chance to do something when 
their kids are in schools that fail. It is 
an outrage that in this Nation we have 
5,000 high schools and elementary 
schools combined that are failing 
schools, by the standards set by the 
people who run those schools. If you 
have your kids in those schools, what 
is your option? You don’t have an op-
tion. Your kid is stuck in that school. 

Parents ought to have an option. If 
their children are in a school that has 
failed year after year after year after 
year to teach those children how to 
write, how to read, how to think, par-
ents shouldn’t have to be subjected to 
sending their kids to those schools. 
They should have the opportunity to 
say to that school: OK, we are going to 
give you 2 years to clean up your act—
which is exactly what our proposal 
does—on your standards. We are not 
setting the standards. We will not set a 
bar so high that nobody can reach it. 
You get to set the standards—you, the 
State; you, the community. 

If that school doesn’t meet those 
standards—and I suspect those stand-
ards are going to be reasonably strin-
gent; at least they are in New Hamp-
shire—so that an elementary school, 
once again, for 2 years in a row fails, 
then we basically put that school on 
probation. We say to the State: You 
have to go into that school and you 
have to straighten it out. You have 2 
years to do that. You have 2 years to 
get those kids an education, which is 
what the goal is, obviously. 

If after 2 more years that school still 
doesn’t cut it, then we say to the par-
ents of the kids who are going to be 
subjected to this horrendous school: It 
is up to you. You make the decision as 
to whether you want your son or 
daughter to go to that school. If you 
decide you want your son or daughter 
to go to another public school or to an-
other program that involves after-
school activities and you are a low-in-
come person, we are going to let the 
funds go with your child. We are going 
to let the funds follow your child rath-
er than have that school absorb all 
these funds that will do nothing for 
you in the way of educating your chil-
dren. That is a difference of opinion. 

They want to run the failed schools, 
keep sending money to the failed 
schools, and they want to build more 
failing schools. 

We say if a school is failing, let’s get 
it under control and make it work; if it 
doesn’t work, let’s give the parents 
some options. We also say: Listen, we 
have all these categorical programs 
that almost tell teachers how many 
pencils they can have in their class-
rooms. Let’s stop that and take a 
bunch of these categorical programs 
and put them into a basket of money, 
and after setting the standards—again, 
the standards are set by the State, not 
by us—after setting the standards, say 
to the local school districts: You can 
use this basket of money to try to help 
your kids make the standards. It is 
called ‘‘straight A’s.’’ Every school dis-
trict in this country is for it. The only 
people against it are the big labor 
unions in Washington and the Depart-
ment of Education because they don’t 
want to give up the categorical pro-
grams. Why? Because there is political 
power in those programs. This isn’t 
about education; this is about power, 
about controlling dollars for the sake 
of power. 

We are talking about getting money 
out to the parents; they are talking 
about empowering a bunch of people in 
Washington who happen to be affluent 
in their field or effectively are elitists, 
in my opinion. So, yes, there are dif-
ferences of philosophy. But on the 
facts, this resolution carries no weight 
because it is totally inaccurate on the 
facts. It should be amended because 
every one of these cuts it lists is not a 
cut at all. 

While we are on the subject of cuts, 
who does make the most significant 
cut at the Federal level? Is it the Re-
publicans? No, it is not. It is the Presi-
dent’s budget, sent up here without any 
increase in spending for the IDEA pro-
gram, the special ed program. Let’s 
talk about that a little bit because 
there is a difference in priorities. Spe-
cial ed is a very important part of edu-
cation, a good idea put together back 
in 1976 under 74–142 or 76–142—I am not 
sure which; there are so many numbers 
floating around. But it said, if you 
have a special needs child, that child 
has the right to a good education in 
the educational system, and the Fed-
eral Government knows it is going to 
cost a lot to educate that child, so the 
Government will pay for 40 percent of 
the cost of that child’s education. 

What happened? While the Democrats 
controlled this Congress, year in and 
year out, that 40-percent number went 
right down like a roller coaster going 
down a big hill. The Federal Govern-
ment’s share of education was down to 
6 percent when the Republicans took 
control of the Senate and the House. 
We recognized that was wrong. What 
happens when we don’t pay the special 
needs cost is the dollars flow from the 
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local community, who takes over the 
Federal responsibility, and then the 
local community no longer has flexi-
bility over the local dollars because 
they are paying for what the Federal 
Government was supposed to do in the 
first place. 

(Mrs. HUTCHISON assumed the 
chair.)

Ms. COLLINS. Will the Senator yield 
on that point? 

Mr. GREGG. I will certainly yield to 
the Senator from Maine. 

Ms. COLLINS. So what the Senator 
is saying is it has been the Republican 
Congress that has attempted to live up 
to the promise made in funding special 
education; it has been the Republican 
Congress, and, today, the Appropria-
tions Committee is going to meet to 
add educational dollars to the Presi-
dent’s budget. In fact, we will be in-
creasing spending for essential pro-
grams such as special ed, Pell grants, 
the TRIO programs, above what the 
President has requested; am I correct 
in that understanding? 

Mr. GREGG. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. Regarding IDEA, the 
President, all during his term in office, 
has never sent up a budget of any sig-
nificance. However, the Republican 
Senate and Congress have increased 
IDEA funding by over 85 percent and, 
after this year, there will be up to 
about a 110-percent increase in it over 
the baseline with which we started. 

Ms. COLLINS. If I may, I will ask the 
Senator from New Hampshire, who has 
been such a leader on education issues, 
one further question. So this is not a 
debate about money because it has 
been the Republicans who have contin-
ually increased educational funding. 
What this is a debate about is who is 
going to make the decisions. This is a 
debate about philosophy. Does the Sen-
ator agree with that? 

Mr. GREGG. That is exactly right. It 
is about philosophy and it is about 
power.

Ms. COLLINS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. GREGG. The Senator from Maine 

has been a leader on education issues, 
also, especially IDEA. 

To complete my thought on that 
issue, the President sent up a budget 
which had no increase in IDEA. He 
took the money from the special ed 
kids and he started these new categor-
ical programs—buildings, afterschool, 
teachers. That money should have gone 
to special ed to fulfill the obligation of 
the 40 percent we said we were going to 
pay in the first place. But, no, he took 
the money from the IDEA program and 
put it into the categorical programs, 
which had the double, insidious effect 
of making the local governments have 
to now support the Federal programs, 
so they lose their local schools. They 
could have built schools if they wanted 
to build schools or added teachers or 
done whatever they wanted to. Now 
they don’t have the dollars because 
they are supporting IDEA. 

On top of that, he says to the local 
school districts: I have taken your dol-
lars for special ed, which we were sup-
posed to pay you to begin with, and I 
put them in categorical programs; to 
get the dollars, you have to do what I 
tell you to do—build a school, or add a 
teacher, or you have to do an after-
school program. The local school dis-
trict may not want to do that; they 
may want to do something else, such as 
a new French program, or a new com-
puter system. They may want to add to 
the football team, or put in an arts de-
partment. But they can’t do it because 
the money they were going to have to 
do that with is being spent to do the 
Federal end of the special ed funds. 
Now the money that is supposed to 
come in for that is coming into a cat-
egorical grant. 

It is all about power and who is going 
to run the education system. Is it 
going to be run in Washington by labor 
union leaders and bureaucrats, or is it 
going to be run by the teachers, par-
ents, and the principals? That is what 
this debate is about; it is not about 
money.

I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, 

how much time do we have? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

are 23 minutes remaining. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield myself 8 min-

utes.
Madam President, a couple of quick 

facts. If the good Senator from New 
Hampshire went back to March 25 of 
this last year—the time we were con-
sidering the $790 billion tax cut—we of-
fered an amendment that would have 
taken one-fifth that amount of money 
and completely funded IDEA. The Re-
publicans unanimously rejected it. 
They unanimously rejected it. They 
thought we ought to have tax breaks 
rather than funding IDEA. So, before 
we get all worked up about this posi-
tion that was just talked about, we 
ought to understand that. 

Madam President, with all respect to 
my friend, the majority leader, I don’t 
find traveling around Massachusetts 
that the school systems are saying: We 
have sufficient resources and we don’t 
need any help or assistance. The role of 
the Federal Government, historically, 
is to provide a very limited amount of 
resources in targeted areas, where 
there are some special needs, and that 
is why we have these targeted re-
sources.

If our good friends on the other side 
want to have a good deal more funding, 
generally, in terms of education, they 
can request their Governors to go 
ahead and do so. Our role is to find tar-
geted resources. 

Now, what are these targeted areas 
we have talked about? Let’s get spe-
cific. One of the key areas are smaller 
class sizes. As I mentioned, the Senator 
from Washington, Mrs. MURRAY, is our 
leader on that issue. The project STAR 

studied 7,000 students in 80 Tennessee 
schools. Students in small classes per-
formed better than students in large 
classes in each grade from kinder-
garten through third grade. Follow-up 
research shows that gains lasted 
through at least the eighth grade. 
STAR students were less likely to drop 
out of high school. Research also shows 
that STAR schools and smaller classes 
in grades up from K through 3 were be-
tween 6 and 13 months ahead of regular 
classes in math, reading, and science, 
all the way through the fourth, sixth, 
and eighth. That is one of the programs 
that we support. That is a priority 
item. The Republicans zeroed that out. 

I was interested in the Republican 
leader saying we are going to have a 
big bill on the floor of the Senate next 
week. We are saying: Where has it 
been? We are glad it is going to be here, 
but where has it been? That is our 
point.

We have the situation of after-school 
programs. We know the dangers of 
young students getting in trouble with 
violence after school. Juveniles are 
most likely to commit violent crimes 
after school, as this chart shows, it is 
between 3 and 6 p.m. 

We had a modest program by the 
President with $200 million. There were 
1,700 applications for that program. 
Only 184 programs can be funded at the 
current level of $200 million. There 
were 1,800 unfunded after-school pro-
grams. We are trying to fund those. 
The Republicans say no. 

Take a look at what these dollars 
have meant in terms of math scores 
improving. This is in the neediest areas 
of this country. From 1992 to 1996, in 
every one of these areas, and particu-
larly in the areas where the students 
are the poorest, almost double the per-
formance for children in the area of 
math and science. In each of the var-
ious quarters, we have seen a signifi-
cant increase in the last 4 years. 

That is our priority: Smaller class 
size, after-school programs, and trying 
to improve student achievement in the 
areas of math and science. 

I’ll mention one more area, wiring 
the schools for the 21st century. We 
have seen the gradual increase in the 
schools that are wired. But still, for 
the instructional rooms where children 
learn, they do not have those kinds of 
resources. We believe we should pro-
vide some help and assistance. Local 
school districts want that help and as-
sistance. We are being denied that 
under the Republican priorities. 

Finally, with all respect to our ma-
jority leader, the history and the 
record shows that it has been this 
President and the Democratic leader-
ship who have seen the increase in the 
funding over the period of the last 6 
years. That is just a matter of record, 
with all respect. 

The final point the Republican leader 
says: Why didn’t they support our tax 
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reductions? The Office of Management 
and Budget has stated that there would 
have been a 40-percent reduction in 
support of education in order to pay for 
that tax break. 

I ask the majority leader, if you have 
$780 billion that you want to give away 
in tax breaks, why aren’t you providing 
additional funding on programs that 
have been tried, tested, and have en-
hanced the educational achievement of 
the children of this country? 

Madam President, I yield 10 minutes 
to the distinguished Democratic lead-
er.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I 
will use leader time so as not to take 
what limited time may be left. 

I want to speak for a moment and 
commend the distinguished Senator 
from Massachusetts for his remarks 
and for the incredible message I think 
that chart alone points out. 

We heard our Republican colleagues 
say over and over that they are the 
ones who have supported education; 
they are the ones who can take credit 
for the fact that we have actually im-
proved funding over the course of the 
last several years. As Senator KENNEDY
has pointed out so ably, it is only be-
cause we have forced our Republican 
colleagues to increase this investment 
that we see any real improvement 
whatsoever.

That is the reason I am hoping our 
colleagues will be very wary of the res-
olution posed by our Republican col-
leagues this afternoon. 

Obviously, if you look at some of the 
stated priorities, there is very little for 
which there can be disagreement. We 
should have well-trained, high-quality 
teachers. Parents need to be involved 
in education of their children. There 
have to be safe schools, and we need to 
have orderly places for children to 
learn.

But the problem is the rhetoric and 
the record are totally opposite. Rhet-
oric is what we just heard. The record 
is deep cuts in education every single 
year. The Republican agenda will not 
achieve the rhetoric that the resolu-
tion the Republicans are proposing 
today calls for. 

Look again at what the House Labor-
HHS-Education subcommittee did last 
week. How does killing class size reduc-
tion match the rhetoric in the resolu-
tion? How does it match the rhetoric in 
the resolution to provide only half of 
the money the President has requested 
for afterschool programs? How can you 
ensure that we have orderly places for 
children to learn when you cut funds 
from the Safe and Drug Free School 
program? How do we help make sure 
children are ready to school when you 
provide $500 million less for the Head 
Start Program than the President has 
requested? How can you do the things 
the Republicans propose in their reso-
lution and then eliminate the Class 
Size Reduction Program, making it 

even more difficult to make sure that 
every classroom has a qualified teach-
er. Giving families a $5 annual tax 
break isn’t going to make schools safer 
or provide afterschool programs. 
Vouchers do nothing for these kids left 
behind in low-performing schools. 

I urge our colleagues to look very 
carefully at this resolution, and look 
at the statement at the end of the reso-
lution which says this Congress is now 
in a position to be congratulated for its 
strong education performance. 

How do you congratulate a Congress 
that cuts as deeply as the House did 
last week? How do you congratulate a 
Congress that has nothing to show for 
the record in education except for an 
Ed-Flex bill we passed last spring that 
is of very little value in reaching the 
goals and the stated objectives in the 
Republican resolution? 

That is why we have offered our reso-
lution. Our resolution addresses the 
priorities stated by our Republican col-
leagues. We put our money where our 
mouth is. We do what we need to do—
fund the priorities within this budget 
to ensure that we are able to achieve 
those goals, not just talk about them. 

We provide $1.4 billion to reduce class 
size. We triple the funding for after-
school programs. We increase college 
access and affordability. We expand op-
portunities to incorporate education 
technology. We advance school literacy 
and readiness. 

Those are the kinds of things you 
need to do if you are serious about 
these stated goals which are found in 
both resolutions. 

You have to look at what happens 
once the resolution passes. From where 
does the money come, and how big a 
commitment is there on the part of 
colleagues on either side of the aisle to 
achieve what we say we want to 
achieve? Only one resolution pending 
does that. 

I hope everyone will understand that 
before they cast their vote. 

Let me also make a couple of com-
ments. The Senator from Massachu-
setts did such a good job that very lit-
tle else needs to be said with regard to 
some of the remarks made by our Re-
publican colleagues. But the majority 
leader on Friday made a couple of 
statements to which I think there 
must be a response. He pointed out 
that spending on education has risen 
every year since the Republicans took 
the majority. 

It has risen, all right. But it has risen 
over the objections of many of our col-
leagues on the other side. It has risen 
only because this caucus and the ad-
ministration have pressed the Repub-
lican leadership and the Republican 
Members of the Senate to do what we 
have advocated again this year—to pro-
vide the kind of commitment and re-
sources necessary. 

One of the Republicans’ first action 
was to rescind $1.7 billion in education 

funding. One of their most famous ac-
tions over the years has been to pro-
pose abolishing the Department of Edu-
cation altogether. Of course, they shut 
the Government down in an effort to 
enact the Draconian cuts in education 
and all other programs. It was only be-
cause Democrats refused to make edu-
cation such a low priority that these 
investments are made. 

So how ironic now that we have pre-
vailed, they attempt to take credit. I 
think most people understand that. 
Democrats have supported real options 
to involve parents in our education 
system as well. 

Our majority leader asserted last 
week the Democrats oppose giving par-
ents options. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. I cannot imagine any-
body could actually say that and be se-
rious. We have supported providing 
choices through open enrollment in 
public charter schools. More impor-
tantly, we believe communities and 
parents should have the tools—includ-
ing the resources—to make sure each 
local neighborhood school provides 
every single child a high quality edu-
cation, not just some. 

Despite suggestions to the contrary, 
we support increasing resources for 
special education. We believe we need 
to do that in addition to, not instead 
of, addressing other problems. Helping 
all children is what we want to do with 
our educational agenda. 

We offered an amendment earlier this 
year to fully fund the special education 
program by reducing the Republican 
tax cut. Guess what. The majority re-
jected it. I think almost to a person, if 
not to a person, they rejected it. When 
it came down to a tax cut or fully fund-
ing special education, our Republican 
colleagues did what we could almost 
predict they will do every single time: 
They voted for the tax cut. 

I think it is important to note the 
Republican resolution doesn’t give the 
whole picture about the state of public 
education. There are problems, but 
some good things are happening. There 
is not a word in the resolution they 
offer today about the good things that 
have been effective. 

I think it was Senator MURRAY who
said last week, and it ought to be re-
peated over and over: Public education 
isn’t failing us; we are failing public 
education. When we look at the short-
falls in this budget, once again, and the 
failure to fund the commitment to pub-
lic education, I think she was right on 
the mark when she said that. 

With the help of incentives from 
Goals 2000 and the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act, school districts 
are now setting higher academic stand-
ards; many school districts are taking 
strong steps to reform schools using 
proven, research-based methodologies. 
Student performance is rising in math, 
science, and reading. SAT scores are 
increasing. Students are taking more 
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rigorous, tougher courses they are 
doing better. A higher percentage of 
students are receiving passing grades 
on advanced placement exams, and 
fewer students are dropping out. I 
think it is important to note that the 
gap between whites and blacks in com-
pleting high school is closing in many 
communities.

I hope our Republican colleagues will 
join in our agenda to help communities 
achieve all these goals and more. The 
bottom line is, they have made edu-
cation their last—not their first, their 
last—priority. As the Senator from 
Massachusetts pointed out, we are less 
than 1 week away from the end of the 
fiscal year and we have yet to act on 
education, yet to act to provide the re-
sources necessary to ensure education 
is funded. 

We have a real opportunity this 
afternoon to voice our concern, to ex-
press our support, to commit the re-
sources. There is no question, a strong 
public education system is critical for 
our Nation’s future. That is exactly 
what the Democratic agenda provides. 

I urge our colleagues who support the 
resolution we propose to oppose the 
Lott-Gregg-Coverdell resolution. I urge 
my colleagues to make the Federal 
Government a constructive partner in 
improving our public schools and to 
work to enact a strong education agen-
da with more than rhetoric and with a 
commitment to the resources and the 
investments that are required to en-
sure our actions meet our rhetoric. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield?

Mr. DASCHLE. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator. 

Mr. KENNEDY. We heard from the 
majority leader and the Senator from 
New Hampshire that we don’t have to 
worry about education funding because 
they are going to have an appropria-
tions bill that will far exceed the Presi-
dent’s request. 

I ask the Senator if on the one hand 
he finds it perhaps encouraging that we 
are finally moving to get education re-
form, and what kind of consideration 
we ought to give to that kind of assur-
ance?

It is Monday evening. We go into the 
fiscal year on Friday. The majority 
leader has said we are going to have a 
budget that will exceed the President’s. 
Can the Senator tell me why, if they 
are going to exceed the President’s 
budget, that suddenly we find this 
money, does he know of any reason we 
have not had this money before? 
Doesn’t he believe we should have had 
it before? Or does he know from where 
the funding will come? 

Mr. DASCHLE. I think the Senator 
asks a very good question. I respond by 
asking three questions of my own. 

If that is the case, why did the House 
Republican caucus choose to make the 
deep cuts they did? And, second, why 
was there not an outcry on that side of 

the aisle in this Chamber against those 
cuts? Where was the outcry when those 
deep cuts were made? If that is the 
case, my third question is, why today 
are we continuing to use the Health 
and Human Services subcommittee’s 
budget, their allocation, as an ATM 
machine to fund everything else? Why 
the outcry on our side? Look at the 
record. Why the practice of using this 
budget as an ATM machine for every-
thing else? If they support education, 
why doesn’t the record show it? 

I think the distinguished Senator 
from Massachusetts asks a very good 
question. Frankly, I am interested in 
their response to that question. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator will 
yield further, I searched the RECORD
and I didn’t find it as of last week when 
the leader put in his own resolution 
and when we talked about this. There 
was no comment, no sense of outrage 
at that particular time. 

This is a poor way of dealing with the 
families of this country that under-
stand our role in the area of education 
is limited. We spend about 7 cents out 
of every dollar, but we try to target it 
in areas of special need. To be able to 
on one day see these dramatic cuts and 
3 days later hear a statement by the 
majority leader that it will be far in 
excess of the President’s request, does 
not he agree with me that the Amer-
ican people are entitled to a more seri-
ous discussion and debate of a priority 
which they believe so deeply is impor-
tant for their children and the future 
of this country? 

Mr. DASCHLE. The Senator is abso-
lutely right. 

Ask people in South Dakota, and I 
am sure in Massachusetts: What do you 
want us to put our time, effort, and re-
sources into? Without question, time 
and time and time again they say: We 
want to make sure that one thing hap-
pens—our young people are educated. 
We want to make absolutely certain if 
you do anything, ensure we have an 
educated workforce. 

I was with a number of businesspeo-
ple over the weekend. Again, I was re-
minded this is not just an education 
issue; this is a business issue, an eco-
nomic issue. This is an American 
strength issue. This could be called a 
national security issue. That is what 
this is. It isn’t just about education. 
Our country is at stake. Whether or 
not we educate our young people ade-
quately determines in large measure 
what kind of economy we will have, 
what kind of society we have, and cer-
tainly what kind of strength we will 
have in the long term. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 10 minutes to 
the Senator from Washington. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 
thank the Democratic leader for an ex-
cellent statement and for reminding all 
Members why we are here on a Monday 
evening debating this issue: The Amer-
ican public has said education is its No. 

1 priority. It ought to be the No. 1 pri-
ority of the Senate. 

I have been delighted to hear the 
rhetoric from both sides throughout 
this year that education is the No. 1 
priority. That is why I am so dis-
appointed tonight. Clearly, the budget 
priorities we now see show education 
has dropped to last. It is the last appro-
priations bill to be considered. It is the 
appropriations bill we have been using 
from which to steal the funds through-
out this entire process. Who gets hurt 
in the end? It is our children. 

I listened to a Senator a few minutes 
ago saying this is a debate about phi-
losophy. I agree. It is a philosophy 
about whether or not just a few kids in 
our country get a good education or 
whether we are going to make sure 
every child, no matter who they are or 
where they come from, gets a good edu-
cation and how we do that. 

In talking to parents across this 
country, they are not saying eliminate 
bureaucracy; they are not saying block 
grant the programs. They are saying: 
Make sure my child can learn to read 
and write. They are saying: If my child 
is in a smaller classroom in first, sec-
ond, and third grade and gets the at-
tention they need, they will get a good 
education. They will learn how to read 
and write; they will be a success. 

They are asking Congress to partner 
with their State and local governments 
to reduce class size. They are asking 
Congress to make sure our teachers are 
given the skills they need to teach the 
young kids in our classrooms. They are 
asking Congress to put the resources 
behind the rhetoric. 

When I tell people in my State and 
across this country that 1.6 percent of 
the Federal budget goes to education, 
something they believe is a priority, 
they are appalled. Education needs to 
be funded at a level where every child 
can learn to read and write and be a 
success in this world. This Congress is 
failing.

I was extremely disappointed with 
the House appropriations bill that 
passed out of committee last week; it 
eliminated the Eisenhower Teacher 
Professional Development Program. 
That is a program that is geared to 
helping our teachers teach the basics of 
math and science. Talk to the new 
startup businesses and the businesses 
that are succeeding. They say our kids 
need to learn math and science. 

That is what the Eisenhower Grant 
Program is all about. I met with some 
scientists in my home State just a few 
months ago, leaders in the biotech in-
dustry, leaders in the technology in-
dustry. They spent an evening with me, 
of their own time, because they wanted 
to tell me how great the Eisenhower 
teacher professional development 
grants were, what they have done for 
students in our local high schools, in-
vigorated them and got them to go on 
to science and math in college. They 
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wanted to make sure we continued this 
program.

What did the House do last week? 
They took the money out. It is gone. 
No longer are we saying to schools 
across this country that making sure 
we have math and science students who 
succeed is important. That is wrong. 

What else did they do? They elimi-
nated the Goals 2000 Program. This is a 
program that helps school districts 
fund their own locally-designed pro-
grams to help student achievement by 
improving the quality of teacher train-
ing. Every one of us knows, if you want 
your company to succeed, you make 
sure your employees have the best 
skills they can to work for you. That is 
what we need to be doing with our 
teachers. We need to be training them. 
We need to be making sure they have 
the skills they need to pass on to our 
young students today. That is what 
Goals 2000 is about. The House elimi-
nated it. 

The Class Size Reduction Initiative? 
Eliminated in the House budget. When 
I went out to my State just a few 
weeks ago, I went to a school in Ta-
coma, WA, where they had taken the 
Class Size Reduction Initiative money 
we had given them and focused it en-
tirely on the first grade classrooms in 
the Tacoma school districts. Today, 
this year, 57 schools in Tacoma, WA, 
have 15 students in their first grade 
classrooms. They then used their title 
I money to help train those teachers in 
literacy efforts. Their focus this year is 
to make sure every first grade student 
can read at the end of the year. That is 
an amazing program. We are making it 
happen with the class size reduction 
money that was passed with bipartisan 
support a year ago. We are going to 
now take that away and tell those stu-
dents and tell those teachers we no 
longer are going to help them do what 
they told me was absolutely critical? 

As you can see behind me on this 
chart, K–12 enrollments are increasing 
dramatically right now. Why are we, 
then, reducing the levels of support for 
these students? We have to make sure 
every child gets the resources he or she 
needs. We have to make sure the local 
communities have the resources behind 
them. We at the Federal level are a 
partner with our State and our local 
governments to make sure our kids 
learn. We want to know their classes 
are small enough that kids can learn to 
read and write and do math. We want 
to know those teachers are trained. We 
want to know there are afterschool 
programs so our students do not go 
home alone, to their neighborhoods, 
alone where they are not learning or 
where they are unproductive or can get 
in trouble. That is what the Democrats 
have been fighting for. That is what we 
will continue to fight for. 

We know the rhetoric is not going to 
educate one child. We know all of the 
bills with big names are not going to 

educate one child. We do know the dol-
lars—behind reducing class size, train-
ing our teachers, Eisenhower grants—
make a difference. School districts are 
held accountable for making sure our 
kids learn, and we are making sure we 
have the resources behind those efforts 
to make sure it happens. 

This debate is important. The debate 
tonight in the Appropriations Com-
mittee is even more important—wheth-
er we are willing to put those dollars 
behind those students. I think it is ap-
palling that our kids have been left to 
last in the budget process, that they 
are going to be funded by smoke and 
mirrors. We will not see the reality of 
this for probably several months, but it 
will happen. When this is all said and 
done, if we do not put the dollars be-
hind our students and our teachers and 
our schools, our kids will get the mes-
sage. They will get the message that 
we do not care. I do not want to be 
sending that message; I do not think 
anybody here does. 

I have listened to the rhetoric. I have 
heard every Senator come out and say 
education is critical. If that is the 
truth, let’s pass the Daschle amend-
ment, go to work and make sure our 
kids have the resources they need to be 
productive in the next century. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. VOINOVICH addressed the Chair. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator 

yield for an inquiry? I thought the vote 
was scheduled by unanimous consent 
to be at 5:30. Might the Senator from 
New Mexico inquire when we might 
start voting? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has been extended. There are a little 
over 9 minutes for the Senator from 
Massachusetts and 41 seconds for the 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I think we were pre-
pared, after these last two speakers, to 
move ahead. I am told we will reserve. 

I know just one Senator who wants 
to speak for 4 minutes on our side, and 
we will be prepared to yield back the 
other time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio has 41 seconds. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent I be allowed to 
speak up to 5 minutes on the pending 
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Ohio is recognized 

for up to 5 minutes. 
Mr. VOINOVICH. Madam President, 

this morning President Clinton an-
nounced we have set a new record 
budget surplus. It now stands at $115 
billion, according to the President. 
That would be absolutely wonderful, if 
it were true. The President says our 
prosperity now gives us an unprece-
dented opportunity and an unprece-
dented responsibility to shape Amer-
ica’s future by putting things first, by 

moving forward with an economic 
strategy that is successful and sound, 
and by meeting America’s long-term 
challenges.

He continues to operate as if he has a 
$2.9 trillion surplus over the next 10 
years to take care of every problem 
and pay for every program over the 
next decade. However, the numbers the 
President is relying on are nothing but 
a mirage, pure speculation. The $2.9 
trillion surplus everyone seems to be 
talking about in the next 10 years is 
based on 10-year projections. As Fed-
eral Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan 
said:

. . . it’s very difficult to project with any 
degree of conviction when you get out be-
yond 12, 18 months.

In addition, he stated that:
. . . projecting five or ten years out is a 

very precarious activity, as I think we have 
demonstrated time and time again.

Again, the President continues to 
play games with the numbers and con-
tinues to use Social Security to puff up 
his inflated budget surplus numbers. 
How much of this $115 billion so-called 
surplus is actually offset, using our Na-
tion’s pension fund, Social Security? 
With today’s pronouncement, he con-
tinues to perpetuate the myth that we 
have a huge, honest-to-goodness sur-
plus. But he is using Social Security. 

Just this last year—and I think this 
is really important for the American 
people to understand—there was a 
great celebration here about having a 
surplus. But the fact of the matter is 
that in 1998, when everybody cele-
brated, there was no on-budget surplus; 
actually, there was a $30 billion deficit. 
That is, the expenses exceeded the rev-
enues, and we glossed it over with the 
Social Security surplus. 

We have to stop playing games as if 
we had all this money to spend. I think 
the President is doing the American 
people a disservice. But it is the only 
way the President is going to be able to 
fund his expansion of the Federal Gov-
ernment—by claiming the surplus is 
bigger than it really is and that we are 
flush with cash. This is not how we 
should run the Government. It is just 
plain wrong. 

When I was Governor of Ohio, if 
somebody had come to me from the 
schools, or from the cities, and said, 
‘‘Governor, we want to spend $100 bil-
lion on a program,’’ and then they said 
to me, ‘‘I want to use the pension funds 
from the State of Ohio to pay for it,’’ I 
would have thrown them out of the of-
fice. That is what we have been doing 
in this country, and continue to do, is 
to pay for programs, frankly, that are 
the responsibilities of State and local 
government, by taking the money out 
of Social Security. 

If the President was still the Gov-
ernor of Arkansas, this wonderful pro-
gram I have heard about from my 
Democratic colleagues, all this money 
for schools, and for all these other new 
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programs, would be appropriate. But 
the President is not the Governor of 
the United States of America and this 
Senate is not the school board of Amer-
ica. The responsibility for education is 
at the State and local level. Today in 
this country, with our $5.7 trillion 
debt, with a deficit that has gone up 
1,300 percent, with an interest payment 
of 14 cents out of every dollar —we are 
spending more money on interest today 
than we are on Medicare—we have a 
terrible financial problem. 

I have listened to my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle talk about 
the President’s vision. I listen to them 
every day. I watch them on C–SPAN. 
They are talking about school con-
struction, 100,000 teachers—they are all 
great priorities, but they are the re-
sponsibility of State and local govern-
ment.

One of the things this Senate has to 
face up to, and this country has to face 
up to: There are certain responsibil-
ities on the Federal Government and 
there are certain responsibilities on 
State and local government. 

I am going to vote against the Demo-
cratic leader and his resolution which 
continues to raid the pension funds of 
the United States of America. Does ev-
erybody hear me? There is no surplus. 
Let’s stop talking about it. We have a 
Social Security surplus, and it is time 
we stop using the pension funds of the 
people of this country to pay for pro-
grams that are the responsibility of 
State and local government, particu-
larly in terms of where the States are 
a lot more flush than we are on the 
Federal level. 

Today I will vote against that resolu-
tion. I will support the Republican res-
olution which advocates giving the 
most amount of flexibility to our State 
and local school districts and in pro-
grams where we do have a proper role. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. They are on the 
front lines and should be given every 
opportunity to make decisions that are 
most appropriate for their children. 

Earlier this year, we passed Ed-Flex 
in a bipartisan effort. I even went to 
the Rose Garden when the President 
signed it. We need more programs simi-
lar to Ed-Flex which give local officials 
flexibility, and we ought not to be 
funding State and local programs with 
our pension funds. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield 4 minutes to 
the Senator from Connecticut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized. 

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts.

I rise to support the Daschle resolu-
tion. There is a difference. It says 
something about any institution in 
terms of how it prioritizes its agenda, 
and it says volumes about where the 
leadership in this Congress is that puts 

as the last issue for us to discuss and 
debate the Education appropriations 
bill. We are last. This is the last one to 
be considered, despite the fact the 
American public has said on numerous 
occasions over the last year or so that 
they think this is the most important 
issue. They apparently think it is the 
least important issue because they 
have decided to put it at the end of the 
day. When everything else is taken 
care of, now we will see if there is any-
thing left over for education. 

We have a different point of view. We 
say we ought to do this first because 
this is the Nation’s No. 1 priority. If we 
lack an educated society, if we fail to 
provide opportunities for children and 
their families to learn, then every 
other issue will suffer accordingly. 

The U.S. Government contributes 
about 7 percent—7 cents on every dol-
lar—that goes to fund elementary and 
secondary education. That is our com-
mitment. What we are talking about is 
as much as a 17-percent cut of that 7 
percent. It will be one thing if we are 
talking about the Federal Government 
doing the lion’s share of the work in 
education. We are not. We have a pal-
try 7 percent that we help contribute 
to the education of America’s young 
people. Now we are talking as much as 
a 17-percent cut of that 7 percent. 

There is a sense of frustration one 
can hear in our voices because the 
American people are frustrated. They 
understand that for this Nation to suc-
ceed in the 21st century, it must have 
the best prepared, best educated gen-
eration we have ever produced. Yet 
here we are with every other appropria-
tions bill having been passed but this 
one, the last one. 

What does it mean in real terms to 
the American public? It means in real 
terms there can be a lot fewer children 
who will get child care, a lot fewer who 
will get Head Start—about 140,000 of 
them—a $1.3 billion cut in title I, an 
$880 million cut in special education. 

Let me tell you how important that 
one is. Ask any mayor of any city in 
this country whether or not special 
education dollars are important to 
them. Put aside, if you will, the needs 
of families, which I think speak for 
themselves. But one of the rising costs 
for our communities across this coun-
try is the staggering cost of educating 
a special needs child. Yet when we are 
talking about $880 million in cuts for 
special education, how do we expect 
our communities to meet that tremen-
dous challenge for those children? 

I respect the Ed-Flex bill. We all 
voted for it. But to call that major edu-
cation policy—that does not even come 
close to being major education policy. 
It is worthy, but it is not the answer. 
I think it is things such as class size, 
school safety, Pell grants for needy 
families, and certainly doing what we 
can to see to it there is equal oppor-
tunity in education all across this 
country.

I have school districts in my State 
where my communities have the re-
sources, and they have every imag-
inable technological opportunity. But I 
can take you to a school 15 minutes 
away in inner cities where you will find 
four or five computers for a student 
body of 2,000. I come from an affluent 
State, but most of our educational 
funding comes from the local level. 
There are disparities that exist in 
every one of our States—huge dispari-
ties. When all the U.S. Government 
does is 7 percent—7 cents on the dollar 
comes from us—with a huge disparity 
in opportunity, to suggest somehow we 
have done enough with the Ed-Flex bill 
and that is all we need to worry about 
in 1999 in preparation for the 21st cen-
tury I do not think convinces the 
American public we are there. 

The Daschle bill is something I will 
support but, candidly, we ought to be 
voting on a funding resolution on edu-
cation, not a sense of the Senate that 
we ought to deal with education. I am 
disappointed that is not before us. But 
of the two propositions in front of us, 
the Daschle proposal at least lays out 
the fact we ought to be voting on the 
funding measures and not stealing 
from education to pay for every other 
program in this country. Education 
ought to come first. That is where we 
stand, and that is what our resolution 
suggests.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Whatever time is 
left, I yield to the Senator from Vir-
ginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized for up 
to 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROBB. I thank the Chair. 
Madam President, first, I join my dis-

tinguished colleague from Connecticut 
in his eloquent address and the passion 
he brings to that subject. I share that 
passion.

I certainly join many of our col-
leagues who have spoken about the 
need to adequately fund our public edu-
cation system, but I want to respond to 
an argument the distinguished major-
ity leader made on Friday regarding 
the condition of our Nation’s schools. 

The Senator from Mississippi indi-
cated it is not the Federal Govern-
ment’s job to fix leaky roofs. He indi-
cated it is not the responsibility of the 
Federal Government to build local 
schools. He indicated that every State 
has a budget surplus so the Federal 
Government should not get involved. 

As a former Governor who was able 
to pump over $1 billion of additional 
money into public education without a 
tax increase, I might ordinarily agree 
with that premise, but there are times 
which call for extraordinary partner-
ships among localities, States, and the 
Federal Government. I believe we are 
experiencing one of those times. 

We have three phenomena that are 
colliding to put the greatest level of 
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stress on our educational infrastruc-
ture that we have seen since the 1950s. 
Our school facilities across the Nation 
are over 40 years old on average, our 
school-age population is skyrocketing, 
and our States and localities simply do 
not have the resources to do what 
needs to be done despite their sur-
pluses.

To say that providing school con-
struction funding is not a Federal re-
sponsibility is easy. It is an easy way 
to sit on our hands and do nothing to 
help children who wade through pud-
dles to get to class, to do nothing to 
help children who suffer in up to 100-de-
gree temperatures in buildings with no 
air conditioning, to do nothing to help 
the countless mayors across this coun-
try who stated they desperately need 
our help. 

In Virginia alone, despite our Com-
monwealth surplus and plans to invest 
more money in school infrastructure, 
we still face a $4 billion shortfall in 
school construction and repair needs. I 
have heard from superintendents, local 
officials, State legislators, parents, 
and, most important, students who 
have all asked for Federal help in this 
area.

For those colleagues who fear Fed-
eral intrusion in the area of education, 
I simply say, if Federal officials want 
to help local officials pay for school 
buildings and repairs, things we all ac-
knowledge we need urgently, how do 
we encroach on local school control of 
education? Localities have asked for 
our help, and it is help we can provide 
without telling them how to run their 
schools. I believe this is actually one of 
the least intrusive things that we can 
do to help from the Federal level. 

Providing school infrastructure as-
sistance is not intended to be a pan-
acea for all the challenges we face with 
respect to increasing academic 
achievement, but it is certainly a crit-
ical need. 

Under the leadership of a Republican 
President, Dwight Eisenhower, our 
predecessors in Congress summoned 
the political will to fund a massive na-
tional infrastructure initiative. 

We did help build roads. We did help 
build schools. We did it because our 
States and localities needed our help. 
We did it because our population was 
booming. And we did it to try to ensure 
that the United States would have the 
infrastructure it needed to be economi-
cally sound and competitive. It is my 
hope that we can summon that will 
once again. 

With that, Madam President, in full 
support of the statement made by our 
distinguished Democratic leader and 
my colleagues on this side of the aisle, 
and in opposition to the proposal from 
the other side of the aisle upon which 
we will vote momentarily, I thank the 
Chair and yield the floor. 

VOTE ON S. RES. 186

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to S. Res. No. 
186.

Mr. STEVENS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been called for. 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 S. Res. 186. 
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 Rhode Island (Mr. 
CHAFEE), the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. BUNNING), the Senator from Ari-
zona (Mr. MCCAIN), and the Senator 
from Nebraska (Mr. HAGEL) are nec-
essarily absent. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Mr. KOHL), the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY),
and the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
TORRICELLI) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) would vote ‘‘no.’’

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 42, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 293 Leg.] 
YEAS—51

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond
Brownback
Burns
Campbell
Cochran
Collins
Coverdell
Craig
Crapo
DeWine
Domenici
Enzi
Fitzgerald

Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison
Inhofe
Jeffords
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McConnell

Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Roth
Santorum
Sessions
Shelby
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

NAYS—42

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Byrd
Cleland
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan

Durbin
Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Landrieu
Lautenberg

Levin
Lieberman
Lincoln
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Wellstone
Wyden

NOT VOTING—7

Bunning
Chafee
Hagel

Kohl
Leahy
McCain

Torricelli

The resolution (S. Res. 186) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows:
S. RES. 186

Whereas the fiscal year 2000 Senate Budget 
Resolution increased education funding by 

$28,000,000,000 over the next five years, and 
$82,000,000,000 over the next ten years, and 
the Department of Education received a net 
increase of $2,400,000,000 which doubles the 
President’s requested increase; 

Whereas compared to the President’s re-
quested levels, the Democratically con-
trolled Congress’ appropriations for the pe-
riod 1993 through 1995 reduced the Presi-
dent’s funding requests by $3,000,000,000, and 
since Republicans took control of Congress, 
Federal education funding has increased by 
27 percent; 

Whereas in the past three years, the Con-
gress has increased funding for Part B of In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education Act by 
nearly 80 percent, while the Administration’s 
fiscal year 2000 budget only requested a 0.07 
percent increase which is less than an ad-
justment for inflation, and Congress is deep-
ly concerned that while the Administration 
has provided rhetoric in support of education 
of the disabled, the Administration’s budget 
has consistently taken money from this high 
priority program to fund new and untested 
programs;

Whereas Congress is not only providing the 
necessary funds, but is also reforming our 
current education programs, and Congress 
recognizes that significant reforms are need-
ed in light of troubling statistics indi-
cating—

(1) 40 percent of fourth graders cannot read 
at the most basic level; 

(2) in international comparisons, United 
States 12th graders scored near the bottom 
in both mathematics and science; 

(3) 70 percent of children in high poverty 
schools score below even the most basic level 
of reading; and 

(4) in mathematics, 9 year olds in high pov-
erty schools remain two grade levels behind 
students in low poverty schools; 

Whereas earlier in 1999, the 106th Congress 
took the first step toward improving our Na-
tion’s schools by passing the Education 
Flexibility and Partnership Act of 1999, 
which frees States and local communities to 
tailor education programs to meet the indi-
vidual needs of students and local schools; 

Whereas the 1999 reauthorization of the El-
ementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 will focus on increasing student achieve-
ment by empowering principals, local school 
boards, teachers and parents, and the focus 
should be on raising the achievement of all 
students;

Whereas Congress should reject a one-size-
fits all approach to education, and local 
schools should have the freedom to prioritize 
their spending and tailor their curriculum 
according to the unique educational needs of 
their children; 

Whereas parents are the first and best edu-
cators of their children, and Congress sup-
ports proposals that provide parents greater 
control to choose unique educational oppor-
tunities to best meet their children’s edu-
cational needs; 

Whereas every child should have an excep-
tional teacher in the classroom, and Con-
gress supports efforts to recruit, retrain, and 
retain high quality teachers; 

Whereas quality instruction and learning 
can occur only in a first class school that is 
safe and orderly; 

Whereas Congress supports proposals that 
give schools the support they need to protect 
teachers and students, remove disruptive in-
fluences, and create a positive learning at-
mosphere; and 

Whereas success in education is best 
achieved when instruction focuses on basic 
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academics and fundamental skills, and stu-
dents should no longer be subjected to un-
tried and untested educational theories of in-
struction, rather our Nation’s efforts should 
be geared to proven methods of instruction: 
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that—

(1) this Congress has taken strong steps to 
reform our Nation’s educational system and 
allowed States, local schools and parents 
more flexibility and authority over their 
children’s education; and 

(2) the reauthorization of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 will en-
able this Congress to continue its efforts to 
send decision making back to States, local 
schools, and families. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

VOTE ON S. RES. 187

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to S. Res. 187. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Kentucky (Mr. BUNNING),
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CHAFEE), the Senator from Nebraska 
(Mr. HAGEL), and the Senator from Ari-
zona (Mr. MCCAIN) are necessarily ab-
sent.

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Mr. KOHL), the 
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY),
and the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
TORRICELLI) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. LEAHY) would vote ‘‘aye.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 294 Leg.] 

YEAS—41

Akaka
Baucus
Bayh
Biden
Bingaman
Boxer
Breaux
Bryan
Cleland
Conrad
Daschle
Dodd
Dorgan
Durbin

Edwards
Feingold
Feinstein
Graham
Harkin
Hollings
Inouye
Johnson
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Landrieu
Lautenberg
Levin

Lieberman
Lincoln
Mikulski
Moynihan
Murray
Reed
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Sarbanes
Schumer
Wellstone
Wyden

NAYS—52

Abraham
Allard
Ashcroft
Bennett
Bond

Brownback
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Cochran

Collins
Coverdell
Craig
Crapo
DeWine

Domenici
Enzi
Fitzgerald
Frist
Gorton
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Helms
Hutchinson
Hutchison

Inhofe
Jeffords
Kyl
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Roberts
Roth
Santorum
Sessions

Shelby
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Voinovich
Warner

NOT VOTING—7

Bunning
Chafee
Hagel

Kohl
Leahy
McCain

Torricelli

The resolution (S. Res. 187) was re-
jected.

Mr. LOTT. I move to reconsider the 
vote and I move to lay that motion on 
the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I wish 
to comment on Senator DASCHLE’s edu-
cation funding legislation, S. Res. 187. 

The resolution states that the fund-
ing level for the Subcommittee on 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education has been reduced to pay 
for other programs. I would like to set 
the record straight. The 302(b) alloca-
tion that was originally assigned to the 
Subcommittee was temporarily re-
duced to permit other subcommittees 
to mark up their bills. This was done 
with the intention that as these other 
bills moved through their conferences, 
additional dollars would be made avail-
able to provide the Labor-HHS-Edu-
cation Subcommittee with the nec-
essary resources to increase funding for 
education, health and labor programs. 

As the Labor-HHS-Education markup 
proved, there was never any intention 
to cut 17 percent from education pro-
grams. To the contrary, the sub-
committee actually recommended $35.2 
billion for education programs, an in-
crease of $2.3 billion over the fiscal 
year 1999 program level and $537.6 mil-
lion over the administration’s budget 
request.

Instead of reducing Head Start dol-
lars, $5.2 billion was recommended, 
which increased the program $608.5 mil-
lion over fiscal year 1999 level and 
matching the amount requested by the 
President.

After school programs were doubled 
from $200 to $400 million; aid to dis-
advantaged children was increased by 
$320 million over last year which again 
matched the President’s request. 

Instead of decreasing technology pro-
grams, $550 million was recommended 
to maintain last year’s program level. 

The resolution also states that a $100 
million reduction would be cut from 
the Safe and Drug Free Schools Pro-
gram. The facts are that Safe and Drug 
Free schools, as part of the youth vio-
lence initiative was increased by $45 
million to provide $611 million for state 
grants, school coordinators and pro-
grams to promote safe learning envi-
ronments for this nation’s children. 

To provide a free, appropriate, public 
education to all children, $6.035 billion 
was provided to children with disabil-
ities increasing the program $911.5 mil-
lion over last year’s amount and $585.7 
million over the President’s rec-
ommendation.

And finally, the subcommittee rec-
ommended a $200 increase in the max-
imum Pell grant to provide $3,325 to 
help disadvantaged children achieve a 
college education. 

In closing, I wish to point out that 
these increases in education dollars, 
have been carefully balanced with sav-
ings in other areas in the bill and ad-
vance funding. The Labor-HHS-Edu-
cation bill is within the discretionary 
spending caps set forth in the budget 
resolution. This fact points out once 
again that the findings stated in Sen-
ate Resolution 187 were not factual 
which is the reason I voted against it 
and led the effort to provide a better 
formula for Federal funding as re-
flected in the subcommittee bill. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. LOTT. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate now proceed to a pe-
riod of morning business with Senators 
permitted to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, what is the 
pending business if we were to go to 
the pending business? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. S. 625. 
Mr. KENNEDY. The bankruptcy leg-

islation?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

pending business would have been S. 
625, which is the bankruptcy bill. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Further reserving 
the right to object, if that legislation 
were before the Senate, would it be in 
order for me to offer the minimum 
wage as an amendment—if it were 
pending?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Amend-
ments are in order, if it were pending. 

Mr. KENNEDY. But, as I understand 
it, the leader now has indicated, by 
consent request, that we go to morning 
business, is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct.

Mr. KENNEDY. Further reserving 
the right to object, can the leader give 
us any idea when we will be back on 
the pending legislation, the bank-
ruptcy legislation? Or when we will 
have an opportunity to address the 
issue of the minimum wage? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. 
Mr. LOTT. I would like to get to the 

bankruptcy reform legislation. I think 
that is important. We need to have this 
reform. The system is not working well 
now, and there is broad support, I 
think on both sides of the aisle, for 
bankruptcy reform. I think we could 
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move to the bill if we could have a full 
debate on bankruptcy and relevant 
amendments to that. We could prob-
ably even work out an agreement that 
would include consideration of the 
small businessman’s and small busi-
nesswoman’s needs, and minimum 
wage needs. But I do not think it is fair 
the bankruptcy reform legislation, 
which should be considered in and of 
and by itself, should become an out-
basket for every amendment to be of-
fered on every subject that has already, 
in many instances, been considered 
this year, and that it become a Christ-
mas tree for all kinds of unrelated 
amendments.

That is why I moved to a cloture vote 
because I wanted to get up bankruptcy 
reform. I would like to go to that. I 
will be glad to work out some sort of 
agreement as to how that bill will be 
considered. But I do not think we have 
the time right now, with the appropria-
tions bills we have to complete before 
the end of the fiscal year. Hopefully, 
the last one, the 13th one, will be up—
it will be up on Wednesday. We will be 
on that bill until we complete it. Hope-
fully, we will complete it by midnight 
on Thursday night, which would be the 
13th bill. It would be only about the 
third time in the last 15 or 20 years we 
will have passed all appropriations 
bills through the Senate by the end of 
the fiscal year. 

So that has been our focus. We have 
been focusing on the appropriations 
bills. We will have a conference report 
in the morning we will need to vote on, 
the Energy and Water appropriations 
bill. We will continue to move those 
bills and the conference reports 
through. When we get through with 
that process, then we will look back to 
what the legislative schedule is going 
to be. I hope we can come to agreement 
on how that would be considered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Just further reserv-
ing the right to object, of course, we 
did not give a clear indication whether 
we would have the opportunity to vote 
on an increase in the minimum wage. 
We have seen Members vote for an in-
crease in their own pay, their salaries, 
for some $4,400. We have doubled the 
President’s salary. We voted for an in-
crease for the military, which I strong-
ly support, and also for Government 
employees.

I wonder when we will be able to 
enter into some kind of agreement on 
the minimum wage. I do not think it 
will take a great deal of time. We will 
be glad to do it of an evening, if it 
would be more convenient for the lead-
ership, working out the schedule. But 
we have not had the opportunity for 
the Senate to express its will. We 
would like to at least get some indica-
tion from the leader as to when we 
might be able to do this, since the days 
are moving along and still many work-
ers, who are working 40 hours a week, 
52 weeks of the year, have not partici-

pated in the very substantial economic 
progress and are looking to the Senate 
to see whether we will address this 
issue.

Can the leader help us at all, in 
terms of indicating when we might 
have some chance to address that? 

Mr. LOTT. I can’t at this time be-
cause we must focus on the appropria-
tions bills through the remainder of 
this week. I will need to discuss this 
with Senator DASCHLE and Senator 
KENNEDY and see if we can come up 
with a way we can handle that issue 
without it opening up the door to all 
kinds of other issues that, in many in-
stances, for instance, we may have al-
ready considered in the Senate. 

Having said that, whatever we do, I 
want to make sure we do it in such a 
way that entry-level workers, people 
who do come into restaurants and 
other small businesses, don’t wind up 
losing their jobs. That is important to 
them. Also, that we do not wind up 
doing it in such a way that small busi-
nessmen and small businesswomen can-
not continue to stay in business. 

So I think we have to find a way to 
offset the costs, particularly for small 
businessmen and small businesswomen 
who are working on a very small mar-
gin of profit. I know I have heard from 
some. I remember one lady in par-
ticular, outside of Atlanta—I think 
maybe in Marietta—who had a sweet 
shop. She basically said: If you do this 
again without some sort of offsets, I 
cannot make up the difference any-
more myself. 

So we have to make sure it is a bal-
anced approach when we do consider 
this and however we consider it. 

However, the answer to your question 
is any time you and Senator DASCHLE
want to sit down and seriously discuss 
a way to get this done, I will be ready 
to do it, once we get through the ap-
propriations process, which will be 
done, hopefully, at the end of this 
week.

Mr. KENNEDY. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll.
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ANNIVERSARY OF SUBMISSION OF 
COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN 
TREATY TO SENATE FOR RATI-
FICATION

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, as 
many of my colleagues know, Sep-
tember 23rd was the 2-year anniversary 
of submission of the Comprehensive 

Test Ban Treaty to the US Senate for 
ratification.

Both Republican and Democratic 
presidents over the span of 4 decades 
have worked to enhance our national 
security by negotiating limits on nu-
clear testing. Progress has been slow 
and halting, but the inescapable logic 
of improving security by banning nu-
clear tests has prevailed. The success-
ful negotiation of the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty, signed by 152 coun-
tries, was the culmination of these dec-
ades of effort on the part of the United 
States. Ratification and entry into 
force of this treaty is in our best inter-
est and in the best interest of nuclear 
non-proliferation and international 
stability.

Mr. President, I have urged the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations to hold 
hearings on this treaty. I know the 
Chairman has concerns about the trea-
ty. I hope he will air them in a forum 
that will allow discussion of his con-
cerns and those of other Members of 
the Committee. And I urge the Major-
ity Leader to bring this treaty to the 
Senate floor. Time is of the essence on 
this matter. America has been the 
world leader on this issue and was the 
primary architect of this treaty. We 
have an obligation to take up this trea-
ty in the Senate, to educate ourselves 
on its provisions and to debate the 
merits of its ratification. The eyes of 
the world are on our actions as the 44 
countries who have ratified the treaty 
prepare to meet on October 6th in Vi-
enna, Austria, to discuss implementa-
tion of the treaty. I would vastly prefer 
that the United States were sitting as 
a party at that meeting. But at a min-
imum, we should use this opportunity 
to make progress on the treaty here in 
the Senate. 

We have an obligation to future gen-
erations to improve the national secu-
rity of our nation. It would be irrespon-
sible of us to let slip out of our grasp a 
very important tool in the fight 
against nuclear proliferation. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business Friday, September 24, 
1999, the Federal debt stood at 
$5,638,915,059,997.81 (Five trillion, six 
hundred thirty-eight billion, nine hun-
dred fifteen million, fifty-nine thou-
sand, nine hundred ninety-seven dol-
lars and eighty-one cents). 

One year ago, September 24, 1998, the 
Federal debt stood at $5,523,268,000,000 
(Five trillion, five hundred twenty-
three billion, two hundred sixty-eight 
million).

Fifteen years ago, September 24, 1984, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$1,566,734,000,000 (One trillion, five hun-
dred sixty-six billion, seven hundred 
thirty-four million). 

Twenty-five years ago, September 24, 
1974, the Federal debt stood at 

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:46 May 26, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00039 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S27SE9.001 S27SE9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE22678 September 27, 1999
$480,939,000,000 (Four hundred eighty 
billion, nine hundred thirty-nine mil-
lion) which reflects a debt increase of 
more than $5 trillion—
$5,157,976,059,997.81 (Five trillion, one 
hundred fifty-seven billion, nine hun-
dred seventy-six million, fifty-nine 
thousand, nine hundred ninety-seven 
dollars and eighty-one cents) during 
the past 25 years. 

f 

THE VA/HUD APPROPRIATIONS 
BILL

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I wish to 
express my support for the amendment 
offered last Friday by Senator KERRY
to fund 50,000 new Section 8 vouchers. 
Had the Senate voted on this amend-
ment, I would have voted in favor of it. 
I am pleased that Senator MIKULSKI
and others have committed to work on 
this issue in conference. 

The Kerry amendment is particularly 
important to my home state in light of 
the current affordable housing crisis in 
California. Eleven of the twenty-five 
least affordable metropolitan areas are 
located in California. The homeowner-
ship rate is 47th among the 50 states. 
More than one-third of homeowners 
and one-half of renters pay more than 
thirty percent of their income for hous-
ing in California. On average, it takes 
more than three years to receive a Sec-
tion 8 voucher in California. In Los An-
geles, approximately 8,000 families are 
currently on the Section 8 waiting list 
and it can take as long as eight years 
to get a voucher. That is just too long 
for a family to wait for affordable 
housing.

It is clear that in California, and in-
deed throughout the country, there is a 
definite need for further housing assist-
ance.

Section 8 housing assistance serves 
the poorest of the poor, persons with 
incomes averaging approximately 
$7,500 per year. Last year, Congress 
made available almost 100,000 new Sec-
tion 8 vouchers. No new vouchers had 
been made available in the past five 
years. That was an important first 
step—but it is time to do more. In my 
own state of California, almost 13,000 
families would receive Section 8 assist-
ance under the Kerry amendment. 

Our economy is booming: unemploy-
ment is at historically low levels, near-
ly 18 million jobs have been created 
since 1993, and the inflation rate has 
averaged just 2.5 percent since 1993—
the lowest rate since the Kennedy Ad-
ministration.

In these economic good times, how-
ever, the gap between rich and poor 
continues to grow. We must continue 
to assure that everyone in this country 
has affordable housing. 

I urge my colleagues on the con-
ference committee to provide addi-
tional Section 8 vouchers to America’s 
families in need of housing assistance. 

Mr. President, I also want to talk 
about the provision in this bill that 

would eliminate HUD’s Community 
Builder program. 

Community Builders act as liaison 
between HUD and local governments 
and non-profit organizations. They 
help local authorities identify the pro-
grams in HUD that best serve the needs 
of their neighborhoods. 

Many experts have affirmed that 
HUD is becoming the model of reinven-
tion. I believe that HUD’s Community 
Builder program has been a key compo-
nent of HUD’s reinvention efforts. 

The Community Builder program is 
working. Ernst & Young’s initial audit 
found that the Builders are knowledge-
able about HUD programs, are making 
customer service more efficient, assist-
ing communities, and using their ex-
pertise to make government work bet-
ter. A similar survey by Andersen Con-
sulting found that ‘‘Community Build-
ers have had a positive effect on the 
ability of [HUD] customers . . . to con-
duct business.’’—and recommended an 
expansion of the Community Builder 
program to cover more communities. 
In addition, I have received numerous 
letters from elected officials and non-
profit organizations throughout Cali-
fornia expressing support for the Com-
munity Builder program. 

Approximately twenty HUD offices 
would be forced to close if the Commu-
nity Builder program were elimi-
nated—including one in Fresno, Cali-
fornia.

I ask that my colleagues on the con-
ference committee work together to 
find funding for this important pro-
gram.

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees.

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

f 

REPORT ON THE NATIONAL EMER-
GENCY WITH RESPECT TO THE 
NATIONAL UNION FOR THE 
TOTAL INDEPENDENCE OF AN-
GOLA (UNITA)—MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT—PM 61

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United 
States, together with an accompanying 
report; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

To the Congress of the United States: 

As required by section 401(c) of the 
National Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 
1641(c), and section 204(c) of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers 
Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), I transmit here-
with a 6-month periodic report on the 
national emergency with respect to the 
National Union for the Total Independ-
ence of Angola (UNITA) that was de-
clared in Executive Order 12865 of Sep-
tember 26, 1993. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 27, 1999.

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

At 2:14 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bill, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 1487. An act to provide for public par-
ticipation in the declaration of national 
monuments under the Act popularly known 
as the Antiquities Act of 1906. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bill was read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 1487. An act to provide for public par-
ticipation in the declaration of national 
monuments under the Act popularly known 
as the Antiquities Act of 1906; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

f 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on September 23, 1999, he had pre-
sented to the President of the United 
States, the following enrolled bill:

S. 1059. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 2000 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, for military con-
struction, and for defense activities of the 
Department of Energy, to prescribe per-
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes.

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC–5365. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Dudin v. Commissioner’’ (99 T.C. 325 (1992)), 
received September 23, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

EC–5366. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘James J. and Sandra A. Gales v. Commis-
sioner’’ (T.C. Memo 1999–27), received Sep-
tember 23, 1999; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

EC–5367. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
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Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘RJR Nabisco Inc., et al. v. Commissioner’’ 
(T.C. Memo 1998–252) received September 23, 
1999; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–5368. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Administrative Appeal of Proposed Adverse 
Determination of Tax-Exempt Status of 
Bond Issue’’ (Rev. Proc. 99–35, 1999–41 I.R.B.) 
received September 23, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

EC–5369. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Ex Parte Communications Prohibition’’ 
(Notice 99–50, 1999–40 I.R.B.—, dated October 
4, 1999) received September 23, 1999; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–5370. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Work Opportunity Tax Credit and Welfare-
to-Work Tax Credit Notice’’ (Notice 99–51) re-
ceived September 23, 1999; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

EC–5371. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘HOPWA’’ (Rev. Rul. 99–39) received Sep-
tember 23, 1999; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

EC–5372. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘TD 8839, IRS Adoption Taxpayer Identifica-
tion Numbers) (RIN1545–AV08), received Sep-
tember 22, 1999; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.

EC–5373. A communication from the Acting 
Director, United States Information Agency, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to management controls and financial 
management systems at the Agency; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–5374. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulations Management, Vet-
erans Benefit Administration, Department of 
Veterans Affairs, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Veterans 
Education: Montgomery GI Bill-Active Duty; 
Administrative Error’’ (RIN2900–AJ70), re-
ceived September 24, 1999: to the Committee 
on Veteran’s Affairs. 

EC–5375. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator, Office of Diver-
sion Control, Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion, Department of Justice, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Schedules of Controlled Substances: Place-
ment of Zaleplon into Schedule IV’’ (DEA–
182F), received September 24, 1999; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

EC–5376. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Technical 
Corrections to Regulations Regarding the 
Issuance of Immigrant and Nonimmigrant 
Visas’’ (RIN1400–AB03), received September 
24, 1999; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC–5377. A communication from the Dep-
uty Secretary, Market Regulation, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘10b–18; Purchases of Certain Equity 
Securities by the Issuer and Others’’ 

(RIN3235–AH48), received September 24, 1999; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

EC–5378. A communication from the Legis-
lative and Regulatory Activities Division, 
Administrator of National Banks, Comp-
troller of the Currency, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Management Official Interlocks’’, received 
September 24, 1999; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–5379. A communication from the Chair-
man, Board of Governors, Federal Reserve 
System, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to State member bank compli-
ance with the national flood insurance pro-
gram; to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–5380. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
‘‘Designing a Medical Device Surveillance 
Network’’; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–5381. A communication from the Acting 
Director, Office of Standards, Regulations 
and Variances, Mine Safety and Health Ad-
ministration, Department of Labor, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Health Standards for Occupational 
Noise Exposure’’ (RIN1219–AA53), received 
September 8, 1999; to the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions.

EC–5382. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Surface Mining, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Oklahoma Reg-
ulatory Program’’ (SPATS # OK–020–FOR), 
received September 24, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC–5383. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Regulatory 
Analysis and Development, Policy and Pro-
gram Development, Animal and Health In-
spection Service, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Veterinary Services User 
Fees; Import or Entry Services at Ports’’ 
(Docket #98–006–2), received September 24, 
1999; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–5384. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Regulatory 
Analysis and Development, Policy and Pro-
gram Development, Animal and Health In-
spection Service, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Mexican Fruit Fly Regula-
tions; Addition of Regulated Areas’’ (Docket 
#99–075–1), received September 24, 1999; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry.

EC–5385. A communication from the Con-
gressional Review Coordinator, Regulatory 
Analysis and Development, Policy and Pro-
gram Development, Animal and Health In-
spection Service, Department of Agriculture, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Oriental Fruit Fly; Designa-
tion of Quarantined Areas’’ (Docket #99–076–
1), received September 24, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry.

EC–5386. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Marketing and Regulatory Programs, 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Milk in the Central Arizona Marketing 
Area-Suspension’’ (DA–99–05) , received Sep-
tember 22, 1999; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–5387. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-

ice, Marketing and Regulatory Programs, 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Tart Cherries Grown in the States of Michi-
gan, et al.; Revision of the Sampling Tech-
niques for Whole Block and Partial Block Di-
versions and Increasing the Number of Par-
tial Block Diversions Per Season for Tart 
Cherries’’ (Docket No. FV99–930–2 FIR) , re-
ceived September 22, 1999; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–5388. A communication from the Ad-
ministrator, Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice, Marketing and Regulatory Programs, 
Department of Agriculture, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Dried Prunes Produced in California; De-
creased Assessment Rate’’ (Docket No. FV99–
993–3 FR), received September 22, 1999; to the 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry.

EC–5389. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Trifloxystrobin; Pesticide 
Tolerance’’ (FRL #6382–5), received Sep-
tember 22, 1999; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

EC–5390. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and 
Parks, Fish and Wildlife Service, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Migra-
tory Bird Hunting: Late Seasons and Bag and 
Possession Limits for Certain Migratory 
Game Birds’’ (RIN1018–AF24), received Sep-
tember 24, 1999; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 

EC–5391. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Air Quality Implementation Plans; 
Maryland; Control of Volatile Organic Com-
pounds from Vinegar Generators and Leather 
Coating Operations’’ (FRL #6440–1), received 
September 21, 1999; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works. 

EC–5392. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Air Quality Implementation Plans; 
New Mexico Update to Materials Incor-
porated by Reference’’ (FRL #6441–3), re-
ceived September 21, 1999; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–5393. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Air Quality Implementation Plans; 
State of Colorado; Longmont Carbon Mon-
oxide Redesignation of Attainment and Des-
ignation of Areas for Air Quality Planning 
Purposes’’ (FRL #6441–6), received September 
21, 1999; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC–5394. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Final Authorization of 
State Hazardous Waste Management Pro-
gram Revision’’ (FRL #6443–5), received Sep-
tember 21, 1999; to the Committee on Envi-
ronment and Public Works. 
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EC–5395. A communication from the Direc-

tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Air Quality Implementation Plans; 
New Hampshire; Stage II Comparability and 
Clean Fuel Fleets’’ (FRL #6445–4), received 
September 24, 1999; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works. 

EC–5396. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Approval and Promulga-
tion of Air Quality Implementation Plans; 
Connecticut; Nitrogen Oxide Budget and Al-
lowance Trading Program’’ (FRL #6382–5), 
received September 22, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works. 

EC–5397. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting a report entitled ‘‘Emer-
gency Planning and Community Right-to 
Know Act Section 313 Reporting Guidelines 
for Semiconductor Manufacturing’’; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works.

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted:

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 1051. A bill to amend the Energy Policy 
and Conservation Act to manage the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve more effectively, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 106–163). 

By Mr. MCCONNELL, from the Committee 
on Rules and Administration, without 
amendment:

S. Res. 189. An original resolution author-
izing expenditures by committees of the Sen-
ate for the periods October 1, 1999, through 
September 30, 2000, and October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001 (Rept. No. 106–164). 

By Mr. HELMS, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, with an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute: 

S. 1568. A bill imposing an immediate sus-
pension of assistance to the Government of 
Indonesia until the results of the August 30, 
1999, vote in East Timor have implemented, 
and for other purposes.

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted:

By Mr. HELMS, for the Committee on For-
eign Relations: 

Zell Miller, of Georgia, to be a Member of 
the Board of Directors of the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation for a term ex-
piring December 17, 2000. 

Edward W. Stimpson, of Idaho, for the 
rank of Ambassador during his tenure of 
service as Representative of the United 
States of America on the Council of the 
International Civil Aviation Organization. 

Sim Farar, of California, to be a Rep-
resentative of the United States of America 
to the Fifty-fourth Session of the General 
Assembly of the United Nations.

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that 

they be confirmed, subject to the nomi-
nees’ commitment to respond to re-
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen-
ate.)

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

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

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself and Mr. 
DODD):

S. 1642. A bill to amend part F of title X of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965 to improve and refocus civic edu-
cation, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions.

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and 
Mr. HARKIN):

S. 1643. A bill to authorize the addition of 
certain parcels to the Effigy Mounds Na-
tional Monument, Iowa; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
SCHUMER, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN):

S. 1644. A bill to provide additional meas-
ures for the prevention and punishment of 
alien smuggling, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary.

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

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

By Mr. MCCONNELL:
S. Res. 189. An original resolution author-

izing expenditures by committees of the Sen-
ate for the periods October 1, 1999, through 
September 30, 2000, and October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001; from the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration; placed 
on the calendar.

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. COCHRAN (for himself 
and Mr. DODD):

S. 1642. A bill to amend part F of title 
X of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 to improve and 
refocus civic education, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

THE EDUCATION FOR DEMOCRACY ACT

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing the Education for De-
mocracy Act. I am pleased that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD) has joined me as a cospon-
sor to reauthorize and improve existing 
federally supported civic education 
programs.

‘‘We the People . . . The Citizen and 
the Constitution,’’ has proven to be an 
excellent curriculum and a successful 
program for teaching the principles of 
the Constitution. 

Since 1985, the Center for Civic Edu-
cation has administered the program. 
It is a rigorous course designed for high 

school civics classes that provides 
teacher training using a national net-
work of law professionals as well as 
other community and business leaders. 

The most visible component of We 
the People, is the simulated Congres-
sional hearings which are competitions 
at local, state and national levels. The 
final round of this annual competition 
is held in an actual United States Sen-
ate or House of Representatives hear-
ing room, here in the Nation’s Capital. 

The popularity of We the People is 
demonstrated by the 82,000 teachers 
and the 26.5 million students who have 
participated since its beginning. Stud-
ies by the Education Testing Service 
have repeatedly indicated that We the 
People participants outperform other 
students in every area tested. In one, 
We the People high school students 
outscored university sophomore and 
junior political science students in 
every topic. 

A Stanford University study showed 
that these students develop a stronger 
attachment to political beliefs, atti-
tudes and values essential to a func-
tioning democracy than most adults 
and other students. Other studies re-
veal that We the People students are 
more likely to register to vote and 
more likely to assume roles of leader-
ship, responsibility and demonstrate 
civic virtue. 

Mr. President, in addition to We the 
People, this bill reauthorizes the 
Civitas International Civic Education 
Exchange Program, which in coopera-
tion with the United States Informa-
tion Agency, links American civic edu-
cators with their counterparts in East-
ern Europe and the states of the former 
Soviet Union. This program is highly 
effective in building a community with 
a common understanding of teaching 
and improving the state of democracy 
education, worldwide. 

Mississippi recently became the lat-
est state to participate in this impor-
tant international exchange program. 
Jones County Junior College in 
Ellisville, Mississippi will partner with 
universities in Texas and Florida in an 
exchange with Hungary and other 
countries.

Ms. Susie Burroughs, Mississippi’s 
new Civic Education program director, 
is committed to a deeper under-
standing of democracy and assisting 
others who desire to teach the ways of 
a free society in the world’s newest de-
mocracies. I am pleased that Mis-
sissippi teachers will join the more 
than 8,000 other teachers who have par-
ticipated in the Civitas training and 
exchange opportunities. 

Mr. President, We the People and 
Civitas are preparing America’s stu-
dents and teachers to live and lead in 
the world by the standards and ideals 
set by our Founding Fathers. 

I invite other Senators to cosponsor 
and support the Education for Democ-
racy Act.
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By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, 

Mr. SCHUMER, and Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN):

S. 1644. A bill to provide additional 
measures for the prevention and pun-
ishment of alien smuggling, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

ALIEN SMUGGLING PREVENTION AND
ENFORCEMENT ACT

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
to introduce the Alien Smuggling Pre-
vention and Enforcement Act. This leg-
islation, which I am introducing with 
my colleagues, Senator SCHUMER and
Senator FEINSTEIN, will give law en-
forcement new tools and resources in 
the continuing fight against the smug-
gling of illegal aliens. 

Despite continued efforts, Mr. Presi-
dent, alien smuggling remains a seri-
ous problem in America. Smugglers 
have responded to increases in the ef-
forts of our border patrol by adopting 
more daring methods to smuggle indi-
viduals illegally into the United 
States. In many cases, these methods 
entail little or no concern for the safe-
ty of the individuals being smuggled. 
Moreover, these attempts increasingly 
involve organized criminal gangs. As 
recently as 1996, in the Illegal Immi-
gration Reform and Immigrant Respon-
sibility Act, Congress has acted to 
combat this dangerous form of smug-
gling. But it is clear that more needs 
to be done. 

I would like to quote from a story ap-
pearing in the August 15, 1999 edition of 
the Detroit News. This story sums up 
well our current situation, dem-
onstrating that we face a problem of 
national importance: ‘‘Illegal alien 
smuggling is a growing yet largely hid-
den business along the U.S.-Canadian 
border. Smugglers are getting as much 
as $50,000 per person to bring in aliens 
desperate to reach the United States. 
Yet immigration authorities, short of 
personnel and detention facilities, can 
do little to slow the activity.’’ The 
story goes on to quote Carl L. 
McClafferty, chief of the Detroit sector 
of the Border Patrol, who notes ‘‘We 
get spurts of drug smuggling, but we 
have a constant drone of alien smug-
gling. For us, alien smuggling is steady 
work.’’

My state of Michigan has been hit 
particularly hard by alien smugglers. 
Crackdowns in other areas of the coun-
try have made Detroit in particular a 
target for illegal entry. We simply do 
not have the staff on hand with the 
tools and resources needed to success-
fully combat this problem. This means 
more illegal aliens in our country. It 
also produces an added boost to crimi-
nal gang activities and all the prob-
lems these activities bring with them. 
And that, Mr. President, is why I am 
introducing this legislation. 

The Alien Smuggling Prevention and 
Enforcement Act would do the fol-
lowing.

First, it would double the personnel 
devoted to combating alien smuggling. 
Today, Mr. President, approximately 
260 people are employed by the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service 
(INS) to investigate and fight alien 
smuggling. This figure has not risen in 
the past three years. This legislation 
would require the INS to add 50 more 
investigators and other enforcement 
personnel each year over the next 5 
years, each of them devoted to com-
bating alien smuggling. 

Second, this legislation would double 
criminal sentences for alien smugglers. 
Under U.S. Sentencing Commission 
guidelines, the current minimum sen-
tence for smuggling one to five aliens 
is 10 months; for smuggling 6–24 aliens 
the minimum sentence is 18 months; 
for 25–100 aliens it’s 27 months; and for 
more than 100 aliens it’s 37 months. 
Simply put, those sentences are not 
high enough to deter this heinous con-
duct. Nor are they severe enough, in 
moral terms, as punishment for acts 
involving intentional breaking of 
American law and the serious risk of 
injury and death to innocent parties 
and those being smuggled. This legisla-
tion would direct the U.S. Sentencing 
Commission to double the relevant sen-
tences to 20 months, 36 months 54 
months, and 74 months, respectively. 

Third, this legislation would increase 
fines for those convicted of alien smug-
gling to twice the amount an alien 
smuggler received, or expected to re-
ceive, for his or her this illegal activ-
ity. Under U.S. Sentencing Commission 
guidelines, currently the minimum fine 
is $3,000 for smuggling one to five 
aliens; for smuggling 6–24 aliens the 
fine is $4,000; for 25–100 aliens it’s $6,000; 
and for more than 100 aliens it’s $7,500. 
Again, that is simply not strict 
enough, particularly given the profits 
to be made from this illegal activity. 
This legislation would direct the U.S. 
Sentencing Commission to impose a 
fine above these minimum levels equal 
to twice the amount an alien smuggler 
received, or expected to receive, for his 
or her illegal activity. 

This legislation also would authorize 
additional operating expense money to 
conduct undercover operations and 
prosecute alien smuggling and require 
an annual report to Congress by the 
Commissioner of the INS on the agen-
cy’s strategy to deal wit alien smug-
gling.

Taken together, Mr. President, these 
measures will deter alien smuggling. 
By giving law enforcement personnel 
the tools they need to catch alien 
smugglers and seeing to it that they 
are punished as harshly as is called for 
by their crime, this legislation will 
help deter illegal immigration and deal 
a very real blow to criminal gang ac-
tivity.

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important legislation and ask unani-
mous consent that the text of the bill 
be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 1644
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Alien Smug-
gling Prevention and Enforcement Act of 
1999’’.
SEC. 2. INCREASED PERSONNEL FOR INVES-

TIGATING AND COMBATING ALIEN 
SMUGGLING.

The Attorney General in each of the fiscal 
years 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004 shall in-
crease the number of positions for full-time, 
active duty investigators or other enforce-
ment personnel within the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service who are assigned to 
combating alien smuggling by not less than 
50 positions above the number of such posi-
tions for which funds were allotted for the 
preceding fiscal year. 
SEC. 3. INCREASING CRIMINAL SENTENCES AND 

FINES FOR ALIEN SMUGGLING. 
Pursuant to its authority under section 

994(p) of title 28, United States Code, the 
United States Sentencing Commission shall 
promulgate sentencing guidelines or amend 
existing sentencing guidelines for smuggling, 
transporting, harboring, or inducing aliens 
under sections 274(a)(1)(A) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324(a) 
(1)(A)) so as to—

(1) double the minimum term of imprison-
ment under that section for offenses other 
than those currently covered by guideline 
2L1.1(b)(1) involving the smuggling, trans-
porting, harboring, or inducing of—

(A) 1 to 5 aliens from 10 months to 20 
months;

(B) 6 to 24 aliens from 18 months to 36 
months;

(C) 25 to 100 aliens from 27 months to 54 
months; and 

(D) 101 aliens or more from 37 months to 74 
months;

(2) increase the minimum level of fines for 
each of the offenses described in subpara-
graphs (A) through (D) of paragraph (1) to 
the greater of the current minimum level or 
twice the amount the defendant received or 
expected to receive as compensation for the 
illegal activity; and 

(3) increase by at least 2 offense levels 
above the applicable enhancement in effect 
on the date of enactment of this Act the sen-
tencing enhancements for intentionally or 
recklessly creating a substantial risk of seri-
ous bodily injury or causing bodily injury, 
serious injury, permanent or life threatening 
injury, or death. 
SEC. 4. AMENDMENTS TO SENTENCING GUIDE-

LINES REGARDING THE EFFECT OF 
PROSECUTORIAL POLICIES. 

In the exercise of its authority under sec-
tion 994 of title 28, United States Code, the 
United States Sentencing Commission shall 
amend the Federal sentencing guidelines to 
include the following: 
‘‘§ 5H1.14. Plea bargaining and other prosecu-

torial policies. 
‘‘Plea bargaining and other prosecutorial 

policies, and differences in those policies 
among different districts, are not a ground 
for imposing a sentence outside the applica-
ble guidelines range.’’. 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In addition to funds oth-
erwise available for such purpose, there are 
authorized to be appropriated to the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service of the 
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Department of Justice such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out section 2 and to cover 
the operating expenses of the Service and the 
Department in conducting undercover inves-
tigations of alien smuggling activities and in 
prosecuting violations of section 274(a)(1)(A) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (re-
lating to alien smuggling), resulting from 
the increase in personnel under section 2. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Amounts ap-
propriated pursuant to subsection (a) are au-
thorized to remain available until expended. 
SEC. 6. ANNUAL REPORT. 

Beginning one year after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, and annually thereafter, 
the Attorney General shall submit to the Ju-
diciary Committees of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Senate a report on the 
strategy utilized by the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service in dealing with alien 
smuggling.
SEC. 7. ALIEN SMUGGLING DEFINED. 

In sections 2, 5, and 6, the term ‘‘alien 
smuggling’’ means any act prohibited by 
paragraph (1) or (2) of section 274(a) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1324(a)).

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
S. 25

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
25, a bill to provide Coastal Impact As-
sistance to State and local govern-
ments, to amend the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act Amendments of 1978, 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Act of 1965, the Urban Park and Recre-
ation Recovery Act, and the Federal 
Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act (com-
monly referred to as the Pittman-Rob-
ertson Act) to establish a fund to meet 
the outdoor conservation and recre-
ation needs of the American people, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 514

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 514, a bill to improve the National 
Writing Project. 

S. 690

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 690, a bill to provide for 
mass transportation in national parks 
and related public lands. 

S. 928

At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the 
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
BENNETT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 928, a bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, to ban partial-birth abor-
tions.

S. 1023

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1023, a bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to stabilize indi-
rect graduate medical education pay-
ments.

S. 1024

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
name of the Senator from Rhode Island 

(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1024, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to carve out 
from payments to Medicare+Choice or-
ganizations amounts attributable to 
disproportionate share hospital pay-
ments and pay such amounts directly 
to those disproportionate share hos-
pitals in which their enrollees receive 
care.

S. 1052

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1052, a bill to implement further the 
Act (Public Law 94–241) approving the 
Covenant to Establish a Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands 
in Political Union with the United 
States of America, and for other pur-
poses.

S. 1085

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Mr. GORTON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1085, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to modify the 
treatment of bonds issued to acquire 
renewable resources on land subject to 
conservation easement. 

S. 1155

At the request of Mr. ROBERTS, the 
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SANTORUM) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 1155, a bill to amend the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act 
to provide for uniform food safety 
warning notification requirements, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 1209

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Washington 
(Mr. GORTON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1209, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to restore pension 
limits to equitable levels, and for other 
purposes.

S. 1262

At the request of Mr. REED, the name 
of the Senator from Massachusetts 
(Mr. KERRY) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1262, a bill to amend the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 to provide up-to-date school li-
brary medial resources and well-
trained, professionally certified school 
library media specialists for elemen-
tary schools and secondary schools, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1318

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1318, a bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development to 
award grants to States to supplement 
State and local assistance for the pres-
ervation and promotion of affordable 
housing opportunities for low-income 
families.

S. 1452

At the request of Mr. SHELBY, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. LOTT), and the Senator from 
Maine (Ms. SNOWE) were added as co-

sponsors of S. 1452, a bill to modernize 
the requirements under the National 
Manufactured Housing Construction 
and Safety Standards of 1974 and to es-
tablish a balanced consensus process 
for the development, revision, and in-
terpretation of Federal construction 
and safety standards for manufactured 
homes.

S. 1526

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER,
the name of the Senator from West 
Virginia (Mr. BYRD) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1526, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro-
vide a tax credit to taxpayers investing 
in entities seeking to provide capital 
to create new markets in low-income 
communities.

S. 1547

At the request of Mr. BURNS, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Mr. BREAUX) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1547, a bill to amend the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 to require the 
Federal Communications Commission 
to preserve low-power television sta-
tions that provide community broad-
casting, and for other purposes. 

S. 1556

At the request of Mr. REED, the name 
of the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
WELLSTONE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1556, a bill to amend the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 to strengthen the involvement of 
parents in the education of their chil-
dren, and for other purposes. 

S. 1590

At the request of Mr. CRAPO, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1590, a bill to amend title 
49, United States Code, to modify the 
authority of the Surface Transpor-
tation Board, and for other purposes. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 34

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Joint Resolution 34, a joint 
resolution congratulating and com-
mending the Veterans of Foreign Wars. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 9

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 9, a con-
current resolution calling for a United 
States effort to end restrictions on the 
freedoms and human rights of the 
enclaved people in the occupied area of 
Cyprus.

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 42

At the request of Mr. ROBB, the name 
of the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. 
FEINGOLD) was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 42, a 
concurrent resolution expressing the 
sense of the Congress that a commemo-
rative postage stamp should be issued 
by the United States Postal Service 
honoring the members of the Armed 
Forces who have been awarded the Pur-
ple Heart. 
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SENATE RESOLUTION 179

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY), the Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. WELLSTONE), the Sen-
ator from Louisiana (Mr. BREAUX), and 
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
HAGEL) were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Resolution 179, a resolution des-
ignating October 15, 1999, as ‘‘National 
Mammography Day.’’

SENATE RESOLUTION 186

At the request of Mr. THOMAS, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Resolution 186, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate re-
garding reauthorizing the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

At the request of Mr. LOTT, the name 
of the Senator from Tennessee (Mr. 
FRIST) was added as a cosponsor of Sen-
ate Resolution 186, supra.

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 189—AU-
THORIZING EXPENDITURES BY 
COMMITTEES OF THE SENATE 
FOR THE PERIODS OCTOBER 1, 
1999, THROUGH SEPTEMBER 30, 
2000, AND OCTOBER 1, 2000, 
THROUGH FEBRUARY 28, 2001

Mr. MCCONNELL, from the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration, 
reported the following original resolu-
tion; which was placed on the calendar: 

S. RES. 189
Resolved,

SECTION 1. AGGREGATE AUTHORIZATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of carrying 

out the powers, duties, and functions under 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, and under 
the appropriate authorizing resolutions of 
the Senate there is authorized for the period 
October 1, 1999, through September 30, 2000, 
in the aggregate of $52,933,922, and for the pe-
riod October 1, 2000, through February 28, 
2001, in the aggregate of $22,534,293, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of this resolu-
tion, for standing committees of the Senate, 
the Special Committee on Aging, the Select 
Committee on Intelligence, and the Select 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

(b) EXPENSES OF COMMITTEES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), any expenses of a committee 
under this resolution shall be paid from the 
contingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers 
approved by the chairman of the committee. 

(2) VOUCHERS NOT REQUIRED.—Vouchers
shall not be required—

(A) for the disbursement of salaries of em-
ployees of the committee who are paid at an 
annual rate; 

(B) for the payment of telecommunications 
expenses provided by the Office of the Ser-
geant at Arms and Doorkeeper and the De-
partment of Telecommunications; 

(C) for the payment of stationery supplies 
purchased through the Keeper of Stationery; 

(D) for payments to the Postmaster; 
(E) for the payment of metered charges on 

copying equipment provided by the Office of 
the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper; or 

(F) for the payment of Senate Recording 
and Photographic Services. 

(c) AGENCY CONTRIBUTIONS.—There are au-
thorized such sums as may be necessary for 
agency contributions related to the com-
pensation of employees of the committees 

for the period October 1, 1999, through Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for the period October 1, 
2000, through February 28, 2001, to be paid 
from the appropriations account for ‘‘Ex-
penses of Inquiries and Investigations’’ of 
the Senate. 
SEC. 2. COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRI-

TION, AND FORESTRY. 
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 

its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry is authorized from October 1, 
1999, through February 28, 2001, in its discre-
tion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,118,150, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $4,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 U.S.C. 
72a(i))); and 

(2) not to exceed $4,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $903,523, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $4,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $4,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 
SEC. 3. COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Armed Services is author-
ized from October 1, 1999, through February 
28, 2001, in its discretion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,796,030, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $1,568,418, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $30,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $5,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

SEC. 4. COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs is authorized from October 1, 
1999, through February 28, 2001, in its discre-
tion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,160,739, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $850, may be expended for 
the training of the professional staff of such 
committee (under procedures specified by 
section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $1,348,349, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $8,333, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $354, may be expended for 
the training of the professional staff of such 
committee (under procedures specified by 
section 202(j) of such Act). 

SEC. 5. COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraph 1 of rule XXVI of 
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the Standing Rules of the Senate, the Com-
mittee on the Budget is authorized from Oc-
tober 1, 1999, through February 28, 2001, in its 
discretion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,449,315, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $2,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $1,472,442, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $2,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 
SEC. 6. COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, 

AND TRANSPORTATION. 
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 

its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation is authorized from October 1, 
1999, through February 28, 2001, in its discre-
tion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,823,318, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $14,572, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $15,600, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $1,631,426, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $14,572, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-

vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $15,600, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 
SEC. 7. COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 

RESOURCES.
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 

its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources is authorized from October 1, 1999, 
through February 28, 2001, in its discretion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,924,935.

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.— For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $1,248,068. 
SEC. 8. COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUB-

LIC WORKS. 
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 

its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works is authorized from October 1, 1999, 
through February 28, 2001, in its discretion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,688,097, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $8,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $2,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $1,146,192, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $3,333, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $833, may be expended for 
the training of the professional staff of such 
committee (under procedures specified by 
section 202(j) of such Act). 
SEC. 9. COMMITTEE ON FINANCE. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Finance is authorized 
from October 1, 1999, through February 28, 
2001, in its discretion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,762,517, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $30,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $1,604,978, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $30,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 
SEC. 10. COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Foreign Relations is au-
thorized from October 1, 1999, through Feb-
ruary 28, 2001, in its discretion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$3,158,449, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $45,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 
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(2) not to exceed $1,000, may be expended 

for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $1,347,981, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $45,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $1,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 
SEC. 11. COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AF-

FAIRS.
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 

its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs is 
authorized from October 1, 1999, through 
February 28, 2001, in its discretion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$5,026,582, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $2,144,819, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $75,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

(d) INVESTIGATIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The committee, or any 

duly authorized subcommittee of the com-
mittee, is authorized to study or inves-
tigate—

(A) the efficiency and economy of oper-
ations of all branches of the Government in-
cluding the possible existence of fraud, mis-
feasance, malfeasance, collusion, mis-
management, incompetence, corruption, or 
unethical practices, waste, extravagance, 
conflicts of interest, and the improper ex-
penditure of Government funds in trans-
actions, contracts, and activities of the Gov-
ernment or of Government officials and em-
ployees and any and all such improper prac-

tices between Government personnel and 
corporations, individuals, companies, or per-
sons affiliated therewith, doing business 
with the Government; and the compliance or 
noncompliance of such corporations, compa-
nies, or individuals or other entities with the 
rules, regulations, and laws governing the 
various governmental agencies and its rela-
tionships with the public; 

(B) the extent to which criminal or other 
improper practices or activities are, or have 
been, engaged in the field of labor-manage-
ment relations or in groups or organizations 
of employees or employers, to the detriment 
of interests of the public, employers, or em-
ployees, and to determine whether any 
changes are required in the laws of the 
United States in order to protect such inter-
ests against the occurrence of such practices 
or activities; 

(C) organized criminal activity which may 
operate in or otherwise utilize the facilities 
of interstate or international commerce in 
furtherance of any transactions and the 
manner and extent to which, and the iden-
tity of the persons, firms, or corporations, or 
other entities by whom such utilization is 
being made, and further, to study and inves-
tigate the manner in which and the extent to 
which persons engaged in organized criminal 
activity have infiltrated lawful business en-
terprise, and to study the adequacy of Fed-
eral laws to prevent the operations of orga-
nized crime in interstate or international 
commerce; and to determine whether any 
changes are required in the laws of the 
United States in order to protect the public 
against such practices or activities; 

(D) all other aspects of crime and lawless-
ness within the United States which have an 
impact upon or affect the national health, 
welfare, and safety; including but not lim-
ited to investment fraud schemes, com-
modity and security fraud, computer fraud, 
and the use of offshore banking and cor-
porate facilities to carry out criminal objec-
tives;

(E) the efficiency and economy of oper-
ations of all branches and functions of the 
Government with particular reference to—

(i) the effectiveness of present national se-
curity methods, staffing, and processes as 
tested against the requirements imposed by 
the rapidly mounting complexity of national 
security problems; 

(ii) the capacity of present national secu-
rity staffing, methods, and processes to 
make full use of the Nation’s resources of 
knowledge and talents; 

(iii) the adequacy of present intergovern-
mental relations between the United States 
and international organizations principally 
concerned with national security of which 
the United States is a member; and 

(iv) legislative and other proposals to im-
prove these methods, processes, and relation-
ships;

(F) the efficiency, economy, and effective-
ness of all agencies and departments of the 
Government involved in the control and 
management of energy shortages including, 
but not limited to, their performance with 
respect to—

(i) the collection and dissemination of ac-
curate statistics on fuel demand and supply; 

(ii) the implementation of effective energy 
conservation measures; 

(iii) the pricing of energy in all forms; 
(iv) coordination of energy programs with 

State and local government; 
(v) control of exports of scarce fuels; 
(vi) the management of tax, import, pric-

ing, and other policies affecting energy sup-
plies;

(vii) maintenance of the independent sec-
tor of the petroleum industry as a strong 
competitive force; 

(viii) the allocation of fuels in short supply 
by public and private entities; 

(ix) the management of energy supplies 
owned or controlled by the Government; 

(x) relations with other oil producing and 
consuming countries; 

(xi) the monitoring of compliance by gov-
ernments, corporations, or individuals with 
the laws and regulations governing the allo-
cation, conservation, or pricing of energy 
supplies; and 

(xii) research into the discovery and devel-
opment of alternative energy supplies; and 

(G) the efficiency and economy of all 
branches and functions of Government with 
particular references to the operations and 
management of Federal regulatory policies 
and programs. 

(2) EXTENT OF INQUIRIES.—In carrying out 
the duties provided in paragraph (1), the in-
quiries of this committee or any sub-
committee of the committee shall not be 
construed to be limited to the records, func-
tions, and operations of any particular 
branch of the Government and may extend 
to the records and activities of any persons, 
corporation, or other entity. 

(3) SPECIAL COMMITTEE AUTHORITY.—For
the purposes of this subsection, the com-
mittee, or any duly authorized sub-
committee of the committee, or its chair-
man, or any other member of the committee 
or subcommittee designated by the chair-
man, from October 1, 1999, through February 
28, 2001, is authorized, in its, his, or their dis-
cretion—

(A) to require by subpoena or otherwise the 
attendance of witnesses and production of 
correspondence, books, papers, and docu-
ments;

(B) to hold hearings; 
(C) to sit and act at any time or place dur-

ing the sessions, recess, and adjournment pe-
riods of the Senate; 

(D) to administer oaths; and 
(E) to take testimony, either orally or by 

sworn statement, or, in the case of staff 
members of the Committee and the Perma-
nent Subcommittee on Investigations, by 
deposition in accordance with the Com-
mittee Rules of Procedure. 

(4) AUTHORITY OF OTHER COMMITTEES.—
Nothing contained in this subsection shall 
affect or impair the exercise of any other 
standing committee of the Senate of any 
power, or the discharge by such committee 
of any duty, conferred or imposed upon it by 
the Standing Rules of the Senate or by the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946. 

(5) SUBPOENA AUTHORITY.—All subpoenas 
and related legal processes of the committee 
and its subcommittee authorized under S. 
Res. 49, agreed to February 24, 1999 (106th 
Congress) are authorized to continue. 
SEC. 12. COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, 

LABOR, AND PENSIONS. 
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 

its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions is authorized from October 1, 
1999, through February 28, 2001, in its discre-
tion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
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(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$4,560,792, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $22,500, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $15,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $1,946,026, of which amount— 

(1) not to exceed $22,500, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $15,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

SEC. 13. COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on the Judiciary is author-
ized from October 1, 1999, through February 
28, 2001, in its discretion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$4,845,263, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $60,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $2,068,258, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $60,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

SEC. 14. COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINIS-
TRATION.

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Rules and Administration 
is authorized from October 1, 1999, through 
February 28, 2001, in its discretion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,647,719, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $703,526, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $21,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $4,200, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 
SEC. 15. COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Small Business is author-
ized from October 1, 1999, through February 
28, 2001, in its discretion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,330,794, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $20,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $567,472, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $10,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $5,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 
SEC. 16. COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, in accordance 
with its jurisdiction under rule XXV of such 
rules, including holding hearings, reporting 
such hearings, and making investigations as 
authorized by paragraphs 1 and 8 of rule 
XXVI of the Standing Rules of the Senate, 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs is au-
thorized from October 1, 1999, through Feb-
ruary 28, 2001, in its discretion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,246,174, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $50,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $5,000, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $531,794, of which amount—

(1) not to exceed $21,000, may be expended 
for the procurement of the services of indi-
vidual consultants, or organizations thereof 
(as authorized by section 202(i) of the Legis-
lative Reorganization Act of 1946); and 

(2) not to exceed $2,100, may be expended 
for the training of the professional staff of 
such committee (under procedures specified 
by section 202(j) of such Act). 
SEC. 17. SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions imposed by 
section 104 of S. Res. 4, agreed to February 4, 
1977, (Ninety-fifth Congress), and in exer-
cising the authority conferred on it by such 
section, the Special Committee on Aging is 
authorized from October 1, 1999, through 
February 28, 2001, in its discretion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
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2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,459,827, of which amount not to exceed 
$50,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $622,709, of which amount not to exceed 
$50,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946). 
SEC. 18. SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions under S. 
Res. 400, agreed to May 19, 1976 (94th Con-
gress), in accordance with its jurisdiction 
under section 3(a) of that resolution, includ-
ing holding hearings, reporting such hear-
ings, and making investigations as author-
ized by section 5 of that resolution, the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence is authorized 
from October 1, 1999, through February 28, 
2001, in its discretion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$2,674,687, of which amount not to exceed 
$65,000, may be expended for the procurement 
of the services of individual consultants, or 
organizations thereof (as authorized by sec-
tion 202(i) of the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $1,141,189, of which amount not to ex-
ceed $65,000, may be expended for the pro-
curement of the services of individual con-
sultants, or organizations thereof (as author-
ized by section 202(i) of the Legislative Reor-
ganization Act of 1946). 
SEC. 19. COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS. 

(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying out 
its powers, duties, and functions imposed by 
section 105 of S. Res. 4, agreed to February 4, 
1977 (95th Congress), and in exercising the 
authority conferred on it by that section, 
the Committee on Indian Affairs is author-
ized from October 1, 1999, through February 
28, 2001, in its discretion—

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; and 
(3) with the prior consent of the Govern-

ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a reimbursable, or nonreimburs-
able, basis the services of personnel of any 
such department or agency. 

(b) EXPENSES FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000 PE-
RIOD.—The expenses of the committee for the 
period October 1, 1999, through September 30, 
2000, under this section shall not exceed 
$1,260,534, of which amount not to exceed 
$1,000, may be expended for the training of 
the professional staff of such committee 
(under procedures specified by section 202(j) 
of such Act). 

(c) EXPENSES FOR PERIOD ENDING FEBRUARY
28, 2001.—For the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001, expenses of the 
committee under this section shall not ex-
ceed $537,123, of which amount $1,000 may be 
expended for the training of the professional 
staff of such committee (under procedures 
specified by section 202(j) of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946). 
SEC. 20. SPECIAL RESERVE. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Within the funds in 
the account ‘‘Expenses of Inquiries and In-
vestigations’’ appropriated by the legislative 
branch appropriation Acts for fiscal years 
2000 and 2001, there is authorized to be estab-
lished a special reserve to be available to 
any committee funded by this resolution as 
provided in subsection (b) of which—

(1) an amount not to exceed $3,700,000, shall 
be available for the period October 1, 1999, 
through September 30, 2000; and 

(2) an amount not to exceed $1,600,000, shall 
be available for the period October 1, 2000, 
through February 28, 2001. 

(b) AVAILABILITY.—The special reserve au-
thorized in subsection (a) shall be available 
to any committee—

(1) on the basis of special need to meet un-
paid obligations incurred by that committee 
during the periods referred to in paragraphs 
(1) and (2) of subsection (a); and 

(2) at the request of a Chairman and Rank-
ing Member of that committee subject to the 
approval of the Chairman and Ranking Mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration.

f 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL
RESOURCES

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the public that a 
hearing has been scheduled before the 
Subcommittee on Forests and Public 
Land Management of the Senate Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

The hearing will take place on Tues-
day, October 5, 1999 at 2:30 p.m. in room 
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building in Washington, D.C. 

The purpose of this hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on S. 1608, a bill to 
provide annual payments to the States 
and counties from National Forest Sys-
tem lands managed by the Forest Serv-
ice, and the revested Oregon and Cali-
fornia Railroad and reconveyed Coos 
Bay Wagon Road grant lands managed 
predominately by the Bureau of Land 
Management, for use by the counties in 
which the lands are situated for the 
benefit of the public schools, roads, 
emergency and other public purposes; 
to encourage and provide a new mecha-
nism for cooperation between counties 
and the Forest Service and the Bureau 
of Land Management to make nec-
essary investments in federal lands, 
and reaffirm the positive connection 
between Federal Lands counties and 
Federal Lands; and for other purposes. 

Those who wish to submit written 
statements should write to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
20510. For further information, please 
call Mark Rey at (202) 224–6170. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Monday, September 27, 1999, 
during the first rollcall vote to hold a 
business meeting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered.

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

MT. HOOD COMMUNITY MENTAL 
HEALTH CENTER 

∑ Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I wish to 
recognize the outstanding work of the 
VIEWS volunteers at Mt. Hood Com-
munity Mental Health Center of Gresh-
am, Oregon. They devote many hours 
to helping seniors in emotional crisis. 

Mt. Hood Community Mental Health 
Center began in 1985 as an outreach 
program for seniors at risk of suicide, 
and soon developed several programs to 
address various levels of depression or 
emotional crisis among seniors, includ-
ing Volunteers Involved in the Emo-
tional Well-being of Seniors (VIEWS). 
Over the last ten years, Mt. Hood Com-
munity Mental Health Center has 
trained more than 100 peer counselors 
who have, in turn, provided crucial 
counseling to over 400 seniors. Without 
the help of these volunteers, many of 
Oregon’s seniors would have sunk deep-
er into isolation and despair. As a re-
sult of the assistance of these invalu-
able volunteers, the medical profes-
sionals at Mt. Hood Community Mental 
Health Center have been able to extend 
their reach far beyond what their lim-
ited budget would otherwise allow. 

These volunteers are performing ex-
traordinary work. I am proud that my 
own State of Oregon has initiated this 
effort, and I again wish to congratulate 
the VIEWS volunteers for being an ex-
ample of what we can do to help others 
make a positive difference in the lives 
of seniors.∑

f 

TRIBUTE TO H. MELVIN NAPIER 

∑ Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I would 
like to rise today to pay tribune to one 
of Idaho and America’s finest veterans, 
H. Melvin ‘‘Mel’’ Napier, of Boise, ID. 

There is no question Mel Napier is a 
true American patriot and a leader, 
from his participation in the military, 
to his work on behalf of veterans, to 
his contributions in the community. 
The Air Force has a very special tradi-
tion in Idaho, and Mel has long been 
part of that tradition. Enlisting in the 
U.S. Air Force during the Korean con-
flict, Mel served 4 years on active duty 
and 8 years in the Air Force Reserves 
as a meteorologist. He has also been a 
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stalwart veteran advocate. His active 
membership and leadership in the 
American Legion led him to be selected 
to be National Vice Commander in 
1982–83. In 1983, Mel began his service 
as State Adjutant for the Legion, and 
he has served in that capacity until 
this September. 

Mel’s service to our country makes it 
clear that he has never been afraid of 
challenges, hardships or hard work. 
Idaho is privileged to have Mel and his 
family as residents. I am honored to 
stand before the Senate today and tell 
my colleagues about Mel; however, I do 
this with mixed emotions. Mel Napier 
recently stepped down as State Adju-
tant for the American Legion, a posi-
tion he held for 16 years. It is a special 
individual indeed who commits to that 
kind of service on behalf of all the men 
and women in uniform who have proud-
ly served our great nation. 

In sum, I would like to thank Mel for 
his tremendous contribution to our 
country, and most of all, to America’s 
veterans. I know that Mel will not be 
leaving the American Legion, or ending 
his service to veterans because he will 
no longer serve as State Adjutant, but 
I do think that this is a very appro-
priate time to give Mel our thanks and 
show our gratitude for his service. 

Mr. Napier, thank you, congratula-
tions, and Godspeed.∑

f 

TRIBUTE TO KATHRYN ‘‘KAYCI’’ 
COOK

∑ Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to an outstanding 
public servant and steward of our Na-
tional Park System, Kathryn ‘‘Kayci’’ 
Cook, Superintendent of Fort McHenry 
National Monument and Historic 
Shrine and Hampton National Historic 
Site. Kayci has recently been selected 
as Assistant Superintendent of Glen 
Canyon National Park in Utah and I, 
and many others in the State of Mary-
land, are sorry to see her go. 

Throughout her 18-year career with 
the National Park Service, Kayci Cook 
has distinguished herself for her leader-
ship, commitment and dedication to 
managing and protecting our Nation’s 
most precious natural and cultural re-
sources. Beginning as a seasonal park 
ranger at Wupatki and Canyon de 
Chelley National Monuments in north-
ern Arizona, she quickly advanced 
through the ranks to positions as park 
ranger at San Antonio Missions Na-
tional Historical Park in Texas, super-
visory ranger at California’s Death 
Valley National Monument, and Chief 
of Resource Education for Apostle Is-
lands National Lakeshore in Wisconsin. 
In 1994, her contributions and accom-
plishments in these positions earned 
Kayci the prestigious Benvinetto Con-
gressional Fellowship 

I came to know Kayci three years 
ago, soon after she was appointed to 
lead Fort McHenry and Hampton and 

have had the privilege of working 
closely with her on a number of mat-
ters of mutual concern affecting these 
units of the National Park System. I 
can personally attest to the excep-
tional talent, ingenuity, and energy 
which she brought to this position. 
Under her leadership the fort walls and 
many historic structures at Fort 
McHenry have been restored, plans 
have been advanced to develop a new 
visitors center to accommodate the in-
creasing number of visitors to the 
Fort, many preservation projects have 
been completed at Hampton and a new 
General Management Plan for this his-
toric site is being completed. 

Kayci Cook’s hard work and dedica-
tion to the stewardship Fort McHenry 
and Hampton have earned her the re-
spect and admiration of everyone with 
whom she has worked. She leaves be-
hind two units of the National Park 
System that have been protected and 
improved through her efforts and the 
visitors to these sites will benefit from 
her labors for years to come. In my 
judgement, her extraordinary commit-
ment and leadership should serve as a 
standard for those who will follow her. 
I greatly value the assistance Kayci 
provided to me and my staff and wish 
her the best of luck in the years 
ahead.∑

f 

TRIBUTE TO YOUNG MEN OF 
IDAHO

∑ Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to two groups of 
exceptional young men from my State 
of Idaho. 

In August, the South Central Boise 
Little League team from Boise, ID, be-
came the first little league team from 
Idaho ever to compete in the Little 
League World Series. Under the leader-
ship of Stan McGrady, this team of 11-
and 12-year-olds completed an under-
dog run to win the Western Regional 
Pennant and advance to the Little 
League World Series in Williamsport, 
PA. They won one game and lost two in 
the World Series, but, more impor-
tantly, showed an impressive amount 
of maturity and sportsmanship and 
represented our state in an exemplary 
manner.

Furthermore, the Madison Cats of 
Rexburg, ID, ended a successful season 
by competing in the Babe Ruth League 
World Series in Clifton Park, NY. This 
team of 14-year-olds, coached by Randy 
Sutton, went undefeated in both the 
state and regional tournaments to earn 
the right to represent the Pacific 
Northwest in the Babe Ruth World Se-
ries.

Along with the entire State of Idaho, 
I am very proud of these young men. 
Their accomplishments show a level of 
dedication and teamwork that will ben-
efit them for many years to come. 
They were exceptional ambassadors for 
Idaho. I congratulate them, their par-

ents, and their communities on these 
unprecedented accomplishments.∑

f 

WELFARE REFORM AND THE COL-
LEGE OPTION: A NATIONAL CON-
FERENCE

∑ Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 
this weekend, the McAuley Institute, 
Wider Opportunities for Women, the 
Center for Women Policy Studies, and 
the Howard Samuels State Manage-
ment and Policy Center of CUNY 
hosted a national conference on the im-
portant relationship between welfare 
reform and higher education. On Fri-
day night, they held an opening night 
reception and awards ceremony. Unfor-
tunately, I was unable to attend, but I 
ask to have printed in the RECORD a
letter that was read on my behalf as 
part of the ceremony. 

The letter follows. 
SEPTEMBER 24, 1999. 

TO ALL IN ATTENDANCE: First, I would like 
to begin by apologizing for the fact that I 
can’t be here in person to accept this award. 
Certainly, I always like to attend any dinner 
that someone has gone to the trouble of 
holding in my honor, but even more so I 
would love to attend your conference focus-
ing on the important relationship between 
education and economic self-sufficiency. 

Second, I would like to thank all of the 
sponsors of this conference—the McAuley In-
stitute, Wider Opportunities for Women, the 
Center for Women’s Policy Studies, and the 
Howard Samuels State Management and Pol-
icy Center of CUNY—for presenting me with 
this award. I have worked with these groups 
in the past on important legislative efforts, 
and deeply respect the work that each of 
these organizations has done to protect and 
advance the well-being of the most needy 
among us. 

Having done that, though, I would also like 
to take this time to talk a little bit about 
poverty and need. 

We live in a nation of riches. Since 1969, 
the era when we launched our War on Pov-
erty, we have seen the nation’s total wealth 
per person grow by 62 percent, and as a na-
tion, we consumed 73 percent more material 
goods and services per person in 1997 than we 
did 1969. Yet during that same time, the 
number of poor children in America grew by 
46 percent, or more than 4 million children. 
About one-half of this growth represented 
the growing number of poor children in fami-
lies headed by someone who worked. 

1998 was a year of economic prosperity for 
many Americans. Many of us have benefitted 
greatly from a strong economy: unemploy-
ment is at its lowest level since 1969, and for 
the second year in a row wages have gone up, 
cutting across the traditional barriers of 
race, ethnicity and education. 

Unfortunately, though, these gains have 
barely been felt by those left behind by the 
growing economic inequality we see in this 
country. New figures on family income show 
that the gap between low- and moderate-in-
come families and rich families is at an all-
time high. During the 1990s, we have seen a 
disturbing trend in income gains—the rich in 
America are benefitting in ways that the 
poor are not: While the richest 20 percent of 
households gained about $15,000 dollars in an-
nual income between 1990 and 1997, the poor-
est 20 percent of families gained only about 
$35 in annual income. That’s a gain of 15 per-
cent versus a gain of less than 1 percent. 
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A recent study by the Center on Budget 

and Policy Priorities offers further evidence 
of the widening income gap between the rich 
and the poor in this country. Using Congres-
sional Budget Office data, they found that 
the after-tax income of the richest one per-
cent of the population will more than double 
between 1977 and 1999, rising 115 percent after 
adjusting for inflation. At the same time, 
the average after-tax income for middle-in-
come households, which accounts for 60 per-
cent of all households, will increase by only 
8 percent—less than one-half a percent per 
year—and the average income of the poorest 
twenty percent of households will actually 
decrease. As a result of these large increases 
in income among the rich and the loss of in-
come among the poor, CBPP estimates that 
in 1999, the richest twenty percent of house-
holds in the U.S. will have slightly more in-
come than the other 80 percent of households 
combined, and the 2.7 million Americans 
with the highest incomes will have as much 
after-tax income as the 100 million Ameri-
cans with the lowest incomes. 

My own state of Minnesota provides a tell-
ing example of how some of our families are 
being left behind: Minnesota leads the coun-
try in low unemployment—less than 3 per-
cent statewide, less than 2 percent in the 
Minneapolis-St. Paul area. But even with 
such impressive figures, we still see a situa-
tion where unemployment in our poorest 
central-city neighborhoods hovers around 15 
percent, and a horrifying 60 percent of the 
children who live in these neighborhoods are 
growing up in poverty. And it isn’t just in 
our cities, but also among our rural commu-
nities, particularly our farm communities, 
where we see similar levels of poverty and 
need.

And when we talk about people being poor, 
we are talking about people in desperate 
need. It never fails to amaze me what the 
Federal government defines as poor—in 1997, 
a three-person family was ‘‘officially’’ poor if 
it made less than $12,802 a year. Even more 
upsetting, though, is that most poor families 
in the U.S. don’t even meet this minimum. 
The average poor family with children re-
ceived in 1997 only $8,688 a year in total in-
come from all sources—the equivalent of $724 
a month, $167 a week, less than $24 a day. 

Of course, those who suffer the most from 
poverty in this country are our children. It 
makes me sick just thinking about it. Amer-
ica’s youngest children, those under the age 
of 6, are more likely to live in poverty than 
any other age group. During the past two 
decades there has been a substantial increase 
in the number and percentage of poor young 
people in the United States. The young child 
poverty rate has grown among all racial and 
ethnic groups, and in urban, suburban, and 
rural areas. The number of American young 
children living in poverty increased from 3.5 
million in 1979 to 5.2 million in 1997. The 
young child poverty rate grew by 20 percent 
during those two decades, and currently one-
in-five young children in the U.S. live in pov-
erty. Nearly one-in-two young African Amer-
ican children live in poverty, and about one 
in three young Latino children live in pov-
erty in the U.S. 

Still more horrifying, one in ten young 
children in the U.S. live in extreme poverty, 
in families with incomes less than half the 
poverty level, an amount of only $6,401 for a 
family of three in 1997. Nearly half of the 
children living in poverty in the U.S. live in 
extreme poverty. Currently, the extreme 
poverty rate among young children is grow-
ing faster than the young child poverty rate. 

I think what I find most upsetting is not 
the fact that so many among us still live in 

poverty, but that so many of those who live 
in poverty are hard-working parents who are 
doing everything—everything—that they 
can. But they still aren’t making it. Sixty-
one percent of the average poor family’s in-
come comes from work—$5,295 a year, $441 a 
month, $102 a week, or less than $15 a day. 
For an 8 hour workday, that means someone 
was earning just under $2 an hour. Only 
twenty-one percent of our average poor fam-
ily’s income came from welfare—just $1,824 a 
year, $152 a month, $35 a week, or less than 
$5 a day. And a majority of all poor children 
under age 6, 65 percent, live with at least one 
employed parent. Only one-sixth of poor 
young children live in families who rely sole-
ly on public assistance for income. 

How is this possible? How can we live in a 
time when there are people who literally 
can’t support themselves and their families 
despite the fact that they work, often nearly 
52 weeks a year, 40 hours a week, sometimes 
more than one job. In a time of unprece-
dented economic well-being, of budget sur-
pluses, and an 8.6 trillion dollar economy, it 
is criminal that there are those living among 
us, who are doing everything within their 
powers to make ends meet, who cannot pro-
vide the basic needs of day-to-day survival 
for themselves and their families. 

We need to ask ourselves, we must ask our-
selves, what is happening when we see this 
happening. We should be desperately con-
cerned when we see that the average income 
of American families living in poverty actu-
ally declined between 1996 and 1997. Simply 
put, this is both inexcusable and utterly un-
acceptable. Even in the hardest of times, no 
family, no child, in this country should be 
forced to go without the basic necessities of 
food, shelter, and medical care. But even 
more so, in a time of unparalleled economic 
prosperity, how can any one not react with 
both despair and outrage when confronted by 
such a scenario? 

There is much to be done, much that 
should be done, much that must be done. I 
am deeply committed to doing my part: I 
will continue to offer legislation that pro-
tects the rights of the poorest among us, and 
to fight to help them provide for their needs. 
I have sponsored or co-sponsored legislation 
to raise the minimum wage; to find out 
what’s happening to people when they lose 
their welfare benefits; to allow welfare re-
cipients to count two years of education or 
vocational training toward their TANF work 
requirements; to ensure that everyone in 
America has access to quality, affordable 
healthcare and child care; and to guarantee 
that women and children who are victims 
and survivors of domestic violence have the 
economic resources and security they need 
to leave abusive situations. We in Congress 
must recognize that it isn’t enough to tell 
people they must work, but we also need to 
provide them with a wide range of supports 
while they try to make the difficult transi-
tion from poverty to economic self-suffi-
ciency. All of it goes together—we must ad-
dress each if we intend to solve any. 

There is so much that you can do with me 
as well. I urge you to follow what happens in 
Congress and with the Administration and 
make your opinion known to your Rep-
resentatives, to your Senators, and to the 
President—write, e-mail, fax, and phone. 
Participate in every way you can, not only 
for yourselves but also for those who might 
not feel able to. We must all give a voice to 
those who are most likely to go unheard, and 
we must teach them to speak loudly for 
themselves. We must also make sure that 
people don’t forget the less fortunate among 

us. Sometimes in our own prosperity, it is 
easier to simply turn away from that which 
is difficult or painful to witness. We must 
not relax our efforts, and we must never 
allow anyone to declare the war against pov-
erty won until there is no one, no mother, no 
child, who lies down at night hungry or 
homeless. No one should have to worry about 
whether or not they can provide medical 
care for a sick loved one, or whether or not 
their child is safe in daycare while they are 
at work. 

I know that I am preaching to the choir at 
this point, so I will close by simply praising 
you for all of your efforts—each and every 
one of you is fighting this fight right on the 
front lines—and by urging you not to bend 
and not to give up. In the face of spending 
cuts, changing priorities, and a simple lack 
of concern, you are the real ‘‘poverty war-
riors.’’

And finally, I thank you again for hon-
oring me this evening. 

Sincerely,
PAUL D. WELLSTONE,

U.S. Senator.∑

f 

TRIBUTE TO JUDGE RICH 

∑ Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, on June 
9, 1999, Judge Giles S. Rich passed away 
at age 95, still serving on the U.S. 
Court of Appeals for the Federal Cir-
cuit after nearly 43 years as a Federal 
judge and as the oldest active Federal 
judge in U.S. history. Today, the Fed-
eral court will hold a memorial service 
in his honor. I rise today to add my 
voice to those of the participants in 
that memorial service in paying trib-
ute to this man who contributed as 
much, if not more, than anyone else in 
this century to the development of U.S. 
patent policy and the promotion of 
American innovation. 

Judge Rich was heard to say, ‘‘You 
see, as I go along, practically every-
thing I did was what I didn’t intend to 
do.’’ I believe that statement to be true 
in large part because Judge Rich was a 
man who didn’t follow success, but was 
instead followed by success. Bright 
people and prestigious positions were 
drawn to him because of who he was. 

Judge Rich was educated at Harvard 
College, from which he graduated in 
1926. He went on to receive his law de-
gree from Columbia Law School in 1929. 
Since Columbia University didn’t have 
any patent law classes, Judge Rich de-
cided to teach himself patent law, 
through an arrangement with a pro-
fessor that allowed him to receive cred-
it for a thorough and lengthy paper on 
patents. He in turn shared his knowl-
edge and intellect with students as a 
lecturer on patent law at Columbia 
University from 1942 until 1956, as an 
adjunct professor at Georgetown Uni-
versity Law Center from 1963 to 1969, 
and as a lecturer on patent and copy-
right law as part of the Federal Judi-
cial Center’s training program for 
newly appointed judges from the pro-
gram’s inception in 1965 until 1971. 

As a dedicated lawyer, professor, and 
judge, Judge Rich played a significant 
role in the development and evolution 
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of intellectual property law in the 
United States. He practiced law in a 
private practice from 1929 to 1956, spe-
cializing in patent and trademark law. 
He became a member of the New York 
Bar in 1929 and was certified by the 
U.S. Patent Office in 1934. As a member 
of a two-man drafting committee, he 
was one of the two people principally 
responsible for drafting the 1952 Patent 
Act, which served as the first codifica-
tion of all our nations’ federal patent 
laws and which has served this country 
well for half a decade without signifi-
cant revision. In 1992, Judge Rich 
earned special recognition from Presi-
dent Bush for his contributions to the 
patent code of our nation’s patent sys-
tem.

Judge Rich served in private practice 
until 1956, when President Eisenhower 
appointed him as an associate judge for 
the Court of Customs and Patent Ap-
peals (CCPA). Then, in 1982, he was ap-
pointed as a Circuit Judge for the 
CCPA’s successor court, the U.S. Court 
of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, 
which holds exclusive jurisdiction for 
patent appeals. From his seat on the 
Federal Circuit, Judge Rich authored 
landmark decisions clarifying some of 
the most difficult concepts in patent 
law, including decisions that have been 
hailed as laying the foundation for the 
modern biotechnology industry and im-
portant cases dealing with the complex 
area of software and computer-related 
inventions.

Judge Rich was the distinguished re-
cipient of a host of awards during his 
career, ranging from the Jefferson 
Medal of New Jersey Patent Law Asso-
ciation in 1955 to the Oldest Active 
Judge in U.S. History Recognized by 
Chief Justices in 1997. He was the inau-
gural recipient of the Pesquale J. 
Federico Memorial Award for out-
standing service to the patent and 
trademark systems, awarded by the 
Patent and Trademark Office Society. 
He was awarded the Charles F. Ket-
tering Award and Distinguished Gov-
ernment Service Award from the 
George Washington University. He was 
awarded the Harlan Fisk Stone Medal 
from Columbia University. There is a 
law school moot court competition 
sponsored by the American Intellectual 
Property Law Association—now in its 
28th year—named in his honor. There is 
even an Inn of Court named in his 
honor. He has been awarded recogni-
tion from intellectual property law as-
sociations in cities across the country 
and, in 1997, was awarded the Centen-
nial Visionary Award by the American 
Intellectual Property Law Association 
upon the commemoration of its 100th 
anniversary. He holds honorary Doctor 
of Law degrees from the George Wash-
ington University, John Marshall Law 
School, and George Mason University 
School of Law. And these are but a few 
of the many accolades Judge Rich has 
received throughout life. 

As with all judges, many of those 
who followed Judge Rich’s decisions 
admired and agreed with his legal theo-
ries, while others disagreed. But all re-
spected his intelligence, strength, and 
ambition. He wrote in the history of 
the Court of Customs and Patent Ap-
peals that ‘‘[c]ourts are people and lit-
tle else. Law evolves from their man-
ners of thinking at particular times 
and from the interactions of people 
thinking.’’ Judge Giles S. Rich, as a 
person, helped transform our federal 
courts. He contributed to a body of 
statutory and judicial precedent that is 
unparalleled throughout much of our 
nation’s history. Chief Judge Archer 
said of Judge Rich in 1994 that Judge 
Rich was ‘‘open-minded, flexible and 
respectful of the views of his col-
leagues. He [brought] to the art of 
judging the temperament and knowl-
edge that are rarely equaled. It sets a 
high standard for all of us.’’ And as 
John Reilly stated in eulogizing Judge 
Rich, he was ‘‘a quiet jurist and gentle 
man who by his tireless scholarship 
and faithful devotion to the patent law, 
turned our American century into an 
inventive, productive powerhouse, to 
the benefit of us all.’’

Judge Rich began his career as an in-
tellectual property law practitioner 
and scholar at a time when radio 
broadcasts were the latest emerging 
technology, yet he lived to set much of 
the patent policy that formed the foun-
dation for the digital revolution. For 
these contributions to American juris-
prudence and our patent system, his 
presence will always be remembered by 
legislators, lawyers, and judges who re-
flect on the law that was made by the 
feisty judge that wasn’t going to stop 
hearing cases until something forced 
him to do so. 

Judge Rich, at one time, told an at-
tentive audience of a verse his mother 
would recite, ‘‘The wise old owl lie in 
an oak. The more he saw, the less he 
spoke; the less the spoke the more he 
heard. Why can’t we be more like that 
old bird?’’ The intellectual property 
community and all of us can learn a 
great deal from the ‘‘old bird,’’ Judge 
Rich. John Witherspoon, one of Judge 
Rich’s former law clerks, once said 
that, ‘‘Giles Rich is a Master teacher—
by which I mean, he doesn’t teach at 
all; those around him simply learn.’’

Many will miss his presence and the 
experiences it brought. I send my con-
dolences out to his family, and my 
gratitude to the man who worked so 
hard to contribute to American juris-
prudence and the preservation of Amer-
ica’s status as a nation of inventors.∑

DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2000 
On September 24, 1999, the Senate 

amended and passed H.R. 2684, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That the bill from the House of 
Representatives (H.R. 2684) entitled ‘‘An Act 
making appropriations for the Departments 
of Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban 
Development, and for sundry independent 
agencies, boards, commissions, corporations, 
and offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes.’’, do 
pass with the following amendment

Page 2, strike out all after line 9, over to 
and including line 3 on page 95, and insert:

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS 
AFFAIRS

VETERANS BENEFITS ADMINISTRATION

COMPENSATION AND PENSIONS
For the payment of compensation benefits to 

or on behalf of veterans and a pilot program for 
disability examinations as authorized by law (38 
U.S.C. 107, chapters 11, 13, 18, 51, 53, 55, and 
61); pension benefits to or on behalf of veterans 
as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. chapters 15, 51, 
53, 55, and 61; 92 Stat. 2508); and burial benefits, 
emergency and other officers’ retirement pay, 
adjusted-service credits and certificates, pay-
ment of premiums due on commercial life insur-
ance policies guaranteed under the provisions of 
Article IV of the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil Re-
lief Act of 1940, as amended, and for other bene-
fits as authorized by law (38 U.S.C. 107, 1312, 
1977, and 2106, chapters 23, 51, 53, 55, and 61; 50 
U.S.C. App. 540–548; 43 Stat. 122, 123; 45 Stat. 
735; 76 Stat. 1198), $21,568,364,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That not to 
exceed $38,079,000 of the amount appropriated 
shall be reimbursed to ‘‘General operating ex-
penses’’ and ‘‘Medical care’’ for necessary ex-
penses in implementing those provisions author-
ized in the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 
of 1990, and in the Veterans’ Benefits Act of 
1992 (38 U.S.C. chapters 51, 53, and 55), the 
funding source for which is specifically provided 
as the ‘‘Compensation and pensions’’ appropria-
tion: Provided further, That such sums as may 
be earned on an actual qualifying patient basis, 
shall be reimbursed to ‘‘Medical facilities revolv-
ing fund’’ to augment the funding of individual 
medical facilities for nursing home care provided 
to pensioners as authorized. 

READJUSTMENT BENEFITS
For the payment of readjustment and rehabili-

tation benefits to or on behalf of veterans as au-
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapters 21, 30, 31, 34, 35, 
36, 39, 51, 53, 55, and 61, $1,469,000,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, That 
funds shall be available to pay any court order, 
court award or any compromise settlement aris-
ing from litigation involving the vocational 
training program authorized by section 18 of 
Public Law 98–77, as amended. 

VETERANS INSURANCE AND INDEMNITIES
For military and naval insurance, national 

service life insurance, servicemen’s indemnities, 
service-disabled veterans insurance, and vet-
erans mortgage life insurance as authorized by 
38 U.S.C. chapter 19; 70 Stat. 887; 72 Stat. 487, 
$28,670,000, to remain available until expended. 

VETERANS HOUSING BENEFIT PROGRAM FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)
For the cost of direct and guaranteed loans, 

such sums as may be necessary to carry out the 
program, as authorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 37, 
as amended: Provided, That such costs, includ-
ing the cost of modifying such loans, shall be as 
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defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That during fiscal year 2000, within the re-
sources available, not to exceed $300,000 in gross 
obligations for direct loans are authorized for 
specially adapted housing loans. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct and guaranteed loan pro-
grams, $156,958,000, which may be transferred to 
and merged with the appropriation for ‘‘General 
operating expenses’’. 

EDUCATION LOAN FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, $1,000, as author-
ized by 38 U.S.C. 3698, as amended: Provided, 
That such costs, including the cost of modifying 
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as amend-
ed: Provided further, That these funds are 
available to subsidize gross obligations for the 
principal amount of direct loans not to exceed 
$3,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out the direct loan program, 
$214,000, which may be transferred to and 
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘General op-
erating expenses’’. 

VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION LOANS PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, $57,000, as au-
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 31, as amended: 
Provided, That such costs, including the cost of 
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in sec-
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
as amended: Provided further, That these funds 
are available to subsidize gross obligations for 
the principal amount of direct loans not to ex-
ceed $2,531,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out the direct loan program, 
$415,000, which may be transferred to and 
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘General op-
erating expenses’’. 

NATIVE AMERICAN VETERAN HOUSING LOAN
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For administrative expenses to carry out the 
direct loan program authorized by 38 U.S.C. 
chapter 37, subchapter V, as amended, $520,000, 
which may be transferred to and merged with 
the appropriation for ‘‘General operating ex-
penses’’.
GUARANTEED TRANSITIONAL HOUSING LOANS FOR

HOMELESS VETERANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost, as defined in section 13201 of the 
Budget Enforcement Act of 1990, including the 
cost of modifying loans, of guaranteed loans as 
authorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 37 subchapter 
VI, $48,250,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That no more than five loans 
may be guaranteed under this program prior to 
November 11, 2001: Provided further, That no 
more than fifteen loans may be guaranteed 
under this program: Provided further, That the 
total principal amount of loans guaranteed 
under this program may not exceed $100,000,000: 
Provided further, That not to exceed $750,000 of 
the amounts appropriated by this Act for ‘‘Gen-
eral operating expenses’’ and ‘‘Medical care’’ 
may be expended for the administrative expenses 
to carry out the guaranteed loan program au-
thorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 37, subchapter VI. 

VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRATION

MEDICAL CARE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses for the maintenance 
and operation of hospitals, nursing homes, and 
domiciliary facilities; for furnishing, as author-
ized by law, inpatient and outpatient care and 
treatment to beneficiaries of the Department of 

Veterans Affairs, including care and treatment 
in facilities not under the jurisdiction of the De-
partment; and furnishing recreational facilities, 
supplies, and equipment; funeral, burial, and 
other expenses incidental thereto for bene-
ficiaries receiving care in the Department; ad-
ministrative expenses in support of planning, 
design, project management, real property ac-
quisition and disposition, construction and ren-
ovation of any facility under the jurisdiction or 
for the use of the Department; oversight, engi-
neering and architectural activities not charged 
to project cost; repairing, altering, improving or 
providing facilities in the several hospitals and 
homes under the jurisdiction of the Department, 
not otherwise provided for, either by contract or 
by the hire of temporary employees and pur-
chase of materials; uniforms or allowances 
therefor, as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5901–5902; 
aid to State homes as authorized by 38 U.S.C. 
1741; administrative and legal expenses of the 
Department for collecting and recovering 
amounts owed the Department as authorized 
under 38 U.S.C. chapter 17, and the Federal 
Medical Care Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. 2651 et 
seq.; and not to exceed $8,000,000 to fund cost 
comparison studies as referred to in 38 U.S.C. 
8110(a)(5), $19,006,000,000, plus reimbursements: 
Provided, That of the funds made available 
under this heading, $600,000,000 is designated by 
Congress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 and 
shall be available only to the extent that an of-
ficial budget request that includes designation 
of the entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement (as defined in the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985) is transmitted by the President to Con-
gress: Provided further, That of the funds made 
available under this heading, $635,000,000 is for 
the equipment and land and structures object 
classifications only, which amount shall not be-
come available for obligation until August 1, 
2000, and shall remain available until September 
30, 2001: Provided further, That of the funds 
made available under this heading, not to ex-
ceed $900,000,000 shall be available until Sep-
tember 30, 2001: Provided further, That of the 
funds made available under this heading, not to 
exceed $27,907,000 may be transferred to and 
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘General op-
erating expenses’’: Provided further, That the 
Department shall conduct by contract a pro-
gram of recovery audits with respect to pay-
ments for hospital care; and, notwithstanding 31 
U.S.C. 3302(b), amounts collected, by setoff or 
otherwise, as the result of such audits shall be 
available, without fiscal year limitation, for the 
purposes for which funds are appropriated 
under this heading and the purposes of paying 
a contractor a percent of the amount collected 
as a result of an audit carried out by the con-
tractor: Provided further, That all amounts so 
collected under the preceding proviso with re-
spect to a designated health care region (as that 
term is defined in 38 U.S.C. 1729A(d)(2)) shall be 
allocated, net of payments to the contractor, to 
that region. 

In addition, in conformance with Public Law 
105–33 establishing the Department of Veterans 
Affairs Medical Care Collections Fund, such 
sums as may be deposited to such Fund pursu-
ant to 38 U.S.C. 1729A may be transferred to this 
account, to remain available until expended for 
the purposes of this account. 

MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH

For necessary expenses in carrying out pro-
grams of medical and prosthetic research and 
development as authorized by 38 U.S.C. chapter 
73, to remain available until September 30, 2001, 
$316,000,000, plus reimbursements. 

MEDICAL ADMINISTRATION AND MISCELLANEOUS
OPERATING EXPENSES

For necessary expenses in the administration 
of the medical, hospital, nursing home, domi-
ciliary, construction, supply, and research ac-
tivities, as authorized by law; administrative ex-
penses in support of capital policy activities, 
$60,703,000 plus reimbursements: Provided, That 
project technical and consulting services offered 
by the Facilities Management Service Delivery 
Office, including technical consulting services, 
project management, real property administra-
tion (including leases, site acquisition and dis-
posal activities directly supporting projects), 
shall be provided to Department of Veterans Af-
fairs components only on a reimbursable basis, 
and such amounts will remain available until 
September 30, 2000. 

GENERAL POST FUND, NATIONAL HOMES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, $7,000, as author-
ized by Public Law 102–54, section 8, which 
shall be transferred from the ‘‘General post 
fund’’: Provided, That such costs, including the 
cost of modifying such loans, shall be as defined 
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, as amended: Provided further, That 
these funds are available to subsidize gross obli-
gations for the principal amount of direct loans 
not to exceed $70,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct loan programs, $54,000, 
which shall be transferred from the ‘‘General 
post fund’’, as authorized by Public Law 102–54, 
section 8. 

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES

For necessary operating expenses of the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, not otherwise pro-
vided for, including uniforms or allowances 
therefor; not to exceed $25,000 for official recep-
tion and representation expenses; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; and reimbursement of the 
General Services Administration for security 
guard services, and the Department of Defense 
for the cost of overseas employee mail, 
$912,594,000: Provided, That funds under this 
heading shall be available to administer the 
Service Members Occupational Conversion and 
Training Act: Provided further, That travel ex-
penditures for the immediate Office of the Sec-
retary shall not exceed $100,000. 

NATIONAL CEMETERY ADMINISTRATION

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses for the maintenance 
and operation of the National Cemetery Admin-
istration, not otherwise provided for, including 
uniforms or allowances therefor; cemeterial ex-
penses as authorized by law; purchase of two 
passenger motor vehicles for use in cemeterial 
operations; and hire of passenger motor vehi-
cles, $97,256,000: Provided, That of the amount 
made available under this heading, not to ex-
ceed $117,000 may be transferred to and merged 
with the appropriation for ‘‘General operating 
expenses’’.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the Inspector 
General Act of 1978, as amended, $43,200,000: 
Provided, That of the amount made available 
under this heading, not to exceed $30,000 may be 
transferred to and merged with the appropria-
tion for ‘‘General operating expenses’’. 

CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS

For constructing, altering, extending and im-
proving any of the facilities under the jurisdic-
tion or for the use of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, or for any of the purposes set 
forth in sections 316, 2404, 2406, 8102, 8103, 8106, 
8108, 8109, 8110, and 8122 of title 38, United 
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States Code, including planning, architectural 
and engineering services, maintenance or guar-
antee period services costs associated with 
equipment guarantees provided under the 
project, services of claims analysts, offsite utility 
and storm drainage system construction costs, 
and site acquisition, where the estimated cost of 
a project is $4,000,000 or more or where funds for 
a project were made available in a previous 
major project appropriation, $70,140,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, That 
except for advance planning of projects (includ-
ing market-based assessments of health care 
needs which may or may not lead to capital in-
vestments) funded through the advance plan-
ning fund and the design of projects funded 
through the design fund, none of these funds 
shall be used for any project which has not been 
considered and approved by the Congress in the 
budgetary process: Provided further, That funds 
provided in this appropriation for fiscal year 
2000, for each approved project shall be obli-
gated: (1) by the awarding of a construction 
documents contract by September 30, 2000; and 
(2) by the awarding of a construction contract 
by September 30, 2001: Provided further, That 
the Secretary shall promptly report in writing to 
the Committees on Appropriations any approved 
major construction project in which obligations 
are not incurred within the time limitations es-
tablished above: Provided further, That no 
funds from any other account except the ‘‘Park-
ing revolving fund’’, may be obligated for con-
structing, altering, extending, or improving a 
project which was approved in the budget proc-
ess and funded in this account until one year 
after substantial completion and beneficial oc-
cupancy by the Department of Veterans Affairs 
of the project or any part thereof with respect to 
that part only. 

CONSTRUCTION, MINOR PROJECTS
For constructing, altering, extending, and im-

proving any of the facilities under the jurisdic-
tion or for the use of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, including planning, architectural 
and engineering services, maintenance or guar-
antee period services costs associated with 
equipment guarantees provided under the 
project, services of claims analysts, offsite utility 
and storm drainage system construction costs, 
and site acquisition, or for any of the purposes 
set forth in sections 316, 2404, 2406, 8102, 8103, 
8106, 8108, 8109, 8110, and 8122 of title 38, United 
States Code, where the estimated cost of a 
project is less than $4,000,000, $175,000,000, to re-
main available until expended, along with un-
obligated balances of previous ‘‘Construction, 
minor projects’’ appropriations which are here-
by made available for any project where the es-
timated cost is less than $4,000,000: Provided, 
That funds in this account shall be available 
for: (1) repairs to any of the nonmedical facili-
ties under the jurisdiction or for the use of the 
Department which are necessary because of loss 
or damage caused by any natural disaster or ca-
tastrophe; and (2) temporary measures nec-
essary to prevent or to minimize further loss by 
such causes. 

PARKING REVOLVING FUND
For the parking revolving fund as authorized 

by 38 U.S.C. 8109, income from fees collected, to 
remain available until expended, which shall be 
available for all authorized expenses except op-
erations and maintenance costs, which will be 
funded from ‘‘Medical care’’. 
GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF STATE EXTENDED

CARE FACILITIES
For grants to assist States to acquire or con-

struct State nursing home and domiciliary fa-
cilities and to remodel, modify or alter existing 
hospital, nursing home and domiciliary facilities 
in State homes, for furnishing care to veterans 
as authorized by 38 U.S.C. 8131–8137, 
$90,000,000, to remain available until expended. 

GRANTS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF STATE
VETERANS CEMETERIES

For grants to aid States in establishing, ex-
panding, or improving State veteran cemeteries 
as authorized by 38 U.S.C. 2408, $25,000,000, to 
remain available until expended. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 101. Any appropriation for fiscal year 
2000 for ‘‘Compensation and pensions’’, ‘‘Read-
justment benefits’’, and ‘‘Veterans insurance 
and indemnities’’ may be transferred to any 
other of the mentioned appropriations. 

SEC. 102. Appropriations available to the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs for fiscal year 2000 
for salaries and expenses shall be available for 
services authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109. 

SEC. 103. No appropriations in this Act for the 
Department of Veterans Affairs (except the ap-
propriations for ‘‘Construction, major projects’’, 
‘‘Construction, minor projects’’, and the ‘‘Park-
ing revolving fund’’) shall be available for the 
purchase of any site for or toward the construc-
tion of any new hospital or home. 

SEC. 104. No appropriations in this Act for the 
Department of Veterans Affairs shall be avail-
able for hospitalization or examination of any 
persons (except beneficiaries entitled under the 
laws bestowing such benefits to veterans, and 
persons receiving such treatment under 5 U.S.C. 
7901–7904 or 42 U.S.C. 5141–5204), unless reim-
bursement of cost is made to the ‘‘Medical care’’ 
account at such rates as may be fixed by the 
Secretary of Veterans Affairs. 

SEC. 105. Appropriations available to the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs for fiscal year 2000 
for ‘‘Compensation and pensions’’, ‘‘Readjust-
ment benefits’’, and ‘‘Veterans insurance and 
indemnities’’ shall be available for payment of 
prior year accrued obligations required to be re-
corded by law against the corresponding prior 
year accounts within the last quarter of fiscal 
year 1999. 

SEC. 106. Appropriations accounts available to 
the Department of Veterans Affairs for fiscal 
year 2000 shall be available to pay prior year ob-
ligations of corresponding prior year appropria-
tions accounts resulting from title X of the Com-
petitive Equality Banking Act, Public Law 100–
86, except that if such obligations are from trust 
fund accounts they shall be payable from ‘‘Com-
pensation and pensions’’. 

SEC. 107. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, during fiscal year 2000, the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs shall, from the National Serv-
ice Life Insurance Fund (38 U.S.C. 1920), the 
Veterans’ Special Life Insurance Fund (38 
U.S.C. 1923), and the United States Government 
Life Insurance Fund (38 U.S.C. 1955), reimburse 
the ‘‘General operating expenses’’ account for 
the cost of administration of the insurance pro-
grams financed through those accounts: Pro-
vided, That reimbursement shall be made only 
from the surplus earnings accumulated in an in-
surance program in fiscal year 2000, that are 
available for dividends in that program after 
claims have been paid and actuarially deter-
mined reserves have been set aside: Provided 
further, That if the cost of administration of an 
insurance program exceeds the amount of sur-
plus earnings accumulated in that program, re-
imbursement shall be made only to the extent of 
such surplus earnings: Provided further, That 
the Secretary shall determine the cost of admin-
istration for fiscal year 2000, which is properly 
allocable to the provision of each insurance pro-
gram and to the provision of any total disability 
income insurance included in such insurance 
program.

SEC. 108. (a) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that it should be the goal of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs to serve all vet-
erans equitably at health care facilities in urban 
and rural areas. 

(b) REPORT REQUIRED.—(1) Not later than six 
months after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Veterans Affairs shall sub-
mit to the Committees on Veterans’ Affairs of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives a 
report on the impact of the allocation of funds 
under the Veterans Equitable Resource Alloca-
tion (VERA) funding formula on the rural sub-
regions of the health care system administered 
by the Veterans Health Administration. 

(2) The report shall include the following: 
(A) An assessment of impact of the allocation 

of funds under the VERA formula on—
(i) travel times to veterans health care in rural 

areas;
(ii) waiting periods for appointments for vet-

erans health care in rural areas; 
(iii) the cost associated with additional com-

munity-based outpatient clinics; 
(iv) transportation costs; and 
(v) the unique challenges that Department of 

Veterans Affairs medical centers in rural, low-
population subregions face in attempting to in-
crease efficiency without large economies of 
scale.

(B) The recommendations of the Secretary, if 
any, on how rural veterans’ access to health 
care services might be enhanced. 

SEC. 109. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this Act, none of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available in this Act for the 
Medical Care appropriation of the Department 
of Veterans Affairs may be obligated for the re-
alignment of the health care delivery system in 
VISN 12 until 60 days after the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs certifies that the Department has 
(1) consulted with veterans organizations, med-
ical school affiliates, employee representatives, 
State veterans and health associations, and 
other interested parties with respect to the re-
alignment plan to be implemented, and (2) made 
available to the Congress and the public infor-
mation from the consultations regarding possible 
impacts on the accessibility of veterans health 
care services to affected veterans. 

SEC. 110. (a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the 
following findings: 

(1) One of the most outrageous examples of 
the failure of the Federal Government to honor 
its obligations to veterans involves the so-called 
‘‘atomic veterans’’, patriotic Americans who 
were exposed to radiation at Hiroshima and Na-
gasaki and at nuclear test sites. 

(2) For more than 50 years, many atomic vet-
erans have been denied veterans compensation 
for diseases, known as radiogenic diseases, that 
the Department of Veterans Affairs recognizes 
as being linked to exposure to radiation. Many 
of these diseases are lethal forms of cancer. 

(3) The Department of Veterans Affairs almost 
invariably denies the claims for compensation of 
atomic veterans on the grounds that the radi-
ation doses received by such veterans were too 
low to result in radiogenic disease, even though 
many scientists and former Under Secretary for 
Health Kenneth Kizer agree that the dose recon-
struction analyses conducted by the Department 
of Defense are unreliable. 

(4) Although the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs already has a list of radiogenic diseases 
that are presumed to be service-connected, the 
Department omits three diseases—lung cancer, 
colon cancer, and central nervous system can-
cer—from that list, notwithstanding the agree-
ment of scientists that the evidence of a link be-
tween the three diseases and low-level exposure 
to radiation is very convincing and, in many 
cases, is stronger than the evidence of a link be-
tween such exposure and other radiogenic dis-
eases currently on that list. 

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the 
Senate that lung cancer, colon cancer, and 
brain and central nervous system cancer should 
be added to the list of radiogenic diseases that 
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are presumed by the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs to be service-connected disabilities. 
TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 

URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING

HOUSING CERTIFICATE FUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For activities and assistance to prevent the in-
voluntary displacement of low-income families, 
the elderly and the disabled because of the loss 
of affordable housing stock, expiration of sub-
sidy contracts (other than contracts for which 
amounts are provided under another heading in 
this Act) or expiration of use restrictions, or 
other changes in housing assistance arrange-
ments, and for other purposes, $11,051,135,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, That 
of the total amount provided under this head-
ing, $10,855,135,000, of which $6,655,135,000 shall 
be available on October 1, 1999 and 
$4,200,000,000 shall be available on October 1, 
2000, shall be for assistance under the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (‘‘The Act’’ herein) 
(42 U.S.C. 1437) for use in connection with ex-
piring or terminating section 8 subsidy con-
tracts, for enhanced vouchers (including renew-
als) as provided under the ‘‘Preserving Existing 
Housing Investment’’ account in the Depart-
ments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and 
Urban Development, and Independent Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1997 (Public Law 104–204) 
for families eligible for assistance under such 
Act, and contracts entered into pursuant to sec-
tion 441 of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless 
Assistance Act: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary may determine not to apply section 
8(o)(6)(B) of the Act to housing vouchers during 
fiscal year 2000: Provided further, That of the 
total amount provided under this heading, 
$156,000,000 shall be for section 8 rental assist-
ance under the Act including assistance to relo-
cate residents of properties: (1) that are owned 
by the Secretary and being disposed of; or (2) 
that are discontinuing section 8 project-based 
assistance; for relocation and replacement hous-
ing for units that are demolished or disposed of 
from the public housing inventory (in addition 
to amounts that may be available for such pur-
poses under this and other headings); for the 
conversion of section 23 projects to assistance 
under section 8; for funds to carry out the fam-
ily unification program; and for the relocation 
of witnesses in connection with efforts to combat 
crime in public and assisted housing pursuant 
to a request from a law enforcement or prosecu-
tion agency: Provided further, That of the total 
amount provided under this heading, $40,000,000 
shall be made available to nonelderly disabled 
families affected by the designation of a public 
housing development under section 7 of such 
Act, the establishment of preferences in accord-
ance with section 651 of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 
1361l), or the restriction of occupancy to elderly 
families in accordance with section 658 of such 
Act, and to the extent the Secretary determines 
that such amount is not needed to fund applica-
tions for such affected families, to other non-
elderly disabled families: Provided further, That 
no funds under this heading may be used for 
Regional Opportunity Counseling: Provided fur-
ther, That all balances for the section 8 rental 
assistance, section 8 counseling, new construc-
tion sub-rehabilitation, relocation/replacement/
demolition, section 23 conversions, rental and 
disaster vouchers, loan management set-aside, 
section 514 technical assistance, and programs 
previously funded within the ‘‘Annual Con-
tributions’’ account shall be transferred to this 
account, to be available for the purposes for 
which they were originally appropriated: Pro-
vided further, That all balances previously re-
captured in the ‘‘Section 8 Reserve Preserva-

tion’’ account shall be transferred to this ac-
count, to be available for the purposes for which 
they were originally appropriated: Provided fur-
ther, That the unexpended amounts previously 
appropriated for special purpose grants within 
the ‘‘Annual Contributions for Assisted Hous-
ing’’ account shall be recaptured and trans-
ferred to this account, to be available for assist-
ance under the Act for use in connection with 
expiring or terminating section 8 subsidy con-
tracts: Provided further, That of the amounts 
previously appropriated for property disposition 
within the ‘‘Annual Contributions for Assisted 
Housing’’ account, up to $79,000,000 shall be 
transferred to this account, to be available for 
assistance under the Act for use in connection 
with expiring or terminating section 8 subsidy 
contracts: Provided further, That of the unex-
pended amounts previously appropriated for 
carrying out the Low-Income Housing Preserva-
tion and Resident Homeownership Act of 1990 
and the Emergency Low-Income Housing Pres-
ervation Act of 1987, other than amounts made 
available for rental assistance, within the ‘‘An-
nual Contributions for Assisted Housing’’ and 
‘‘Preserving Existing Housing Investments’’ ac-
counts, shall be recaptured and transferred to 
this account, to be available for assistance 
under the Act for use in connection with expir-
ing or terminating section 8 subsidy contracts. 

PUBLIC HOUSING CAPITAL FUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the Public Housing Capital Fund Program 
to carry out capital and management activities 
for public housing agencies, as authorized 
under section 9 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1437), 
$2,555,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That of the total amount, up 
to $100,000,000 shall be for carrying out activi-
ties under section 9(d) of such Act, and tech-
nical assistance for the inspection of public 
housing units, contract expertise, and training 
and technical assistance directly or indirectly, 
under grants, contracts, or cooperative agree-
ments, to assist in the oversight and manage-
ment of public housing related to capital activi-
ties for lease adjustments to section 23 projects: 
Provided further, That no funds may be used 
under this heading for the purposes specified in 
section 9(k) of the United States Housing Act of 
1937, as in effect immediately before enactment 
of this Act: Provided further, That all balances 
for debt service for Public and Indian Housing 
and Public and Indian Housing Grants pre-
viously funded within the ‘‘Annual Contribu-
tions for Assisted Housing’’ account shall be 
transferred to this account, to be available for 
the purposes for which they were originally ap-
propriated.

PUBLIC HOUSING OPERATING FUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For payments to public housing agencies for 
the operation and management of public hous-
ing, as authorized by section 9(e) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, as amended (42 
U.S.C. 1437g), $2,900,000,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That no funds may be 
used under this heading for the purposes speci-
fied in section 9(k) of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937, as in effect immediately before en-
actment of this Act. 

DRUG ELIMINATION GRANTS FOR LOW-INCOME
HOUSING

For grants to public housing agencies and In-
dian tribes and their tribally designated housing 
entities for use in eliminating crime in public 
housing projects authorized by 42 U.S.C. 11901–
11908, for grants for federally assisted low-in-
come housing authorized by 42 U.S.C. 11909, and 
for drug information clearinghouse services au-
thorized by 42 U.S.C. 11921–11925, $310,000,000, 
to remain available until expended: Provided, 

That of the total amount provided under this 
heading, up to $5,000,000 shall be solely for tech-
nical assistance, training, and program assess-
ment for or on behalf of public housing agen-
cies, resident organizations, and Indian tribes 
and their tribally designated housing entities 
(including up to $250,000 for the cost of nec-
essary travel for participants in such training): 
Provided further, That of the amount provided 
under this heading, $10,000,000 shall be used in 
connection with efforts to combat violent crime 
in public and assisted housing under the Oper-
ation Safe Home Program administered by the 
Inspector General of the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development: Provided further, That 
of the amount under this heading, $10,000,000 
shall be provided to the Office of Inspector Gen-
eral for Operation Safe Home: Provided further, 
That of the amount under this heading, 
$20,000,000 shall be available for a program 
named the New Approach Anti-Drug program 
which will provide competitive grants to entities 
managing or operating public housing develop-
ments, federally assisted multifamily housing 
developments, or other multifamily housing de-
velopments for low-income families supported by 
non-Federal governmental entities or similar 
housing developments supported by nonprofit 
private sources in order to provide or augment 
security (including personnel costs), to assist in 
the investigation and/or prosecution of drug re-
lated criminal activity in and around such de-
velopments, and to provide assistance for the de-
velopment of capital improvements at such de-
velopments directly relating to the security of 
such developments: Provided further, That 
grants for the New Approach Anti-Drug pro-
gram shall be made on a competitive basis as 
specified in section 102 of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development Reform Act of 
1989: Provided further, That the term ‘‘drug-re-
lated crime’’, as defined in 42 U.S.C. 11905(2), 
shall also include other types of crime as deter-
mined by the Secretary: Provided further, That 
none of the funds under this heading may be 
awarded pursuant to a Notice of Funding Avail-
ability which contains substantive program 
changes unless such program changes have been 
subject to review under notice and comment 
rulemaking: Provided further, That, notwith-
standing section 5130(c) of the Anti-Drug Abuse 
Act of 1988 (42 U.S.C. 11909(c)), the Secretary 
may determine not to use any such funds to pro-
vide public housing youth sports grants.
REVITALIZATION OF SEVERELY DISTRESSED PUBLIC

HOUSING (HOPE VI)
For grants to public housing agencies for dem-

olition, site revitalization, replacement housing, 
and tenant-based assistance grants to projects 
as authorized by section 24 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, $500,000,000 to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That for 
purposes of environmental review pursuant to 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 
a grant under this heading or under prior ap-
propriations Acts for use for the purposes under 
this heading shall be treated as assistance under 
title I of the United States Housing Act of 1937 
and shall be subject to the regulations issued by 
the Secretary to implement section 26 of such 
Act: Provided further, That none of such funds 
shall be used directly or indirectly by granting 
competitive advantage in awards to settle litiga-
tion or pay judgments, unless expressly per-
mitted herein. 

NATIVE AMERICAN HOUSING BLOCK GRANTS
For the Native American Housing Block 

Grants program, as authorized under title I of 
the Native American Housing Assistance and 
Self-Determination Act of 1996 (NAHASDA) 
(Public Law 104–330), $620,000,000, to remain 
available until expended, of which $4,000,000 
shall be used by the National American Indian 
Housing Council and up to $2,000,000 by the 
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Secretary to support the inspection of Indian 
housing units, contract expertise, training, and 
technical assistance in the oversight and man-
agement of Indian housing and tenant-based as-
sistance, including up to $300,000 for related 
travel: Provided, That of the amount provided 
under this heading, $6,000,000 shall be made 
available for the cost of guaranteed notes and 
other obligations, as authorized by title VI of 
NAHASDA: Provided further, That such costs, 
including the costs of modifying such notes and 
other obligations, shall be as defined in section 
502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as 
amended: Provided further, That these funds 
are available to subsidize the total principal 
amount of any notes and other obligations, any 
part of which is to be guaranteed, not to exceed 
$54,600,000: Provided further, That for adminis-
trative expenses to carry out the guaranteed 
loan program, up to $200,000 from amounts in 
the first proviso, which shall be transferred to 
and merged with the appropriation for depart-
mental salaries and expenses, to be used only 
for the administrative costs of these guarantees. 

INDIAN HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the cost of guaranteed loans, as author-
ized by section 184 of the Housing and Commu-
nity Development Act of 1992 (106 Stat. 3739), 
$6,000,000, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That such costs, including the costs of 
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in sec-
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
as amended: Provided further, That these funds 
are available to subsidize total loan principal, 
any part of which is to be guaranteed, not to ex-
ceed $71,956,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the guaranteed loan program, up to 
$150,000 from amounts in the first paragraph, 
which shall be transferred to and merged with 
the appropriation for departmental salaries and 
expenses, to be used only for the administrative 
costs of these guarantees. 

RURAL HOUSING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

For an Office of Rural Housing and Economic 
Development to be established in the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development, 
$25,000,000, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That of the amount under this head-
ing, up to $3,000,000 shall be used to develop ca-
pacity at the State and local level for developing 
rural housing and for rural economic develop-
ment and for maintaining a clearinghouse of 
ideas for innovative strategies for rural housing 
and economic development and revitalization: 
Provided further, That of the amount under this 
heading, at least $22,000,000 which amount shall 
be awarded by June 1, 2000 to Indian tribes, 
State housing finance agencies, State commu-
nity and/or economic development agencies, 
local rural nonprofits and community develop-
ment corporations to support innovative hous-
ing and economic development activities in rural 
areas: Provided further, That all grants shall be 
awarded on a competitive basis as specified in 
section 102 of the HUD Reform Act. 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONS WITH AIDS

For carrying out the Housing Opportunities 
for Persons with AIDS program, as authorized 
by the AIDS Housing Opportunity Act (42 
U.S.C. 12901), $232,000,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the funds 
under this heading shall be awarded on a pri-
ority basis to renew and maintain existing pro-
grams funded under this heading: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary may use up to 1 percent 
of the funds under this heading for technical 
assistance.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)
For grants to States and units of general local 

government and for related expenses, not other-
wise provided for, to carry out a community de-
velopment grants program as authorized by title 
I of the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1974, as amended (the ‘‘Act’’ herein) (42 
U.S.C. 5301), $4,800,000,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2002: Provided, That 
$67,000,000 shall be for grants to Indian tribes 
notwithstanding section 106(a)(1) of such Act, 
$3,000,000 shall be available as a grant to the 
Housing Assistance Council, $2,000,000 shall be 
available to support Alaska Native serving insti-
tutions and native Hawaiian serving institu-
tions as defined under the Higher Education 
Act, as amended, $1,800,000 shall be available as 
a grant to the National American Indian Hous-
ing Council, and $45,500,000 shall be for grants 
pursuant to section 107 of the Act: Provided fur-
ther, That all funding decisions under section 
107 except as specified herein shall be subject to 
a reprogramming request unless otherwise speci-
fied in accordance with the terms and condi-
tions specified in the committee report accom-
panying this Act: Provided further, That not to 
exceed 20 percent of any grant made with funds 
appropriated herein (other than a grant made 
available in this paragraph to the Housing As-
sistance Council or the National American In-
dian Housing Council, or a grant using funds 
under section 107(b)(3) of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1974, as amended) 
shall be expended for ‘‘Planning and Manage-
ment Development’’ and ‘‘Administration’’ as 
defined in regulations promulgated by the De-
partment: Provided further, That all balances 
for the Economic Development Initiative grants 
program, the John Heinz Neighborhood Develop-
ment program, grants to Self Help Housing Op-
portunity program, and the Moving to Work 
Demonstration program previously funded with-
in the ‘‘Annual Contributions for Assisted Hous-
ing’’ account shall be transferred to this ac-
count, to be available for the purposes for which 
they were originally appropriated. 

Of the amount made available under this 
heading, $25,000,000 shall be made available for 
‘‘Capacity Building for Community Develop-
ment and Affordable Housing,’’ for LISC and 
the Enterprise Foundation for activities as au-
thorized by section 4 of the HUD Demonstration 
Act of 1993 (Public Law 103–120), as in effect im-
mediately before June 12, 1997, with not less 
than $5,000,000 of the funding to be used in 
rural areas, including tribal areas. 

Of the amount made available under this 
heading, the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development may use up to $45,000,000 for sup-
portive services for public housing residents, as 
authorized by section 34 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, as amended, and not less 
than $10,000,000 for grants for service coordina-
tors and congregate services for the elderly and 
disabled residents of public and assisted hous-
ing: Provided further, That amounts made 
available for congregate services and service co-
ordinators for the elderly and disabled under 
this heading and in prior fiscal years may be 
used by grantees to reimburse themselves for 
costs incurred in connection with providing 
service coordinators previously advanced by 
grantees out of other funds due to delays in the 
granting by or receipt of funds from the Sec-
retary, and the funds so made available to 
grantees for congregate services or service coor-
dinators under this heading or in prior years 
shall be considered as expended by the grantees 
upon such reimbursement. The Secretary shall 
not condition the availability of funding made 
available under this heading or in prior years 
for congregate services or service coordinators 
upon any grantee’s obligation or expenditure of 
any prior funding. 

Of the amount made available under this 
heading, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, $42,500,000 shall be available for 
YouthBuild program activities authorized by 
subtitle D of title IV of the Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Act, as amended, 
and such activities shall be an eligible activity 
with respect to any funds made available under 
this heading: Provided, That local YouthBuild 
programs that demonstrate an ability to leverage 
private and nonprofit funding shall be given a 
priority for YouthBuild funding: Provided fur-
ther, That up to $2,500,000 may be used for ca-
pacity buildings efforts. 

Of the amount made available under this 
heading, $110,000,000 shall be available for 
grants for the Economic Development Initiative 
(EDI) to finance a variety of economic develop-
ment efforts, including $95,000,000 for making 
individual grants for targeted economic invest-
ments in accordance with the terms and condi-
tions specified for such grants in the committee 
report accompanying this Act. 

For the cost of guaranteed loans, $29,000,000, 
as authorized by section 108 of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974: Provided, 
That such costs, including the cost of modifying 
such loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as amend-
ed: Provided further, That these funds are 
available to subsidize total loan principal, any 
part of which is to be guaranteed, not to exceed 
$1,261,000,000, notwithstanding any aggregate 
limitation on outstanding obligations guaran-
teed in section 108(k) of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1974: Provided fur-
ther, That in addition, for administrative ex-
penses to carry out the guaranteed loan pro-
gram, $1,000,000, which shall be transferred to 
and merged with the appropriation for depart-
mental salaries and expenses. 

The Secretary is directed to transfer the ad-
ministration of the small cities component of the 
Community Development Block Grant Program 
for fiscal year 2000 and all fiscal years there-
after to the State of New York. No funds under 
this heading may be made available to grantees 
until the Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment transfers the administration of the 
Small Cities component of the Community De-
velopment Block Grants program to the State of 
New York. 

BROWNFIELDS REDEVELOPMENT

For Economic Development Grants, as author-
ized by section 108(q) of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1974, as amended, 
for Brownfields redevelopment projects, 
$25,000,000, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development shall make these grants 
available on a competitive basis as specified in 
section 102 of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development Reform Act of 1989. 

HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM

For the HOME investment partnerships pro-
gram, as authorized under title II of the Cran-
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act 
(Public Law 101–625), as amended, 
$1,600,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That up to $20,000,000 of 
these funds shall be available for Housing 
Counseling under section 106 of the Housing 
and Urban Development Act of 1968: Provided 
further, That all Housing Counseling program 
balances previously appropriated in the ‘‘Hous-
ing Counseling Assistance’’ account shall be 
transferred to this account, to be available for 
the purposes for which they were originally ap-
propriated.

HOMELESS ASSISTANCE GRANTS

For the emergency shelter grants program (as 
authorized under subtitle B of title IV of the 
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, 
as amended); the supportive housing program 
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(as authorized under subtitle C of title IV of 
such Act); the section 8 moderate rehabilitation 
single room occupancy program (as authorized 
under the United States Housing Act of 1937, as 
amended) to assist homeless individuals pursu-
ant to section 441 of the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act; and the shelter plus 
care program (as authorized under subtitle F of 
title IV of such Act), $1,020,000,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That not 
less than 30 percent of these funds shall be used 
for permanent housing, and all funding for 
services must be matched by 25 percent in fund-
ing by each grantee: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development 
shall conduct a review of any balances of 
amounts provided under this heading in this or 
any previous appropriations Act that have been 
obligated but remain unexpended and shall 
deobligate any such amounts that the Secretary 
determines were obligated for contracts that are 
unlikely to be performed and award such 
amounts during this fiscal year: Provided fur-
ther, That up to 1 percent of the funds appro-
priated under this heading may be used for 
technical assistance: Provided further, That all 
balances previously appropriated in the ‘‘Emer-
gency Shelter Grants,’’ ‘‘Supportive Housing,’’ 
‘‘Supplemental Assistance for Facilities to Assist 
the Homeless,’’ ‘‘Shelter Plus Care,’’ ‘‘Section 8 
Moderate Rehabilitation Single Room Occu-
pancy,’’ and ‘‘Innovative Homeless Initiatives 
Demonstration’’ accounts shall be transferred to 
and merged with this account, to be available 
for any authorized purpose under this heading. 

HOUSING PROGRAMS

HOUSING FOR SPECIAL POPULATIONS
For assistance for the purchase, construction, 

acquisition, or development of additional public 
and subsidized housing units for low income 
families not otherwise provided for, $911,000,000, 
to remain available until expended: Provided, 
That $710,000,000 shall be for capital advances, 
including amendments to capital advance con-
tracts, for housing for the elderly, as authorized 
by section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as 
amended, and for project rental assistance, and 
amendments to contracts for project rental as-
sistance, for the elderly under such section 
202(c)(2), and for supportive services associated 
with the housing of which amount $50,000,000 
shall be for service coordinators and continu-
ation of existing congregate services grants for 
residents of assisted housing projects, and for 
other eligible elderly persons residing in the 
neighborhood in which such projects are located 
on an exception basis, and of which amount 
$50,000,000 shall be for grants for conversion of 
existing section 202 projects, or portions thereof, 
to assisted living or related use, subject to the 
provision that the Secretary shall select existing 
section 202 projects to receive such assistance on 
a competitive basis based on a set of conditions 
that take into account the need for and quality 
of the proposed alterations, the extent to which 
the application demonstrates the ability to com-
plete the alterations promptly and successfully, 
past history of successful deliverance of services 
to the elderly, and such other factors as the Sec-
retary deems appropriate: Provided further, 
That of the amount under this heading, 
$201,000,000 shall be for capital advances, in-
cluding amendments to capital advance con-
tracts, for supportive housing for persons with 
disabilities, as authorized by section 811 of the 
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act, for project rental assistance, for amend-
ments to contracts for project rental assistance, 
and supportive services associated with the 
housing for persons with disabilities as author-
ized by section 811 of such Act: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary may designate up to 25 
percent of the amounts earmarked under this 
paragraph for section 811 of such Act for ten-

ant-based assistance, as authorized under that 
section, including such authority as may be 
waived under the next proviso, which assistance 
is five years in duration: Provided further, That 
the Secretary may waive any provision of such 
section 202 and such section 811 (including the 
provisions governing the terms and conditions of 
project rental assistance and tenant-based as-
sistance) that the Secretary determines is not 
necessary to achieve the objectives of these pro-
grams, or that otherwise impedes the ability to 
develop, operate or administer projects assisted 
under these programs, and may make provision 
for alternative conditions or terms where appro-
priate.

FLEXIBLE SUBSIDY FUND

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

From the Rental Housing Assistance Fund, all 
uncommitted balances of excess rental charges 
as of September 30, 1999, and any collections 
made during fiscal year 2000, shall be trans-
ferred to the Flexible Subsidy Fund, as author-
ized by section 236(g) of the National Housing 
Act, as amended.

FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION

FHA—MUTUAL MORTGAGE INSURANCE PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

During fiscal year 2000, commitments to guar-
antee loans to carry out the purposes of section 
203(b) of the National Housing Act, as amended, 
shall not exceed a loan principal of 
$120,000,000,000.

During fiscal year 2000, obligations to make 
direct loans to carry out the purposes of section 
204(g) of the National Housing Act, as amended, 
shall not exceed $100,000,000: Provided, That the 
foregoing amount shall be for loans to nonprofit 
and governmental entities in connection with 
sales of single family real properties owned by 
the Secretary and formerly insured under the 
Mutual Mortgage Insurance Fund: Provided 
further, That no amounts made available to pro-
vide housing assistance with respect to the pur-
chase of any single family real property owned 
by the Secretary or the Federal Housing Admin-
istration may discriminate between public and 
private elementary and secondary school teach-
ers.

For administrative expenses necessary to 
carry out the guaranteed and direct loan pro-
gram, $330,888,000, of which not to exceed 
$324,866,000 shall be transferred to the appro-
priation for departmental salaries and expenses; 
not to exceed $4,022,000 shall be transferred to 
the appropriation for the Office of Inspector 
General. In addition, for administrative contract 
expenses, $160,000,000: Provided, That to the ex-
tent guaranteed loan commitments exceed 
$49,664,000,000 on or before April 1, 2000, an ad-
ditional $1,400 for administrative contract ex-
penses shall be available for each $1,000,000 in 
additional guaranteed loan commitments (in-
cluding a pro rata amount for any amount 
below $1,000,000), but in no case shall funds 
made available by this proviso exceed 
$16,000,000.

FHA—GENERAL AND SPECIAL RISK PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the cost of guaranteed loans, as author-
ized by sections 238 and 519 of the National 
Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z–3 and 1735c), in-
cluding the cost of loan guarantee modifications 
(as that term is defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, as amended), 
$153,000,000, including not to exceed $153,000,000 
from unobligated balances previously appro-
priated under this heading, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That these funds are 
available to subsidize total loan principal, any 
part of which is to be guaranteed, of up to 
$18,100,000,000: Provided further, That any 

amounts made available in any prior appropria-
tions Act for the cost (as such term is defined in 
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974) of guaranteed loans that are obligations of 
the funds established under section 238 or 519 of 
the National Housing Act that have not been 
obligated or that are deobligated shall be avail-
able to the Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment in connection with the making of 
such guarantees and shall remain available 
until expended, notwithstanding the expiration 
of any period of availability otherwise applica-
ble to such amounts. 

Gross obligations for the principal amount of 
direct loans, as authorized by sections 204(g), 
207(l), 238, and 519(a) of the National Housing 
Act, shall not exceed $50,000,000; of which not to 
exceed $30,000,000 shall be for bridge financing 
in connection with the sale of multifamily real 
properties owned by the Secretary and formerly 
insured under such Act; and of which not to ex-
ceed $20,000,000 shall be for loans to nonprofit 
and governmental entities in connection with 
the sale of single-family real properties owned 
by the Secretary and formerly insured under 
such Act: Provided further, That no amounts 
made available to provide housing assistance 
with respect to the purchase of any single fam-
ily real property owned by the Secretary or the 
Federal Housing Administration may discrimi-
nate between public and private elementary and 
secondary school teachers. 

In addition, for administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out the guaranteed and direct 
loan programs, $211,455,000 (including not to ex-
ceed $147,000,000 from unobligated balances pre-
viously appropriated under this heading), of 
which $193,134,000, shall be transferred to the 
appropriation for departmental salaries and ex-
penses; and of which $18,321,000 shall be trans-
ferred to the appropriation for the Office of In-
spector General. In addition, for administrative 
contract expenses necessary to carry out the 
guaranteed and direct loan programs, 
$144,000,000: Provided, That to the extent guar-
anteed loan commitments exceed $7,263,000,000 
on or before April 1, 2000, an additional $19,800 
for administrative contract expenses shall be 
available for each $1,000,000 in additional guar-
anteed loan commitments over $7,263,000,000 (in-
cluding a pro rata amount for any increment 
below $1,000,000), but in no case shall funds 
made available by this proviso exceed 
$14,400,000.
GOVERNMENT NATIONAL MORTGAGE ASSOCIATION

GUARANTEES OF MORTGAGE-BACKED SECURITIES
LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)
During fiscal year 2000, new commitments to 

issue guarantees to carry out the purposes of 
section 306 of the National Housing Act, as 
amended (12 U.S.C. 1721(g)), shall not exceed 
$200,000,000,000.

For administrative expenses necessary to 
carry out the guaranteed mortgage-backed secu-
rities program, $15,383,000, of which not to ex-
ceed $9,383,000 shall be transferred to the appro-
priation for departmental salaries and expenses. 

POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH

RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY
For contracts, grants, and necessary expenses 

of programs of research and studies relating to 
housing and urban problems, not otherwise pro-
vided for, as authorized by title V of the Hous-
ing and Urban Development Act of 1970, as 
amended (12 U.S.C. 1701z–1 et seq.), including 
carrying out the functions of the Secretary 
under section 1(a)(1)(i) of Reorganization Plan 
No. 2 of 1968, $35,000,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2001. 

FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY

FAIR HOUSING ACTIVITIES
For contracts, grants, and other assistance, 

not otherwise provided for, as authorized by 
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title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968, as 
amended by the Fair Housing Amendments Act 
of 1988, and section 561 of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1987, as amend-
ed, $40,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2001, of which $20,000,000 shall be to 
carry out activities pursuant to such section 561: 
Provided, That no funds made available under 
this heading shall be used to lobby the executive 
or legislative branches of the Federal Govern-
ment in connection with a specific contract, 
grant or loan. 

OFFICE OF LEAD HAZARD CONTROL

LEAD HAZARD REDUCTION

For the Lead Hazard Reduction Program, as 
authorized by sections 1011 and 1053 of the Resi-
dential Lead-Based Hazard Reduction Act of 
1992, $80,000,000 to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $10,000,000 shall be for a 
Healthy Homes Initiative, which shall be a pro-
gram pursuant to sections 501 and 502 of the 
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1970 
that shall include research, studies, testing, and 
demonstration efforts, including education and 
outreach concerning lead-based paint poisoning 
and other housing-related environmental dis-
eases and hazards: Provided, That all balances 
for the Lead Hazard Reduction Programs pre-
viously funded in the Annual Contributions for 
Assisted Housing and Community Development 
Block Grant accounts shall be transferred to 
this account, to be available for the purposes for 
which they were originally appropriated. 

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary administrative and non-admin-
istrative expenses of the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, not otherwise provided 
for, including not to exceed $7,000 for official re-
ception and representation expenses, 
$985,826,000, of which $518,000,000 shall be pro-
vided from the various funds of the Federal 
Housing Administration, $9,383,000 shall be pro-
vided from funds of the Government National 
Mortgage Association, $1,000,000 shall be pro-
vided from the ‘‘Community Development Block 
Grants Program’’ account, $150,000 shall be pro-
vided by transfer from the ‘‘Title VI Indian Fed-
eral Guarantees Program’’ account, and $200,000 
shall be provided by transfer from the ‘‘Indian 
Housing Loan Guarantee Fund Program’’ ac-
count: Provided, That the Secretary is prohib-
ited from using any funds under this heading or 
any other heading in this Act from employing 
more than 77 schedule C and 20 noncareer Sen-
ior Executive Service employees: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary is prohibited from using 
funds under this heading or any other heading 
in this Act to employ more than 9,300 employees, 
including any contract employees working on 
site in the Department: Provided further, That 
the Secretary is prohibited from using funds 
under this heading or any other heading in this 
Act after February 1, 2000 to employ any exter-
nal community builders or to convert any exter-
nal community builder to career employee after 
August 1, 1999: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary is prohibited from using funds under this 
heading or any other heading in this Act to em-
ploy more than 14 employees in the Office of 
Public Affairs: Provided further, That the Sec-
retary is prohibited from using funds in excess 
of $1,000,000 under this heading or any other 
heading in this Act to pay for travel: Provided 
further, That the Secretary may not reduce the 
staffing level at any Department of Housing and 
Urban Development State or local office. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the Inspector 

General Act of 1978, as amended, $95,910,000, of 
which $22,343,000 shall be provided from the var-
ious funds of the Federal Housing Administra-
tion and $10,000,000 shall be provided from the 
amount earmarked for Operation Safe Home in 
the ‘‘Drug Elimination Grants for Low-Income 
Housing’’ account: Provided, That the Inspector 
General shall have independent authority over 
all personnel issues within the Office of Inspec-
tor General: Provided further, That of the 
amount under this heading, $10,000,000 shall be 
made available for the Inspector General to 
enter in contracts for independent financial au-
dits of programs at the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, including audits of in-
ternal financial accounts: Provided further, 
That the amount made available under the pre-
vious proviso shall remain available for obliga-
tion until September 30, 2001. 

OFFICE OF FEDERAL HOUSING ENTERPRISE
OVERSIGHT

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For carrying out the Federal Housing Enter-
prise Financial Safety and Soundness Act of 
1992, $19,493,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be derived from the Federal Housing 
Enterprise Oversight Fund: Provided, That not 
to exceed such amount shall be available from 
the General Fund of the Treasury to the extent 
necessary to incur obligations and make expend-
itures pending the receipt of collections to the 
Fund: Provided further, That the General Fund 
amount shall be reduced as collections are re-
ceived during the fiscal year so as to result in a 
final appropriation from the General Fund esti-
mated at not more than $0. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

FINANCING ADJUSTMENT FACTORS

SEC. 201. Fifty percent of the amounts of 
budget authority, or in lieu thereof 50 percent of 
the cash amounts associated with such budget 
authority, that are recaptured from projects de-
scribed in section 1012(a) of the Stewart B. 
McKinney Homeless Assistance Amendments Act 
of 1988 (Public Law 100–628, 102 Stat. 3224, 3268) 
shall be rescinded, or in the case of cash, shall 
be remitted to the Treasury, and such amounts 
of budget authority or cash recaptured and not 
rescinded or remitted to the Treasury shall be 
used by State housing finance agencies or local 
governments or local housing agencies with 
projects approved by the Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development for which settlement 
occurred after January 1, 1992, in accordance 
with such section. Notwithstanding the previous 
sentence, the Secretary may award up to 15 per-
cent of the budget authority or cash recaptured 
and not rescinded or remitted to the Treasury to 
provide project owners with incentives to refi-
nance their project at a lower interest rate. 

FAIR HOUSING AND FREE SPEECH

SEC. 202. None of the amounts made available 
under this Act may be used during fiscal year 
2000 to investigate or prosecute under the Fair 
Housing Act any otherwise lawful activity en-
gaged in by one or more persons, including the 
filing or maintaining of a nonfrivolous legal ac-
tion, that is engaged in solely for the purpose of 
achieving or preventing action by a government 
official or entity, or a court of competent juris-
diction.

ENHANCED DISPOSITION AUTHORITY

SEC. 203. Section 204 of the Departments of 
Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and Independent Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 1997, is amended by striking ‘‘fiscal 
years 1997, 1998 and 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal 
years 1999 and 2000’’. 
HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONS WITH AIDS

GRANTS

SEC. 204. (a) ELIGIBILITY.—Section
854(c)(1)(A)(ii) of the AIDS Housing Oppor-

tunity Act (42 U.S.C. 12903(c)(1)(A))(ii), is 
amended by inserting after ‘‘clause (i)’’ a 
comma and ‘‘or States that received an alloca-
tion under this clause in a prior fiscal year’’. 

(b) MINIMUM GRANT REPEALER.—Section
854(c)(2) of such Act is repealed. 

(c) ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW.—Section 856 of 
such Act is amended by adding the following 
new subsection at the end: ‘‘(h) ENVIRONMENTAL
REVIEW.—For purposes of environmental review, 
decisionmaking, and action pursuant to the Na-
tional Environmental Policy Act of 1969 and 
other provisions of law that further the pur-
poses of such Act, a grant under this subtitle 
shall be treated as assistance for a special 
project that is subject to section 305(c) of the 
Multifamily Housing Property Disposition Re-
form Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 3547), and shall be 
subject to the regulations issued by the Sec-
retary to implement such section.’’. 

FHA MULTIFAMILY MORTGAGE CREDIT
DEMONSTRATIONS

SEC. 205. Section 542 of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1992 is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(5) by striking ‘‘during fis-
cal year 1999’’, and inserting ‘‘in each of fiscal 
years 1999 and 2000’’, and 

(2) in the first sentence of subsection (c)(4) by 
striking ‘‘during fiscal year 1999’’ and inserting 
‘‘in each of fiscal years 1999 and 2000’’. 

CLARIFICATION OF OWNER’S RIGHT TO PREPAY

SEC. 206. (a) PREPAYMENT RIGHT.—Notwith-
standing section 211 of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1987 or section 221 of 
the Housing and Community Development Act 
of 1987 (as in effect pursuant to section 604(c) of 
the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 
Housing Act), subject to subsection (b), with re-
spect to any project that is eligible low-income 
housing (as that term is defined in section 229 of 
the Housing and Community Development Act 
of 1987)—

(1) the owner of the project may prepay, and 
the mortgagee may accept prepayment of, the 
mortgage on the project, and 

(2) the owner may request voluntary termi-
nation of a mortgage insurance contract with 
respect to such project and the contract may be 
terminated notwithstanding any requirements 
under sections 229 and 250 of the National Hous-
ing Act. 

(b) CONDITIONS.—Any prepayment of a mort-
gage or termination of an insurance contract 
authorized under subsection (a) may be made—

(1) only to the extent that such prepayment or 
termination is consistent with the terms and 
conditions of the mortgage on or mortgage in-
surance contract for the project; 

(2) only if the owner of the project involved 
agrees not to increase the rent charges for any 
dwelling unit in the project during the 60-day 
period beginning upon such prepayment or ter-
mination; and 

(3) only if the owner of the project provides 
notice of intent to prepay or terminate, in such 
form as the Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment may prescribe, to each tenant of the 
housing, the Secretary, and the chief executive 
officer of the appropriate State or local govern-
ment for the jurisdiction within which the hous-
ing is located, not less than 150 days, but not 
more than 270 days, before such prepayment or 
termination, except that such requirement shall 
not apply to a prepayment or termination that—

(A) occurs during the 150-day period imme-
diately following the date of the enactment of 
this Act; 

(B) is necessary to effect conversion to owner-
ship by a priority purchaser (as defined in sec-
tion 231(a) of the Low-Income Housing Preser-
vation and Resident Ownership Act of 1990 (12 
U.S.C. 4120(a)), or 

(C) will otherwise ensure that the project will 
continue to operate, at least until the maturity 
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date of the loan or mortgage, in a manner that 
will provide rental housing on terms at least as 
advantageous to existing and future tenants as 
the terms required by the program under which 
the loan or mortgage was made or insured prior 
to the proposed prepayment or termination. 

FUNDING OF CERTAIN PUBLIC HOUSING

SEC. 207. No funds in this Act or any other 
Act may hereafter be used by the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development to determine 
allocations or provide assistance for operating 
subsidies or modernization for certain State and 
city funded and locally developed public hous-
ing or assisted housing units, as described in 
section 9(n)(1)(B) of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937, unless such unit was so assisted be-
fore October 1, 1998. 

FHA ADMINISTRATIVE CONTRACT EXPENSE
AUTHORITY

SEC. 208. Section 1 of the National Housing 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1702) is amended by inserting the 
following new sentence after the first proviso: 
‘‘For the purposes of this section, the term 
‘‘nonadministrative’’ shall not include contract 
expenses that are not capitalized or routinely 
deducted from the proceeds of sales, and such 
expenses shall not be payable from funds made 
available by this Act.’’. 

FULL PAYMENT OF CLAIMS

SEC. 209. (a) Section 541 of the National Hous-
ing Act is amended—

(1) by amending the heading to read as fol-
lows: ‘‘PARTIAL PAYMENT OF CLAIMS ON DE-
FAULTED MORTGAGES AND IN CONNECTION WITH
MORTGAGE RESTRUCTURING’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘partial pay-
ment of the claim under the mortgage insurance 
contract’’ and inserting, ‘‘partial or full pay-
ment of claim under one or more mortgage in-
surance contracts’’. 

(b) Section 517 of the Multifamily Assisted 
Housing Reform and Affordability Act of 1997 is 
amended by adding a new subsection (a)(6) to 
read as follows: ‘‘(6) The second mortgage under 
this section may be a first mortgage if no re-
structured or new first mortgage will meet the 
requirement of paragraph (1)(A).’’. 

AVAILABILITY OF INCOME MATCHING
INFORMATION

SEC. 210. (a) Section 3(f) of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437a), as amend-
ed by section 508(d)(1) of the Quality Housing 
and Work Responsibility Act of 1998, is further 
amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—
(A) after the first appearance of ‘‘public hous-

ing agency’’, by inserting ‘‘, or the owner re-
sponsible for determining the participant’s eligi-
bility or level of benefits,’’; and 

(B) after ‘‘as applicable’’, by inserting ‘‘, or to 
the owner responsible for determining the par-
ticipant’s eligibility or level of benefits’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)—
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘or’’; 
(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe-

riod and inserting ‘‘, or’’; and 
(C) by inserting at the end the following new 

subparagraph:
‘‘(C) for which project-based assistance is pro-

vided under section 8, section 202, or section 
811.’’.

(b) Section 904(b) of the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Amendments Act of 1988 (42 
U.S.C. 3544), as amended by section 508(d)(2) of 
the Quality Housing and Work Responsibility 
Act of 1998, is further amended in paragraph 
(4)—

(1) by inserting after ‘‘public housing agency’’ 
the first time it appears the following: ‘‘, or the 
owner responsible for determining the partici-
pant’s eligibility or level of benefits,’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘the public housing agency 
verifying income’’ and inserting ‘‘verifying in-
come’’.

ELIMINATION OF SECRETARY PUBLIC HOUSING SET-
ASIDE FUNDS

SEC. 211. Subsection (k) of section 9 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, as amended 
by the Quality Housing and Work Responsi-
bility Act of 1998, is hereby deleted and the fol-
lowing subsections are redesignated, accord-
ingly.
TECHNICAL CORRECTION TO THE DEPARTMENTS OF

VETERANS AFFAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 1998
SEC. 212. (a) EXEMPTIONS FROM RESTRUC-

TURING.—Section 514(h)(1) of the Departments 
of Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban De-
velopment, and Independent Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1998 is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(1) the primary financing for the project was 
provided by a unit of State government or a unit 
of general local government (or an agency or in-
strumentality of either) and the primary financ-
ing involves mortgage insurance under the Na-
tional Housing Act, such that the implementa-
tion of a mortgage restructuring and rental as-
sistance sufficiency plan under this Act would 
be in conflict with applicable law or agreements 
governing such financing;’’. 

TECHNICAL CORRECTION TO FHA SINGLE FAMILY
MORTGAGE LIMITS

SEC. 213. (a) IN GENERAL.—Section
203(b)(2)(A)(ii) of the National Housing Act (12 
U.S.C. 1709(b)(2)(A)(ii)) is amended by inserting 
after ‘‘may not be less than’’ the following: ‘‘the 
greater of the dollar amount limitation in effect 
for the area on the date of enactment of the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs and Housing and 
Urban Development, and Independent Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1999’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by this section shall take effect on October 1, 
1999.

LIMITATION ON COMPENSATION FOR PUBLIC
HOUSING

SEC. 214. None of the funds appropriated in 
this title under the heading of the Public Hous-
ing Operating Fund shall be used to pay com-
pensation of an individual, either as direct costs 
or any proration of an indirect cost, at a rate in 
excess of $125,000, unless the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development certifies that such 
compensation should be increased on an indi-
vidual basis due to special circumstances. 
LIMITATION ON COMPENSATION FOR YOUTHBUILD
SEC. 215. None of the funds appropriated in 

this title for the Youthbuild program shall be 
used to pay compensation of an individual, ei-
ther as direct costs or any proration of an indi-
rect cost, at a rate in excess of $125,000, unless 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment certifies that such compensation should be 
increased on an individual basis. 
ADJUSTMENTS TO INCOME ELIGIBILITY FOR UN-

USUALLY HIGH OR LOW FAMILIES INCOMES IN
ASSISTED HOUSING

SEC. 216. Section 16 of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937 is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2)(A), by inserting before 
the period the following: ‘‘; except that the Sec-
retary may establish income ceilings higher or 
lower than 30 percent of the area median income 
on the basis of the Secretary’s findings that 
such variations are necessary because of unusu-
ally high or low family incomes’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)(3), by inserting before the 
period the following: ‘‘; except that the Sec-
retary may establish income ceilings higher or 
lower than 30 percent of the area median income 
on the basis of the Secretary’s findings that 
such variations are necessary because of unusu-
ally high or low family incomes’’. 

GAO REIMBURSEMENT

SEC. 217. The Comptroller General of the 
United States shall certify to the Congress on a 

quarterly basis on the cost of time attributable 
to the failure of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development to cooperate in any inves-
tigation being conducted by the General Ac-
counting Office with regard to the activities of 
the Department. Within 30 days of such certifi-
cation, the Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment shall reimburse the General Account-
ing Office for such costs from the Salaries and 
Expenses account of the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development. 

HOME TECHNICAL CORRECTION

SEC. 218. Section 212(a)(1) of the Cranston-
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act is 
amended in the first sentence by inserting after 
‘‘community housing development organiza-
tions,’’ the following: ‘‘to preserve housing as-
sisted or previously assisted with section 8 as-
sistance,’’.

EXEMPTION FOR ALASKA AND MISSISSIPPI FROM
REQUIREMENT OF RESIDENT ON BOARD

SEC. 219. Public housing agencies in the states 
of Alaska and Mississippi shall not be required 
to comply with section 2(b) of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, as amended, during fiscal 
year 2000. 
ADMINISTRATION OF THE CDBG PROGRAM BY NEW

YORK STATE

SEC. 220. The Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development shall transfer on October 1, 1999 
the administration of the Small Cities compo-
nent of the Community Development Block 
Grants program, as established in the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 1974, to the 
State of New York to be administered by the 
Governor.

RENEWAL OF SECTION 8 PROJECT-BASED
CONTRACTS

SEC. 221. (a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law and except as pro-
vided in subsection (b) of this section, the Sec-
retary may use amounts available for the re-
newal of assistance under section 8 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, upon the ter-
mination or expiration of a contract for assist-
ance under section 8 (other than a contract for 
tenant-based assistance and notwithstanding 
section 8(v) of such Act for loan management 
assistance), to provide assistance under section 
8 of such Act for a covered project (as defined 
under section 524(b)(2) of the Multifamily As-
sisted Housing Reform and Affordability Act) 
under this section at rent levels that do not ex-
ceed comparable market rents for the market 
area.

(b) MANDATORY RENEWALS.—The Secretary 
shall offer to renew at up to rent levels that do 
not exceed comparable market rents for the mar-
ket area any contract for assistance under sec-
tion 8 of the United States Housing Act of 1937 
(other than a contract for tenant-based assist-
ance and notwithstanding section 8(v) of such 
Act for loan management assistance) that has 
expired for any covered project (as defined 
under section 524(b)(2) of the Multifamily As-
sisted Housing Reform and Affordability Act)—

(1) in a low-vacancy area; or 
(2) where a predominant number of units are 

occupied by elderly families, disabled families, 
or elderly and disabled families. 

(c) ESTABLISHMENT OF MARKET RENTS.—The
Secretary shall establish for units assisted with 
project-based assistance in covered projects (as 
defined under section 524(b)(2) of the Multi-
family Assisted Housing Reform and Afford-
ability Act) adjusted rent levels that are equiva-
lent to rents based on appraisals that are de-
rived from comparable properties if the market 
rent determination is based on not less than 2 
comparable properties, including, if there are no 
comparable properties in the sane market area, 
2 properties that have been certified by the Sec-
retary as similar to the covered properties as to 
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neighborhood (including risk of crime), type of 
location, access, street appeal, age, property 
size, apartment mix, physical configuration, 
property and unit amenities, utilities, and other 
relevant characteristics, provided that the com-
parable projects are not receiving project-based 
assistance.

(d) 10-YEAR CONTRACTS.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the Secretary and 
owner of any covered project (as defined under 
section 524(b)(2) of the Multifamily Assisted 
Housing Reform and Affordability Act) may 
agree to up to a 10-year contract renewal for as-
sistance under section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 (other than a contract for 
tenant-based assistance and notwithstanding 
section 8(v) of such Act for loan management 
assistance) under which payments shall be sub-
ject to the annual availability of appropriations. 

ENHANCED VOUCHER AUTHORITY

SEC. 222. (a) IN GENERAL.—Section 8 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437f) is amended by inserting after subsection 
(s) the following new subsection: 

‘‘(t) ENHANCED VOUCHERS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Enhanced voucher assist-

ance under this subsection for a family shall be 
voucher assistance under subsection (o), except 
that under such enhanced voucher assistance—

‘‘(A) subject only to subparagraph (D), the as-
sisted family shall pay as rent no less than the 
amount the family was paying on the date of 
the eligibility event for the project in which the 
family was residing on such date; 

‘‘(B) during any period that the assisted fam-
ily continues residing in the same unit in which 
the family was residing on the date of the eligi-
bility event for the project, if the rent for the 
dwelling unit of the family in such project ex-
ceeds the applicable payment standard estab-
lished pursuant to subsection (o) for the unit, 
the amount of rental assistance provided on be-
half of the family shall be determined using a 
payment standard that is equal to the rent for 
the dwelling unit (as such rent may be increased 
from time to time), subject to paragraph (10)(A) 
of subsection (o); 

‘‘(C) subparagraph (B) of this paragraph shall 
not apply and the payment standard for the 
dwelling unit occupied by the family shall be de-
termined in accordance with subsection (o) if—

‘‘(i) the assisted family moves, at any time, 
from such project; or 

‘‘(ii) the voucher is made available for use by 
any family other than the original family on be-
half of whom the voucher was provided; and 

‘‘(D) if the income of the assisted family de-
clines to a significant extent, the percentage of 
income paid by the family for rent shall not ex-
ceed the greater of 30 percent or the percentage 
of income paid at the time of the eligibility event 
for the project. 

‘‘(2) ELIGIBILITY EVENT.—For purposes of this 
subsection, the term ‘eligibility event’ means, 
with respect to a multifamily housing project, 
the prepayment of the mortgage on such hous-
ing project, the voluntary termination of the in-
surance contract for the mortgage for such 
housing project, or the termination or expiration 
of the contract for rental assistance under sec-
tion 8 of the United States Housing Act of 1937 
for such housing project, that, under para-
graphs (3) and (4) of section 515(c) or section 
524(b) of the Multifamily Assisted Housing Re-
form and Affordability Act of 1997 (42 U.S.C. 
1437f note) or section 223(f) of the Low-Income 
Housing Preservation and Resident Homeowner-
ship Act of 1990 (12 U.S.C. 4113(f)), results in 
tenants in such housing project being eligible 
for enhanced voucher assistance under this sub-
section.

‘‘(3) TREATMENT OF ENHANCED VOUCHERS PRO-
VIDED UNDER OTHER AUTHORITY.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, any enhanced voucher assist-

ance provided under any authority specified in 
subparagraph (D) shall be treated, and subject 
to the same requirements, as enhanced voucher 
assistance under this subsection. 

‘‘(B) IDENTIFICATION OF OTHER AUTHORITY.—
The authority specified in this subparagraph is 
the authority under— 

‘‘(i) the 10th, 11th, and 12th provisos under 
the ‘Preserving Existing Housing Investment’ 
account in title II of the Departments of Vet-
erans Affairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and Independent Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 1997 (Public Law 104–204; 110 Stat. 2884), 
pursuant to such provisos, the first proviso 
under the ‘Housing Certificate Fund’ account in 
title II of the Departments of Veterans Affairs 
and Housing and Urban Development, and 
Independent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1998 
(Public Law 105–65; 111 Stat. 1351), or the first 
proviso under the ‘Housing Certificate Fund’ 
account in title II of the Departments of Vet-
erans Affairs and Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and Independent Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–276; 112 Stat. 2469); 
and

‘‘(ii) paragraphs (3) and (4) of section 515(c) of 
the Multifamily Assisted Housing Reform and 
Affordability Act of 1997 (42 U.S.C. 1437f note), 
as in effect before the enactment of this Act. 

‘‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
each of fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, and 
2004 such sums as may be necessary for en-
hanced voucher assistance under this sub-
section.’’.

(b) ENHANCED VOUCHERS UNDER MAHRAA.—
Section 515(c) of the Multifamily Assisted Hous-
ing Reform and Affordability Act of 1997 (42 
U.S.C. 1437f note) is amended by striking para-
graph (4) and inserting the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(4) ASSISTANCE THROUGH ENHANCED VOUCH-
ERS.—In the case of any family described in 
paragraph (3) that resides in a project described 
in section 512(2)(B), the tenant-based assistance 
provided shall be enhanced voucher assistance 
under section 8(t) of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(t)).’’. 

(c) ENHANCED VOUCHERS FOR CERTAIN TEN-
ANTS IN PREPAYMENT AND VOLUNTARY TERMI-
NATION PROPERTIES.—Section 223 of the Low-In-
come Housing Preservation and Resident Home-
ownership Act of 1990 (12 U.S.C. 4113) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(f) ENHANCED VOUCHER ASSISTANCE FOR CER-
TAIN TENANTS.—

‘‘(1) AUTHORITY.—In lieu of benefits under 
subsections (b), (c), and (d), and subject to the 
availability of appropriated amounts, each fam-
ily described in paragraph (2) shall be offered 
enhanced voucher assistance under section 8(t) 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 
U.S.C. 1437f(t)). 

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE FAMILIES.—A family described 
in this paragraph is a family that is—

‘‘(A) a low-income family or a moderate-in-
come family; 

‘‘(B) an elderly family, a disabled family, or 
residing in a low-vacancy area; and 

‘‘(C) residing in eligible low-income housing 
on the date of the prepayment of the mortgage 
or voluntary termination of the insurance con-
tract.’’.

(d) ENHANCED VOUCHERS FOR EXPIRING CON-
TRACTS.—Section 524 of the Multifamily Assisted 
Housing Reform and Affordability Act of 1997 
(42 U.S.C. 1437f note) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(b) ENHANCED VOUCHER ASSISTANCE FOR
COVERED RESIDENTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a contract 
for project-based assistance under section 8 for 
a covered project that is not renewed under sub-

section (a) of this section (or any other author-
ity), to the extent that amounts for assistance 
under this subsection are provided in advance 
in appropriation Acts, upon the date of the ex-
piration of such contract the Secretary—

‘‘(A) shall make enhanced voucher assistance 
under section 8(t) of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(t)) available on be-
half of each covered resident of the covered 
project; and 

‘‘(B) may make enhanced voucher assistance 
under such section available on behalf of any 
other low-income family who, upon the date of 
such expiration, is residing in an assisted dwell-
ing unit in the covered project. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the following definitions shall apply: 

‘‘(A) ASSISTED DWELLING UNIT.—The term ‘as-
sisted dwelling unit’ means a dwelling unit 
that—

‘‘(i) is in a covered project; and 
‘‘(ii) is covered by rental assistance provided 

under the contract for project-based assistance 
for the covered project. 

‘‘(B) COVERED PROJECT.—The term ‘covered 
project’ means any housing that—

‘‘(i) consists of more than 4 dwelling units; 
‘‘(ii) is covered in whole or in part by a con-

tract for project-based assistance under—
‘‘(I) the new construction or substantial reha-

bilitation program under section 8(b)(2) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect 
before October 1, 1983), 

‘‘(II) the property disposition program under 
section 8(b) of the United States Housing Act of 
1937,

‘‘(III) the moderate rehabilitation program 
under section 8(e)(2) of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937 (as in effect before October 1, 
1991),

‘‘(IV) the loan management assistance pro-
gram under section 8 of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937, 

‘‘(V) section 23 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937 (as in effect before January 1, 1975), 

‘‘(VI) the rent supplement program under sec-
tion 101 of the Housing and Urban Development 
Act of 1965, or 

‘‘(VII) section 8 of the United States Housing 
Act of 1937, following conversion from assistance 
under section 101 of the Housing and Urban De-
velopment Act of 1965, 
which contract will under its own terms expire 
during the period consisting of fiscal years 2000 
through 2004; 

‘‘(iii) is not housing for which residents are el-
igible for enhanced voucher assistance pursuant 
to section 223(f) of the Low-Income Housing 
Preservation and Resident Homeownership Act 
of 1990 (12 U.S.C. 4113(f)); and 

‘‘(iv) is not housing for which residents are el-
igible for enhanced voucher assistance pursuant 
to paragraphs (3) and (4) of section 515(c) of the 
Multifamily Assisted Housing Reform and Af-
fordability Act of 1997 (42 U.S.C. 1437f note). 

‘‘(C) COVERED RESIDENT.—The term ‘covered 
resident’ means a family who—

‘‘(i) upon the date of the expiration of the 
contract for project-based assistance for a cov-
ered project, is residing in an assisted dwelling 
unit in the covered project; and 

‘‘(ii) as a result of a rent increase occurring 
after the date of such contract expiration is sub-
ject to a rent for such unit that exceeds 30 per-
cent of adjusted income.’’. 

HOUSING FINANCE AGENCIES

SEC. 223. The Secretary may contract with 
State or local housing finance agencies that 
have been selected as a Participating Adminis-
trative Entity under the Multifamily Assisted 
Housing Reform and Affordability Act of 1997 
for determining the market rental rates of a cov-
ered project as defined under such Act. 

SECTION 202 EXEMPTION

SEC. 224. Notwithstanding section 202 of the 
Housing Act of 1959 or any other provision of 
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law, Peggy A. Burgin may not be disqualified 
on the basis of age from residing at Clark’s 
Landing in Groton, Vermont. 

DARLINTON PRESERVATION AMENDMENT

SEC. 225. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, upon prepayment of the FHA-insured 
Section 236 mortgage, the Secretary shall con-
tinue to provide interest reduction payment in 
accordance with the existing amortization 
schedule for Darlinton Manor Apartments, a 
100-unit project located at 606 North 5th Street, 
Bozemen, Montana, which will continue as af-
fordable housing pursuant to a use agreement 
with the State of Montana. 

SECTION 236 IRP REFORM

SEC. 226. Section 236(g) of the National Hous-
ing Act is amended, in the last sentence, by in-
serting ‘‘or a project owner with a mortgage for-
merly insured under this section (if such mort-
gage is held by the Secretary and such project 
owner is current with respect to the mortgage 
obligation),’’ before ‘‘may retain’’. 

RISK-SHARING PRIORITY

SEC. 227. Section 517(b)(3) of the Departments 
of Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban De-
velopment, and Independent Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1998 is amended by inserting after 
‘‘1992.’’ the following: ‘‘The Secretary shall give 
a priority to risk-shared financing under section 
542(c) of the Housing and Community Develop-
ment Act of 1992 for any mortgage restructuring, 
rehabilitation financing, or debt refinancing in-
cluded as part of a mortgage restructuring and 
rental assistance sufficiency plan if the terms 
and conditions will result in reduced risk of loss 
to the federal government.’’. 

TITLE III—INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 
AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, of the American Battle Monuments 
Commission, including the acquisition of land or 
interest in land in foreign countries; purchases 
and repair of uniforms for caretakers of na-
tional cemeteries and monuments outside of the 
United States and its territories and possessions; 
rent of office and garage space in foreign coun-
tries; purchase (one for replacement only) and 
hire of passenger motor vehicles; and insurance 
of official motor vehicles in foreign countries, 
when required by law of such countries, 
$26,467,000, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That the American Battle Monuments 
Commission may borrow up to $65,000,000 from 
the Treasury of the United States for the con-
struction of the World War II memorial in the 
District of Columbia on such terms and condi-
tions as required by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury.
CHEMICAL SAFETY AND HAZARD INVESTIGATION

BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses in carrying out activi-
ties pursuant to section 112(r)(6) of the Clean 
Air Act, including hire of passenger vehicles, 
and for services authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but 
at rates for individuals not to exceed the per 
diem equivalent to the maximum rate payable 
for senior level positions under 5 U.S.C. 5376, 
$6,500,000: Provided, That the Chemical Safety 
and Hazard Investigation Board shall have not 
more than three career Senior Executive Service 
positions.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONS

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONS

FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For grants, loans, and technical assistance to 
qualifying community development lenders, and 

administrative expenses of the Fund, including 
services authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates 
for individuals not to exceed the per diem rate 
equivalent to the rate for ES–3, $80,000,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2001, of 
which $12,000,000 may be used for the cost of di-
rect loans, and up to $1,000,000 may be used for 
administrative expenses to carry out the direct 
loan program: Provided, That the cost of direct 
loans, including the cost of modifying such 
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Provided fur-
ther, That these funds are available to subsidize 
gross obligations for the principal amount of di-
rect loans not to exceed $32,000,000: Provided 
further, That not more than $25,000,000 of the 
funds made available under this heading may be 
used for programs and activities authorized in 
section 114 of the Community Development 
Banking and Financial Institutions Act of 1994. 

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For necessary expenses of the Consumer Prod-

uct Safety Commission, including hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles, services as authorized by 
5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals not to 
exceed the per diem rate equivalent to the max-
imum rate payable under 5 U.S.C. 5376, pur-
chase of nominal awards to recognize non-Fed-
eral officials’ contributions to Commission ac-
tivities, and not to exceed $500 for official recep-
tion and representation expenses, $49,500,000. 

CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY
SERVICE

NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAMS

OPERATING EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses for the Corporation 
for National and Community Service (referred to 
in the matter under this heading as the ‘‘Cor-
poration’’) in carrying out programs, activities, 
and initiatives under the National and Commu-
nity Service Act of 1990 (referred to in the mat-
ter under this heading as the ‘‘Act’’) (42 U.S.C. 
12501 et seq.), $423,500,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2000: Provided, That not 
more than $27,000,000 shall be available for ad-
ministrative expenses authorized under section 
501(a)(4) of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12671(a)(4)): Pro-
vided further, That not more than $2,500 shall 
be for official reception and representation ex-
penses: Provided further, That not more than 
$70,000,000, to remain available without fiscal 
year limitation, shall be transferred to the Na-
tional Service Trust account for educational 
awards authorized under subtitle D of title I of 
the Act (42 U.S.C. 12601 et seq.), of which not to 
exceed $5,000,000 shall be available for national 
service scholarships for high school students 
performing community service: Provided further, 
That not more than $224,500,000 of the amount 
provided under this heading shall be available 
for grants under the National Service Trust pro-
gram authorized under subtitle C of title I of the 
Act (42 U.S.C. 12571 et seq.) (relating to activi-
ties including the AmeriCorps program), of 
which not more than $40,000,000 may be used to 
administer, reimburse, or support any national 
service program authorized under section 
121(d)(2) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 12581(d)(2)): 
Provided further, That not more than $7,500,000 
of the funds made available under this heading 
shall be made available for the Points of Light 
Foundation for activities authorized under title 
III of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12661 et seq.): Provided 
further, That no funds shall be available for na-
tional service programs run by Federal agencies 
authorized under section 121(b) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 12571(b)): Provided further, That to the 
maximum extent feasible, funds appropriated 
under subtitle C of title I of the Act shall be pro-
vided in a manner that is consistent with the 
recommendations of peer review panels in order 

to ensure that priority is given to programs that 
demonstrate quality, innovation, replicability, 
and sustainability: Provided further, That not 
more than $18,000,000 of the funds made avail-
able under this heading shall be available for 
the Civilian Community Corps authorized under 
subtitle E of title I of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12611 et 
seq.): Provided further, That not more than 
$43,000,000 shall be available for school-based 
and community-based service-learning programs 
authorized under subtitle B of title I of the Act 
(42 U.S.C. 12521 et seq.): Provided further, That 
not more than $28,500,000 shall be available for 
quality and innovation activities authorized 
under subtitle H of title I of the Act (42 U.S.C. 
12853 et seq.): Provided further, That not more 
than $5,000,000 shall be available for audits and 
other evaluations authorized under section 179 
of the Act (42 U.S.C. 12639): Provided further, 
That to the maximum extent practicable, the 
Corporation shall increase significantly the level 
of matching funds and in-kind contributions 
provided by the private sector, shall expand sig-
nificantly the number of educational awards 
provided under subtitle D of title I, and shall re-
duce the total Federal costs per participant in 
all programs: Provided further, That of amounts 
available in the National Service Trust account 
from previous appropriations acts, $80,000,000 
shall be rescinded. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the Inspector 
General Act of 1978, as amended, $5,000,000. 

COURT OF VETERANS APPEALS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses for the operation of 
the United States Court of Veterans Appeals as 
authorized by 38 U.S.C. 7251–7298, $11,450,000, of 
which $910,000, shall be available for the pur-
pose of providing financial assistance as de 
scribed, and in accordance with the process and 
reporting procedures set forth, under this head-
ing in Public Law 102–229. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL

CEMETERIAL EXPENSES, ARMY

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses, as authorized by law, 
for maintenance, operation, and improvement of 
Arlington National Cemetery and Soldiers’ and 
Airmen’s Home National Cemetery, including 
the purchase of one passenger motor vehicle for 
replacement only, and not to exceed $1,000 for 
official reception and representation expenses, 
$12,473,000, to remain available until expended. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For science and technology, including re-
search and development activities, which shall 
include research and development activities 
under the Comprehensive Environmental Re-
sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 
(CERCLA), as amended; necessary expenses for 
personnel and related costs and travel expenses, 
including uniforms, or allowances therefore, as 
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5901–5902; services as au-
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for indi-
viduals not to exceed the per diem rate equiva-
lent to the maximum rate payable for senior 
level positions under 5 U.S.C. 5376; procurement 
of laboratory equipment and supplies; other op-
erating expenses in support of research and de-
velopment; construction, alteration, repair, re-
habilitation, and renovation of facilities, not to 
exceed $75,000 per project, $642,483,000, which 
shall remain available until September 30, 2001: 
Provided, That the obligated balance of sums 
available in this account shall remain available 
through September 30, 2008 for liquidating obli-
gations made in fiscal years 2000 and 2001: Pro-
vided further, That the obligated balance of 
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funds transferred to this account in Public Law 
105–276 shall remain available through Sep-
tember 30, 2007 for liquidating obligations made 
in fiscal years 1999 and 2000. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAMS AND MANAGEMENT

For environmental programs and manage-
ment, including necessary expenses, not other-
wise provided for, for personnel and related 
costs and travel expenses, including uniforms, 
or allowances therefore, as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 5901–5902; services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals not to 
exceed the per diem rate equivalent to the max-
imum rate payable for senior level positions 
under 5 U.S.C. 5376; hire of passenger motor ve-
hicles; hire, maintenance, and operation of air-
craft; purchase of reprints; library memberships 
in societies or associations which issue publica-
tions to members only or at a price to members 
lower than to subscribers who are not members; 
construction, alteration, repair, rehabilitation, 
and renovation of facilities, not to exceed 
$75,000 per project; and not to exceed $6,000 for 
official reception and representation expenses, 
$1,897,000,000, which shall remain available 
until September 30, 2001, and of which not less 
than $12,000,000 shall be derived from pro rata 
transfers of amounts made available under each 
other heading under the heading ‘‘ENVIRON-
MENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY’’ and shall be 
available for the Montreal Protocol Fund: Pro-
vided, That the obligated balance of such sums 
shall remain available through September 30, 
2008 for liquidating obligations made in fiscal 
years 2000 and 2001: Provided further, That per-
sonnel compensation and benefits costs shall not 
exceed $900,000,000: Provided further, That none 
of the funds appropriated by this Act shall be 
used to propose or issue rules, regulations, de-
crees, or orders for the purpose of implementa-
tion, or in preparation for implementation, of 
the Kyoto Protocol which was adopted on De-
cember 11, 1997, in Kyoto, Japan at the Third 
Conference of the Parties to the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change, 
which has not been submitted to the Senate for 
advice and consent to ratification pursuant to 
article II, section 2, clause 2, of the United 
States Constitution, and which has not entered 
into force pursuant to article 25 of the Protocol: 
Provided further, That notwithstanding 7 
U.S.C. 136r and 15 U.S.C. 2609, beginning in fis-
cal year 2000 and thereafter, grants awarded 
under section 20 of the Federal Insecticide, Fun-
gicide, and Rodenticide Act, as amended, and 
section 10 of the Toxic Substances Control Act, 
as amended, shall be available for research, de-
velopment, monitoring, public education, train-
ing, demonstrations, and studies. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the provisions of 
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, 
and for construction, alteration, repair, reha-
bilitation, and renovation of facilities, not to ex-
ceed $75,000 per project, $32,409,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2001: Provided, 
That the sums available in this account shall re-
main available through September 30, 2008 for 
liquidating obligations made in fiscal years 2000 
and 2001: Provided further, That the obligated 
balance of funds transferred to this account in 
Public Law 105–276 shall remain available 
through September 30, 2007 for liquidating obli-
gations made in fiscal years 1999 and 2000. 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For construction, repair, improvement, exten-
sion, alteration, and purchase of fixed equip-
ment or facilities of, or for use by, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, $25,930,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SUPERFUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Compensa-
tion, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as 
amended, including sections 111(c)(3), (c)(5), 
(c)(6), and (e)(4) (42 U.S.C. 9611), and for con-
struction, alteration, repair, rehabilitation, and 
renovation of facilities, not to exceed $75,000 per 
project; not to exceed $1,400,000,000 (of which 
$100,000,000 shall not become available until 
September 1, 2000), including $650,000,000 as ap-
propriated under this heading in Public Law 
105–276, notwithstanding the language in the 
sixth proviso under this heading of such Act 
which conditions the availability of such funds 
for obligation upon enactment by August 1, 1999 
of specific Superfund reauthorization legisla-
tion, and the seventh proviso; all of which is to 
remain available until expended, consisting of 
$700,000,000, as authorized by section 517(a) of 
the Superfund Amendments and Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 1986 (SARA), as amended by Public 
Law 101–508, and $700,000,000 as a payment 
from general revenues to the Hazardous Sub-
stance Superfund for purposes as authorized by 
section 517(b) of SARA, as amended by Public 
Law 101–508: Provided, That funds appropriated 
under this heading may be allocated to other 
Federal agencies in accordance with section 
111(a) of CERCLA: Provided further, That 
$10,753,100 of the funds appropriated under this 
heading shall be transferred to the ‘‘Office of 
Inspector General’’ appropriation to remain 
available until September 30, 2001: Provided fur-
ther, That notwithstanding section 111(m) of 
CERCLA or any other provision of law, 
$70,000,000 of the funds appropriated under this 
heading shall be available to the Agency for 
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) 
to carry out activities described in sections 
104(i), 111(c)(4), and 111(c)(14) of CERCLA and 
section 118(f) of SARA: Provided further, That 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, in 
lieu of performing a health assessment under 
section 104(i)(6) of CERCLA, the Administrator 
of ATSDR may conduct other appropriate 
health studies, evaluations or activities, includ-
ing, without limitation, biomedical testing, clin-
ical evaluations, medical monitoring, and refer-
ral to accredited health care providers: Provided 
further, That in performing any such health as-
sessment or health study, evaluation, or activ-
ity, the Administrator of ATSDR shall not be 
bound by the deadlines in section 104(i)(6)(A): 
Provided further, That $38,000,000 of the funds 
appropriated under this heading shall be trans-
ferred to the ‘‘Science and Technology’’ appro-
priation to remain available until September 30, 
2001: Provided further, That none of the funds 
appropriated under this heading shall be avail-
able for the Agency for Toxic Substances and 
Disease Registry to issue in excess of 40 toxi-
cological profiles pursuant to section 104(i) of 
CERCLA during fiscal year 2000. 

LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK TRUST
FUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out leaking 
underground storage tank cleanup activities au-
thorized by section 205 of the Superfund Amend-
ments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, and for 
construction, alteration, repair, rehabilitation, 
and renovation of facilities, not to exceed 
$75,000 per project, $71,556,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

OIL SPILL RESPONSE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For expenses necessary to carry out the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency’s responsibilities 
under the Oil Pollution Act of 1990, $15,000,000, 
to be derived from the Oil Spill Liability trust 
fund, and to remain available until expended. 

STATE AND TRIBAL ASSISTANCE GRANTS
For environmental programs and infrastruc-

ture assistance, including capitalization grants 
for State revolving funds and performance part-
nership grants, $3,250,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, of which $1,350,000,000 
shall be for making capitalization grants for the 
Clean Water State Revolving Funds under title 
VI of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 
as amended; $825,000,000 shall be for capitaliza-
tion grants for the Drinking Water State Re-
volving Funds under section 1452 of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act, as amended, except that, 
notwithstanding section 1452(n) of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act, as amended, none of the 
funds made available under this heading in this 
Act, or in previous appropriations acts, shall be 
reserved by the Administrator for health effects 
studies on drinking water contaminants; 
$50,000,000 shall be for architectural, engineer-
ing, planning, design, construction and related 
activities in connection with the construction of 
high priority water and wastewater facilities in 
the area of the United States-Mexico Border, 
after consultation with the appropriate border 
commission; $30,000,000 shall be for grants to the 
State of Alaska to address drinking water and 
wastewater infrastructure needs of rural and 
Alaska Native Villages; $100,000,000 shall be for 
making grants for the construction of waste-
water and water treatment facilities and 
groundwater protection infrastructure in ac-
cordance with the terms and conditions speci-
fied for such grants in Senate Report 106–161 ac-
companying this Act (S. 1596); $885,000,000 shall 
be for grants, including associated program sup-
port costs, to States, federally recognized tribes, 
interstate agencies, tribal consortia, and air pol-
lution control agencies for multi-media or single 
media pollution prevention, control and abate-
ment and related activities, including activities 
pursuant to the provisions set forth under this 
heading in Public Law 104–134, and for making 
grants under section 103 of the Clean Air Act for 
particulate matter monitoring and data collec-
tion activities; and $10,000,000 for competitive 
grants to States and federally-recognized Indian 
tribes to develop and implement integrated in-
formation systems to improve environmental de-
cisionmaking, reduce the burden on regulated 
entities and improve the reliability of informa-
tion available to the public: Provided, That not-
withstanding section 603(d)(7) of the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, the 
limitation on the amounts in a State water pol-
lution control revolving fund that may be used 
by a State to administer the fund shall not 
apply to amounts included as principal in loans 
made by such fund in fiscal year 2000 and here-
after where such amounts represent costs of ad-
ministering the fund, to the extent that such 
amounts are or were deemed reasonable by the 
Administrator, accounted for separately from 
other assets in the fund, and used for eligible 
purposes of the fund, including administration: 
Provided further, That beginning in fiscal year 
2000 and thereafter, notwithstanding section 
518(f) of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act, the Administrator is authorized to use the 
amounts appropriated for any fiscal year under 
section 319 of that Act to make grants to Indian 
Tribes pursuant to section 319(h) and 518(e) of 
that Act: Provided further, That the $2,200,000 
appropriated in Public Law 105–276 in accord-
ance with House Report No. 105–769, for a grant 
to the Charleston, Utah Water Conservancy Dis-
trict, as amended by Public Law 106–31, shall be 
awarded to Wasatch County, Utah, for water 
and sewer needs: Provided further, That the 
funds appropriated under this heading in Public 
Law 105–276 for the City of Fairbanks, Alaska, 
water system improvements shall instead be for 
the Matanuska-Susitna Borough, Alaska, water 
and sewer improvements. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
the Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency shall not award any funds under 
any heading in this Act to a non-profit organi-
zation as defined by section 501(c)(3) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code unless such organization 
has certified that it has not used federal funds 
to engage in litigation against the United 
States.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY

For necessary expenses of the Office of 
Science and Technology Policy, in carrying out 
the purposes of the National Science and Tech-
nology Policy, Organization, and Priorities Act 
of 1976 (42 U.S.C. 6601 and 6671), hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles, and services as author-
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, not to exceed $2,500 for of-
ficial reception and representation expenses, 
and rental of conference rooms in the District of 
Columbia, $5,201,000. 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AND
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

For necessary expenses to continue functions 
assigned to the Council on Environmental Qual-
ity and Office of Environmental Quality pursu-
ant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969, the Environmental Quality Improvement 
Act of 1970, and Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 
1977, $2,675,000: Provided, That, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, no funds 
other than those appropriated under this head-
ing shall be used for or by the Council on Envi-
ronmental Quality and Office of Environmental 
Quality: Provided further, That notwith-
standing section 202 of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1970, the Council shall con-
sist of one member, appointed by the President, 
by and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, serving as chairman and exercising all pow-
ers, functions, and duties of the Council. 

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the provisions of 
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, 
$34,666,000, to be derived from the Bank Insur-
ance Fund, the Savings Association Insurance 
Fund, and the FSLIC Resolution Fund. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

DISASTER RELIEF

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses in carrying out the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.), 
$300,000,000, and, notwithstanding 42 U.S.C. 
5203, to remain available until expended, of 
which not to exceed $2,900,000 may be trans-
ferred to ‘‘Emergency Management Planning 
and Assistance’’ for the consolidated emergency 
management performance grant program. 

DISASTER ASSISTANCE DIRECT LOAN PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct loans, $1,295,000, as au-
thorized by section 319 of the Robert T. Stafford 
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act: 
Provided, That such costs, including the cost of 
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in sec-
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, 
as amended: Provided further, That these funds 
are available to subsidize gross obligations for 
the principal amount of direct loans not to ex-
ceed $25,000,000. 

In addition, for administrative expenses to 
carry out the direct loan program, $420,000. 

EMERGENCY Y2K ASSISTANCE

For expenses related to Year 2000 conversion 
costs for counties and local governments, 
$100,000,000, to remain available until September 

30, 2001: Provided, That the Director of the Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency shall carry 
out a Year 2000 conversion local government 
emergency grant and loan program for the pur-
pose of providing emergency funds through 
grants or loans of not to exceed $1,000,000 for 
each county and local government that is facing 
Year 2000 conversion failures after January 1, 
2000 that could adversely affect public health 
and safety: Provided further, That of the funds 
made available to a county or local government 
under this provision, 50 percent shall be a grant 
and 50 percent shall be a loan which shall be re-
paid to the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency at the prime rate within 5 years of the 
loan: Provided further, That none of the funds 
provided under this heading may be transferred 
to any county or local government until 15 days 
after the Director of the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency has submitted to the House 
and Senate Committees on Appropriations, the 
Senate Special Committee on the Year 2000 
Technology Problem, the House Committee on 
Science, and the House Committee on Govern-
ment Reform a proposed allocation and plan for 
that county or local government to achieve Year 
2000 compliance for systems directly related to 
public health and safety programs: Provided 
further, That the entire amount shall be avail-
able only to the extent that an official budget 
request that includes designation of the entire 
amount of the request as an emergency require-
ment as defined in the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress: Provided further, That the entire 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended: 
Provided further, That of the amounts provided 
under the heading ‘‘Funds Appropriated to the 
President’’ in title III of Division B of the Omni-
bus Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental 
Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277), 
$100,000,000 are rescinded 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-

vided for, including hire and purchase of motor 
vehicles as authorized by 31 U.S.C. 1343; uni-
forms, or allowances therefor, as authorized by 
5 U.S.C. 5901–5902; services as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals not to 
exceed the per diem rate equivalent to the max-
imum rate payable for senior level positions 
under 5 U.S.C. 5376; expenses of attendance of 
cooperating officials and individuals at meetings 
concerned with the work of emergency pre-
paredness; transportation in connection with 
the continuity of Government programs to the 
same extent and in the same manner as per-
mitted the Secretary of a Military Department 
under 10 U.S.C. 2632; and not to exceed $2,500 
for official reception and representation ex-
penses, $180,000,000. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
For necessary expenses of the Office of In-

spector General in carrying out the Inspector 
General Act of 1978, as amended, $8,015,000. 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND
ASSISTANCE

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, to carry out activities under the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended, 
and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, 
as amended (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.), the Robert 
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.), the Earth-
quake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977, as amend-
ed (42 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.), the Federal Fire Pre-
vention and Control Act of 1974, as amended (15 
U.S.C. 2201 et seq.), the Defense Production Act 
of 1950, as amended (50 U.S.C. App. 2061 et 
seq.), sections 107 and 303 of the National Secu-

rity Act of 1947, as amended (50 U.S.C. 404–405), 
and Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978, 
$255,850,000: Provided, That for purposes of pre-
disaster mitigation pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 5131 
(b) and (c) and 42 U.S.C. 5196 (e) and (i), 
$25,000,000 of the funds made available under 
this heading shall be available until expended 
for project grants: Provided further, That begin-
ning in fiscal year 2000 and thereafter, and not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the 
Director of FEMA is authorized to provide as-
sistance from funds appropriated under this 
heading, subject to terms and conditions as the 
Director of FEMA shall establish, to any State 
for multi-hazard preparedness and mitigation 
through consolidated emergency management 
performance grants: Provided further, That not-
withstanding any other provision of law, FEMA 
shall extend its cooperative agreement for the 
Jones County, Mississippi Emergency Operating 
Center, and the $250,000 obligated as federal 
matching funds for that Center shall remain 
available for expenditure until September 30, 
2001.

EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER PROGRAM

To carry out an emergency food and shelter 
program pursuant to title III of Public Law 100–
77, as amended, $110,000,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That total adminis-
trative costs shall not exceed three and one-half 
percent of the total appropriation. 
RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS FUND

The aggregate charges assessed during fiscal 
year 2000, as authorized by Public Law 105–276, 
shall not be less than 100 percent of the amounts 
anticipated by the Director of the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency (FEMA) necessary 
for its radiological emergency preparedness pro-
gram for the next fiscal year. The methodology 
for assessment and collection of fees shall be fair 
and equitable; and shall reflect costs of pro-
viding such services, including administrative 
costs of collecting such fees. Fees received pur-
suant to this section shall be deposited in the 
Fund as offsetting collections and will become 
available for authorized purposes on October 1, 
2000, and remain available until expended. 

NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE FUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For activities under the National Flood Insur-
ance Act of 1968, the Flood Disaster Protection 
Act of 1973, as amended, not to exceed 
$24,333,000 for salaries and expenses associated 
with flood mitigation and flood insurance oper-
ations, and not to exceed $78,710,000 for flood 
mitigation, including up to $20,000,000 for ex-
penses under section 1366 of the National Flood 
Insurance Act, which amount shall be available 
for transfer to the National Flood Mitigation 
Fund until September 30, 2001. In fiscal year 
2000, no funds in excess of: (1) $47,000,000 for op-
erating expenses; (2) $456,427,000 for agents’ 
commissions and taxes; and (3) $50,000,000 for 
interest on Treasury borrowings shall be avail-
able from the National Flood Insurance Fund 
without prior notice to the Committees on Ap-
propriations. For fiscal year 2000, flood insur-
ance rates shall not exceed the level authorized 
by the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 
1994.

Section 1309(a)(2) of the National Flood Insur-
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 4016(a)(2)), as amended by 
Public Law 104–208, is further amended by strik-
ing ‘‘1999’’ and inserting ‘‘2000’’. 

The first sentence of section 1376(c) of the Na-
tional Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 4127(c)), is amended by striking ‘‘Sep-
tember 30, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘September 30, 
2000’’.

NATIONAL INSURANCE DEVELOPMENT FUND

To liquidate the indebtedness of the Director 
of the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
resulting from prior borrowing pursuant to the 
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Urban Property Protection and Reinsurance Act 
of 1968, as amended (12 U.S.C. 1749bbb et seq.), 
$3,730,100.

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

CONSUMER INFORMATION CENTER FUND

For necessary expenses of the Consumer Infor-
mation Center, including services authorized by 
5 U.S.C. 3109, $2,622,000, to be deposited into the 
Consumer Information Center Fund: Provided, 
That the appropriations, revenues and collec-
tions deposited into the fund shall be available 
for necessary expenses of Consumer Information 
Center activities in the aggregate amount of 
$7,500,000. Appropriations, revenues, and collec-
tions accruing to this fund during fiscal year 
2000 in excess of $7,500,000 shall remain in the 
fund and shall not be available for expenditure 
except as authorized in appropriations Acts. 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION

INTERNATIONAL SPACE STATION

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, in support of the International Space 
Station, including development, operations and 
research support; maintenance; construction of 
facilities including repair, rehabilitation, and 
modification of real and personal property, and 
acquisition or condemnation of real property, as 
authorized by law; and purchase, lease, charter, 
maintenance and operation of mission and ad-
ministrative aircraft, $2,482,700,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2001: Provided, 
That funds under this heading may be used to 
support eligible activities under the Launch Ve-
hicles and Payload Operations account, subject 
to reprogramming approval of such transfer by 
the Senate and House Appropriations Commit-
tees.

LAUNCH VEHICLES AND PAYLOAD OPERATIONS

For the necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, in support of the space shuttle pro-
gram, including safety and performance up-
grades, space shuttle operations, and payload 
utilization and operations, and services; mainte-
nance; construction of facilities including re-
pair, rehabilitation, and modification of real 
and personal property, and acquisition or con-
demnation of real property, as authorized by 
law; space flight, spacecraft control and commu-
nications activities including operations, pro-
duction, and services; and purchase, lease, 
charter, maintenance and operation of mission 
and administrative aircraft, $3,156,000,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2001: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds under this head-
ing may be used to support the development or 
operations of the International Space Station 
other than the costs of space shuttle flights uti-
lized for space station assembly. 

SCIENCE, AERONAUTICS AND TECHNOLOGY

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, in the conduct and support of science, 
aeronautics and technology research and devel-
opment activities, including research, develop-
ment, operations, and services; maintenance; 
construction of facilities including repair, reha-
bilitation, and modification of real and personal 
property, and acquisition or condemnation of 
real property, as authorized by law; space 
flight, spacecraft control and communications 
activities including operations, production, and 
services; and purchase, lease, charter, mainte-
nance and operation of mission and administra-
tive aircraft, $5,424,700,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2001. 

MISSION SUPPORT

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, in carrying out mission support for 
human space flight programs and science, aero-
nautical, and technology programs, including 
research operations and support; space commu-

nications activities including operations, pro-
duction and services; maintenance; construction 
of facilities including repair, rehabilitation, and 
modification of facilities, minor construction of 
new facilities and additions to existing facilities, 
facility planning and design, environmental 
compliance and restoration, and acquisition or 
condemnation of real property, as authorized by 
law; program management; personnel and re-
lated costs, including uniforms or allowances 
therefor, as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 5901–5902; 
travel expenses; purchase, lease, charter, main-
tenance, and operation of mission and adminis-
trative aircraft; not to exceed $35,000 for official 
reception and representation expenses; and pur-
chase (not to exceed 33 for replacement only) 
and hire of passenger motor vehicles, 
$2,495,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2001. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the Inspector 
General Act of 1978, as amended, $20,000,000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Notwithstanding the limitation on the avail-
ability of funds appropriated for ‘‘International 
Space Station’’, ‘‘Launch vehicles and payload 
operations’’, ‘‘Science, aeronautics and tech-
nology’’, or ‘‘Mission support’’ by this appro-
priations Act, when any activity has been initi-
ated by the incurrence of obligations for con-
struction of facilities as authorized by law, such 
amount available for such activity shall remain 
available until expended. This provision does 
not apply to the amounts appropriated in ‘‘Mis-
sion support’’ pursuant to the authorization for 
repair, rehabilitation and modification of facili-
ties, minor construction of new facilities and ad-
ditions to existing facilities, and facility plan-
ning and design. 

Notwithstanding the limitation on the avail-
ability of funds appropriated for ‘‘International 
Space Station’’, ‘‘Launch vehicles and payload 
operations’’, ‘‘Science, aeronautics and tech-
nology’’, or ‘‘Mission support’’ by this appro-
priations Act, the amounts appropriated for 
construction of facilities shall remain available 
until September 30, 2002. 

Notwithstanding the limitation on the avail-
ability of funds appropriated for ‘‘Mission sup-
port’’ and ‘‘Office of Inspector General’’, 
amounts made available by this Act for per-
sonnel and related costs and travel expenses of 
the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration shall remain available until September 
30, 2000 and may be used to enter into contracts 
for training, investigations, costs associated 
with personnel relocation, and for other serv-
ices, to be provided during the next fiscal year. 

Except for activities identified for fiscal year 
2000 or prior fiscal years as part of the budget 
for the International Space Station, NASA shall 
terminate any discrete program or activity that 
exceeds either its annual or aggregate budget by 
fifteen percent as provided in NASA’s budget 
justifications.

NATIONAL CREDIT UNION ADMINISTRATION

CENTRAL LIQUIDITY FACILITY

During fiscal year 2000, the administrative ex-
penses of the Central Liquidity Facility in fiscal 
year 2000 shall not exceed $257,000. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES

For necessary expenses in carrying out the 
National Science Foundation Act of 1950, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 1861–1875), and the Act to 
establish a National Medal of Science (42 U.S.C. 
1880–1881); services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
3109; maintenance and operation of aircraft and 
purchase of flight services for research support; 
acquisition of aircraft; $3,007,300,000, of which 
not to exceed $253,630,000 shall remain available 
until expended for Polar research and oper-

ations support, and for reimbursement to other 
Federal agencies for operational and science 
support and logistical and other related activi-
ties for the United States Antarctic program; the 
balance to remain available until September 30, 
2001: Provided, That receipts for scientific sup-
port services and materials furnished by the Na-
tional Research Centers and other National 
Science Foundation supported research facilities 
may be credited to this appropriation: Provided 
further, That to the extent that the amount ap-
propriated is less than the total amount author-
ized to be appropriated for included program ac-
tivities, all amounts, including floors and ceil-
ings, specified in the authorizing Act for those 
program activities or their subactivities shall be 
reduced proportionally: Provided further, That 
$60,000,000 of the funds available under this 
heading shall be made available for a com-
prehensive research initiative on plant genomes 
for economically significant crop: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available to the National 
Science Foundation in this or any prior Act may 
be obligated or expended by the National 
Science Foundation to enter into or extend a 
grant, contract, or cooperative agreement for the 
support of administering the domain name and 
numbering system of the Internet after Sep-
tember 30, 1998: Provided further, That no funds 
in this or any other Act shall be used to acquire 
or lease a research vessel with ice-breaking ca-
pability built or retrofitted by a shipyard lo-
cated in a foreign country if such a vessel of 
United States origin can be obtained at a cost 
no more than 50 per centum above that of the 
least expensive technically acceptable foreign 
vessel bid: Provided further, That, in deter-
mining the cost of such a vessel, such cost be in-
creased by the amount of any subsidies or fi-
nancing provided by a foreign government (or 
instrumentality thereof) to such vessel’s con-
struction: Provided further, That if the vessel 
contracted for pursuant to the foregoing is not 
available for the 2002–2003 austral summer Ant-
arctic season, a vessel of any origin may be 
leased for a period of not to exceed 120 days for 
that season and each season thereafter until de-
livery of the new vessel. 

MAJOR RESEARCH EQUIPMENT
For necessary expenses of major construction 

projects pursuant to the National Science Foun-
dation Act of 1950, as amended, including 
award-related travel, $70,000,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

EDUCATION AND HUMAN RESOURCES
For necessary expenses in carrying out science 

and engineering education and human resources 
programs and activities pursuant to the Na-
tional Science Foundation Act of 1950, as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 1861–1875), including serv-
ices as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, award-re-
lated travel, and rental of conference rooms in 
the District of Columbia, $688,600,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2001: Provided, 
That to the extent that the amount of this ap-
propriation is less than the total amount au-
thorized to be appropriated for included pro-
gram activities, all amounts, including floors 
and ceilings, specified in the authorizing Act for 
those program activities or their subactivities 
shall be reduced proportionally: Provided fur-
ther, That $55,000,000 shall be available for the 
purpose of establishing an office of innovation 
partnerships.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
For salaries and expenses necessary in car-

rying out the National Science Foundation Act 
of 1950, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1861–1875); serv-
ices authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; not to exceed $9,000 for 
official reception and representation expenses; 
uniforms or allowances therefor, as authorized 
by 5 U.S.C. 5901–5902; rental of conference rooms 
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in the District of Columbia; reimbursement of 
the General Services Administration for security 
guard services; $150,000,000: Provided, That con-
tracts may be entered into under ‘‘Salaries and 
expenses’’ in fiscal year 2000 for maintenance 
and operation of facilities, and for other serv-
ices, to be provided during the next fiscal year. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General as authorized by the Inspector 
General Act of 1978, as amended, $5,550,000, to 
remain available until September 30, 2001. 

NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT CORPORATION

PAYMENT TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD REINVESTMENT
CORPORATION

For payment to the Neighborhood Reinvest-
ment Corporation for use in neighborhood rein-
vestment activities, as authorized by the Neigh-
borhood Reinvestment Corporation Act (42 
U.S.C. 8101–8107), $60,000,000. 

SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Selective Service 
System, including expenses of attendance at 
meetings and of training for uniformed per-
sonnel assigned to the Selective Service System, 
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 4101–4118 for civilian 
employees; and not to exceed $1,000 for official 
reception and representation expenses; 
$25,250,000: Provided, That during the current 
fiscal year, the President may exempt this ap-
propriation from the provisions of 31 U.S.C. 
1341, whenever he deems such action to be nec-
essary in the interest of national defense: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds appro-
priated by this Act may be expended for or in 
connection with the induction of any person 
into the Armed Forces of the United States. 

TITLE IV—GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 401. Where appropriations in titles I, II, 
and III of this Act are expendable for travel ex-
penses and no specific limitation has been 
placed thereon, the expenditures for such travel 
expenses may not exceed the amounts set forth 
therefore in the budget estimates submitted for 
the appropriations: Provided, That this provi-
sion does not apply to accounts that do not con-
tain an object classification for travel: Provided 
further, That this section shall not apply to 
travel performed by uncompensated officials of 
local boards and appeal boards of the Selective 
Service System; to travel performed directly in 
connection with care and treatment of medical 
beneficiaries of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs; to travel performed in connection with 
major disasters or emergencies declared or deter-
mined by the President under the provisions of 
the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act; to travel performed by the 
Offices of Inspector General in connection with 
audits and investigations; or to payments to 
interagency motor pools where separately set 
forth in the budget schedules: Provided further, 
That if appropriations in titles I, II, and III ex-
ceed the amounts set forth in budget estimates 
initially submitted for such appropriations, the 
expenditures for travel may correspondingly ex-
ceed the amounts therefore set forth in the esti-
mates in the same proportion. 

SEC. 402. Appropriations and funds available 
for the administrative expenses of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development and 
the Selective Service System shall be available in 
the current fiscal year for purchase of uniforms, 
or allowances therefor, as authorized by 5 
U.S.C. 5901–5902; hire of passenger motor vehi-
cles; and services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109. 

SEC. 403. Funds of the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development subject to the Govern-
ment Corporation Control Act or section 402 of 
the Housing Act of 1950 shall be available, with-
out regard to the limitations on administrative 

expenses, for legal services on a contract or fee 
basis, and for utilizing and making payment for 
services and facilities of Federal National Mort-
gage Association, Government National Mort-
gage Association, Federal Home Loan Mortgage 
Corporation, Federal Financing Bank, Federal 
Reserve banks or any member thereof, Federal 
Home Loan banks, and any insured bank within 
the meaning of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation Act, as amended (12 U.S.C. 1811–
1831).

SEC. 404. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for ob-
ligation beyond the current fiscal year unless 
expressly so provided herein. 

SEC. 405. No funds appropriated by this Act 
may be expended—

(1) pursuant to a certification of an officer or 
employee of the United States unless—

(A) such certification is accompanied by, or is 
part of, a voucher or abstract which describes 
the payee or payees and the items or services for 
which such expenditure is being made; or 

(B) the expenditure of funds pursuant to such 
certification, and without such a voucher or ab-
stract, is specifically authorized by law; and 

(2) unless such expenditure is subject to audit 
by the General Accounting Office or is specifi-
cally exempt by law from such audit. 

SEC. 406. None of the funds provided in this 
Act to any department or agency may be ex-
pended for the transportation of any officer or 
employee of such department or agency between 
their domicile and their place of employment, 
with the exception of any officer or employee 
authorized such transportation under 31 U.S.C. 
1344 or 5 U.S.C. 7905. 

SEC. 407. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used for payment, through grants or 
contracts, to recipients that do not share in the 
cost of conducting research resulting from pro-
posals not specifically solicited by the Govern-
ment: Provided, That the extent of cost sharing 
by the recipient shall reflect the mutuality of in-
terest of the grantee or contractor and the Gov-
ernment in the research. 

SEC. 408. None of the funds in this Act may be 
used, directly or through grants, to pay or to 
provide reimbursement for payment of the salary 
of a consultant (whether retained by the Fed-
eral Government or a grantee) at more than the 
daily equivalent of the rate paid for level IV of 
the Executive Schedule, unless specifically au-
thorized by law. 

SEC. 409. None of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be used to pay the expenses of, or oth-
erwise compensate, non-Federal parties inter-
vening in regulatory or adjudicatory pro-
ceedings. Nothing herein affects the authority of 
the Consumer Product Safety Commission pur-
suant to section 7 of the Consumer Product 
Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2056 et seq.). 

SEC. 410. Except as otherwise provided under 
existing law, or under an existing Executive 
Order issued pursuant to an existing law, the 
obligation or expenditure of any appropriation 
under this Act for contracts for any consulting 
service shall be limited to contracts which are: 
(1) a matter of public record and available for 
public inspection; and (2) thereafter included in 
a publicly available list of all contracts entered 
into within twenty-four months prior to the date 
on which the list is made available to the public 
and of all contracts on which performance has 
not been completed by such date. The list re-
quired by the preceding sentence shall be up-
dated quarterly and shall include a narrative 
description of the work to be performed under 
each such contract. 

SEC. 411. Except as otherwise provided by law, 
no part of any appropriation contained in this 
Act shall be obligated or expended by any exec-
utive agency, as referred to in the Office of Fed-
eral Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 401 et 

seq.), for a contract for services unless such ex-
ecutive agency: (1) has awarded and entered 
into such contract in full compliance with such 
Act and the regulations promulgated there-
under; and (2) requires any report prepared pur-
suant to such contract, including plans, evalua-
tions, studies, analyses and manuals, and any 
report prepared by the agency which is substan-
tially derived from or substantially includes any 
report prepared pursuant to such contract, to 
contain information concerning: (A) the con-
tract pursuant to which the report was pre-
pared; and (B) the contractor who prepared the 
report pursuant to such contract. 

SEC. 412. Except as otherwise provided in sec-
tion 406, none of the funds provided in this Act 
to any department or agency shall be obligated 
or expended to provide a personal cook, chauf-
feur, or other personal servants to any officer or 
employee of such department or agency. 

SEC. 413. None of the funds provided in this 
Act to any department or agency shall be obli-
gated or expended to procure passenger auto-
mobiles as defined in 15 U.S.C. 2001 with an 
EPA estimated miles per gallon average of less 
than 22 miles per gallon. 

SEC. 414. None of the funds appropriated in 
title I of this Act shall be used to enter into any 
new lease of real property if the estimated an-
nual rental is more than $300,000 unless the Sec-
retary submits, in writing, a report to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the Congress and a 
period of 30 days has expired following the date 
on which the report is received by the Commit-
tees on Appropriations. 

SEC. 415. (a) It is the sense of the Congress 
that, to the greatest extent practicable, all 
equipment and products purchased with funds 
made available in this Act should be American-
made.

(b) In providing financial assistance to, or en-
tering into any contract with, any entity using 
funds made available in this Act, the head of 
each Federal agency, to the greatest extent 
practicable, shall provide to such entity a notice 
describing the statement made in subsection (a) 
by the Congress. 

SEC. 416. None of the funds appropriated in 
this Act may be used to implement any cap on 
reimbursements to grantees for indirect costs, ex-
cept as published in Office of Management and 
Budget Circular A–21. 

SEC. 417. Such sums as may be necessary for 
fiscal year 2000 pay raises for programs funded 
by this Act shall be absorbed within the levels 
appropriated in this Act. 

SEC. 418. None of the funds made available in 
this Act may be used for any program, project, 
or activity, when it is made known to the Fed-
eral entity or official to which the funds are 
made available that the program, project, or ac-
tivity is not in compliance with any Federal law 
relating to risk assessment, the protection of pri-
vate property rights, or unfunded mandates. 

SEC. 419. Corporations and agencies of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development 
which are subject to the Government Corpora-
tion Control Act, as amended, are hereby au-
thorized to make such expenditures, within the 
limits of funds and borrowing authority avail-
able to each such corporation or agency and in 
accord with law, and to make such contracts 
and commitments without regard to fiscal year 
limitations as provided by section 104 of the Act 
as may be necessary in carrying out the pro-
grams set forth in the budget for 2000 for such 
corporation or agency except as hereinafter pro-
vided: Provided, That collections of these cor-
porations and agencies may be used for new 
loan or mortgage purchase commitments only to 
the extent expressly provided for in this Act (un-
less such loans are in support of other forms of 
assistance provided for in this or prior appro-
priations Acts), except that this proviso shall 
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not apply to the mortgage insurance or guar-
anty operations of these corporations, or where 
loans or mortgage purchases are necessary to 
protect the financial interest of the United 
States Government. 

SEC. 420. Notwithstanding section 320(g) of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 
1330(g)), funds made available pursuant to au-
thorization under such section for fiscal year 
2000 may be used for implementing comprehen-
sive conservation and management plans. 

SEC. 421. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the term ‘‘qualified student loan’’ with 
respect to national service education awards 
shall mean any loan made directly to a student 
by the Alaska Commission on Postsecondary 
Education, in addition to other meanings under 
section 148(b)(7) of the National and Community 
Service Act. 

SEC. 422. Notwithstanding any other law, 
funds made available by this or any other Act or 
previous Acts for the United States/Mexico 
Foundation for Science may be used for the en-
dowment of such Foundation: Provided, That 
funds from the U.S. Government shall be 
matched in equal amounts with funds from 
Mexico: Provided further, That the accounts of 
such Foundation shall be subject to U.S. Gov-
ernment administrative and audit requirements 
concerning grants and requirements concerning 
cost principles for nonprofit organizations. 

SEC. 423. None of the funds made available in 
this Act may be used to carry out Executive 
Order No. 13083. 

SEC. 424. Unless otherwise provided for in this 
Act, no part of any appropriation for the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development 
shall be available for any activity in excess of 
amounts set forth in the budget estimates sub-
mitted for the appropriations. 

SEC. 425. None of the funds made available in 
this Act may be used for purposes of lobbying or 
litigating against, including any related activity 
or cost, any Federal entity or official. Any 
funds received under this Act shall be main-
tained in an account separate from any funds 
used for litigating or lobbying. Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, none of the funds 
made available in this Act (or any subsequent 
Act that makes available appropriations for pro-
grams funded under this Act) shall be made 
available for a period of five years to any entity 
or person that violates the requirements of the 
preceding two sentences. 

SEC. 426. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be obligated after February 15, 2000, 
unless each department, agency, corporation, 
and commission that receives funds herein pro-
vides detailed justifications to the Committees 
on Appropriations for all salary and expense ac-
tivities for fiscal years 2001 through 2005, in-
cluding personnel compensation and benefits, 
consulting costs, professional services or tech-
nical service contracts regardless of the dollar 
amount, contracting out costs, travel and other 
standard object classifications for all head-
quarters offices, regional offices, or field instal-
lations and laboratories, including the number 
of full-time equivalents per office, and the per-
sonnel compensation, benefits and travel costs 
for each Secretary, Assistance Secretary or Ad-
ministrator.

SEC. 427. LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCIES NOT
RESPONSIBLE FOR CLEAN-UP OF METHAMPHET-
AMINE LABORATORIES. Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, no state or local law en-
forcement agency shall be responsible under any 
Federal law for any costs associated with the 
clean-up or remediation of any premises used 
for the manufacture or production of meth-
amphetamine.

SEC. 428. No funds in this Act shall be made 
available for any activity or the publication or 
distribution of literature that is designed to pro-

mote public support or opposition to any legisla-
tive proposal on which congressional action is 
not complete. 

SEC. 429. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the amount made available under the 
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Housing 
and Urban Development, and Independent 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1991 (Public Law 
101–507) for a special purpose grant under sec-
tion 107 of the Housing and Community Devel-
opment Act of 1974 to the County of Hawaii for 
the purpose of an environmental impact state-
ment for the development of a water resource 
system in Kohala, Hawaii, that is unobligated 
on the date of enactment of this Act, may be 
used to fund water system improvements, in-
cluding exploratory wells, well drillings, pipe-
line replacements, water system planning and 
design, and booster pump and reservoir develop-
ment.

SEC. 430. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available for the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration by this Act 
may be obligated or expended for purposes of 
transferring any research aircraft from Glenn 
Research Center, Ohio, to another field center 
of the Administration. 

SEC. 431. GAO STUDY ON FEDERAL HOME
LOAN BANK CAPITAL. (a) STUDY.—The Comp-
troller General of the United States shall con-
duct a study of—

(1) possible revisions to the capital structure 
of the Federal Home Loan Bank System, includ-
ing the need for—

(A) more permanent capital; 
(B) a statutory leverage ratio; and 
(C) a risk-based capital structure; and 
(2) what impact such revisions might have on 

the operations of the Federal Home Loan Bank 
System, including the obligation of the Federal 
Home Loan Bank System under section 
21B(f)(2)(C) of the Federal Home Loan Bank 
Act.

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General of the United States shall 
submit a report to the Congress on the results of 
the study conducted under subsection (a). 

SEC. 432. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING
AERONAUTICS RESEARCH. (a) FINDINGS.—The
Senate finds the following: 

(1) Every aircraft worldwide uses and benefits 
from NASA technology. 

(2) Aeronautical research has fostered the es-
tablishment of a safe, affordable air transpor-
tation system that is second to none. 

(3) Fundamental research in aeronautics is 
not being supported anywhere in the country 
outside of NASA. 

(4) The Department of Transportation predicts 
that air traffic will triple over the next 20 years, 
exacerbating current noise and safety problems 
at already overcrowded airports. New aero-
nautics advancements need to be developed if 
costs are to be contained and the safety and 
quality of our air infrastructure is to be im-
proved.

(5) Our military would not dominate the skies 
without robust investments in aeronautics re-
search and development. 

(6) Technology transferred from NASA aero-
nautics research to the commercial sector has 
created billions of dollars in economic growth. 

(7) The American aeronautics industry is the 
top contributor to the United States balance of 
trade, with a net contribution of more than 
$41,000,000,000 in 1998. 

(8) Less than 10 years ago, American airplane 
producers controlled over 70 percent of the glob-
al market for commercial aviation. 

(9) America’s dominance in the world’s civil 
aviation market is being challenged by foreign 
companies like Airbus, which now has approxi-
mately 50 percent of the world’s civil aviation 
market, and is aiming to capture 70 percent. 

(10) The rise of foreign competition in the 
global civil aviation market has coincided with 
decreases in NASA’s aeronautics research budg-
et and a corresponding increase in European in-
vestment.

(11) NASA’s aeronautics laboratories have the 
research facilities, including wind tunnels, and 
technical expertise to conduct the cutting-edge 
scientific inquiry needed to advance state-of-
the-art military and civil aircraft. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of 
the Senate that the United States should in-
crease its commitment to aeronautics research 
funding.

SEC. 433. UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS. Not 
later than May 1, 2000, in administering the un-
derground storage tank program under subtitle I 
of the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6991 
et seq.), the Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency shall develop a plan (includ-
ing cost estimates)—

(1) to identify underground storage tanks that 
are not in compliance with subtitle I of the Solid 
Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6991 et seq.) (in-
cluding regulations); 

(2) to identify underground storage tanks in 
temporary closure; 

(3) to determine the ownership of under-
ground storage tanks described in paragraphs 
(1) and (2); 

(4) to determine the plans of owners and oper-
ators of underground storage tanks described in 
paragraphs (1) and (2) to bring the underground 
storage tanks into compliance or out of tem-
porary closure; and 

(5) in a case in which the owner of an under-
ground storage tank described in paragraph (1) 
or (2) cannot be identified—

(A) to bring the underground storage tank 
into compliance; or 

(B) to permanently close the underground 
storage tank. 

SEC. 434. The comment period on the proposed 
rules related to section 303(d) of the Clean 
Water Act published at 64 Federal Register 46012 
and 46058 (August 23, 1999) shall be extended 
from October 22, 1999, for a period of no less 
than 90 additional calendar days. 

SEC. 435. Section 4(a) of the Act of August 9, 
1950 (16 U.S.C. 777c(a)), is amended in the sec-
ond sentence by striking ‘‘1999’’ and inserting 
‘‘2000’’.

SEC. 436. PROMULGATION OF STORMWATER
REGULATIONS. (a) STORMWATER REGULATIONS.—
The Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency shall not promulgate the Phase II 
stormwater regulations until the Administrator 
submits to the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works of the Senate a report con-
taining—

(1) an in-depth impact analysis on the effect 
the final regulations will have on urban, subur-
ban, and rural local governments subject to the 
regulations, including an estimate of—

(A) the costs of complying with the 6 minimum 
control measures described in the regulations; 
and

(B) the costs resulting from the lowering of 
the construction threshold from 5 acres to 1 
acre;

(2) an explanation of the rationale of the Ad-
ministrator for lowering the construction site 
threshold from 5 acres to 1 acre, including—

(A) an explanation, in light of recent court 
decisions, of why a 1-acre measure is any less 
arbitrarily determined than a 5-acre measure; 
and

(B) all qualitative information used in deter-
mining an acre threshold for a construction site; 

(3) documentation demonstrating that 
stormwater runoff is generally a problem in 
communities with populations of 50,000 to 
100,000 (including an explanation of why the 
coverage of the regulation is based on a census-
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determined population instead of a water qual-
ity threshold); and 

(4) information that supports the position of 
the Administrator that the Phase II stormwater 
program should be administered as part of the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Sys-
tem under section 402 of the Federal Water Pol-
lution Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1342). 

(b) PHASE I REGULATIONS.—No later than 120 
days after enactment of this Act, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency shall submit to the 
Senate Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee a report containing a detailed expla-
nation of the impact, if any, that the Phase I 
program has had in improving water quality in 
the United States (including a description of 
specific measures that have been successful and 
those that have been unsuccessful). 

(c) FEDERAL REGISTER.—The reports described 
in subsections (a) and (b) shall be published in 
the Federal Register for public comment. 

SEC. 437. PESTICIDE TOLERANCE FEES. None of 
the funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able by this Act shall be used to promulgate a 
final regulation to implement changes in the 
payment of pesticide tolerance processing fees as 
proposed at 64 Fed. Reg. 31040, or any similar 
proposals. The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy may proceed with the development of such a 
rule. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Departments of 
Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and Independent Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 2000’’. 

f 

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 28, 1999 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-
journ until the hour of 10 a.m. on Tues-
day, September 28. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
on Tuesday, 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 Senate then begin a 
period of morning business until 12:30, 
with Senators speaking for up to 5 min-
utes each with the following excep-
tions: Senator DURBIN, or his designee, 
10 to 10:30; Senator SNOWE, or her des-
ignee, 10:30 to 11. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate stand in 
recess from 12:30 to 2:15 for the weekly 
policy conferences to meet. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, for the 
information of all Senators, the Senate 
will convene at 10 a.m. tomorrow and 
be in a period of morning business until 
12:30. It is expected that tomorrow 
morning the Senate will be able to 
reach an agreement for the consider-
ation of the Energy and Water Appro-
priations conference report. It is hoped 
the Senate would begin that conference 
report at approximately 11 o’clock on 

Tuesday for 45 minutes of debate. If 
that agreement is reached, Senators 
could anticipate the first rollcall vote 
to occur at approximately 11:45 in the 
morning. 

Following the party conference meet-
ings, the Senate may begin consider-
ation of the digital millennium legisla-
tion or any conference reports or ap-
propriations bills available for action 
while waiting for the continuing reso-
lution from the House of Representa-
tives. Therefore, Senators can antici-
pate votes throughout tomorrow’s ses-
sion of the Senate. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERTS. If there is no further 
business to come before the Senate, I 
now ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate stand in adjournment under the 
previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 6:48 p.m., adjourned until Tuesday, 
September 28, 1999, at 10 a.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate September 27, 1999: 
CHEMICAL SAFETY AND HAZARD INVESTIGATION 

BOARD 

GERALD V. POJE, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE A MEMBER OF 
THE CHEMICAL SAFETY AND HAZARD INVESTIGATION 
BOARD FOR A TERM OF FIVE YEARS. (REAPPOINTMENT) 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. CHARLES F. WALD, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. RONALD C. MARCOTTE, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. THOMAS J. KECK, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. HAL M. HORNBURG, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

LT. GEN. WALTER S. HOGLE, JR., 0000. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS TO THE GRADE 
INDICATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPOR-
TANCE AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., 
SECTION 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. GARY S. MCKISSOCK, 0000. 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED TEMPORARY LIMITED DUTY 
OFFICERS FOR ORIGINAL REGULAR APPOINTMENT AS 
PERMANENT LIMITED DUTY OFFICERS TO THE GRADES 
INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY UNDER TITLE 
10, U.S.C., SECTIONS 531, AND 5589: 

To be lieutenant 

ROBERT C. ADAMS, 0000 
LARRY J. ADKINS, 0000 
JEFFREY F. ALLSTON, 0000 
KENNETH D. ALWARD, 0000 
SCOTT A. ANDERSON, 0000 
ERIC H. ANDREWS, 0000 
JAMES E. ANTHONY, 0000 
FLORENCIO C. ARCEO, 0000 
FRANK V. ARENA, 0000 
TOMMY L. BAILEY, JR., 0000 
GUY A. BAKER, 0000 
VINCE W. BAKER, 0000 
EDGARDO V. BALDUEZA, 

0000 
THOMAS D. BALL, 0000 
CELESTE D. BATEY, 0000 
LORRINDA D. BENNETT, 0000 
RONALD J. C. BENT, 0000 
DENNIS R. BERRY, JR., 0000 
JAY T. BILADEAU, 0000 
MICHAEL C. BOBINGER, 0000 
FERDINAND BOCACHICA, 

0000 
NORMAN L. BOLGER, 0000 
WESLEY E. BOMYEA, 0000 
ANTONIO B. BONNER, 0000 
ANTHONY F. BOOKHART, 

0000 
RANDALL L. BOUGHTON, 

0000 
ALAN R. BRADLEY, 0000 
MARK E. BRANHAM, 0000 
PAUL H. BREDLAU, 0000 
DANIEL A. BRINSON, 0000 
PHILLIP K. BRIZZEE, 0000 
GERARD T. BROSNAN, 0000 
BARRY J. BROWN, 0000 
ROBERT L. BROWN, 0000 
STEVEN E. BURKE, 0000 
BRIAN S. BURNS, 0000 
COY B. BYINGTON, 0000 
FUNDY A. CARABALLO, 0000 
CHARLES K. CARL, 0000 
FRANKLIN R. CHAMBERS, 

0000 
WALTER C. CHANEY IV, 0000 
MICHAEL A. CLEVELAND, 

0000 
JASON CLOTFELTER, 0000 
JAMES COOLEY, JR., 0000 
TED J. COOPER, 0000 
JOHN J. COYNE, 0000 
TIMOTHY D. CRONK, 0000 
JAMES W. CROOKHAM, 0000 
RICHARD K. CROUSE, 0000 
APRIL T. CROWELL, 0000 
JOSEPH P. CUMMINGS, 0000 
PETER M. CYR, 0000 
WILLIAM L. DAVENPORT, 

0000 
FRANK S. DEVENUTO, 0000 
JOHN J. DRENNEN, JR., 0000 
MARK J. DUARTE, 0000 
ROBERT J. DUPREE, 0000 
EUGENE F. EARHART, 0000 
RODGER N. ELKINS, 0000 
HENRY FAMULARO, 0000 
KENNETH A. FAULKNER, 

SR., 0000 
JOHN K. FERGUSON, 0000 
STEPHEN J. FORREST, 0000 
THEODORE A. FROELICH, 

0000 
GARY B. FROST, 0000 
BRIAN H. GAINES, 0000 
WAYNE T. GALBRAITH, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER N. GILBERT, 

0000 
JEROME H. GIRDLESTONE, 

0000 
THOMAS M. GOREY III, 0000 
JEFFREY D. GRISHAM, 0000 
HOWARD D. GUBBS, 0000 
RONALD P. GUSTIN, 0000 
JAMES B. HADLEY, 0000 
CHARLES A. HALL, 0000 
JAMES L. HARRELL, JR., 

0000 
RANDELL R. HARRIS, 0000 
CHARLES E. HARRISON, 0000 
ARTHUR E. HARVEY, 0000 
HARRY A. HAVERKAMP, 0000 
DONALD R. HENDREN, JR., 

0000 
DAMON K. HILTON, 0000 
CHARLES R. HOAGLAND, 

JR., 0000 
LESTER L. HOOD, JR., 0000 
ALVIN M. HOPKINS, 0000 
EDWARD E. HUNTER, 0000 

ROBERT J. HYDE, 0000 
RICHARD L. IVEY, 0000 
RENEE JARVIS, 0000 
BARRY D. JONES, 0000 
MICHAEL A. JULCH, 0000 
WILLIAM J. KAELBER, 0000 
TIMOTHY F. KALVODA, 0000 
BRIAN T. KENNEY, 0000 
SUNG H. KIM, 0000 
GLENN E. LAGGNER, 0000 
JAMES G. LANGSTON, 0000 
HERVE M. LARA, 0000 
TIMOTHY P. LAWLOR, 0000 
MILTON J. LOCKLEY, 0000 
ALLAN J. LUCAS, 0000 
BRADLEY S. MAKI, 0000 
SCOTT A. MANN, 0000 
DEBORAH A. MASON, 0000 
DARREN L. MCFALL, 0000 
JEFFREY D. MCFALL, 0000 
MICHAEL J. MCGINN, JR., 

0000 
TENA L. MCKAY, 0000 
THOMAS P. MCKEAN, 0000 
ANDREW J. MCMENAMIN, 

0000 
KURT F. MELANGE, 0000 
JOSEPH R. MILLER, 0000 
RAFAEL MONELL, 0000 
JAMES R. MOSS, 0000 
MARK A. MUKANOS, 0000 
HOWARD W. MUNIZ, 0000 
GLENN D. MURPHY, 0000 
RICHARD D. NEWTON, 0000 
DANNY L. NOLES, 0000 
GREGORY A. NORFLEET, 

0000 
JOYCE J. NYHAUG, 0000 
ALVIN OGLETREE, 0000 
SANTIAGO ORTIZ, JR., 0000 
ALLEN D. OVERSTREET, 

0000 
STEVE PADRON, 0000 
BRIAN K. PATTERSON, 0000 
RONALD K. PAYTON, 0000 
WILLIAM D. PEACH, 0000 
ANDREW W. PELTON, 0000 
KARL E. PERCY, 0000 
JON R. PHILLIPS, 0000 
KEVIN J. PHILLIPS, 0000 
EDUARDO RAMIREZ, 0000 
KEVIN S. RAYMER, 0000 
DENNIS L. REYNOLDS, 0000 
ALBERT C. RICHMOND, 0000 
TERRY L. ROBBINS, 0000 
CHARLES A. ROBERTS, 0000 
JUAN B. RODRIGUEZ, 0000 
ALONZA ROSS, JR., 0000 
KEITH J. ROWE, 0000 
EDWARD T. RUSSELL, JR., 

0000 
SCOTT D. RUSSELL, 0000 
JOHN M. SAIA, JR., 0000 
MICHAEL L. SCHAEFFNER, 

0000 
KATHERINE A. SCHNEIRLA, 

0000 
DAVID B. SHANER, 0000 
WILLIAM D. SHANLEY, 0000 
ESSIX SHANNON II, 0000 
RANDALL E. SHAW, 0000 
JAMES D. SHELTON, 0000 
RICHARD A. SHEPHERD, 0000 
RICHARD S. SHERMAN, 0000 
CHRISTOPHER S. SLAGLE, 

0000 
VINCENT E. SMITH, 0000 
KEVIN R. SONCRANT, 0000 
AARON W. STACY, 0000 
GREGORY W. STARKEY, 0000 
FRED T. STAUBS, JR., 0000 
ALBERT W. STIMMELL, 0000 
ROBERT E. STRICKLAN, 0000 
JOSHUA L. STRIKER, 0000 
WILLIAM J. SUMMERER, 

0000 
MICHAEL K. SUTORUS, 0000 
MICHAEL C. THIBODEAU, 

0000 
BRIAN O. WALDEN, 0000 
JAMES T. WARBURTON, 0000 
TERRILL T. WATKINS, 0000 
MATT A. WELLS, 0000 
ROBERT A. WESTHEAD, 0000 
MAX J. WILDERMUTH, 0000 
DARRYL T. WILLIAMS, 0000 
GWENDOLYN WILLIS, 0000 
JEFFREY W. WILLIS, 0000 
TIMOTHY J. ZINCK, 0000 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE22706 September 27, 1999 
To be lieutenant (junior grade) 

WILLIAM P. ALLEN, 0000 
RICHARD H. BAILEY, JR., 

0000 
WILLIAM K. BANE, 0000 
SCOTT M. BANNACH, 0000 
RICKY A. BEATTY, 0000 
BOBBY J. BECK, 0000 
LISA M. BECOAT, 0000 
ANGEL BELLIDO, 0000 
DENNIS K. BENCH, 0000 
TIMOTHY J. BERGAN, 0000 
JIMMIE W. BRUCE, 0000 
TIM P. BRUNDLE, 0000 
BRADLEY J. CARDWELL, 

0000 
JEAN S. CARRILLO, 0000 
TIMOTHY A. CARTER, 0000 
DAVID D. COMER, 0000 
ANTHONY L. CRAIGHEAD, 

0000 
ERNEST D. CULBREATH, 

0000 

TROY J. CZEMERYS, 0000 
MAC W. DIEHL, 0000 
DIANNE M. DORRIS, 0000 
PAUL A. DOSEN, 0000 
BRYAN K. DUFFEY, 0000 
THOMAS C. ENGLAND, 0000 
FELIX J. ESTRADA, 0000 
KATHRYNN R. FESTA, 0000 
SEAN I. FISCHER, 0000 
MICHAEL S. FOWLER, 0000 
CLARENCE FRANKLIN, JR., 

0000 
CARMEN P. GASTON, 0000 
WILLIAM A. GILBERT III, 

0000 
SCOTT A. GOBAR, 0000 
DAMIAN D. GOMEZ, 0000 
MAXINE GOODRIDGE, 0000 
TERRY E. GRAHAM, 0000 
JEFFREY R. HARMON, 0000 
WILBUR L. HARMON, JR., 

0000 

ANTHONY L. HARRIS, 0000 
PAUL B. HASLEY, 0000 
STERLING B. HAWKINS, 0000 
DONALD C. HENDRIX, JR., 

0000 
WILLIAM C. HESTER, JR., 

0000 
RIKI M. HILTON, 0000 
DAVID G. HIRLINGER, 0000 
PAUL M. HLOUSEK, 0000 
DOUGLAS D. HOFFMAN, 0000 
SCOTT G. HUNTER, 0000 
STEPHEN A. JIRAN, 0000 
JIMMIE L. JONES, 0000 
BARNEY R. KASSMAN, 0000 
KENNETH A. KASZA, 0000 
DOUGLAS M. KENT II, 0000 
KEN A. KOCH, 0000 
DAVID L. KOON, 0000 
ALFRED J. LAICER, JR., 0000 
ANDY J. LANCASTER, 0000 
TIMOTHY M. LEDBETTER, 

0000 
STEPHEN D. LEWIS, 0000 

CLIFFTON J. LINES, 0000 
WILLIAM O. LOCK III, 0000 
JOSEPH L. LONGWELL, 0000 
GREGORY C. LUDWIG, 0000 
KENNETH C. LYNCH, JR., 

0000 
HERBERT MARSHALL, JR., 

0000 
SIMON L. MARTIN, 0000 
RENATO D. MARTINEZ, 0000 
STEVEN D. MAXWELL, 0000 
TINA M. MC HARGUE, 0000 
ROY W. MC KAY, 0000 
LEROY MC KINNEY, JR., 0000 
GREGORY R. MENARD, 0000 
NICHOLAS P. MILANO, 0000 
GREGORY D. MOCK, 0000 
DENNIS R. MOHR, 0000 
JEFFREY B. MONTGOMERY, 

0000 
BARBARA A. MYERS, 0000 
PAUL NIX, JR., 0000 
DANIEL A. OLVERA, 0000 
CARL R. PATTERSON, 0000 

STEPHEN J. PAYSEUR, 0000 
KEVIN M. PETTIT, 0000 
FREDERICK POLANEC, JR., 

0000 
CALVIN E. PONTON, 0000 
ROBERT R. POWELL, 0000 
WARREN L. RABERN, 0000 
SCOTT A. RAYBURN, 0000 
VICTOR M. RIVERAS, 0000 
RAUL RODRIGUEZ, 0000 
ANTHONY D. ROPER, 0000 
BRIAN K. ROTTNEK, 0000 
KEVIN W. RUBEL, 0000 
AMBER R. RYAN, 0000 
JULIAN E. SALLAS, 0000 
DAVID W. SCHMIDT, 0000 
PAUL N. SHIELDS, 0000 
CHARLES E. SMITH, 0000 
KEVIN L. SMITH, 0000 
RAYMOND C. SPEARS, 0000 

JOHN W. STEFAN, 0000 
WILLIAM P. STEPANIAK, 

0000 
ARRON R. STERLING, 0000 
BARRY O. STOWELL, 0000 
GARNAR A. SUTTON, 0000 
MICHAEL SWANSON, 0000 
PHILLIP F. SZUBA, 0000 
KERRY P. TILTON, 0000 
JOHN F. TROYANOS, 0000 
EDGAR S. TWINING II, 0000 
JERIT L. VANAUKER, JR., 

0000 
KEITH J. VENGLAR, 0000 
RONALD L. WALKER, 0000 
VINCENT U. WEBSTER, 0000 
MARK D. WESTBROOK, 0000 
JACK V. WRBANICH, 0000 
KIRK M. YOUNG II, 0000 
KENDAL T. ZAMZOW, 0000 
DANIEL L. ZIMMER, 0000 
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b This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., b 1407 is 2:07 p.m.

 Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 22707September 27, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Monday, September 27, 1999 
The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mrs. BIGGERT).

f 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC, 
September 27, 1999. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable JUDY
BIGGERT to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

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

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. 2684. An act making appropriations 
for the Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and for 
sundry independent agencies, boards, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and for 
other purposes.

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to 
the bill (H.R. 2684) ‘‘An Act making ap-
propriations for the Departments of 
Veterans Affairs and Housing and 
Urban Development, and for sundry 
independent agencies, boards, commis-
sions, corporations, and offices for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, 
and for other purposes,’’ requests a 
conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and appoints Mr. BOND, Mr. BURNS,
Mr. SHELBY, Mr. CRAIG, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. KYL, Mr. STEVENS, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LAUTENBERG,
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. BYRD, and Mr. INOUYE,
to be the conferees on the part of the 
Senate.

f 

MORNING HOUR DEBATES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 19, 1999, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning hour debates. The Chair will 
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to 30 min-
utes, and each Member, except the ma-
jority leader, the minority leader, or 
the minority whip, limited to 5 min-
utes.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 2 p.m. 
today.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 32 
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 2 p.m.

f 

b 1400

AFTER RECESS 

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

f 

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend James 
David Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer:

Let us pray using the words from a 
Prayer of Moses: 

Lord, You have been our dwelling 
place in all generations. 

Before the mountains were brought 
forth, or ever You had formed the earth 
and the world, from everlasting to ev-
erlasting You are God. 

You turn us back to dust, and say, 
‘‘Turn back, you mortals.’’ 

For a thousand years in Your sight 
are like yesterday when it is past, or 
like a watch in the night. 

So teach us to count our days that 
we may gain a wise heart. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

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

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

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

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

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

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

f 

CHINA NOT TRULY READY FOR 
NTR

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Madam Speaker, the 
old adage that ‘‘old habits die hard’’ 
could not be more appropriate to what 
has occurred in China since this Con-
gress last July voted to renew most-fa-
vored-nation status, now called normal 
trade relations, or NTR, for another 
year.

I would like to provide a short up-
date, because many so-called adminis-
trative experts are calling for the 
granting of permanent NTR for China 
before the end of this year. I want you 
to judge for yourself. 

Get this: Police in Southern China 
arrested 31 people and demolished three 
churches just to crush a Protestant re-
ligious group. The expectation is that 
these church leaders will receive a 
show trial which will be a mockery of 
justice with no due process and be sub-
ject to severe sentences, all because of 
their choice of worship. 

And get this: A recent revelation by 
the Washington Post, 100,000 people, 
that is right, 100,000 people were re-
cently arrested, all in preparation for 
the celebrations China has planned for 
the 50th anniversary of the Communist 
rule. One hundred thousand people put 
in jail under the guise of social sta-
bility and safety. How ironic. 

Madam Speaker, NTR as it applies to 
China actually stands for ‘‘not truly 
ready.’’ I urge my colleagues and the 
administration to think hard before we 
make this choice of permanent status. 

I yield back the balance of my time 
and any common sense remaining re-
garding our efforts with China.

f 

GIULIANI CUTS FUNDS TO 
BROOKLYN ART MUSEUM 

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

Mr. TRAFICANT. Madam Speaker, I 
agree with New York Mayor Giuliani 
for cutting funds to the Brooklyn Mu-
seum of Art. Their latest show features 
the bust of a man frozen in his own 
blood, a small pig sliced in half and 
preserved in a bottle of formaldehyde, 
and a portrait of the Virgin Mary 
splattered with elephant feces. Art, 
Madam Speaker? My ascot. 

Let us tell it like it is. The truth is 
the art world has gone from 
Michelangelo’s Sistine Chapel to 
Lorena Bobbit’s pristine scalpel. Beam 
me up. 

I yield back the trash, not treasures, 
of the Brooklyn Museum of Disgusting 
Art.
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
announces that she will postpone fur-
ther proceedings today on each motion 
to suspend the rules on which a re-
corded vote or the yeas and nays are 
ordered, or on which the vote is ob-
jected to under clause 6 of rule XX. 

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will 
be taken after debate has concluded on 
all motions to suspend the rules but 
not before 6 p.m. today. 

f 

NATIONAL PARKS AIR TOUR 
MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1999 

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 717) to amend title 49, United 
States Code, to regulate overflights of 
national parks, and for other purposes, 
as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 717

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National 
Parks Air Tour Management Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that—
(1) the Federal Aviation Administration 

has sole authority to control airspace over 
the United States; 

(2) the Federal Aviation Administration 
has the authority to preserve, protect, and 
enhance the environment by minimizing, 
mitigating, or preventing the adverse effects 
of aircraft overflights of public and tribal 
lands;

(3) the National Park Service has the re-
sponsibility of conserving the scenery and 
natural and historic objects and wildlife in 
national parks and of providing for the en-
joyment of the national parks in ways that 
leave the national parks unimpaired for fu-
ture generations; 

(4) the protection of tribal lands from air-
craft overflights is consistent with pro-
tecting the public health and welfare and is 
essential to the maintenance of the natural 
and cultural resources of Indian tribes; 

(5) the National Parks Overflights Working 
Group, composed of general aviation, com-
mercial air tour, environmental, and Native 
American representatives, recommended 
that the Congress enact legislation based on 
the Group’s consensus work product; and 

(6) this Act reflects the recommendations 
made by that Group. 
SEC. 3. AIR TOUR MANAGEMENT PLANS FOR NA-

TIONAL PARKS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 401 of title 49, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘§ 40125. Overflights of national parks 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(1) GENERAL REQUIREMENTS.—A commer-

cial air tour operator may not conduct com-
mercial air tour operations over a national 
park (including tribal lands) except— 

‘‘(A) in accordance with this section; 
‘‘(B) in accordance with conditions and 

limitations prescribed for that operator by 
the Administrator; and 

‘‘(C) in accordance with any applicable air 
tour management plan for the park. 

‘‘(2) APPLICATION FOR OPERATING AUTHOR-
ITY.—

‘‘(A) APPLICATION REQUIRED.—Before com-
mencing commercial air tour operations 
over a national park (including tribal lands), 
a commercial air tour operator shall apply 
to the Administrator for authority to con-
duct the operations over the park. 

‘‘(B) COMPETITIVE BIDDING FOR LIMITED CA-
PACITY PARKS.—Whenever an air tour man-
agement plan limits the number of commer-
cial air tour operations over a national park 
during a specified time frame, the Adminis-
trator, in cooperation with the Director, 
shall issue operation specifications to com-
mercial air tour operators that conduct such 
operations. The operation specifications 
shall include such terms and conditions as 
the Administrator and the Director find nec-
essary for management of commercial air 
tour operations over the park. The Adminis-
trator, in cooperation with the Director, 
shall develop an open competitive process for 
evaluating proposals from persons interested 
in providing commercial air tour operations 
over the park. In making a selection from 
among various proposals submitted, the Ad-
ministrator, in cooperation with the Direc-
tor, shall consider relevant factors, includ-
ing—

‘‘(i) the safety record of the person submit-
ting the proposal or pilots employed by the 
person;

‘‘(ii) any quiet aircraft technology pro-
posed to be used by the person submitting 
the proposal; 

‘‘(iii) the experience of the person submit-
ting the proposal with commercial air tour 
operations over other national parks or sce-
nic areas; 

‘‘(iv) the financial capability of the com-
pany;

‘‘(v) any training programs for pilots pro-
vided by the person submitting the proposal; 
and

‘‘(vi) responsiveness of the person submit-
ting the proposal to any relevant criteria de-
veloped by the National Park Service for the 
affected park. 

‘‘(C) NUMBER OF OPERATIONS AUTHORIZED.—
In determining the number of authorizations 
to issue to provide commercial air tour oper-
ations over a national park, the Adminis-
trator, in cooperation with the Director, 
shall take into consideration the provisions 
of the air tour management plan, the num-
ber of existing commercial air tour operators 
and current level of service and equipment 
provided by any such operators, and the fi-
nancial viability of each commercial air tour 
operation.

‘‘(D) COOPERATION WITH NPS.—Before grant-
ing an application under this paragraph, the 
Administrator, in cooperation with the Di-
rector, shall develop an air tour management 
plan in accordance with subsection (b) and 
implement such plan. 

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If a commercial air tour 

operator secures a letter of agreement from 
the Administrator and the superintendent 
for the national park that describes the con-
ditions under which the commercial air tour 
operation will be conducted, then notwith-
standing paragraph (1), the commercial air 
tour operator may conduct such operations 
over the national park under part 91 of title 
14, Code of Federal Regulations, if such ac-
tivity is permitted under part 119 of such 
title.

‘‘(B) LIMIT ON EXCEPTIONS.—Not more than 
5 flights in any 30-day period over a single 
national park may be conducted under this 
paragraph.

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULE FOR SAFETY REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Notwithstanding subsection (c), an 
existing commercial air tour operator shall 
apply, not later than 90 days after the date of 
enactment of this section, for operating au-
thority under part 119, 121, or 135 of title 14, 
Code of Federal Regulations. A new entrant 
commercial air tour operator shall apply for 
such authority before conducting commer-
cial air tour operations over a national park 
(including tribal lands). The Administrator 
shall act on any such application for a new 
entrant and issue a decision on the applica-
tion not later than 24 months after it is re-
ceived or amended. 

‘‘(b) AIR TOUR MANAGEMENT PLANS.—
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator, in 

cooperation with the Director, shall estab-
lish an air tour management plan for any na-
tional park (including tribal lands) for which 
such a plan is not in effect whenever a per-
son applies for authority to conduct a com-
mercial air tour operation over the park. 
The air tour management plan shall be de-
veloped by means of a public process in ac-
cordance with paragraph (4). 

‘‘(B) OBJECTIVE.—The objective of any air 
tour management plan shall be to develop 
acceptable and effective measures to miti-
gate or prevent the significant adverse im-
pacts, if any, of commercial air tours upon 
the natural and cultural resources, visitor 
experiences, and tribal lands. 

‘‘(2) ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION.—In
establishing an air tour management plan 
under this subsection, the Administrator and 
the Director shall each sign the environ-
mental decision document required by sec-
tion 102 of the National Environmental Pol-
icy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4332) (including a 
finding of no significant impact, an environ-
mental assessment, and an environmental 
impact statement) and the record of decision 
for the air tour management plan. 

‘‘(3) CONTENTS.—An air tour management 
plan for a national park—

‘‘(A) may limit or prohibit commercial air 
tour operations; 

‘‘(B) may establish conditions for the con-
duct of commercial air tour operations, in-
cluding commercial air tour operation 
routes, maximum or minimum altitudes, 
time-of-day restrictions, restrictions for par-
ticular events, maximum number of flights 
per unit of time, intrusions on privacy on 
tribal lands, and mitigation of adverse noise, 
visual, or other impacts; 

‘‘(C) may apply to all commercial air tour 
operations;

‘‘(D) shall include incentives (such as pre-
ferred commercial air tour operation routes 
and altitudes and relief from flight caps and 
curfews) for the adoption of quiet aircraft 
technology by commercial air tour operators 
conducting commercial air tour operations 
over the park; 

‘‘(E) shall provide a system for allocating 
opportunities to conduct commercial air 
tours if the air tour management plan in-
cludes a limitation on the number of com-
mercial air tour operations for any time pe-
riod; and 

‘‘(F) shall justify and document the need 
for measures taken pursuant to subpara-
graphs (A) through (E) and include such jus-
tifications in the record of decision. 

‘‘(4) PROCEDURE.—In establishing an air 
tour management plan for a national park 
(including tribal lands), the Administrator 
and the Director shall—

‘‘(A) hold at least one public meeting with 
interested parties to develop the air tour 
management plan; 
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‘‘(B) publish the proposed plan in the Fed-

eral Register for notice and comment and 
make copies of the proposed plan available 
to the public; 

‘‘(C) comply with the regulations set forth 
in sections 1501.3 and 1501.5 through 1501.8 of 
title 40, Code of Federal Regulations (for pur-
poses of complying with the regulations, the 
Federal Aviation Administration shall be the 
lead agency and the National Park Service is 
a cooperating agency); and 

‘‘(D) solicit the participation of any Indian 
tribe whose tribal lands are, or may be, 
overflown by aircraft involved in a commer-
cial air tour operation over the park, as a co-
operating agency under the regulations re-
ferred to in subparagraph (C). 

‘‘(5) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—An air tour man-
agement plan developed under this sub-
section shall be subject to judicial review.

‘‘(6) AMENDMENTS.—The Administrator, in 
cooperation with the Director, may make 
amendments to an air tour management 
plan. Any such amendments shall be pub-
lished in the Federal Register for notice and 
comment. A request for amendment of an air 
tour management plan shall be made in such 
form and manner as the Administrator may 
prescribe.

‘‘(c) DETERMINATION OF COMMERCIAL AIR
TOUR OPERATION STATUS.—In making a de-
termination of whether a flight is a commer-
cial air tour operation, the Administrator 
may consider—

‘‘(1) whether there was a holding out to the 
public of willingness to conduct a sight-
seeing flight for compensation or hire; 

‘‘(2) whether a narrative that referred to 
areas or points of interest on the surface 
below the route of the flight was provided by 
the person offering the flight; 

‘‘(3) the area of operation; 
‘‘(4) the frequency of flights conducted by 

the person offering the flight; 
‘‘(5) the route of flight; 
‘‘(6) the inclusion of sightseeing flights as 

part of any travel arrangement package of-
fered by the person offering the flight; 

‘‘(7) whether the flight would have been 
canceled based on poor visibility of the sur-
face below the route of the flight; and 

‘‘(8) any other factors that the Adminis-
trator considers appropriate. 

‘‘(d) INTERIM OPERATING AUTHORITY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon application for op-

erating authority, the Administrator shall 
grant interim operating authority under this 
subsection to a commercial air tour operator 
for commercial air tour operations over a na-
tional park (including tribal lands) for which 
the operator is an existing commercial air 
tour operator. 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS AND LIMITATIONS.—In-
terim operating authority granted under this 
subsection—

‘‘(A) shall provide annual authorization 
only for the greater of—

‘‘(i) the number of flights used by the oper-
ator to provide such tours within the 12-
month period prior to the date of enactment 
of this section; or 

‘‘(ii) the average number of flights per 12-
month period used by the operator to provide 
such tours within the 36-month period prior 
to such date of enactment, and, for seasonal 
operations, the number of flights so used 
during the season or seasons covered by that 
12-month period; 

‘‘(B) may not provide for an increase in the 
number of commercial air tour operations 
conducted during any time period by the 
commercial air tour operator above the num-
ber that the air tour operator was originally 
granted unless such an increase is agreed to 
by the Administrator and the Director; 

‘‘(C) shall be published in the Federal Reg-
ister to provide notice and opportunity for 
comment;

‘‘(D) may be revoked by the Administrator 
for cause; 

‘‘(E) shall terminate 180 days after the date 
on which an air tour management plan is es-
tablished for the park or the tribal lands; 

‘‘(F) shall promote protection of national 
park resources, visitor experiences, and trib-
al lands; 

‘‘(G) shall promote safe operations of the 
commercial air tour; 

‘‘(H) shall promote the adoption of quiet 
technology, as appropriate; and 

‘‘(I) shall allow for modifications of the op-
eration based on experience if the modifica-
tion improves protection of national park re-
sources and values and of tribal lands. 

‘‘(e) EXEMPTIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by 

paragraph (2), this section shall not apply 
to—

‘‘(A) the Grand Canyon National Park; 
‘‘(B) tribal lands within or abutting the 

Grand Canyon National Park; or 
‘‘(C) any unit of the National Park System 

located in Alaska or any other land or water 
located in Alaska. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—This section shall apply 
to the Grand Canyon National Park if sec-
tion 3 of Public Law 100–91 (16 U.S.C. 1a–1 
note; 101 Stat. 674–678) is no longer in effect. 

‘‘(3) LAKE MEAD.—This section shall not 
apply to any air tour operator while flying 
over or near the Lake Mead National Recre-
ation Area solely, as a transportation route, 
to conduct an air tour over the Grand Can-
yon National Park. 

‘‘(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section, the fol-
lowing definitions apply:

‘‘(1) COMMERCIAL AIR TOUR OPERATOR.—The
term ‘commercial air tour operator’ means 
any person who conducts a commercial air 
tour operation. 

‘‘(2) EXISTING COMMERCIAL AIR TOUR OPER-
ATOR.—The term ‘existing commercial air 
tour operator’ means a commercial air tour 
operator that was actively engaged in the 
business of providing commercial air tour 
operations over a national park at any time 
during the 12-month period ending on the 
date of enactment of this section. 

‘‘(3) NEW ENTRANT COMMERCIAL AIR TOUR OP-
ERATOR.—The term ‘new entrant commercial 
air tour operator’ means a commercial air 
tour operator that—

‘‘(A) applies for operating authority as a 
commercial air tour operator for a national 
park; and 

‘‘(B) has not engaged in the business of 
providing commercial air tour operations 
over the national park (including tribal 
lands) in the 12-month period preceding the 
application.

‘‘(4) COMMERCIAL AIR TOUR OPERATION.—The
term ‘commercial air tour operation’ means 
any flight, conducted for compensation or 
hire in a powered aircraft where a purpose of 
the flight is sightseeing over a national 
park, within 1⁄2 mile outside the boundary of 
any national park, or over tribal lands, dur-
ing which the aircraft flies—

‘‘(A) below a minimum altitude, deter-
mined by the Administrator in cooperation 
with the Director, above ground level (except 
solely for purposes of takeoff or landing, or 
necessary for safe operation of an aircraft as 
determined under the rules and regulations 
of the Federal Aviation Administration re-
quiring the pilot-in-command to take action 
to ensure the safe operation of the aircraft); 
or

‘‘(B) less than 1 mile laterally from any ge-
ographic feature within the park (unless 
more than 1⁄2 mile outside the boundary). 

‘‘(5) NATIONAL PARK.—The term ‘national 
park’ means any unit of the National Park 
System.

‘‘(6) TRIBAL LANDS.—The term ‘tribal lands’ 
means Indian country (as that term is de-
fined in section 1151 of title 18, United States 
Code) that is within or abutting a national 
park.

‘‘(7) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘Adminis-
trator’ means the Administrator of the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration. 

‘‘(8) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘Director’ means 
the Director of the National Park Service.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for chapter 401 of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following:

‘‘40125. Overflights of national parks.’’.
SEC. 4. ADVISORY GROUP. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator and the Director shall jointly 
establish an advisory group to provide con-
tinuing advice and counsel with respect to 
commercial air tour operations over and 
near national parks. 

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The advisory group shall 

be composed of—
(A) a balanced group of—
(i) representatives of general aviation; 
(ii) representatives of commercial air tour 

operators;
(iii) representatives of environmental con-

cerns; and 
(iv) representatives of Indian tribes; 
(B) a representative of the Federal Avia-

tion Administration; and 
(C) a representative of the National Park 

Service.
(2) EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS.—The Adminis-

trator (or the designee of the Administrator) 
and the Director (or the designee of the Di-
rector) shall serve as ex-officio members.

(3) CHAIRPERSON.—The representative of 
the Federal Aviation Administration and the 
representative of the National Park Service 
shall serve alternating 1-year terms as chair-
man of the advisory group, with the rep-
resentative of the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration serving initially until the end of the 
calendar year following the year in which 
the advisory group is first appointed. 

(c) DUTIES.—The advisory group shall pro-
vide advice, information, and recommenda-
tions to the Administrator and the Direc-
tor—

(1) on the implementation of this Act and 
the amendments made by this Act; 

(2) on commonly accepted quiet aircraft 
technology for use in commercial air tour 
operations over national parks (including 
tribal lands), which will receive preferential 
treatment in a given air tour management 
plan;

(3) on other measures that might be taken 
to accommodate the interests of visitors to 
national parks; and

(4) at request of the Administrator and the 
Director, safety, environmental, and other 
issues related to commercial air tour oper-
ations over a national park (including tribal 
lands).

(d) COMPENSATION; SUPPORT; FACA.—
(1) COMPENSATION AND TRAVEL.—Members

of the advisory group who are not officers or 
employees of the United States, while at-
tending conferences or meetings of the group 
or otherwise engaged in its business, or while 
serving away from their homes or regular 
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places of business, may be allowed travel ex-
penses, including per diem in lieu of subsist-
ence, as authorized by section 5703 of title 5, 
United States Code, for persons in the Gov-
ernment service employed intermittently. 

(2) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT.—The Federal 
Aviation Administration and the National 
Park Service shall jointly furnish to the ad-
visory group clerical and other assistance. 

(3) NONAPPLICATION OF FACA.—Section 14 of 
the Federal Advisory Committee Act (5 
U.S.C. App.) does not apply to the advisory 
group.
SEC. 5. REPORTS. 

(a) OVERFLIGHT FEE REPORT.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Administrator shall transmit 
to Congress a report on the effects overflight 
fees are likely to have on the commercial air 
tour operation industry. The report shall in-
clude, but shall not be limited to—

(1) the viability of a tax credit for the com-
mercial air tour operators equal to the 
amount of any overflight fees charged by the 
National Park Service; and 

(2) the financial effects proposed offsets are 
likely to have on Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration budgets and appropriations. 

(b) QUIET AIRCRAFT TECHNOLOGY REPORT.—
Not later than 2 years after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Administrator and 
the Director shall jointly transmit a report 
to Congress on the effectiveness of this Act 
in providing incentives for the development 
and use of quiet aircraft technology. 
SEC. 6. METHODOLOGIES USED TO ASSESS AIR 

TOUR NOISE. 
Any methodology adopted by a Federal 

agency to assess air tour noise in any unit of 
the national park system (including the 
Grand Canyon and Alaska) shall be based on 
reasonable scientific methods. 
SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act, the following definitions apply: 
(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-

trator’’ means the Administrator of the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration. 

(2) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 
the Director of the National Park Service. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN).

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

Madam Speaker, H.R. 717 is an im-
portant bill. It represents an historic 
consensus among Members of Congress 
and between the air tour industry, con-
servationists and Federal regulators. 

Last Congress, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
LIPINSKI) and I as well as several of our 
distinguished colleagues introduced 
the National Parks Air Tour Manage-
ment Act of 1998. 

This bill passed the House with tre-
mendous support, but unfortunately 
foundered due to the slot controversy 
that overwhelmed us at the end of the 
105th Congress. 

This bill strikes a balance between 
air tour operators and conservation-

ists, Native American interests and ju-
risdictional divisions between the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration and the 
National Park Service. It brings to-
gether groups that started very far 
apart, Madam Speaker, and is a very 
good bill because of the compromise 
that it reaches. 

The bill promotes safety and quiet in 
national parks by establishing a proc-
ess for developing air tour flight man-
agement in and around our national 
parks.

It accomplishes this while ensuring 
that the FAA has sole authority to 
control airspace over the United States 
and that the National Park Service has 
the responsibility to manage park re-
sources.

Under this legislation, both agencies 
will work together to develop air tour 
management plans over national parks 
to ensure that these air tours are con-
ducted in a safe, efficient and 
unintrusive, meaning very quiet, man-
ner. At the same time, these air tour 
management plans will ensure that 
both air and land visitors to the park 
are able to experience the park’s nat-
ural beauty and natural quiet. 

I have participated along with many 
of my colleagues in several hearings 
over the years on this issue of over-
flights over our national parks. In 1997, 
the gentleman from Utah (Mr. HANSEN)
of the Subcommittee on National 
Parks and Public Lands and myself 
held a field hearing on this issue in St. 
George, Utah. At that time it appeared 
that it would be extremely difficult to 
be able to reach a consensus on this 
matter because everyone was so far 
apart. However, with resolve and deter-
mination, we have worked out our dif-
ferences and have crafted legislation 
that is acceptable to all concerned. 

Finally, Madam Speaker, I would 
like to acknowledge the hard work and 
dedication of the National Parks Over-
flights Working Group. These working 
group members were selected by the 
administration and represent the air 
tour, environmental and Native Amer-
ican communities. Together with the 
Federal Aviation Administration and 
the National Park Service, this group 
negotiated together and came up with 
a framework for regulating air tours 
over national parks. 

I am proud of the efforts made on 
this bill. The agreements that we 
reached will ensure that ground visi-
tors and the elderly, disabled and time-
constrained traveler may continue to 
enjoy the scenic beauty of our national 
parks for generations to come. 

We have made a few small changes in 
the bill to ensure that it is consistent 
with our agreement with the Com-
mittee on Resources. This is a good 
bill. I strongly urge my fellow Members 
to support it. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

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

I rise today in support of H.R. 717, 
the National Parks Air Tour Manage-
ment Act of 1999 which was reported fa-
vorably by both the Subcommittee on 
Aviation and the full Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN), the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI) and 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR) for introducing H.R. 717. 
This bill addresses the important issue 
of managing air tours over America’s 
national parks, and I am very proud to 
support it. 

For 2 years, the National Parks Over-
flights Working Group, comprised of 
the Federal Aviation Administration, 
the National Park Service, the air tour 
industry, general aviation and environ-
mental and Native American interests, 
have held a series of discussions about 
the effects of aircraft noise on national 
parks. H.R. 717 is a product of those 
discussions.

H.R. 717 balances the interests of 
both air tour and land visitors to our 
Nation’s park system. Over the past 
several years, many national parks 
have experienced significant increases 
in the volume of air tour activity. Re-
cent studies indicate that at least 5 
million passengers viewed our Nation’s 
parks by air last year alone. This in-
crease in air traffic and the resulting 
noise pollution can be disturbing to the 
quiet enjoyment of hikers and other 
ground tourists visiting our parks. 

The bill seeks to promote safety and 
quiet in national parks by establishing 
a process for developing air tour flight 
management plans in and around our 
national parks. The bill would require 
commercial air tour operators that 
conduct tours in national parks or trib-
al lands to comply with an air tour 
management plan. The commercial air 
tour operator would have to apply for 
authority to conduct operations over a 
park and the FAA administrator would 
prescribe operating conditions and lim-
itations for each air tour operator in 
accordance with the appropriate 
ATMP.

Additionally, ATMPs are to be devel-
oped through public process. The final 
record of decision is subject to judicial 
review. The objective of the ATMP is 
to develop acceptable measures to 
mitigate the adverse impacts of com-
mercial air tours upon national and 
cultural resources in national parks 
and tribal lands. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important legislation which will help 
protect our Nation’s natural and cul-
tural resources.

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, I 
urge all Members to support the Na-
tional Parks Air Tour Management Act 
of 1999. 
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Madam Speaker, I have no further re-

quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
DUNCAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 717, as 
amended.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING 
EUROPEAN COUNCIL NOISE RULE 
AFFECTING HUSHKITTED AND 
REENGINED AIRCRAFT 

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and agree to 
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 
187) expressing the sense of Congress 
regarding the European Council noise 
rule affecting hushkitted and reengined 
aircraft, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H. CON. RES. 187

Whereas for more than 50 years, the Inter-
national Civil Aviation Organization (in this 
resolution referred to as the ‘‘ICAO’’) has 
been the single entity vested with authority 
to establish international noise and emis-
sions standards and, through the ICAO’s ef-
forts, aircraft noise has decreased by an av-
erage of 40 percent since 1970; 

Whereas the ICAO is currently working on 
an expedited basis on even more stringent 
international noise standards, taking into 
account economic reasonableness, technical 
feasibility, and environmental benefits; 

Whereas international noise and emissions 
standards are critical to maintaining the 
economic viability of United States aero-
nautical industries and to obtaining their 
ongoing commitment to progressively more 
stringent noise reduction efforts; 

Whereas European Council Regulation No. 
925/1999, banning certain aircraft meeting the 
highest internationally recognized noise 
standards from flying in Europe, undermines 
the integrity of the ICAO process and under-
cuts the likelihood that new Stage 4 aircraft 
noise standards will be developed; 

Whereas while no regional standard is ac-
ceptable, European Council Regulation No. 
925/1999 is particularly offensive because 
there is no scientific basis for the regulation 
and because the regulation has been care-
fully crafted to protect European aviation 
interests while imposing arbitrary, substan-
tial, and unfounded cost burdens on United 
States aeronautical industries; 

Whereas the vast majority of aircraft that 
will be affected by European Council Regula-
tion No. 925/1999 are operated by United 
States flag carriers; and 

Whereas implementation of European 
Council Regulation No. 925/1999 will result in 
a loss of jobs in the United States and may 
cost United States aeronautical industries in 
excess of $2,000,000,000: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That it is the sense of 
Congress that—

(1) if European Council Regulation No. 925/
1999 is not rescinded by the European Coun-
cil at the earliest possible date, the Secre-

taries of Transportation and State should 
take all appropriate actions to ensure that a 
petition regarding the regulation is filed 
with the International Civil Aviation Orga-
nization pursuant to Article 84 of the Chi-
cago Convention; and 

(2) the Secretaries of Commerce, State, 
and Transportation and other appropriate 
parties should use all reasonable means 
available to them to ensure that the goal of 
having the regulation rescinded is achieved. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN).

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

Madam Speaker, this is a very good 
resolution. I think also a very strong 
resolution. It targets a European Union 
regulation that unfairly restricts the 
use of hushkitted and reengined air-
craft in the European Union. The EU 
seeks to ban these aircraft, which are 
mostly U.S.-owned, from use beginning 
in 2002. The European Union claims 
that the regulation is written to target 
excessively noisy aircraft. 

However, its argument ignores the 
fact that the aircraft it seeks to ban 
have been modified to meet all U.S. 
and international noise restrictions. It 
also ignores the fact that the regula-
tion allows noisier aircraft to operate 
in Europe than those it seeks to ban. 
Let me repeat that, Madam Speaker. 
This regulation by the EU bans pri-
marily U.S. aircraft, almost exclu-
sively U.S. aircraft, and would allow 
noisier European aircraft than those 
U.S. aircraft that this rule would ban. 

The resolution directs the U.S. Gov-
ernment to take all immediate steps 
available to ensure that the regulation 
is rescinded as soon as possible.

b 1415

If this is not done, Madam Speaker, 
the resolution also directs the Depart-
ment of Transportation to take all 
available steps to ensure that a dispute 
resolution petition is filed with the 
International Civil Aviation Associa-
tion.

We are making a small change in the 
resolution and directing the Depart-
ment of State to take a role in begin-
ning the dispute resolution process 
also. There has been strong interest re-
cently regarding the status of this reg-
ulation. The House Subcommittee on 
Aviation, which I have the privilege to 
chair, held a hearing on the issue ear-
lier this month. The subcommittee 
heard testimony about the great 
chilling effect of the regulation on the 
U.S. aviation industry. The European 
regulation has already cost the indus-
try many, many millions in lost 
hushkit sales. It expects to lose much 
more in engine and spare parts sales. 

The estimates are that the industry 
could lose as much as $2 billion. In 
fact, some people estimate that the 
losses already total over 1 billion and 
that ultimately U.S. industry could 
lose as much as $2 billion if this Euro-
pean Union regulation is not elimi-
nated.

This issue has already been visited by 
this body at one time. Earlier this 
year, the House passed legislation 
sponsored by my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), that would ban the use of the 
Concorde in the U.S. if the EU regula-
tion was passed. The EU passed its reg-
ulation anyway but agreed to defer its 
implementation for a year. The regula-
tion, though, is adversely affecting 
U.S. industry even though the EU de-
ferred the implementation of the regu-
lation. Further deferral will only mag-
nify this effect. This discriminatory 
regulation must be rescinded, and it 
must be done quickly. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) and the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
GEJDENSON) of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations for all their hard 
work and cooperation on this issue. In 
addition, the chairman, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), the 
ranking member, the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), and the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI)
have devoted a great deal of time and 
attention to this issue. I strongly sup-
port this resolution, and I urge all of 
my colleagues to do the same. 

Madam Speaker I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

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

I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHU-
STER) and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), my distin-
guished subcommittee chairman, the 
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUN-
CAN), and the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. LIPINSKI) for introducing House 
Concurrent Resolution 187 expressing 
the sense of Congress regarding the Eu-
ropean Council Noise Rule affecting 
hushkitted and reengined aircraft. I 
urge my colleagues to support this 
swift and decisive response to a harsh 
and unjustified European Union noise-
reduction regulation which would harm 
American industry. 

The International Civic Aviation Or-
ganization, ICAO, created by the Chi-
cago Convention, sets and administers 
international certification standards 
for aircraft. Once an aircraft is cer-
tified as having met ICAO standards, 
there should be no restrictions on an 
operator’s use of that aircraft in ICAO 
member countries. Simply put, ICAO 
certification gives operators and inves-
tors assurances of worldwide market-
ability.

ICAO has promulgated international 
noise restrictions known as Chapter 3 
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noise restrictions. Chapter 3 noise re-
strictions, similar to U.S. Stage 3 noise 
restrictions, are currently the most 
stringent noise restriction in the 
world. An aircraft may meet Chapter 3 
noise restriction by various means. The 
most common means are, one, pur-
chasing new, quieter aircraft; two, 
modifying a noisy engine with a device 
known as a hushkit; or, three, putting 
quieter State 3-compliant engines on 
Stage 2 aircraft, a process known as 
reengining.

The European Union has adopted a 
regulation that will severely restrict 
the use of hushkitted and reengined 
aircraft in Europe despite the fact that 
these aircraft meet all Stage 3 and 
Chapter 3 noise compliance regula-
tions. The European Union regulation 
targets and prohibits long-standing and 
generally accepted measures for bring-
ing older engines into compliance with 
current noise regulations; and in doing 
so, this European Union regulation vio-
lates universally recognized inter-
national obligations. 

Article 33 of the Chicago Convention 
mandates universal recognition of an 
airline’s air worthiness certificate 
where an aircraft conforms with ICAO 
standards. Further, the hushkit indus-
try is almost entirely U.S. based. This 
regulation would have a discriminatory 
impact on U.S. hushkit manufacturers 
and U.S. owners of hushkitted aircraft. 

The European Union cites noise pol-
lution and adverse environmental im-
pact as a justification for imposing the 
hushkit ban. However, there has been 
no credible evidence that the regula-
tion has any environmental basis. Ad-
ditionally, the aircraft targeted by the 
regulation would be banned from air-
ports where noise is not a problem. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
SHUSTER), the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. DUNCAN), the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), and 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPIN-
SKI) in expressing a sense of Congress 
that we expect the European Union to 
comply with international law and 
abandon its efforts to promulgate this 
protectionist measure. If this does not 
happen, we urge the administration to 
use all options available, including fil-
ing an article 84 petition with ICAO to 
ensure that the goal of rescinding this 
regulation is met.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
GILMAN), the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

Mr. GILMAN. Madam Speaker, the 
European Union has passed regrettable 
legislation that is supposed to help 
control noise around their airports; but 
the European legislation will, in fact, 
let noisy European airplanes fly and 
will ban quieter American planes. It 

imposes a design standard rather than 
a performance standard that oddly 
enough favors European interests. 

Europeans often accuse us of 
unilateralism, but this regulation 
strikes at the very heart of an inter-
national agreement on whether air-
planes can fly internationally or not. 
The European legislation will come 
into full effect this spring if nothing is 
done. There are negotiations under way 
to achieve this settlement acceptable 
to both sides; but while the European 
legislation will come into effect auto-
matically, we will have no ready re-
sponse.

One response that has passed the 
House is a measure that would result 
in a ban on the Concorde landing in our 
Nation if this law does take effect. 
Banning the Concorde would result in a 
lowering by about 20 percent of the air-
port noise in New York City, by the 
way. This legislation asks the adminis-
tration to bring a case under the Inter-
national Civil Aviation Organization, 
ICAO, and determine what our rights 
are. I believe that this procedure, 
which will take some time, Madam 
Speaker, is a good counterweight to 
the impending European legislation. 

We do hope that a less solution that 
permits an improvement in noise con-
trol standards over time by an inter-
national consensus can be reached. It 
may be that bringing this ICAO case 
will help put some pressure on the Eu-
ropeans to come to a reasonable solu-
tion. Accordingly, I hope that members 
will support this resolution. 

We marked this resolution up in our 
Committee on International Relations 
just last week, Madam Speaker, and 
our committee has asked me to support 
its coming up on suspension. 

I appreciate the leadership by the 
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUN-
CAN), the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
LIPINSKI), the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SHUSTER), the chairman of 
the full committee, and the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the 
ranking Democrat on the full com-
mittee, all of whom, Madam Speaker, 
have taken a great interest in this 
matter. We will continue to work with 
the Europeans on this through every 
available channel. 

Again, we hope that this measure 
will pass by an overwhelming vote, and 
I urge my colleagues to be supportive. 

I thank the gentleman for having 
yielded the time to me.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. GEJDENSON), the dis-
tinguished ranking member of the 
Committee on International Relations. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to thank particularly the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR) and the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SHUSTER) for their great 
help on this legislation. This is not just 
about aircraft or engines, it is not sim-

ply about the impact on a Pratt and 
Whitney in my State or other compa-
nies in other States. This is a telling 
sign of how the Europeans plan to re-
strict American access, American prod-
ucts’ access, Madam Speaker, to the 
European market. 

We have all seen that international 
trade agreements have lowered tariff 
and other barriers, and sometimes we 
hear debate about nontariff barriers. 
Well, what does that mean? Well, what 
that means is when Americans have a 
better product, our jet engines are bet-
ter, they are priced better, they per-
form better, and they meet the noise 
standards which are measured in deci-
bels. The Europeans come up with a 
standard that does not use decibels in 
the measurement; and as a result of 
that, they go to a design mechanism 
and use that to restrict access of Amer-
ican jet engines to the European mar-
ket.

For my colleagues who may not be 
involved in jet engine or airplane man-
ufacturing, if the Europeans are suc-
cessful here in blocking an American 
product by using not the standard with 
which we measure noise, but a fab-
ricated standard based on construction 
that has nothing to do with noise, then 
we will see the same kind of restric-
tions for every other American product 
in every other sector; and, Madam 
Speaker, that will have an incredibly 
adverse impact on each and every one 
of our districts and this country. 

The United States is among the most 
open markets in the world, and we ex-
pect to see challenges from developing 
and poor nations. But when we are 
competing with the wealthiest nations, 
the most developed nations on the face 
of the Earth, to see the European 
Union trying to use this ruse as an at-
tempt to keep out our products, it fore-
tells of dangerous times ahead in trade. 
We have a healthy economy, the Amer-
ican economy is strong, our budget sur-
plus is strong. All those things can be-
come in danger if we do not act now. 

Again let me commend my col-
leagues, the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. OBERSTAR), the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), for their 
excellent work; and I thank the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN)
for his cooperation and support on this 
effort.

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, I 
have no other speakers at this point, 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR).

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding this 
time to me, and I want to express my 
great appreciation to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) and 
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
DUNCAN) for moving again so quickly 
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on this issue of EU hushkit discrimina-
tory regulation and express my appre-
ciation to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. LIPINSKI) for his strong support, as 
one ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Aviation, and to our col-
leagues on the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) and the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
GEJDENSON).

Earlier last year, Madam Speaker, 
the European Parliament passed a reg-
ulation restricting the use of aircraft 
that would operate within the EU ter-
ritory that used either hushkitted or 
reengined engines on their aircraft 
even though such aircraft comply with 
the U.S. Stage 3 noise reduction re-
quirements.

As you look at it, on the face of it, 
the EU says this is legislation nec-
essary to reduce aircraft noise in our 
congested metropolitan areas that are 
close to airports. But looking deeper 
beneath the surface, this is simply eco-
nomic discrimination masquerading as 
noise regulation. 

I would just take my colleagues back 
a few years to 1990 when in this Cham-
ber on this floor we debated exten-
sively, and there are members of the 
staff who can recall it very clearly. I 
see the majority Counsel of the Sub-
committee on Aviation, Mr. Schaffer, 
smiling who was here at the time; Mr. 
Heymsfeld on our side, who was chief of 
staff at the time. We hassled our way 
through; we chiseled it out of stone 
word by word, issue by issue, a far-
ranging noise regulation that was 2 
years ahead of anything Europe was 
even contemplating, or ICAO in the 
international arena.

b 1430
We worked it out, to reduce from 

2,360 Stage 2 aircraft in 1990 to zero by 
the end of this year, reducing from 7.5 
million the number of people impacted 
by unacceptable noise to roughly 
500,000 or 600,000 by the end of this 
year, a 90-plus percent reduction in 
noise, 2 years ahead of Europe. Along 
comes the European community and 
complains that the United States 
forced the technology, forced a par-
ticular kind of engine and hushkitting 
so as to gain economic advantage over 
Europe.

There is one word for that argument: 
Baloney. They knew what we were 
doing; they knew they could not meet 
our standards; and they did not want to 
get up to speed with the United States. 
They still have not achieved a Stage 3 
standard all throughout the European 
community, and now they want to dis-
criminate against American aircraft 
that our airlines have equipped to meet 
our Stage 3 requirements and wish to 
sell to non-EU countries who wish to 
operate those aircraft within the Euro-
pean community. 

It is that simple. So when the word 
became very clear about what the Eu-

ropean community was up to, the Clin-
ton Administration acted very quickly, 
moved decisively to complain about 
the blatantly discriminatory attack on 
U.S. air carriers and equipment and 
aviation trade, but Europe did not 
budge.

So, again it was our committee that 
moved quickly and decisively earlier 
this year, again with the support of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Chair-
man SHUSTER) and the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN), to act quickly 
on legislation that I introduced with 
their and Mr. LIPINSKI’s support to ban 
the operation of the Concorde in U.S. 
airspace.

If you want something that violates 
noise rules, the Concorde is it. If you 
take the Concorde out of the New York 
air space, you reduce 20 percent of the 
noise inflicted upon people living in 
the New York air space. 

Well, that quick action by our com-
mittee and by the House got the atten-
tion of the European community and 
they moved to negotiate with the 
United States to allow U.S. aircraft to 
be sold and operated into the European 
Union through May of next year, but 
without protective language that guar-
antees the purchaser of such aircraft 
the right to operate the aircraft within 
the EU. So they created a hollow shell, 
and they have refused to move any fur-
ther.

Now, I understand there have been 
elections within the European par-
liament electing a whole new body. 
They have not reconstituted their 
Transport Committee. The European 
Parliament has to take certain steps to 
reformulate that committee and then 
the new committee should have a prop-
er period of time to reconsider the 
healthiest rule. But there is a ministe-
rial group within the EU that could 
have acted a long time ago decisively 
to move to show good faith, and they 
have not shown good faith. 

That is why we have to have this leg-
islation, to press upon the Secretary of 
Transportation and the Secretary of 
State to protest the EU regulation by 
filing an Article 84 petition under 
ICAO. I urge the administration, with-
out waiting for the Senate to act on 
this legislation, to move decisively. 
File the Section 84 petition. File that 
notice of total discontent and dis-
approval of European inaction and dis-
criminatory posture toward the United 
States, and the Europeans will see the 
light.

What is at stake is nothing less than 
the $100 billion U.S. airlines have in-
vested to convert our Stage 2 fleet to 
Stage 3, and the hundreds of millions of 
dollars more that U.S. air carriers and 
the FAA and others have invested in 
research and development of quieter 
engines and air frames to move to 
stage 3 and the next stage, which will 
be called Stage 4. But unless the EU 
acts, we are going to see U.S. carriers 

deprived of something in the neighbor-
hood of $1.6 billion in sales of aircraft, 
engines, and spare parts to countries 
who wish to operate these aircraft into 
the EU air space, aircraft that are 
quieter than aircraft operated by Euro-
pean carriers. 

Now, I will be happy to engage in a 
debate with the European Union mem-
bers of parliament at any time. I will 
be happy to take on any number of 
them who wish to debate the issue of 
compliance with Stage 3, the move to-
ward Stage 4 and who has the better 
technology, because I guarantee you, 
U.S. air carriers, U.S. manufacturers, 
are ahead of the field, ahead of any-
thing in Europe, ahead of any other 
country in the world. 

So, Madam Speaker, I commend the 
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUN-
CAN) and the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SHUSTER) for standing up for 
what is right, for what is fair, for 
American leadership in aviation, to re-
store this country and maintain its 
leadership in aviation throughout the 
world.

We ought to pass this resolution; the 
administration ought to act decisively; 
and we ought to wait no longer for 
word from a European community that 
is determined to support a cartel in the 
sector of aviation airframe and engine 
technology.

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

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

Madam Speaker, let me first of all 
say I want to commend the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the 
ranking member, for his strong and de-
cisive leadership on this particular 
issue. As has been pointed out by Mr. 
OBERSTAR and several other speakers 
and myself, this is not a noise issue, it 
is a trade issue, and one that is aimed 
squarely and unfairly at the U.S. It 
could cost our economy as much as $2 
billion in a very short time. As several 
speakers have pointed out, the EU reg-
ulation allows noisier European air-
craft while banning quieter U.S. air-
craft. This is a very good resolution, 
and I urge all Members to support it.

Madam Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
BIGGERT). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) that the House 
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution, H. Con. Res. 187, as 
amended.

The question was taken. 
Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, on 

that I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

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

f 

CENTENNIAL OF FLIGHT COM-
MEMORATION ACT CORRECTIONS 

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
Senate bill (S. 1072) to make certain 
technical and other corrections relat-
ing to the Centennial of Flight Com-
memoration Act (36 U.S.C. 143 note; 112 
Stat. 3486 et seq.). 

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 1072

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CENTENNIAL OF FLIGHT COMMIS-

SION.
The Centennial of Flight Commemoration 

Act (36 U.S.C. 143 note; 112 Stat. 3486 et seq.) 
is amended—

(1) in section 4—
(A) in subsection (a)—
(i) in paragraphs (1) and (2) by striking ‘‘or 

his designee’’; 
(ii) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘, or his 

designee’’ and inserting ‘‘to represent the in-
terests of the Foundation’’; and in paragraph 
(3) strike the word ‘‘chairman’’ and insert 
the word ‘‘president’’; 

(iii) in paragraph (4) by striking ‘‘, or his 
designee’’ and inserting ‘‘to represent the in-
terests of the 2003 Committee’’; 

(iv) in paragraph (5) by inserting before the 
period ‘‘and shall represent the interests of 
such aeronautical entities’’; and 

(v) in paragraph (6) by striking ‘‘, or his 
designee’’;

(B) by striking subsection (f); 
(C) by redesignating subsections (b) 

through (e) as subsections (c) through (f), re-
spectively; and 

(D) by inserting after subsection (a) the 
following:

‘‘(b) ALTERNATES.—Each member described 
under subsection (a) may designate an alter-
nate who may act in lieu of the member to 
the extent authorized by the member, in-
cluding attending meetings and voting.’’; 

(2) in section 5—
(A) in subsection (a)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘provide recommendations 

and advice to the President, Congress, and 
Federal agencies on the most effective ways 
to’’ after ‘‘The Commission shall’’; 

(ii) by striking paragraph (1); and 
(iii) by redesignating paragraphs (2) 

through (7) as paragraphs (1) through (6), re-
spectively;

(B) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c) and inserting after subsection (a) 
the following: 

‘‘(b) INTERNATIONAL ACTIVITIES.—The Com-
mission may—

‘‘(1) advise the United States with regard 
to gaining support for and facilitating inter-
national recognition of the importance of 
aviation history in general and the centen-
nial of powered flight in particular; and 

‘‘(2) attend international meetings regard-
ing such activities as advisors to official 
United States representatives or to gain or 
provide information for or about the activi-
ties of the Commission.’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(d) ADDITIONAL DUTIES.—The Commission 

may—
‘‘(1)(A) assemble, write, and edit a calendar 

of events in the United States (and signifi-
cant events in the world) dealing with the 

commemoration of the centennial of flight 
or the history of aviation; 

‘‘(B) actively solicit event information; 
and

‘‘(C) disseminate the calendar by printing 
and distributing hard and electronic copies 
and making the calendar available on a web 
page on the Internet; 

‘‘(2) maintain a web page on the Internet 
for the public that includes activities related 
to the centennial of flight celebration and 
the history of aviation; 

‘‘(3) write and produce press releases about 
the centennial of flight celebration and the 
history of aviation; 

‘‘(4) solicit and respond to media inquiries 
and conduct media interviews on the centen-
nial of flight celebration and the history of 
aviation;

‘‘(5) initiate contact with individuals and 
organizations that have an interest in avia-
tion to encourage such individuals and orga-
nizations to conduct their own activities in 
celebration of the centennial of flight; 

‘‘(6) provide advice and recommendations, 
through the Administrator of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration or 
the Administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Administration (or any employee of such an 
agency head under the direction of that 
agency head), to individuals and organiza-
tions that wish to conduct their own activi-
ties in celebration of the centennial of flight, 
and maintain files of information and lists of 
experts on related subjects that can be dis-
seminated on request; 

‘‘(7) sponsor meetings of Federal agencies, 
State and local governments, and private in-
dividuals and organizations for the purpose 
of coordinating their activities in celebra-
tion of the centennial of flight; and 

‘‘(8) encourage organizations to publish 
works related to the history of aviation.’’; 

(3) in section 6(a)—
(A) in paragraph (2)—
(i) by striking the first sentence; and 
(ii) in the second sentence—
(I) by striking ‘‘the Federal’’ and inserting 

‘‘a Federal’’; and 
(II) by striking ‘‘the information’’ and in-

serting ‘‘information’’; and 
(B) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘section 

4(c)(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 4(d)(2)’’; 
(4) in section 6(c)(1) by striking ‘‘the Com-

mission may’’ and inserting ‘‘the Adminis-
trator of the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration or the Administrator of the 
Federal Aviation Administration (or an em-
ployee of the respective administration as 
designated by either Administrator) may, on 
behalf of the Commission,’’; 

(5) in section 7— 
(A) in subsection (a) in the first sentence—
(i) by striking ‘‘There’’ and inserting ‘‘Sub-

ject to subsection (h), there’’; and 
(ii) by inserting before the period ‘‘or rep-

resented on the Advisory Board under sec-
tion 12(b)(1) (A) through (E)’’; 

(B) in subsection (b) by striking ‘‘The Com-
mission’’ and inserting ‘‘Subject to sub-
section (h), the Commission’’; 

(C) by striking subsection (g); 
(D) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub-

section (g); and 
(E) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(h) LIMITATION.—Each member of the 

Commission described under section 4(a) (3), 
(4), and (5) may not make personnel deci-
sions, including hiring, termination, and set-
ting terms and conditions of employment.’’; 

(6) in section 9—
(A) in subsection (a)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘The Commission may’’ and 

inserting ‘‘After consultation with the Com-

mission, the Administrator of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration 
may’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘its duties or that it’’ and 
inserting ‘‘the duties under this Act or that 
the Administrator of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration’’; 

(B) in subsection (b)—
(i) in the first sentence by striking ‘‘The 

Commission shall have’’ and inserting ‘‘After 
consultation with the Commission, the Ad-
ministrator of the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration may exercise’’; and 

(ii) in the second sentence by striking 
‘‘that the Commission lawfully adopts’’ and 
inserting ‘‘adopted under subsection (a)’’; 
and

(C) by amending subsection (d) to read as 
follows:

‘‘(d) USE OF FUNDS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

funds from licensing royalties received under 
this section shall be used by the Commission 
to carry out the duties of the Commission 
specified by this Act. 

‘‘(2) EXCESS FUNDS.—The Commission shall 
transfer any portion of funds in excess of 
funds necessary to carry out the duties de-
scribed under paragraph (1), to the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration to be 
used for the sole purpose of commemorating 
the history of aviation or the centennial of 
powered flight.’’; 

(7) in section 10—
(A) in subsection (a)—
(i) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘ac-

tivities of the Commission’’ and inserting 
‘‘actions taken by the Commission in fulfill-
ment of the Commission’s duties under this 
Act’’;

(ii) in paragraph (3), by adding ‘‘and’’ after 
the semicolon; 

(iii) in paragraph (4), by striking the semi-
colon and ‘‘and’’ and inserting a period; and 

(iv) by striking paragraph (5); and 
(B) in subsection (b)(1) by striking ‘‘activi-

ties’’ and inserting ‘‘recommendations’’; 
(8) in section 12—
(A) in subsection (b)—
(i) in paragraph (1)—
(I) in subparagraphs (A), (C), (D), and (E), 

by striking ‘‘, or the designee of the Sec-
retary’’;

(II) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘, or 
the designee of the Librarian’’; and 

(III) in subparagraph (F)—
(aa) in clause (i) by striking ‘‘government’’ 

and inserting ‘‘governmental entity’’; and 
(bb) by amending clause (ii) to read as fol-

lows:
‘‘(ii) shall be selected among individuals 

who—
‘‘(I) have earned an advanced degree re-

lated to aerospace history or science, or have 
actively and primarily worked in an aero-
space related field during the 5-year period 
before appointment by the President; and 

‘‘(II) specifically represent 1 or more of the 
persons or groups enumerated under section 
5(a)(1).’’; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(2) ALTERNATES.—Each member described 

under paragraph (1) (A) through (E) may des-
ignate an alternate who may act in lieu of 
the member to the extent authorized by the 
member, including attending meetings and 
voting.’’; and 

(B) in subsection (h) by striking ‘‘section 
4(e)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 4(d)’’; and 

(9) in section 13—
(A) by striking paragraph (4); and 
(B) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-

graph (4). 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN).

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

Madam Speaker, last year legislation 
was enacted establishing a commission 
to commemorate the 100th anniversary 
of powered flight. This commission is 
known as the Centennial of Flight 
Commission. Its purpose is to conduct 
publicity and public awareness activi-
ties designed to honor the achievement 
of the Wright Brothers. 

It was on December 17, 1903, nearly a 
century ago, that these two bicycle 
shop owners from Dayton, Ohio, first 
proved that man could fly. 

The bill before us now is really tech-
nical in nature. It makes some correc-
tions to the Centennial of Flight Com-
memoration Act passed last year. After 
that act passed, the Justice Depart-
ment pointed out potential conflict of 
interest problems with the commis-
sion’s structure. In addition, the Gen-
eral Accounting Office has reported 
that the structure of previous commis-
sions has resulted in mismanagement 
of funds and excessive hiring of con-
sultants.

To correct these problems, the Sen-
ate, on August 5 of this year, passed 
Senate 1072, the bill before us now. 
This bill removes all executive func-
tions from the commission; it trans-
forms the commission into an advisory 
commission governed by the Federal 
Advisory Committee Act; it makes 
clear that the commission does not 
represent the United States; it speci-
fies in greater detail the duties of the 
commission; it allows only the admin-
istrators of NASA or the FAA to enter 
into procurements or other legal agree-
ments on behalf of the commission; it 
makes clear that the commission em-
ployees are Federal employees and re-
stricts private members of the commis-
sion from participating in any per-
sonnel decisions; it authorize the 
NASA Administrator, in consultation 
with the commission, to devise a logo 
for the commission; and, finally it re-
quires that the members of the com-
mission’s advisory board have earned 
advanced degrees in aerospace, history, 
or science. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. JONES), the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HOBSON),
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
HALL) for their work in ensuring that 
this legislation could be brought to the 
floor today. Their states have a signifi-
cant stake in the work of this commis-
sion; Ohio, because that is where the 
Wright brothers were from, and North 
Carolina, because that is where the 
first flight occurred. 

Passage of this legislation today will 
clear the measure for the President and 
allow the Centennial of Flight Com-
mission to begin the preparations for 
the commemoration in 2003. 

I urge the House to approve this bill. 
Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-

ance of my time. 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
S. 1072, the Centennial of Flight Com-
memoration Act. 

On December 17, 1903, Orville and 
Wilbur Wright completed the first suc-
cessful manned flight of a heavier-
than-air-machine at Kitty Hawk, 
North Carolina. S. 1072 establishes a 
commission to coordinate the com-
memoration of this event. 

This act, as was pointed out, was 
originally signed into law last year. 
Since that time, the Justice Depart-
ment has advised the administration 
that certain portions of that law might 
violate the appointments clause of the 
Constitution.

S. 1072, as my colleague from Ten-
nessee has already stated, makes the 
necessary constitutional corrections, 
and I urge my colleagues to vote for S. 
1072 and support the celebration of the 
birth of flight.

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
OBERSTAR), the ranking member of the 
Subcommittee on Aviation.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
time, and I commend the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Aviation for 
bringing this bill to the floor. The gen-
tleman has aptly and appropriately de-
scribed the technical changes that 
made necessary this legislation. 

Madam Speaker, I just want to take 
this opportunity to highlight the sig-
nificance of the legislation to create a 
commission that will coordinate appro-
priately and give proper significance to 
the 100th anniversary of flight. 

The distinguished counsel of the Sub-
committee on Aviation on the majority 
side, David Schaffer and I were at the 
90th anniversary of powered flight at 
Kill Devil Hill, otherwise known as 
Kitty Hawk, North Carolina, on a day 
that was very reminiscent of the first 
day of powered flight: dreary, overcast, 
windy, damp, a biting cold day, that 
followed, in 1903, an equally bitter, 
cold, rainy night that left sleet and ice 
over the rather flimsy barn in which 
the Wright Brothers slept so that they 
could be ready early in the next morn-
ing to attempt an historic flight. 

It literally brings chills, not just 
physically, but spiritually, to think of 
the momentous occasion on which they 
began that journey that brought us 

today to an industry that represents 6 
percent of our gross domestic product; 
that, together with aerospace, employs 
nearly 1.5 million people and has a $100 
billion payroll; and has put America at 
the forefront of technological advance; 
an industry that has made America the 
envy of the rest of the world, and has 
set a standard that the rest of the 
world measures itself by. 

There will be many stories and many 
events that we will want to commemo-
rate as this commission moves toward 
the 100th anniversary, but there is one 
that I think is appropriate in this 
body. It was told by my predecessor, 
John Blatnik, for whom I was adminis-
trative assistant. During the years 
Sam Rayburn served as Speaker, he 
and Mr. Rayburn were very close 
friends.

b 1445

Early in 1961, the last year of speaker 
Rayburn’s life on this floor, the House 
had just passed a very significant ap-
propriations bill. Mr. Rayburn put his 
arm around John Blatnik’s shoulder 
and said, ‘‘This is a very nostalgic mo-
ment for me. Fifty years ago in this 
body, I voted for an appropriation of 
$50,000 to help two young kids perfect a 
flying machine for the U.S. Army; 
their name: the Wright brothers. Today 
I voted for the first appropriation,’’ 
said Speaker Rayburn, ‘‘to send a man 
to the moon and bring him back safely 
to Earth.’’ 

As John Blatnik described it, Mr. 
Rayburn had tears in his eyes. For one 
person to have lived long enough to see 
the beginning of powered flight and the 
beginning of space travel is truly ex-
ceptional, and it is an account of vi-
sionary leadership that should be de-
scribed and expressed as we move to 
the commemoration of the hundredth 
anniversary of flight, to understand 
fully how far we have come, what an 
extraordinary journey this all has 
been.

I thank the gentleman for bringing 
this resolution forward, and I urge the 
commission to begin forthwith, as soon 
as the necessary legislation is in place, 
its exceptional work of commemo-
rating this historic milestone in pow-
ered flight.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Madam Speaker, I rise in 
support of S. 1072, a bill making certain tech-
nical and other corrections to Public Law 105–
389, the Centennial of Flight Commemoration 
Act of 1998. 

On December 17, 1903, two brothers from 
Dayton, OH, Orville and Wilbur Wright, on the 
sands of Kitty Hawk, NC, flew the first 
manned, controlled, and sustained flight by a 
power-driven, heavier-than-air machine. The 
era of flight was born. As we approach the 
100th anniversary of this historic event, the 
conquest of flight remains one of the greatest 
technological achievements of mankind. 

The Centennial of Flight Commemoration 
Act of 1998 established a Federal commission 
to assist in commemoration of the centennial 
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of powered flight in the year 2003 and to 
honor the achievements of the Wright broth-
ers. This is similar to other commissions es-
tablished to mark important events in our Na-
tion’s history. 

When signing the bill into law, President 
Clinton issued a statement raising concerns 
from the Department of Justice and the Office 
of Government Ethics. Subsequently, the 
Commission determined that additional legisla-
tion was required for the Commission to carry 
out its mandate. Members of the Commission 
wrote the Speaker of the House and the Presi-
dent of the Senate requesting Congress act 
promptly to address the concerns raised in the 
President’s signing statement.

JANUARY 12, 1999. 
Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: The Centennial of 
Flight Commemoration Act (the Act), P.L. 
105–389, was signed by the President on No-
vember 13, 1998. It establishes a broadly 
based Centennial of Flight Commission (the 
Commission) with members from both the 
public and private sectors. The purpose of 
the Commission is to coordinate and pro-
mote activities related to the one hundredth 
anniversary of what is indisputably one of 
the greatest achievements of the twentieth 
century—‘‘the first successful, manned, free, 
controlled, and sustained flight by a power-
driven, heavier-than-air machine.’’ (the Act, 
Section 2(1)) 

Unfortunately, there are problems with the 
Act. Upon enactment, the President issued a 
signing statement noting Constitutional and 
ethical issues that require further legislative 
action to resolve, and pledging that ‘‘[my] 
Administration will work closely with the 
Congress to address these issued in future 
legislation.’’ As a result of these problems, 
the Commission is, for all practical intents 
and purposes, unable to carry out fully its 
functions under the law. Although two mem-
bers of the Commission, those representing 
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration and the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, are not personally affected by the 
issues the President has noted, the other 
members are unable to perform any mean-
ingful duties. Because the broad participa-
tion of all of the members and all sectors of 
society is fundamental to the success of the 
Centennial celebration, the statute must be 
amended.

As stated in Section 2(4) of the Act, ‘‘the 
achievement by the Wright brothers stands 
as a triumph of American ingenuity, inven-
tiveness, and diligence.’’ We ask you to ap-
proach this new legislative challenge with 
similar virtues. The one-hundredth anniver-
sary of the flight is December 17, 2003. That 
date will not change, and the Commission’s 
time to accomplish its important work is 
short and cannot be extended. Therefore we, 
the designated members of the Centennial of 
Flight Commission, urge the Congress to 
promptly amend the Act to resolve the prob-
lems that have been identified.

An identical letter has been sent to the 
President of the Senate. 

Sincerely,
DANIEL S. GOLDIN,

Administrator, Na-
tional Aeronautics 
and Space Adminis-
tration.

JANE GARVEY,
Administrator, Federal 

Aviation Adminis-
tration.

RICHARD T. HOWARD,
President, First Flight 

Centennial Founda-
tion.

DONALD D. ENGEN,
Director, National Air 

and Space Museum. 
J. BRADFORD TILLSON,

Chairman, Dayton 
2003 Committee.

After discussions with the Department of 
Justice and the Office of Government Ethics, 
Senator MIKE DEWINE introduced S. 1072, the 
Centennial of Flight Corrections Act of 1999. 
The purpose of the bill is to amend the law so 
that the commission can carry out its original 
objective. Both the Department of Justice and 
the Office of Government Ethics concurred 
that S. 1072 does address the concerns 
raised in the signing statement.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE AFFAIRS,

Washington, DC, August 4, 1999. 
Hon. MICHAEL DEWINE,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DEWINE: This letter re-
sponds to your letter of July 12, 1999, regard-
ing S. 1072, a bill ‘‘to make certain technical 
and other corrections relating to the Centen-
nial of Flight Commemoration Act,’’ Pub. L. 
No. 105–389, 112 Stat. 3486. 

S. 1072 would address the constitutional 
issues under the Act that previously were 
identified by the Department and noted in 
the President’s signing statement. At 
present, the method of appointment of cer-
tain members of the Commission does not 
comply with the Appointments Clause of the 
Constitution. Accordingly, the Commission 
as currently established may not constitu-
tionally exercise significant governmental 
authority, because only ‘‘Officers’’ appointed 
in conformity with the Appointments Clause 
may exercise such authority. See Buckley v. 
Valeo, 424 U.S. 1, 124–41 (1976). As the Presi-
dent stated in signing the Act into law, sec-
tion 9 of the Act, which authorizes the Com-
mission to devise a logo and regulate and li-
cense its use, is unconstitutional because it 
confers significant authority upon the Com-
mission. See Statement by the President 
Upon Signing S. 1397, the ‘‘Centennial of 
Flight Commemoration Act’’ (Nov. 13, 1998); 
Appointments to the Commission on the Bi-
centennial of the Constitution, 8 Op. O.L.C. 
200 (1984). 

S. 1072 would amend section 9 of the Act to 
provide that the Commission’s duties with 
respect to the logo shall be carried out by 
the Administrator of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration 
(‘‘NASA’’), after consultation with the Com-
mission. Because the Administrator of NASA 
is appointed in a manner consistent with the 
Appointments Clause, this amendment would 
avoid the constitutional problem pertaining 
to the Commission’s logo. 

The President’s signing statement also 
noted that: ‘‘although section 5(a)(3) directs 
the Commission to ‘plan and develop’ its own 
commemorative activities, the Commission 
may not itself implement such activities be-
cause of Appointments Clause concerns.’’ 
The bill would amend section 5(a) to make it 
clear that the Commission’s duty to ‘‘plan 
and develop’’ commemorative activities (as 
well as its other duties under that sub-
section) is limited to ‘‘provid[ing] rec-
ommendations and advice.’’ This amendment 
would clarify that the Commission acts as a 
purely advisory body and would avoid any 
problem under the Appointments Clause. 

After consultation with the Office of Gov-
ernment Ethics, we also believe that the bill 

addresses the conflict of interest issues de-
scribed in the President’s signing statement, 
by providing that members of the Commis-
sion who are employees of State govern-
ments or other financially interested enti-
ties cannot enter into contracts or make per-
sonnel decisions for the Commission and by 
enabling the State employees to serve as rep-
resentatives of their employers in the dis-
charge of purely advisory functions. 

Thank you for the opportunity to present 
our views. Please let us know if we may be 
of further assistance. The Office of Manage-
ment and Budget has advised us that from 
the perspective of the Administration’s pro-
gram, there is no objection to submission of 
this letter. 

Sincerely,
JON P. JENNINGS,

Acting Assistant Attorney General. 

U.S. OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT ETHICS,
Washington, DC, August 3, 1999. 

Hon. TONY P. HALL,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. HALL: This letter responds to 
your letter of July 12, 1999 and the proposed 
amendment to S. 1072 faxed to this Office on 
August 2, 1999. 

We have reviewed the text of S. 1072 as re-
ported and the proposed amendment. Based 
upon our review, we believe that if S. 1072 is 
enacted with this amendment, members of 
the Centennial of Flight Commission who 
are not already Federal officers or employees 
can, for conflicts of interest purposes, be 
treated as ‘‘representatives’’ of the organiza-
tions from which they are to be selected. 
Thus, the conflict of interest laws will not 
apply to them. This result will address the 
conflict of interest concerns raised in the 
President’s signing statement which accom-
panied the Centennial of Flight Commemo-
ration Act. 

We have reached this conclusion after con-
sultation with the Office of Legal Counsel. 

Sincerely,
STEPHEN D. POTTS,

Director.

Upon enactment of S. 1072, the commission 
can actively encourage and assist individuals 
and organizations celebrating the centennial of 
flight. The commission can also assemble a 
calendar of events, disseminate information 
about the Wright brothers and aviation history, 
conduct meetings, and assist with U.S. partici-
pation in international commemorative activi-
ties. 

Madam Speaker, on numerous occasions 
Congress has honored the Wright brothers 
and their conquest of flight. I can think of few 
events in our Nation’s history that are as wor-
thy of this additional honor. 

I urge adoption of the bill.
Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Madam 

Speaker, I rise today in support of the Centen-
nial of Flight Corrections Act of 1999. S. 1072 
allows for certain technical corrections to be 
made to the Centennial of Flight Commemora-
tion Act of 1998, which was passed into law 
last year. This Commemoration Act honors the 
100th anniversary of the historic ‘‘First Flight.’’ 
In 1903, from the windy sand dunes of Kitty 
Hawk, North Carolina, Orville and Wilbur 
Wright secured their place in aviation history. 
With a great deal of courage and determina-
tion, the Wright brothers were able to success-
fully sustain the first-ever power-driven flight, 
which forever changed the face of transpor-
tation. 
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Arguably, ‘‘First Flight,’’ the dawn of air trav-

el, is one of the greatest achievements of the 
20th century. This amazing event is particu-
larly important to North Carolinians who have 
remembered and honored the Wright brothers’ 
achievements for nearly a century. On our Na-
tion’s highways, North Carolina’s license 
plates proudly display the motto ‘‘First in 
Flight.’’ In 1998, the Centennial of Flight Com-
memoration Act established a federal commis-
sion to properly celebrate the Wright brothers’ 
accomplishments and coordinate the activities 
surrounding the centennial in 2003. 

The Centennial of Flight Commission will 
develop a calendar of events, circulate infor-
mation on the Centennial, help in publishing 
scholarly works related to ‘‘First Flight,’’ and 
sponsor civic and educational programs in 
both North Carolina and Ohio. S. 1072 makes 
in order certain technical corrections to the 
original Commemoration Act, which are nec-
essary for the Commission to carry out its 
mandate. I believe the Commission will prove 
invaluable to the effective coordination of com-
memorative events as the 100-year mark of 
the historic ‘‘First Flight’’ quickly approaches. 
Please join me in honoring the achievements 
of Orville and Wilbur Wright as well as an un-
forgettable century of aviation by supporting 
this bill.

Mr. HOBSON. Madam Speaker, I would like 
to share my support of this bill—crafted by my 
good friend and colleague, Senator MIKE 
DEWINE—to make certain technical and other 
corrections relating to the Centennial of Flight 
Commemoration Act, which Congress passed 
last year. After the bill became law, the De-
partment of Justice and the Office of Govern-
ment Ethics expressed concerns about some 
of the bill’s provisions, which we are here to 
correct today. I was pleased that members of 
the Ohio and North Carolina delegations 
worked together in a timely manner to address 
those concerns. 

As 2003 quickly approaches, I look forward 
to participating in the commemorative events 
and celebrations coordinated by the Centen-
nial of Flight Commission. The 2003 celebra-
tion will highlight one of history’s most remark-
able achievements and showcase the impres-
sive growth of the Miami Valley’s aerospace 
industry, which the Wright Brothers pioneered 
nearly a century ago. 

The Wright Brothers of Ohio began this cen-
tury in flight. The Miami Valley—and indeed 
the world—will honor their achievement at the 
dawn of the next century, and look beyond the 
horizon of history to ask ‘‘What if?’’

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
BIGGERT). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the Senate 
bill, S. 1072. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. DUNCAN. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on the Senate bill just passed, as well 
as on H.R. 717, the National Parks Air 
Tour Management Act of 1999, and H. 
Con. Res. 187, Expressing the Sense of 
Congress Regarding the European 
Council Noise Rule Affecting 
Hushkitted and Reengined Aircraft. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2605, 
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2000

Mr. YOUNG of Florida submitted the 
following conference report and state-
ment on the bill (H.R. 2605) making ap-
propriations for energy and water de-
velopment for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 106–336) 
The committee of conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2605) ‘‘making appropriations for energy and 
water development for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2000, and for other purposes’’, 
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 
follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert:
That the following sums are appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 2000, for energy and water development, and 
for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

The following appropriations shall be ex-
pended under the direction of the Secretary of 
the Army and the supervision of the Chief of 
Engineers for authorized civil functions of the 
Department of the Army pertaining to rivers 
and harbors, flood control, beach erosion, and 
related purposes. 

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

For expenses necessary for the collection and 
study of basic information pertaining to river 
and harbor, flood control, shore protection, and 
related projects, restudy of authorized projects, 
miscellaneous investigations, and, when author-
ized by laws, surveys and detailed studies and 
plans and specifications of projects prior to con-
struction, $161,994,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, is 
directed to use the remaining unobligated funds 
appropriated in Public Law 102–377 for the Red 
River Waterway, Shreveport, Louisiana, to 
Daingerfield, Texas, project for the feasibility 

phase of the Red River Navigation, Southwest 
Arkansas, study. 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

For the prosecution of river and harbor, flood 
control, shore protection, and related projects 
authorized by laws; and detailed studies, and 
plans and specifications, of projects (including 
those for development with participation or 
under consideration for participation by States, 
local governments, or private groups) authorized 
or made eligible for selection by law (but such 
studies shall not constitute a commitment of the 
Government to construction), $1,400,722,000, to 
remain available until expended, of which such 
sums as are necessary for the Federal share of 
construction costs for facilities under the 
Dredged Material Disposal Facilities program 
shall be derived from the Harbor Maintenance 
Trust Fund, as authorized by Public Law 104–
303; and of which such sums as are necessary 
pursuant to Public Law 99–662 shall be derived 
from the Inland Waterways Trust Fund, for 
one-half of the costs of construction and reha-
bilitation of inland waterways projects, includ-
ing rehabilitation costs for the Lock and Dam 
25, Mississippi River, Illinois and Missouri; Lock 
and Dam 14, Mississippi River, Iowa; Lock and 
Dam 24, Mississippi River, Illinois and Missouri; 
and Lock and Dam 3, Mississippi River, Min-
nesota; London Locks and Dam; Kanawha 
River, West Virginia; and Lock and Dam 12, 
Mississippi River, Iowa, projects; and of which 
funds are provided for the following projects in 
the amounts specified: 

Indianapolis Central Waterfront, Indiana, 
$8,000,000;

Harlan/Clover Fork including grading and 
landscaping of the disposal site at the Harlan 
floodwall, Pike County, Middlesboro, Martin 
County, Pike County Tug Forks Tributaries, 
Bell County, Harlan County, and Town of Mar-
tin elements of the Levisa and Tug Forks of the 
Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland River 
project in Kentucky, $14,050,000; 

Jackson County, Mississippi, $800,000; 
Natchez Bluff, Mississippi, $2,000,000; 
Passaic River Streambank Restoration, New 

Jersey, $6,000,000; and 
Upper Mingo County (including Mingo Coun-

ty Tributaries), Lower Mingo County (Kermit), 
Wayne County, and McDowell County, elements 
of the Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy 
River and Upper Cumberland River project in 
West Virginia, $4,400,000: 

Provided, That no part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall be expended or obli-
gated to begin Phase II on the John Day Draw-
down study or to initiate a study of the draw-
down of McNary Dam unless authorized by law: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, 
may use $1,500,000 of funding appropriated 
herein to initiate construction of shoreline pro-
tection measures at Assateague Island, Mary-
land, subject to execution of an agreement for 
reimbursement by the National Park Service: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, 
may use Construction, General funding as di-
rected in Public Law 105–62 and Public Law 
105–245 to initiate construction of an emergency 
outlet from Devils Lake, North Dakota, to the 
Sheyenne River, except that the funds shall not 
become available unless the Secretary of the 
Army determines that an emergency (as defined 
in section 102 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5122)) exists with respect to the emergency need 
for the outlet and reports to Congress that the 
construction is technically sound, economically 
justified, and environmentally acceptable and in 
compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.): Pro-
vided further, That the economic justification 
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for the emergency outlet shall be prepared in ac-
cordance with the principles and guidelines for 
economic evaluation as required by regulations 
and procedures of the Army Corps of Engineers 
for all flood control projects, and that the eco-
nomic justification be fully described, including 
the analysis of the benefits and costs, in the 
project plan documents: Provided further, That 
the plans for the emergency outlet shall be re-
viewed and, to be effective, shall contain assur-
ances provided by the Secretary of State, after 
consultation with the International Joint Com-
mission, that the project will not violate the re-
quirements or intent of the Treaty Between the 
United States and Great Britain Relating to 
Boundary Waters Between the United States 
and Canada, signed at Washington January 11, 
1909 (36 Stat. 2448; TS 548) (commonly known as 
the ‘‘Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909’’): Pro-
vided further, That the Secretary of the Army 
shall submit the final plans and other docu-
ments for the emergency outlet to Congress: Pro-
vided further, That no funds made available 
under this Act or any other Act for any fiscal 
year may be used by the Secretary of the Army 
to carry out the portion of the feasibility study 
of the Devils Lake Basin, North Dakota, au-
thorized under the Energy and Water Develop-
ment Appropriations Act, 1993 (Public Law 102–
377), that addresses the needs of the area for 
stabilized lake levels through inlet controls, or 
to otherwise study any facility or carry out any 
activity that would permit the transfer of water 
from the Missouri River Basin into Devils Lake.
FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBU-

TARIES, ARKANSAS, ILLINOIS, KENTUCKY, LOU-
ISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, AND TENNESSEE

For expenses necessary for prosecuting work 
of flood control, and rescue work, repair, res-
toration, or maintenance of flood control 
projects threatened or destroyed by flood, as au-
thorized by law (33 U.S.C. 702a and 702g–1), 
$309,416,000, to remain available until expended. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

For expenses necessary for the preservation, 
operation, maintenance, and care of existing 
river and harbor, flood control, and related 
works, including such sums as may be necessary 
for the maintenance of harbor channels pro-
vided by a State, municipality or other public 
agency, outside of harbor lines, and serving es-
sential needs of general commerce and naviga-
tion; surveys and charting of northern and 
northwestern lakes and connecting waters; 
clearing and straightening channels; and re-
moval of obstructions to navigation, 
$1,853,618,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which such sums as become available 
in the Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund, pursu-
ant to Public Law 99–662, may be derived from 
that Fund, and of which such sums as become 
available from the special account established 
by the Land and Water Conservation Act of 
1965, as amended (16 U.S.C. 460l), may be de-
rived from that account for construction, oper-
ation, and maintenance of outdoor recreation 
facilities: Provided, That no funds, whether ap-
propriated, contributed, or otherwise provided, 
shall be available to the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers for the purpose of acquiring 
land in Jasper County, South Carolina, in con-
nection with the Savannah Harbor navigation 
project.

REGULATORY PROGRAM

For expenses necessary for administration of 
laws pertaining to regulation of navigable wa-
ters and wetlands, $117,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That the Sec-
retary of the Army, acting through the Chief of 
Engineers, is directed to use $5,000,000 of funds 
appropriated herein to fully implement an ad-
ministrative appeals process for the Corps of En-
gineers Regulatory Program, which administra-

tive appeals process shall provide for a single-
level appeal of jurisdictional determinations: 
Provided further, That the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, 
shall, using funds provided herein, prepare 
studies and analyses of the impacts on Regu-
latory Branch workload and on cost of compli-
ance by the regulated community of proposed 
replacement permits for the nationwide permit 
26 under section 404 of the Clean Water Act and 
shall submit a report based upon the aforemen-
tioned studies and analyses to the Committees 
on Appropriations of the House and Senate, the 
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee of 
the House, and the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works of the Senate. 

FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION
PROGRAM

For expenses necessary to clean up contami-
nation from sites throughout the United States 
resulting from work performed as part of the 
Nation’s early atomic energy program, 
$150,000,000, to remain available until expended. 

GENERAL EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for general adminis-
tration and related functions in the Office of 
the Chief of Engineers and offices of the Divi-
sion Engineers; activities of the Coastal Engi-
neering Research Board, the Humphreys Engi-
neer Center Support Activity, the Water Re-
sources Support Center, and headquarters sup-
port functions at the USACE Finance Center, 
$149,500,000, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That no part of any other appropria-
tion provided in title I of this Act shall be avail-
able to fund the activities of the Office of the 
Chief of Engineers or the executive direction 
and management activities of the division of-
fices: Provided further, That none of these 
funds shall be available to support an office of 
congressional affairs within the executive office 
of the Chief of Engineers. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION

Appropriations in this title shall be available 
for official reception and representation ex-
penses (not to exceed $5,000); and during the 
current fiscal year the Revolving Fund, Corps of 
Engineers, shall be available for purchase (not 
to exceed 100 for replacement only) and hire of 
passenger motor vehicles. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

SEC. 101. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sions of law, no fully allocated funding policy 
shall be applied to projects for which funds are 
identified in the Committee reports accom-
panying this Act under the Construction, Gen-
eral; Operation and Maintenance, General; and 
Flood Control, Mississippi River and Tribu-
taries, appropriation accounts: Provided, That 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, is directed to undertake 
these projects using continuing contracts, as au-
thorized in section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors 
Act of September 22, 1922 (33 U.S.C. 621). 

SEC. 102. Agreements proposed for execution 
by the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil 
Works or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
after the date of the enactment of this Act pur-
suant to section 4 of the Rivers and Harbor Act 
of 1915, Public Law 64–291; section 11 of the 
River and Harbor Act of 1925, Public Law 68–
585; the Civil Functions Appropriations Act, 
1936, Public Law 75–208; section 215 of the Flood 
Control Act of 1968, as amended, Public Law 90–
483; sections 104, 203, and 204 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1986, as amended 
(Public Law 99–662); section 206 of the Water 
Resources Development Act of 1992, as amended, 
Public Law 102–580; section 211 of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996, Public Law 
104–303, and any other specific project author-

ity, shall be limited to credits and reimburse-
ments per project not to exceed $10,000,000 in 
each fiscal year, and total credits and reim-
bursements for all applicable projects not to ex-
ceed $50,000,000 in each fiscal year. 

SEC. 103. None of the funds made available in 
this Act may be used to revise the Missouri 
River Master Water Control Manual when it is 
made known to the Federal entity or official to 
which the funds are made available that such 
revision provides for an increase in the spring-
time water release program during the spring 
heavy rainfall and snow melt period in States 
that have rivers draining into the Missouri 
River below the Gavins Point Dam.

TITLE II 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT

For carrying out activities authorized by the 
Central Utah Project Completion Act, and for 
activities related to the Uintah and Upalco 
Units authorized by 43 U.S.C. 620, $38,049,000, to 
remain available until expended, of which 
$15,476,000 shall be deposited into the Utah Rec-
lamation Mitigation and Conservation Account: 
Provided, That of the amounts deposited into 
that account, $5,000,000 shall be considered the 
Federal contribution authorized by paragraph 
402(b)(2) of the Central Utah Project Completion 
Act and $10,476,000 shall be available to the 
Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation 
Commission to carry out activities authorized 
under that Act. 

In addition, for necessary expenses incurred 
in carrying out related responsibilities of the 
Secretary of the Interior, $1,321,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

The following appropriations shall be ex-
pended to execute authorized functions of the 
Bureau of Reclamation: 

WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For management, development, and restora-
tion of water and related natural resources and 
for related activities, including the operation, 
maintenance and rehabilitation of reclamation 
and other facilities, participation in fulfilling 
related Federal responsibilities to Native Ameri-
cans, and related grants to, and cooperative and 
other agreements with, State and local govern-
ments, Indian Tribes, and others, $607,927,000, 
to remain available until expended, of which 
$2,247,000 shall be available for transfer to the 
Upper Colorado River Basin Fund and 
$24,089,000 shall be available for transfer to the 
Lower Colorado River Basin Development Fund, 
and of which such amounts as may be necessary 
may be advanced to the Colorado River Dam 
Fund: Provided, That such transfers may be in-
creased or decreased within the overall appro-
priation under this heading: Provided further, 
That of the total appropriated, the amount for 
program activities that can be financed by the 
Reclamation Fund or the Bureau of Reclama-
tion special fee account established by 16 U.S.C. 
460l–6a(i) shall be derived from that Fund or ac-
count: Provided further, That funds contributed 
under 43 U.S.C. 395 are available until expended 
for the purposes for which contributed: Provided 
further, That funds advanced under 43 U.S.C. 
397a shall be credited to this account and are 
available until expended for the same purposes 
as the sums appropriated under this heading: 
Provided further, That funds available for ex-
penditure for the Departmental Irrigation 
Drainage Program may be expended by the Bu-
reau of Reclamation for site remediation on a 
non-reimbursable basis: Provided further, That 
section 301 of Public Law 102–250, Reclamation 
States Emergency Drought Relief Act of 1991, as 
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amended by Public Law 104–206, is amended fur-
ther by inserting ‘‘1999, and 2000’’ in lieu of 
‘‘and 1997’’: Provided further, That the amount 
authorized for Indian municipal, rural, and in-
dustrial water features by section 10 of Public 
Law 89–108, as amended by section 8 of Public 
Law 99–294, section 1701(b) of Public Law 102–
575, and Public Law 105–245, is increased by 
$1,000,000 (October 1998 prices). 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION LOAN PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct loans and/or grants, 
$12,000,000, to remain available until expended, 
as authorized by the Small Reclamation Projects 
Act of August 6, 1956, as amended (43 U.S.C. 
422a–422l): Provided, That such costs, including 
the cost of modifying such loans, shall be as de-
fined in section 502 of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974, as amended: Provided further, That 
these funds are available to subsidize gross obli-
gations for the principal amount of direct loans 
not to exceed $43,000,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out the program for direct loans 
and/or grants, $425,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That of the total sums 
appropriated, the amount of program activities 
that can be financed by the Reclamation Fund 
shall be derived from that Fund. 

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND
For carrying out the programs, projects, 

plans, and habitat restoration, improvement, 
and acquisition provisions of the Central Valley 
Project Improvement Act, $42,000,000, to be de-
rived from such sums as may be collected in the 
Central Valley Project Restoration Fund pursu-
ant to sections 3407(d), 3404(c)(3), 3405(f), and 
3406(c)(1) of Public Law 102–575, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That the 
Bureau of Reclamation is directed to assess and 
collect the full amount of the additional mitiga-
tion and restoration payments authorized by 
section 3407(d) of Public Law 102–575. 

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA RESTORATION

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)
For necessary expenses of the Department of 

the Interior and other participating Federal 
agencies in carrying out ecosystem restoration 
activities pursuant to the California Bay-Delta 
Environmental Enhancement Act and other ac-
tivities that are in accord with the CALFED 
Bay-Delta Program, including projects to im-
prove water use efficiency, water quality, 
groundwater and surface storage, levees, con-
veyance, and watershed management, consistent 
with plans to be approved by the Secretary of 
the Interior, in consultation with such Federal 
agencies, $60,000,000, to remain available until 
expended, of which $30,000,000 shall be used for 
ecosystem restoration activities and $30,000,000 
shall be used for such other activities, and of 
which such amounts as may be necessary to 
conform with such plans shall be transferred to 
appropriate accounts of such Federal agencies: 
Provided, That no more than $5,000,000 of the 
funds appropriated herein may be used for plan-
ning and management activities associated with 
developing the overall CALFED Bay-Delta Pro-
gram and coordinating its staged implementa-
tion: Provided further, That funds for ecosystem 
restoration activities may be obligated only as 
non-Federal sources provide their share in ac-
cordance with the cost-sharing agreement re-
quired under section 1101(d) of such Act, and 
that funds for such other activities may be obli-
gated only as non-Federal sources provide their 
share in a manner consistent with such cost-
sharing agreement: Provided further, That such 
funds may be obligated prior to the completion 
of a final programmatic environmental impact 
statement only if: (1) consistent with 40 CFR 
1506.1(c); and (2) used for purposes that the Sec-
retary finds are of sufficiently high priority to 
warrant such an expenditure. 

POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of policy, administra-
tion, and related functions in the office of the 
Commissioner, the Denver office, and offices in 
the five regions of the Bureau of Reclamation, 
to remain available until expended, $47,000,000, 
to be derived from the Reclamation Fund and be 
nonreimbursable as provided in 43 U.S.C. 377: 
Provided, That no part of any other appropria-
tion in this Act shall be available for activities 
or functions budgeted as policy and administra-
tion expenses. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 201. Appropriations for the Bureau of 
Reclamation shall be available for purchase of 
not to exceed six passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only. 

SEC. 202. Funds under this title for Drought 
Emergency Assistance shall be made available 
primarily for leasing of water for specified 
drought related purposes from willing lessors, in 
compliance with existing State laws and admin-
istered under State water priority allocation. 
Such leases may be entered into with an option 
to purchase: Provided, That such purchase is 
approved by the State in which the purchase 
takes place and the purchase does not cause 
economic harm within the State in which the 
purchase is made.

TITLE III 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ENERGY PROGRAMS 

ENERGY SUPPLY

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For Department of Energy expenses including 
the purchase, construction and acquisition of 
plant and capital equipment, and other ex-
penses necessary for energy supply, and ura-
nium supply and enrichment activities in car-
rying out the purposes of the Department of En-
ergy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), 
including the acquisition or condemnation of 
any real property or any facility or for plant or 
facility acquisition, construction, or expansion; 
and the purchase of not to exceed one passenger 
motor vehicle for replacement only, $644,937,953, 
of which $820,953 shall be derived by transfer 
from the Geothermal Resources Development 
Fund, and of which $5,000,000 shall be derived 
by transfer from the United States Enrichment 
Corporation Fund. 

NON-DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

For Department of Energy expenses, including 
the purchase, construction and acquisition of 
plant and capital equipment and other expenses 
necessary for non-defense environmental man-
agement activities in carrying out the purposes 
of the Department of Energy Organization Act 
(42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), including the acquisition 
or condemnation of any real property or any fa-
cility or for plant or facility acquisition, con-
struction or expansion, $333,618,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

URANIUM ENRICHMENT DECONTAMINATION AND
DECOMMISSIONING FUND

For necessary expenses in carrying out ura-
nium enrichment facility decontamination and 
decommissioning, remedial actions and other ac-
tivities of title II of the Atomic Energy Act of 
1954 and title X, subtitle A of the Energy Policy 
Act of 1992, $250,198,000, to be derived from the 
Fund, to remain available until expended: Pro-
vided, That $30,000,000 of amounts derived from 
the Fund for such expenses shall be available in 
accordance with title X, subtitle A, of the En-
ergy Policy Act of 1992. 

SCIENCE

For Department of Energy expenses including 
the purchase, construction and acquisition of 
plant and capital equipment, and other ex-
penses necessary for science activities in car-

rying out the purposes of the Department of En-
ergy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), 
including the acquisition or condemnation of 
any real property or facility or for plant or fa-
cility acquisition, construction, or expansion, 
and purchase of not to exceed six passenger 
motor vehicles for replacement only, 
$2,799,851,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

For nuclear waste disposal activities to carry 
out the purposes of Public Law 97–425, as 
amended, including the acquisition of real prop-
erty or facility construction or expansion, 
$240,500,000 to be derived from the Nuclear 
Waste Fund: Provided, That not to exceed 
$500,000 may be provided to the State of Nevada 
solely for expenditures, other than salaries and 
expenses of State employees, to conduct sci-
entific oversight responsibilities pursuant to the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, (Public Law 
97–425) as amended: Provided further, That not 
to exceed $5,432,000 may be provided to affected 
units of local governments, as defined in Public 
Law 97–425, to conduct appropriate activities 
pursuant to the Act: Provided further, That the 
distribution of the funds as determined by the 
units of local government shall be approved by 
the Department of Energy: Provided further, 
That the funds shall be made available to the 
State and units of local government by direct 
payment: Provided further, That within 90 days 
of the completion of each Federal fiscal year, 
the State and each local entity shall provide 
certification to the Department of Energy, that 
all funds expended from such payments have 
been expended for activities as defined in Public 
Law 97–425. Failure to provide such certification 
shall cause such entity to be prohibited from 
any further funding provided for similar activi-
ties: Provided further, That none of the funds 
herein appropriated may be: (1) used directly or 
indirectly to influence legislative action on any 
matter pending before Congress or a State legis-
lature or for lobbying activity as provided in 18 
U.S.C. 1913; (2) used for litigation expenses; or 
(3) used to support multi-state efforts or other 
coalition building activities inconsistent with 
the restrictions contained in this Act. 

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

For salaries and expenses of the Department 
of Energy necessary for departmental adminis-
tration in carrying out the purposes of the De-
partment of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 
7101 et seq.), including the hire of passenger 
motor vehicles and official reception and rep-
resentation expenses (not to exceed $35,000), 
$206,365,000, to remain available until expended, 
plus such additional amounts as necessary to 
cover increases in the estimated amount of cost 
of work for others notwithstanding the provi-
sions of the Anti-Deficiency Act (31 U.S.C. 1511 
et seq.): Provided, That such increases in cost of 
work are offset by revenue increases of the same 
or greater amount, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided further, That moneys received 
by the Department for miscellaneous revenues 
estimated to total $106,887,000 in fiscal year 2000 
may be retained and used for operating expenses 
within this account, and may remain available 
until expended, as authorized by section 201 of 
Public Law 95–238, notwithstanding the provi-
sions of 31 U.S.C. 3302: Provided further, That 
the sum herein appropriated shall be reduced by 
the amount of miscellaneous revenues received 
during fiscal year 2000 so as to result in a final 
fiscal year 2000 appropriation from the General 
Fund estimated at not more than $99,478,000. 

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the In-
spector General in carrying out the provisions of 
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, 
$29,500,000, to remain available until expended. 
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ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES 

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

For Department of Energy expenses, including 
the purchase, construction and acquisition of 
plant and capital equipment and other inci-
dental expenses necessary for atomic energy de-
fense weapons activities in carrying out the pur-
poses of the Department of Energy Organization 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), including the acqui-
sition or condemnation of any real property or 
any facility or for plant or facility acquisition, 
construction, or expansion; and the purchase of 
passenger motor vehicles (not to exceed three for 
replacement only), $4,443,939,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That fund-
ing for any ballistic missile defense program un-
dertaken by the Department of Energy for the 
Department of Defense shall be provided by the 
Department of Defense according to procedures 
established for Work for Others by the Depart-
ment of Energy. 

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND
WASTE MANAGEMENT

For Department of Energy expenses, including 
the purchase, construction and acquisition of 
plant and capital equipment and other expenses 
necessary for atomic energy defense environ-
mental restoration and waste management ac-
tivities in carrying out the purposes of the De-
partment of Energy Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 
7101 et seq.), including the acquisition or con-
demnation of any real property or any facility 
or for plant or facility acquisition, construction, 
or expansion; and the purchase of 35 passenger 
motor vehicles for replacement only, 
$4,484,349,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That any amounts appro-
priated under this heading that are used to pro-
vide economic assistance under section 15 of the 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant Land Withdrawal 
Act (Public Law 102–579) shall be utilized to the 
extent necessary to reimburse costs of financial 
assurances required of a contractor by any per-
mit or license of the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant 
issued by the State of New Mexico. 

DEFENSE FACILITIES CLOSURE PROJECTS

For expenses of the Department of Energy to 
accelerate the closure of defense environmental 
management sites, including the purchase, con-
struction and acquisition of plant and capital 
equipment and other necessary expenses, 
$1,064,492,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
PRIVATIZATION

For Department of Energy expenses for privat-
ization projects necessary for atomic energy de-
fense environmental management activities au-
thorized by the Department of Energy Organiza-
tion Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), $189,000,000, to 
remain available until expended. 

OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

For Department of Energy expenses, including 
the purchase, construction and acquisition of 
plant and capital equipment and other expenses 
necessary for atomic energy defense, other de-
fense activities, in carrying out the purposes of 
the Department of Energy Organization Act (42 
U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), including the acquisition or 
condemnation of any real property or any facil-
ity or for plant or facility acquisition, construc-
tion, or expansion, $1,722,444,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That not to 
exceed $5,000 may be used for official reception 
and representation expenses for transparency, 
national security and nonproliferation activi-
ties.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

For nuclear waste disposal activities to carry 
out the purposes of Public Law 97–425, as 
amended, including the acquisition of real prop-

erty or facility construction or expansion, 
$112,000,000, to remain available until expended. 

POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS 
BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION FUND

Expenditures from the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration Fund, established pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 93–454, are approved for the Northeast 
Oregon Hatchery Master Plan, and for official 
reception and representation expenses in an 
amount not to exceed $1,500. 

During fiscal year 2000, no new direct loan ob-
ligations may be made. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHEASTERN

POWER ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of operation and 
maintenance of power transmission facilities 
and of marketing electric power and energy, in-
cluding transmission wheeling and ancillary 
services, pursuant to the provisions of section 5 
of the Flood Control Act of 1944 (16 U.S.C. 825s), 
as applied to the southeastern power area, 
$11,594,000; in addition, notwithstanding the 
provisions of 31 U.S.C. 3302, not to exceed 
$28,000,000 in reimbursements for transmission 
wheeling and ancillary services and for power 
purchases, to remain available until expended. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHWESTERN

POWER ADMINISTRATION

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of operation and 
maintenance of power transmission facilities 
and of marketing electric power and energy, and 
for construction and acquisition of transmission 
lines, substations and appurtenant facilities, 
and for administrative expenses, including offi-
cial reception and representation expenses in an 
amount not to exceed $1,500 in carrying out the 
provisions of section 5 of the Flood Control Act 
of 1944 (16 U.S.C. 825s), as applied to the south-
western power area, $28,773,000, to remain avail-
able until expended, of which $773,000 shall be 
derived by transfer from unobligated balances in 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Southeastern 
Power Administration’’; in addition, notwith-
standing the provisions of 31 U.S.C. 3302, not to 
exceed $4,200,000 in reimbursements, to remain 
available until expended. 
CONSTRUCTION, REHABILITATION, OPERATION

AND MAINTENANCE, WESTERN AREA POWER
ADMINISTRATION

For carrying out the functions authorized by 
title III, section 302(a)(1)(E) of the Act of Au-
gust 4, 1977 (42 U.S.C. 7152), and other related 
activities including conservation and renewable 
resources programs as authorized, including of-
ficial reception and representation expenses in 
an amount not to exceed $1,500, $193,357,000, to 
remain available until expended, of which 
$182,172,000 shall be derived from the Depart-
ment of the Interior Reclamation Fund: Pro-
vided, That of the amount herein appropriated, 
$5,036,000 is for deposit into the Utah Reclama-
tion Mitigation and Conservation Account pur-
suant to title IV of the Reclamation Projects Au-
thorization and Adjustment Act of 1992. 

FALCON AND AMISTAD OPERATING AND
MAINTENANCE FUND

For operation, maintenance, and emergency 
costs for the hydroelectric facilities at the Fal-
con and Amistad Dams, $1,309,000, to remain 
available until expended, and to be derived from 
the Falcon and Amistad Operating and Mainte-
nance Fund of the Western Area Power Admin-
istration, as provided in section 423 of the For-
eign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 
1994 and 1995. 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission to carry out the provi-
sions of the Department of Energy Organization 

Act (42 U.S.C. 7101 et seq.), including services as 
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, the hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles, and official reception and 
representation expenses (not to exceed $3,000), 
$174,950,000, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, not to exceed $174,950,000 of reve-
nues from fees and annual charges, and other 
services and collections in fiscal year 2000 shall 
be retained and used for necessary expenses in 
this account, and shall remain available until 
expended: Provided further, That the sum here-
in appropriated from the General Fund shall be 
reduced as revenues 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. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 301. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act may be used to award a management 
and operating contract unless such contract is 
awarded using competitive procedures or the 
Secretary of Energy grants, on a case-by-case 
basis, a waiver to allow for such a deviation. 
The Secretary may not delegate the authority to 
grant such a waiver. 

(b) At least 60 days before a contract award, 
amendment, or modification for which the Sec-
retary intends to grant such a waiver, the Sec-
retary shall submit to the Subcommittees on En-
ergy and Water Development of the Committees 
on Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate a report notifying the sub-
committees of the waiver and setting forth the 
reasons for the waiver. 

SEC. 302. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
by this Act may be used to award, amend, or 
modify a contract in a manner that deviates 
from the Federal Acquisition Regulation, unless 
the Secretary of Energy grants, on a case-by-
case basis, a waiver to allow for such a devi-
ation. The Secretary may not delegate the au-
thority to grant such a waiver. 

(b) At least 60 days before a contract award, 
amendment, or modification for which the Sec-
retary intends to grant such a waiver, the Sec-
retary shall submit to the Subcommittees on En-
ergy and Water Development of the Committees 
on Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate a report notifying the sub-
committees of the waiver and setting forth the 
reasons for the waiver.

SEC. 303. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be used to— 

(1) develop or implement a workforce restruc-
turing plan that covers employees of the Depart-
ment of Energy; or 

(2) provide enhanced severance payments or 
other benefits for employees of the Department 
of Energy,

under section 3161 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law 
102–484; 106 Stat. 2644; 42 U.S.C. 7274h). 

SEC. 304. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be used to augment the $24,500,000 
made available for obligation by this Act for sev-
erance payments and other benefits and commu-
nity assistance grants under section 3161 of the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1993 (Public Law 102–484; 106 Stat. 2644; 42 
U.S.C. 7274h). 

SEC. 305. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be used to prepare or initiate Re-
quests For Proposals (RFPs) for a program if 
the program has not been funded by Congress. 

(TRANSFERS OF UNEXPENDED BALANCES)

SEC. 306. The unexpended balances of prior 
appropriations provided for activities in this Act 
may be transferred to appropriation accounts 
for such activities established pursuant to this 
title. Balances so transferred may be merged 
with funds in the applicable established ac-
counts and thereafter may be accounted for as 
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one fund for the same time period as originally 
enacted.

SEC. 307. Notwithstanding 41 U.S.C. 254c(a), 
the Secretary of Energy may use funds appro-
priated by this Act to enter into or continue 
multi-year contracts for the acquisition of prop-
erty or services under the head, ‘‘Energy Sup-
ply’’ without obligating the estimated costs as-
sociated with any necessary cancellation or ter-
mination of the contract. The Secretary of En-
ergy may pay costs of termination or cancella-
tion from— 

(1) appropriations originally available for the 
performance of the contract concerned; 

(2) appropriations currently available for pro-
curement of the type of property or services con-
cerned, and not otherwise obligated; or 

(3) funds appropriated for those payments. 
SEC. 308. Of the funds in this Act provided to 

government-owned, contractor-operated labora-
tories, not to exceed four percent shall be avail-
able to be used for Laboratory Directed Re-
search and Development: Provided, That none 
of the funds in the Environmental Management 
programs are available for Laboratory Directed 
Research and Development. 

SEC. 309. (a) Of the funds appropriated by this 
title to the Department of Energy, not more 
than $150,000,000 shall be available for reim-
bursement of management and operating con-
tractor travel expenses. 

(b) Funds appropriated by this title to the De-
partment of Energy may be used to reimburse a 
Department of Energy management and oper-
ating contractor for travel costs of its employees 
under the contract only to the extent that the 
contractor applies to its employees the same 
rates and amounts as those that apply to Fed-
eral employees under subchapter I of chapter 57 
of title 5, United States Code, or rates and 
amounts established by the Secretary of Energy. 
The Secretary of Energy may provide exceptions 
to the reimbursement requirements of this sec-
tion as the Secretary considers appropriate. 

SEC. 310. (a) None of the funds in this Act or 
any future Energy and Water Development Ap-
propriations Act may be expended after Decem-
ber 31 of each year under a covered contract un-
less the funds are expended in accordance with 
a Laboratory Funding Plan that has been ap-
proved by the Secretary of Energy. At the begin-
ning of each fiscal year, the Secretary shall 
issue directions to the laboratories for the pro-
grams, projects, and activities to be conducted 
in that fiscal year. The Secretary and the Lab-
oratories shall devise a Laboratory Funding 
Plan that identifies the resources needed to 
carry out these programs, projects, and activi-
ties. Funds shall be released to the Laboratories 
only after the Secretary has approved the Lab-
oratory Funding Plan. The Secretary of Energy 
may provide exceptions to this requirement as 
the Secretary considers appropriate. 

(b) For purposes of this section, ‘‘covered con-
tract’’ means a contract for the management 
and operation of the following laboratories: Ar-
gonne National Laboratory, Brookhaven Na-
tional Laboratory, Idaho National Engineering 
and Environmental Laboratory, Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory, Lawrence Liver-
more National Laboratory, Los Alamos National 
Laboratory, Oak Ridge National Laboratory, 
Pacific Northwest National Laboratory, and 
Sandia National Laboratories. 

SEC. 311. As part of the Department of Ener-
gy’s approval of laboratory funding for prime 
contractors responsible for management of De-
partment of Energy sites and facilities, the Sec-
retary shall review and approve the incentive 
structure for contractor fees, the amounts of 
award fees to be made available for next year, 
the allowable salaries of first and second tier 
laboratory management, and the overhead ex-
penditures. The Secretary of Energy may pro-

vide exceptions to this requirement as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate.

SEC. 312. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used to establish or maintain inde-
pendent centers at a Department of Energy lab-
oratory or facility unless such funds have been 
specifically identified in the budget submission. 

SEC. 313. None of the funds made available in 
this or any other Act may be used to restart the 
High Flux Beam Reactor. 

SEC. 314. No funds are provided in this Act or 
any other Act for the Administrator of the Bon-
neville Power Administration to enter into any 
agreement to perform energy efficiency services 
outside the legally defined Bonneville service 
territory, with the exception of services provided 
internationally, including services provided on a 
reimbursable basis, unless the Administrator cer-
tifies that such services are not available from 
private sector businesses. 

SEC. 315. None of the funds in this Act may be 
used to dispose of transuranic waste in the 
Waste Isolation Pilot Plant which contains con-
centrations of plutonium in excess of 20 percent 
by weight for the aggregate of any material cat-
egory on the date of the enactment of this Act, 
or is generated after such date. 

SEC. 316. LIMITING THE INCLUSION OF COSTS
OF PROTECTION OF, MITIGATION OF DAMAGE TO,
AND ENHANCEMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE,
WITHIN RATES CHARGED BY THE BONNEVILLE
POWER ADMINISTRATION, TO THE RATE PERIOD
IN WHICH THE COSTS ARE INCURRED. Section 7 of 
the Pacific Northwest Electric Power Planning 
and Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 839e) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(n) LIMITING THE INCLUSION OF COSTS OF
PROTECTION OF, MITIGATION OF DAMAGE TO,
AND ENHANCEMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE,
WITHIN RATES CHARGED BY THE BONNEVILLE
POWER ADMINISTRATION, TO THE RATE PERIOD
IN WHICH THE COSTS ARE INCURRED.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this section, 
rates established by the Administrator, under 
this section shall recover costs for protection, 
mitigation and enhancement of fish and wild-
life, whether under the Pacific Northwest Elec-
tric Power Planning and Conservation Act or 
any other Act, not to exceed such amounts the 
Administrator forecasts will be expended during 
the fiscal year 2002–2006 rate period, while pre-
serving the Administrator’s ability to establish 
appropriate reserves and maintain a high Treas-
ury payment probability for the subsequent rate 
period.’’.

TITLE IV 

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION 

For expenses necessary to carry out the pro-
grams authorized by the Appalachian Regional 
Development Act of 1965, as amended, for nec-
essary expenses for the Federal Co-Chairman 
and the alternate on the Appalachian Regional 
Commission, for payment of the Federal share of 
the administrative expenses of the Commission, 
including services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 
3109, and hire of passenger motor vehicles, 
$66,400,000, to remain available until expended. 

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY 
BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Defense Nuclear 
Facilities Safety Board in carrying out activities 
authorized by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as 
amended by Public Law 100–456, section 1441, 
$17,000,000, to remain available until expended. 

DENALI COMMISSION 

For expenses of the Denali Commission in-
cluding the purchase, construction and acquisi-
tion of plant and capital equipment as nec-
essary and other expenses, $20,000,000, to remain 
available until expended.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Commission in 
carrying out the purposes of the Energy Reorga-
nization Act of 1974, as amended, and the Atom-
ic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, including of-
ficial representation expenses (not to exceed 
$15,000), $465,000,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That of the amount appro-
priated herein, $19,150,000 shall be derived from 
the Nuclear Waste Fund: Provided further, That 
revenues from licensing fees, inspection services, 
and other services and collections estimated at 
$442,000,000 in fiscal year 2000 shall be retained 
and used for necessary salaries and expenses in 
this account, notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302, 
and shall remain available until expended: Pro-
vided further, That $3,850,000 of the funds here-
in appropriated for regulatory reviews and other 
assistance provided to the Department of Energy 
and other Federal agencies shall be excluded 
from license fee revenues, notwithstanding 42 
U.S.C. 2214: Provided further, That the sum 
herein appropriated shall be reduced by the 
amount of revenues received during fiscal year 
2000 so as to result in a final fiscal year 2000 ap-
propriation estimated at not more than 
$23,000,000.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the provisions of 
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, 
$5,000,000, to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That the sum herein appropriated 
shall be reduced by the amount of revenues re-
ceived during fiscal year 2000 so as to result in 
a final fiscal year 2000 appropriation estimated 
at not more than $0. 

NUCLEAR WASTE TECHNICAL REVIEW 
BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Nuclear Waste 
Technical Review Board, as authorized by sec-
tion 5051 of Public Law 100–203, $2,600,000, to be 
derived from the Nuclear Waste Fund, and to 
remain available until expended. 

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 
The Tennessee Valley Authority is directed to 

use up to $3,000,000 from previously appro-
priated funds to pay any necessary transition 
costs for Land Between the Lakes. 

TITLE V—RESCISSIONS 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

(RESCISSIONS)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105–245 and prior Energy and 
Water Development Acts, the following amounts 
are hereby rescinded in the amounts specified: 

Calleguas Creek, California, $271,100; 
San Joaquin, Caliente Creek, California, 

$155,400;
Buffalo Small Boat Harbor, New York, 

$15,100;
City of Buffalo, New York, $4,000; 
Geneva State Park, Ohio Shoreline Protection, 

$91,000;
Clinton River Spillway, Michigan, $50,000; 
Lackawanna River Basin Greenway Corridor, 

Pennsylvania, $217,900; and 
Red River Waterway, Index, Arkansas, to 

Denison Dam, Texas, $125,000. 
CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

(RESCISSIONS)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105–245, and prior Energy 
and Water Development Acts, the following 
amounts are hereby rescinded in the amounts 
specified:
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Sacramento River Flood Control Project, Cali-

fornia (Deficiency Correction), $1,500,000; 
Melaleuca Quarantine Facility, Florida, 

$295,000;
Lake George, Hobart, Indiana, $3,484,000;
Anacostia River (Section 1135), Maryland, 

$1,534,000;
Sowashee Creek, Meridian, Mississippi, 

$2,537,000;
Platte River Flood and Streambank Erosion 

Control, Nebraska, $1,409,000; 
Rochester Harbor, New York, $1,842,000; 
Columbia River, Seafarers Museum, Ham-

mond, Oregon, $98,000; and 
Quonset Point, Davisville, Rhode Island, 

$120,000.
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHEASTERN
POWER ADMINISTRATION

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this head-
ing in Public Law 105–245 and prior Energy and 
Water Development Acts, $3,000,000, are re-
scinded.

NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under the head-
ing ‘‘Department of Energy—Energy Programs—
Nuclear Waste Disposal Fund’’ in the Energy 
and Water Development Appropriations Act, 
1998 (Public Law 105–62), $4,000,000 is rescinded, 
to be derived from the amount specified under 
such heading for the Nuclear Regulatory Com-
mission to license a multi-purpose canister de-
sign.

TITLE VI—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 601. None of the funds appropriated by 

this Act may be used in any way, directly or in-
directly, to influence congressional action on 
any legislation or appropriation matters pend-
ing before Congress, other than to communicate 
to Members of Congress as described in section 
1913 of title 18, United States Code. 

SEC. 602. (a) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE
EQUIPMENT AND PRODUCTS.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that, to the greatest extent prac-
ticable, all equipment and products purchased 
with funds made available in this Act should be 
American-made.

(b) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—In providing fi-
nancial assistance to, or entering into any con-
tract with, any entity using funds made avail-
able in this Act, the head of each Federal agen-
cy, to the greatest extent practicable, shall pro-
vide to such entity a notice describing the state-
ment made in subsection (a) by the Congress. 

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PERSONS
FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE IN
AMERICA.—If it has been finally determined by 
a court or Federal agency that any person in-
tentionally affixed a label bearing a ‘‘Made in 
America’’ inscription, or any inscription with 
the same meaning, to any product sold in or 
shipped to the United States that is not made in 
the United States, the person shall be ineligible 
to receive any contract or subcontract made 
with funds made available in this Act, pursuant 
to the debarment, suspension, and ineligibility 
procedures described in sections 9.400 through 
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations. 

SEC. 603. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act may be 
used to determine the final point of discharge 
for the interceptor drain for the San Luis Unit 
until development by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior and the State of California of a plan, which 
shall conform to the water quality standards of 
the State of California as approved by the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, to minimize any detrimental effect of 
the San Luis drainage waters. 

(b) The costs of the Kesterson Reservoir 
Cleanup Program and the costs of the San Joa-

quin Valley Drainage Program shall be classi-
fied by the Secretary of the Interior as reimburs-
able or nonreimbursable and collected until 
fully repaid pursuant to the ‘‘Cleanup Pro-
gram—Alternative Repayment Plan’’ and the 
‘‘SJVDP—Alternative Repayment Plan’’ de-
scribed in the report entitled ‘‘Repayment Re-
port, Kesterson Reservoir Cleanup Program and 
San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program, Feb-
ruary 1995’’, prepared by the Department of the 
Interior, Bureau of Reclamation. Any future ob-
ligations of funds by the United States relating 
to, or providing for, drainage service or drain-
age studies for the San Luis Unit shall be fully 
reimbursable by San Luis Unit beneficiaries of 
such service or studies pursuant to Federal Rec-
lamation law. 

SEC. 604. Section 6101(a)(3) of the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990, as amended, 
(42 U.S.C. 2214(a)(3)) is amended by striking 
‘‘September 30, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘September 
30, 2000’’. 

SEC. 605. Title VI, division C, of Public Law 
105–277, Making Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations for 
Fiscal Year 1999, is repealed. 

SEC. 606. Section 211(e)(2)(A) of the Water Re-
sources Development Act of 1996 (Public Law 
104–303, 110 Stat. 3682) is amended by striking 
‘‘in advance in appropriations Acts’’. 

SEC. 607. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act shall be used to propose or issue rules, 
regulations, decrees, or orders for the purpose of 
implementation, or in preparation for implemen-
tation, of the Kyoto Protocol which was adopted 
on December 11, 1997, in Kyoto, Japan at the 
Third Conference of the Parties to the United 
Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change, which has not been submitted to the 
Senate for advice and consent to ratification 
pursuant to article II, section 2, clause 2, of the 
United States Constitution, and which has not 
entered into force pursuant to article 25 of the 
Protocol.

SEC. 608. UNITED STATES ENRICHMENT COR-
PORATION FUND. (a) WITHDRAWALS.—Sub-
sections (b) and (c) of section 1 of Public Law 
105–204 (112 Stat. 681) are amended by striking 
‘‘fiscal year 2000’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal year 
2002’’.

(b) INVESTMENT OF AMOUNTS IN THE USEC
FUND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall invest such portion of the United 
States Enrichment Corporation Fund as is not, 
in the judgment of the Secretary, required to 
meet current withdrawals. Investments may be 
made only in interest-bearing obligations of the 
United States. 

(2) ACQUISITION OF OBLIGATIONS.—For the 
purpose of investments under paragraph (1), ob-
ligations may be acquired— 

(A) on original issue at the issue price; or 
(B) by purchase of outstanding obligations at 

the market price. 
(3) SALE OF OBLIGATIONS.—Any obligation ac-

quired by the Fund may be sold by the Secretary 
of the Treasury at the market price. 

(4) CREDITS TO FUND.—The interest on, and 
the proceeds from the sale or redemption of, any 
obligations held in the Fund shall be credited to 
and form a part of the Fund. 

SEC. 609. LAKE CASCADE. (a) DESIGNATION.—
The reservoir commonly known as the ‘‘Cascade 
Reservoir’’, created as a result of the building of 
the Cascade Dam authorized by the matter 
under the heading ‘‘BUREAU OF RECLAMATION’’
of the fifth section of the Interior Department 
Appropriation Act, 1942 (55 Stat. 334, chapter 
259) for the Boise Project, Idaho, Payette divi-
sion, is redesignated as ‘‘Lake Cascade’’. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in any law, 
regulation, document, record, map, or other 
paper of the United States to ‘‘Cascade Res-

ervoir’’ shall be considered to be a reference to 
‘‘Lake Cascade’’. 

SEC. 610. Section 4(h)(10)(D) of the Pacific 
Northwest Electric Power Planning and Con-
servation Act (16 U.S.C. 839b(h)(10)(D)) is 
amended by striking clauses (vii) and (viii) and 
inserting the following: 

‘‘(vii) COST LIMITATION.—The annual cost of 
this provision shall not exceed $500,000 in 1997 
dollars.’’.

SEC. 611. (a) The Secretary of the Army, act-
ing through the Chief of Engineers, in carrying 
out the program known as the Formerly Utilized 
Sites Remedial Action Program, shall undertake 
the following functions and activities to be per-
formed at eligible sites where remediation has 
not been completed: 

(1) Sampling and assessment of contaminated 
areas.

(2) Characterization of site conditions. 
(3) Determination of the nature and extent of 

contamination.
(4) Selection of the necessary and appropriate 

response actions as the lead Federal agency. 
(5) Cleanup and closeout of sites. 
(6) Any other functions and activities deter-

mined by the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, as necessary for 
carrying out that program, including the acqui-
sition of real estate interests where necessary, 
which may be transferred upon completion of 
remediation to the administrative jurisdiction of 
the Secretary of Energy. 

(b) Any response action under that program 
by the Secretary of the Army, acting through 
the Chief of Engineers, shall be subject to the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 
9601 et seq.) (in this section referred to as 
‘‘CERCLA’’), and the National Oil and Haz-
ardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan 
(40 CFR part 300). 

(c) Any sums recovered under CERCLA or 
other authority from a liable party, contractor, 
insurer, surety, or other person for any expendi-
tures by the Army Corps of Engineers or the De-
partment of Energy for response actions under 
that program shall be credited to the amounts 
made available to carry out that program and 
shall be available until expended for costs of re-
sponse actions for any eligible site. 

(d) The Secretary of Energy may exercise the 
authority under section 168 of the Atomic En-
ergy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2208) to make pay-
ments in lieu of taxes for federally owned prop-
erty at which activities under that program are 
carried out, regardless of which Federal agency 
has administrative jurisdiction over the property 
and notwithstanding any reference to ‘‘the ac-
tivities of the Commission’’ in that section. 

(e) This section does not alter, curtail, or limit 
the authorities, functions, or responsibilities of 
other agencies under CERCLA or, except as 
stated in this section, under the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.). 

(f) This section shall apply to fiscal year 2000 
and each succeeding fiscal year. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Energy and 
Water Development Appropriations Act, 2000’’.

And the Senate agree to the same.
RON PACKARD,
HAROLD ROGERS,
JOE KNOLLENBERG,
RODNEY P.

FRELINGHUYSEN,
SONNY CALLAHAN,
TOM LATHAM,
ROY BLUNT,
BILL YOUNG,
PETER VISCLOSKY,
CHET EDWARDS,
ED PASTOR,
MIKE FORBES,
DAVE OBEY,

Managers on the Part of the House.
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PETE DOMENICI,
THAD COCHRAN,
SLADE GORTON,
MITCH MCCONNELL,
ROBERT F. BENNETT,
CONRAD BURNS,
LARRY E. CRAIG,
TED STEVENS,
HARRY REID,
ROBERT C. BYRD,
ERNEST F. HOLLINGS,
PATTY MURRAY,
HERB KOHL,
BYRON L. DORGAN,
DANIEL INOUYE,

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. 
2605) making appropriations for energy and 
water development for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2000, and for other purposes, 
submit the following joint statement to the 
House and the Senate in explanation of the 
effects of the action agreed upon by the man-
agers and recommended in the accom-
panying conference report. 

The language and allocations set forth in 
House Report 106–253 and Senate Report 106–
58 should be complied with unless specifi-
cally addressed to the contrary in the con-
ference report and statement of the man-
agers. Report language included by the 
House which is not contradicted by the re-
port of the Senate or the conference, and 
Senate report language which is not contra-
dicted by the report of the House or the con-
ference is approved by the committee of con-
ference. The statement of the managers, 
while repeating some report language for 
emphasis, does not intend to negate the lan-
guage referred to above unless expressly pro-
vided herein. In cases where both the House 
report and Senate report address a particular 
issue not specifically addressed in the con-
ference report or joint statement of man-
agers, the conferees have determined that 
the House and Senate reports are not incon-
sistent and are to be interpreted accordingly. 
In cases in which the House or Senate have 
directed the submission of a report, such re-
port is to be submitted to both House and 
Senate Committees on Appropriations. 

Senate amendment: The Senate deleted 
the entire House bill after the enacting 
clause and inserted the Senate bill. The con-
ference agreement includes a revised bill. 

TITLE I 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL 

The summary tables at the end of this title 
set forth the conference agreement with re-
spect to the individual appropriations, pro-
grams, and activities of the Corps of Engi-
neers. Additional items of conference agree-
ment are discussed below. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

GENERAL INVESTIGATIONS

The conference agreement appropriates 
$161,994,000 for General Investigations in-
stead of $158,993,000 as proposed by the House 
and $125,459,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes $100,000 
for the Pima County, Arizona, project. To 
the extent appropriate, the study is to pro-
ceed with particular reference to rec-
ommendations and findings included in the 
Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, Pima 
County, Arizona, dated October 21, 1998. 

The conference agreement includes $780,000 
for the Metro Atlanta Watershed, Georgia, 
project. The additional funds have been in-
cluded for investigations of flood damage 
prevention along: Utoy, Sandy and Proctor 
Creeks; Long Island, Marsh and Johns Creek; 
and Indian, Sugar, Intrenchment and Federal 
Prison Creeks Watershed.

The conference agreement includes $400,000 
for an interim feasibility study of the 
LaQuinta Channel, Texas, to be accom-
plished separately from the Corpus Christi 
Ship Channel study. The study will inves-
tigate potential extension of the existing 
project.

Of the amount provided for Other Coordi-
nation Programs, $100,000 is for the Corps of 
Engineers to provide assistance and support 
of the preservation and revitalization plans 
associated with the Wheeling, West Virginia 
National Heritage Area. These funds will 
allow the Corps to objectively analyze the 
planned and ongoing design and construction 
work connected with these restoration ef-
forts. The conferees direct the Corps to con-
duct an analysis of the sedimentation build-
up behind Santa Cruz Dam in New Mexico. In 
undertaking this work, the Corps is to pre-
pare a report: describing the nature of the 
problem and possible solutions; discussing 
the economic viability and estimated cost of 
potential solutions; and identifying existing 
authorities pursuant to which the Corps 
could undertake corrective measures or de-
scribing the need for additional legislative 
authority that may be required to accom-
plish the work. 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the House directing the 
Corps of Engineers to use previously appro-
priated funds to continue the feasibility 
phase of the Red River Navigation, South-
west Arkansas, project. 

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate appropriating 
funds for a study of the Yellowstone River at 
Glendive, Montana. Funds for this project 
have been included in the Section 205 pro-
gram of the Construction, General account. 

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate providing 
funds for the Great Egg Harbor Inlet to 
Townsend’s Inlet, New Jersey, project. The 
amount appropriated for General Investiga-
tions includes $226,000 for this project. 

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate providing 
funds for a project for flood control at Park 
River, Grafton, North Dakota. The amount 
appropriated for General Investigations in-
cludes $50,000 for a general reevaluation re-
port to determine whether the project is 
technically sound, environmentally accept-
able and economically justified. 

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate providing 
funds for the Hunting Bayou element of the 
Buffalo Bayou and Tributaries, Texas, 
project. The amount appropriated for Gen-
eral Investigations includes $328,000 for this 
project element. 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL

The conference agreement appropriates 
$1,400,722,000 for Construction, General in-
stead of $1,412,591,000 as proposed by the 
House and $1,086,586,000 as proposed by the 
Senate.

The conferees are aware of previous efforts 
by the Corps of Engineers to address sedi-
mentation and other water resource issues 
along the Dog River in Alabama. The con-
ferees direct the Corps to continue these and 
other efforts, using available funds, to the 
extent authorized by law. 

The conferees are fully supportive of the 
San Timoteo feature of the Santa Ana River 
Mainstem, California, project and expect the 
Corps to commit funds required to maintain 
the most efficient construction schedule for 
this feature’s completion. 

The conferees direct the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, 
to credit toward the non-Federal share of the 
project cost the cost of any work performed 
by non-Federal interests on the Panama City 
Beaches, Florida, project, subsequent to 
project authorization, to the extent the Sec-
retary determines that work to be compat-
ible with, and integral to, the project, con-
sistent with existing statutory authority. 

The conferees direct that the value of flow-
age easements acquired in the East Reach 
Remediation Area of the Little Calumet 
River, Indiana, project, be credited toward 
the non-Federal share of the project cost, to 
the extent the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, determines 
that the acquisition of the easements is com-
patible with, and integral to, the project, 
consistent with existing statutory authority. 

The conferees concur with the House direc-
tion on mitigation associated with the Inner 
Harbor Navigation Canal Lock, Louisiana, 
project. The conferees note the significant 
differences in the estimates of the fair mar-
ket value of property to be transferred to the 
Corps of Engineers by the local sponsor, and 
expect the Corps to work in good faith to ar-
rive at an equitable solution to this issue in 
accordance with current law. 

The conferees urge the Corps of Engineers 
to expedite, to the fullest extent possible, 
the completion of the Post Authorization 
Change for the Larose to Golden Meadow 
(Hurricane Protection), Louisiana, project.

The conferees are aware that the Corps of 
Engineers has determined, pursuant to the 
requirements of Section 533(d) of the Water 
Resources Development Act of 1996, that ad-
ditional work to be carried out on the South-
east Louisiana, Louisiana, project is tech-
nically sound, environmentally acceptable, 
and economically justified. The conferees ex-
pect the Corps of Engineers to continue work 
on this project in fiscal year 2000 using con-
tinuing contracts as provided for in the Act. 

Of the funds available for the Houston-Gal-
veston Navigation Channels, Texas, project, 
such sums as are necessary shall be used to 
plan and construct barge lanes immediately 
adjacent to either side of the Houston Ship 
Channel from Bolivar Roads to Morgan 
Point.

The Corps of Engineers is directed, using 
the latest hydrology data available, to main-
tain in fiscal year 2000 an appropriate level 
of protection at Longview, Kelso, Lexington, 
and Castle Rock, Washington, that is not 
less than that: described in the October 1985 
Decision Document (the basis for the project 
cost sharing agreement with the non-Federal 
sponsors); authorized in Public Law 99–88; or 
recommended pursuant to the Mount St. 
Helens Sediment Control Study, Washington. 

The conference agreement includes 
$25,150,000 for the Levisa and Tug Forks of 
the Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland 
River, West Virginia, Virginia, and Ken-
tucky, project. Project elements are funded 
at the levels specified in the House and Sen-
ate reports. $700,000 is included for a Detailed 
Project Report for the Dickenson County, 
Virginia, element. 

The conference agreement includes 
$6,260,000 for the Section 206 program. Using 
those funds, the Corps of Engineers is di-
rected to proceed with the projects described 
in the House and Senate reports. Of the 
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amount provided for the Section 206 pro-
gram, $100,000 is for the Lake St. Clair, 
Metro Beach, Michigan, project. 

The Secretary of the Army, acting through 
the Chief of Engineers, shall allow credit to-
ward the costs of the Koontz Lake, Indiana, 
project for the design and implementation of 
aquatic ecosystem measures by the non-Fed-
eral sponsor accomplished prior to the exe-
cution of the project cooperation agreement, 
to the extent the Secretary determines such 
work to be compatible with, and integral to, 
the project, consistent with existing statu-
tory authority. 

The conference agreement includes 
$6,500,000 for the Section 14 program. Using 
those funds, the Corps of Engineers is di-
rected to proceed with the projects described 
in the House report. 

The conference agreement includes 
$35,800,000 as proposed by the House for the 
Section 205 program. Using those funds, the 
Corps of Engineers is directed to proceed 
with the projects described in the House and 
Senate reports. Of the amount provided for 
the Section 205 program, $100,000 is for the 
City of Augusta, Kansas, project. 

The conference agreement includes 
$7,500,000 for the Section 107 program. Using 
those funds, the Corps of Engineers is di-
rected to proceed with the projects described 
in the House and Senate reports. 

The conference agreement includes 
$10,000,000 for the Section 1135 program. 
Using those funds, the Corps of Engineers is 
directed to proceed with the projects de-
scribed in the House and Senate reports. 

The conferees have included language in 
the bill earmarking funds for the following 
projects in the amounts specified: Indianap-
olis Central Waterfront, Indiana, $8,000,000; 
Harlan/Clover Fork, Pike County, 
Middlesboro, Martin County, Pike County 
Tug Forks Tributaries, Bell County, Harlan 
County and Town of Martin elements of the 
Levisa and Tug Forks of the Big Sandy River 
and Upper Cumberland River project in Ken-
tucky, $14,050,000; Jackson County, Mis-
sissippi, $800,000; Natchez Bluff, Mississippi, 
$2,000,000; Passaic River Streambank Res-
toration, New Jersey, $6,000,000; Upper Mingo 
County (including Mingo County tribu-
taries), Lower Mingo County (Kermit), 
Wayne County, and McDowell County ele-
ments of the Levisa and Tug Forks of the 
Big Sandy River and Upper Cumberland 
River project in West Virginia, $4,400,000. 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate prohibiting 
the use of funds to begin Phase II on the 
John Day Drawdown study or to initiate a 
study of the drawdown of McNary Dam un-
less authorized by law. 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate permitting the 
Corps of Engineers to use $1,500,000 for the 
Assateague Island, Maryland, project, 
amended to subject the expenditure to reim-
bursement by the National Park Service. 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate subjecting the 
expenditure of previously appropriated funds 
on the Devils Lake, North Dakota, project to 
a number of conditions. 

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate earmarking 
funds for: the Norco Bluffs, California, 
project; the Brevard County, Florida, 
project; the Everglades and South Florida 
Ecosystem Restoration, Florida, project; the 
St. John’s County, Florida, project; the Ohio 
River Flood Protection, Indiana, project; the 
Lake St. Clair, Metro Beach, Michigan, 
project; the Rochester Harbor, New York, 

project; the Brays Bayou element of the Buf-
falo Bayou and Tributaries, Texas, project; 
the Virginia Beach, Virginia (Hurricane Pro-
tection), project; and the Dickenson County, 
Virginia, element of the Levisa and Tug 
Forks of the Big Sandy River and Upper 
Cumberland River, West Virginia, Virginia, 
and Kentucky, project. The amount appro-
priated for Construction, General includes 
funding for these projects as detailed else-
where in the statement of managers. 

FLOOD CONTROL, MISSISSIPPI RIVER AND TRIBU-
TARIES, ARKANSAS, ILLINOIS, KENTUCKY, LOU-
ISIANA, MISSISSIPPI, MISSOURI, AND TEN-
NESSEE

The conference agreement appropriates 
$309,416,000 for Flood Control, Mississippi 
River and Tributaries instead of $313,324,000 
as proposed by the House and $315,630,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. 

The conferees are aware of the difficulties 
the Corps of Engineers is having in finalizing 
a project cost sharing agreement (PCA) for 
the Grand Prairie Region Project in Arkan-
sas. Given these difficulties, the conferees 
have not included additional funding for the 
project in FY 2000. This action is taken with-
out prejudice and in recognition that the 
Corps has previously appropriated funds 
available for its use in fiscal year 2000. If the 
issues delaying finalization of the PCA are 
resolved in FY 2000, the conferees expect the 
Corps of Engineers to use its reprogramming 
authority to resume construction. 

Of the amount provided for construction of 
the Mississippi River Levees, Arkansas, Illi-
nois, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, Mis-
souri, and Tennessee, project, up to an addi-
tional $2,000,000 is for construction of the 
Commerce to Birds Point, Missouri, grade 
raise.

The Secretary of the Army, acting through 
the Chief of Engineers, is directed to permit 
credit toward the non-Federal share of the 
project cost for any work performed by non-
Federal interests on the Louisiana State 
Penitentiary Levee, Louisiana, project, sub-
sequent to project authorization, to the ex-
tent the Secretary determines that work to 
be compatible with, and integral to, the 
project, consistent with existing statutory 
authority.

The conferees note that the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District, did 
not conduct necessary dredging and environ-
mental assessment and impact studies for 
the initial components of the Sardis Lake 
development at Shady Cove, Mississippi, in 
accordance with the specific provisions re-
lating to this project under Title I of P.L. 
105–62. The conferees direct the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers, Vicksburg District, to 
take all actions necessary to complete such 
work as required by P.L. 105–62. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL

The conference agreement appropriates 
$1,853,618,000 for Operation and Maintenance, 
General instead of $1,888,481,000 as proposed 
by the House and $1,790,043,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The conferees strongly urge the Corps of 
Engineers to use available funds to upgrade 
and maintain the water monitoring gages in 
the Alabama, Coosa, and Tallapoosa (ACT) 
Rivers, and Apalachicola, Chattahoochee and 
Flint (ACF) Rivers in Alabama, Florida, and 
Georgia for the purpose of accurately moni-
toring water flows. The purpose of these 
water-monitoring gages is to accurately 
monitor water flow in the rivers and to use 
the data in the negotiations and implemen-
tation of the Congressionally authorized 
ACT/ACF Water Compacts. 

The Corps of Engineers is directed to com-
plete safety related dredging in the vicinity 
of shoals number one and number two in the 
lower end of the dredging area of the Chena 
River, Alaska, project. 

The conference agreement includes 
$3,200,000 for maintenance dredging of the St. 
Petersburg, Florida, project. These funds are 
to be used to dredge to sponsor-constructed 
depths and to dispose of spoil material on 
Egmont Key, consistent with existing au-
thorities.

Of the amount provided for the Mississippi 
River Between Missouri River and Min-
neapolis, Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, 
and Wisconsin, project, $6,000,000 is for ur-
gent bank stabilization work along the Sny 
Island Levee system. 

The conferees are very concerned about 
safety problems resulting from the use of 
outdated hydrographic surveys in coordina-
tion with the Lower Mississippi River Vessel 
Trafficking System for the Mississippi River, 
Baton Rouge to the Gulf of Mexico, Lou-
isiana, project. Therefore, the Secretary, 
acting through the Chief of Engineers, shall 
expedite updated hydrographic survey of the 
portion of the Lower Mississippi River co-
ordinated by a Vessel Trafficking System. 

The conferees understand that the Corps of 
Engineers recently released a Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement for the proposed 
placement of eighteen million cubic yards of 
dredged material in an open water site, 
known as Site 104, located just northeast of 
the William Preston Lane, Jr. Memorial 
Bridge (the Chesapeake Bay Bridge) in Mary-
land. The conferees are concerned about the 
potential approval of this site and impose 
upon the Corps an obligation to thoroughly 
analyze and review all practicable alter-
natives. In reviewing the alternatives, the 
Corps should conduct an exhaustive analysis 
of each site to include how re-suspension of 
sediments will affect nutrient loading and 
whether there is a resident population of 
shortnose sturgeon that would be impacted 
by the proposed placement of dredged mate-
rial.

Within available funds, the Corps of Engi-
neers is directed to complete an environ-
mental assessment, prepare plans and speci-
fications, and coordinate with State and 
Federal agencies for the purpose of pro-
ceeding with maintenance dredging of the 
Little River Harbor, New Hampshire, 
project, and to proceed if determined to be in 
the Federal interest. 

Of the amount provided for the Garrison 
Dam, Lake Sakakawea, North Dakota, 
project, $50,000 is for continued mosquito 
control activities. 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the House permitting the 
use of funds from the Harbor Maintenance 
Trust Fund. 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate prohibiting 
the use of funds for land acquisition in Jas-
per County, South Carolina, in connection 
with the Savannah Harbor navigation 
project.

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate providing 
$1,500,000 for the development of technologies 
for control of zebra mussels and other aquat-
ic nuisance species in and around public fa-
cilities. The amount appropriated for Oper-
ation and Maintenance, General includes 
$1,000,000 for the zebra mussel control pro-
gram of the Corps of Engineers.

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate earmarking 
funds for the Matagorda Ship Channel, Point 
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Comfort Turning Basin, Texas, project. The 
amount appropriated for Operation and 
Maintenance, General includes $100,000 for 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through 
the Chief of Engineers, to study the eco-
nomic justification and environmental ac-
ceptability of maintaining the Matagorda 
Ship Channel, Point Comfort Turning Basin, 
Texas, project, in accordance with section 
509(a) of Public Law 104–303. 

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate providing that 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through 
the Chief of Engineers, may use not to ex-
ceed $300,000 for expenses associated with the 
commemoration of the Lewis and Clark Bi-
centennial. The Corps of Engineers is di-
rected to use available funds, not to exceed 
$300,000, for expenses associated with na-
tional coordination of the commemoration 
of the Lewis and Clark Bicentennial. 

REGULATORY PROGRAM

The conference agreement appropriates 
$117,000,000 for the Regulatory Program as 
proposed by the House instead of $115,000,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

The conferees strongly urge the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers to review the need to re-
vise Section 404(b)(1) guidelines to recognize 
existing land uses and the prior investments 
made on farmed wetland. 

The conferees have provided $5,000,000 to 
fully implement an administrative appeals 
process for the Regulatory Program of the 
Corps of Engineers. This process shall pro-
vide for a single-level appeal of jurisdictional 
determinations, the results of which shall be 
considered final agency action under the Ad-
ministrative Procedures Act. This language 
is not intended to create a new cause of ac-
tion or legal mechanism that would result in 
additional litigation. 

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the House providing that 
the results of a single-level appeal of juris-
dictional determinations shall be considered 
final agency action under the Administrative 
Procedures Act. 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the House requiring the 
Corps of Engineers to prepare a report re-
garding the impacts of proposed replacement 
permits for the nationwide permit 26 on Reg-
ulatory Branch workload and compliance 
costs, amended to delete language requiring 
that the report be submitted to certain com-
mittees of Congress before the Secretary of 
the Army may adopt replacement permits or 
terminate the current nationwide permit 26, 
and amended to delete a deadline of Decem-
ber 30, 1999, for submission of the report to 
certain committees of Congress. 

FORMERLY UTILIZED SITES REMEDIAL ACTION
PROGRAM

The conference agreement appropriates 
$150,000,000 for the Formerly Utilized Sites 
Remedial Action Program (FUSRAP) as pro-
posed by the House and the Senate, and 
makes the funds available until expended as 
proposed by the Senate. The remaining stat-
utory provisions proposed by the Senate are 
contained in section 611 of the bill. 

GENERAL EXPENSES

The conference agreement appropriates 
$149,500,000 for General Expenses instead of 
$148,000,000 as proposed by the House and 
$151,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the House prohibiting the 
use of funds to support an office of congres-
sional affairs within the executive office of 
the Chief of Engineers. 

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the House prohibiting the 
use of funds to support more than one re-
gional office in each division. 

REVOLVING FUND

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate authorizing 
the use of amounts available in the Revolv-
ing Fund to renovate office space in the Gen-
eral Accounting Office (GAO) headquarters 
building in Washington, D.C. for use by the 
Corps of Engineers and the GAO. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

SEC. 101. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the Senate di-
recting the Secretary of the Army, acting 
through the Chief of Engineers, to undertake 
work funded in the conference agreement 
using continuing contracts and providing 
that no fully allocated funding policy shall 
apply to projects for which funds are pro-
vided in the conference agreement. 

SEC. 102. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the Senate 
limiting funding of credits and reimburse-
ments to $10,000,000 per project per fiscal 
year and a total of $50,000,000 per year for all 
applicable projects, amended to delete a lim-
itation of reimbursements and credits to a 
single agreement per project. 

SEC. 103. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by the Senate pro-
viding that none of the funds made available 
in the conference agreement may be used to 
revise the Missouri River Master Water Con-
trol Manual if such revision provides for an 
increase in the springtime water release pro-
gram during the spring heavy rainfall and 
snow melt period in states that have rivers 
draining into the Missouri River below the 
Gavins Point Dam. 

Provision not included in the conference 
agreement.—The conference agreement de-
letes language proposed by the Senate di-
recting continued funding of wildlife habitat 
mitigation work for the Cheyenne River 
Sioux Tribe, Lower Brule Sioux Tribe, and 
State of South Dakota, and earmarking 
$3,000,000 to fund activities authorized under 
the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, Lower 
Brule Sioux Tribe and State of South Dakota 
Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Restoration Act. 
The amount appropriated for Construction, 
General includes $1,500,000 for these activi-
ties.
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TITLE II 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT COMPLETION ACCOUNT

The conference agreement appropriates 
$39,370,000 to carry out the provisions of the 
Central Utah Project Completion Act as pro-
posed by the Senate instead of $37,190,000 as 
proposed by the House. 

The conference agreement provides that 
the amount to be deposited into the Utah 
Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation 
Account shall be $15,476,000 as proposed by 
the House instead of $17,047,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides that 
the amount available to the Utah Reclama-
tion Mitigation and Conservation Commis-
sion shall be $10,476,000 as proposed by the 
House instead of $12,047,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides that 
the amount available for administrative ex-
penses shall be $1,321,000 as proposed by the 
Senate instead of $1,283,000 as proposed by 
the House. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION

The summary tables at the end of this title 
set forth the conference agreement with re-
spect to the individual appropriations, pro-
grams, and activities of the Bureau of Rec-
lamation. Additional items of conference 
agreement are discussed below. 

WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES

The conference agreement appropriates 
$607,927,000 for Water and Related Resources 
instead of $604,910,000 as proposed by the 
House and $612,451,000 as proposed by the 
Senate.

Of the amount provided for the American 
River Division of the Central Valley Project, 
$3,000,000 is for construction of a permanent 
pumping facility for the Placer County 
Water Agency, and $2,900,000 is to initiate 
construction of a temperature control device 
at Folsom Dam. 

The conference agreement includes final 
year funding for the Equus Beds Ground-
water Recharge Demonstration Project in 
Kansas.

The conferees direct the Bureau of Rec-
lamation to use available funds to provide 
additional recreation facilities at Silo Camp-
ground on the southern end of the Canyon 
Ferry Reservoir in Broadwater County in 
Montana. The expenditure of these resources 
will be considered as an in-kind contribution 

to Broadwater County if consistent with 
Public Law 105–277. 

The conference agreement includes 
$1,500,000 for the Newlands Water Rights 
Fund authorized by the Truckee-Carson-Pyr-
amid Lake Water Rights Settlement Act to 
be utilized to pay for purchasing and retiring 
water rights in the Newlands Reclamation 
Project.

The conferees prohibit the use of funds for 
any water acquisition undertaken by the Bu-
reau of Reclamation for the Middle Rio 
Grande or the Carlsbad Projects in New Mex-
ico unless said acquisition is in compliance 
with the acquisition provisions contained in 
section 202 of this title for Drought Emer-
gency Assistance. 

The conferees are aware of the WateReuse 
Research Foundation’s ongoing efforts to 
conduct research on the science and tech-
nology aspects of water reclamation and en-
courage the Bureau of Reclamation to pro-
vide assistance to support the WateReuse 
Foundation’s research program. 

The conference agreement provides that 
the amount available for transfer to the 
Lower Colorado River Basin Development 
Fund shall be $24,089,000 as proposed by the 
House instead of $24,326,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate extending the 
authority of the Reclamation States Emer-
gency Drought Relief Act of 1991. 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate increasing the 
authorized level of appropriations for Indian 
municipal, rural and industrial features of 
the Garrison Unit Diversion project. 

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate earmarking 
funds for the Lake Andes-Wagner/Marty II 
demonstration program. The amount appro-
priated for Water and Related Resources in-
cludes $150,000 for this program.

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate earmarking 
funds for the Walker River Basin, Nevada, 
project. The amount appropriated for Water 
and Related Resources includes $300,000 for 
this project. 

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate earmarking 
funds for environmental restoration at Fort 
Kearny, Nebraska. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION LOAN PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

The conference agreement appropriates 
$12,425,000 for the Bureau of Reclamation 

Loan Program Account as proposed by the 
House and Senate. 

CENTRAL VALLEY PROJECT RESTORATION FUND

The conference agreement appropriates 
$42,000,000 for the Central Valley Project 
Restoration Fund instead of $47,346,000 as 
proposed by the House and $37,346,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. 

CALIFORNIA BAY-DELTA RESTORATION

The conference agreement appropriates 
$60,000,000 for the California Bay-Delta Res-
toration program instead of $75,000,000 as 
proposed by the House and $50,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides that 
the amount to be used for ecosystem restora-
tion activities shall be $30,000,000 as proposed 
by the Senate instead of $45,000,000 as pro-
posed by the House and that the amount to 
be used for other activities shall be 
$30,000,000 as proposed by the House instead 
of $20,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement provides that 
the amount to be used for planning and man-
agement shall not exceed $5,000,000 instead of 
$7,000,000 as proposed by the House and 
$2,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION

The conference agreement appropriates 
$47,000,000 for Policy and Administration in-
stead of $45,000,000 as proposed by the House 
and $49,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

SEC. 201. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision making appropriations 
available for purchase of not more than six 
passenger motor vehicles as proposed by the 
House instead of not more than seven as pro-
posed by the Senate. 

SEC. 202. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the Senate 
imposing limitations on the use of appro-
priated funds for the leasing of water for 
specified drought related purposes, amended 
to limit the use of funds primarily for water 
leasing instead of exclusively for water leas-
ing.

Provision not included in the conference 
agreement.—The conference agreement de-
letes language proposed by the Senate per-
mitting certain investments of advance pay-
ments to Indian tribes, tribal organizations, 
and tribal consortia.
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TITLE III 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
The summary tables at the end of this title 

set forth the conference agreement with re-
spect to the individual appropriations, pro-
grams, and activities of the Department of 
Energy. Additional items of conference 
agreement are discussed below. 

HOUSE AND SENATE VIEWS

The reports accompanying the House and 
Senate passed bills include strongly held 
views of each body regarding the Department 
of Energy. The conferees have resolved all 
differences between the two bodies related to 
funding and where specific direction or re-
quirements are provided. However, the con-
ferees have not attempted to reconcile those 
portions of the reports that express the opin-
ion of either body. 

For example, the House and Senate reports 
express differing views on the external regu-
lation of the Department’s facilities. The 
conferees have not addressed this difference 
of opinion. However, where funding is in-
volved, as it is with regard to providing fund-
ing within the Office of Environment, Safety 
and Health for external regulation, the con-
ferees have agreed not to eliminate such 
funds as proposed by the Senate. 

In cases where both the House report and 
Senate report address a particular issue not 
specifically addressed in the conference re-
port or joint statement of managers, the 
conferees have determined that the House 
and Senate reports are not inconsistent and 
are to be interpreted accordingly. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY ORGANIZATIONAL
STRUCTURE

The conferees expect the Department to re-
duce field office staffing by five percent from 
the current fiscal year 1999 aggregate levels. 
These reductions are not to be prorated, but 
should be based on an analysis of staffing 
needs at each individual office. 

EXTERNAL INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENTS OF
CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

The conferees agree that none of the funds 
provided for fiscal year 2000 construction 
projects may be obligated until an external, 
independent assessment of the baseline cost 
and schedule has been performed and pro-
vided to the House and Senate Committees 
on Appropriations for review. The Depart-
ment is also directed to improve the correc-
tive action plans prepared in response to 
these external reviews. The quality of the 
corrective action plans received by the Com-
mittees on Appropriations has been marginal 
at best. 

CONTRACTOR TRAVEL

The conference agreement includes a stat-
utory provision limiting reimbursement of 
Department of Energy management and op-
erating contractors for travel expenses to 
not more than $150,000,000 and requiring con-
tractor travel to be consistent with the rules 
and regulations for Federal employees. This 
reduction is not to be prorated, but should be 
applied to those organizations which appear 
to have the most egregious travel practices. 
This is not meant to restrict trips between 
laboratories to coordinate on program 
issues. The conferees are particularly con-
cerned with the number of trips by labora-
tory employees to Washington, D.C., and the 
expense and excessive number of laboratory 
employees who travel to Russia. 

The Department is also directed to ensure 
that reimbursements for contractor travel 
shall not exceed those costs which would be 
allowed for travel by employees of the Fed-
eral government. The conferees are aware 

that there is a cost difference because con-
tractors cannot receive government rates for 
certain travel expenses. However, the regula-
tions should ensure that contractors are not 
allowed to charge the government for busi-
ness class or first class travel expenses, ho-
tels which exceed the government per diem 
allowance, and other expenses and benefits 
such as the personal use of frequent flier 
miles which are not allowed if the traveler is 
a Federal employee. Guidelines that provide 
for deviations from Federal travel regula-
tions may be approved by the Secretary. 

AUGMENTING FEDERAL STAFF

The conferees agree that a reduction is re-
quired in the number of Department of En-
ergy management and operating contractors 
who are assigned to the Washington metro-
politan area. Funding for management and 
operating contractors has been reduced by 
$15,000,000. The conference agreement en-
dorses the Department’s proposed manage-
ment plan to address this problem and to 
limit the current assignments to not more 
than 270 positions in fiscal year 2000. Those 
positions must perform functions that are 
highly technical and directly related to lab-
oratory missions. Additionally, the Wash-
ington contractor offices (currently 13 for 9 
laboratories) should be consolidated into one 
or two workplaces unless the Department 
finds that all of the offices can be eliminated 
by locating them in Department of Energy 
office space. 

The conference agreement adopts the re-
port requirement proposed by the House. 
This report, which is due on January 31, 2000, 
is to be augmented to include the status of 
the Department’s proposed management re-
forms.

REPROGRAMMINGS

The conference agreement does not provide 
the Department of Energy with any internal 
reprogramming flexibility in fiscal year 2000 
unless specifically identified by the House, 
Senate, or conference agreement. Any re-
allocation of new or prior year budget au-
thority or prior year deobligations must be 
submitted to the House and Senate Commit-
tees on Appropriations in advance, in writ-
ing, and may not be implemented prior to 
approval by the Committees. 

LABORATORY DIRECTED RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT

The conference agreement modifies the 
current laboratory directed research and de-
velopment (LDRD) program by reducing the 
allowable cost from six percent to four per-
cent of the funds provided to the labora-
tories. None of the funds provided to labora-
tories for environmental cleanup activities 
may be taxed for LDRD purposes. 

COMPUTER SECURITY

The conference agreement does not with-
hold funding for information management 
systems as proposed by the House. 

ADDITIONAL DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
REQUIREMENTS

The conferees agree with the House report 
language on improving project management 
in the Department of Energy and overhead 
costs reviews, and the Senate report lan-
guage on personnel security. 

GENERAL REDUCTIONS NECESSARY TO
ACCOMMODATE SPECIFIC PROGRAM DIRECTIONS

The Department is directed to provide a re-
port to the House and Senate Committees on 
Appropriations by January 31, 2000, on the 
actual application of any general reductions 
of funding or use of prior year balances con-
tained in the conference agreement. In gen-

eral, such reductions should not be applied 
disproportionately against any program, 
project, or activity. However, the conferees 
are aware there may be instances where pro-
portional reductions would adversely impact 
critical programs and other allocations may 
be necessary.

ENERGY SUPPLY

The conference agreement appropriates 
$644,937,953 instead of $615,317,304 as proposed 
by the House or $721,233,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The conference agreement does 
not include the Senate bill language pro-
viding $15,000,000 for civilian research and de-
velopment.

SOLAR AND RENEWABLE RESOURCES
TECHNOLOGIES

The conference agreement provides 
$362,240,000 instead of $356,450,000 as proposed 
by the House or $353,900,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

Solar building technology research.—The
conference agreement includes $2,000,000, the 
amount provided by the Senate, instead of 
$2,810,000 as proposed by the House. The con-
ference agreement includes $1,700,000 for 
technology development and $300,000 for 
quality assurance. 

Photovoltaic systems research and develop-
ment.—The conference agreement includes 
$69,847,000, instead of $72,977,000 as proposed 
by the House or $66,847,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. Within the $67,000,000 provided to the 
Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable 
Energy, the conferees have provided 
$27,000,000 for advanced materials and de-
vices, $15,309,000 for fundamental research, 
and $24,691,000 for collector research and sys-
tems development program of which up to 
$1,500,000 may be used for ‘‘million solar 
roofs’’ activities. From the amount provided, 
the conferees have provided $1,000,000 for the 
Materials Science Center in Tempe, Arizona. 

Concentrating solar power systems.—The con-
ference agreement includes $15,410,000, the 
same amount as the House, instead of 
$15,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
conferees have provided $5,000,000 for distrib-
uted power system development, $5,000,000 
for dispatchable power system development, 
and $2,900,000 for advanced component and 
system research. No funds have been pro-
vided here for strategic alliances and market 
awareness activities. The conferees have in-
cluded $2,500,000 for research and develop-
ment for the U.S.-manufactured 22kw dish 
sterling program. 

Biomass/biofuels research and development.—
The conference agreement includes 
$98,740,000, instead of $98,960,000 as proposed 
by the House or $99,690,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The conferees have provided 
$26,740,000 for research to be managed by the 
Office of Science, the same as the amount in 
the budget request. The conference agree-
ment includes $32,500,000 for power systems 
and $39,500,000 for the transportation pro-
gram. The conferees have provided up to 
$1,000,000 for the regional biomass program 
to be derived from the power program. The 
conferees have not included the House provi-
sion prohibiting further funding of the 
Vermont gasification project. The con-
ference agreement includes up to $5,000,000 
for the final Federal contribution to this fa-
cility. The conferees have provided $1,000,000 
for the Consortium for Plant Biotechnology 
Research, to be derived from the power pro-
gram. The conferees have included the House 
provision providing up to $6,000,000 for the 
multi-agency biomass program. The Depart-
ment is directed to include a competitive so-
licitation for projects that meet criteria for 

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:22 May 26, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00071 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H27SE9.000 H27SE9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE22778 September 27, 1999
funding under the Department’s unique role 
in this multi-agency effort. 

The conference agreement does not include 
funds for the Vermont agriculture methane 
project or the Southern Illinois University 
project as provided in the Senate report. The 
conferees have included up to $500,000 for the 
P-series fuel project at the University of 
Louisville. The conferees have not included 
any other new projects in the transportation 
program. The conferees note that the De-
partment has funded several biomass energy 
projects during recent years whose timelines 
have been delayed for various reasons. The 
conferees believe it is time for the Depart-
ment to complete these projects and related 
activities before initiating new projects. Ac-
cordingly, funds are included for the comple-
tion and/or termination costs of previously 
funded biomass projects. The conferees have 
provided $3,000,000 for the Michigan Bio-
technology Institute (MBI), to be derived 
equally from the power and transportation 
programs. The conferees direct that the De-
partment and MBI submit a spending plan to 
the Committees on Appropriations for ap-
proval no later than November 30, 1999. 

Wind energy research and development.—The
conference agreement includes $33,283,000, in-
stead of $31,243,000 as proposed by the House 
or $34,283,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
conferees have provided $283,000 for research 
to be managed by the Office of Science, the 
same as the budget request. Within the 
$33,000,000 provided to the Office of Energy 
Efficiency and Renewable Energy, $13,500,000 
is for applied research, the same amount as 
the budget request. The conference agree-
ment does not include prescriptive language 
specifying allocations as included in the Sen-
ate Report. 

Renewable energy production incentive.—The
conference agreement includes $1,500,000, the 
amount of the budget request and the 
amount provided by the Senate, instead of 
$2,610,000 as proposed by the House. 

Solar program support.—The conference 
agreement includes $5,000,000, a $3,000,000 in-
crease over the amount provided by the 
House and Senate. The conferees have in-
cluded the House proposal to provide 
$1,000,000 for electricity restructuring activi-
ties and $1,000,000 for feasibility studies in 
preparation for a competitive solicitation. 
The conferees have provided an additional 
$3,000,000 for the Department to conduct dis-
tributed power system integration research 
and development. This effort is to be part of 
the competitive solicitation program and 
shall include modeling, field testing and 
analyses to determine the best means of in-
tegrating distributed power resources, in-
cluding renewable energy, combined heat 
and power, and hybrid systems into the elec-
tricity system in a manner that enhances re-
liability, safety and power quality. 

International solar energy.—The conference 
agreement includes $4,000,000 instead of 
$4,950,000 as provided by the House or 
$3,000,000 as provided by the Senate. Of this 
amount, $3,000,000 is to be provided expedi-
tiously to International Utility Efficiency 
Partnerships, Inc. (IUEP). IUEP shall com-
petitively award all projects, continuing its 
leadership role in reducing carbon dioxide 
emissions using voluntary market-based 
mechanisms.

National Renewable Energy Laboratory 
(NREL).—The conference agreement includes 
$1,100,000, the amount of the budget request, 
as proposed by the Senate instead of 
$2,800,000 as proposed by the House. 

Geothermal technology development.—The
conference agreement includes $24,000,000, 

the amount provided by the Senate, instead 
of $24,310,000 as proposed by the House. The 
conference agreement includes $6,000,000 for 
exploration research and development and 
$5,500,000 for drilling technology research 
and development. 

Hydrogen research and development.—The
conference agreement includes $27,970,000, in-
stead of $24,730,000 as proposed by the House 
and $29,970,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
The conferees have provided $2,970,000 for re-
search to be managed by the Office of 
Science, the same as the amount in the 
budget request. The conference agreement 
does not include the specific funding items 
listed in the Senate report except for $250,000 
for the carbon dioxide/hydrogen production 
gas reforming facility in Nevada and $350,000 
for the Montana Trade Port Authority in 
Billings, Montana. 

Hydropower.—The conference agreement 
includes $5,000,000 as proposed by the Senate, 
instead of $2,760,000 as proposed by the 
House. The amount provided is exclusively 
for cost-shared research and development of 
‘‘fish-friendly’’ turbines. 

Renewable Indian energy resources.—The
conference agreement includes $4,000,000, the 
same amount as proposed by the Senate, in-
stead of no funds as proposed by the House. 
The conferees have provided funds in accord-
ance with the Senate report, except that 
$1,000,000 is provided for the Nome diesel up-
grade instead of the Kotzebue wind project. 

Electric energy systems and storage.—The
conference agreement includes $38,410,000, in-
stead of $38,910,000 as proposed by the House 
or $33,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
conferees have provided $31,910,000 for high-
temperature superconducting research and 
development, $3,500,000 for energy storage 
systems and $3,000,000 to support a national 
laboratory/utility industry partnership to 
conduct research on reliability of the na-
tion’s electricity infrastructure including 
the impact of electricity restructuring on 
safety and reliability. The conference agree-
ment includes $500,000 for the distributed 
power demonstration project at the Nevada 
Test Site instead of $1,000,000 as provided in 
the Senate report. 

Program direction.—The conference agree-
ment includes $17,720,000, the same amount 
provided by the House, instead of $17,750,000 
as proposed by the Senate. 

NUCLEAR ENERGY

The conference agreement provides 
$288,700,000, instead of $265,700,000 as proposed 
by the House or $297,700,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

Advanced radioisotope power systems.—The
conference agreement includes $34,500,000, in-
stead of $32,000,000 as provided by the House 
or $37,000,000 as provided by the Senate. 

Test reactor area landlord.—The conference 
agreement includes $9,000,000, the same 
amount as proposed by the House and the 
Senate.

University reactor fuel assistance and sup-
port.—The conference agreement includes 
$12,000,000, the same amount provided by the 
House and the Senate. 

Nuclear energy plant optimization.—The con-
ference agreement includes $5,000,000, the 
same amount provided by the House and the 
Senate. The conferees direct that the De-
partment ensure that projects are funded 
jointly with non-Federal partners and that 
total non-Federal contributions are equal to 
or in excess of total Department contribu-
tions to projects funded in this program. 

Nuclear energy research initiative.—The con-
ferees have provided $22,500,000 for the nu-
clear energy research initiative, instead of 

$25,000,000 as recommended by the Senate or 
$20,000,000 as recommended by the House. 

Civilian research and development.—The con-
ference agreement includes $9,000,000, instead 
of no funding as recommended by the House 
and $15,000,000 as provided by the Senate. The 
conferees direct that funding be provided in 
accordance with the Department’s Roadmap 
for Developing ATW Technology and encour-
age international participation and coopera-
tion in the program. 

Fast Flux Test Facility.—The conference 
agreement provides $28,000,000 as proposed by 
the Senate, instead of $30,000,000 as proposed 
by the House. 

Termination costs.—The conference agree-
ment provides $80,000,000 as provided by the 
Senate, instead of $75,000,000 as provided by 
the House. The conference agreement pro-
vides the full amount of the budget request 
to complete draining and processing EBR-II 
primary sodium. The conferees direct the De-
partment to notify the Committees imme-
diately if any issues arise that would delay 
the Department’s plan to complete these ac-
tivities as stated in the budget justification 
documents. If additional funds are required, 
the Department should send a reprogram-
ming request to the Committees as expedi-
tiously as possible. 

Uranium programs.—The conference agree-
ment includes $43,500,000, instead of 
$40,000,000 as proposed by the House and 
$39,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
conferees have provided an additional 
$3,987,000 to address worker and public health 
and safety concerns at the gaseous diffusion 
plant sites. 

Isotope support.—The conference agreement 
includes $20,500,000, instead of $18,000,000 as 
proposed by the House or $23,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. The conferees have in-
cluded $7,500,000 for the Isotope production 
facility, the same amount as provided by the 
Senate.

Program direction.—The conference agree-
ment includes $24,700,000, the same amount 
provided by the House and the Senate. 

ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH

The conference agreement includes 
$38,998,000, instead of $36,750,000 as rec-
ommended by the House or $48,998,000 as rec-
ommended by the Senate. The conferees di-
rect that the reduction from the budget re-
quest be directed to eliminate lower-priority 
activities currently funded in this program. 
The conference agreement does not preclude 
funding for external regulation-related ac-
tivities.

ENERGY SUPPORT ACTIVITIES

Technical information management pro-
gram.—The conference agreement includes 
$8,600,000, the same amount provided by the 
House and the Senate. 

Transfer of funds to the Occupational Safety 
And Health Administration.—The conference 
agreement includes $1,000,000 for safety and 
health activities related to non-Federal 
workers at Federal facilities and regulatory 
responsibilities at non-nuclear facilities. 
This is the same amount as the House, in-
stead of no funding as recommended by the 
Senate.

Field operations.—The conference agree-
ment includes the House provision transfer-
ring funding of field offices to sponsoring 
programs in accordance with the Depart-
ment’s management reorganization plan. 
Funding for the Chicago, Oakland and Oak 
Ridge offices has been provided in the 
Science account. Funding for the Idaho of-
fice has been moved to the Environmental 
Management account. 
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Oak Ridge landlord.—The conference agree-

ment includes the House provision transfer-
ring funding to the Science account. 

FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The conferees have included the transfers 
totaling $5,820,953 from the Geothermal Re-
sources Development and United States En-
richment Corporation Funds as proposed in 
the budget request and included in the House 
and Senate bills. The conference agreement 
also includes $47,100,000, the same amount as 
the budget request, for research performed 
by the Office of Science related to solar and 
renewable energy technologies. 

The conference agreement does not include 
the Senate provision to use $31,589,000 identi-
fied as prior year balances. The House did 
not include a prior year balance adjustment. 
The conference agreement includes a reduc-
tion of $1,500,000 for contractor travel, a 
$1,000,000 reduction for management and op-
erating contractors in Washington, D.C., and 
a $5,000,000 general reduction.
NON-DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

The conference agreement appropriates 
$333,618,000 instead of $327,223,000 as proposed 
by the House and $327,922,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes $595,000 
for the National Low-Level Waste Program 
in fiscal year 2000. These funds are to be used 
to maintain Federal data bases for tracking 
and reporting on low-level waste disposal in-
formation.

The conference agreement includes an ad-
ditional $5,800,000 to complete cleanup at the 
Grand Junction site in Colorado in fiscal 
year 2000. 

The conferees are aware of additional costs 
being incurred in the TMI Fuel Storage 
project related to compliance with Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission safety require-
ments. The Department should submit a re-
programming request as expeditiously as 
possible to remedy this shortfall. 
URANIUM ENRICHMENT DECONTAMINATION AND

DECOMMISSIONING FUND

The conference agreement appropriates 
$250,198,000 instead of $240,198,000 as proposed 
by the House and $200,000,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

An additional $10,000,000 has been provided 
to accelerate cleanup activities at the gas-
eous diffusion plants in Paducah, Kentucky, 
and Portsmouth, Ohio, in an effort to deal 
with radioactive contamination of ground-
water, surface water, and on-site burial 
grounds, as well as decontamination and de-
commissioning of facilities. The conferees 
are aware of over $30,000,000 in additional 
cleanup work at the Paducah site alone that 
was identified in the Phase I preliminary in-
vestigation completed by the Department on 
September 14, 1999. The conferees urge the 
Department to substantially increase the 
funding request in fiscal year 2001 for the Pa-
ducah and Portsmouth facilities to fully 
characterize waste in and around the DOE 
reservations and to eliminate the existing 
threats to the residents, workers, and the en-
vironment.

Funding of $30,000,000, the same as the 
budget request, has been provided for the 
uranium and thorium reimbursement pro-
gram. The conferees recognize there are eli-
gible uranium and thorium licensee claims 
under Title X of the Energy Policy Act that 
have been approved for reimbursement, but 
not yet paid in full. The conferees direct the 
Department of Energy to submit with the 
fiscal year 2001 budget request a current list 
of the licensees approved for payment, 
amounts paid to date, and remaining bal-

ances requiring reimbursement for each of 
the claimants. 

SCIENCE

The conference agreement appropriates 
$2,799,851,000, instead of $2,718,647,000 as pro-
vided by the House or $2,725,069,000 as pro-
vided by the Senate. The conference agree-
ment does not include the Senate bill lan-
guage providing funding for Boston College, 
the University of Missouri or the Natural 
Energy Laboratory of Hawaii. 

High energy physics.—The conference agree-
ment provides $707,890,000 for high energy 
physics, instead of $715,525,000 as provided by 
the House or $691,090,000 as provided by the 
Senate. The conference agreement does not 
include the Senate reduction for research 
and development of a TeV scale center of 
mass accelerator. The conferees do have con-
cerns about the early cost projections of this 
planned facility and urge the Department to 
consider reasonable expectations of budgets 
and significant international participation 
during the early planning process for this 
proposed facility. 

Nuclear physics.—The conference agree-
ment provides $352,000,000 for nuclear phys-
ics, instead of $357,940,000 as provided by the 
House or $330,000,000 as provided by the Sen-
ate. The conference agreement does not in-
clude the Senate provision eliminating fund-
ing for the Bates Linear Accelerator Labora-
tory.

Biological and environmental research.—The
conference agreement includes $441,500,000, 
instead of $406,170,000 as provided by the 
House or $429,700,000 as provided by the Sen-
ate. The conferees have included $19,500,000 
for the low-dose effects program including a 
review of the Hiroshima dosimetry system. 
The conferees have not provided $2,000,000 in 
the Defense Environment, Safety and Health 
account as proposed by the Senate for this 
review. The conferees have provided $100,000 
to study the effects of radiation on avian 
populations at the Nevada Test Site. 

The conference agreement includes 
$5,000,000 for improvements and optimum 
utilization of the University of Missouri re-
search reactor and $1,500,000 for the Natural 
Energy Laboratory in Hawaii. The conferees 
have provided $2,500,000 for the bone marrow 
transplantation/radioimmunotherapy pro-
gram at the City of Hope National Medical 
Center and $1,000,000 for the Gallo Institute 
of the Cancer Institute of New Jersey. The 
conference agreement also includes $1,000,000 
for cancer research at the Burbank Hospital 
Regional Center in Fitchburg, Massachu-
setts; $2,000,000 for the Midwest Proton Radi-
ation Institute; $1,000,000 for the Center for 
Research on Aging at Rush-Presbyterian-St. 
Luke’s Medical Center in Chicago, Illinois; 
and $1,000,000 for the breast cancer program 
at the North Shore-Long Island Jewish 
Health System. 

The conference agreement includes 
$1,500,000 for the Medical University of South 
Carolina’s Cancer Research Center, $1,500,000 
for the West Virginia National Education 
and Technology Center, $1,500,000 for the 
University of Las Vegas Science Complex, 
$1,000,000 for the Science Center at Creighton 
University, and $1,500,000 for the Utton 
Transboundary Center. The conference 
agreement includes $10,000,000 to further de-
velopment of technologies using advanced 
functional brain imaging methodologies, in-
cluding magnetoencephalography, for con-
duct of basic research in mental illness and 
neurological disorders. The conferees are 
aware of research into the molecular basis of 
disease and MicroPET at the University of 
California Los Angeles and encourage the 

Department to review this new technology 
and possible collaborations and report back 
to the Committees. 

Basic energy sciences.—The conference 
agreement includes $783,127,000 instead of 
$735,989,000 as recommended by the House or 
$854,545,000 as recommended by the Senate. 
The conferees have included $7,000,000 for the 
Experimental Program to Stimulate Com-
petitive Research, the same amount as pro-
vided by the House and the Senate. The con-
ferees included very modest reductions to 
BES research programs and they strongly 
oppose any effort by the Department to tar-
get one laboratory when allocating this re-
duction.

Spallation Neutron Source.—The rec-
ommendation includes $117,900,000, including 
$100,000,000 for line-item construction costs 
and $17,900,000 for related research and devel-
opment. The amount provided is $69,000,000 
less than the amount provided by the Senate 
and $50,000,000 more than the amount pro-
vided by the House. The conferees have pro-
vided the same amount authorized in the 
House-passed authorization bill. 

Computational and technology research.—
The conference agreement includes 
$132,000,000, instead of $143,000,000 as provided 
by the House or $129,000,000 as provided by 
the Senate. The conferees strongly support 
the Department’s current supercomputer 
programs including ASCI, NERSC, and mod-
eling programs. The conferees urge the De-
partment to submit a comprehensive plan for 
a non-Defense supercomputing program that 
reflects a unique role for the Department in 
this multi-agency effort and a budget plan 
that indicates spending requirements over a 
five-year budget cycle. 

Energy research analyses.—The conference 
agreement includes $1,000,000, the same 
amount provided by the House and the Sen-
ate.

Multiprogram energy labs—facility support.—
The conference agreement includes 
$21,260,000, the same amount provided by the 
House and the Senate. The conference agree-
ment includes the additional $1,000,000 pro-
vided by the House to fully fund the Depart-
ment’s commitment to the payment-in-lieu 
of taxes program and does not include the 
additional $1,000,000 provided by the Senate 
for roofing improvements at Oak Ridge Na-
tional Laboratory. 

Fusion energy sciences.—The conference 
agreement includes $250,000,000, the same 
amount provided by the House instead of 
$220,614,000 as provided by the Senate. The 
conferees are pleased with the highly sup-
portive recent report on fusion energy 
science from the Secretary of Energy’s Advi-
sory Board and with the comprehensive sci-
entific plan developed by the Fusion Energy 
Sciences Advisory Committee (FESAC). The 
FESAC plan should be used by the Depart-
ment as guidance in the allocation of the re-
sources provided for fusion energy sciences. 

Oak Ridge landlord.—The conference agree-
ment includes $11,800,000 as proposed by the 
House.

Program Direction.—The recommendation is 
$131,108,000, instead of $126,963,000 as proposed 
by the House or $52,360,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The conferees have provided 
$52,360,000 for headquarters program direc-
tion activities, the same amount provided by 
the House and Senate. 

FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The conference agreement includes a re-
duction of $10,834,000 for contractor travel, 
the same amount as the budget request. The 
conferees have also included a $1,000,000 re-
duction for management and operating con-
tractors in Washington, D.C.; a $10,000,000 
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general reduction; and a $10,000,000 reduction 
reflecting the House provision to include all 
funding for science education activities with 
program direction funding.

NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

The conference agreement appropriates 
$240,500,000 for Nuclear Waste Disposal in-
stead of $242,500,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate and $169,000,000 as proposed by the House. 

The conference agreement includes $500,000 
for the State of Nevada instead of $4,727,000 
as proposed by the Senate and no funds as 
proposed by the House. This funding will be 
provided to the Department of Energy which 
will reimburse the State for actual expendi-
tures on appropriate scientific oversight re-
sponsibilities conducted pursuant to the Nu-
clear Waste Policy Act of 1982. These funds 
may not be used for salaries and expenses for 
State employees in the oversight office. 

The conference agreement includes 
$5,432,000 for affected units of local govern-
ment as proposed by the Senate instead of no 
funds as proposed by the House. Funding for 
the affected local governments is to be allo-
cated in the same proportion as was provided 
to each affected local government in fiscal 
year 1998. 

The conference agreement includes 
$1,000,000 for seismic evaluations instead of 
$3,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. No funds 
are provided in this account for the develop-
ment of accelerator transmutation of waste 
technology.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

The conference agreement appropriates 
$206,365,000 for Departmental Administration 
instead of $193,769,000 as proposed by the 
House and $219,415,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. Funding of $10,000,000 is to be trans-
ferred to this account from Other Defense 
Activities. Revenues of $106,887,000, 
$10,000,000 less than the budget request, are 
estimated to be received in fiscal year 2000, 
resulting in a net appropriation of $99,478,000. 

The conference agreement provides 
$26,000,000 for the Chief Financial Officer, an 
increase over the budget request of 
$23,792,000. These additional funds are to sup-
port the new engineering and construction 
division.

The conference agreement provides 
$1,000,000 as proposed by the House for sever-
ance payments for the office of field manage-
ment.

Reprogramming Guidelines.—The conference 
agreement provides reprogramming author-
ity of $500,000 or 5 percent, whichever is less, 
within the Departmental Administration ac-
count without submission of a reprogram-
ming to be approved by the House and Sen-
ate Committees on Appropriations. No indi-
vidual program account may be increased or 
decreased by more than this amount during 
the fiscal year using this reprogramming au-
thority. This should provide the needed flexi-
bility to manage this account. Congressional 
notification within 30 days of the use of this 
reprogramming authority is required. Trans-
fers which would result in increases or de-
creases in excess of $500,000 or 5 percent to an 
individual program account during the fiscal 
year require prior notification and approval 
from the House and Senate Committees on 
Appropriations.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

The conference agreement appropriates 
$29,500,000 for the Inspector General instead 
of $30,000,000 as proposed by the House and 
$29,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

ATOMIC ENERGY DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

WEAPONS ACTIVITIES

The conference agreement appropriates 
$4,443,939,000 instead of $3,962,500,000 as pro-

posed by the House and $4,609,832,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate providing that 
funding for any ballistic missile defense pro-
gram undertaken by the Department of En-
ergy for the Department of Defense must be 
provided in accordance with procedures es-
tablished for Work for Others by the Depart-
ment of Energy. 

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate allowing the 
use of stockpile stewardship funds for re-
gional economic development and language 
proposed by the House deferring the obliga-
tion of $1,000,000,000 until certain conditions 
are met. 

Stockpile stewardship.—The conferees have 
postponed the integrated strategy proposed 
by the Senate. From within available funds, 
the conference agreement provides $10,000,000 
to enhance or provide new microsystems ca-
pability at the Sandia National Laboratory 
and $5,000,000 to begin the process of moving 
the Atlas pulsed power experimental facility 
to the Nevada Test Site. 

Funding of $316,000,000 has been provided 
for the accelerated strategic computing ini-
tiative (ASCI) program, a reduction of 
$25,000,000 from the request of $341,000,000. 

Inertial Fusion.—The agreement includes 
the additional $10,000,000 proposed by the 
House for the inertial fusion program to fur-
ther development of high average power la-
sers.

National Ignition Facility.—The conference 
agreement does not include the additional 
funding proposed by the Senate for the Na-
tional Ignition Facility. 

The National Ignition Facility has been de-
scribed as one of the cornerstones of the 
Stockpile Stewardship Program. The con-
ferees understand that the most recent inter-
nal review of the project has concluded that 
the projected cost to complete the project 
has increased and the completion date will 
be delayed. The conferees are very dis-
appointed by this. Additional reviews will be 
performed in coming months to establish the 
appropriate future actions for proceeding 
with this project. 

The conferees direct that the Secretary of 
Energy complete and certify a new cost and 
schedule baseline for the National Ignition 
Facility and submit that certification to the 
Committees by June 1, 2000. If the Secretary 
is unable to provide such a certification, the 
Department should prepare an estimate of 
the costs necessary to terminate the project. 

Technology transfer.—The conference agree-
ment provides $14,500,000 for the technology 
transfer program. This includes $5,000,000 for 
the Amarillo Plutonium Research Center, 
the same as the budget request. The remain-
ing funds support the projects identified in 
the budget request. The conferees recognize 
that the funds provided for technology trans-
fer have been reduced substantially in recent 
years and recommend that the Department 
concentrate the remaining funds on tech-
nology partnerships with small business. 

Education.—The conference agreement pro-
vides $18,600,000 for education programs, in-
cluding the budget request of $6,000,000 for 
the Northern New Mexico Educational En-
richment Foundation and $8,000,000 for the 
Los Alamos School District. 

Stockpile management.—For core stockpile 
management activities, the conference 
agreement provides $1,965,300,000, which in-
cludes the following adjustment to the budg-
et request. Additional funding of $25,000,000 
is to be distributed among the Y–12 plant in 
Oak Ridge, Tennessee; the Kansas City plant 

in Missouri; the Pantex plant in Amarillo, 
Texas; and, if necessary, up to $1,000,000 may 
be provided to plan modifications of the nu-
clear materials vault at the Los Alamos TA–
55 facility. 

Tritium.—A total of $175,000,000 is provided 
for continued research and development on a 
new source of tritium. Funding of $36,000,000, 
an increase of $5,000,000 over the budget re-
quest, has been provided for design only ac-
tivities in Project 98–D–126, Accelerator Pro-
duction of Tritium. 

Chemical and Metallurgical Research (CMR) 
Building Upgrades.—The conference agree-
ment provides $15,000,000 for upgrades to the 
CMR building. The conferees direct the De-
partment to initiate the conceptual design of 
a replacement facility using existing oper-
ating funds. 

Transportation Safeguards Division.—The
conference agreement establishes a separate 
account for the Transportation Safeguards 
Division, as proposed by the House, and pro-
vides the budget request of $91,812,000. The 
conferees are aware that funding adjust-
ments may be required in fiscal year 2000 to 
accommodate additional program activities. 

Program direction.—The conference agree-
ment provides $209,000,000, a reduction of 
$5,688,000 from the budget request after 
transferring $31,812,000 to the Transportation 
Safeguards Division account. 

Funding adjustments.—The conference 
agreement includes the use of $7,668,000 of 
prior year balances, $30,000,000 for contractor 
travel savings, $5,000,000 for management and 
operating contractor savings, and a general 
reduction of $29,800,000. 
DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL RESTORATION AND

WASTE MANAGEMENT

The conference agreement appropriates 
$4,484,349,000 for Defense Environmental Res-
toration and Waste Management instead of 
$4,157,758,000 as proposed by the House and 
$4,551,676,000 as proposed by the Senate. Ad-
ditional funding of $1,064,492,000 is contained 
in the Defense Facilities Closure Projects ac-
count and $189,000,000 in the Defense Envi-
ronmental Management Privatization ac-
count for a total of $5,737,841,000 provided for 
all defense environmental management ac-
tivities.

In the event that the conference agreement 
requires a general reduction of available 
funding, such reductions shall be applied to 
the lowest priority projects and activities at 
each site in order to preserve critical pro-
gram activities. 

The conference agreement does not include 
statutory language proposed by the Senate 
earmarking funds for a project in Idaho. 

Site/Project Completion.—The conference 
agreement provides an additional $10,000,000 
to address funding shortfalls at the Hanford 
site in Richland, Washington. 

Post 2006 Completion.—The conference 
agreement includes an additional $10,000,000 
for spent fuel activities related to the Idaho 
Settlement Agreement; $13,000,000 to main-
tain schedules required by revised compli-
ance agreements with the State of Wash-
ington; and $10,000,000 to support high level 
waste removal activities at the Savannah 
River Site in South Carolina. 

Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP).—The
conferees have included statutory language 
that would enable the Department to use 
funds otherwise available to the State of 
New Mexico to meet any bonding require-
ments that the State may impose on the op-
erations of WIPP. The inclusion of such a 
provision should not be taken as a precedent. 
To the contrary, should such a requirement 
be imposed on the operation of WIPP, the 
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conferees will recommend a statutory prohi-
bition on such requirements. 

The Department of Energy should review 
the role of the Environmental Evaluation 
Group to determine whether it is necessary 
to continue this oversight group now that 
WIPP has opened. 

Health effects studies.—No funds are pro-
vided for health effects studies in the Envi-
ronmental Management program. All fund-
ing for health effects studies is included in 
the Environment, Safety and Health (De-
fense) program. 

Science and Technology Development.—The
conference agreement provides $230,500,000 
for the technology development program, the 
same as the budget request. The Department 
is directed to provide $5,000,000 from within 
available funds for the next round of new and 
innovative research grants in the environ-
mental management science program in fis-
cal year 2000. The Department is urged to re-
allocate funds to the extent possible to pro-
vide up to $10,000,000 for technology deploy-
ment activities.

The conference agreement provides 
$4,500,000, an increase of $500,000 over the 
budget request, for the Diagnostic Instru-
mentation and Analysis Laboratory. 

Program direction.—The conferees have pro-
vided $339,409,000 for the program direction 
account. The recommendation includes fund-
ing for the Federal employees at the Idaho 
Operations Office consistent with the De-
partment’s new organization structure. 

Economic development.—The conference 
agreement maintains the current policy that 
no cleanup funds are to be used for economic 
development activities. The conferees have 
provided $24,500,000 in the worker and com-
munity transition program which was estab-
lished and authorized to fund such activities, 
and expect all economic development activi-
ties to be funded from that program. 

Funding adjustments.—The conference 
agreement includes the use of $40,000,000 of 
prior year balances; $6,000,000 for contractor 
travel savings; $8,700,000 in offsetting collec-
tions; and $2,000,000 for management and op-
erating contractor savings. 

DEFENSE FACILITIES CLOSURE PROJECTS

The conference agreement appropriates 
$1,064,492,000 for the Defense Facilities Clo-
sure Projects account instead of $1,054,492,000 
as proposed by the House and $1,069,492,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. The conferees expect 
the Department to request adequate funds to 
keep each of these projects on a schedule for 
closure by 2006 or earlier. 

DEFENSE ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
PRIVATIZATION

The conference agreement provides 
$189,000,000 for the environmental manage-
ment privatization program instead of 
$228,000,000 as proposed by the House and the 
Senate. The conferees are aware that funding 
requirements for the Disposal Cell at Oak 
Ridge, Tennessee, have been reduced by 
$39,000,000.

OTHER DEFENSE ACTIVITIES

The conference agreement appropriates 
$1,722,444,000 for Other Defense Activities in-
stead of $1,651,809,000 as proposed by the 
House and $1,872,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. Details of the conference agreement 
are provided below. 

NONPROLIFERATION AND NATIONAL SECURITY

The conference agreement provides 
$744,850,000 for nonproliferation and national 
security programs instead of $691,050,000 as 
proposed by the House and $822,300,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. 

Competitive research.—The conferees direct 
the Department to initiate a free and open 
competitive process for 25 percent of its re-
search and development activities during fis-
cal year 2000. In addition, 25 percent of the 
Department’s treaty monitoring program is 
to be awarded through an open competitive 
process. The competitive process should be 
open to all Federal and non-Federal entities. 

The conference agreement provides funds 
for Project 00–D–192, the Nonproliferation 
and International Security Center at Los Al-
amos. However, none of the funds may be ob-
ligated until an external, independent 
project assessment has been completed and 
provided to the House and Senate Commit-
tees on Appropriations for review. 

Federal employees.—The conferees are 
aware that the Department does not have 
enough qualified Federal employees avail-
able to manage the nonproliferation and na-
tional security programs, particularly the 
Russian programs. The conferees will favor-
ably consider a reprogramming of funds from 
these program areas to the program direc-
tion account as Federal employees are hired 
to replace the contractor employees who cur-
rently oversee these programs contrary to 
proper role of contractor employees. 

Arms Control.—The conference agreement 
includes $41,152,000 for chemical and biologi-
cal non-proliferation activities; $150,000,000 
for the materials protection, control and ac-
counting program; $22,500,000 for the Initia-
tives for Proliferation Program; and 
$7,500,000 for the Nuclear Cities Initiative. 

Emergency Management.—The conference 
agreement includes the budget request of 
$21,000,000 for emergency management. 

Nuclear Safeguards and Security.—The con-
ference agreement provides $69,100,000, an in-
crease of $10,000,000 over the budget request. 
This funding is recommended to enhance 
protection of critical facilities and infra-
structure against physical and cyber at-
tacks. From within available funds, $1,000,000 
is provided to address the vulnerabilities of 
security equipment; $1,000,000 is provided to 
procure safety locks to meet Federal speci-
fications; and $1,000,000 is to be used for an 
enhanced information assurance program.

Security Investigations.—The conference 
agreement provides $33,000,000 for security 
investigations, an increase of $3,000,000 over 
the budget request. 

HEU Transparency Implementation.—The
conference agreement provides $15,750,000, 
the same as the budget request. 

International Nuclear Safety.—The con-
ference agreement provides $15,000,000 for the 
international nuclear safety program. This 
funding is to be used only for activities in 
support of completing the upgrades to So-
viet-designed nuclear reactors. No funds are 
provided to initiate new programs in fiscal 
year 2000 or to expand new programs initi-
ated in fiscal year 1999. 

Program direction.—The conference agree-
ment provides $89,000,000 for the program di-
rection account. The conferees are aware of 
and support the proposal to restructure the 
Moscow office by reducing the use of na-
tional laboratory employees. 

INTELLIGENCE

The conference agreement includes 
$36,059,000 as proposed by the House and the 
Senate to support the Department’s intel-
ligence program. 

COUNTERINTELLIGENCE

The conference agreement includes 
$39,200,000 as proposed by the House and the 
Senate to support the Department’s counter-
intelligence program. 

INDEPENDENT OVERSIGHT AND PERFORMANCE
ASSURANCE

The conference agreement provides 
$5,000,000 in support of the newly established 
office of independent oversight and perform-
ance assurance. This is in addition to the 
funds provided for this office in the budget 
for Environment, Safety and Health (De-
fense).
ENVIRONMENT, SAFETY AND HEALTH (DEFENSE)

The conference agreement provides 
$98,000,000 for defense-related environment, 
safety and health activities instead of 
$96,600,000 as proposed by the House and 
$94,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
conference agreement does not reduce fund-
ing for environmental evaluations and con-
tractor support to the Defense Nuclear Fa-
cilities Safety Board liaison. The budget re-
quest of $13,500,000 has been provided for the 
Radiation Effects Research Foundation. 

Health Effects Studies.—The conferees have 
provided $48,956,000 for health effects studies. 
This amount includes the budget request of 
$40,956,000 in this account and $8,000,000 from 
the Defense Environmental Management 
program.

From within available funds, the Depart-
ment should reprioritize the funding for 
health effects studies to address the health 
concerns of current and former workers for 
the purpose of early identification of work-
related diseases at the gaseous diffusion 
plants in Paducah, Portsmouth, and Oak 
Ridge. As part of this screening program, the 
Department is urged to make use of recent 
medical advances that detect lung cancers at 
an early stage. Medical screening results will 
be assessed by occupational medicine physi-
cians, and the participants, where appro-
priate, will be provided referral assistance. 
The conferees also urge the Department to 
request sufficient funds for fiscal year 2001 to 
provide medical surveillance for those work-
ers, both former and current, who were not 
screened under this accelerated program at 
the three gaseous diffusion plants.

WORKER AND COMMUNITY TRANSITION

The conference agreement provides 
$24,500,000 for the worker and community 
transition program instead of $20,000,000 as 
proposed by the House and $30,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. Since there are no sig-
nificant program funding decreases in the 
Department of Energy in fiscal year 2000, the 
conferees have reduced the funding allocated 
for enhanced severance benefits and local as-
sistance grants. 

The conferees do not agree that this pro-
gram should share the infrastructure burden 
that is necessary to maintain test readiness 
at the Nevada Test Site, but support efforts 
to diversify technical activities at the Ne-
vada Test Site. 

FISSILE MATERIALS DISPOSITION

The conference agreement provides 
$173,235,000 for fissile materials disposition 
instead of $190,000,000 as proposed by the 
House and $205,000,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The conference agreement does not 
include the budget request of $21,765,000 for 
Project 00–D–142, Immobilization and Associ-
ated Processing Facility, which has been de-
layed. The conference agreement provides no 
long-lead procurement funds for Project 99–
D–141, Pit Disassembly and Conversion Facil-
ity.

The conferees have included $5,000,000 as 
proposed by the Senate to support the joint 
U.S.-Russian development program of ad-
vanced reactor technology to dispose of Rus-
sian excess weapons-derived plutonium. Of 
this funding, $2,000,000 is available for work 
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to be performed in the United States by the 
Department of Energy and other U.S. con-
tractors, and $3,000,000 is to be expended for 
work in Russia. The $3,000,000 shall be made 
available for work in Russia on the gas reac-
tor technology on the condition and only to 
the extent that the Russian Federation 
matches these contributions with either 
comparable funding or contributions-in-
kind.

NATIONAL SECURITY PROGRAMS
ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT

The conference agreement provides 
$10,000,000 for national security programs ad-
ministrative support instead of $25,000,000 as 
proposed by the House and no funding as pro-
posed by the Senate. 

OFFICE OF HEARINGS AND APPEALS

The conference agreement provides 
$3,000,000 as proposed by the House and the 
Senate.

NAVAL REACTORS

The conference agreement includes 
$677,600,000 as provided by the House and the 
Senate.

FUNDING ADJUSTMENTS

The conference agreement includes the use 
of $49,000,000 of prior year balances; 
$13,000,000 for contractor travel savings; 
$20,000,000 offset to user organizations; and 
$7,000,000 for management and operating con-
tractor savings. Reductions to prior year 
balances should be applied to those programs 
which have uncosted balances which are 
nearly equal to the program expenditures for 
the entire fiscal year. 

DEFENSE NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

The conference agreement provides 
$112,000,000 as proposed by the House instead 
of $112,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
Funding proposed by the Senate for the ac-
celerator transmutation of waste program 
has been included in the Energy Supply ac-
count.

POWER MARKETING ADMINISTRATIONS 

The conference agreement does not include 
the Administration’s proposal, included in 
the House bill, to eliminate the Depart-
ment’s purchase power programs. The con-
ference agreement includes the Senate provi-
sion to fund these purchases in advance as in 
prior years. 

The conference agreement does not include 
the House statutory provision prohibiting 
the power marketing administrations 
(PMAs) from installing fiber optic cable in 
excess of operational needs. Under current 
law, the PMAs have authority to install fiber 
optic cable as part of the authority to oper-
ate transmission services. The conferees note 
that the same authority exists for all the 
PMAs. Installed and planned fiber optic 
cable costs for Western Area Power Author-
ity (WAPA) amount to approximately 
$6,000,000 and comparable costs of the Bonne-
ville Power Administration (BPA) are ap-
proximately $140,000,000. Because WAPA 
manages approximately 17,000 miles of trans-
mission and BPA manages approximately 
15,000 miles, there are concerns about this 
level of spending on fiber optic cable instal-
lations.

The conferees direct the PMAs to prepare a 
comprehensive fiber optic cable plan that in-
cludes all activities relating to installation, 
operation, marketing and leasing of fiber 
optic cables and related communications op-
erations. The plan should provide details on 
current and future operational needs, sum-
mary information of current leases, planned 
leasing costs and revenues, criteria used to 

determine where and when to install fiber 
optic cable, and criteria used to determine 
leasing agreements. The plan should include 
summary tables so that comparisons can be 
made among the PMAs. For example, the 
plan should include cost-per-mile figures, 
outyear projections and expected revenues 
for each of the PMAs. The Administrators 
should include justification for all fiber optic 
cable installation activities including the 
PMAs’ specific statutory authority for the 
activities included in the plan. The plan 
shall be submitted to the appropriate com-
mittees of the House and Senate within 180 
days of enactment of this Act. 

BONNEVILLE POWER ADMINISTRATION

The conferees have included the House pro-
vision providing $1,500 for official reception 
and representation expenses, instead of $3,000 
as provided by the Senate. 

SOUTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION

The conference agreement includes 
$39,594,000 as provided by the Senate, instead 
of no funding as recommended in the budget 
request or the House bill. The conferees have 
included a 3,000,000 rescisson instead of the 
$5,500,000 rescission included in the Senate 
bill. The conference agreement includes the 
Administration’s proposal, included in the 
House bill, to transfer $773,000 from the 
Southeastern Power Administration to the 
Southwestern Power Administration. 

SOUTHWESTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION

The conference agreement includes 
$28,773,000, instead of $28,000,000 and as pro-
posed by the Senate and $27,167,000 as pro-
posed by the House. The conference agree-
ment includes the Administration’s proposal, 
included in the House bill, to transfer 
$773,000 from the Southeastern Power Ad-
ministration to the Southwestern Power Ad-
ministration.

WESTERN AREA POWER ADMINISTRATION

The conference agreement includes 
$193,357,000, instead of $171,471,000 as provided 
by the House or $223,555,000 as provided by 
the Senate. It is the conferees’ intent to 
fully fund the Western Area Power Adminis-
tration (WAPA) including any necessary pur-
chase power and wheeling costs. However, as 
the conferees attempted to determine the ap-
propriate level of funding in the absence of 
an Administration request for such funds, 
their efforts were frustrated by WAPA’s in-
ability to provide basic information such as 
WAPA’s current level of unobligated pre-
viously appropriated purchase power and 
wheeling funds and by uncertainties regard-
ing future requirements caused by potential 
or ongoing contract renegotiations. If WAPA 
later determines that the amount provided is 
insufficient, the conferees direct the Depart-
ment to expeditiously submit a reprogram-
ming request. 

FALCON AND AMISTAD FUND

The conference agreement includes 
$1,309,000, the same amount provided by the 
House and Senate. 

FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY COMMISSION

The conference agreement includes 
$174,950,000, the same amount as provided by 
the House, instead of $170,000,000 as provided 
by the Senate.

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

SEC. 301. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the House and 
Senate that none of the funds may be used to 
award a management and operating contract 
unless such contract is awarded using com-
petitive procedures, or the Secretary of En-

ergy grants, on a case-by-case basis, a waiver 
to allow for such a deviation. Section 301 
does not preclude extension of a contract 
awarded using competitive procedures. 

SEC. 302. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the House 
that none of the funds may be used to award, 
amend, or modify a contract in a manner 
that deviates from the Federal Acquisition 
Regulation, unless the Secretary of Energy 
grants, on a case-by-case basis, a waiver to 
allow for such a deviation. 

SEC. 303. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the House and 
Senate that none of the funds may be used to 
prepare or implement workforce restruc-
turing plans or provide enhanced severance 
payments and other benefits and community 
assistance grants for Federal employees of 
the Department of Energy under section 3161 
of the National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 1993, Public Law 102–484. 

SEC. 304. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the House and 
Senate that none of the funds may be used to 
augment the $24,500,000 made available for 
obligation for severance payments and other 
benefits and community assistance grants 
authorized under the provisions of section 
3161 of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1993, Public Law 102–484. 

SEC. 305. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the House and 
Senate that none of the funds may be used to 
prepare or initiate Requests for Proposals for 
a program if the program has not been fund-
ed by Congress in the current fiscal year. 
This provision precludes the Department 
from initiating activities for new programs 
which have been proposed in the budget re-
quest, but which have not yet been funded by 
Congress.

SEC. 306. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the House and 
Senate that permits the transfer and merger 
of unexpended balances of prior appropria-
tions with appropriation accounts estab-
lished in this bill. 

SEC. 307. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the House al-
lowing the Secretary of Energy to enter into 
multi-year contracts without obligating the 
estimated costs associated with any nec-
essary cancellation or termination of the 
contract. This provides the Department of 
Energy with the same flexibility provided to 
the Department of Defense. 

SEC. 308. The conference agreement modi-
fies language proposed by the House per-
taining to Laboratory Directed Research and 
Development (LDRD) funding. The provision 
caps funding for LDRD at four percent. 
Funds provided to the laboratories for pro-
grams such as environmental cleanup and 
restoration may not be taxed for LDRD pur-
poses.

SEC. 309. The conference agreement modi-
fies language proposed by the House and Sen-
ate limiting to $150,000,000 the funds avail-
able for reimbursement of management and 
operating contractor travel expenses. The 
language also requires the Department of 
Energy to reimburse contractors for travel 
consistent with regulations applicable to 
Federal employees. 

SEC. 310. The conference agreement modi-
fies language proposed by the House requir-
ing the Department of Energy’s laboratories 
to provide an annual funding plan to the De-
partment for approval by the Secretary. This 
requirement has been expanded to all of the 
Department’s multi-purpose national labora-
tories.

SEC. 311. The conference agreement modi-
fies a provision proposed by the House re-
quiring the Secretary of Energy to review 
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and approve the contract terms of all prime 
contractors who manage Departmental sites 
and facilities. 

SEC. 312. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the House 
prohibiting the expenditure of funds to es-
tablish or maintain independent centers at 
Department of Energy laboratories or facili-
ties unless they are specifically identified in 
the budget submission. The Department 
should provide to the House and Senate Com-
mittees on Appropriations by November 30, 
1999, a list of all such centers at each labora-
tory or facility, the annual cost, number of 
employees, and the source of funding. 

SEC. 313. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by the House and 
Senate prohibiting the expenditure of funds 
to restart the High Flux Beam Reactor. 

SEC. 314. The conference agreement modi-
fies language proposed by the House limiting 
the activities of the Federal power mar-
keting administrations in several areas. The 
conferees have prohibited the use of funds by 
the Bonneville Power Administration to to 
perform energy efficiency services outside 

Bonneville’s service territory, with the ex-
ception of services provided internationally. 

SEC. 315. The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision proposed by the Senate 
limiting the types of waste that can be dis-
posed of in the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant in 
New Mexico. None of the funds may be used 
to dispose of transuranic waste in excess of 
20 percent plutonium by weight for the ag-
gregate of any material category. At the 
Rocky Flats site, this provision applies to 
the five material categories addressed in the 
‘‘Final Environmental Impact Statement on 
Management of Certain Plutonium Residues 
on Scrub Alloy Stored at the Rocky Flats 
Environmental Technology Site’’, Table S–2, 
Notice of Intent Categories. 

SEC. 316. The conference agreement modi-
fies language proposed by the Senate lim-
iting the inclusion of costs of fish and wild-
life protection within rates charged by the 
Bonneville Power Administration. The Ad-
ministrator is directed to provide a report to 
the appropriate committees of the House and 
Senate which includes assumptions to be 
used in determining fish and wildlife costs 

during the 2002–2006 rate period. The report 
should be provided not later than December 
31, 1999. 

Provisions not adopted by the conferees.—The
conference agreement deletes language pro-
posed by the House limiting the waiving of 
overhead or added factor charges for work 
performed for other Federal agencies. 

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the House repealing sec-
tion 505 of Public Law 102–377, the Fiscal 
Year 1993 Energy and Water Development 
Appropriations Act, and section 208 of Public 
Law 99–349, the Urgent Supplemental Appro-
priations Act, 1986. 

The conference agreement deletes bill lan-
guage proposed by the House limiting the 
use of funds by the Federal power marketing 
administrations in the area of fiber optic 
telecommunications.

CONFERENCE RECOMMENDATIONS

The conference agreement’s detailed fund-
ing recommendations for programs in title 
III are contained in the following table.
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TITLE IV 

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION

The conference agreement includes 
$66,400,000 for the Appalachian Regional 
Commission instead of $60,000,000 as proposed 
by the House and $71,400,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. Of this amount, $1,000,000 is for 
the Richie County Dam project in West Vir-
ginia.

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD

The conference agreement appropriates 
$17,000,000 for the Defense Nuclear Facilities 
Safety Board instead of $16,500,000 as pro-
posed by the House or $17,500,000 as proposed 
by the Senate. 

DENALI COMMISSION

The conference agreement includes 
$20,000,000 for the Denali Commission instead 
of $25,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The 
conference agreement deletes language pro-
posed by the House rescinding $18,000,000 pre-
viously appropriated to the Denali Commis-
sion.

NUCLEAR REGULATORY COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement includes 
$465,000,000, instead of $455,400,000 as rec-
ommended by the House or $465,400,000 as 
recommended by the Senate. The conferees 
have provided $19,150,000, to be derived from 
the Nuclear Waste Fund, for the Commis-
sion’s ongoing work to characterize Yucca 
Mountain as a potential site for a permanent 
nuclear waste repository. The conference 
agreement also includes $3,850,000 for regu-
latory reviews and other assistance provided 
to the Department of Energy. 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

The conference agreement includes 
$5,000,000, the same amount provided by the 
Senate, instead of $6,000,000 as provided by 
the House. 

NUCLEAR WASTE TECHNICAL REVIEW BOARD

The conference agreement appropriates 
$2,600,000 as proposed by the House instead of 
$3,150,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate appropriating 
$7,000,000 for the Tennessee Valley Author-
ity. The conference agreement includes lan-
guage providing authority for the Tennessee 
Valley Authority to use up to $3,000,000 in 
previously appropriated funds to pay for 
transition costs of Land Between the Lakes.

TITLE V—RESCISSIONS 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate rescinding ap-
propriations for specified projects within the 
General Investigations and Construction, 
General account, amended to delete lan-
guage proposed by the Senate to rescind ap-
propriations from: the Red River Waterway, 
Shreveport, Louisiana, to Daingerfield, 
Texas, investigation; the Southern and East-
ern Kentucky, Kentucky, construction 
project; and the South Central Pennsylvania, 
Environmental Improvements Program, 
Pennsylvania, construction project. 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, SOUTHEASTERN
POWER ADMINISTRATION

The conference agreement includes a re-
scission of $3,000,000 instead of language pro-

posed by the Senate rescinding $5,500,000 
from the Southeastern Power Administra-
tion.

NUCLEAR WASTE DISPOSAL

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage to rescind $4,000,000 from the multi-
purpose canister design program in the Nu-
clear Waste Disposal Fund. This funding was 
provided in Public Law 105–62, the FY 1998 
Energy and Water Development Appropria-
tions Act. 

TITLE VI 
GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 601. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by both the House 
and Senate directing that none of the funds 
in this Act may be used in any way, directly 
or indirectly, to influence congressional ac-
tion on any legislation or appropriation mat-
ters pending before Congress, other than to 
communicate to Members of Congress as de-
scribed in section 1913 of title 18, United 
States Code. 

SEC. 602. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by both the House 
and Senate regarding the purchase of Amer-
ican-made equipment and products, and pro-
hibiting contracts with persons falsely label-
ing products as made in America. 

SEC. 603. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by both the House 
and Senate providing that no funds may be 
used to determine the final point of dis-
charge for the interceptor drain for the San 
Luis Unit of the Central Valley Project until 
certain conditions are met. The language 
also provides that the costs of the Kesterson 
Reservoir Cleanup Program and the San Joa-
quin Valley Drainage Program shall be clas-
sified as reimbursable or non-reimbursable 
by the Secretary of the Interior as described 
in the Bureau of Reclamation report enti-
tled, ‘‘Repayment Report, Kesterson Res-
ervoir Cleanup Program and San Joaquin 
Valley Drainage Program, February 1995’’ 
and that any future obligation of funds for 
drainage service or drainage studies for the 
San Luis Unit shall be fully reimbursable by 
San Luis Unit beneficiaries pursuant to Rec-
lamation law. 

SEC. 604. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by both the House 
and Senate providing a one-year extension of 
the authority of the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission to collect fees and charges to 
offset appropriated funds. 

SEC. 605. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by the House to re-
peal the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, Lower 
Brule Sioux Tribe and State of South Dakota 
Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Restoration Act, 
as authorized under title VI of division C of 
Public Law 105–277. This Act was reauthor-
ized in subsequent legislation. 

SEC. 606. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by the House mak-
ing a technical change to a provision of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1996 au-
thorizing reimbursement for work by non-
Federal interests on certain civil works 
projects of the Corps of Engineers. 

SEC. 607. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by the House lim-
iting the use of funds to propose or issue 
rules, regulations, decrees, or orders for the 
purpose of implementing the Kyoto Protocol. 

SEC. 608. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by the Senate 
amending the United States Enrichment 
Corporation Fund. 

SEC. 609. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by the Senate 
changing the name of the Cascade Reservoir 
in Idaho to ‘‘Lake Cascade.’’ 

SEC. 610. The conference agreement in-
cludes language proposed by the Senate 
amending the Pacific Northwest Electric 
Power Planning and Conservation Act by 
changing an annual cost limitation. 

SEC. 611. The conference agreement in-
cludes language providing permanent au-
thority for the Corps of Engineers to expend 
funds for various activities in the Formerly 
Utilized Sites Remedial Action Program 
(FUSRAP). The Committees on Appropria-
tions have been providing annual authoriza-
tion for these activities. 

Other.—The Senate bill included section 
604 prohibiting the restart of the High Flux 
Beam Reactor. The conference agreement in-
cludes this prohibition in Title III, Depart-
ment of Energy, General Provisions.

CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH COMPARISONS

The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for the fiscal year 2000 recommended 
by the Committee of Conference, with com-
parisons to the fiscal year 1999 amount, the 
2000 budget estimates, and the House and 
Senate bills for 2000 follow:

(In thousands of dollars) 

New budget (Obligational) 
authority, fiscal year 
1999 ................................. $22,158,325 

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) authority, 
fiscal year 2000 ................ 22,021,026 

House bill, fiscal year 2000 20,640,395 
Senate bill, fiscal year 2000 21,717,325 
Conference agreement, fis-

cal year 2000 .................... 21,729,969 
Conference agreement 

compared with: 
New budget 

(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1999 ...... ¥428,356

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 2000 ...... ¥291,057

House bill, fiscal year 
2000 .............................. +1,089.574 

Senate bill, fiscal year 
2000 .............................. +12,644
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SMALL BUSINESS INNOVATION RE-

SEARCH PROGRAM REAUTHOR-
IZATION ACT OF 1999 

Mrs. KELLY. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 2392) to amend the Small 
Business Act to extend the authoriza-
tion for the Small Business Innovation 
Research Program, and for other pur-
poses, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2392

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Small Business 
Innovation Research Program Reauthorization 
Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that—
(1) the small business innovation research pro-

gram established under the Small Business In-
novation Development Act of 1982 and reauthor-
ized by the Small Business Research and Devel-
opment Enhancement Act of 1992 (in this section 
referred to as the ‘‘SBIR program’’) is highly 
successful in involving small businesses in feder-
ally funded research and development; 

(2) the SBIR program made the cost-effective 
and unique research and development capabili-
ties possessed by the small businesses of this Na-
tion available to Federal agencies and depart-
ments;

(3) the innovative goods and services devel-
oped by small businesses that participated in the 
SBIR program have produced innovations of 
critical importance in a wide variety of high-
technology fields, including biology, medicine, 
education, and defense; 

(4) the SBIR program is a catalyst in the pro-
motion of research and development, the com-
mercialization of innovative technology, the de-
velopment of new products and services, and the 
continued excellence of this Nation’s high-tech-
nology industries; and 

(5) the continuation of the SBIR program will 
provide expanded opportunities for one of the 
Nation’s vital resources, its small businesses, 
will foster invention, research, and technology, 
will create jobs, and will increase this Nation’s 
competitiveness in international markets. 
SEC. 3. EXTENSION OF SBIR PROGRAM. 

Section 9(m) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638(m)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(m) TERMINATION.—The authorization to 
carry out the Small Business Innovation Re-
search Program established under this section 
shall terminate on September 30, 2007.’’. 
SEC. 4. ANNUAL REPORT. 

Section 9(b)(7) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638(b)(7)) is amended by striking ‘‘and 
the Committee on Small Business of the House 
of Representatives’’ and inserting ‘‘, and to the 
Committee on Science and the Committee on 
Small Business of the House of Representa-
tives,’’.
SEC. 5. THIRD PHASE ASSISTANCE. 

Section 9(e)(4)(C)(i) of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 638(e)(4)(C)(i)) is amended by striking 
‘‘; and’’ and inserting ‘‘; or’’. 
SEC. 6. RIGHTS TO DATA. 

Section 9(j) of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 638(j)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(3) ADDITIONAL MODIFICATIONS.—Not later 
than 90 days after the enactment of the Small 
Business Innovation Research Program Reau-
thorization Act of 1999, the Administrator shall 
modify the policy directives issued pursuant to 
this subsection to clarify that the rights pro-

vided for under subparagraph (2)(A) of this sub-
section apply to all Federal funding awards 
falling under the definitions of ‘first phase’, 
‘second phase’, or ‘third phase’, as specified in 
subsection (e)(4).’’. 
SEC. 7. REPORT ON PROGRAMS FOR ANNUAL PER-

FORMANCE PLAN. 
Section 9(g) of the Small Business Act (15 

U.S.C. 638(g)) is amended—
(1) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the 

end;
(2) in paragraph (8), by striking the period at 

the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(9) include, as part of its annual perform-

ance plan as required by subsections (a) and (b) 
of section 1115 of title 31, United States Code, a 
section on its SBIR program, and shall submit 
such section to the Committee on Small Business 
of the Senate, and the Committee on Science 
and the Committee on Small Business of the 
House of Representatives.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
New York (Mrs. KELLY) and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) each will con-
trol 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY).

Mrs. KELLY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today to ask 
my colleagues to support H.R. 2392, the 
Small Business Innovation and Re-
search Program Reauthorization Act of 
1999. The Small Business Innovation 
and Research Program was established 
in 1982 as a vehicle for helping give 
small businesses the most dynamic and 
innovative segment of our economy ac-
cess to millions of dollars of Federal 
research and development funds. 

The SBIR program operates at every 
Federal agency with an extramural re-
search budget of more than $100 million 
and offers funding to small businesses 
in three phases: phase one, the initial 
research and development; phase two, 
continuing research for the most prom-
ising projects; and, phase three, the 
final assistance for moving tech-
nologies to the Federal procurement 
marketplace and to the private sector. 

The result has been an unqualified 
success. Small businesses given access 
to these Federal dollars have created 
exciting new technologies, created new 
jobs along with them, and helped ex-
pand their business and our economy. 

Let me give my colleagues just one 
example. PCA, Incorporated, a small 
company in New York, has developed, 
through the SBIR program, new qual-
ity-assurance software that is being 
used in almost every system at the De-
partment of Defense. This innovative 
software allows our armed forces to 
debug the software and check the 
metrics in every software system they 
have from the on-board systems in an 
F–16 fighter to the navigation systems 
in all of the Navy’s attack submarines, 
new technology that will enable the 
Navy to protect our country. 

That is the SBIR program, har-
nessing the entrepreneurial spirit and 

technological skill of small business 
and putting it to work in defense, med-
icine, and commerce. 

Let me briefly describe the provi-
sions of H.R. 2392. It has 10 provisions, 
not including the short title. Section 2 
of H.R. 2392 expresses the sense of Con-
gress regarding the overwhelming suc-
cess of the SBIR program. 

Section 3 will authorize the SBIR 
program for 7 years. 

Section 4 includes the Committee on 
Science in certain reporting require-
ments regarding the SBIR program. 

Section 5 clarifies the funding re-
quirements for third-phase participa-
tion in the SBIR program. 

Section 6 requires the SBA to clarify, 
through policy directives, the rights 
and technical data that are granted to 
SBIR awardees. 

Section 7 requires that agencies par-
ticipating in SBIR include the program 
in their annual performance plans. 

Sections 8 through 11 are new provi-
sions, added with the bipartisan co-
operation and assistance of our col-
leagues at the Committee on Science. 

Section 8 provides for the creation of 
a database to compile information on 
the project’s funding through the SBIR 
program. It also contains technical 
corrections to improve the data collec-
tion currently required by the pro-
gram.

Section 9 authorizes the SBA to issue 
new policy directives to SBIR program 
managers at the various Federal agen-
cies. These new directives would allow 
them to increase under certain situa-
tions the funding levels provided to 
small businesses in phase 2 of SBIR. 

Section 10 will require SBIR to phase 
2 award winners to file a commercial 
plan detailing their marketing strate-
gies and plans for the new technologies 
they are developing. 

Finally, section 11 of H.R. 2392 will 
authorize the National Research Coun-
cil, in consultation with the SBA Office 
of Advocacy and other interested par-
ties, to conduct a comprehensive study 
of the SBIR program. 

Madam Speaker, these are all simple, 
common sense improvements to a suc-
cessful program with strong congres-
sional support. This support is exempli-
fied by H.R. 2392’s 7-year reauthoriza-
tion, which is a serious commitment to 
this program. 

The Committee on Small Business 
believes that this extended authoriza-
tion will allow SBIR program man-
agers to plan for future years’ activi-
ties without concern over the status of 
the program. 

In closing, let me urge all of my col-
leagues to support H.R. 2392 and the 
SBIR program. This is an outstanding 
program which enables small busi-
nesses to contribute to our economy, 
health, and national defense. It de-
serves our continued support and this 
reauthorization.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.
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Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD.

Madam Speaker, I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Madam Speaker, today we will be 
considering H.R. 2392, the Small Busi-
ness Innovation Research Act of 1999, 
SBIR. One of the most important jobs 
for us serving on the Committee on 
Small Business is to provide small 
businesses with every opportunity to 
succeed. This bipartisan piece of legis-
lation does just that. It levels the play-
ing field for small businesses engaging 
in research and development, providing 
them with the tools they need to suc-
ceed in today’s technologically inten-
sive market. 

America is currently experiencing 
one of the longest periods of economic 
growth in its history. One of the big-
gest reasons for this unparalleled eco-
nomic growth is the innovation and 
technological advances made by our 
small businesses. Our small entre-
preneurs have always been at the fore-
front of technological research and in-
novation. There are many reasons for 
this, ranging from lower costs, greater 
flexibility, and closer contact with cus-
tomers to a greater willingness to en-
gage in high-risk research and develop-
ment products. 

Despite their remarkable track 
record, however, small firms often lack 
the capital or the access to the Federal 
research and development budgets they 
need to transform a great idea into a 
commercial success. 

To strengthen and expand the com-
petitiveness of U.S. small business 
technology in the Federal market-
place, a Democratic Congress estab-
lished the Small Business Innovation 
Research Program in 1982. The goal of 
the SBIR program is to strengthen the 
role of small innovative firms in feder-
ally funded research and development. 

Under this program, Federal agencies 
with extramural research budgets in 
excess of $100 million per year set aside 
a small part of their R&D budget, cur-
rently 2.5 percent, for innovative small 
firms. SBIR provides an information 
pipeline to the high technology small 
business community, and gives small 
businesses an unrivaled opportunity to 
produce cutting-edge research and de-
velopment and take their findings to 
the marketplace. 

Comparatively, this is a small 
amount. Since its inception, the SBIR 
program has a proven record of bring-
ing high-quality products and services 
to the market. 

One of the most important areas 
SBIR has helped is in the war against 
cancer by providing breakthroughs in 
the areas of medicine, pharma-
ceuticals, and the environment. 

For example, through R&D funds 
from the National Cancer Institute fa-
cilitated by the SBIR program, GMA 
Industries has engaged in several 
projects that have led to technological 
innovations resulting in lower costs 

that are significantly under industry 
norms for document imaging and cap-
ture and database development. 

Additionally, thanks to this pro-
gram, jobs have been created, the econ-
omy has grown and America has re-
mained at the forefront of innovation. 

INC Magazine has even called the 
SBIR program the most important 
piece of small business legislation yet 
enacted in our lifetime. 

Small businesses may not have the 
huge budgets that some larger firms 
have, but what they lack in size they 
make up in ideas. 

What this program does is level the 
playing field. This program gives most 
of those with the ideas, but lacking re-
sources, an opportunity to develop 
their innovations.
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It makes sure that those ideas are 
looked at and funded. SBIR and its par-
ticipants keep this Nation ahead of the 
curve and ahead of the world. 

As a testament to its success, SBIR 
has been modeled and copied by several 
countries around the world. Represent-
atives from the governments through-
out the world come here to study this 
program so they can implement it back 
to their own countries. 

The legislation we have before us 
today will reauthorize SBIR for 7 years 
and make some minor technical 
changes. Even though authorization 
does not lapse until October of 2000, it 
is critical that we act, Madam Speaker, 
now so that participating agencies are 
able to properly develop guidelines and 
assess their research needs to ensure 
that America’s cutting edge firms con-
tinue to have opportunities available 
to them. 

The other changes made by this leg-
islation will allow small firms to con-
tinue research on marketable ideas de-
veloped under their grant, providing 
them with the continuity that firms 
working on research and development 
need.

The SBIR program has proven to be 
an essential element for our Nation’s 
growing technological sectors. Both 
sides have worked closely on this issue 
because both sides agree that this is an 
essential program for the success of 
small firms. 

I urge by colleagues to cast a ‘‘yes’’ 
vote on this bipartisan piece of legisla-
tion that will ensure our small firms 
having a level playing field in the high 
technology market. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. TALENT), chairman, 
and the gentlewoman from New York 
(Ms. VELÁZQUEZ), ranking member, for 
their tenacity in bringing this bipar-
tisan bill to us. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mrs. KELLY. Madam Speaker, I have 
no speakers at this time, and I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD.
Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE), the former ranking member on 
the Committee on Small Business. 

Mr. LAFALCE. Madam Speaker, I am 
especially pleased to rise today in sup-
port of H.R. 2392, the bill reauthorizing 
the Small Business Innovation Re-
search Program. This bill is particu-
larly meaningful for me for, about 17 
years ago, I authored and managed 
floor consideration of the bill that cre-
ated the SBIR program. We were on the 
House floor in a hotly contested issue 
at that time for 3 days. But with the 
help of Members from both sides of the 
aisle, the small business community 
won a major victory. 

The purpose of the SBIR program 
was and is to strengthen the role of the 
small innovative firms in federally 
funded research and development and 
to utilize Federal research and develop-
ment as a base for technological inno-
vation to meet agency needs and to 
contribute to the growth and strength 
of our Nation’s economy. 

We can look back with great pride in 
what we accomplished over the past 17 
years because the SBIR program, dur-
ing that period, has established itself 
as perhaps the most effective tech-
nology program in the Federal Govern-
ment. Study after study by the GAO 
and SBA show that this program has 
generated a remarkable amount of in-
novation by small companies. 

According to an April 1998 GAO 
study, nearly 50 percent of SBIR re-
search is commercialized or receives 
additional research and development 
funding. That is a very competitive 
success rate. It is also a great example 
of Federal agencies working together 
with small businesses to develop tech-
nologies to solve specific problems and 
fill procurement needs in a cost effec-
tive way. 

But the significance of the program 
transcends the small business commu-
nity and the Federal R&D effort. It 
goes to the much larger issue of long-
term economic growth in our country. 
In the effort to continue long-term 
growth, nothing is more important 
than new technology. According to 
growth accounting studies, techno-
logical advances account for nearly 50 
percent of the growth in GNP per per-
son.

In short, the SBIR program creates 
jobs, increases our capacity for techno-
logical innovation, and boosts our 
international competitiveness. It cer-
tainly should be reauthorized. 

Mrs. KELLY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from New 
York for yielding me the time, and I 
thank her for her work on this legisla-
tion and her work on the Committee on 
Small Business. I also thank the rank-
ing member of the committee. 
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Madam Speaker, today I rise in sup-

port of H.R. 2392. This is a bill to reau-
thorize the Small Business Innovation 
Research Program called SBIR. The 
SBIR program expires on September 30 
of next year. 

Now, within H.R. 2392, the Small 
Business Technology Transfer will be 
reauthorized at its current set-aside 
level through fiscal year 2006. 

My Subcommittee on Technology of 
the Committee on Science held a hear-
ing on SBIR this past summer. I am 
pleased that provisions worked on by 
the committee have been incorporated 
into H.R. 2392. 

So on behalf of the Committee on 
Science, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Chairman SENSENBRENNER), the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HALL), the 
ranking member, as well as the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. BARCIA),
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Technology, and myself, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. TALENT), chairman of the Com-
mittee on Small Business, and the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ), the ranking member, for 
the effective and bipartisan work that 
was done by both the Committee on 
Science and the Committee on Small 
Businesses.

H.R. 2392 requires any small business 
that applies for a Phase II award sub-
mit a commercialization plan with 
their application. The plan is not in-
tended to be submitted separate from 
the proposal, nor is it to be as elabo-
rate as a formal business plan. It is 
merely to ensure that the small busi-
ness has thought through the commer-
cialization process, whether it ends up 
on the marketplace shelves or is pro-
cured by the funding agency. 

It should be noted that any work 
done under SBIR for agency mission 
purposes would be considered commer-
cialization and would require a com-
mercialization plan under this provi-
sion.

H.R. 2392 also includes a comprehen-
sive study and review of the current 
operation and functions of the SBIR 
program. Aside from GAO reports on 
the SBIR program, very little outside 
academic review has been published 
about the program. 

SBIR is a very important tool of in-
novation within the small business 
community, and its impact in devel-
oping leading-edge technology is well 
documented through success stories 
shared with both committees. 

However, the study required in this 
legislation is an attempt to investigate 
SBIR’s impact by looking at how it 
stimulated the technological innova-
tion of small businesses and has as-
sisted small businesses in meeting the 
research and development needs of the 
participating agencies. 

These are primary goals of the SBIR 
program, and by conducting a com-
prehensive study, Congress will be bet-

ter able to understand how the pro-
gram is advancing them. 

Also included in the legislation is a 
requirement that the Small Business 
Administration keep an up-to-date 
database on SBIR awards. The data-
base is intended solely for purposes of 
evaluation. It asks that the basic infor-
mation needed to evaluate the SBIR 
program be kept in an electronic for-
mat.

There has been some concern that 
keeping commercialization statistics 
will not reflect the program’s true 
record of success because it will un-
fairly include those projects that are 
not geared toward commercialization 
but still within the mission of SBIR 
such as research development. 

This is remedied within the database 
itself. For instance, the government 
database requires that each second 
phase award contain information on 
the revenue generated by that product 
or service unless it is a research or re-
search development service. Such a dis-
tinction can be made at the time the 
information is input into the system, 
thus avoiding unfair evaluation of 
those awards. 

Madam Speaker, H.R. 2392 is a bill 
that continues the success of SBIR and 
provides for some important reforms to 
improve this worthwhile program. I 
urge my colleagues to support its pas-
sage.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD.
Madam Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from the Virgin Is-
lands (Mrs. CHRISTENSEN).

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Madam Speak-
er, I rise today in support of H.R. 2392, 
the Small Business Innovative Re-
search Program Reauthorization. I 
want to take this opportunity to com-
mend my colleagues, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD), the gentlewoman from 
New York (Mrs. KELLY), the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ), our ranking member, and 
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. TAL-
ENT) for their hard work and leadership 
on our committee. 

The SBIR research program is one of 
the most effective and successful tech-
nology programs for entrepreneurs. To-
day’s vote will take us one step closer 
to extending the program for another 7 
years.

Without research and development 
budgets, small businesses rely on the 
SBIR program to help them fund im-
portant innovative research and devel-
opment. As a member of the Com-
mittee on Small Business and ranking 
member on the Subcommittee on Rural 
Enterprises, Business Opportunities 
and Special Small Business Problems, 
it is my priority to ensure that small 
businesses continue to have every op-
portunity to succeed and that our gov-
ernment is a partner in that endeavor. 
An important part of this effort is the 
continued funding of SBIR. 

Agency programs report that SBIR 
awards are much more likely to result 
in commercial products than other 
government-funded programs. In addi-
tion, approximately 12 percent of the 
SBIR awards made under the program 
are given to minority and disadvan-
taged businesses. This translates into 
over $850 million since the program 
began, providing real opportunities for 
many businesses that might not other-
wise have this funding. 

As we have seen with companies such 
as Microsoft and others, small busi-
nesses provide the innovation that 
makes this country the leader in tech-
nological advances. SBIR has helped 
companies create innovations in med-
ical and pharmaceutical research to 
fight cancer and other diseases. These 
advances have not only enhanced busi-
ness performance domestically and 
helped companies increase their export 
sales, but they have helped countless 
individuals and their families to live 
healthier, longer, and better lives. 

SBIR is a win-win situation. I am 
pleased to support H.R. 2392 through 
which Congress would do more to en-
sure that valuable research dollars con-
tinue to be available to small busi-
nesses, and I ask for the support of my 
colleagues.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD.
Madam Speaker, I yield myself the bal-
ance of my time. 

Madam Speaker, a little while ago in 
a major address, Alan Greenspan cred-
ited our Nation’s productivity ad-
vances as a major contributor of the 
Nation’s phenomenal economic per-
formance. Booming economic growth 
without inflation is impossible to sus-
tain without productivity gains. At the 
center of productivity is new superior 
technology. Technological advances ac-
counts for nearly 50 percent of growth 
in GNP per person employed. It is 
small businesses that deliver new inno-
vations more effectively and effi-
ciently.

The National Science Foundation 
found, for example, that the cost of 
R&D is significantly lower in small 
firms than in large ones. Another se-
ries of studies found that small firms 
are more innovative per dollar or per 
employee than other R&D sources. 
Simply put, Madam Speaker, the tax-
payer gets more bang for his or her 
bucks when small dynamic companies 
do the job. 

This should not surprise us, Madam 
Speaker. The SBIR program is one of 
the most competitive programs there is 
for research. The Federal managers for 
the program have told us that the re-
search done is at least as good as and 
in some cases superior to the research 
they would get from traditional 
sources and that SBIR awards are 
much more likely to result in commer-
cial products than other government-
funded R&D.
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During our hearings we discovered 
that the private sector awards of R&D 
to small businesses in the marketplace 
has indeed been growing at a rapid 
pace.

Finally, Madam Speaker, the Small 
Business Development Innovation Re-
search Program, created 18 years ago, 
has remained one of the most effective 
technology programs in the Federal 
Government. Repeatedly studied by 
GAO, the SBA, and individual Federal 
agencies, the program has shown 
strong performance and has given re-
markable impetus to the technological 
innovation that feeds growth. Its pur-
pose remains meeting the Federal Gov-
ernment’s research and development 
needs, and no one can question that it 
does just that. 

I do urge my colleagues to vote in 
favor of this important bipartisan piece 
of legislation that allows our Nation’s 
most innovative small firms to have a 
level playing field in this highly com-
petitive market. It is to all America’s 
benefit to see our small businesses suc-
ceed, because they are a driving force 
in our economy. 

Madam Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mrs. KELLY. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

In closing, Madam Speaker, I would 
like to thank the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Small Business, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. TALENT). I 
would also like to thank the commit-
tee’s ranking member, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ). And I would also like to 
thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia, the chairman, and ranking 
members of the Committee on Science 
and the committee staffs of both com-
mittees who have worked on this piece 
of legislation.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in support of H.R. 2392, the Small Busi-
ness Innovation Research Program Authoriza-
tion of 1999 and urge its adoption. 

The SBIR program was established by the 
Small Business Innovation Development Act in 
1982, based on a successful pilot program at 
the National Science Foundation. Today’s vote 
takes us one step closer to extending this val-
uable program for another 7 years. 

Madam Speaker, Colorado is home to many 
cutting-edge small businesses. As creative as 
these companies are, they often struggle to 
come up with the funds necessary to refine 
their ideas, turn them into products, and to 
take those products to the commercial market-
place. Along the Front Range of Colorado we 
have experienced tremendous growth in high-
tech businesses during the last decade. I feel 
that the tremendous high-tech growth we have 
enjoyed can be directly traced to the hundreds 
of SBIR recipients working in our region. 

The Small Business Innovation Research 
Program has filled a real need for these com-
panies over the years. Although the main pur-
pose of the program remains meeting the fed-

eral government’s research and development 
needs, small businesses have turned SBIR-in-
spired research into commercial products that 
have improved our economy and scientific ad-
vances that have helped to improve the health 
of people everywhere. 

We have made some improvements in the 
bill as introduced which are supported by the 
National Venture Capital Association. Venture 
capitalists have told us that they look at the 
quality of the management team as much or 
more than the quality of the product to be 
commercialized when funding a start-up com-
pany. They feel there is much more to com-
mercial success than a great idea. This is why 
H.R. 2392 asks each Phase II applicant to 
submit a commercialization plan to show that 
in addition to thinking through what it will take 
to achieve technological success, each Phase 
II awardee is planning for commercial success 
as well. If the company plans to license a suc-
cessful technology, the plan will need to de-
scribe how it plans to locate the licensee and 
get the technology to the point where it meets 
the licensee’s needs. If the company plans to 
do its own manufacturing, the plan should de-
scribe the steps the company will take to ac-
quire manufacturing expertise. These plans 
are not meant to be long, exhaustive, or bur-
densome to the companies. Rather, they are 
just meant to show that commercialization is 
being taken seriously and that there is a good 
chance the product developed under SBIR will 
penetrate intended markets. Of course, if the 
problem being addressed is unique to the gov-
ernment, the company’s commercialization 
plan should be geared to penetrating the fed-
eral procurement system or otherwise meeting 
the needs of the government customer. 

Madam Speaker, the SBIR program simply 
seeks to level the playing field for small busi-
nesses. Small businesses might not have the 
colossal R&D departments that some larger 
businesses have, but they do have the colos-
sal ideas. SBIR makes sure those ideas are 
looked at and funded. I urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on extending this important pro-
gram.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I rise to strongly support this meas-
ure. As Calvin Coolidge once wrote, ‘‘The 
chief business of the American people is busi-
ness.’’ I wholeheartedly agree. But we must 
acknowledge that all sectors of our society 
must have equal access to the business 
world, not just big businesses. To achieve 
such a goal, it is vitally important that we pro-
vide opportunities for small, minority-owned, 
and women-owned businesses. 

This bill reauthorizes the Small Business In-
novation Research Program, SBIR, a program 
that assists small businesses in obtaining fed-
eral research and development funding. This 
program also was formed to bolster the in-
volvement of minority and disadvantaged per-
sons in technological innovation and to help 
small businesses meet federal research and 
development needs. 

I have always been an advocate of small 
business opportunities for minority and dis-
advantaged persons in technological innova-
tion. In an effort to provide even greater op-
portunities, I sponsored an amendment that 
passed in the House that incorporated Histori-
cally Black Colleges and Universities and His-

panic Serving Institutions in the language of 
the FAA Authorization Act of 1997. This 
amendment targeted research at institutions 
that involved undergraduates in their research 
on subjects of relevance to the FAA. 

Almost four million Texans work in busi-
nesses with less than 500 employees, gener-
ating a total payroll of about $100 billion a 
year. This sector of business is growing. From 
1992 to 1996, small businesses have added 
162,201 new jobs. In 1998, Texas businesses 
with less than 100 employees employed 42.4 
percent of the Texas, non-farm workforce, up 
from 40.6 percent in 1996. Small and medium 
businesses account for more than 67 percent 
of the Texas workforce. 

Minority-owned businesses are another fast 
growing segment of the business world. In 
1997, our nation’s more than 3.2 million minor-
ity-owned businesses generated $495 billion in 
revenues and employed nearly 4 million work-
ers. From 1987 to 1997, the number of minor-
ity-owned firms increased 168 percent while 
their revenues and employees grew nearly 
twice as fast. 

Sadly, minority-owned businesses tradition-
ally have not received a fair share of con-
tracting dollars. In 1996, small disadvantaged 
businesses had the ability to capture 40.2 per-
cent of the contracting dollars but were actu-
ally awarded only 26.4 percent. We must pro-
vide more opportunities for these minority-
owned businesses. 

Women-owned businesses are equally im-
portant. As of 1999, there are 9.1 million 
women-owned businesses in the United 
States, employing over 27.5 million people 
and generating over $3.6 trillion in sales. Be-
tween 1987 and 1999, the number of women-
owned firms increased by 103 percent nation-
wide, employment increased by 320 percent, 
and sales grew by 436 percent. As of 1999, 
women-owned firms accounted for 38 percent 
of all firms in the United States. 

We must assist and advocate small busi-
nesses, minority-owned businesses, and 
women-owned businesses. Not only do these 
businesses provide jobs for our citizens, but 
they also bolster our nation’s strong economy. 
To ignore such an important sector of our na-
tion would be a grave misjudgment on our 
part. For that reason, I urge my colleagues to 
support this bill.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in support of H.R. 2392, a bill to re-
authorize the Small Business Innovation Re-
search, SBIR, program through Fiscal Year 
2006. As Chairman of the House Science 
Committee, I am pleased that H.R. 2392 con-
tinues to recognize the important role that 
small businesses play in supporting federal re-
search and development efforts. 

SBIR is designed to promote innovation in 
federal research by increasing the participation 
of small businesses across the country 
through a 2.5 percent set-aside of an agency’s 
extramural R&D budget. Currently, 10 federal 
agencies participate in the SBIR program. 

In order to allow H.R. 2392 to move forward 
expeditiously, the Committee on Small Busi-
ness agreed to incorporate into the legislation 
certain provisions authored by the Science 
Committee. The provisions are of importance 
to the science community and allow for great-
er accountability of the multibillion-dollar pro-
gram. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:22 May 26, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00100 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 9920 E:\BR99\H27SE9.001 H27SE9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 22807September 27, 1999
For example, H.R. 2392 takes important 

steps to enhance Congressional oversight by 
requiring each agency that participates in the 
SBIR program to submit to Congress a per-
formance plan consistent with the Government 
Performance and Results Act. 

Next, the Small Business Administration will 
be required to maintain an electronic database 
that will enable Congress, the Administration, 
and participating agencies to accurately evalu-
ate the program’s performance. 

In that same light of evaluation, H.R. 2392 
calls for the National Research Council to con-
duct a comprehensive review of the SBIR pro-
gram. This review follows up on the earlier re-
port done by the NRC at the request of the 
Science Committee, on how best to evaluate 
federal research and development. The SBIR 
study should use that report as its guideline in 
developing its evaluation methods. 

Finally, the bill also allows for awards to ex-
ceed the Phase I and Phase II caps on time 
and duration, provided that the awarding 
agency justifies such action to the Administra-
tion. Preference is to be given to small busi-
nesses that have commitments for second and 
third phase funding from sources outside the 
SBIR program. This provision improves the 
program’s administrative flexibility. 

I would like to thank the Ranking Member of 
the Science Committee, Mr. HALL, the Chair-
woman of the Subcommittee on Technology, 
Mrs. MORELLA, and the Ranking Member Mr. 
BARCIA for their work in bringing this bill to the 
floor. I would also like to thank the Chairman 
of the Small Business Committee, Mr. TALENT, 
and Ranking Member Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, for 
working with the Science Committee. 

Madam Speaker, H.R. 2392 is a good bill 
and I urge all members to support its swift en-
actment. 

Mrs. KELLY. Madam Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
BIGGERT). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentlewoman from 
New York (Mrs. KELLY) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 2392, as amended. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mrs. KELLY. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 2392, the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

MAKING IN ORDER ON MONDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 27, 1999, CONSIDER-
ATION OF CONFERENCE REPORT 
ON H.R. 2605, ENERGY AND 
WATER DEVELOPMENT APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2000 

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be in order 
at any time on the legislative day of 
Monday, September 27, 1999, to con-
sider the conference report to accom-
pany the bill (H. R. 2605) making appro-
priations for energy and water develop-
ment for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes; 
that all points of order against the con-
ference report and against its consider-
ation be waived; and that the con-
ference report be considered as read 
when called up. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

RECOGNIZING THE FOREIGN SERV-
ICE OF THE UNITED STATES ON 
THE OCCASION OF ITS 75TH AN-
NIVERSARY

Mr. GILMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and agree to 
the resolution (H. Res. 168) recognizing 
the Foreign Service of the United 
States on the occasion of its 75th Anni-
versary.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 168

Whereas the modern Foreign Service of the 
United States was established 75 years ago 
on May 24, 1924, with the enactment of the 
Rogers Act, Public Law 135 of the 68th Con-
gress;

Whereas today some 10,300 men and women 
serve in the Foreign Service at home and 
abroad;

Whereas the diplomatic, consular, commu-
nications, trade, development, administra-
tive, security, and other functions the men 
and women of the Foreign Service of the 
United States perform are crucial to the 
United States national interest; 

Whereas the men and women of the For-
eign Service of the United States, as well as 
their families, are constantly exposed to 
danger, even in times of peace, and many 
have died in the service of their country; and 

Whereas it is appropriate to recognize the 
dedication of the men and women of the For-
eign Service of the United States and, in par-
ticular, to honor those who made the ulti-
mate sacrifice while protecting the interests 
of the United States: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) recognizes the Foreign Service of the 
United States and its achievements and con-
tributions of the past 75 years; 

(2) honors those members of the Foreign 
Service of the United States who have given 
their lives in the line of duty; and 

(3) commends the generations of men and 
women who have served or are presently 
serving in the Foreign Service for their vital 
service to the Nation. 

SEC. 2. The Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall transmit a copy of this 
resolution to the President of the United 
States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. GILMAN) and the gentle-
woman from Georgia (Ms. MCKINNEY)
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on House Resolution 168. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. GILMAN. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, today I am pleased 
to bring before the body House Resolu-
tion 168, recognizing the Foreign Serv-
ice of the United States on the occa-
sion of its 75th anniversary. 

Madam Speaker, only when unrest or 
tragedy strikes abroad do many Ameri-
cans become aware of the outstanding 
work of the thousands of men and 
women who serve in the Foreign Serv-
ice of our Nation. The Members of the 
Foreign Service take responsibility for 
helping Americans in danger. As we 
found just last summer in Kenya and 
Tanzania, Foreign Service members 
and their families sometimes also be-
come the victims of violence, along 
with other Americans stationed abroad 
along with their families. We need to 
do more, and we will do more to pro-
tect all the Americans we have asked 
to work for us overseas. 

Indeed, six American ambassadors 
have been killed abroad over the past 
31 years. And many in the rank and file 
of our Foreign Service and their fami-
lies have tragically fallen victim to 
terror or to the more mundane hazards 
of life abroad in service to their Na-
tion.

Every day these dedicated individ-
uals stand ready to promote the inter-
ests of our Nation. They do this by car-
rying out tasks such as protecting the 
property of an American who dies over-
seas, reporting on political develop-
ments, screening potential entrants to 
the United States, promoting the sale 
of American goods, or securing Amer-
ican personnel and facilities overseas. 
They and their families often live in 
dangerous environments and are often 
separated from their extended families 
and friends. 

At home, the men and women of the 
Foreign Service perform essential func-
tions in the Departments of State, 
Commerce, and Agriculture, in the 
United States Information Agency, and 
in the Agency for International Devel-
opment. Our modern Foreign Service 
was established by the Rogers Act of 
1924. We are now celebrating its 75th 
anniversary year of its enactment. It is 
all together befitting at this time to 
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congratulate the men and women of 
the Foreign Service and to commemo-
rate the significant sacrifices they 
have made in the service of our Nation. 

Let me note that I appreciate the 
support of the cosponsors of this reso-
lution, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. GEJDENSON), the ranking 
Democrat on our committee, and the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH), the distinguished chairman of 
our Subcommittee on International 
Operations and Human Rights. 

Accordingly, Madam Speaker, I urge 
my colleagues to join with me in vot-
ing for this resolution. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. MCKINNEY. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I rise in support of this reso-
lution.

I would like to take this moment to 
personally thank the brave men and 
women who represent us on the front 
lines in our embassies and posts around 
the world and who, if particularly 
lucky and gifted, can climb their way 
to our most senior diplomatic posts in 
the State Department or in the White 
House.

Additionally, we have seen that, in-
creasingly, to join the Foreign Service 
means a willingness to put one’s life on 
the line in service to our country, be-
cause of the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction, individuals who dis-
agree with our policy, or just plain 
madmen with a means to destroy. I 
commend all these individuals who 
care enough about the world and our 
place in it that they are willing to 
serve in posts from Australia to Zanzi-
bar representing our country’s inter-
ests.

Unfortunately, though, while I in-
tend to vote for this measure, I chose 
not to cosponsor it because I requested 
that language regarding the treatment 
of black and minority Foreign Service 
officers be included in the bill. It is im-
portant to recognize how far we have 
come and to celebrate the good things; 
however, we should never purposely 
omit critical information about chal-
lenges yet unmet. 

First of all, I can understand why 
Madeleine Albright’s State Depart-
ment would not want any mention of 
how minorities are faring in her State 
Department. A description in one word 
would be, poorly. After choosing to use 
scarce resources to fight rather than 
settle a lawsuit filed by black Foreign 
Service officers, the State Department 
has still not admitted having discrimi-
nated against black Foreign Service of-
ficers. At least the Department of Agri-
culture admitted having discriminated 
against black and minority farmers. I 
am saddened that Madeleine Albright’s 
State Department will not admit such 
behavior.

Yet, after its reorganization, the 
State Department will have to contend 

with two additional lawsuits filed by 
African Americans against the United 
States Information Agency and the 
Voice of America. These two lawsuits, 
Brown versus Duffey/USIA and 
Dandridge versus USIA, are representa-
tive of the paucity of the presence of 
black men and, moreover, their treat-
ment once employed by the Voice of 
America. Dandridge versus USIA is 
still pending before the EEOC and also 
addresses the disparity of treatment in 
hiring and appropriations by Voice of 
America toward African American 
male employees. 

Words cannot express how deeply 
saddened I am by this state of affairs. 
Everyone knows that women interested 
in international service had to file a 
lawsuit against the Government in 
order to get fair representation in the 
Foreign Service. After that lawsuit, 
the numbers of women rapidly im-
proved, and we all worked hard to get 
Madeleine Albright into her historic 
position. Yet a woman, in charge of the 
State Department, is stalling on this 
important area of bringing minority 
representation up to where it should 
be.

America’s foreign policy apparatus is 
supposed to discriminate against no 
one. That is why women from across 
this country filed two lawsuits, the 
now famous original Hartman case and 
the appellate Palmer case. The State 
Department has responded to the Hart-
man lawsuit, and now it has really im-
proved the numbers of white women 
represented at all levels. 

However, when one looks at the 
State Department’s own numbers for 
their absorption of minorities into the 
Foreign Service, the shocking fact is 
that Latinos, Asian Americans, and 
Native Americans are grossly under-
represented. And despite having filed a 
lawsuit, as white women did, black 
Foreign Service officers did not even 
get fair treatment with their lawsuit, 
with Madeleine Albright fighting it 
tooth and nail. Even as late as last 
year, yet another lawsuit has been filed 
against Madeleine Albright’s Depart-
ment of State. We have too few minori-
ties serving right now as either ambas-
sadors or deputy chiefs of mission. 

Additionally, the seventh floor of the 
State Department building, from which 
this country’s foreign policy is run, has 
historically, never, itself, had more 
than token minority representation. 
We have had precious few minorities in 
deputy assistant or assistant secretary 
positions. We have never had a minor-
ity serve as an under secretary or even 
as the public affairs spokesperson for 
the Department. 

Finally, Madam Speaker, I recently 
accompanied the President on his trip 
to the United Nations. On that plane, 
with dozens of foreign policy advisers, 
the State Department had not one mi-
nority accompanying the President. Is 
this the picture that we really want to 

paint to an increasingly shrinking 
world, that we are not willing to accept 
the best and brightest among our own 
citizens, even if they happen to be mi-
norities?

I join my colleagues in recognizing 
the Foreign Service for achieving 75 
years of service this year. However, I 
also recognize that the State Depart-
ment has a long way to go before it 
sheds its nickname, ‘‘the last planta-
tion.’’ And at the rate it is going, it 
will be a long time indeed. Madam 
Speaker, I continue to be ready to 
work with the State Department to im-
prove the figures that are submitted 
for the RECORD as follows:

DIVERSITY FACT SHEET—DEPARTMENT OF
STATE

Overall, African American men and women 
are 22.8% of the Department of State’s work-
force. While on the surface, this looks good, 
as always, the devil is in the details: 

46% of all African Americans employed at 
the Department of State are concentrated in 
the lowest GS levels in the Department of 
State. Of the 3,466 African American men 
and women employed at the Department of 
State, 1,588 hold the positions of GS 10 to GS 
2. These are certainly not the policy making 
positions within the Department of State. 

Hispanics, Native Americans and Asians 
are worse off: Hispanics make up 3.9% of the 
overall Department of State workforce; Na-
tive Americans make up 1⁄2% of the work-
force; and, Asians are 3.4% of the workforce. 
Thus, the numbers are even smaller when 
looking at the Foreign Service. 

African Americans only hold 5% of White 
Collar jobs—management, policy and leader-
ship positions. Hispanics hold 6.3% of all 
DOS white collar jobs; Native Americans 
hold 1% of DOS white collar jobs; and Asians 
hold 4.8% of all DOS white collar jobs. 

The pattern is consistent: The higher up in 
DOS management you go, the less likely you 
are to find minorities, including women. 

As late as January 20, 1998, law suits have 
continued to be filed against the Department 
of State. Michael T. Johnson v. Madeleine 
Albright, Secretary of State, U.S. Depart-
ment of State was filed on behalf of African 
American males complaining of employment 
discrimination.

‘‘The Thomas Case’’ was filed on behalf of 
African American Foreign Service officers, 
and accused the Department of State of ra-
cial bias in hiring and promotions. The law 
suit was settled by a consent decree and DOS 
is currently implementing the details of the 
consent decree. In settling in this manner, 
DOS did not admit discriminating against 
black FSO and admitted no wrongdoing of 
any type in their hiring and/or promotional 
practice as related to African American DOS 
employees.

James A. Baker, III, Secretary of State, 
U.S. Department of State, also known as 
‘‘The Hartman Case’’ (Carolee Brady Hart-
man v. U.S. Department of State) filed, on 
behalf of women Foreign Service officers, 
has been in litigation and various stages of 
settlement since 1977. 

‘‘The Palmer Case’’ (Allison Palmer, et. 
al., v. James A. Baker, III, Secretary of 
State), also fought by the Department of 
State, noted that while women needed to 
prove further allegations of discrimination 
in promotions, the information provided to 
the court by the Department of State, did 
not successfully rebut evidence of promotion 
discrimination by DOS based on sex. 
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Voice of America has 2 law suits alleging 

discrimination in hiring and promotions. 
Brown v. Duffey/USIA, was filed on behalf of 
U.S. born African Americans alleging dis-

crimination at VOA. This case is in the proc-
ess of being settled. 

Dandridge v. USIA was filed on behalf of 9 
African American employees and has not 

been certified as a class action lawsuit. It is 
currently pending before EEOC with no ac-
tion taken thus-far-to-date by EEOC.

TABLE 2.—RACE/NATIONAL ORIGIN DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT BY PAYPLAN AND GRADE AS OF SEPTEMBER 30, 1996; MEN AND WOMEN COMBINED 

Agency—Department of State—pay plan and grade Total
number

Total minorities Blacks Hispanics Asian or Pacific
Islander

American Indian or 
Alaskan Native 

Whites

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total, all pay plans ....................................................................................... 15176 3466 22.8 2288 15.1 598 3.9 511 3.4 69 .5 1171.0 77.2
Total GS and related ..................................................................................... 13617 3246 23.8 2163 15.9 543 4.0 477 3.5 63 .5 1037.1 76.2

GS–02 ................................................................................................... 17 9 52.9 8 47.1 1 5.9 ................ ................ ................ ................ 8 47.1
GS–03 ................................................................................................... 61 26 42.6 21 34.4 3 4.9 2 3.3 ................ ................ 3.5 57.4
GS–04 ................................................................................................... 194 110 56.7 82 42.3 13 6.7 12 6.2 3 1.5 8.4 43.4
GS–05 ................................................................................................... 224 114 50.9 99 44.2 8 3.6 7 3.1 ................ ................ 11.0 49.1
GS–06 ................................................................................................... 242 166 68.6 146 60.3 7 2.9 10 4.1 3 1.2 7.6 31.4
GS–07 ................................................................................................... 1052 419 39.8 343 32.6 30 2.9 43 4.1 3 .3 63.3 60.2
GS–08 ................................................................................................... 862 297 34.5 225 26.1 39 4.5 30 3.5 3 .3 56.5 65.5
GS–09 ................................................................................................... 1385 414 29.9 283 20.4 59 4.3 63 4.5 9 .6 97.1 70.1
GS–10 ................................................................................................... 56 33 58.9 28 50.0 5 8.9 ................ ................ ................ ................ 2.3 41.1
GS–11 ................................................................................................... 2415 463 19.2 259 10.7 103 4.3 92 3.8 9 .4 195.2 80.8
GS–12 ................................................................................................... 2501 511 20.4 316 12.6 99 4.0 86 3.4 10 .4 199.0 79.6
GS–13 ................................................................................................... 789 175 22.2 128 16.2 24 3.0 20 2.5 3 .4 61.4 77.8
GS–14 ................................................................................................... 2294 333 14.5 148 8.5 84 3.7 86 3.7 15 .7 196.1 85.5
GS–15 ................................................................................................... 1525 176 11.5 77 5.0 68 4.5 26 1.7 5 .3 134.9 88.5

Average grade ............................................................................................... 11.2 9.9 ................ 8.4 ................ 11.2 ................ 10.8 ................ 11.1 ................ 11.6 ................
Senior pay levels ........................................................................................... 965 76 7.9 49 5.1 17 1.8 9 .9 1 .1 88.9 92.1 
Other white collar ......................................................................................... 522 89 17.0 26 5.0 33 6.3 25 4.8 5 1.0 43.3 83.0
Total wage systems ...................................................................................... 72 55 76.4 50 69.4 5 6.9 ................ ................ ................ ................ 1.1 23.6

*Less than 0.05 percent. 

APPENDIX I.—TABLES SHOWING REPRESENTATION LEVELS AND PROGRESS MADE BY SPECIFIC EEO GROUPS AT FOUR AGENCIES 

Grade level 
Number Percent Relative number 

1984 1992 Change 1984 1992 Change 1984 1992 Change 

Asian men ......................................................................................................................................................................................... 13 31 18 0.56 1.30 2.32 0.68 1.83 2.69 
Asian women .................................................................................................................................................................................... 8 19 11 0.35 0.80 2.29 0.42 1.12 2.67 
Native American men ....................................................................................................................................................................... 4 11 7 0.17 0.46 2.71 0.21 0.65 3.10

Native American women ................................................................................................................................................................... 0 2 2 0.00 0.08 (b) 0.00 0.12 (b)

Total (a) ................................................................................................................................................................................ 2,306 2,388 82 100.00 99.99 ................ ................ ................ ................

a Percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding. 
b The amount of change (increase or decrease) cannot be computed because there was no one (0.00) in that EEO group at that grade level in the base year (1984).
Source: OPM’s CPDF. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to support this resolution, and 
I urge the State Department to change 
its ways. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

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

Ms. MCKINNEY. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 30 seconds to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. HASTINGS).

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman for 
yielding me this time, and I join the 
gentlewoman and the chairman of the 
committee in urging Members to sup-
port this legislation recognizing the 
Foreign Service of the United States 
on the occasion of its 75th anniversary. 

As one who benefits from the foreign 
service by rather extensive travel, pur-
suant to duties on the Committee on 
International Relations and now the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, I, for one, am grateful to the 
employees around the world. 

I would like to associate myself, how-
ever, with the remarks of the gentle-
woman with reference to the need for 
increased minority hiring. That is a 
must and it simply must be done; and 
75 years will not account for how long 
it should take. 

Expediting businesspersons, expe-
diting Congress people, expediting the 
military, all of these are some of the 

duties that Foreign Service officers in 
this country and for this country per-
form. I, for one, rather than just stand 
here and compliment them, I would 
like to see to it that their pay, their 
pensions, and the facilities they work 
in meet the requirements of a Nation 
that has the standing that we do in the 
world.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, diplomacy is an instrument of power, 
essential for maintaining effective international 
relationships. It is a principal means through 
which the United States defends its interests, 
responds to crises, and achieves its inter-
national goals. The Department of State is the 
lead institution for the conduct of American di-
plomacy; a mission based on the role of the 
Secretary of State as the President’s principal 
foreign policy adviser. The oil, which makes 
this machine run so well, is the Foreign Serv-
ice. 

Madam Speaker I rise in support of H. Res. 
168. This resolution expresses the sense of 
the House of Representatives recognizing the 
Foreign Service of the United States and its 
achievements and contributions of the past 75 
years. Without these foot soldiers of diplomacy 
the United States’ interests around the world 
would certainly not be advanced. 

This resolution is fitting because it honors 
those members of the foreign service who 
have given their lives in service of this nation. 
We cannot afford to forget those men and 
women who have died in the line of duty in 
places like Kenya and Tanzania. Since its es-
tablishment, the Secretary of State has com-

memorated 186 American diplomats who have 
died in the line of duty. Likewise we cannot af-
ford to forget the generations of men and 
women who have served or are presently 
serving this nation with vital contributions to 
the nation. 

Among the services provided by the Foreign 
Service are the following: 

Leads representation of the United States 
overseas and advocates U.S. policies for for-
eign governments and international organiza-
tions. 

Coordinates and provides support for the 
international activities of U.S. agencies, official 
visits, and other diplomatic missions. 

Conducts negotiations, concludes agree-
ments, and supports U.S. participation in inter-
national negotiations of all types. 

Coordinates and manages U.S. Government 
response to international crises of all types. 

Assists U.S. business and protects and aids 
American citizens living or traveling abroad. 

This resolution marks and commends the 75 
years of service, which the Foreign Service 
has given to our nation. To the men and 
women of the Foreign Service, I commend 
you for your hard work, dedication, and distin-
guished service to the nation and I thank you 
and your family for all of the sacrifices you 
have made in the name of this country. 

I urge my colleagues to overwhelmingly 
support this House Resolution.

Mr. BEREUTER. Madam Speaker, this 
Member rises in strong support of H. Res. 
168, a resolution honoring the United States 
Foreign Service on the occasion of its 75th 
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anniversary. The significance of the contribu-
tion of the Foreign Service to the security and 
well-being of the United States cannot be 
overstated. Foreign Service Officers are lit-
erally on the front line of the struggle to pro-
tect our country’s values, ideals, prosperity, 
and security. Scores of American diplomats 
have made the ultimate sacrifice for their 
country as was tragically demonstrated most 
recently in the terrible toll taken by the terrorist 
bombings in Nairobi and Dar Es Salaam. 
American diplomats today are every bit as vul-
nerable as members of the Armed Forces, 
and they are far more vulnerable to directed 
acts of terrorism. They deserve all the protec-
tion we can possibly provide. 

In this context, this Member has been dis-
turbed by the Administration’s rather tepid re-
sponse to the Crowe Commission report on 
embassy security. The Crowe Commission, 
this Member will remind his colleagues, called 
for $1.4 billion in embassy security assistance 
each year for 10 years. Clearly, the United 
States has been remiss for many years in not 
taking stronger action to protect its diplomats 
and facilities abroad from terrorist attack. This 
body must do everything possible to rectify 
this problem as soon as possible, and adher-
ing to the Crowe Commission guidelines is an 
important first step. 

Madam Speaker, this Member would like to 
offer my warm congratulations to each and 
every Foreign Service Officer. This Member 
would note that the Pearson Fellowship pro-
gram, which provides outstanding young For-
eign Service Officers will temporary assign-
ment to the legislative branch, has been a par-
ticularly effective tool to help this body better 
understand U.S. foreign policy. 

Madam Speaker, this Member urges strong 
support for H. Res. 168. 

b 1530
Ms. MCKINNEY. Madam Speaker, I 

yield back the balance of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 

BIGGERT). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. GILMAN) that the House 
suspend the rules and agree to the reso-
lution, House Resolution 168. 

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

SENSE OF CONGRESS THAT HAITI 
SHOULD CONDUCT FREE, FAIR, 
TRANSPARENT, AND PEACEFUL 
ELECTIONS
Mr. GILMAN. Madam Speaker, I 

move to suspend the rules and agree to 
the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 
140) expressing the sense of the Con-
gress that Haiti should conduct free, 
fair, transparent, and peaceful elec-
tions, and for other purposes, as 
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H. CON. RES. 140

Whereas René Preval was elected president 
of Haiti on December 17, 1995, and inaugu-
rated on February 7, 1996; 

Whereas a political impasse between Presi-
dent Preval and the Haitian Parliament over 
the past 2 years has stalled democratic de-
velopment and contributed to the Haitian 
people’s political disillusionment; 

Whereas Haiti’s economic development is 
stagnant, living conditions are deplorable, 
and democratic institutions have yet to be-
come effective; 

Whereas Haiti’s political leaders propose 
free, fair, and transparent elections for local 
and national legislative bodies; and 

Whereas Haiti’s new independent Provi-
sional Electoral Council has scheduled those 
elections for November and December 1999: 
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) commends the provisional Electoral 
Council of Haiti for its decision to hold elec-
tions for 19 senate seats, providing for a 
transparent resolution of the disputed 1997 
elections;

(2) urges the Government of Haiti to ac-
tively engage in dialogue with all elements 
of Haitian society to further a self-sustain-
able democracy; 

(3) encourages the Government and all po-
litical parties in Haiti to proceed toward 
conducting free, fair, transparent, and peace-
ful elections as scheduled, in the presence of 
domestic and international observers, with-
out pressure or interference; 

(4) urges the Clinton Administration and 
the international community to continue to 
play a positive role in Haiti’s economic and 
political development; 

(5) urges the United Nations to provide ap-
propriate technical support for the elections 
and to maximize the use of United Nations 
civilian police monitors of the CIVPOL mis-
sion during the election period; 

(6) encourages the Clinton Administration 
and the international community to provide 
all appropriate assistance for the coming 
elections;

(7) encourages the Government of Haiti to 
adopt adequate security measures in prepa-
ration for the proposed elections; 

(8) urges all elements of Haitian civil soci-
ety, including the political leaders of Haiti, 
to publicly renounce violence and promote a 
climate of security; and 

(9) urges the United States and other mem-
bers of the international community to con-
tinue support toward a lasting and com-
mitted transition to democracy in Haiti. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. GILMAN) and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS)
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on this measure. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. GILMAN. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
H. Con. Res. 140. 

When we marked up this resolution 
in the Committee on International Re-

lations, our main concern was that free 
and fair elections be held to meet the 
constitutional deadline of January 10 
for installing a newly elected legisla-
ture. As matters now stand, this appar-
ently will not happen. Although Hai-
tian President Rene Preval cites con-
cerns over the feasibility of the Provi-
sional Electoral Council’s calendar, he 
has in fact been delaying these criti-
cally important elections. 

As long as there is an opportunity 
that Haiti can hold genuinely plural-
istic elections, we should, as this reso-
lution urges, be supportive. For exam-
ple, because there is a politically di-
verse Provisional Electoral Council, a 
significant sector of the opposition fa-
vors elections for parliament and for 
local officials. I note, however, a dis-
turbing absence of high-level attention 
in the White House and in the State 
Department to the unfolding electoral 
situation in Haiti. Our ambassador, 
Timothy Carney, deserves high level 
support from our administration. 

I am deeply concerned by the serious 
problems that threaten these elections. 
President Preval failed to see that the 
elections were held last year, and this 
summer failed to sign the critically 
important electoral law for 1 month. 
And now President Preval has become 
hostile to the Electoral Council that he 
appointed.

As the election in Haiti nears, street 
violence threatens freedom of assembly 
and freedom of speech and may threat-
en the elections as well. Former Presi-
dent Aristide’s Lavalas Family party 
has fomented recent violent disturb-
ances, including an attack on a peace-
ful rally organized by business, reli-
gious and civic groups in Port-Au-
Prince on May 31. 

Rising common crime and specific 
acts of violence have awakened broad 
concerns regarding public safety. Most 
recently, on September 4, an explosive 
device was thrown at the Chamber of 
Commerce the day after the Chamber 
issued a call for nonviolence. And on 
September 5, shots were fired at an op-
position leader by a trained gunman. 
Shots were also recently fired in front 
of an Electoral Council magistrate’s 
home.

The Haitian National Police has yet 
to develop and make public a com-
prehensive plan to provide security 
during the forthcoming election. The 
Electoral Council faces significant 
logistical hurdles to provide critically 
important voter identification cards 
and to be able to meet the tight elec-
toral calendar that it has established. 

When I concurred with releasing 
funds to support these elections, it was 
with the understanding that if Haiti 
backs away from the transparent set-
tlement of the disputed 1997 elections, 
or if the Provisional Electoral Coun-
cil’s independence and credibility by a 
broad spectrum of political parties is 
put into question, that U.S. technical 
assistance should end. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:22 May 26, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00104 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H27SE9.001 H27SE9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 22811September 27, 1999
I agree with the administration’s ef-

forts to secure a 2- or 3-month exten-
sion of the United Nations civilian po-
lice monitoring mission in Haiti. The 
full contingent of civilian police mon-
itors should actively monitor and sup-
port the Haitian National Police’s se-
curity plan for the election. There are 
a number of additional steps that 
should also be undertaken. 

Foremost, President Preval needs to 
stop stalling and start supporting the 
Electoral Council that he appointed. 
President Preval should also commit to 
separating the legislative and munic-
ipal elections from next year’s presi-
dential election. And the Clinton ad-
ministration must ensure that the 
election will be properly supported. 
International contingency plans for 
supporting logistical aspects of the 
election may prove to be critically im-
portant.

The United States and our allies 
should act to prevent violent elements 
in the Lavalas Family party or other 
violent individuals or groups in Haiti 
from disrupting or even derailing the 
election through violence and intimi-
dation. Denial of visas and other steps 
should be applied. 

Also, the Haitian National Police 
should produce and make public a de-
tailed plan for providing security for 
the election. The police should follow 
the Electoral Council’s example and in-
vite political party leaders to review 
and comment on their election security 
plans.

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. HASTINGS), a senior mem-
ber of our committee, for bringing this 
resolution to our attention. With these 
caveats in mind, I support its adoption. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I would, without quarreling, point 
out that some of the support for the 
electoral process has been held up by 
the majority party. The organization 
that would be in a position to do some 
of this supporting has not received the 
fundings that were due them largely in 
part because of caveats that have been 
set forth by the majority. While I do 
not quarrel with the majority’s right 
to do that, then I do not think you 
ought be heard to complain that cer-
tain things are not being done when 
moneys were supposed to be appro-
priated for them to be done and then 
they are not done. That causes me to 
have serious concern. And to say that 
the Clinton administration must prop-
erly support the election and then 
withhold the funds for it to be done is 
kind of disingenuous, at least in my 
view.

Additionally, Madam Speaker, I 
would like to point out to the chair-
man of the Committee on International 
Relations that I along with Senator 

GRAHAM and the special envoy of Presi-
dent Clinton, former Governor Buddy 
McKay, were in Haiti along with the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
DELAHUNT) on a fact-finding mission. 
Mr. McKay stayed longer than we did 
because of his duties and went back 
since that time with reference to ongo-
ing matters as pertains to Haiti. While 
we were there and upon our return, I 
felt it necessary to introduce this reso-
lution urging the government of Haiti 
to conduct free, fair, transparent, and 
peaceful elections. 

Madam Speaker, Haiti’s Electoral 
Council has scheduled parliamentary 
and local elections for December 16, 
1999 and January 19, 2000. Because these 
elections represent the best chance for 
Haiti to resolve its political stalemate 
and proceed with reforms, it is critical 
that these elections be held as sched-
uled.

The United States and the inter-
national community must assist in 
maintaining stability and help to 
strengthen the roots of the rule of law 
in Haiti. To illustrate our support, we 
must do the following: provide tech-
nical assistance in order to effectively 
register voters; provide comprehensive 
aid in developing a security plan where 
all parties and candidates can cam-
paign freely and without violence; sa-
lute the electoral authorities for striv-
ing to be fair and judicious; and con-
demn anyone who attempts to curtail 
the electoral laws in Haiti. 

Free, fair, transparent, and peaceful 
elections in Haiti are in the best inter-
est of the United States in general and 
specifically in Florida, my home State. 
If the United States does not continue 
its support for Haiti, many Haitians 
will find themselves again in the dan-
gerous waters en route to our shores. A 
State whose health and human services 
budgets are already overburdened, such 
as my State, cannot stand the weight 
of further illegal immigration. More-
over, if we are unwilling to pay a small 
price now, we will, I repeat, we will pay 
a much greater price later. 

Madam Speaker, my resolution is 
rather simple. It encourages this body 
to support Haiti’s scheduled elections 
and demands little of us as it refers to 
expenditures of personnel and re-
sources. Further, it illustrates the im-
portance which the United States em-
phasizes on free, fair, transparent, and 
peaceful elections. I urge my col-
leagues to support this resolution. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. GILMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
yield as much time as he may consume 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. GOSS), chairman of the 
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence.

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
York for his generosity with the time. 

Madam Speaker, I am pleased that 
the House is taking up this resolution 

this afternoon of my colleague the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS).
As my colleagues know, Haiti has 
scheduled parliamentary elections as a 
way to resolve a crisis that has brought 
democracy, governance and economic 
development in Haiti to almost a full 
halt. In the 5 years since 20,000 U.S. 
troops forcibly restored Jean-Bertrand 
Aristide to power, the lights of democ-
racy for Haiti have dimmed signifi-
cantly and, in fact, they are in danger 
of going out entirely. Today in Haiti, it 
is actually worse for many people than 
it was before our intervention. The cur-
rent U.S. ambassador to Haiti, Mr. Car-
ney, who has been referred to put it 
this way and I quote him: ‘‘Haiti is a 
long way from getting democracy. It 
lacks nearly all of the elements that 
make up a democracy.’’ This is after 
several years of intense attention and 
billions of taxpayers’ dollars. For the 
first time in years, I think we are be-
ginning to see at least some of the 
folks in the Clinton administration 
make an honest assessment of the situ-
ation on the ground in Haiti. I think 
the excursion, the trip, the fact-finding 
analysis that the gentleman from Flor-
ida has referred to is proof of the fact 
that there is an interest to assist the 
situation accurately and realize just 
how badly off the people in Haiti are 
these days. I hope that the rose-colored 
glasses that we have seen so often in 
the Clinton administration have fi-
nally come off. 

The United States has a significant 
investment in Haiti, significant in 
terms of our military involvement and 
our financial commitment as well. We 
are literally talking about billions—
that is billions with a ‘‘B’’—of tax-
payers’ dollars we have spent in Haiti 
in the past few years. To many observ-
ers, it seems apparent that this invest-
ment has, in fact, been squandered. 
While the Clinton administration has a 
lot to account for in terms of explain-
ing this failure to the American people, 
I think the question before Congress 
today is more important: Where do we 
go from here? The first step is to pro-
vide encouragement for the elections 
to go forward. We must also acknowl-
edge that those elections face very se-
rious challenges, including politically 
motivated violence that we have al-
ready seen manifest, and the active 
hostility of some of Haiti’s leading 
politicians to the actions, well-meant 
actions and the necessary actions, of 
the Provisional Electoral Council. 

In addition to helpful technical as-
sistance that we might provide, the 
United States also must send a clear 
signal to Haiti’s leaders, especially the 
President-in-waiting Aristide, that ef-
forts to subvert or improperly influ-
ence the electoral process will not be 
tolerated. These parliamentary elec-
tions are often referred to as a, quote, 
roadmap for resolving the crisis in 
Haiti. We have heard that language be-
fore. Actually, we hear it before almost 
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every election in Haiti. The last 
vestiges of Haiti’s pretense of democ-
racy will fade entirely if full, fair, free, 
and transparent elections do not hap-
pen on schedule. I will not go so far as 
to hope for peaceful, but I will put in 
the other qualifiers. I have been in 
Haiti for elections and there is a lot of 
enthusiasm. I do not think ‘‘peaceful’’ 
is a realistic expectation. But I think 
‘‘controlled’’ is. 

Haitian leaders should be on notice 
by this resolution—and I hope they 
are—and so should U.S. taxpayers who 
have footed the bill for the Clinton ad-
ministration’s failures in the past. 
They should take notice, lest we squan-
der more good money after wasting so 
much already. 

Good money after bad is a poor idea 
no matter how well-intentioned we 
may be. For that reason, I will support 
the resolution, of course, but I will ask 
for close oversight of how the funds are 
to be spent and I will ask for no rose-
colored glasses in assessing what is 
really going on so that if we run into 
roadblocks, we understand what is be-
fore us and we are in a position to re-
port faithfully to the American people 
what has happened rather than what 
we hoped had happened.

b 1545

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN), my colleague. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Madam Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. HASTINGS) for yielding this time 
to me. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of House Concurrent Resolution 
140 expressing the sense of Congress 
that Haiti should conduct free, fair, 
transparent and peaceful elections, and 
I thank the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. HASTINGS), the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. DELAHUNT), and the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS) for their bill, as well as the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN),
for their leadership and support of this 
resilient island nation. 

I have had the opportunity to visit 
Haiti three times over the last 3 years. 
The last time was 2 weeks ago with the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS) and several of my other col-
leagues, specifically to review the 
progress that was being made with re-
gard to the upcoming elections. 

Madam Speaker, I saw a Haiti which 
despite the fact that democracy has 
not made any significant bread and 
butter changes in the lives of its people 
continue to hold on to the ideal of full 
democracy and economic progress de-
spite the steepness of the uphill battle. 
The people of Haiti remain strong in 
the spirit which, despite the odds, 
made them an independent nation al-
most 200 years ago. Despite continuing 
poverty, little infrastructure, recent 

hurricane damage, we were able to see 
active building and vibrant commerce 
as well as other, if small, signs of im-
provement and hope. Much progress, 
Madam Speaker, I think was also seen 
in the public sector. 

Madam Speaker, the people of Haiti 
want the upcoming elections, and they 
want elections that they will have con-
fidence in. The United States has 
helped in the past years to help Haiti 
on the road to democracy and a 
healthier economy, but we have done 
far less than we should have. In the up-
coming elections we have the oppor-
tunity to correct this and make an im-
portant contribution to the future of 
the Haitian people, to the Caribbean 
region, and to our hemisphere. 

I join my colleagues in expressing the 
sense of Congress in support of free, 
fair, transparent and peaceful elec-
tions; but Madam Speaker, we should 
do more by making all the necessary 
resources available to make it possible. 

This is another critical juncture in 
Haitian history. The integrity and the 
outcome of this election will determine 
Haiti’s future. I want us to be on the 
right side of that history. I urge the 
passage of House Concurrent Resolu-
tion 140. 

Mr. GILMAN. Madam Speaker, does 
the gentleman from Florida have any 
further requests for time?

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I do not, 
Madam Speaker, but I yield myself 
such time as I may consume to point 
out that the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. CONYERS) and the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) and the staff 
of the chairman 2 weeks ago visited 
Haiti, and I regret very much that the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS) is not here at this time for he 
had intended to speak regarding his 
personal findings. 

Madam Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

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

Madam Speaker, I urge support for 
this resolution.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I would 
like to commend my colleagues for their hard 
work on this important resolution. Although the 
language was changed to accommodate opin-
ions from the other body, I believe it still car-
ries the appropriate positive message about 
Haiti’s democratic progress. After all, October 
15 will mark only 5 years that have gone by 
since the restoration of the legitimate govern-
ment of Haiti and its elected president, Jean-
Bertrand Aristide. 

Haiti has come a long way since the dark 
days when General Cedras and Colonel Fran-
cois ruled the streets of Port-au-Prince with an 
iron fist of terror. I had the opportunity to make 
my own first hand evaluation 2 weeks ago 
when I led a bipartisan delegation to Haiti ac-
companied by my good friends Representa-
tives CAMPBELL, PAYNE, HILLIARD, 
CHRISTENSEN, and FALEOMAVAEGA. I would 

also like to thank the gentleman from Illinois, 
the chairman of the Judiciary Committee, for 
authorizing the CODEL to travel. Today we 
are releasing our findings in a comprehensive 
trip report. While we found that elections prob-
ably will not happen in December as hoped, a 
brief delay may end up being in the best inter-
ests of broad participation in the process. 

Haiti remains one of the world’s poorest 
countries, with a per capita income of $380 
per year. However, it has taken some impor-
tant steps. Inflation is down to 8 percent, from 
about 50 percent in 1995. The budget deficit 
declined to less than 2 percent of GDP in 
1998 and the exchange rate is stable. The 
economy has benefitted from a growth both in 
the assembly sector and in increased agricul-
tural exports such as mangos and coffee; 
these factors contributed to an impressive 
growth rate of 4 percent last year. 

Haiti is also trying hard to tackle a drug 
transshipment problem. In the last 3 weeks, 
the police leadership has made several arrests 
in several drug busts ranging from 13 pounds 
and 15 pounds of cocaine, to another one be-
lieved to amount to over 1,500 pounds. The 
police leadership are making admirable efforts 
to keep its ranks clean, arresting four of its 
own officers in connection with that last inci-
dent. 

I believe today’s resolution keeps Haiti in 
proper perspective and embraces the spirit of 
democratic progress. It encourages the United 
States and the international community to pro-
vide assistance to the elections, urges the 
government of Haiti to remain engaged with 
civil society, and asks all elements of Haitian 
society to help promote a climate of peaceful 
environment for the elections. This last part is 
important because a group of Haitian business 
representatives led by Mr. Lionel DeLatour re-
minded me during my trip, no one sector holds 
a monopoly on blame for transgressions. The 
resolution commends the Provisional Electoral 
Council, whom I also met with 2 weeks ago, 
for its efforts to resolve the controversial 1997 
elections. 

I urge your support of this resolution and I 
commend our report to your attention, which I 
am inserting into the RECORD.

HAITI TRIP REPORT, SEPTEMBER 10–12, 1999

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, September 27, 1999. 

Hon. MADELEINE K. ALBRIGHT,
Secretary of State, U.S. Department of State, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MADAME SECRETARY: On September 

10–12, a House Judiciary Committee congres-
sional delegation traveled to Haiti led by the 
Ranking Member, Representative John Con-
yers, Jr. Other members of the codel in-
cluded Representatives Tom Campbell, Don-
ald Payne, Earl Hilliard and Delegates Eni 
Faleomavaega and Donna Christian-
Christensen.

The trip focused on three general areas of 
interest: (1) The pending elections and the 
preparations necessary to undertake them; 
(2) the Department of Justice’s ongoing role 
in police training and judicial reform; and (3) 
counter-narcotic activities. 

The Congressional delegation’s report con-
tains specific recommendations for actions 
by the Executive Branch and the object of 
continuing your progress in the consolida-
tion of democracy in the nation of Haiti. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
JOHN CONYERS, Jr. 
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TOM CAMPBELL.
ENI FALEOMAVAEGA.
DONALD M. PAYNE.
EARL F. HILLIARD.
DONNA M. CHRISTENSEN.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, September 27, 1999. 

Hon. JANET RENO,
The Attorney General, U.S. Department of Jus-

tice, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MADAM ATTORNEY GENERAL: On Sep-

tember 10–12, a House Judiciary Committee 
congressional delegation traveled to Haiti 
led by the Ranking Member, Representative 
John Conyers, Jr. Other members of the 
codel included Representatives Tom Camp-
bell, Donald Payne, Earl Hilliard and Dele-
gates Eni Faleomavaega and Donna Chris-
tian-Christensen.

The trip focused on three general areas of 
interest: (1) The pending elections and the 
preparations necessary to undertake them; 
(2) the Department of Justice’s ongoing role 
in police training and judicial reform; and (3) 
counter-narcotic activities. 

The Congressional delegation’s report con-
tains specific recommendations for actions 
by the Executive Branch and the Congress, 
with the object of continuing your progress 
in the consolidation of democracy in the na-
tion of Haiti. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
JOHN CONYERS, Jr. 
TOM CAMPBELL.
ENI FALEOMAVAEGA.
DONALD M. PAYNE.
EARL F. HILLIARD.
DONNA M. CHRISTENSEN.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, September 27, 1999. 

Hon. HENRY HYDE,
Chairman, House Judiciary Committee, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN HYDE: You authorized a 
House Judiciary Committee congressional 
delegation to travel Haiti between Sep-
tember 10th and 12th. The delegation was led 
by the Ranking Member, Representative 
John Conyers, Jr. Other members of the 
codel included Representatives Tom Camp-
bell, Donald Payne, Earl Hilliard and Dele-
gates Eni Faleomavaega and Donna Chris-
tian-Christensen.

The trip focused on three general areas of 
interest: (1) the pending elections and the 
preparations necessary to undertake them; 
(2) the Department of Justice’s ongoing role 
in police training and judicial reform; and (3) 
counter-narcotic activities. 

The Congressional delegation’s report con-
tains specific recommendations for actions 
by the Executive Branch and the Congress, 
with the object of continuing progress in the 
consolidation of democracy in the nation of 
Haiti.

Respectfully Submitted, 
JOHN CONYERS, Jr. 
TOM CAMPBELL.
ENI FALEOMAVAEGA.
DONALD M. PAYNE.
EARL F. HILLIARD.
DONNA M. CHRISTENSEN.

INTRODUCTION

From September 10th to September 12th, 
1999, Congressman John Conyers, Jr., the 
Ranking Member of the House Judiciary 
Committee, led a bipartisan congressional 
delegation (CODEL) to Haiti. The delegation 
focused on upcoming elections and issues rel-
evant to their successful undertaking such 
as international monitoring, the proper role 

of the police and building confidence in the 
political process. It also looked at the status 
of police training, the U.S. Department of 
Justice’s role in the establishment of an 
independent judiciary, and the efficacy of 
anti-drug operations. 

The members of the CODEL included: Rep. 
John Conyers, Jr., Chairman (D–MI); Rep. 
Tom Campbell (R–CA); Rep. Donald Payne 
(D–NJ); Rep. Earl Hilliard (D–AL); Del. Eni 
Faleomavaega (D–AS); and Del. Donna Chris-
tian-Christensen (D–VI). 

In 1990, Jean Bertrand-Aristide was elected 
president in Haiti’s first legitimate, demo-
cratic elections. A year later he was over-
thrown in a coup d’etat and a violent mili-
tary regime took over, ruling by repression 
and fear. In 1994, a United States-led multi-
national force restored democracy to Haiti. 
Ever since then, Haiti has been grappling 
with complicated economic, political and so-
cial questions necessary for the consolida-
tion of democracy. This report explores some 
of those challenges and is meant to provide 
some useful observations. 

In addition to having jurisdiction over op-
erations of the Department of Justice gen-
erally, the Judiciary Committee has explicit 
jurisdiction over enforcement of federal drug 
statutes, administration of the federal 
courts, treaties, conventions and other inter-
national agreements. It also has jurisdiction 
over immigration and related issues. 

The delegation objectives were: 
Evaluate progress of investigations into 

human rights violations and the role of US 
assistance, particularly as it relates to the 
police.

Examine the impact of the withdrawal of 
the permanent U.S. military presence. 

Determine the status of judicial reform 
and the efficacy of US assistance. 

Observe preparations for the elections and 
make judgments regarding the timetable, 
the technical steps necessary for their under-
taking, the ability of the police to maintain 
a secure environment, and the role of inter-
national observers. 

Make observations regarding the public’s 
confidence in the electoral process, the com-
petence of electoral institutions, and the 
likelihood of broad civic participation in the 
process.

Our findings and recommendations follow.

THE POLICE

BACKGROUND

After the restoration of democracy to 
Haiti in 1994, the U.S. Department of Jus-
tice’s International Criminal Investigative 
Training Assistance Program (ICITAP) es-
tablished the Haiti Police Development Pro-
gram. In the first phase of this program, 
ICITAP trained 5200 members of the Haitian 
National Police (HNP). By next year, ICITAP 
hopes to have established permanent edu-
cation programs allowing the HNP to be-
come more self-sufficient, institutionalized 
issues of integrity and civic duty, and set 
guidelines for the formation of specialized 
units such as CIMO, the riot control squad, 
and the BLTS, the counter-narcotics unit. 

The delegation met with representatives of 
ICITAP, as well as OPDAT (the Overseas 
Prosecutorial Development Assistance Pro-
gram), the US Department of Justice pro-
gram responsible for judicial reform assist-
ance. Their budget for FY 1999 is $6.1 mil-
lion.1

A number of things suggest that on the bu-
reaucratic level, the police will meet 
ICITAP’s goals. For example, in the past 

seven months, three classes have come 
through the police academy which were 100% 
trained by Haitians with about 100 cadets in 
each class. Also, the fact that the HNP de-
veloped their own annual budget this year 
for the first time is an encouraging sign. 

CHALLENGES FACING THE POLICE

The Haitian National Police, however, con-
tinue to face serious challenges including (1) 
continued problems with excessive use of 
force, human right abuses and mistreatment 
of prisoners; (2) drug trafficking within the 
force; and (3) keeping the police politically 
neutral and effectively engaged in providing 
security. Looming large in the foreground of 
these questions is what the impact of the 
U.S. troop withdrawal will be, the probable 
elimination of the police mentoring mission 
(CIVPOL), and the scaling down of the UN/
OAS civilian mission’s (MICIVIH) human 
rights monitoring work. 

Attrition and recruitment 
In response to concerns raised earlier this 

year by the House Appropriations Com-
mittee, the HNP in cooperation with 
ICITAP, conducted a study on attrition 
which concluded that attrition was not as 
bad as it seemed on the surface. According to 
this study, 1056 police left the force volun-
tarily or involuntarily between 1995 and 
April 1999. The overwhelming number of sep-
arations were dismissals: 602 police agents 
and 230 civilian employees fired. The jus-
tifications for dismissal ranged from corrup-
tion and alleged murder to poor punctuality. 
There is also a serious attrition problem of 
another kind: 115 officers have been killed 
since 1995.2 As a consequence of the study, 
the HNP now systematically utilizes exit 
interviews.

The CODEL was alarmed to hear dras-
tically varying estimates of the actual num-
ber of police active in the force. While the of-
ficial figure is 6500, several sources in Wash-
ington, and Haiti assert that the actual 
number is probably more in the range of 
3500–4000. This is alarming for a number of 
reasons: First of all, the need for police will 
be great in the months leading up to elec-
tions. Second, a reduction in the actual num-
ber of police could result in an over-reliance 
on elite forces, and third, it places tremen-
dous strain on the active duty officers who 
are already expected to work unreasonably 
long weeks. 

Human rights abuses 
The human rights situation is a marked 

improvement from the years of the de facto 
regime and abuses do not appear to have any 
kind of pattern. The CODEL does however 
have serious concerns about the general con-
duct of the police and certain incidents in 
particular.

A top priority of the delegation was inves-
tigating the involvement of the HNP in the 
execution of eleven people on May 28, 1999 in 
the neighborhood of Carrefour Feuille. Pro-
tests in the days following were so violent 
that the Justice Minister and the Prime 
Minister had to flee the funeral services for 
the victims. The Minister of Justice has ap-
pointed a three judge panel to investigate 
the incident and six members of the HNP are 
currently in jail. 

The National Coalition for Haitian Rights 
(NCHR) has complained that the Minister 
should not have appointed the panel without 
the Inspector General’s report and is very 
concerned that the case will be mishandled. 
MICIVIH has criticized handling of Car-
refour, arguing that some suspects are being 
held in isolement, an extra-constitutional 
and arbitrarily-created form of detention 

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:22 May 26, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00107 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H27SE9.001 H27SE9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE22814 September 27, 1999
where the suspects have not been charged. It 
is also generally worried that the investiga-
tion is proceeding very slowly. Robert 
Manuel, the Secretary of State for Public 
Safety, personally promised Rep. Conyers 
progress on this investigation and an update 
in the near future to be announced publicly. 

Earlier in the day of May 28, riots erupted 
in Port-au-Prince when a demonstration or-
ganized by a group of businesses and civil so-
ciety organizations speaking out for peaceful 
elections faced counter demonstrators 
throwing rocks. The demonstration’s orga-
nizers have charged that the behavior of the 
police exhibited a bias in favor of the 
counter-demonstrators, while the counter-
demonstrators dismiss the allegations. The 
role of CIMO, the riot control unit formed in 
1997 to handle such incidents, is at the center 
of some of the charges of police misconduct. 
For example, last year CIMO was dispatched 
to the town of Mirebalais and along with 
UDMO (the departmental crowd control unit) 
and GIPNH (a SWAT team), shares responsi-
bility for severe abuses of a number of polit-
ical activists. CIMO’s accountability and 
public perception could be improved vastly 
by changing its uniforms, which lack badges. 
This measure, suggested by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice last year, has not been im-
plemented.

In May and June, MICIVIH learned of 16 
cases of people being killed by a vigilante 
group. On May 13, an investigation team sent 
to Titanyen discovered the bodies of two peo-
ple who had been taken away from Bois Neuf 
that morning by a group of people, two of 
them in police uniform. Since then, a total 
of 14 bodies have been discovered in graves in 
the area. Progress in this investigation has 
reportedly been extremely slow as well and 
the delegation would like to get status re-
port soon. 

In 1998, MICIVIH recorded 423 incidents of 
police brutality. Law enforcement mis-
conduct has inspired a popular campaign 
against the HNP leadership. Local organiza-
tions, many of which appear to be aligned 
with Fanmi Lavalas, have been demanding 
the resignation of the police director, Pierre 
Denize and Bob Manuel, the Secretary of 
State for Security. 

There is an active collective of indigenous 
organizations that carry out human rights 
activities, many of which the CODEL met 
with, but it is clear that they operate at 
great personal risk. For example, on March 
8, Pierre Esperance, Director of the Haiti of-
fice of NCHR, was shot and injured shortly 
after a threatening flyer was found near his 
office. Some of these organizations, such as 
those encountered by delegation staff in 
Gonaive, are awaiting certification as offi-
cial NGO’s from the Haitian Ministry of So-
cial Affairs. It is critical that such bureau-
cratic obligations are undertaken so that 
these organizations are able to fill any void 
left by a downgraded or nonexistent 
MICIVIH, which has been pivotal in training 
these indigenous groups. 

Police role during the elections 
The police have thus far managed to keep 

their distance from politics, a major step 
forward for a country with a deep history of 
the politicization of law enforcement. This is 
a tremendous break from the past, when law 
enforcement served as the long arm of execu-
tive power. However, the elections will 
present other challenges as well, such as the 
potential for violence against candidates. 
For example: 

On September 5, a gunman fired on 
Sauveur Pierre Etienne, secretary of the 
OPL, an opposition party. 

In March, Sen. Jean Yvon-Toussaint was 
killed in front of his home. On August 24, 
gunmen shot at the home of Emmanuel 
Charles, one of the nine members of the Pro-
visional Electoral Council (CEP). 

On August 21, another CEP official experi-
enced a carjacking. 

In July, election offices in Gonaives and 
Jacmel were set afire. 

The State Department plans on aug-
menting CIMO for the elections and is work-
ing on approving contracts for new riot con-
trol equipment. It has also suggested a ‘‘non-
violence pact,’’ to be signed by all partici-
pating parties. 

Drugs
According to the Drug Enforcement Ad-

ministration (DEA), approximately 2720 kilo-
grams of cocaine were seized coming from 
Haiti between May 1998 and June 1999. Most 
drugs are smuggled into Haiti via ships, al-
though airdrops and cargo shipments are 
also used. Most of the drug smuggling is 
done by Colombians who either live in Haiti 
or routinely travel there.

Although Haiti still has not signed a for-
mal ship-rider agreement, the U.S. Coast 
Guard claims that it has ‘‘carte blanche’’ to 
conduct overflights or board any vessel at 
any time as long as the Haitian authorities 
are informed in real time. If this is indeed 
the case, and drug shipments from Haiti are 
on the rise, then the most logical improve-
ment would be to dramatically increase the 
U.S. law enforcement presence, particularly 
the Coast Guard. 

Haiti does not have asset seizure laws, 
therefore law enforcement agents cannot 
confiscate large sums of money. Neither does 
it have domestic laws relating to money 
laundering and it will not have any until the 
new parliament is in place next year. In the 
meantime, President Preval has sought the 
voluntary cooperation of private banks by 
requesting them to ask pertinent questions 
of clients who make large deposits and to 
help provide such information to the govern-
ment for tax collection purposes. When the 
delegation inquired about this arrangement 
with business representatives, they stated 
that the assets of the banking sector are sec-
tor are actually very small. Nevertheless, 
the delegation hopes such cooperation with 
Preval’s proposal is forthcoming. 

THE INTERNATIONAL PRESENCE

The UN/OAS civilian mission 
NICIVIH is being phased out due to the 

withdrawal of U.S. assistance. The mission 
plans on going to the UN General Assembly 
for a new mandate, replacing the current one 
authorized by the UN Security Council under 
the MIPONUH (United Nations Civilian Po-
lice Mission in Haiti) banner. This means the 
UN share of funding would come from the 
General Assembly, while the OAS will con-
tinue to contribute their share. The new mis-
sion will have some police monitoring com-
ponent and probably will combine the 
MIPONUH and MICIVIH functions. Plans on 
how to facilitate this transition are still in 
the air but a temporary extension of the cur-
rent mandate is a possibility. In the opinion 
of the delegation, a premature withdrawal of 
MICIVIH would leave a substantial gap in 
the human rights monitoring capabilities in 
Haiti simply because local organizations 
lack experience. Any phase out over the next 
year should attempt to minimize this im-
pact.

U.S. troops 
On June 9, the House voted 227–198 for an 

amendment to the Defense Authorization 
bill offered by Reps. Ben Oilman (R–NYC) 

and Porter Foss (R-FE) to withdraw U.S. 
troops from Haiti. Every member of the 
MODEL opposed this amendment. The 
amendment, if it becomes law, would end the 
U.S. Support Group in Haiti, an outgrowth of 
Operation UPHOLD DEMOCRACY in 1994. 
The Clinton Administration strongly op-
posed the amendment, pointing out that the 
Support Group has built roads and provided 
health care to thousands of Haitians, and ar-
guing that a premature withdrawal would be 
disruptive to the pre-election security cli-
mate. The delegation is particularly con-
cerned about the withdrawal in light of the 
phasing out of MICIVIH. These two events 
combined will leave vacuum that Haiti can 
ill afford. The administration has pledged to 
maintain a U.S. presence by rotating troops 
in for specific humanitarian missions.

CONGRESSIONAL ISSUES

The House International Relations Com-
mittee and the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee have frozen the U.S. contribution 
to MICIVIH, which gets about 60% of its 
funding from the UN and 40% from the OAS. 
Previously, the US paid roughly $3.2 million 
of the $5 million OAS share per year. The 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee has a 
hold on a $425,000 arrears payment. The dele-
gation believes this Congressional hold is 
counterproductive to the establishment of 
democratic institutions in Haiti and under-
cuts the role of a key international presence. 

Recommendations relating to law enforce-
ment:

When the new parliament takes office in 
2000, the passage of forfeiture laws and legis-
lation to combat money laundering should 
be a top priority. Until then, the private sec-
tor should recognize their responsibility to 
voluntarily provide such information. 

The U.S. Congress needs to at least ensure 
that any MICIVIH phase-out minimizes any 
human rights observation void. Releasing 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee’s 
hold on $425,000 in arrears would facilitate a 
smooth transfer of responsibility to local or-
ganizations.

The delegation urged Manuel and Denize to 
make public announcements when they 
launch an investigation into serious police 
misconduct. This will increase confidence in 
criminal investigations. 

Increase the U.S. Coast Guard presence in 
Haiti.

A non-violence pact prior to the elections 
is a good idea, but it should originate from 
within the Haitian system, for example from 
the CEP. 

The Haitian Ministry of Social Affairs 
should do everything it can to expedite re-
quests from NGO’s requesting formal certifi-
cation.

If CIMO should continue to receive equip-
ment and additional training from the US, 
the HNP should take steps to improve its 
accounability and public image. 

The political section of the U.S. Embassy 
and USAID should continue to reach out to 
local human rights organizations, who have 
explicitly expressed a desire to increase con-
tact.

THE JUDICIAL BRANCH

BACKGROUND

The Haitian judicial system is corrupt and 
extremely slow. Many of the judges are hold-
overs from the years of the Duvalier dicta-
torship. An increasing problem is the vulner-
ability of judges to corruption from drug 
trafficking networks; this is partially linked 
to the fact that judges still receive very low 
pay.

The delegation was impressed with the new 
Minister of Justice, Camille LeBanc. He de-
scribed his priorities as hiring a new genera-
tion of qualified professionals, modernizing 
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outdated laws, and increasing the resources 
available, in particular for justices of the 
peace and those involved in judicial proc-
esses at the local level. He plans to provide 
justices of the peace with transportation, en-
abling them to be the first line of investiga-
tion against voter fraud during the elections, 
and he intends to permit the commissaries 
at the regional level to investigate allega-
tions made by one candidate against an-
other. Both seem like sensible ideas if imple-
mented properly, in which case could make 
important contributions to a climate of con-
fidence during the election cycle. 

THE UNITED STATES AND THE HAITIAN
JUDICIARY

U.S. Administration of Justice programs 
The U.S. has been helping Haiti reform its 

judicial system through its Administration 
of Justice (AOJ) program. The project began 
with an agreement signed between the U.S. 
and the legitimate government of Haiti in 
1993. Over the last five years, the Agency for 
International Development has spent $20 
million out of $27 million committed. 

Most of the AOJ programs concluded this 
summer, including programs to improve the 
competency of judicial personnel by men-
toring judges, distributing legal materials, 
and working with bar associations. The 
projects providing legal assistance, advocacy 
training, and conducting public education on 
human rights and women’s rights wound 
down as well. 

Since the AOJ program began, over 50,000 
individuals have received legal assistance 
and information from Non-Governmental Or-
ganizations funded through USAID and its 
subcontractor, Checci. The Department of 
Justice’s Overseas Prosecutorial Develop-
ment and Training Assistance Program 
(OPDAT) has trained over fifty magistrates 
and parquets (model prosecutors) in jurisdic-
tions throughout the country. In the new 
five year plan, USAID and the Ministry of 
Justice expect to revive this program sub-
stantially as well as establish new training 
efforts related to commercial arbitration. 
For its part, OPDAT expects to train 50–100 
more magistrates. 

The U.S. Government and the question of 
impunity

During the restoration of democracy, the 
U.S. Army seized documents, photographs 
and other materials from the headquarters of 
the FAd’H (the Haitian army) and FRAPH 
(the Front for the Advancement and 
Progress of Haiti), a paramilitary organiza-
tion with links to the Central Intelligence 
Agency. The delegation firmly believes that 
all of these materials should be returned im-
mediately.3

While the FRAPH documents will not solve 
all of Haiti’s problems with the justice sys-
tem, a long and productive meeting with 
local human rights organizations in Port-au-
Prince convinced the delegation that they 
are extremely important to many Haitians. 
Their return would in a concrete way assist 
lawyers investigating the thousands of mur-
ders that occurred during the period of de 
facto rule and in a broader sense contribute 
to a much needed sense of reconciliation. 

A study by the American Law Division of 
the Congressional Research Service con-
cluded that the documents are the property 
of the Haitian Government, and it is clear 
the seizure violated the spirit, if not the let-
ter, of the Multinational Force’s mandate. 
Claims by the Department of Defense and 
other branches of the U.S. government that 
the documents needed to be redacted to com-
ply with the Privacy Act are simply without 

merit. The documents should be returned in 
their original form. 

Supposedly the U.S. Government has re-
opened talks on the issue with the new Min-
ister of Justice, Camille LeBlanc. The 
CODEL hopes that an inter-governmental 
committee can begin talks soon. 

THE PRISON SYSTEM

Overcrowding in the prisons remains a se-
rious problem. The population in detention 
has doubled in the last 2–3 years to over 3000 
people, about 80% of whom are in pre-trial 
detention. For the last several years, a $1.2 
million prison reform project has been fund-
ed by USAID and carried out by the UN De-
velopment Program. Much progress has been 
made, but a registry at the national peniten-
tiary is still incomplete. 

While the staff delegation did not tour the 
prison in Gonaive, it has been recently refur-
bished—partly in the expectation that there 
will be convictions in the Raboteau Massacre 
case. We were also encouraged to hear re-
ports that even though prison officials some-
times have shortages of food, the conditions 
are generally decent compared to the rest of 
the country. This is clearly a testament to 
the excellent work of the MICIVIH field of-
fice and the local NGO’s they have been 
training. Unfortunately, the NGO’s did note 
that the police, i.e., those outside of the pris-
ons, continue to be abusive. Significant work 
remains to be done before organizations such 
as these are capable of filling a void left by 
the departure MICIVIH. 

CONGRESSIONAL ISSUES

The Senate Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Foreign Operations has a hold of $2.5 mil-
lion due to concerns that the judicial project 
redesign was prepared without the involve-
ment of the Justice Minister. As LeBlanc 
moves forward with judicial reform, more re-
sources will become available. 

The delegation would like to convey to 
Congress that the Government of Haiti has 
assumed more of the costs of the Ecole de la 
Magistrature, which is a positive sign toward 
meeting Congressional conditionalities. 

Recommendations related to the judiciary: 
The Minister of Justice needs to set a nu-

merical goal for reduction of the prison pop-
ulation. An inter-governmental committee 
including the Haitian Minister of Justice 
should be formed immediately to begin the 
return of the FRAPH documents to the Gov-
ernment of Haiti in their original form. 

The Government of Haiti should dem-
onstrate its commitment to judicial reform 
by approving the program agreed to at the 
donors meeting on July 6, 1998, appointing 
new staff, and passing legislation relating to 
the magistrates school and other matters 
relevant to the establishment of an inde-
pendent judiciary.

THE ELECTIONS

BACKGROUND

On April 6, 1997, Haiti held elections for 
nine Senate seats, two vacant seats in the 
Chamber of Deputies (the lower chamber of 
parliament) and local government positions.4
The turnout of these elections was only 
about 5% by most estimates and there were 
charges of serious fraud. Other problems in-
cluded a decision by the CEP to not count 
blank ballots, official publication of the elec-
tion results without the approval of the 
prime minister, and voter confusion due to 
inadequate civic education. The only posi-
tive aspect in the eyes of many observers 
was that reports of election violence were 
minimal. The controversy surrounding the 
elections culminated in the resignation of 
Prime Minister Rosny Smarth on June 9, 

1997, who sought to distance himself from 
tainted elections. 

When elections scheduled for the fall of 
1998 did not take place, the parliament voted 
to extend its term. A constitutional crisis 
erupted in January 1999 when President 
Preval refused to recognize the vote and an-
nounced he would rule by electoral decree. 
The parliament responded by charging 
Preval with trying to rule as a dictator.5
Eventually, the dispute was resolved after 
negotiations between an informal group of 
political parties called the Espace de 
Concertation and the executive branch were 
able to choose a CEP. 

New elections 

The upcoming elections will run seats for 
the Chamber of Deputies, most of the Senate 
seats, as well as the Communal Administra-
tion Councils (CASECs), the Communal As-
semblies (ASECs) and City Delegates. They 
were originally set to take place on Novem-
ber 28. A few days prior to the delegation’s 
arrival, the CEP declared that the elections 
would take place on December 19. After our 
return, President Preval announced the for-
mation of a committee to look at election 
schedules.

Much of the political wrangling this sum-
mer among the CEP, the president, the 
Prime Minister and the major political par-
ties centered on whether 17 or 19 Senate 
seats would be run, since the latter number 
would indicate rerunning the two contested 
Senate seats that went to Lavalas can-
didates in the 1997 elections. On June 11, the 
CEP announced that it was effectively an-
nulling the results of those elections. Subse-
quent statements describing what it means 
by ‘‘running all vacant seats’’ have clarified 
that elections will be held for all 19 Senate 
seats. Lavalas has indicated that it will par-
ticipate in these elections.

ELECTION ISSUES

Voter registration 

A key goal of the CODEL was to determine 
whether preparations for these elections are 
proceeding on schedule. The information col-
lected varied greatly: The National Coalition 
for Haitian rights believes that the time-
table for the elections is too short and that 
more time is needed to organize voter reg-
istration, hire staff for the CEP, and restore 
confidence in the HNP.6 The National Demo-
cratic Institute (NDI) believes the technical 
preparations are unnecessarily elaborate and 
will result in delayed elections. Similarly, 
the International Republican Institute (IRI) 
believes that while the cards are a useful 
long term goal, they are probably infeasible 
by December. The International Foundation 
for Election Systems (IFES), which is han-
dling much of the technical preparations, be-
lieves the preparations are necessary and 
achievable.

A postponement of the elections until next 
year would probably be contentious. Critics 
of a delay, such as the U.S. embassy and 
most of the political opposition parties, 
argue that it would allow political can-
didates to run on the coattails of Aristide, 
who will be running for president. Second, 
they note that since the constitution stipu-
lates that the parliament must be in place 
by the second week of January, any exten-
sion of the parliament’s term would probably 
violate that provision. Finally, they suggest 
that a delay would undermine confidence; a 
potential hazard could be a boycott of the 
elections by some opposition parties. The 
delegation urges those parties to not with-
draw from the political process by doing so. 
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The issuance of voter identification cards 

for the election is a controversial issue be-
cause many Haitians believe it is simply in-
feasible for 4.5 million voters to get an ID 
card in time for the elections and an unsuc-
cessful attempt to do so would result in an 
urban bias in the electoral results. Moreover, 
Prime Minister Alexis expressed outrage 
that the funding for the contract, which 
went to Code Canada, circumvented the Hai-
tian Ministry of Finance and the CEP. 
Former president Aristide and many other 
NGOs suggested that implementation of the 
voter ID plan begin in both the urban and 
rural areas with equal vigor, an idea that 
seems eminently reasonable to the CODEL. 

The delegation believes that a postpone-
ment of the elections is all but certain. Re-
gardless of when they take place, the mas-
sive undertaking of voter ID cards should 
begin as soon as equipment is in place and 
staff has been trained. Various factors indi-
cate that any fallout from delay could be 
mitigated by assurances that two elections—
one for the president and one for the par-
liament—take place. During meetings in 
Haiti and in Washington, representatives of 
the Haitian business community assured the 
delegation that having two separate elec-
tions is more important than having the 
elections in December. The words of the 
President of the BED (the regional electoral 
council) for Gonaive and the Artibonite re-
gion are illustrative; he emphasized during a 
meeting with delegation staffers that ‘‘when 
elections take place is less important than 
having people motivated, educated and pre-
pared for them.’’

Election Observation 
As in 1997, the bulk of the international ob-

servation will be carried out by the Organi-
zation of American States (OAS). The Inter-
American Commission of Human Rights will 
also help. 

MICIVIH has also played an important role 
during elections by monitoring freedom of 
expression and human rights aspects as they 
relate to electoral participation and they 
plan to do so this year as well. Until re-
cently, it has 120 permanent observers 
throughout the country, but due to cutbacks 
and the expiration of the UN Mission on No-
vember 30, it has been phasing out its oper-
ations.

Two indigenous election observation coali-
tions have sprung up: the first is the Na-
tional Electoral Observer Network (RENO), 
started by a group of business people which 
hopes to place 4000 observers around the 
country. The other is the National Civic Net-
work (RCN), composed of center-Right polit-
ical organizations. The delegation was en-
couraged by signs that these two coalitions 
have been cooperating with each other. 

Earlier this summer, IRI, the counterpart 
to NDI, pulled out of Haiti citing physical 
danger to their staff. IRI had been the focus 
of a campaign against their effort to orga-
nize a coalition of political parties into a 
bloc. NDI is continuing its work with the 
Civic Forum, a project it began in October 
1997 to provide civic education to citizens 
around the country. It plans to help encour-
age voter participation in the elections, 
sponsor candidate debates and train non-par-
tisan election observers. They will be receiv-
ing State Department funding for their elec-
tion work. The delegation condemns any vio-
lence against IRI or any American NGOs and 
hopes that Haitians will welcome foreign ob-
servers in the next elections. 

CONGRESSIONAL ISSUES

The FY 1999 Foreign Operations Appropria-
tions Act set up criteria that must be met 

before the U.S. can provide assistance for the 
elections.7 On August 16, President Clinton 
certified to Congress that ‘‘the central Gov-
ernment of Haiti: (1) has achieved a trans-
parent settlement of the contested April 1997 
elections, and (2) has made concrete progress 
on the constitution of a credible and com-
petent provisional electoral council that is 
acceptable to a broad spectrum of political 
parties and civic groups in Haiti.’’ The first 
criteria was met when the CEP annulled the 
1997 elections on June 11 and with the pro-
mulgation of the electoral law, published on 
July 19 and corrected on July 22. The second 
criteria was met based on a fair process uti-
lizing the Espace de Concertation that 
picked the CEP in March and by judging how 
they have acted since. 

The delegation urges Congressional leaders 
to recognize the extraordinary cir-
cumstances at play in Haiti and to remain 
committed to funding free, fair and widely 
participatory elections in Haiti.

Recommendations relating to the elec-
tions:

If the implementation plan for the ID cards 
moves forward as planned, it should occur in 
urban and rural areas simultaneously in 
order to prevent a geographical bias in turn-
out. It will also help secure the confidence of 
the rural population in the process. 

While it is highly unlikely that the voter 
ID cards will reach the more than 4 million 
voters by December, they are nonetheless a 
worthy goal and the process should begin as 
soon as possible. 

Two separate electoins—one for parliament 
and one for the presidency—need to take 
place and the political leadership of Haiti 
needs to publicly maintain that commit-
ment.

U.S. assistance for the elections is crucial 
and Congress needs to remain committed to 
them, even if there should be a brief post-
ponement.

FOOTNOTES

1 The amount of that money going to outside con-
sultants has been decreasing. ICITAP-Washington 
sees this as an encouraging development that is a re-
sult of re-competing their contracts, which are now 
with DYNCORPS and SAIC. 

2 The UN Secretary General’s report of May 10, 
1999, gave even higher numbers: 50 killed in 1996, 53 
in 1997, 31 in 1998, and at least 16 this year for a total 
of 159. 

3 These demands were enumerated in some detail 
in three letters from a sum total of 80 members of 
Congress sent to President Clinton and Secretary of 
State Warren Christopher. 

4 The local government positions included 5,883 
members of the Territorial Assembly and 392 Town 
Delegates, all of whom serve two year terms. A sec-
ond round of elections is usually necessary. These 
runoff elections were scheduled for June 15, 1997 but 
were postponed indefinitely due to the controversy 
surrounding the first round. 

5 The Constitution says members of parliament 
should serve four year terms but a 1995 presidential 
decree (issue by Aristide and accepted without con-
troversy) said the tenure for current members of 
parliament should end in January 1999. The decree 
was meant to correct an election schedule disrupted 
by the military dictatorship that ruled form 1991–
1994.

6 See ‘‘Violence Threatens Haiti Elections,’’ An 
NCHR Briefing Paper, July 1999. 

7 Section 561(b) of the Foreign Operations, Export 
Financing, and Related Programs Appropriations 
Act for FY 1999. (Public Law 105–277).

APPENDIX A: PARTIAL LIST OF MEETINGS AND
INTERVIEWS

President Rene Preval 
Former President Jean-Bertrand Aristide 
Camille LeBlanc, Minister of Justice and Ga-

briel Zephyr 
Robert Manuel, Secretary of State for Public 

Safety

Pierre Denize, Director of the HNP 
Debussy Daimier, Carlo Dupiton, Micheline 

Figaro, Irma Rateau of the CEP 
Colin Granderson, Director of MICIVIH 
The Center for Free Enterprise and Democ-

racy (CLED) 
The Chamber of Commerce 
Viles Alizar, The National Coalition of Hai-

tian Rights (NCHR) 
Johnson Aristide & Mondesir Jean Gaston, 

Soley Jistis Demokrasi (SOJIDEM), 
‘‘The Sun of Justice’’

Jocie Philistin & Lovinsky Pierre-Antoine, 
Fondasyon 30 Septanm, ‘‘The September 
30th Foundation’’

Lesly St. Vil, MAP VIV 
Paul Rony, Popular Democratic Organiza-

tion of Raboteau (OPDR) 
Brian Concannon, Bureau des Avocats 

Internationaux
Vincent Louis, Peace Brigades International 
Robert August, Ayiti Kapab 
Gergard Phillipe August, MOP 
Marc Basin, MIDH 
Victor Benoit and Micha Gaillard, 

KONAKOM
Gerard Pierre Charles, Sen. Yvelt Cheryl and 

Paul Dejucan OPL 
Hubert de Ronceray, MDN 
Fr. Edner Devalcin, Fanmi Lavalas 
Serges Gilles Panpra 
Evans Paul and Frea Brutus, KID 
Claude Roumain, Generation 2004 
Rene Theodore, MRN 
RENO
RCN
Auguste Augustin, Council Electorale Prov-

ence et Bureau Electorale Dept Pierre 
Pierrot, President Organization des 
Defence et Civics of Artibonite 

Joseph Elie 
The National Democratic Institute 
The United Nations Development Program 
Micheline Begin, International Foundation 

of Electoral Systems 
Carl Le Van, Minority Staff, House Judiciary 

Committee
Charisse Glassman, Minority Staff, House 

International Relations Committee 
Caleb McCarry, Majority Staff, House Inter-

national Relations Committee
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Madam 

Speaker, I rise in support of H. Con. Res. 140, 
expressing the sense of the Congress that 
Haiti should conduct free, fair, transparent, 
and peaceful elections. I urge that these elec-
tions be held without delay. Haiti is the world’s 
oldest black republic and the second-oldest re-
public after the United States in the Western 
Hemisphere. Haitians actively assisted the 
American Revolution and independence move-
ments of Latin American countries. 

From 1843 until 1915, Haiti experienced nu-
merous periods of intense political and eco-
nomic disorder including 22 changes of gov-
ernment. The country continued to experience 
economic hardships and political dictatorship 
until December 1990 when Jean Bertrand 
Aristide, won 67% of the vote in a presidential 
election that international observers deemed 
largely free and fair. Aristide took office in 
February 1991. He was overthrown by dissat-
isfied elements of the army and forced to 
leave the country in September of that year. It 
has been estimated that 3,000 Haitians were 
killed during the three years that President 
Aristide lived in exile. In 1993, President 
Aristide returned to Haiti and assumed the 
presidency of the country. The people of Haiti 
as well as many in the world, looked forward 
to democracy taking root and the development 
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of a striving environment that would stimulate 
economic growth. 

President Aristide himself set in motion the 
presidential election process that led to his 
peaceful transference of power in accordance 
with the provisions of the Haitian constitution 
after the expiration of his five-year term. Presi-
dent Aristide stressed the importance of estab-
lishing the constitution precedent of a legiti-
mate transfer of power for the future of Haitian 
democracy over his personal beliefs or that of 
his most ardent supports. On February 7, 
1996, President Rene Preval was inaugurated 
as President of Haiti in the first peaceful and 
constitutional transfer of power from one freely 
elected president to another in that country. 
Through this unprecedented event, the polit-
ical leaders of Haiti are viewed as committed 
to the permanent establishment of democratic 
processes in accordance with the Haitian con-
stitution. 

During the past 18 months, Haitian leaders 
have been unable to reach agreement on crit-
ical issues. The environment of hope and the 
commitment to democracy have been ham-
pered by the lack of a functioning government 
in Haiti since June 1997. Haitian political lead-
ers must correct this. I applaud the establish-
ment of the electoral council and urge the im-
mediate establishment of dates for an election. 

Haiti has made progress with privatizing 
many state owned industries helping the eco-
nomic conditions in the country. The once 
feared Police Force of Haiti is now thought by 
most citizens as doing a good job. However, 
foreign investors worry when no government is 
in place. And without a functioning govern-
ment, economic reforms are becoming stag-
nant. 

Elections, without delay, are critical to re-
store the Parliament and restore a true de-
mocracy. I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this resolution. 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Madam Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of H. Con. Res. 140—
the resolution sponsored by my good friend 
from Florida, Representative HASTINGS. This 
resolution expresses the Sense of the Con-
gress that Haiti should conduct free, fair, open 
and peaceful elections. 

The establishment of a constitutional gov-
ernment and functioning parliament in Haiti 
demands a commitment by the United States 
to support free and fair elections in Haiti. Ear-
lier this year, President Rene Preval’s govern-
ment and six political parties signed an agree-
ment aimed at resolving a costly and conten-
tious political standoff that left Haiti without a 
functioning government for the past two years. 
This agreement paved the way for new par-
liamentary elections. 

There is no doubt that the political environ-
ment in Haiti is fragile. We know that since the 
resignation of the Prime Minister in June 1997, 
this impoverished country has experienced 
very disturbing violence. This volatile environ-
ment has altered the landscape of the country 
in ways that, among other things, has limited 
Haiti’s ability to advance commerce and pro-
vide much needed services to a desperate 
people. Haiti is undergoing the strenuous birth 
pains of Democracy. 

Haiti is the poorest country in the Western 
Hemisphere and among the poorest nations in 
the world. There is no wonder that this bud-
ding democracy remains delicate. 

This goes to a larger issue. There are those 
in this body that do not want to support and 
advance democracy in Haiti. There are some 
who believe that democracy just springs up—
that it just happens. The fact is that forging a 
democracy takes work. Look how hard we 
work to preserve democracy in America. In 
order to have a viable democracy in Haiti, the 
United States, as well as the international 
community, must play a critical role in pro-
viding the technical and logistical support 
needed for viable democratic elections. 

The United States has made a significant 
commitment to democracy in Haiti because it 
is in our national interest. In the past, political 
instability in Haiti has led to Haitian refugees 
flooding our borders seeking economic oppor-
tunity. If we do not want this to happen, the 
United States should keep its previous com-
mitment to democracy in Haiti and help to fa-
cilitate free and open election. I urge my col-
leagues to support this resolution. 

Mr. GILMAN. Madam Speaker, I do 
not have any further requests for time, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
GILMAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 140, as amended. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. GILMAN. Madam Speaker, on 

that I demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 

BIGGERT). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule 
XX and the Chair’s prior announce-
ment, further proceedings on this mo-
tion will be postponed. 

f 

MARINE MAMMAL RESCUE 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1999 

Mr. SAXTON. Madam Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 1934) to amend the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act of 1972 to es-
tablish the John H. Prescott Marine 
Mammal Rescue Assistance Grant Pro-
gram, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 1934

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Marine 
Mammal Rescue Assistance Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. JOHN H. PRESCOTT MARINE MAMMAL 

RESCUE ASSISTANCE GRANT PRO-
GRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title IV of the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 
1371 et seq.) is amended—

(1) by redesignating sections 408 and 409 as 
sections 409 and 410, respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after section 407 the fol-
lowing:
‘‘SEC. 408. JOHN H. PRESCOTT MARINE MAMMAL 

RESCUE ASSISTANCE GRANT PRO-
GRAM.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—(1) Subject to the avail-
ability of appropriations, the Secretary shall 
conduct a grant program to be known as the 
John H. Prescott Marine Mammal Rescue 

Assistance Grant Program, to provide grants 
to eligible stranding network participants 
for the recovery or treatment of marine 
mammals, the collection of data from living 
or dead marine mammals for scientific re-
search regarding marine mammal health, 
and facility operation costs that are directly 
related to those purposes. 

‘‘(2)(A) The Secretary shall ensure that, to 
the greatest extent practicable, funds pro-
vided as grants under this subsection are dis-
tributed equitably among the designated 
stranding regions. 

‘‘(B) In determining priorities among such 
regions, the Secretary may consider—

‘‘(i) any episodic stranding or any mor-
tality event other than an event described in 
section 410(6), that occurred in any region in 
the preceding year; and 

‘‘(ii) data regarding average annual 
strandings and mortality events per region. 

‘‘(b) APPLICATION.—To receive a grant 
under this section, a stranding network par-
ticipant shall submit an application in such 
form and manner as the Secretary may pre-
scribe.

‘‘(c) ADVISORY GROUP.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in con-

sultation with the Marine Mammal Commis-
sion, shall establish an advisory group in ac-
cordance with this subsection to advise the 
Secretary regarding the implementation of 
this section, including the award of grants 
under this section. 

‘‘(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The advisory group 
shall consist of a representative from each of 
the designated stranding regions and other 
individuals who represent public and private 
organizations that are actively involved in 
rescue, rehabilitation, release, scientific re-
search, marine conservation, and forensic 
science regarding stranded marine mam-
mals.

‘‘(3) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.—
‘‘(A) MEETINGS.—The advisory group 

shall—
‘‘(i) ensure that each meeting of the advi-

sory group is open to the public; and 
‘‘(ii) provide, at each meeting of the advi-

sory group, an opportunity for interested 
persons to present oral or written state-
ments concerning items on the agenda for 
the meeting. 

‘‘(B) NOTICE.—The Secretary shall provide 
to the public timely notice of each meeting 
of the advisory group. 

‘‘(C) MINUTES.—The Secretary shall keep 
and make available to the public minutes of 
each meeting of the advisory group.

‘‘(4) EXEMPTION.—The Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (5 App. U.S.C.) shall not 
apply to the establishment and activities of 
an advisory group in accordance with this 
subsection.

‘‘(d) LIMITATION.—The amount of a grant 
under this section shall not exceed $100,000. 

‘‘(e) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The non-Federal share of 

the costs of an activity conducted with a 
grant under this section shall be 25 percent 
of such costs. 

‘‘(2) IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS.—The Sec-
retary may apply to the non-Federal share of 
an activity conducted with a grant under 
this section the amount of funds, and the 
fair market value of property and services, 
provided by non-Federal sources and used for 
the activity. 

‘‘(f) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES.—Of
amounts available each fiscal year to carry 
out this section, the Secretary may expend 
not more than 6 percent to pay the adminis-
trative expenses necessary to carry out this 
section.
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‘‘(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) DESIGNATED STRANDING REGION.—The

term ‘designated stranding region’ means a 
geographic region designated by the Sec-
retary for purposes of administration of this 
title.

‘‘(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ has 
the meaning given that term in section 
3(12)(A).

‘‘(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary to carry out this section 
$5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2001 through 
2003, to remain available until expended.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
3(12)(B) of the Marine Mammal Protection 
Act of 1972 (16 U.S.C. 1362(12)(B)) is amended 
by inserting ‘‘(other than section 408)’’ after 
‘‘title IV’’. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in the first section of the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (86 Stat. 
1027) is amended by striking the items relat-
ing to sections 408 and 409 and inserting the 
following:
‘‘Sec. 408. John H. Prescott Marine Mammal 

Rescue Assistance Grant Pro-
gram.

‘‘Sec. 409. Authorization of appropriations. 
‘‘Sec. 410. Definitions.’’. 

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON).

Mr. SAXTON. Madam Speaker, first, 
let me express my appreciation to my 
colleagues, the gentleman from Amer-
ican Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) and 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
LOBIONDO), for joining me and for 
working so hard to bring this bill to 
the floor. I would also like to thank 
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
UDALL) for his interest in, and efforts 
to help, this bill to proceed to the ex-
tent that it has. 

Madam Speaker, as the author of 
H.R. 1934, I rise obviously in strong 
support of the Marine Mammal Rescue 
Assistance Act. I am pleased that the 
House is considering this bill, and I 
would like to urge everyone to vote for 
it. But first, let me just explain what 
the bill does, Madam Speaker, and why 
I believe it is so urgently needed. 

Madam Speaker, H.R. 1934 would es-
tablish a grant program to fund and 
rescue and rehabilitate marine mam-
mals; and it would conduct, it would 
provide for us to conduct, scientific 
work associated with live and dead ma-
rine mammals; and third and finally, it 
would assist those centers which carry 
out those humanitarian rescues and re-
coveries.

Madam Speaker, Americans are al-
ways thrilled to see news reports of 
rescue attempts of stranded or beached 
Atlantic bottlenose dolphins, manatees 
or pygmy sperm whales. These efforts 
are extremely expensive, and this bill 
helps in no small way to offset some of 
these costs. Although title IV of the 
Marine Mammal Protection Act, as it 
currently stands, provides funds to 

compensate participants of the Na-
tion’s stranding network, it is limited 
to certain work associated with un-
usual mortality events which are de-
fined as unexpected or a scientific die-
off of marine mammals. 

Madam Speaker, regrettably at the 
same time, funds are currently not 
available for small strandings, either 
live or dead, of dolphins on the New 
Jersey beaches or the now famous live 
stranding of the baby grey whale on a 
California beach that was successfully 
rescued, rehabilitated and released 
back to the wild by Sea World. Fur-
thermore, there are few funds available 
to research the cause of these stand-
ings or to care for these sick animals. 

The examples I have mentioned are 
just two of the hundreds of small live 
and dead standings that occur fre-
quently on our Nation’s shores. Hun-
dreds of dolphins, harbor porpoises, 
seals, sea lions, manatees, sea otters, 
and even beluga whales become strand-
ed on our shores. Every year hundreds 
of people like my constituent, Robert 
Schoelkopf, director of the Marine 
Mammal Stranding Center in Brigan-
tine, New Jersey, rescue and recover 
and collect important scientific data 
and at times successfully release these 
animals back into the wild. 

In his testimony recently, Mr. 
Schoelkopf noted that his stranding 
center has handled 1,852 marine mam-
mals. He stated that the National Ma-
rine Fishery Service has acknowledged 
the need for stranding networks along 
the coast to be the first response to not 
only typical standings but also for un-
usual episodes. 

Yet, Madam Speaker, there are no 
funds available for people like Bob 
Schoelkopf who work side by side with 
the National Marine Fishery Service 
and the Fish and Wildlife Service to 
save and study these magnificent ani-
mals. This bill would fill that void by 
making a small but critical amount of 
money available through the competi-
tive grant process to help cover some 
of the costs associated with these non-
unusual mortality events. 

Madam Speaker, I would just like to 
urge my colleagues to support the pas-
sage of this important conservation 
bill and again express my gratitude for 
my colleagues who have worked so 
hard as partners on this legislation. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

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

Madam Speaker, we do not have any 
objections to this legislation that is be-
fore the House today, H.R. 1934, the 
Marine Mammal Rescue Assistance Act 
of 1999. I commend the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) and his staff 
for working in a truly cooperative bi-
partisan manner with minority Mem-
bers on the Committee on Resources to 
craft this important bill. 

All Members should vote for this bill. 
Few events catch the public’s collec-

tive emotion more than episodic 
strandings or mysterious fatalities of 
marine mammals. With growing con-
cern, members of the Committee on 
Resources continue to hear of numer-
ous incidents of unusual or unexplained 
mortality events effecting marine 
mammals. Perhaps most troubling, 
many of these stranding and mortality 
events are affecting marine mammal 
populations that are considered robust 
and healthy; and regrettably, while the 
frequency of standings is increasing, 
we still know relatively little about 
what is causing this to occur. 

In 1992, Congress amended the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act to add a new 
title IV with the purpose to establish a 
coordinated Federal, State, and private 
effort to address the problems and 
challenges associated with marine 
mammal strandings or unusual mor-
tality events. In many respects, 
Madam Speaker, the marine mammal 
health and stranding program estab-
lished under title IV has been effective. 

Nonetheless, Madam Speaker, we 
have fallen short of the goals estab-
lished for this program, in some cases 
especially the need for better analysis 
of rescued and diseased marine mam-
mals and the need for additional re-
search to determine if there are cross-
over connections between marine 
mammal strandings and human health 
threats in the marine environment. 
Much work still remains to be done. 

Moreover, costs of stranding rescue 
operations have risen sharply, so 
sharply in fact that some stranding fa-
cilities have had to sacrifice other pro-
grams which has had the effect of 
dampening effectiveness. This legisla-
tion will give marine mammal strand-
ing facilities better tools and financial 
assistance to meet this and other 
unmet needs of the program. 

The grant program authorized in this 
bill will help relieve the financial bur-
den currently affecting many network 
stranding facilities; and importantly, 
these new grants could be used to sup-
port valuable new research on dead ma-
rine mammals without cutting back 
funds necessary to support the humane 
care and treatment of recovered live 
animals. We also hope that the advi-
sory group created by this bill will be 
effective in developing priorities for 
funding these new grant proposals. 

I know that the gentleman from 
American Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA),
the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Fisheries Conservation, 
Wildlife and Oceans very much appre-
ciates the cooperation of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON),
the subcommittee chairman, to ensure 
that these grants may be used to en-
hance scientific investigation and are 
not simply used to offset operating ex-
penses at stranded facilitates. 
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Also, the gentleman from American 

Samoa (Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA) also ap-
preciates the chairman’s cooperation 
to ensure that this legislation provides 
for the fair distribution of grant dol-
lars to all stranding network regions 
and also provide sufficient funds to 
allow the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration to administer 
the new grant program. We still con-
tend that it makes sense to set aside 
some discretionary funds for emer-
gency or technical assistance since 
these funds would allow NOAA to fill in 
the gaps in coverage or to address un-
expected needs that arise in the field. 
Ultimately, experience will determine 
whether this additional flexibility is 
needed.

Madam Speaker, the marine mammal 
health and stranding program is vital 
to the protection and rehabilitation of 
thousands of marine mammals annu-
ally, but the program can be improved. 
I believe the new grant program cre-
ated by this legislation will provide ad-
ditional financial resources to support 
the national network of stranding fa-
cilities, will increase our under-
standing of marine mammal ecology, 
and will increase public awareness of 
the health and safety of the coastal 
marine environment.

b 1600

I urge all Members to support this 
bill.

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SAXTON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
GOSS).

Mr. GOSS. Madam Speaker, I thank 
my friend the distinguished gentleman 
from New Jersey for yielding me time 
and congratulate him for his many 
years of leadership in this particular 
area. It is not only strandings of mam-
mals, it is other protections as well 
that he has been a champion over the 
years, and I congratulate his colleague 
on the other side of the aisle and the 
bipartisan effort here. 

I rise in strong support of this. Peo-
ple wonder sometimes with this type of 
legislation, what is the constituency? 
Well, I will tell you the constituency 
for stranded mammals is anybody who 
has ever seen a stranded mammal. 
There is some response, some chord 
that is hit in us, and it seems that peo-
ple will rush to the water and jump in 
cold water and get their clothes all wet 
and do things that they normally 
would not do in order to try and pro-
vide some relief for stranded mammals. 
I have seen it many times in my own 
district, and I have seen extraordinary 
efforts and great sacrifice made to try 
and take care of these creatures who 
sometimes run afoul with problems. 

I think this is a good testimony, that 
we do care very much, and that we do 
need legislation, because all the good 

intentions sometimes do not provide 
the professional way of dealing with 
stranded animals. 

I will tell you that in my district, I 
am very proud to have Mote Marine 
Laboratory, which also has a stranding 
program which I believe is second to 
none. It has done all kinds of rescue 
work over the years. It has been very 
busy. It is very professional and very 
accomplished. I know they have pro-
vided testimony for this legislation, 
and I congratulate them on their ef-
forts as well. 

I think with the people involved and 
committed for the purposes that are at 
stake in this resolution, that we will 
have success, and I think this is an en-
tirely appropriate type of support for 
government and government involve-
ment in something which is indeed a 
national treasure, and that is our ma-
rine mammals. I congratulate all those 
involved.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR), a key legislator in 
the reauthorization of the Marine 
Mammal Protection Act and also key 
in appropriations for this program. 

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in support of H.R. 1934, the Ma-
rine Mammal Rescue Assistance Act. I 
commend once again, almost every 
week now, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. SAXTON), for his leadership 
on this important issue, another one of 
our important issues relating to the 
oceans of this great country and the 
world.

This legislation is critical to any-
body who has coastal shoreline where 
the populations of marine mammals 
exist, because this goes to how do you 
serve those marine mammals when 
they are in trouble; how do you get 
them when they are stranded; and why 
do you do that. 

Do you know that Megatrend says 
that the leading development in Amer-
ica has been what they call watchable 
wildlife? More people are watching 
wildlife than all of the national sports 
in this country, than all the profes-
sional sports. That wildlife, a lot of it 
is marine wildlife. 

Marine wildlife is important to the 
ecology of the ocean, the health of the 
ocean and the coastal communities, 
but it is also important for tourism, 
because people come to the coastlines 
and they want to see the wild animals 
that are in that coastal zone; and the 
wild animals in many cases are endan-
gered.

I happen to represent an area where 
we have the southern sea otter popu-
lation. It is not recovering very well. 
The recovery rate for the southern sea 
otter is unacceptable since 1995. Re-
searchers have documented an in-
creased rate in mortality, an 11 percent 
reduction in the population. In fact, 
last year 10 percent of the total popu-

lation of this endangered animal was 
found dead, stranded on beaches in my 
district. That is 213 of the 2,090 animals 
left in this population were found dead, 
washed up on beaches just last year. 

The southern sea otter is vital. It is 
vital to the health of our sea mammal 
community. It is vital to the tourism 
in our area; and I think it is just vital 
that we have beautiful animals like 
this to understand, protect, and to 
study.

Fortunately, the bill of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON)
will provide funds for the preparation 
and transportation of tissues from the 
deceased animals so the researchers 
can determine the cause of death and 
turn this trend around. 

Mr. Speaker, my only reservation is 
that we not decrease funding for re-
search and assistance for other existing 
marine mammal programs. In fact, we 
need to fully fund what is authorized in 
this bill. The majority of marine mam-
mal strandings occur on the West 
coast; and, unfortunately, the 
strandings are increasing. So I hope 
that we will begin to be able to have 
enough money for the marine mammal 
recovery and not take this money from 
other marine mammal protection pro-
grams.

I urge my colleagues to support this 
bill, and I ask that we increase funding 
for marine mammal protection and re-
search. We need to support the Marine 
Mammal Rescue Assistance Act, but 
not at the expense of other national 
marine fishery services programs. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to con-
clude by saying I believe this is an ex-
tremely important bill, and I would 
like to thank everyone who has had 
something to do with it, from the 
Member level as well as from the staff 
level.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I have no further requests for 
time, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
UPTON). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 1934, as amended. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

CONVEYING LAND IN NEW MEXICO 
TO SAN JUAN COLLEGE 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the Senate 
bill (S. 293) to direct the Secretaries of 
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Agriculture and Interior to convey cer-
tain lands in San Juan County, New 
Mexico, to San Juan College. 

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 293

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. OLD JICARILLA ADMINISTRATIVE 

SITE.
(a) CONVEYANCE OF PROPERTY.—Not later 

than one year after the date of completion of 
the survey referred to in subsection (b), the 
Secretary of the Interior shall convey to San 
Juan College, in Farmington, New Mexico, 
subject to the terms, conditions, and res-
ervations under subsection (c), all right, 
title, and interest of the United States in 
and to a parcel of real property (including 
any improvements on the land) not to exceed 
20 acres known as the ‘‘Old Jicarilla Site’’ lo-
cated in San Juan County, New Mexico 
(T29N; R5W; portions of sections 29 and 30). 

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact 
acreage and legal description of the real 
property conveyed under subsection (a) shall 
be determined by a survey satisfactory to 
the Secretary of the Interior, Secretary of 
Agriculture, and the President of San Juan 
College. The cost of the survey shall be borne 
by San Juan College. 

(c) TERMS, CONDITIONS, AND RESERVA-
TIONS.—

(1) Notwithstanding exceptions of applica-
tion under the Recreation and Public Pur-
poses Act (43 U.S.C. 869(c)), consideration for 
the conveyance described in subsection (a) 
shall be—

(A) an amount that is consistent with the 
Bureau of Land Management special pricing 
program for Governmental entities under the 
Recreation and Public Purposes Act; and 

(B) an agreement between the Secretaries 
of the Interior and Agriculture and San Juan 
College indemnifying the Government of the 
United States from all liability of the Gov-
ernment that arises from the property. 

(2) The lands conveyed by this Act shall be 
used for educational and recreational pur-
poses. If such lands cease to be used for such 
purposes, at the option of the United States, 
such lands will revert to the United States. 

(3) The Secretary of Agriculture shall iden-
tify any reservations of rights-of-way for in-
gress, egress, and utilities as the Secretary 
deems appropriate. 

(4) The conveyance described in subsection 
(a) shall be subject to valid existing rights. 

(d) LAND WITHDRAWALS.—Public Land 
Order 3443, only insofar as it pertains to 
lands described in subsections (a) and (b), 
shall be revoked simultaneous with the con-
veyance of the property under subsection (a). 

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON).

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 293 was introduced by 
Senator PETE DOMENICI of New Mexico. 
The legislation would require the Sec-
retaries of Agriculture and Interior to 
convey a 10 acre parcel of land known 
as the Old Jicarilla Site to San Juan 
College.

The Forest Service no longer requires 
its use and has not occupied the site 

for several years. The bill would re-
quire the site to be used for edu-
cational and recreational purposes. 

Back in February of this year, our es-
teemed colleague, the gentleman from 
New Mexico (Mr. UDALL), who has 
worked so hard on this bill, introduced 
H.R. 695 as the House companion. He 
worked diligently to see that his legis-
lation passed the committee process, 
and finally it passed the House under 
suspension of the rules in early August. 
However, because the Senate would 
prefer the House to pass its version, S. 
293, we are here today to do just that so 
this legislation might be enacted into 
law.

Let me close by saying that my good 
friend the gentleman from New Mexico 
(Mr. UDALL) has done a great job on 
this legislation, and I urge everyone to 
support the passage of S. 293 under sus-
pension of the rules. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, S. 293, like H.R. 695 
passed by the House on August 2, 1999, 
would direct the Secretary of Interior 
to convey approximately 20 acres of 
real property and improvements at an 
abandoned and surplus ranger station 
administrative site in San Juan Coun-
ty, New Mexico, to San Juan College in 
Farmington, New Mexico. The Forest 
Service has determined that the Old 
Jicarilla Site, as the site is known, is 
of no further use because the Forest 
Service moved its operations to a new 
administrative facility in Bloomfield, 
New Mexico, several years ago. In fact, 
the site has been unoccupied for sev-
eral years. 

With over one-third of the land in 
New Mexico under Federal ownership, 
it is often difficult for local commu-
nities to find appropriate sites for edu-
cational and recreational purposes. 
This bipartisan legislation will over-
come this hurdle by conveying surplus 
Federal lands to San Juan College. 

The college would pay for all lands to 
be conveyed in accordance with the 
Recreation and Public Purposes Act 
and would use the site for educational 
and recreational purposes. In the event 
that the land ceased to be used for such 
purposes, it would revert to the United 
States.

According to Dr. James C. Hender-
son, president of San Juan College, 
‘‘San Juan College has grown to be the 
fourth largest college in New Mexico. 
The college serves the people of the 
northwest quadrant of the State in nu-
merous ways, by providing business 
and industrial training, life-long learn-
ing opportunities, and various aca-
demic and technical degree programs.’’ 

The transfer of the Old Jicarilla Site 
to San Juan College would allow the 
college to better serve the surrounding 
community by offering new programs 

that meet the needs of that commu-
nity. In addition, the facilities would 
be available to other civic organiza-
tions, such as the Scouts and the Boys 
and Girls Club. 

This legislation creates a situation in 
which the Federal Government, the 
State of New Mexico, the people of San 
Juan County, and, most importantly, 
the students and faculty of San Juan 
College, all benefit. 

I would like to thank Dr. Henderson, 
Ms. Marjorie Black, his executive as-
sistant, and the staff of San Juan Col-
lege, the Forest Service, and the Bu-
reau of Land Management for their 
hard work directed towards making 
this transfer a reality. 

In addition, I would like to thank the 
gentlewoman from New Mexico (Mrs. 
WILSON) for her work, as well as my 
New Mexico colleagues in the Senate, 
Senator BINGAMAN, and, in particular, 
Senator DOMENICI for beginning this ef-
fort in the last Congress and con-
tinuing his efforts again in this Con-
gress. I thank Members for their con-
sideration in this matter. 

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

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from New Mexico (Mrs. 
WILSON).

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to be here today to ask my col-
leagues to pass Senate 293, the Old 
Jicarilla Site Conveyance Act of 1999. 
It does allow the college to be able to 
administer a piece of unwanted land 
that is now owned by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

For those who do not live in the 
Rocky Mountain West, you might 
think, well, gosh, why is no other land 
available? But in San Juan County, 90 
percent of the land is owned by the 
Federal Government, which is why a 
piece of legislation like this is needed. 

This bill passed the Senate in the 
last Congress but did not pass the 
House before we went to adjournment. 
It is a very simple bill and it is just 
something that is part of the routine 
business that we have to do and need to 
get done. 

I want to thank my colleagues for 
their work on this, particularly the 
gentleman from northern New Mexico 
(Mr. UDALL), Senator PETE DOMENICI,
and Senator JEFF BINGAMAN, who spon-
sored this in the Senate and passed it 
last year. With your assistance, we will 
pass it and make it possible for San 
Juan College to continue the great edu-
cation that it provides to so many New 
Mexicans.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I have no further requests for 
time, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
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the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SAXTON) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 293. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, on that I 

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

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

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman 
Williams, one of his secretaries.

f 

BLACK CANYON OF THE GUNNISON 
NATIONAL PARK AND GUNNISON 
GORGE NATIONAL CONSERVA-
TION AREA ACT OF 1999 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the Senate 
bill (S. 323) to redesignate the Black 
Canyon of the Gunnison National 
Monument as a national park and es-
tablish the Gunnison Gorge National 
Conservation Area, and for other pur-
poses, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 323

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Black Can-
yon of the Gunnison National Park and Gun-
nison Gorge National Conservation Area Act 
of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that—
(1) Black Canyon of the Gunnison National 

Monument was established for the preserva-
tion of its spectacular gorges and additional 
features of scenic, scientific, and educational 
interest;

(2) the Black Canyon of the Gunnison and 
adjacent upland include a variety of unique 
ecological, geological, scenic, historical, and 
wildlife components enhanced by the seren-
ity and rural western setting of the area; 

(3) the Black Canyon of the Gunnison and 
adjacent land provide extensive opportuni-
ties for educational and recreational activi-
ties, and are publicly used for hiking, camp-
ing, and fishing, and for wilderness value, in-
cluding solitude; 

(4) adjacent public land downstream of the 
Black Canyon of the Gunnison National 
Monument has wilderness value and offers 
unique geological, paleontological, sci-
entific, educational, and recreational re-
sources;

(5) public land adjacent to the Black Can-
yon of the Gunnison National Monument 
contributes to the protection of the wildlife, 
viewshed, and scenic qualities of the Black 
Canyon;

(6) some private land adjacent to the Black 
Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument 
has exceptional natural and scenic value 
that would be threatened by future develop-
ment pressures; 

(7) the benefits of designating public and 
private land surrounding the national monu-

ment as a national park include greater 
long-term protection of the resources and ex-
panded visitor use opportunities; and 

(8) land in and adjacent to the Black Can-
yon of the Gunnison Gorge is—

(A) recognized for offering exceptional 
multiple use opportunities; 

(B) recognized for offering natural, cul-
tural, scenic, wilderness, and recreational re-
sources; and 

(C) worthy of additional protection as a na-
tional conservation area, and with respect to 
the Gunnison Gorge itself, as a component of 
the national wilderness system. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) CONSERVATION AREA.—The term ‘‘Con-

servation Area’’ means the Gunnison Gorge 
National Conservation Area, consisting of 
approximately 57,725 acres surrounding the 
Gunnison Gorge as depicted on the Map. 

(2) MAP.—The term ‘‘Map’’ means the map 
entitled ‘‘Black Canyon of the Gunnison Na-
tional Park and Gunnison Gorge NCA—1/22/
99’’. The map shall be on file and available 
for public inspection in the offices of the De-
partment of the Interior. 

(3) PARK.—The term ‘‘Park’’ means the 
Black Canyon of the Gunnison National 
Park established under section 4 and de-
picted on the Map. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 
SEC. 4. ESTABLISHMENT OF BLACK CANYON OF 

THE GUNNISON NATIONAL PARK. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es-

tablished the Black Canyon of the Gunnison 
National Park in the State of Colorado as 
generally depicted on the map identified in 
section 3. The Black Canyon of the Gunnison 
National Monument is hereby abolished as 
such, the lands and interests therein are in-
corporated within and made part of the new 
Black Canyon of the Gunnison National 
Park, and any funds available for purposes of 
the monument shall be available for pur-
poses of the park. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION.—Upon enactment of 
this title, the Secretary shall transfer the 
lands under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of 
Land Management which are identified on 
the map for inclusion in the park to the ad-
ministrative jurisdiction of the National 
Park Service. The Secretary shall admin-
ister the park in accordance with this Act 
and laws generally applicable to units of the 
National Park System, including the Act en-
titled ‘‘An Act to establish a National Park 
Service, and for other purposes’’, approved 
August 25, 1916 (16 U.S.C. 1, 2–4), and the Act 
entitled ‘‘An Act to provide for the preserva-
tion of historic American sites, buildings, 
objects, and antiquities of national signifi-
cance, and for other purposes, approved Au-
gust 21, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 461 et seq.). 

(c) MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION.—As soon 
as practicable after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall file maps and a 
legal description of the park with the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources of 
the United States Senate and the Committee 
on Resources of the United States House of 
Representatives. Such maps and legal de-
scription shall have the same force and ef-
fect as if included in this Act, except that 
the Secretary may correct clerical and typo-
graphical errors in such legals description 
and maps. The maps and legal description 
shall be on file and available for public in-
spection in the appropriate offices of the Na-
tional Park Service. 

(d) WITHDRAWAL.—Subject to valid existing 
rights, all Federal lands within the park are 
hereby withdrawn from all forms of entry, 

appropriation, or disposal under the public 
land laws; from location, entry, and patent 
under the mining laws; and from disposition 
under all laws relating to mineral and geo-
thermal leasing, and all amendments there-
to.

(e) GRAZING.—(1)(A) Consistent with the re-
quirements of this subsection, including the 
limitation in paragraph (3), the Secretary 
shall allow the grazing of livestock within 
the park to continue where authorized under 
permits or leases in existence as of the date 
of enactment of this Act. Grazing shall be at 
no more than the current level, and subject 
to applicable laws and National Park Service 
regulations.

(B) Nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued as extending grazing privileges for 
any party or their assignee in any area of the 
park where, prior to the date of enactment of 
this Act, such use was scheduled to expire 
according to the terms of a settlement by 
the U.S. Claims Court affecting property in-
corporated into the boundary of the Black 
Canyon of the Gunnison National Monu-
ment.

(C) Nothing in this subsection shall pro-
hibit the Secretary from accepting the vol-
untary termination of leases or permits for 
grazing within the park. 

(2) Within areas of the park designated as 
wilderness, the grazing of livestock, where 
authorized under permits in existence as of 
the date of enactment of this Act, shall be 
permitted to continue subject to such rea-
sonable regulations, policies, and practices 
as the Secretary deems necessary, consistent 
with this Act, the Wilderness Act, and other 
applicable laws and National Park Service 
regulations.

(3) With respect to the grazing permits and 
leases referenced in this subsection, the Sec-
retary shall allow grazing to continue, sub-
ject to periodic renewal—

(A) with respect to a permit or lease issued 
to an individual, for the lifetime of the indi-
vidual who was the holder of the permit or 
lease on the date of the enactment of this 
Act; and 

(B) with respect to a permit or lease issued 
to a partnership, corporation, or other legal 
entity, for a period which shall terminate on 
the same date that the last permit or lease 
held under subparagraph (A) terminates, un-
less the partnership, corporation, or legal en-
tity dissolves or terminates before such 
time, in which case the permit or lease shall 
terminate with the partnership, corporation, 
or legal entity.
SEC. 5. ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY AND MINOR 

BOUNDARY ADJUSTMENTS. 
(a) ADDITIONAL ACQUISITIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may ac-

quire land or interests in land depicted on 
the Map as proposed additions. 

(2) METHOD OF ACQUISITION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Land or interests in land 

may be acquired by—
(i) donation; 
(ii) transfer; 
(iii) purchase with donated or appropriated 

funds; or 
(iv) exchange. 
(B) CONSENT.—No land or interest in land 

may be acquired without the consent of the 
owner of the land. 

(b) BOUNDARY REVISION.—After acquiring 
land for the Park, the Secretary shall—

(1) revise the boundary of the Park to in-
clude newly-acquired land within the bound-
ary; and 

(2) administer newly-acquired land subject 
to applicable laws (including regulations). 

(c) BOUNDARY SURVEY.—As soon as prac-
ticable and subject to the availability of 
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funds the Secretary shall complete an offi-
cial boundary survey of the Park. 

(d) HUNTING ON PRIVATELY OWNED LANDS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may permit 

hunting on privately owned land added to 
the Park under this Act, subject to limita-
tions, conditions, or regulations that may be 
prescribed by the Secretary. 

(2) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.—On the 
date that the Secretary acquires fee owner-
ship of any privately owned land added to 
the Park under this Act, the authority under 
paragraph (1) shall terminate with respect to 
the privately owned land acquired. 
SEC. 6. EXPANSION OF THE BLACK CANYON OF 

THE GUNNISON WILDERNESS. 
(a) EXPANSION OF BLACK CANYON OF THE

GUNNISON WILDERNESS.—The Black Canyon 
of the Gunnison Wilderness, as established 
by subsection (b) of the first section of Pub-
lic Law 94–567 (90 Stat. 2692), is expanded to 
include the parcel of land depicted on the 
Map as ‘‘Tract A’’ and consisting of approxi-
mately 4,419 acres. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION.—The Black Canyon of 
the Gunnison Wilderness shall be adminis-
tered as a component of the Park. 
SEC. 7. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE GUNNISON 

GORGE NATIONAL CONSERVATION 
AREA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There is established the 
Gunnison Gorge National Conservation Area, 
consisting of approximately 57,725 acres as 
generally depicted on the Map. 

(b) MANAGEMENT OF CONSERVATION AREA.—
The Secretary, acting through the Director 
of the Bureau of Land Management, shall 
manage the Conservation Area to protect the 
resources of the Conservation Area in ac-
cordance with—

(1) this Act; 
(2) the Federal Land Policy and Manage-

ment Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.); and 
(3) other applicable provisions of law. 
(c) WITHDRAWAL.—Subject to valid existing 

rights, all Federal lands within the Con-
servation Area are hereby withdrawn from 
all forms of entry, appropriation or disposal 
under the public land laws; from location, 
entry, and patent under the mining laws; and 
from disposition under all laws relating to 
mineral and geothermal leasing, and all 
amendments thereto. 

(d) HUNTING, TRAPPING AND FISHING.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall per-

mit hunting, trapping, and fishing within the 
Conservation Area in accordance with appli-
cable laws (including regulations) of the 
United States and the State of Colorado. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—The Secretary, after con-
sultation with the Colorado Division of Wild-
life, may issue regulations designating zones 
where and establishing periods when no 
hunting or trapping shall be permitted for 
reasons concerning—

(A) public safety; 
(B) administration; or 
(C) public use and enjoyment. 
(e) USE OF MOTORIZED VEHICLES.—In addi-

tion to the use of motorized vehicles on es-
tablished roadways, the use of motorized ve-
hicles in the Conservation Area shall be al-
lowed to the extent the use is compatible 
with off-highway vehicle designations as de-
scribed in the management plan in effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(f) CONSERVATION AREA MANAGEMENT
PLAN.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 4 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall—

(A) develop a comprehensive plan for the 
long-range protection and management of 
the Conservation Area; and 

(B) transmit the plan to—
(i) the Committee on Energy and Natural 

Resources of the Senate; and 
(ii) the Committee on Resources of the 

House of Representatives. 
(2) CONTENTS OF PLAN.—The plan—
(A) shall describe the appropriate uses and 

management of the Conservation Area in ac-
cordance with this Act; 

(B) may incorporate appropriate decisions 
contained in any management or activity 
plan for the area completed prior to the date 
of enactment of this Act; 

(C) may incorporate appropriate wildlife 
habitat management plans or other plans 
prepared for the land within or adjacent to 
the Conservation Area prior to the date of 
enactment of this Act; 

(D) shall be prepared in close consultation 
with appropriate Federal, State, county, and 
local agencies; and 

(E) may use information developed prior to 
the date of enactment of this Act in studies 
of the land within or adjacent to the Con-
servation Area. 

(g) BOUNDARY REVISIONS.—The Secretary 
may make revisions to the boundary of the 
Conservation Area following acquisition of 
land necessary to accomplish the purposes 
for which the Conservation Area was des-
ignated.
SEC. 8. DESIGNATION OF WILDERNESS WITHIN 

THE CONSERVATION AREA. 
(a) GUNNISON GORGE WILDERNESS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Within the Conservation 

Area, there is designated as wilderness, and 
as a component of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System, the Gunnison Gorge 
Wilderness, consisting of approximately 
17,700 acres, as generally depicted on the 
Map.

(2) ADMINISTRATION.—
(A) WILDERNESS STUDY AREA EXEMPTION.—

The approximately 300-acre portion of the 
wilderness study area depicted on the Map 
for release from section 603 of the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1782) shall not be subject to section 
603(c) of that Act. 

(B) INCORPORATION INTO NATIONAL CON-
SERVATION AREA.—The portion of the wilder-
ness study area described in subparagraph 
(A) shall be incorporated into the Conserva-
tion Area. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION.—Subject to valid 
rights in existence on the date of enactment 
of this Act, the wilderness areas designated 
under this Act shall be administered by the 
Secretary in accordance with the Wilderness 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.) except that any 
reference in such provisions to the effective 
date of the Wilderness Act shall be deemed 
to be a reference to the effective date of this 
Act and any reference to the Secretary of 
Agriculture shall be deemed to be a reference 
to the Secretary of the Interior. 

(c) STATE RESPONSIBILITY.—As provided in 
section 4(d)(7) of the Wilderness Act (16 
U.S.C. 1133(d)(7)), nothing in this Act or in 
the Wilderness Act shall affect the jurisdic-
tion or responsibilities of the State of Colo-
rado with respect to wildlife and fish on the 
public land located in that State. 

(d) MAPS AND LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS.—As
soon as practicable after the date of enact-
ment of this section, the Secretary of the In-
terior shall file a map and a legal description 
of the Gunnison Gorge Wilderness with the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
of the United States Senate and the Com-
mittee on Resources of the United States 
House of Representatives. This map and de-
scription shall have the same force and ef-
fect as if included in this Act. The Secretary 

of the Interior may correct clerical and typo-
graphical errors in the map and legal de-
scription. The map and legal description 
shall be on file and available in the office of 
the Director of the BLM. 
SEC. 9. WITHDRAWAL. 

Subject to valid existing rights, the Fed-
eral lands identified on the Map as ‘‘BLM 
Withdrawal (Tract B)’’ (comprising approxi-
mately 1,154 acres) are hereby withdrawn 
from all forms of entry, appropriation or dis-
posal under the public land laws; from loca-
tion, entry, and patent under the mining 
laws; and from disposition under all laws re-
lating to mineral and geothermal leasing, 
and all amendments thereto. 
SEC. 10. WATER RIGHTS. 

(a) EFFECT ON WATER RIGHTS.—Nothing in 
this Act shall—

(1) constitute an express or implied res-
ervation of water for any purpose; or 

(2) affect any water rights in existence 
prior to the date of enactment of this Act, 
including any water rights held by the 
United States.

(b) ADDITIONAL WATER RIGHTS.—Any new 
water right that the Secretary determines is 
necessary for the purposes of this Act shall 
be established in accordance with the proce-
dural and substantive requirements of the 
laws of the State of Colorado. 
SEC. 11. STUDY OF LANDS WITHIN AND ADJA-

CENT TO CURECANTI NATIONAL 
RECREATION AREA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary, acting through the Director of 
the National Park Service, shall conduct a 
study concerning land protection and open 
space within and adjacent to the area admin-
istered as the Curecanti National Recreation 
Area.

(b) PURPOSE OF STUDY.—The study required 
to be completed under subsection (a) shall—

(1) assess the natural, cultural, rec-
reational and scenic resource value and char-
acter of the land within and surrounding the 
Curecanti National Recreation Area (includ-
ing open vistas, wildlife habitat, and other 
public benefits); 

(2) identify practicable alternatives that 
protect the resource value and character of 
the land within and surrounding the 
Curecanti National Recreation Area; 

(3) recommend a variety of economically 
feasible and viable tools to achieve the pur-
poses described in paragraphs (1) and (2); and 

(4) estimate the costs of implementing the 
approaches recommended by the study. 

(c) SUBMISSION OF REPORT.—Not later than 
3 years from the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall submit a report to 
Congress that—

(1) contains the findings of the study re-
quired by subsection (a); 

(2) makes recommendations to Congress 
with respect to the findings of the study re-
quired by subsection (a); and 

(3) makes recommendations to Congress 
regarding action that may be taken with re-
spect to the land described in the report. 

(d) ACQUISITION OF ADDITIONAL LAND AND
INTERESTS IN LAND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Prior to the completion of 
the study required by subsection (a), the Sec-
retary may acquire certain private land or 
interests in land as depicted on the Map enti-
tled ‘Proposed Additions to the Curecanti 
National Recreation Area,’ dated 01/25/99, to-
taling approximately 1,065 acres and entitled 
‘Hall and Fitti properties’. 

(2) METHOD OF ACQUISITION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Land or an interest in 

land under paragraph (1) may be acquired 
by—

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:22 May 26, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00116 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H27SE9.001 H27SE9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 22823September 27, 1999
(i) donation; 
(ii) purchase with donated or appropriated 

funds; or 
(iii) exchange. 
(B) CONSENT.—No land or interest in land 

may be acquired without the consent of the 
owner of the land. 

(C) BOUNDARY REVISIONS FOLLOWING ACQUI-
SITION.—Following the acquisition of land 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall—

(i) revise the boundary of the Curecanti 
National Recreation Area to include newly-
acquired land; and 

(ii) administer newly-acquired land accord-
ing to applicable laws (including regula-
tions).
SEC. 12. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as are necessary to carry out this 
Act.

b 1615

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
UPTON). Pursuant to the rule, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON)
and the gentleman from New Mexico 
(Mr. UDALL) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON).

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, S. 323, introduced by 
Senator BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL
from Colorado, authorizes the estab-
lishment of a new National Park unit, 
the Black Canyon of the Gunnison Na-
tional Park. This bill also expands the 
Black Canyon of the Gunnison Wilder-
ness area and establishes the Gunnison 
Gorge National Conservation area. 

Creation of this new park unit can 
also be attributed in large part of the 
hard work of our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS).

Many people have worked hard on 
this bill in trying to accommodate all 
of the concerns associated with this 
important bill. For example, this bill 
will continue the use of grazing where 
it existed prior to creating the new 
park unit and will continue to allow 
hunting on privately owned land with-
in the boundaries of the park. 

Concerns dealing with water rights 
and off-road vehicle use also have been 
addressed.

Mr. Speaker, I would again like to 
commend our colleague, the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS), for the 
great work that he did. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he 
may consume to the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS).

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SAXTON) for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, in just a few moments 
we are going to be voting on the bill, S. 
323, the Black Canyon of the Gunnison 
National Park and Gunnison Gorge Na-
tional Conservation Area Act of 1999. 

For the benefit of my colleagues here 
on the floor, I thought I would show 
just a few pictures, photographs, of 
what we are about to make as a na-
tional park in the state of Colorado. 

Colorado has not had a national park 
in 84 years. If ever there were a prop-
erty in Colorado deserving of this spe-
cial privilege, it is the Black Canyon. 

A few moments here of a description 
of the Black Canyon, and at this time 
it would be appropriate to give credit 
to the Southwest Parks and Monu-
ments Association, Tucson, Arizona. I 
think their description of the Black 
Canyon really best summarizes it for 
the short period of time that we have. 

‘‘Most people see the 20,000 acres of 
the Black Canyon of the Gunnison Na-
tional Monument,’’ soon to be a na-
tional park, ‘‘not from the river but 
from the south or north rims. We tip-
toe up to the overlooks and clutch the 
guardrails with white knuckles before 
peering over the brink. Violet-green 
swallows dive and chitter among the 
sheer cliffs, fearless acrobats appar-
ently oblivious to the gaping abyss. 
Nearly 2,000 feet below, nearly 2,000 
feet below, we see the Gunnison River, 
like a tiny green thread but with a 
clearly audible roar. The water is so 
clear trout might be spied in the pools 
far below. The impressive effect of the 
scene reduces us to inadequate adjec-
tives: gorgeous, awesome, spectac-
ular.’’

Inevitably we start to wonder: What 
caused this great gorge here, and how 
do we allow all of the people of Amer-
ica to get the opportunity to see it? 

Geologist Wallace Hansen says the 
Black Canyon was made possible by an 
interplay of coincidences. All of the 
right ingredients happened to come to-
gether in this part of the world to 
make the Black Canyon of the Gunni-
son. Start with a free-flowing river 
with lots of water and stir in a gen-
erous amount of sediment. It helps if 
the river is flowing down a very steep 
hill. Send the river through a raised 
block of some very hard rock. Spice 
sparingly with gully wash and frost ac-
tion and simmer uncovered for a couple 
of million years. The Gunnison River 
was and still is the primary agent re-
sponsible for carving the Black Can-
yon.

Other canyons may have greater 
steepness or depth but few combine 
both of these attributes as magnifi-
cently as the Black Canyon. A few 
breathtaking statistics will suffice. At 
the Narrows at the river level, the 
gorge is 40 feet wide and the walls are 
1,700 feet high. Below East Portal, the 
canyon is 1,920 feet deep. Painted Wall, 
Colorado’s highest cliff, soars up a 
staggering 2,250 vertical feet. 

The Black Canyon was named for the 
dark rock that makes up the walls, 
rocks that have been subjected to un-
told amounts of heat and pressure. Ge-
ologists call them basement rocks, for 
they are the foundation of the Earth’s 
crust and often are deeply buried. This 
rock exposed in the canyon is much 
older than the canyon itself. Indeed, 
these basement rocks are among the 

oldest rocks on the Earth, exceeding 1.7 
billion years of age. 

This legislation which we are about 
to vote on today has been a long time 
coming to the Western Slope of Colo-
rado, and particularly the Colorado’s 
third congressional district. It is a 
prime example of legislation which in-
corporates the input of local constitu-
ents and locally elected officials, as 
well as input from the Federal agencies 
involved; lots of team work. This is a 
well-developed and innovative ap-
proach to protecting unique natural re-
sources for future generations in the 
most fiscally responsible manner pos-
sible.

Earlier this year, I introduced House 
Resolution 1165, the Black Canyon Na-
tional Park and Gunnison Gorge Na-
tional Conservation Area Act of 1999. I 
would like to extend my thanks to my 
fellow colleagues who joined me by co-
sponsoring this bill. I greatly appre-
ciate their assistance and their sup-
port.

I would also like to extend my 
thanks to the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. UDALL), who has worked with me 
in the last hours to ensure that this 
legislation was brought to the floor 
today for prompt consideration. 

Mike Strang, my predecessor from 
years ago, was the first one that intro-
duced the bill on the Black Canyon and 
he, too, today is to be acknowledged. 

Across the Capitol, Senator CAMP-
BELL who has spent endless hours on 
this and put a lot of energy and a lot of 
resources in to seeing that today we 
have reached this point where we can 
pass a bill on to the President for sig-
nature should also be congratulated 
and thanked. His effort is appreciated 
and will be appreciated for many gen-
erations to come. 

I also should at this point thank the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SAXTON), the gentleman from Alaska 
(Mr. YOUNG) and, of course, the sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman 
from Utah (Mr. HANSEN), for their work 
in the Committee on Resources in 
quickly getting this bill through the 
committee and on to the floor. 

This legislation does far more than 
simply create a new national park from 
what is now a national monument. 
This legislation establishes a coopera-
tive approach to managing this natural 
resource and calls on all affected re-
source management agencies in the 
area to play key collaborative roles. 

I want to stress that the collective 
management approach this legislation 
creates does not in any way require, 
imply or contemplate an attempt by 
the Federal court to usurp water 
rights, State water law or intrude upon 
private property rights. 

The Secretary of the Interior will 
manage the entire area and will be able 
to utilize all fiscal and human re-
sources in the administration and man-
agement of this natural resource in a 
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unique money-saving manner. This leg-
islation will also eliminate redundant 
operations and form a coordinated, ef-
ficient, and fiscally responsible man-
agement structure. 

Much work has been done to forge 
consensus on this issue, and I am 
pleased to bring forward this coopera-
tive management plan for this beau-
tiful example of our national and nat-
ural heritage. 

Mr. Speaker, enactment of this bill 
will not, will not, be the last step in 
protecting the Federal lands in Colo-
rado. As this bill demonstrates, when 
an area is appropriate for wilderness 
designation and when all of these out-
standing issues have been satisfac-
torily addressed, the Colorado delega-
tion will respond with appropriate leg-
islation.

I would also note that other protec-
tion short of the absolute wilderness 
designation, such as a national park, 
may be appropriate in many cases, and 
I would encourage the Congress, Colo-
radans, the counties, local users and 
interests who would be impacted to 
consider this possibility when dis-
cussing how to best utilize public lands 
within Colorado. 

I would like to take this opportunity 
to discuss certain perceptions regard-
ing the need to preserve and protect 
our Nation’s lands. As is evident by the 
different forms of land management 
utilized in my bill, the fact that Fed-
eral lands are not designated as wilder-
ness does not mean that the land is not 
protected. In this area, as a result of 
this legislation, we will designate a na-
tional park, enlarge a wilderness area, 
and establish a conservation area. One 
can see the range of tools available to 
the Forest Service, the Bureau of Land 
Management, the Fish and Wildlife 
Service, and the National Parks Serv-
ice to help protect and preserve the in-
tegrity of our lands. 

Local control is a privilege that is al-
ready hard to come by and difficult to 
keep. Once an area is designated as wil-
derness, the option of local control is 
no longer available. It usurps that 
local control. The lands are then gov-
erned by a very strict Federal statute. 
For that reason, in my opinion, any 
wilderness proposal must carefully con-
sider local interests before proposing 
broad wilderness designation. 

In my support for public land-use pol-
icy, I have sought to achieve a common 
sense balance between local control, 
multiple use, and protecting Colorado’s 
and the United States’ resources. I 
have and will continue to support wil-
derness, or other forms of intense man-
agement, in Colorado that is well con-
sidered and which enjoys local support, 
such as the Black Canyon of the Gunni-
son legislation. I will continue to work 
to achieve appropriate levels of protec-
tion for the pristine and beautiful 
areas within Colorado. 

Let me take just one moment to put 
this bill in its proper perspective. First 

introduced in the 1980s by Mike Strang, 
as I mentioned earlier, this bill will 
create a new national park in the State 
of Colorado for the first time since 
1915, when Rocky Mountain National 
Park was named. It has been almost 85 
years since the last new national park 
in Colorado. I am thrilled to be here 
today, to be carrying this legislation 
and to team up with Senator CAMPBELL
to take it through the United States 
Congress so that Colorado now has a 
new national park. 

It has been a long time, 85 years. The 
last time we had a park in our State 
was in 1915, when Ford was still pro-
ducing Model T Fords. Closer to home, 
Pancho Villa led raids into New Mexico 
and Texas; and in Denver, one could 
buy a loaf of bread for 5.6 cents. That is 
how long ago it has been. 

Today is a big day for the State of 
Colorado. It is a victory for the United 
States Congress. It is a victory for the 
citizens of the United States. 

We have a fiscally sound manage-
ment plan helping protect our re-
sources that does not lock out humans 
but instead can make all of us very, 
very proud of what we have in the 
Black Canyon and is very amply re-
flected in these photos. 

We can see how long it has been since 
we have had that national park. Today 
this step we are going to take is a his-
toric step. 

Mr. Speaker, I close my statement by 
thanking all of my fellow Members for 
their time, and I urge all of the Mem-
bers of the House to vote yes in support 
of the passage of S. 323. 

I would finally point out, again, this 
is a cooperative effort, bipartisan. It 
was the local control that was key. 
This project did not start in the United 
States Congress. This project started 
in the town of Montrose, Colorado, a 
wonderful community in western Colo-
rado. That is where this project start-
ed, locally. They sat down, they formed 
a consensus. They went to their State 
officials, and then they came to their 
Federal officials. 

It is a victory for all of us, and I am 
proud to be the representative, rep-
resenting the State of Colorado, on the 
House floor carrying this bill. 

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

Mr. Speaker, today we have a rare 
opportunity to build on one of the best 
ideas America has ever had. The cre-
ation of our national parks system has 
provided invaluable opportunities for 
the protection of our natural resources 
and for recreation and enjoyment of 
those resources by visitors from around 
the country and around the world. 

The legislation before us will add a 
new park to the list, which includes 
places like Yellowstone, Yosemite, 
Grand Canyon, and Denali. We urge our 
colleagues to support it. 

S. 323 will abolish the existing Black 
Canyon of the Gunnison National 

Monument in western Colorado and 
create in its place the Black Canyon of 
the Gunnison National Park, along 
with a new national conservation and 
wilderness area.

b 1630

The redesignation of this monument 
is an important step because it will 
allow us to better protect the valuable 
natural and cultural resources that 
make this area unique. 

Because our national parks are so 
special, however, this is not a step we 
take lightly. This new park will be sig-
nificantly larger than the existing 
monument. The bill also adds approxi-
mately 4,500 acres to the park and au-
thorizes the purchase of another 2,500 
acres in the future. In addition, it cre-
ates a new 57,000 acre National Con-
servation Area, 18,000 acres of which 
will be designated as wilderness. With 
these additions, these new parks will 
offer a variety of resources, scenery 
and, recreational activities char-
acteristic to our national parks. 

In addition, this legislation deals 
with difficult land management issues 
such as grazing and the use of off-road 
vehicles in a way that is consistent 
with the long-term protection of this 
sensitive area. We are especially 
pleased that the legislation, as amend-
ed, now includes agreed-upon language 
with regard to use of off-road vehicles 
that is consistent with other national 
conservation area designations. 

We would like to thank the sponsor 
of this legislation as well as the gen-
tleman from Utah (Chairman HANSEN)
and the gentleman from Alaska (Chair-
man YOUNG) for working with us to 
craft a bill we can all support. 

I should also mention the role of an-
other UDALL in making this new park a 
reality. The gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. UDALL) and his staff played a crit-
ical role in perfecting this bill, and I 
know this new park means a great deal 
to the gentleman from Colorado and 
his constituents. 

I urge my colleagues to support S. 
323. I also would like to say to the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS)
that this is a very important moment 
for the State of Colorado. It has been 85 
years, and it is a very special moment 
for the State of Colorado. I think the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
MCINNIS) has played a very key role in 
this far-sighted piece of legislation 
that we pass today. It truly is, as the 
gentleman has said, a bipartisan effort 
with the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
UDALL), the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. MCINNIS), Senator BEN
NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL all working to-
gether through the Committee on Re-
sources to see that this is done and now 
is a reality happening here on the 
House floor. 

I would also like to thank all of the 
members of the staff of the Committee 
on Resources that have worked on this 
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issue, and also Stan Sloss on the staff 
of the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
UDALL) I know has worked very hard.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port this bill. It is a measure of great impor-
tance to Colorado. 

The Black Canyon National Monument is 
one of our State’s treasures. Its establishment 
was a wise act of President Hoover that dem-
onstrated the importance and value of the An-
tiquities Act. I am glad that we are moving 
today to build on that foundation by redesig-
nating it as a National Park. 

I am also very pleased that the bill includes 
designation of wilderness for nearby public 
lands managed by the Bureau of Land Man-
agement. As I’ve said before, I think we 
should make it a priority to act to protect the 
wilderness values of Colorado’s BLM lands, 
and I hope that the Committee will soon con-
sider further wilderness designations for those 
lands, such as those proposed by our col-
league from the First District, Ms. DEGETTE. 

As we considered the bill in the Resources 
Committee, I did have some concerns about 
some of its technical details. In particular, I 
was concerned that there might be some mis-
understanding about how the bill would affect 
the status of water rights now held or claimed 
by the United States. I had been prepared to 
seek to amend the bill to clarify that point. 
However, thanks to the cooperation of the 
Subcommittee Chairman, Mr. HANSEN, lan-
guage has been included in the Resources 
Committee’s report on the bill that I think re-
moves any possible misunderstanding. 

As the report makes clear, section 10 of the 
bill is intended to assure that the existing 
water rights of the United States, conditional 
and absolute, are preserved unimpaired. The 
report also makes it clear that this bill will nei-
ther expand nor diminish the water rights held 
by the United States for the benefit of the 
monument and, upon enactment of this legis-
lation, the national park, and that those federal 
water rights will retain both their priority date 
and their purposes. In addition, the report ex-
plains it is the existence of these federal water 
rights—and the fact that they will be trans-
ferred, unimpaired, to the new Black Canyon 
of the Gunnison National Park—that has led 
the Committee to conclude that the reserva-
tion of new federal water rights is unnecessary 
to protect the water-related values of the new 
national park, the new national conservation 
area, or the new wilderness designations. 

I greatly appreciate the willingness of Chair-
man Hansen to work with me to make sure 
that the legislative history of this bill leaves no 
doubt about these very important points. I also 
am very glad that he and the other majority 
members of the Committee were willing to 
work with Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ, Mr. MILLER, 
and the rest of us on our side of the aisle to 
resolve questions about management of off-
road vehicle use of some of the lands covered 
by this bill. The result is that the committee 
has been able to come to the House with a bill 
that enjoys broad, bipartisan support. 

However, Mr. Speaker, there does remain 
one other matter of great importance to the fu-
ture of this unit of the National Park System 
that is not directly addressed in the bill or the 
committee’s report. It involves an imminent 
threat to the existing Black Canyon National 

Monument. It centers on a tract of land—about 
120 acres—that’s a non-federal inholding with-
in the current Monument boundaries. 

This tract isn’t a remote, isolated one. It is 
just inside the National Monument boundary. 
The land slopes up and away from the canyon 
rim. The Monument’s Superintendent says it’s 
important for protecting the views from the 
canyon overlooks—the parts of the Monument 
that attract the most visitors. What’s more, 
there’s a road on the tract—a main road into 
the Monument, as a matter of fact. And, right 
now, beside that main Monument road, there’s 
something else, something new. It’s a bill-
board advertising building sites for trophy 
homes or for a commercial activity like a bed 
and breakfast. ‘‘For sale,’’ the billboard says, 
‘‘Beautiful canyon views,’’ with ‘‘World-class 
sunsets’’ and ‘‘year-round access on paved 
road.’’

This is not a theory, Mr. Speaker. This is a 
fact. This is a threat to this park. 

From talking to other members of our state’s 
delegation, and from listening to what other 
Coloradans are saying, I am convinced that al-
most everyone agrees that this threat needs to 
be averted and that these lands need to be 
shielded from development. But it seems that 
there is disagreement about how to achieve 
that goal. 

For myself, I think the simplest and best 
thing to do would be for the United States to 
acquire full title for that inholding by paying the 
owner its full fair market value—but nothing 
more. The National Park Service has told me 
that they share that view. 

Toward that end, when the bill was consid-
ered by the Committee I sought to amend it to 
include language that would authorize and di-
rect the Secretary of the Interior to acquire 
whatever interests in these 120 acres the Sec-
retary determines desirable in order to protect 
the resources and values of the Black Canyon 
of the Gunnison. 

As it happens, that language was not adopt-
ed by the Committee, and it is not part of the 
bill before us today. I still think its inclusion 
would have made this good bill even better. 
However, I have agreed to having this bill be 
considered today under conditions that will 
preclude any attempt to add such language 
through an amendment on the House floor. 

My agreement to this procedure was 
prompted, first, by the request of other mem-
bers of our Colorado delegation—particularly 
Representative McInnis and Senator Camp-
bell—and also by other factors: 

First, I think this legislation’s prompt enact-
ment is highly desirable—and while I don’t 
think adoption of my amendment should slow 
its progress, I have reluctantly concluded that 
some of our colleagues in the House, as well 
as some members of the other body, may not 
be prepared to give this bill appropriate con-
sideration if it were so amended. 

Second, even without further legislation the 
Interior Department already has some author-
ity to respond to this imminent threat to the in-
tegrity of the Black Canyon, even though 
under current law that authority does not in-
clude the power to condemn the full fee title 
to the inholding. 

And, finally, I have been assured that the 
National Park Service is moving to respond to 
the threat. 

Shortly after the Resources Committee com-
pleted its consideration of this bill I wrote to 
the Secretary of the Interior to urge that 
prompt action be taken to respond to this 
threat to the National Monument—and, in re-
sponse, I now have been assured that the In-
terior Department and the National Park Serv-
ice agree with me about the need to take 
quick action and that they are initiating such 
action. For the record, I am including at the 
end of this statement the letters I have ex-
changed with the Interior Department and the 
National Park Service on this subject. As out-
lined in the letter to me from Denis Galvin (its 
Acting Director), the National Park Service is 
taking the necessary steps either to acquire 
full title to the inholding through an agreement 
with its owner or, in the alternative, to use its 
current authority to acquire a conservation 
easement to prevent incompatible develop-
ment on the inholding.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the National Park 
Service will not falter in this effort to protect 
the Black Canyon of the Gunnison—and I can 
assure the Service, our colleagues, and the 
people of Colorado that I am prepared to do 
all I can toward that same goal. As indicated 
in my letter to Director Stanton, I will do all I 
can, whether by way of new legislation or 
through seeking appropriation of necessary 
funds. 

With regard to that question of funding, I 
recognize some may be concerned about the 
cost of heading off this threat. I understand 
that, and appreciate it. After all, we are talking 
about taxpayers’ money. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I would ask—what is the 
cost of doing nothing? What would be the cost 
to the Black Canyon if this land is transformed 
from open space into buildings? What would 
be the cost to the experience of visitors if this 
part of Colorado’s countryside becomes yet 
another tract of trophy homes or commercial 
developments? I submit that those costs are 
not only hard to estimate—they are incalcu-
lable. I submit those costs would far exceed 
whatever money may have to come out of the 
Treasury to prevent that outcome. 

And, I submit, legislation along the lines of 
the amendment I proposed in the Committee 
might well actually reduce the monetary cost 
to the taxpayers for protecting the Black Can-
yon. 

Remember, under current law, the National 
Park Service can acquire full title to the lands 
only on whatever terms the owner will accept. 
Under my amendment, if there were an im-
passe over the fair market value of that full 
title, court would decide just what that value is, 
meaning how much the taxpayers are required 
to pay. 

Without that kind of new authority, according 
to the letter to me from the Acting Director, the 
National Park Service likely would be required 
to pay about 90 percent of the same fair mar-
ket value for a conservation easement that 
would prevent incompatible development but 
would leave an inholding to which there would 
be no established right of public access or 
use. I don’t find that fully satisfactory for any-
one—especially for the taxpayers—even 
though it would be better than allowing the de-
velopment of these lands. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, while I think this 
bill would have been improved if the Com-
mittee had adopted my amendment it remains 
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a good and important measure that deserves 
the approval of the House, and I urge its pas-
sage.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, August 12, 1999. 

Hon. BRUCE BABBITT,
Secretary, Department of the Interior, Wash-

ington, DC. 
DEAR SECRETARY BABBITT: I am writing to 

urge you to act to avert a serious threat to 
the integrity of the Black Canyon of the 
Gunnison National Monument. 

As you know, Congress is currently consid-
ering legislation to elevate this monument 
to the status of a national park. On July 21, 
the House Resources Committee considered a 
bill (S. 323) to do that. I support this change 
in status, have been working to resolve some 
technical questions, and have voted to favor-
ably report the bill to the full House. 

Just before the Committee’s consideration 
of the bill, it was learned that a tract of 
about 120 acres within the present bound-
aries of the monument has been acquired by 
a developer and is now being offered for sale 
for residential or commercial development. 
This property is bisected by a main road into 
the Monument and is in close proximity to 
the canyon rim. If houses or other structures 
were to be developed on these parcels, it 
would seriously affect the visual and envi-
ronmental integrity of this National Park 
System unit and would seriously diminish 
the experience of visitors to this strikingly 
beautiful canyon. 

In response, I sought to offer an amend-
ment to authorize and direct you, as Sec-
retary of the Interior, to acquire any and all 
interests in these lands that you might de-
termine should be acquired in order to pro-
tect the resources and values of the Black 
Canyon.

As you know, under current law, the 
United States can acquire full title to these 
lands only with the agreement of the land-
owner, although lesser interests can be ac-
quired in the absence of such agreement. In 
other words, full title can be acquired only 
upon the terms set by the developer. My 
amendment would have provided the Na-
tional Park Service with full authority to 
acquire any and all interests in the land—for 
fair market value but not for whatever ex-
tortionate price might be demanded. While 
the Committee did not adopt this amend-
ment, I stand ready to take further steps to 
protect the Black Canyon as may be appro-
priate. However, the bill has not yet reached 
the floor and, as you know, the House now 
has adjourned until September. 

Under these circumstances, I think it is 
imperative for you to act promptly to ad-
dress this serious situation, using authority 
currently available to the Department of the 
Interior if possible or by indicating what ad-
ditional authority is required or would be de-
sirable.

The Black Canyon of the Gunnison is one 
of the Colorado’s crown jewels, and a na-
tional treasure as well. I feel sure you share 
my view that its protection is a matter of 
highest priority, and I look forward to your 
response to this urgent request. 

Sincerely,
MARK UDALL.

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE,

Washington, DC, September 14, 1999. 
Hon. MARK UDALL,
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. UDALL: Thank you for your let-
ter of August 12, 1999, to Secretary Babbitt. 

I agree with you that we need to take quick 
action to protect a tract of land within the 
boundary of Black Canyon of the Gunnison 
National Monument that is now being of-
fered for sale by TDX, Inc. for residential or 
commercial development. As the National 
Park Trust recently identified, inholdings in 
many national park areas pose a variety of 
threats to the purposes for which the units 
were established. 

The authorities available to the National 
Park Service to resolve land issues at Black 
Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument 
are constrained by existing law that requires 
us to purchase fee title only from willing 
sellers. Therefore our first approach to pro-
tect this 120 acres would be to file a com-
plaint in condemnation for full free interest 
with consent from TDX, Inc. The National 
Park Service would put forth every effort to 
come to an agreement on the purchasing 
cost with TDX, Inc. However if TDX, Inc. is 
unwilling to sell in fee at the appraised 
price, an alternative would be to seek legis-
lation to give the park the additional au-
thority to settle this matter. Finally, if nei-
ther of the two previous actions work we 
would attempt to acquire a conservation 
easement for less than fee simple through 
the complaint in condemnation process. This 
last action would most likely require the Na-
tional Park Service to pay approximately 90 
percent of full fee value without gaining pub-
lic access or use. While it would prevent in-
compatible development, TDX, Inc. would 
still own an inholding within the park.

We do not believe amending the legislation 
currently before Congress, S. 323, is the most 
effective solution. The sooner the present 
legislation passes, the more quickly we will 
be able to protect lands that are part of the 
proposed new boundary and prevent addi-
tional threats from developing. There are 
three tracts of private land, totaling 2,500 
acres, within the proposed expansion area, 
each with a willing seller. Any delay to S. 
323 could result in a change in ownership to 
an ‘‘unwilling’’ seller similar to TDX, Inc. 

An independent appraisal for the TDX, Inc. 
parcel has been requested and we should 
have the results in the next 30 to 60 days. 
The fair market value of the property most 
likely will not meet the current asking price 
that may result in this action ending up in 
the courts for a final decision. Current ap-
propriations most likely will not cover the 
cost of the TDX, Inc. acquisition. There are 
no funds appropriated for other available 
parcels called for in this legislation. 

We are fully committed to the passage of 
S. 323 in this session, and to the protection of 
all resource values in Black Canyon of the 
Gunnison National Monument. It may take 
different methods to accomplish our goals. 
We are willing to work with you, as well as 
the rest of the Colorado delegation in order 
to do this in the best and most efficient way 
possible.

Sincerely,
ROBERT STANTON,

Acting Director. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, September 24, 1999. 

Mr. ROBERT G. STANTON,
Director, National Park Service, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR DIRECTOR STANTON: Thank you for 
Acting Director Galvin’s response to my let-
ter to Secretary Babbitt about the need to 
protect the integrity of the Black Canyon 
National Monument. 

I am glad that the National Park Service 
and the Department of the Interior agree 

that quick action is needed to protect the 
TDX tract within the Monument, and that 
act toward that end is now underway. I also 
agree that acquisition of the full fee to the 
land pursuant to an agreement with TDX 
would be the optimal outcome. 

At the same time, as your letter indicates, 
it’s essential that the National Park Service 
be prepared to act to protect this unit of the 
National Park System even in the absence of 
such an agreement. I have been and remain 
prepared to seek adoption of legislation to 
provide the Service additional authority 
with respect to acquisition of these lands. 
However, it would be unrealistic to assume 
that such legislation could be enacted before 
Congress adjourns this fall. Therefore, it’s 
imperative that the National Park Service 
continue all necessary preparations to use 
its existing authority to acquire a conserva-
tion easement on the TDX tract through the 
condemnation process in the event that the 
Service does not reach an agreement for ac-
quisition of the full title. You can be sure 
that I will do all I can to assist in that un-
dertaking, including seeking appropriation 
of the necessary funds. 

I look forward to continue working with 
you and the other members of Colorado’s del-
egation in the Congress to protect the Black 
Canyon of the Gunnison and to complete ac-
tion on the legislation that will establish it 
as a National Park. 

Sincerely,
MARK UDALL.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
UPTON). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the Senate 
bill, S. 323, as amended. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

f 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE

A further message from the Senate 
by Mr. Lundregan, one of it clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed a 
bill of the following title, in which the 
concurrence of the House is requested:

S. 1637. An act to extend through the end of 
the current fiscal year certain expiring Fed-
eral Aviation Administration authorizations. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR MINERAL LEAS-
ING OF CERTAIN INDIAN LANDS 
IN OKLAHOMA 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the Senate 
bill (S. 944) to amend Public Law 105–
188 to provide for the mineral leasing of 
certain Indian lands in Oklahoma. 

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 944

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. MINERAL LEASING OF CERTAIN IN-

DIAN LANDS IN OKLAHOMA. 
Public Law 105–188 (112 Stat. 620 and 621) is 

amended—
(1) in the title, by inserting ‘‘and certain 

former Indian reservations in Oklahoma’’ 
after ‘‘Fort Berthold Indian Reservation’’; 
and

(2) in section 1—
(A) by striking the section heading and in-

serting the following: 
‘‘SECTION 1. LEASES OF CERTAIN ALLOTTED 

LANDS.’’;
and

(B) in subsection (a)(1)(A), by striking 
clause (i) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(i) is located within—
‘‘(I) the Fort Berthold Indian Reservation 

in North Dakota; or 
‘‘(II) a former Indian reservation located in 

Oklahoma of—
‘‘(aa) the Comanche Indian Tribe; 
‘‘(bb) the Kiowa Indian Tribe; 
‘‘(cc) the Apache Tribe; 
‘‘(dd) the Fort Sill Apache Tribe of Okla-

homa;
‘‘(ee) the Wichita and Affiliated Tribes 

(Wichita, Keechi, Waco, and Tawakonie) lo-
cated in Oklahoma; 

‘‘(ff) the Delaware Tribe of Western Okla-
homa; or 

‘‘(gg) the Caddo Indian Tribe; and’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) and the gen-
tlewoman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON).

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S. 
944, legislation that would amend Pub-
lic Law 105–188 to provide for the min-
eral leasing of certain Indian lands in 
Oklahoma.

Public Law 105–188 authorizes the 
Secretary of Interior to approve any 
mineral lease which affects an individ-
ually owned Indian tract of land within 
the Fort Berthold Indian Reservation 
in North Dakota if the majority of the 
Indian owners of the land consent and 
if the Secretary determines that the 
lease is in the best interest of the In-
dian owners. The lease would be bind-
ing on all owners of the leased track, 
and all owners would share proportion-
ally in the proceeds from the lease. 

S. 944 would expand this law to in-
clude Indian lands within the former 
reservations of the Comanche, Kiowa, 
Apache, Fort Sill Apache, Wichita, 
Keechi, Waco, and Tawakonie Indian 
Tribes in Oklahoma. 

S. 944 supersedes a 1909 law which re-
quires unanimous consent before these 
individually owned Indian lands can be 
leased for oil or gas development. This 
is an almost impossible standard to 
meet because ownership of these lands 
has become very fractionalized over 
time. In one proposed project in Okla-
homa, over 619 Indian owners have been 
identified, with more yet to come. 

The resultant economic loss to indi-
vidual Indian owners as well as to In-

dian tribes has been significant. S. 944 
would facilitate oil and gas exploration 
on these individual Indian-owned lands, 
which will provide much needed funds 
for the Indian owners of these tracts. 

Unanimous consent is not required 
for leases of other natural resources on 
Indian lands such as timber and hard 
rock minerals. The administration sup-
ports S. 944 as do all the Indian tribes 
specified in the bill. 

I urge my colleagues to support pas-
sage of this legislation. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, S. 944 would permit the 
execution of mineral extraction leases 
on individual Indian trust lands when 
more than 50 percent of owners agree 
to the lease. This bill will only affect 
about 8 tribes in the State of Okla-
homa.

Under current law, more than 50 per-
cent of owners need to approve a lease 
for agriculture or forestry purposes; 
however, 100 percent of owners need to 
approve a lease for mineral explo-
ration. Due to the century-old Federal 
allotment policy, Indian-owned parcels 
of land can have dozens or, as we have 
heard, even more than that of owners. 
In many cases, not all owners can be 
found, while others may be tied up in a 
lengthy probate process. 

This bill was passed by the Senate in 
August of this year and is supported by 
the Department of Interior. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE
MILLER), the senior Democratic mem-
ber of the Committee on Resources, 
collected letters of support from each 
of the tribes whose members are in-
cluded in this bill. 

Similar legislation was passed last 
Congress with respect to mineral leases 
on the Fort Berthold Indian Reserva-
tion in North Dakota, and I ask my 
colleagues to support passage of this 
bill.

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

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr. 
LUCAS).

Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, as the House sponsor of this legisla-
tion, I rise in strong support of its pas-
sage. Simply put, this legislation will 
allow native American landowners to 
fully realize the benefits of their land. 

Under current law, Indian lands pos-
sessed by more than one person will re-
quire the consent of 100 percent of the 
owners before mineral development can 
go forward. In many cases, this 
fractionated property is owned by more 
than 100 people. This makes it difficult, 
if not impossible, to locate all of the 
owners. Once found, potential devel-
opers must obtain their unanimous 
consent. As my colleagues can imagine, 

this has the effect of driving off devel-
opment.

Last year, Congress lowered this re-
quirement for the Three Affiliated 
Tribes of Fort Berthold Indian reserva-
tion for 50 percent. This brings the re-
quirement in line with the regulations 
for non-Indian lands. Because of this, 
these tribes have seen development of 
many properties that were lying un-
used. This has been a great economic 
benefit to the reservation. 

This bill will extend last year’s legis-
lation to seven Oklahoma tribes: the 
Comanche, Kiowa, Apache, Fort Sill 
Apache, Delaware, and the Wichita and 
Affiliated Tribes. 

In Oklahoma, oil and gas develop-
ment provides a significant part of the 
income that many Indian landowners 
receive. This legislation will have an 
immediate impact to the tribal mem-
bers that are affected by making their 
allotted lands more competitive for oil 
and gas leasing. This will give a huge 
boost to the economies of this area of 
southwest Oklahoma and provide a tre-
mendous economic benefit to the var-
ious tribes. 

This legislation will not only provide 
an economic benefit to those tribes, it 
will allow them to use the land and re-
sources that are rightfully theirs.

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
have no further speakers, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SAXTON) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 944. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GRANTING THE VIRGIN ISLANDS 
GREATER FISCAL AUTONOMY 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 2841) to amend the Revised Or-
ganic Act of the Virgin Islands to pro-
vide for greater fiscal autonomy con-
sistent with other United States juris-
dictions, and for other purposes, as 
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2841

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. GREATER FISCAL AUTONOMY. 

(a) ISSUANCE.—Section 8(b)(ii)(A) of the Re-
vised Organic Act of the Virgin Islands (48 
U.S.C. 1574(b)(ii)(A)) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence, by inserting after 
‘‘other evidence of indebtedness’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘, including but not limited to notes 
in anticipation of the collection of taxes or 
revenues, ’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘to construct, improve, ex-
tend’’ and all that follows through ‘‘Provided,
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That no public’’ and inserting ‘‘for any pub-
lic purpose authorized by the legislature: 
Provided, That no such’’; and 

(3) by striking ‘‘and payable semiannually. 
All such bonds shall be sold for not less than 
the principal amount thereof plus accrued 
interest’’

(b) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS AND CON-
FORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) REPEAL.—Section 8(b)(ii)(B) of the Re-
vised Organic Act of the Virgin Islands (48 
U.S.C. 1574(b)(ii)(B)) is repealed. 

(2) REDESIGNATION.—Section 8(b)(ii)(C) of 
the Revised Organic Act of the Virgin Is-
lands (48 U.S.C. 1574(b)(ii)(C)) is redesignated 
as section 8(b)(ii)(B). 

(3) REDUNDANT PROVISION.—Section 1 of 
Public Law 94–392 (90 Stat. 1193) is amended 
by striking subsection (d). 
SEC. 2. AGREEMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In-
terior is authorized to enter into an agree-
ment with the Governor of the Virgin Islands 
establishing mutually agreed financial ac-
countability and performance standards for 
the fiscal operations of the Government of 
the Virgin Islands. 

(b) TRANSMISSION TO CONGRESS.—Upon rati-
fication of the agreement authorized in sub-
section (a) by both parties, the Secretary 
shall forward a copy of the agreement to the 
Committee on Resources in the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources in the Senate. 
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by 
subsection (b), the amendments made by sec-
tion 1 shall apply to those instruments of in-
debtedness issued by the Government of the 
Virgin Islands after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

(b) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO REACH AGREE-
MENT.—If the agreement authorized in sec-
tion 2(a) is not ratified by both parties on or 
before December 31, 1999, the amendments 
made by section 1—

(A) shall not apply to instruments of in-
debtedness issued by the Government of the 
Virgin Islands on or after December 31, 1999; 
and

(B) shall continue to apply to those instru-
ments of indebtedness issued by the Govern-
ment of the Virgin Islands after the date of 
the enactment of this Act and before Decem-
ber 31, 1999. 
SEC. 4. CONSTRUCTION. 

These amendments to the Revised Organic 
Act of the Virgin Islands are not intended to 
modify the internal revenue laws. Thus, the 
bonds authorized by this bill must comply 
with subsection (c) of section 149 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 (which requires 
the new bonds to comply with the appro-
priate requirements of the Internal Revenue 
Code).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) and the gen-
tlewoman from the Virgin Islands (Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SAXTON).

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to com-
mend the gentlewoman from the Virgin 
Islands (Mrs. CHRISTENSEN) for the 
great work that she has done in bring-
ing this bill to the floor today.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 2841, 
to amend the Revised Organic Act of the Vir-

gin Islands to provide for greater fiscal auton-
omy consistent with other United States juris-
dictions. This bill will allow the Government of 
the Virgin islands to use new, flexible bonding 
authority to help them out of their current dire 
financial crisis. The new authority is condi-
tioned on the Virgin Islands entering into an 
agreement committing to financial account-
ability and performance standards. This up-
dated bonding authority is one way Congress 
can help the Virgin Islands to help themselves 
resolve their financial problems. 

H.R. 2841 provides for: The Virgin Islands 
to enjoy the same fiscal authority of other 
states and territories for the issuance of gen-
eral obligation bonds; a financial accountability 
and performance standards agreement to be 
concluded by the Government of the Virgin Is-
lands and the Department of Interior; and the 
additional bonding authority to terminate if the 
financial accountability and performance 
standards agreement is not concluded by De-
cember 31, 1999. 

Members should know that the amendments 
to the Virgin Islands Organic Act made by this 
bill are not intended to modify the internal rev-
enue laws. Thus, the bonds authorized by 
H.R. 2841 must comply with subsection (c) of 
section 149 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986. I thank Chairman ARCHER of the Ways 
and Means Committee and his staff as well as 
the Joint Committee on Taxation for their ex-
traordinary cooperation in helping to schedule 
this bill today. 

I urge my colleagues to support this meas-
ure. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SAXTON) for his kind remarks and for 
joining me on the floor this afternoon 
for an explanation of H.R. 2481, to pro-
vide the Virgin Islands with greater fis-
cal autonomy consistent with other 
United States jurisdictions. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), chairman, and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER), the ranking member, 
for their support on this bill and for 
their willingness to assist the Virgin 
Islands generally to recover from our 
fiscal difficulties. 

Mr. Speaker, the Governor of the Vir-
gin Islands requested that I introduce 
H.R. 2481 to make it less expensive for 
his administration to close on a 
planned financing to meet currently 
due obligations as well as to provide 
sufficient cash reserves to operate the 
territorial government while his deficit 
reduction plan and budget initiatives 
take effect. 

Usually matters such as this one re-
lating to the bonding authority to a 
particular State or territory are de-
fined by local law. However, in the case 
of my district, the U.S. Virgin Islands, 
we have not yet adopted a constitu-
tion, and the Federal law which acts as 
our constitution does not give us the 

same general obligation bonding au-
thority enjoyed by other local jurisdic-
tions; thus the need for this bill which 
was reported out of Committee on Re-
sources by a unanimous vote. 

I also want to take this opportunity 
to discuss briefly the overall financial 
picture of the U.S. Virgin Islands, as 
further background. 

We are presently wrestling with a 
large cumulative deficit which has de-
veloped over the last 10 years and an 
annual operating deficit which has 
brought the Territory close to the 
bridge of fiscal collapse. The causes are 
many, both internal and external. 

As my colleagues know, we have been 
the victim of a series of hundred-year 
hurricanes which came at such a rate 
and pace that we have never been able 
to completely recover. 

The toll that these natural disasters 
took on the private sector placed an 
extra burden on an already over-bloat-
ed government sector and increased the 
obstacles to our struggle to downsize 
or right-size. 

Even though government revenues 
are still not where they should be be-
cause of the problems yet being faced 
by our private sector, steps are being 
put in place to reduce government 
spending and increase revenues in 
order to begin to reduce our deficit. 
Initiatives are also in progress to stim-
ulate our economy. 

The bill before us today is an impor-
tant part of this effort. But there are 
other important areas in which we look 
to Congress for support and assistance. 

The first is lifting the current cap on 
the return of Federal excise taxes on 
Virgin Islands-produced rum, as pro-
vided for in our Organic Act, or our 
working constitution. I cannot over-
state the importance of the funds that 
lifting the rum cap would provide to 
the Virgin Islands. It is essential that 
we receive these additional funds if we 
are to have any success at all in recov-
ering from the current fiscal crisis. 

We have certainly appreciated the 
passage of my bill to revive a watch in-
dustry that has been the mainstay of 
employment for many on the island of 
St. Croix, and I thank my colleagues, 
but that will not be enough. 

We also need for my colleagues to 
provide full funding to the territories 
under the Children’s Health Insurance 
Program or CHIP. Full funding under 
CHIP to the territories, based on our 
populations, was proposed by the ad-
ministration when the program first 
began. However, decisions made by this 
body as a result of the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1997, provided us with less than 
what is necessary to ensure that our 
children receive medical care, and this 
causes an undue strain on our already 
beleaguered local treasury.

b 1645

Mr. Speaker, my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Puerto Rico (Mr. ROMERO-
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BARCELÓ), and I have a bill to provide 
full funding for the territories under 
CHIP, and I hope that all my col-
leagues will support its passage. 

There are incipient discussions on 
several other initiatives for which, 
when further researched and developed, 
we may ask later for your assistance 
and support as well. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2841 would allow 
the government of the Virgin Islands 
to avoid a costly two-step financing ar-
rangement. In the absence of such leg-
islation, the outdated limitations in 
the Government’s general obligation 
authority would cause the government 
of the Virgin Islands to incur extraor-
dinary costs in excess of $6 million in 
order to complete this process. 

Additionally, the new authority that 
the bill provides will expire on Decem-
ber 31, 1999, if the government of the 
Virgin Islands and the Secretary of the 
Interior do not reach an agreement on 
various fiscal and accountability 
standards for reducing the islands’ def-
icit. I urge my colleagues to support 
this bill. 

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

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
note that, as the gentlewoman has just 
pointed out, this is a bill which is in-
tended to provide, we hope, the eco-
nomic stimulus necessary for the Vir-
gin Islands to do a better job economi-
cally in order to benefit the constitu-
ents of the gentlewoman from the Vir-
gin Islands (Mrs. CHRISTENSEN).

But beyond that, I would like to say 
that the gentlewoman has worked so 
hard to bring this bill to the floor, and 
I hope that her constituents are mind-
ful of the great effort that she has put 
into this bill. So, Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I would just like to commend her 
for it and ask all my colleagues to sup-
port the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to just thank again the gen-
tleman from Alaska (Mr. YOUNG), the 
ranking member of the committee, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER), and my colleague, the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SAXTON), as well as my staff and the 
staff of the committee for the hard 
work in assisting me to get this bill to 
the floor today.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
speak in favor of H.R. 2841 which provides 
the U.S. Virgin Islands (USVI) greater fiscal 
autonomy. I commend my colleague, Rep-
resentative DONNA CHRISTENSEN for ensuring 
that the voices of the people of the USVI are 
heard in Congress. I also thank Chairman 
DON YOUNG and Ranking Member GEORGE 
MILLER for making certain that this legislation 
moved quickly and without resistance through 
the Committee. 

As is the condition with most other U.S. Ter-
ritories, such as Guam, American Samoa, and 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas 
Islands, the USVI is also experiencing finan-
cial difficulties. For the past several years, 
while the U.S. has been able to boast of low 
unemployment and increased revenues, the 
U.S. territories have not been as fortunate. For 
the economies of Guam and the CNMI, which 
are largely dependent on tourism, our down-
turn has been a condition of Asia’s financial 
crisis. Other Territories remain diligent and 
continue to explore new ways to attract busi-
nesses to their island. The USVI, however, 
has been placed at a disadvantage of pro-
viding themselves the opportunity for more 
economic activity. 

H.R. 2841 will help with USVI get back on 
their feet and provide them the opportunity to 
diversify and expand their economic opportuni-
ties. This same authority exists with other U.S. 
Territories but was not included in USVI’s Re-
vised Organic Act. H.R. 2481 corrects this 
oversight and extends them the ability already 
enjoyed by the other territories. 

I encourage my colleagues to vote in favor 
of H.R. 2481. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
UPTON). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. SAXTON) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 2841, as amended. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 2841, S. 944, S. 323, S. 293, 
and H.R. 1934, the five bills just de-
bated.

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

There was no objection. 
f 

PRESERVING AFFORDABLE HOUS-
ING FOR SENIOR CITIZENS AND 
FAMILIES INTO THE 21ST CEN-
TURY ACT 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 202) to restructure the financing 
for assisted housing for senior citizens 
and otherwise provide for the preserva-
tion of such housing in the 21st Cen-
tury, and for other purposes, as amend-
ed.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 202

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE AND TABLE OF CON-
TENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Preserving Affordable Housing for Sen-
ior Citizens and Families into the 21st Cen-
tury Act’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title and table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Regulations. 
Sec. 3. Effective date. 
TITLE I—CONVERSION OF FINANCING 

AND REFINANCING FOR SECTION 202 
SUPPORTIVE HOUSING FOR THE EL-
DERLY

Sec. 101. Conversion of financing 
Sec. 102. Prepayment and refinancing. 
TITLE II—AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-

PRIATIONS FOR SUPPORTIVE HOUSING 
FOR THE ELDERLY AND PERSONS 
WITH DISABILITIES 

Sec. 201. Supportive housing for elderly per-
sons.

Sec. 202. Supportive housing for persons 
with disabilities. 

Sec. 203. Service coordinators and con-
gregate services for elderly and 
disabled housing. 

TITLE III—EXPANDING HOUSING OPPOR-
TUNITIES FOR THE ELDERLY AND PER-
SONS WITH DISABILITIES 

Subtitle A—Housing for the Elderly 
Sec. 301. Matching grant program. 
Sec. 302. Eligibility of for-profit limited 

partnerships.
Sec. 303. Mixed funding sources. 
Sec. 304. Authority to acquire structures. 
Sec. 305. Mixed-income occupancy. 
Sec. 306. Use of project reserves. 
Sec. 307. Commercial activities. 
Sec. 308. Mixed finance pilot program. 
Sec. 309. Grants for conversion of elderly 

housing to assisted living facili-
ties.

Sec. 310. Grants for conversion of public 
housing projects to assisted liv-
ing facilities. 

Sec. 311. Use of section 8 assistance for as-
sisted living facilities. 

Sec. 312. Annual HUD inventory of assisted 
housing designated for elderly 
persons.

Sec. 313. Treatment of applications. 
Subtitle B—Housing for Persons With 

Disabilities
Sec. 321. Matching grant program. 
Sec. 322. Eligibility of for-profit limited 

partnerships.
Sec. 323. Mixed funding sources. 
Sec. 324. Tenant-based assistance. 
Sec. 325. Project size. 
Sec. 326. Use of project reserves. 
Sec. 327. Commercial activities. 

Subtitle C—Other Provisions 
Sec. 341. Service coordinators. 
Sec. 342. Commission on Affordable Housing 

and Health Care Facility Needs 
in the 21st Century. 

TITLE IV—RENEWAL OF EXPIRING RENT-
AL ASSISTANCE CONTRACTS AND PRO-
TECTION OF RESIDENTS 

Sec. 401. Findings and purpose. 
Sec. 402. Renewal of expiring contracts and 

enhanced vouchers for project 
residents.

Sec. 403. Section 236 assistance. 
Sec. 404. Matching grant program for afford-

able housing preservation. 
Sec. 405. Rehabilitation of assisted housing. 
Sec. 406. Technical assistance. 
Sec. 407. Termination of section 8 contract 

and duration of renewal con-
tract.
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Sec. 408. Enhanced voucher eligibility for 

residents of flexible subsidy 
properties.

Sec. 409. Enhanced disposition authority. 
Sec. 410. Assistance for nonprofit purchasers 

preserving affordable housing. 
TITLE V—MORTGAGE INSURANCE FOR 

HEALTH CARE FACILITIES AND HOME 
EQUITY CONVERSION MORTGAGES 

Sec. 501. Rehabilitation of existing hos-
pitals, nursing homes, and 
other facilities. 

Sec. 502. New health care facilities. 
Sec. 503. Hospitals and hospital-based health 

care facilities. 
Sec. 504. Insurance for mortgages to refi-

nance existing home equity 
conversion mortgages.

SEC. 2. REGULATIONS. 
The Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-

opment shall issue any regulations to carry 
out this Act and the amendments made by 
this Act that the Secretary determines may 
or will affect tenants of federally assisted 
housing only after notice and opportunity 
for public comment in accordance with the 
procedure under section 553 of title 5, United 
States Code, applicable to substantive rules 
(notwithstanding subsections (a)(2), (b)(B), 
and (d)(3) of such section). Notice of such 
proposed rulemaking shall be provided by 
publication in the Federal Register. In 
issuing such regulations, the Secretary shall 
take such actions as may be necessary to en-
sure that such tenants are notified of, and 
provided an opportunity to participate in, 
the rulemaking, as required by such section 
553.
SEC. 3. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The provisions of this Act 
and the amendments made by this Act are 
effective as of the date of the enactment of 
this Act, unless such provisions or amend-
ments specifically provide for effectiveness 
or applicability upon another date certain. 

(b) EFFECT OF REGULATORY AUTHORITY.—
Any authority in this Act or the amend-
ments made by this Act to issue regulations, 
and any specific requirement to issue regula-
tions by a date certain, may not be con-
strued to affect the effectiveness or applica-
bility of the provisions of this Act or the 
amendments made by this Act under such 
provisions and amendments and subsection 
(a) of this section.
TITLE I—CONVERSION OF FINANCING 

AND REFINANCING FOR SECTION 202 
SUPPORTIVE HOUSING FOR THE ELDER-
LY

SEC. 101. CONVERSION OF FINANCING 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provisions 

of this section, at the request of the owner of 
a project assisted under section 202 of the 
Housing Act of 1959 (as in effect before the 
enactment of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act) and section 8 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (or 
any other rental housing assistance pro-
grams of the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, including the rent sup-
plement program under section 101 of the 
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965 
(12 U.S.C. 1701s)), the Secretary shall convert 
the financing of any such housing project to 
financing under section 202 of the Housing 
Act of 1959, as amended by section 801 of the 
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 
Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1701q). In such a con-
version, the Secretary shall, if requested by 
the owner, convert loans made under such 
section 202 (as in effect before enactment of 
the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 
Housing Act), and shall convert section 8 

contracts (or such other contracts for rental 
housing assistance) provided in connection 
with such loans, into capital advances and 
project rental assistance under section 202 
(as amended by section 801 of the Cranston-
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act), 
respectively, in accordance with this section. 

(b) DEBT FORGIVENESS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

in converting the financing of any housing 
project pursuant to this section, the Sec-
retary shall cancel any indebtedness to the 
Secretary relating to any remaining prin-
cipal and interest under any loan for the 
project made under section 202 of the Hous-
ing Act of 1959 (as in effect before the enact-
ment of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Af-
fordable Housing Act). 

(2) BUDGET ACT COMPLIANCE.—The author-
ity of the Secretary to cancel indebtedness 
under paragraph (1) shall be effective only to 
the extent or in such amounts as are or have 
been provided in advance in appropriation 
Acts.

(c) CANCELLATION OF RENTAL ASSISTANCE
CONTRACTS AND USE OF PROJECT FUNDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For each housing project 
for which debt is canceled under subsection 
(b) of this section pursuant to a request for 
conversion under subsection (a), the Sec-
retary shall cancel any contract for rental 
assistance for the project under section 8 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (or any 
other contract for rental housing assistance 
under a program of the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, including the 
rent supplement program under section 101 
of the Housing and Urban Development Act 
of 1965 (12 U.S.C. 1701s)). 

(2) USE OF UNEXPENDED AMOUNTS.—
Amounts previously obligated for such con-
tract that remain unexpended shall be used 
as follows: 

(A) PROJECT RENTAL ASSISTANCE CON-
TRACT.—Remaining amounts shall be used 
first, to the extent necessary, to provide 
rental assistance for the project, under a 
contract for project rental assistance under 
section 202(c)(2) of the Housing Act of 1959 (12 
U.S.C. 1701q(c)(2)), that—

(i) has a duration that is not less than the 
remainder of the section 8 or other rental 
housing assistance contract canceled; and 

(ii) provides assistance in an annual 
amount that is equal to the aggregate 
amount provided during the last 12-month 
period under the section 8 or other rental 
housing assistance contract for the project 
canceled (pursuant to paragraph (1) of this 
subsection), less the portion of such assist-
ance that is attributable to debt service for 
the loan on the project canceled under sub-
section (b) of this section, subject to an an-
nual adjustment of existing rents under the 
contract by an operating cost adjustment 
factor established by the Secretary (which 
shall not result in a negative adjustment). 

(B) CREDIT AGAINST LOAN CANCELLATION.—
Amounts remaining after compliance with 
subparagraph (A) shall, on a fiscal year 
basis, be transferred to the account covering 
the loan for the project canceled pursuant to 
subsection (b) and shall be credited as offset-
ting collection to such account, in an 
amount for each fiscal year that is equal to 
the amount of indebtedness canceled for such 
year pursuant such subsection. 

(C) RETROFITTING, RENOVATION, AND SERV-
ICE COORDINATORS.—Any amounts remaining 
after compliance with subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) may be used, to the extent the Secretary 
considers appropriate, to retrofit or renovate 
the project or provide a service coordinator 
for residents of the project, to the same ex-

tent that such activities are authorized to be 
provided under section 802 of the Cranston-
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act to 
housing assisted under such section.

Any such unexpended amounts in excess of 
the amount used in accordance with subpara-
graphs (A) through (C) shall be recaptured by 
the Secretary. 

(3) USE OF PROJECT FUNDS.—In converting 
the financing of any housing project pursu-
ant to this section, the Secretary may au-
thorize the owner of the project to use any 
residual receipts held for the project that ex-
ceed $500 per unit (or such other amount as 
the Secretary may prescribe based on the 
needs of the project) in accordance with 
paragraph (2) to improve the market viabil-
ity, affordability, or service to low-income 
elderly residents of the project. 

(d) THIRD PARTY PROCESSING.—The Sec-
retary may enter into contracts with public 
or private entities as the Secretary considers 
appropriate to facilitate efficient processing 
of elderly housing project conversions under 
this section. 

(e) TENANT PROTECTIONS.—Notwith-
standing any provision of section 202 of the 
Housing Act of 1959, as amended by section 
801 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Af-
fordable Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1701q)—

(1) any tenant who, at the time of the con-
version under this section of the financing 
for a housing project, is lawfully residing in 
a dwelling unit in the project, may not be 
considered to be ineligible for continued resi-
dency in the project after such date because 
such tenant is not a very low-income elderly 
person; and 

(2) very low-income persons with disabil-
ities (as such term is defined in section 811 of 
the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 
Housing Act) shall be eligible for occupancy 
in such project, and units in the project shall 
be reserved for occupancy by such persons in 
not less than the same ratio that units in 
such project are occupied, upon the date of 
conversion under this section, by handi-
capped families (as such term is defined in 
section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as in 
effect before the enactment of the Cranston-
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act). 

(f) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The Secretary 
may waive the applicability of any provision 
of law or regulation necessary to carry out 
this section. 

(g) STUDY OF DEBT FORGIVENESS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

duct an analysis of the net impact on the 
Federal budget deficit or surplus of making 
available, on a one-time basis, to sponsors of 
projects assisted under section 202 of the 
Housing Act of 1959 (as in effect before the 
enactment of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act), forgiveness 
of any indebtedness to the Secretary relating 
to any remaining principal and interest 
under loans made under such section, to-
gether with a dollar for dollar reduction in 
the amount of rental assistance under sec-
tion 8 of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 or other rental assistance provided for 
such project. Such analysis shall take into 
consideration the full cost of future appro-
priations for rental assistance under such 
section 8 expected to be provided if such debt 
forgiveness does not take place, notwith-
standing current budgetary treatment of 
such actions pursuant to the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than the expiration 
of the 3-month period beginning on the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
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shall submit a report to the Congress con-
taining the quantitative results of the anal-
ysis and an enumeration of any project or 
administrative benefits of such actions.
SEC. 102. PREPAYMENT AND REFINANCING. 

(a) APPROVAL OF PREPAYMENT OF DEBT.—
Upon request of the project sponsor of a 
project assisted with a loan under section 202 
of the Housing Act of 1959 (as in effect before 
the enactment of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act), the Sec-
retary shall approve the prepayment of any 
indebtedness to the Secretary relating to 
any remaining principal and interest under 
the loan as part of a prepayment plan under 
which—

(1) the project sponsor agrees to operate 
the project until the maturity date of the 
original loan under terms at least as advan-
tageous to existing and future tenants as the 
terms required by the original loan agree-
ment or any rental assistance payments con-
tract under section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 (or any other rental 
housing assistance programs of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development, in-
cluding the rent supplement program under 
section 101 of the Housing and Urban Devel-
opment Act of 1965 (12 U.S.C. 1701s)) relating 
to the project; and 

(2) the prepayment may involve refi-
nancing of the loan if such refinancing re-
sults in a lower interest rate on the principal 
of the loan for the project and in reductions 
in debt service related to such loan. 

(b) SOURCES OF REFINANCING.—In the case 
of prepayment under this section involving 
refinancing, the project sponsor may refi-
nance the project through any third party 
source, including financing by State and 
local housing finance agencies, use of tax-ex-
empt bonds, multi-family mortgage insur-
ance under the National Housing Act, rein-
surance, or other credit enhancements, in-
cluding risk sharing as provided under sec-
tion 542 of the Housing and Community De-
velopment Act of 1992 (12 U.S.C. 1707 note). 
For purposes of underwriting a loan insured 
under the National Housing Act, the Sec-
retary may assume that any section 8 rental 
assistance contract relating to a project will 
be renewed for the term of such loan. 

(c) USE OF UNEXPENDED AMOUNTS.—Upon
execution of the refinancing for a project 
pursuant to this section, the Secretary shall 
make available at least 50 percent of the an-
nual savings resulting from reduced section 8 
or other rental housing assistance contracts 
in a manner that is advantageous to the ten-
ants, including—

(1) not more than 15 percent of the cost of 
increasing the availability or provision of 
supportive services, which may include the 
financing of service coordinators and con-
gregate services; 

(2) rehabilitation, modernization, or retro-
fitting of structures, common areas, or indi-
vidual dwelling units; 

(3) construction of an addition or other fa-
cility in the project, including assisted liv-
ing facilities (or, upon the approval of the 
Secretary, facilities located in the commu-
nity where the project sponsor refinances a 
project under this section, or pools shared 
resources from more than one such project); 
or

(4) rent reduction of unassisted tenants re-
siding in the project according to a pro rata 
allocation of shared savings resulting from 
the refinancing. 

(d) USE OF CERTAIN PROJECT FUNDS.—The
Secretary shall allow a project sponsor that 
is prepaying and refinancing a project under 
this section—

(1) to use any residual receipts held for 
that project in excess of $500 per individual 
dwelling unit for not more than 15 percent of 
the cost of activities designed to increase the 
availability or provision of supportive serv-
ices; and 

(2) to use any reserves for replacement in 
excess of $1,000 per individual dwelling unit 
for activities described in paragraphs (2) and 
(3) of subsection (c).

(e) BUDGET ACT COMPLIANCE.—This section 
shall be effective only to extent or in such 
amounts that are provided in advance in ap-
propriation Acts. 
TITLE II—AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-

PRIATIONS FOR SUPPORTIVE HOUSING 
FOR THE ELDERLY AND PERSONS WITH 
DISABILITIES

SEC. 201. SUPPORTIVE HOUSING FOR ELDERLY 
PERSONS.

Section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959 (12 
U.S.C. 1701q) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

‘‘(m) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated for 
providing assistance under this section 
$700,000,000 for fiscal year 2000 and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of fiscal years 
2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004. Of the amount pro-
vided in appropriation Acts for assistance 
under this section in each such fiscal year, 5 
percent shall be available only for providing 
assistance in accordance with the require-
ments under subsection (c)(4) (relating to 
matching funds), except that if there insuffi-
cient eligible applicants for such assistance, 
any amount remaining shall be used for as-
sistance under this section.’’. 
SEC. 202. SUPPORTIVE HOUSING FOR PERSONS 

WITH DISABILITIES. 
Section 811 of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-

tional Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 8013) 
is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (m) as sub-
section (n); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (l) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(m) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated for 
providing assistance under this section 
$225,000,000 for fiscal year 2000 and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of fiscal years 
2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004. Of the amount pro-
vided in appropriation Acts for assistance 
under this section in each such fiscal year, 5 
percent shall be available only for providing 
assistance in accordance with the require-
ments under subsection (d)(5) (relating to 
matching funds), except that if there insuffi-
cient eligible applicants for such assistance, 
any amount remaining shall be used for as-
sistance under this section.’’.
SEC. 203. SERVICE COORDINATORS AND CON-

GREGATE SERVICES FOR ELDERLY 
AND DISABLED HOUSING. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FEDERALLY ASSISTED HOUSING.—There is au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development 
$50,000,000 for fiscal year 2000, and such sums 
as may be necessary for each of fiscal years 
2001 and 2002, for the following purposes: 

(1) GRANTS FOR SERVICE COORDINATORS FOR
CERTAIN FEDERALLY ASSISTED MULTIFAMILY
HOUSING.—For grants under section 676 of the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 
1992 (42 U.S.C. 13632) for providing service co-
ordinators.

(2) CONGREGATE SERVICES FOR FEDERALLY
ASSISTED HOUSING.—For contracts under sec-
tion 802 of the Cranston-Gonzalez National 
Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 8011) to 
provide congregate services programs for eli-
gible residents of eligible housing projects 

under subparagraphs (B) through (D) of sub-
section (k)(6) of such section. 

(b) PUBLIC HOUSING.—There is authorized 
to be appropriated to the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development for fiscal year 
2000 for grants for use only for activities de-
scribed in paragraph (2) of section 34(b) of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 
U.S.C. 1437z–6(b)(2))—

(1) such sums as may be necessary for re-
newal of all grants made in prior fiscal years 
for providing service coordinators and con-
gregate services for the elderly and disabled 
in public housing; and 

(B) $11,000,000 for grants in addition to such 
renewal grants. 
TITLE III—EXPANDING HOUSING OPPOR-

TUNITIES FOR THE ELDERLY AND PER-
SONS WITH DISABILITIES 

Subtitle A—Housing for the Elderly 
SEC. 301. MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM. 

Section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959 (12 
U.S.C. 1701q) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b), in the second sen-
tence, by inserting ‘‘or through matching 
grants under subsection (c)(4)’’ after ‘‘sub-
section (c)(1)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c), by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(4) MATCHING GRANTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Amounts made avail-

able for assistance under this paragraph 
shall be used only for capital advances in ac-
cordance with paragraph (1), except that the 
Secretary shall require that, as a condition 
of providing assistance under this paragraph 
for a project, the applicant for assistance 
shall supplement the assistance with 
amounts from sources other than this sec-
tion in an amount that is not less than 25 to 
50 percent (as the Secretary may determine) 
of the amount of assistance provided pursu-
ant to this paragraph for the project. 

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENT FOR NON-FEDERAL
FUNDS.—Not less than 50 percent of supple-
mental amounts provided for a project pur-
suant to subparagraph (A) shall be from non-
Federal sources. Such supplemental amounts 
may include the value of any in-kind con-
tributions, including donated land, struc-
tures, equipment, and other contributions as 
the Secretary considers appropriate, but 
only if the existence of such in-kind con-
tributions results in the construction of 
more dwelling units than would have been 
constructed absent such contributions. 

‘‘(C) INCOME ELIGIBILITY.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of this section, the Sec-
retary shall provide that, in a project as-
sisted under this paragraph, a number of 
dwelling units may be made available for oc-
cupancy by elderly persons who are not very 
low-income persons in a number such that 
the ratio that the number of dwelling units 
in the project so occupied bears to the total 
number of units in the project does not ex-
ceed the ratio that the amount from non-
Federal sources provided for the project pur-
suant to this paragraph bears to the sum of 
the capital advances provided for the project 
under this paragraph and all supplemental 
amounts for the project provided pursuant to 
this paragraph.’’. 
SEC. 302. ELIGIBILITY OF FOR-PROFIT LIMITED 

PARTNERSHIPS.
Section 202(k)(4) of the Housing Act of 1959 

(12 U.S.C. 1701q(k)(4)) is amended by adding 
after and below subparagraph (C) the fol-
lowing new sentence:

‘‘Such term includes a for-profit limited 
partnership the sole general partner of which 
is an organization meeting the requirements 
under subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) and a 
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corporation wholly owned by an organization 
meeting the requirements under subpara-
graphs (A), (B), and (C).’’. 
SEC. 303. MIXED FUNDING SOURCES. 

Section 202(h)(6) of the Housing Act of 1959 
(12 U.S.C. 1701q(h)(6)) is amended by striking 
‘‘non-Federal sources’’ and inserting 
‘‘sources other than this section’’. 
SEC. 304. AUTHORITY TO ACQUIRE STRUCTURES. 

Section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959 (12 
U.S.C. 1701q) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘from the 
Resolution Trust Corporation’’; and 

(2) in subsection (h)(2)—
(A) in the heading for subparagraph (A), by 

striking ‘‘RTC PROPERTIES’’ and inserting 
‘‘ACQUISITION’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘from the Resolution’’ and 
all that follows through ‘‘Insurance Act’’. 
SEC. 305. MIXED-INCOME OCCUPANCY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The first sentence of sec-
tion 202(i)(1) of the Housing Act of 1959 (12 
U.S.C. 1701q(i)(1)) is amended by striking 
‘‘and (B)’’ and inserting the following: ‘‘(B) 
notwithstanding clause (A) and in the case 
only of a supportive housing project for the 
elderly which has a high vacancy level (as 
such term is defined by the Secretary, but 
which shall not include vacancy upon the 
initial availability of units in a building), 
consistent with the purpose of improving 
housing opportunities for very low- and low-
income elderly persons; and (C).’’. 

(b) AVAILABILITY OF UNITS.—Section 202(i) 
of the Housing Act of 1959 (12 U.S.C. 1701q(i)) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) AVAILABILITY OF UNITS.—In the case of 
a supportive housing project described in 
subsection (i)(1)(B) that has a vacant dwell-
ing unit, an owner may not make a dwelling 
unit available for occupancy by, nor make 
any commitment to provide occupancy in 
the unit to, a low-income family that is not 
a very low-income family unless each eligi-
ble very low-income family that has applied 
for occupancy in the project has been offered 
an opportunity to accept occupancy in a unit 
in the project.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 202 
of the Housing Act of 1959 (12 U.S.C. 1701q) is 
amended—

(1) in subsection (c)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting after ‘‘el-

derly persons’’ the following: ‘‘, and for low-
income elderly persons to the extent such oc-
cupancy is made available pursuant to sub-
section (i)(1)(B),’’; 

(B) in the first sentence of paragraph (2), 
by inserting after ‘‘elderly persons’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘or by low-income elderly persons 
(to the extent such occupancy is made avail-
able pursuant to subsection (i)(1)(B))’’; and 

(C) in paragraph (3), by inserting after 
‘‘very low-income person’’ the following: ‘‘or 
a low-income person (to the extent such oc-
cupancy is made available pursuant to sub-
section (i)(1)(B))’’; 

(2) in subsection (d)(1), by inserting after 
‘‘elderly persons’’ the following: ‘‘, and low-
income elderly persons to the extent such oc-
cupancy is made available pursuant to sub-
section (i)(1)(B),’’; and 

(3) in subsection (k)—
(A) by redesignating paragraphs (3) 

through (8) as paragraphs (4) through (9), re-
spectively; and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) LOW-INCOME.—The term ‘low-income’ 
has the same meaning given the term ‘low-
income families’ under section 3(b)(2) of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437a(b)(2)).’’.

SEC. 306. USE OF PROJECT RESERVES. 

Section 202(j) of the Housing Act of 1959 (12 
U.S.C. 1701q(j)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(8) USE OF PROJECT RESERVES.—Amounts
for project reserves for a project assisted 
under this section may be used for costs, 
subject to reasonable limitations as the Sec-
retary determines appropriate, for reducing 
the number of dwelling units in the project. 
Such use shall be subject to the approval of 
the Secretary to ensure that the use is de-
signed to retrofit units that are currently 
obsolete or unmarketable.’’. 

SEC. 307. COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES. 

Section 202(h)(1) of the Housing Act of 1959 
(12 U.S.C. 1701q(h)(1)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new sentence: ‘‘Nei-
ther this section nor any other provision of 
law may be construed as prohibiting or pre-
venting the location and operation, in a 
project assisted under this section, of com-
mercial facilities for the benefit of residents 
of the project and the community in which 
the project is located.’’. 

SEC. 308. MIXED FINANCE PILOT PROGRAM. 

(a) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of Housing 
and Urban Development shall carry out a 
pilot program under this section to deter-
mine the effectiveness and feasibility of pro-
viding assistance under section 202 of the 
Housing Act of 1959 (12 U.S.C. 1701q) for hous-
ing projects that are used both for sup-
portive housing for the elderly and for other 
types of housing, which may include market 
rate housing. 

(b) SCOPE.—Under the pilot program the 
Secretary shall provide, to the extent that 
sufficient approvable applications for such 
assistance are received, assistance in the 
manner provided under subsection (d) for not 
more than 5 housing projects. 

(c) MIXED USE.—The Secretary shall re-
quire, for a project to be assisted under the 
pilot program—

(1) that a portion of the dwelling units in 
the project be reserved for use in accordance 
with, and subject to, the requirements appli-
cable to units assisted under section 202 of 
the Housing Act of 1959; and 

(2) that the remainder of the dwelling units 
be used for other purposes. 

(d) FINANCING.—The Secretary may use 
amounts provided for assistance under sec-
tion 202 of the Housing Act of 1959 for assist-
ance under the pilot program for capital ad-
vances in accordance with subsection (d)(1) 
of such section and project rental assistance 
in accordance with subsection (d)(2) of such 
section, only for dwelling units described in 
subsection (c)(1) of this section. Any assist-
ance provided pursuant to subsection (d)(1) 
of such section 202 shall be provided in the 
form of a capital advance, subject to repay-
ment as provided in such subsection, and 
shall not be structured as a loan. The Sec-
retary shall take such action as may be nec-
essary to ensure that the repayment contin-
gency under such subsection is enforceable 
for projects assisted under the pilot program 
and to provide for appropriate protections of 
the interests of the Secretary in relation to 
other interests in the projects so assisted. 

(e) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding
subsection (c)(1) of this section, the Sec-
retary may waive the applicability of any 
provision of section 202 of the Housing Act of 
1959 for any project assisted under the pilot 
program under this section as may be appro-
priate to carry out the program, except to 
the extent inconsistent with this section. 

SEC. 309. GRANTS FOR CONVERSION OF ELDERLY 
HOUSING TO ASSISTED LIVING FA-
CILITIES.

Title II of the Housing Act of 1959 is 
amended by inserting after section 202a (12 
U.S.C. 1701q–1) the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 202b. GRANTS FOR CONVERSION OF ELDER-

LY HOUSING TO ASSISTED LIVING 
FACILITIES.

‘‘(a) GRANT AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development may make 
grants in accordance with this section to 
owners of eligible projects described in sub-
section (b) for one or both of the following 
activities:

‘‘(1) REPAIRS.—Substantial capital repairs 
to a project that are needed to rehabilitate, 
modernize, or retrofit aging structures, com-
mon areas, or individual dwelling units. 

‘‘(2) CONVERSION.—Activities designed to 
convert dwelling units in the eligible project 
to assisted living facilities for elderly per-
sons.

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—An eligible 
project described in this subsection is a mul-
tifamily housing project that is—

‘‘(1) described in subparagraph (B), (C), (D), 
(E), (F), or (G) of section 683(2) of the Hous-
ing and Community Development Act of 1992 
(42 U.S.C. 13641(2)), or (B) only to the extent 
amounts of the Department of Agriculture 
are made available to the Secretary of Hous-
ing and Urban Development for such grants 
under this section for such projects, subject 
to a loan made or insured under section 515 
of the Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1485); 

‘‘(2) owned by a private nonprofit organiza-
tion (as such term is defined in section 202); 
and

‘‘(3) designated primarily for occupancy by 
elderly persons.
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
subsection or this section, an unused or un-
derutilized commercial property may be con-
sidered an eligible project under this sub-
section, except that the Secretary may not 
provide grants under this section for more 3 
such properties. For any such projects, any 
reference under this section to dwelling 
units shall be considered to refer to the 
premises of such properties. 

‘‘(c) APPLICATIONS.—Applications for 
grants under this section shall be submitted 
to the Secretary in accordance with such 
procedures as the Secretary shall establish. 
Such applications shall contain—

‘‘(1) a description of the substantial capital 
repairs or the proposed conversion activities 
for which a grant under this section is re-
quested;

‘‘(2) the amount of the grant requested to 
complete the substantial capital repairs or 
conversion activities; 

‘‘(3) a description of the resources that are 
expected to be made available, if any, in con-
junction with the grant under this section; 
and

‘‘(4) such other information or certifi-
cations that the Secretary determines to be 
necessary or appropriate. 

‘‘(d) FUNDING FOR SERVICES.—The Sec-
retary may not make a grant under this sec-
tion for conversion activities unless the ap-
plication contains sufficient evidence, in the 
determination of the Secretary, of firm com-
mitments for the funding of services to be 
provided in the assisted living facility, which 
may be provided by third parties. 

‘‘(e) SELECTION CRITERIA.—The Secretary 
shall select applications for grants under 
this section based upon selection criteria, 
which shall be established by the Secretary 
and shall include—

‘‘(1) in the case of a grant for substantial 
capital repairs, the extent to which the 
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project to be repaired is in need of such re-
pair, including such factors as the age of im-
provements to be repaired, and the impact 
on the health and safety of residents of fail-
ure to make such repairs; 

‘‘(2) in the case of a grant for conversion 
activities, the extent to which the conver-
sion is likely to provide assisted living facili-
ties that are needed or are expected to be 
needed by the categories of elderly persons 
that the assisted living facility is intended 
to serve, with a special emphasis on very 
low-income elderly persons who need assist-
ance with activities of daily living; 

‘‘(3) the inability of the applicant to fund 
the repairs or conversion activities from ex-
isting financial resources, as evidenced by 
the applicant’s financial records, including 
assets in the applicant’s residual receipts ac-
count and reserves for replacement account; 

‘‘(4) the extent to which the applicant has 
evidenced community support for the repairs 
or conversion, by such indicators as letters 
of support from the local community for the 
repairs or conversion and financial contribu-
tions from public and private sources; 

‘‘(5) in the case of a grant for conversion 
activities, the extent to which the applicant 
demonstrates a strong commitment to pro-
moting the autonomy and independence of 
the elderly persons that the assisted living 
facility is intended to serve; 

‘‘(6) in the case of a grant for conversion 
activities, the quality, completeness, and 
managerial capability of providing the serv-
ices which the assisted living facility intends 
to provide to elderly residents, especially in 
such areas as meals, 24-hour staffing, and on-
site health care; and 

‘‘(7) such other criteria as the Secretary 
determines to be appropriate to ensure that 
funds made available under this section are 
used effectively. 

‘‘(f) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this 
section—

‘‘(1) the term ‘assisted living facility’ has 
the meaning given such term in section 
232(b) of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 
1715w(b)); and 

‘‘(2) the definitions in section 202(k) shall 
apply.

‘‘(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated for 
providing grants under this section such 
sums as may be necessary for each of fiscal 
years 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004.’’. 
SEC. 310. GRANTS FOR CONVERSION OF PUBLIC 

HOUSING PROJECTS TO ASSISTED 
LIVING FACILITIES. 

Title I of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437 et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 36. GRANTS FOR CONVERSION OF PUBLIC 

HOUSING TO ASSISTED LIVING FA-
CILITIES.

‘‘(a) GRANT AUTHORITY.—The Secretary 
may make grants in accordance with this 
section to public housing agencies for use for 
activities designed to convert dwelling units 
in an eligible projects described in sub-
section (b) to assisted living facilities for el-
derly persons. 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE PROJECTS.—An eligible 
project described in this subsection is a pub-
lic housing project (or a portion thereof) 
that has been designated under section 7 for 
occupancy only by elderly persons. 

‘‘(c) APPLICATIONS.—Applications for 
grants under this section shall be submitted 
to the Secretary in accordance with such 
procedures as the Secretary shall establish. 
Such applications shall contain—

‘‘(1) a description of the proposed conver-
sion activities for which a grant under this 
section is requested; 

‘‘(2) the amount of the grant requested; 
‘‘(3) a description of the resources that are 

expected to be made available, if any, in con-
junction with the grant under this section; 
and

‘‘(4) such other information or certifi-
cations that the Secretary determines to be 
necessary or appropriate. 

‘‘(d) FUNDING FOR SERVICES.—The Sec-
retary may not make a grant under this sec-
tion unless the application contains suffi-
cient evidence, in the determination of the 
Secretary, of firm commitments for the 
funding of services to be provided in the as-
sisted living facility. 

‘‘(e) SELECTION CRITERIA.—The Secretary 
shall select applications for grants under 
this section based upon selection criteria, 
which shall be established by the Secretary 
and shall include—

‘‘(1) the extent to which the conversion is 
likely to provide assisted living facilities 
that are needed or are expected to be needed 
by the categories of elderly persons that the 
assisted living facility is intended to serve; 

‘‘(2) the inability of the public housing 
agency to fund the conversion activities 
from existing financial resources, as evi-
denced by the agency’s financial records; 

‘‘(3) the extent to which the agency has 
evidenced community support for the con-
version, by such indicators as letters of sup-
port from the local community for the con-
version and financial contributions from 
public and private sources; 

‘‘(4) extent to which the applicant dem-
onstrates a strong commitment to pro-
moting the autonomy and independence of 
the elderly persons that the assisted living 
facility is intended to serve; 

‘‘(5) the quality, completeness, and mana-
gerial capability of providing the services 
which the assisted living facility intends to 
provide to elderly residents, especially in 
such areas as meals, 24-hour staffing, and on-
site health care; and 

‘‘(6) such other criteria as the Secretary 
determines to be appropriate to ensure that 
funds made available under this section are 
used effectively. 

‘‘(f) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this 
section, the term ‘assisted living facility’ 
has the meaning given such term in section 
232(b) of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 
1715w(b)).

‘‘(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated for 
providing grants under this section such 
sums as may be necessary for each of fiscal 
years 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004.’’. 
SEC. 311. USE OF SECTION 8 ASSISTANCE FOR AS-

SISTED LIVING FACILITIES. 
(a) VOUCHER ASSISTANCE.—Section 8(o) of 

the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 
U.S.C. 1437f(o)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(18) RENTAL ASSISTANCE FOR ASSISTED LIV-
ING FACILITIES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A public housing agency 
may make assistance payments on behalf of 
a family that uses an assisted living facility 
as a principal place of residence and that 
uses such supportive services made available 
in the facility as the agency may require. 
Such payments may be made only for cov-
ering costs of rental of the dwelling unit in 
the assisted living facility and not for cov-
ering any portion of the cost of residing in 
such facility that is attributable to service 
relating to assisted living.

‘‘(B) RENT CALCULATION.—
‘‘(i) CHARGES INCLUDED.—For assistance 

pursuant to this paragraph, the rent of the 
dwelling unit that is a assisted living facility 

with respect to which assistance payments 
are made shall include maintenance and 
management charges related to the dwelling 
unit and tenant-paid utilities. Such rent 
shall not include any charges attributable to 
services relating to assisted living.

‘‘(ii) PAYMENT STANDARD.—In determining 
the monthly assistance that may be paid 
under this paragraph on behalf of any family 
residing in an assisted living facility, the 
public housing agency shall utilize the pay-
ment standard established under paragraph 
(1), for the market area in which the assisted 
living facility is located, for the applicable 
size dwelling unit. 

‘‘(iii) MONTHLY ASSISTANCE PAYMENT.—The
monthly assistance payment for a family as-
sisted under this paragraph shall be deter-
mined in accordance with paragraph (2) 
(using the rent and payment standard for the 
dwelling unit as determined in accordance 
with this subsection).

‘‘(C) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this 
paragraph, the term ‘assisted living facility’ 
has the meaning given that term in section 
232(b) of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 
1715w(b)), except that such a facility may be 
contained within a portion of a larger multi-
family housing project.’’. 

(b) PROJECT-BASED ASSISTANCE.—Section
202b of the Housing Act of 1959, as added by 
section 2 of this Act, is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsections (f) and (g) 
as subsections (g) and (h), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (e) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(f) SECTION 8 PROJECT-BASED ASSIST-
ANCE.—

‘‘(1) ELIGIBILITY.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, a multifamily project 
which includes one or more dwelling units 
that have been converted to assisted living 
facilities using grants made under this sec-
tion shall be eligible for project-based assist-
ance under section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, in the same manner in 
which the project would be eligible for such 
assistance but for the assisted living facili-
ties in the project. 

‘‘(2) CALCULATION OF RENT.—For assistance 
pursuant to this subsection, the maximum 
monthly rent of a dwelling unit that is an 
assisted living facility with respect to which 
assistance payments are made shall not in-
clude charges attributable to services relat-
ing to assisted living.’’. 
SEC. 312. ANNUAL HUD INVENTORY OF ASSISTED 

HOUSING DESIGNATED FOR ELDER-
LY PERSONS. 

Subtitle D of title VI of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1992 (42 
U.S.C. 13611 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 662. ANNUAL INVENTORY OF ASSISTED 

HOUSING DESIGNATED FOR ELDER-
LY PERSONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish and maintain, and on an annual basis 
shall update and publish, an inventory of 
housing that—

‘‘(1) is assisted under a program of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, including all federally assisted hous-
ing; and 

‘‘(2) is designated, in whole or in part, for 
occupancy by elderly families or disabled 
families, or both. 

‘‘(b) CONTENTS.—The inventory required 
under this section shall identify housing de-
scribed in subsection (a) and the number of 
dwelling units in such housing that—

‘‘(1) are in projects designated for occu-
pancy only by elderly families; 

‘‘(2) are in projects designated for occu-
pancy only by disabled families; 
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‘‘(3) contain special features or modifica-

tions designed to accommodate persons with 
disabilities and are in projects designated for 
occupancy only by disabled families; 

‘‘(4) are in projects for which a specific per-
centage or number of the dwelling units are 
designated for occupancy only by elderly 
families;

‘‘(5) are in projects for which a specific per-
centage or number of the dwelling units are 
designated for occupancy only by disabled 
families; and 

‘‘(6) are in projects designed for occupancy 
only by both elderly or disabled families. 

‘‘(c) PUBLICATION.—The Secretary shall an-
nually publish the inventory required under 
this section in the Federal Register and shall 
make the inventory available to the public 
by posting on a World Wide Web site of the 
Department.’’.
SEC. 313. TREATMENT OF APPLICATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law or any regulation of 
the Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, in the case of any denial of an applica-
tion for assistance under section 202 of the 
Housing Act of 1959 (12 U.S.C. 1701q) for fail-
ure to timely provide information required 
by the Secretary, the Secretary shall notify 
the applicant of the failure and provide the 
applicant an opportunity to show that the 
failure was due to the failure of a third party 
to provide information under the control of 
the third party. If the applicant dem-
onstrates, within a reasonable period of time 
after notification of such failure, that the 
applicant did not have such information but 
requested the timely provision of such infor-
mation by the third party, the Secretary 
may not deny the application on the grounds 
of failure to timely provide such informa-
tion.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—This section shall have 
no force or effect after the expiration of the 
12-month period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

Subtitle B—Housing for Persons With 
Disabilities

SEC. 321. MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM. 
Section 811 of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-

tional Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 8013) 
is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(2)(A), by inserting ‘‘or 
through matching grants under subsection 
(d)(5)’’ after ‘‘subsection (d)(1)’’; and 

(2) in subsection (d), by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) MATCHING GRANTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Amounts made avail-

able for assistance under this paragraph 
shall be used only for capital advances in ac-
cordance with paragraph (1), except that the 
Secretary shall require that, as a condition 
of providing assistance under this paragraph 
for a project, the applicant for assistance 
shall supplement the assistance with 
amounts from sources other than this sec-
tion in an amount that is not less than 25 to 
50 percent (as the Secretary may determine) 
of the amount of assistance provided pursu-
ant to this paragraph for the project. 

‘‘(B) REQUIREMENT FOR NON-FEDERAL
FUNDS.—Not less than 50 percent of supple-
mental amounts provided for a project pur-
suant to subparagraph (A) shall be from non-
Federal sources. Such supplemental amounts 
may include the value of any in-kind con-
tributions, including donated land, struc-
tures, equipment, and other contributions as 
the Secretary considers appropriate, but 
only if the existence of such in-kind con-
tributions results in the construction of 
more dwelling units than would have been 
constructed absent such contributions. 

‘‘(C) INCOME ELIGIBILITY.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of this section, the Sec-
retary shall provide that, in a project as-
sisted under this paragraph, a number of 
dwelling units may be made available for oc-
cupancy by persons with disabilities who are 
not very low-income persons in a number 
such that the ration that the number of 
dwelling units in the project so occupied 
bears to the total number of units in the 
project does not exceed the ratio that the 
amount from non-Federal sources provided 
for the project pursuant to this paragraph 
bears to the sum of the capital advances pro-
vided for the project under this paragraph 
and all supplemental amounts for the project 
provided pursuant to this paragraph.’’. 
SEC. 322. ELIGIBILITY OF FOR-PROFIT LIMITED 

PARTNERSHIPS.
Section 811(k)(6) of the Housing Act of 1959 

(42 U.S.C. 8013(k)(6)) is amended by adding 
after and below subparagraph (D) the fol-
lowing new sentence:

‘‘Such term includes a for-profit limited 
partnership the sole general partner of which 
is an organization meeting the requirements 
under subparagraphs (A), (B), (C), and (D) 
and a corporation wholly owned by an orga-
nization meeting the requirements under 
subparagraphs (A), (B), (C), and (D).’’. 
SEC. 323. MIXED FUNDING SOURCES. 

Section 811(h)(5) of the Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 
8013(h)(5)) is amended by striking ‘‘non-Fed-
eral sources’’ and inserting ‘‘sources other 
than this section’’.
SEC. 324. TENANT-BASED ASSISTANCE. 

Section 811 of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 8013) 
is amended—

(1) in subsection (d), by striking paragraph 
(4) and inserting the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(4) TENANT-BASED RENTAL ASSISTANCE.—
‘‘(A) ADMINISTERING ENTITIES.—Tenant-

based rental assistance provided under sub-
section (b)(1) may be provided only through 
a public housing agency that has submitted 
and had approved an plan under section 7(d) 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 
U.S.C. 1437e(d)) that provides for such assist-
ance, or through a private nonprofit organi-
zation. A public housing agency shall be eli-
gible to apply under this section only for the 
purposes of providing such tenant-based 
rental assistance. 

‘‘(B) PROGRAM RULES.—Tenant-based rental 
assistance under subsection (b)(1) shall be 
made available to eligible persons with dis-
abilities and administered under the same 
rules that govern tenant-based rental assist-
ance made available under section 8 of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, except 
that the Secretary may waive or modify 
such rules, but only to the extent necessary 
to provide for administering such assistance 
under subsection (b)(1) through private non-
profit organizations rather than through 
public housing agencies. 

‘‘(C) ALLOCATION OF ASSISTANCE.—In deter-
mining the amount of assistance provided 
under subsection (b)(1) for a private non-
profit organization or public housing agency, 
the Secretary shall consider the needs and 
capabilities of the organization or agency, in 
the case of a public housing agency, as de-
scribed in the plan for the agency under sec-
tion 7 of the United States Housing Act of 
1937.’’; and 

(2) in subsection (l)(1)—
(A) by striking ‘‘subsection (b)’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘subsection (b)(2)’’; 
(B) by striking the last comma and all that 

follows through ‘‘subsection (n)’’; and 

(C) by inserting after the last period the 
following new sentence: ‘‘Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this section, the Sec-
retary may use not more than 25 percent of 
the total amounts made available for assist-
ance under this section for any fiscal year 
for tenant-based rental assistance under sub-
section (b)(1) for persons with disabilities, 
and no authority of the Secretary to waive 
provisions of this section may be used to 
alter the percentage limitation under this 
sentence.’’.
SEC. 325. PROJECT SIZE. 

(a) LIMITATION.—Section 811 of the Cran-
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act (42 U.S.C. 8013) is amended—

(1) in subsection (k)(4), by inserting ‘‘, sub-
ject to the limitation under subsection 
(h)(6)’’ after ‘‘prescribe’’; and 

(2) in subsection (l), by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(4) SIZE LIMITATION.—Of any amounts 
made available for any fiscal year and used 
for capital advances or project rental assist-
ance under paragraphs (1) and (2) of sub-
section (d), not more than 25 percent may be 
used for supportive housing which contains 
more than 24 separate dwelling units.’’. 

(b) STUDY.—Not later than the expiration 
of the 3-month period beginning on the date 
of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development shall 
conduct a study and submit a report to the 
Congress regarding—

(1) the extent to which the authority of the 
Secretary under section 811(k)(4) of the Cran-
ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act (42 U.S.C. 8013(k)(4)), as in effect imme-
diately before the enactment of this Act, has 
been used in each year since 1990 to provide 
for assistance under such section for sup-
portive housing for persons with disabilities 
having more than 24 separate dwelling units; 

(2) the per-unit costs of, and the benefits 
and problems associated with, providing such 
housing in projects having 8 or less dwelling 
units, 8 to 24 units, and more than 24 units; 
and

(3) the per-unit costs of, and the benefits 
and problems associated with providing 
housing under section 202 of the Housing Act 
of 1959 (12 U.S.C. 1701q) in projects having 30 
to 50 dwelling units, in projects having more 
than 50 but not more than 80 dwelling units, 
in projects having more than 80 but not more 
than 120 dwelling units, and in projects hav-
ing more than 120 dwelling units, but the 
study shall also examine the social consider-
ations afforded by smaller and moderate-size 
developments and shall not be limited to 
economic factors. 
SEC. 326. USE OF PROJECT RESERVES. 

Section 811(j) of the Cranston-Gonzalez Na-
tional Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 
8013(j)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(7) USE OF PROJECT RESERVES.—Amounts
for project reserves for a project assisted 
under this section may be used for costs, 
subject to reasonable limitations as the Sec-
retary determines appropriate, for reducing 
the number of dwelling units in the project. 
Such use shall be subject to the approval of 
the Secretary to ensure that the use is de-
signed to retrofit units that are currently 
obsolete or unmarketable.’’. 
SEC. 327. COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES. 

Section 811(h)(1) of the Cranston-Gonzalez 
National Affordable Housing Act (42 U.S.C. 
8013(h)(1)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new sentence: ‘‘Neither this 
section nor any other provision of law may 
be construed as prohibiting or preventing the 
location and operation, in a project assisted 
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under this section, of commercial facilities 
for the benefit of residents of the project and 
the community in which the project is lo-
cated.’’.

Subtitle C—Other Provisions
SEC. 341. SERVICE COORDINATORS. 

(a) INCREASED FLEXIBILITY FOR USE OF
SERVICE COORDINATORS IN CERTAIN FEDER-
ALLY ASSISTED HOUSING.—Section 676 of the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 
1992 (42 U.S.C. 13632) is amended—

(1) in the section heading, by striking 
‘‘MULTIFAMILY HOUSING ASSISTED 
UNDER THE NATIONAL HOUSING ACT’’ and
inserting ‘‘CERTAIN FEDERALLY ASSISTED 
HOUSING’’;

(2) in subsection (a)—
(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘(E) 

and (F)’’ and inserting ‘‘(B), (C), (D), (E), (F), 
and (G)’’; and 

(B) in the last sentence—
(i) by striking ‘‘section 661’’ and inserting 

‘‘section 671’’; and 
(ii) by adding after the period at the end 

the following new sentence: ‘‘A service coor-
dinator funded with a grant under this sec-
tion for a project may provide services to 
low-income elderly or disabled families liv-
ing in the vicinity of such project.’’; 

(3) in subsection (d)—
(A) by striking ‘‘(E) or (F)’’ and inserting 

‘‘(B), (C), (D), (E), (F), or (G)’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘section 661’’ and inserting 

‘‘section 671’’; and 
(4) by striking subsection (c) and redesig-

nating subsection (d) (as amended by para-
graph (3) of this subsection) as subsection 
(c).

(b) REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE SERVICE CO-
ORDINATORS.—Section 671 of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1992 (42 
U.S.C. 13631) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (a), 
by striking ‘‘to carry out this subtitle pursu-
ant to the amendments made by this sub-
title’’ and inserting the following: ‘‘for pro-
viding service coordinators under this sec-
tion’’;

(2) in subsection (d), by inserting ‘‘)’’ after 
‘‘section 683(2)’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end following new sub-
section:

‘‘(e) SERVICES FOR LOW-INCOME ELDERLY OR
DISABLED FAMILIES RESIDING IN VICINITY OF
CERTAIN PROJECTS.—To the extent only that 
this section applies to service coordinators 
for covered federally assisted housing de-
scribed in subparagraphs (B), (C), (D), (E), 
(F), and (G) of section 683(2), any reference in 
this section to elderly or disabled residents 
of a project shall be construed to include 
low-income elderly or disabled families liv-
ing in the vicinity of such project.’’.

(c) PROTECTION AGAINST TELEMARKETING
FRAUD.—

(1) SUPPORTIVE HOUSING FOR THE ELDER-
LY.—The first sentence of section 202(g)(1) of 
the Housing Act of 1959 (12 U.S.C. 1701q(g)(1)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘and (F)’’ and insert-
ing the following: ‘‘(F) providing education 
and outreach regarding telemarketing fraud, 
in accordance with the standards issued 
under section 671(f) of the Housing and Com-
munity Development Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 
13631(f)); and (G)’’. 

(2) OTHER FEDERALLY ASSISTED HOUSING.—
Section 671 of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 13631), as 
amended by subsection (b) of this section, is 
further amended—

(A) in the first sentence of subsection (c), 
by inserting after ‘‘response,’’ the following: 
‘‘providing education and outreach regarding 
telemarketing fraud, in accordance with the 
standards issued under subsection (f),’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subsection:

‘‘(f) PROTECTION AGAINST TELEMARKETING
FRAUD.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in coordi-
nation with the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, shall establish standards 
for service coordinators in federally assisted 
housing who are providing education and 
outreach to elderly persons residing in such 
housing regarding telemarketing fraud. The 
standards shall be designed to ensure that 
such education and outreach informs such el-
derly persons of the dangers of tele-
marketing fraud and facilitates the inves-
tigation and prosecution of telemarketers 
engaging in fraud against such residents. 

‘‘(2) CONTENTS.—The standards established 
under this subsection shall require that any 
such education and outreach be provided in a 
manner that—

‘‘(A) informs such residents of (i) the prev-
alence of telemarketing fraud targeted 
against elderly persons; (ii) how tele-
marketing fraud works; (iii) how to identify 
telemarketing fraud; (iv) how to protect 
themselves against telemarketing fraud, in-
cluding an explanation of the dangers of pro-
viding bank account, credit card, or other fi-
nancial or personal information over the 
telephone to unsolicited callers; (v) how to 
report suspected attempts at telemarketing 
fraud; and (vi) their consumer protection 
rights under Federal law; 

‘‘(B) provides such other information as 
the Secretary considers necessary to protect 
such residents against fraudulent tele-
marketing; and 

‘‘(C) disseminates the information provided 
by appropriate means, and in determining 
such appropriate means, the Secretary shall 
consider on-site presentations at federally 
assisted housing, public service announce-
ments, a printed manual or pamphlet, an 
Internet website, and telephone outreach to 
residents whose names appear on ‘mooch 
lists’ confiscated from fraudulent tele-
marketers.’’.
SEC. 342. COMMISSION ON AFFORDABLE HOUS-

ING AND HEALTH CARE FACILITY 
NEEDS IN THE 21ST CENTURY. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is hereby es-
tablished a commission to be known as the 
Commission on Affordable Housing and 
Health Care Facility Needs in the 21st Cen-
tury (in this section referred to as the ‘‘Com-
mission’’.

(b) STUDY.—The duty of the Commission 
shall be to conduct a study that—

(1) compiles and interprets information re-
garding the expected increase in the popu-
lation of persons 62 years of age or older, 
particularly information regarding distribu-
tion of income levels, homeownership and 
home equity rates, and degree or extent of 
health and independence of living; 

(2) provides an estimate of the future needs 
of seniors for affordable housing and assisted 
living and health care facilities; 

(3) provides a comparison of estimate of 
such future needs with an estimate of the 
housing and facilities expected to be pro-
vided under existing public programs, and 
identifies possible actions or initiatives that 
may assist in providing affordable housing 
and assisted living and health care facilities 
to meet such expected needs; 

(4) identifies and analyzes methods of en-
couraging increased private sector participa-
tion, investment, and capital formation in 
affordable housing and assisted living and 
health care facilities for seniors through 
partnerships between public and private en-
tities and other creative strategies; 

(5) analyzes the costs and benefits of com-
prehensive aging-in-place strategies, taking 
into consideration physical and mental well-
being and the importance of coordination be-
tween shelter and supportive services; 

(6) identifies and analyzes methods of pro-
moting a more comprehensive approach to 
dealing with housing and supportive service 
issues involved in aging and the multiple 
governmental agencies involved in such 
issues, including the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development and the Department 
of Health and Human Services; and

(7) examines how to establish 
intergenerational learning and care centers 
and living arrangements, in particular to fa-
cilitate appropriate environments for fami-
lies consisting only of children and a grand-
parent or grandparents who are the head of 
the household. 

(c) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—The Com-

mission shall be composed of 14 members, ap-
pointed not later than January 1, 2000, as fol-
lows:

(A) 2 co-chairpersons, of whom—
(i) 1 co-chairperson shall be appointed by a 

committee consisting of the chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Housing and Community 
Opportunities of the House of Representa-
tives and the chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Housing and Transportation of the Sen-
ate, and the chairmen of the Subcommittees 
on the Departments of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and Inde-
pendent Agencies of the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the House of Representatives 
and the Senate; and 

(ii) 1 co-chairperson shall be appointed by 
a committee consisting of the ranking mi-
nority member of the Subcommittee on 
Housing and Community Opportunities of 
the House of Representatives and the rank-
ing minority member of the Subcommittee 
on Housing and Transportation of the Sen-
ate, and the ranking minority members of 
the Subcommittees on the Departments of 
Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban De-
velopment, and Independent Agencies of the 
Committees on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate. 

(B) 6 members appointed by the Chairman 
and Ranking Minority Member of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services of 
the House of Representatives and the Chair-
man and Ranking Minority Member of the 
Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives. 

(C) 6 members appointed by the Chairman 
and Ranking Minority Member of the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs of the Senate and the Chairman and 
Ranking Minority Member of the Committee 
on Appropriations of the Senate. 

(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—Appointees should 
have proven expertise in directing, assem-
bling, or applying capital resources from a 
variety of sources to the successful develop-
ment of affordable housing, assisted living 
facilities, or health care facilities. 

(3) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy on the Com-
mission shall not affect its powers and shall 
be filled in the manner in which the original 
appointment was made. 

(4) CHAIRPERSONS.—The members ap-
pointed pursuant to paragraph (1)(A) shall 
serve as co-chairpersons of the Commission. 

(5) PROHIBITION OF PAY.—Members of the 
Commission shall serve without pay. 

(6) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member of the 
Commission shall receive travel expenses, in-
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, in ac-
cordance with sections 5702 and 5703 of title 
5, United States Code. 
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(7) QUORUM.—A majority of the members of 

the Commission shall constitute a quorum 
but a lesser number may hold hearings. 

(8) MEETINGS.—The Commission shall meet 
at the call of the Chairpersons. 

(d) DIRECTOR AND STAFF.—
(1) DIRECTOR.—The Commission shall have 

a Director who shall be appointed by the 
Chairperson. The Director shall be paid at a 
rate not to exceed the rate of basic pay pay-
able for level V of the Executive Schedule. 

(2) STAFF.—The Commission may appoint 
personnel as appropriate. The staff of the 
Commission shall be appointed subject to 
the provisions of title 5, United States Code, 
governing appointments in the competitive 
service, and shall be paid in accordance with 
the provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter 
III of chapter 53 of that title relating to clas-
sification and General Schedule pay rates. 

(3) EXPERTS AND CONSULTANTS.—The Com-
mission may procure temporary and inter-
mittent services under section 3109(b) of title 
5, United States Code, but at rates for indi-
viduals not to exceed the daily equivalent of 
the maximum annual rate of basic pay pay-
able for the General Schedule. 

(4) STAFF OF FEDERAL AGENCIES.—Upon re-
quest of the Commission, the head of any 
Federal department or agency may detail, on 
a reimbursable basis, any of the personnel of 
that department or agency to the Commis-
sion to assist it in carrying out its duties 
under this Act. 

(e) POWERS.—
(1) HEARINGS AND SESSIONS.—The Commis-

sion may, for the purpose of carrying out 
this section, hold hearings, sit and act at 
times and places, take testimony, and re-
ceive evidence as the Commission considers 
appropriate.

(2) POWERS OF MEMBERS AND AGENTS.—Any
member or agent of the Commission may, if 
authorized by the Commission, take any ac-
tion which the Commission is authorized to 
take by this section. 

(3) OBTAINING OFFICIAL DATA.—The Com-
mission may secure directly from any de-
partment or agency of the United States in-
formation necessary to enable it to carry out 
this Act. Upon request of the Chairpersons of 
the Commission, the head of that depart-
ment or agency shall furnish that informa-
tion to the Commission. 

(4) GIFTS, BEQUESTS, AND DEVISES.—The
Commission may accept, use, and dispose of 
gifts, bequests, or devises of services or prop-
erty, both real and personal, for the purpose 
of aiding or facilitating the work of the Com-
mission. Gifts, bequests, or devises of money 
and proceeds from sales of other property re-
ceived as gifts, bequests, or devises shall be 
deposited in the Treasury and shall be avail-
able for disbursement upon order of the Com-
mission.

(5) MAILS.—The Commission may use the 
United States mails in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as other depart-
ments and agencies of the United States. 

(6) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.—
Upon the request of the Commission, the Ad-
ministrator of General Services shall provide 
to the Commission, on a reimbursable basis, 
the administrative support services nec-
essary for the Commission to carry out its 
responsibilities under this section. 

(7) CONTRACT AUTHORITY.—The Commission 
may contract with and compensate govern-
ment and private agencies or persons for 
services, without regard to section 3709 of 
the Revised Statutes (41 U.S.C. 5). 

(f) REPORT.—The Commission shall submit 
to the Committees on Banking and Financial 
Services and Appropriations of the House of 

Representatives and the Committees on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs and Ap-
propriations of the Senate, a final report not 
later than December 31, 2001. The report 
shall contain a detailed statement of the 
findings and conclusions of the Commission 
with respect to the study conducted under 
subsection (b), together with its rec-
ommendations for legislation, administra-
tive actions, and any other actions the Com-
mission considers appropriate. 

(g) FUNDING.—Of any amounts appropriated 
for fiscal year 2000 to carry out title V of the 
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1970 
(12 U.S.C. 1701z–1 et seq.) $500,000 shall be 
available to the Commission for carrying out 
this section. 

(h) TERMINATION.—The Commission shall 
terminate on June 30, 2002. Section 
14(a)(2)(B) of the Federal Advisory Com-
mittee Act (5 U.S.C. App.; relating to the 
termination of advisory committees) shall 
not apply to the Commission. 

TITLE IV—RENEWAL OF EXPIRING RENT-
AL ASSISTANCE CONTRACTS AND PRO-
TECTION OF RESIDENTS 

SEC. 401. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) there exists throughout the United 

States a need for decent, safe and affordable 
housing;

(2) affordable housing is critical to the 
well-being of seniors, persons with disabil-
ities, and vulnerable families; 

(3) an unprecedented number of contracts 
for Federal rental assistance are expiring 
now and will expire in the near future; 

(4) a significant number of private owners 
of affordable housing developments are 
choosing to not renew their subsidy con-
tracts with the Federal government; 

(5) in cases where assistance contracts are 
not renewed, rent levels in the affected de-
velopments may rise dramatically; 

(6) a significant number of residents in 
these developments are seniors or persons 
with disabilities or are otherwise vulnerable 
because of scarcity of available affordable 
housing in the neighborhood, and have little 
or no means of paying additional rent from 
personal income, putting at risk what have 
been their homes for almost a quarter of a 
century; and 

(7) the Federal Government should con-
tinue to work to ensure that those least able 
to provide for themselves enjoy the protec-
tion and welfare of the people of the United 
States.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is 
to protect seniors, persons with disabilities, 
and other vulnerable residents of affordable 
housing and to help provide those residents 
with peace of mind and security for living—

(1) by providing greater rental assistance 
flexibility to ensure that vulnerable popu-
lations are not forced to move from their 
homes when rent levels rise; and 

(2) where appropriate, by encouraging pri-
vate owners of affordable housing develop-
ments to continue serving low-income fami-
lies by providing appropriate levels of Fed-
eral resources, by allowing greater flexi-
bility for refinancing, and by ensuring more 
effective administration by the Federal Gov-
ernment of rental assistance contract re-
negotiations.
SEC. 402. RENEWAL OF EXPIRING CONTRACTS 

AND ENHANCED VOUCHERS FOR 
PROJECT RESIDENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 524 of the Multi-
family Assisted Housing Reform and Afford-
ability Act of 1997 (42 U.S.C. 1437f note) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘SEC. 524. RENEWAL OF EXPIRING PROJECT-
BASED SECTION 8 CONTRACTS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(1) RENEWAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

upon termination or expiration of a contract 
for project-based assistance under section 8 
for a multifamily housing project (and not-
withstanding section 8(v) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 for loan manage-
ment assistance), the Secretary shall, at the 
request of the owner of the project and to 
the extent sufficient amounts are made 
available in appropriation Acts, use amounts 
available for the renewal of assistance under 
section 8 of such Act to provide such assist-
ance for the project. The assistance shall be 
provided under a contract having such terms 
and conditions as the Secretary considers ap-
propriate, subject to the requirements of this 
section. This section shall not require con-
tract renewal for a project that is eligible 
under this subtitle for a mortgage restruc-
turing and rental assistance sufficiency plan, 
if there is no approved plan for the project 
and the Secretary determines that such an 
approved plan is necessary. 

‘‘(2) PROHIBITION ON RENEWAL.—Notwith-
standing part 24 of title 24 of the Code of 
Federal Regulations, the Secretary may 
elect not to renew assistance for a project 
otherwise required to be renewed under para-
graph (1) or provide comparable benefits 
under paragraph (1) or (2) of subsection (e) 
for a project described in either such para-
graph, if the Secretary determines that a 
violation under paragraph (1) through (4) of 
section 516(a) has occurred with respect to 
the project. For purposes of such a deter-
mination, the provisions of section 516 shall 
apply to a project under this section in the 
same manner and to the same extent that 
the provisions of such section apply to eligi-
ble multifamily housing projects, except 
that the Secretary shall make the deter-
mination under section 516(a)(4). 

‘‘(3) CONTRACT TERM FOR MARK-UP-TO-MAR-
KET CONTRACTS.—In the case of an expiring 
or terminating contract that has rent levels 
less than comparable market rents for the 
market area, if the rent levels under the re-
newal contract under this section are equal 
to comparable market rents for the market 
area, the contract shall have a term of not 
less than 5 years, subject to the availability 
of sufficient amounts in appropriation Acts. 

‘‘(4) RENEWAL RENTS.—Except as provided 
in subsection (b), the contract for assistance 
shall provide assistance at the following rent 
levels:

‘‘(A) MARKET RENTS.—At the request of the 
owner of the project, at rent levels equal to 
the lesser of comparable market rents for 
the market area or 150 percent of the fair 
market rents, in the case only of a project 
that—

‘‘(i) has rent levels under the expiring or 
terminating contract that do not exceed 
such comparable market rents; 

‘‘(ii) does not have a low- and moderate-in-
come use restriction that can not be elimi-
nated by unilateral action by the owner; 

‘‘(iii) is decent, safe, and sanitary housing, 
as determined by the Secretary; 

‘‘(iv) is not—
‘‘(I) owned by a nonprofit entity; 
‘‘(II) subject to a contract for moderate re-

habilitation assistance under section 8(e)(2) 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937, as 
in effect before October 1, 1991; or 

‘‘(III) a project for which the public hous-
ing agency provided voucher assistance to 
one or more of the tenants after the owner 
has provided notice of termination of the 
contract covering the tenant’s unit; and 
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‘‘(v) has units assisted under the contract 

for which the comparable market rent ex-
ceeds 110 percent of the fair market rent.
The Secretary may adjust the percentages of 
fair market rent (as specified in the matter 
preceding clause (i) and in clause (v)), but 
only upon a determination and written noti-
fication to the Congress within 10 days of 
making such determination, that such ad-
justment is necessary to ensure that this 
subparagraph covers projects with a high 
risk of nonrenewal of expiring contracts for 
project-based assistance.

‘‘(B) REDUCTION TO MARKET RENTS.—In the 
case of a project that has rent levels under 
the expiring or terminating contract that ex-
ceed comparable market rents for the mar-
ket area, at rent levels equal to such com-
parable market rents. 

‘‘(C) RENTS NOT EXCEEDING MARKET
RENTS.—In the case of a project that is not 
subject to subparagraph (A) or (B), at rent 
levels that— 

‘‘(i) are not less than the existing rents 
under the terminated or expiring contract, 
as adjusted by an operating cost adjustment 
factor established by the Secretary (which 
shall not result in a negative adjustment), if 
such adjusted rents do not exceed com-
parable market rents for the market area; 
and

‘‘(ii) do not exceed comparable market 
rents for the market area.
In determining the rent level for a contract 
under this subparagraph, the Secretary shall 
approve rents sufficient to cover budget-
based cost increases and shall give greater 
consideration to providing rent at a level up 
to comparable market rents for the market 
area based on the number of the criteria 
under clauses (i) through (iv) of subpara-
graph (D) that the project meets. 

‘‘(D) WAIVER OF 150 PERCENT LIMITATION.—
Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), at rent 
levels up to comparable market rents for the 
market area, in the case of a project that 
meets the requirements under clauses (i) 
through (v) of subparagraph (A) and—

‘‘(i) has residents who are a particularly 
vulnerable population, as demonstrated by a 
high percentage of units being rented to el-
derly families, disabled families, or large 
families;

‘‘(ii) is located in an area in which tenant-
based assistance would be difficult to use, as 
demonstrated by a low vacancy rate for af-
fordable housing, a high turnback rate for 
vouchers, or a lack of comparable rental 
housing;

‘‘(iii) is a high priority for the local com-
munity, as demonstrated by a contribution 
of State or local funds to the property; or 

‘‘(iv) is primarily occupied by elderly or 
disabled families.

In determining the rent level for a contract 
under this subparagraph, the Secretary shall 
approve rents sufficient to cover budget-
based cost increases and shall give greater 
consideration to providing rent at a level up 
to comparable market rents for the market 
area based on the number of the criteria 
under clauses (i) through (iv) that the 
project meets. 

‘‘(5) COMPARABLE MARKET RENTS AND COM-
PARISON WITH FAIR MARKET RENTS.—The Sec-
retary shall prescribe the method for deter-
mining comparable market rent by compari-
son with rents charged for comparable prop-
erties (as such term is defined in section 512), 
which may include appropriate adjustments 
for utility allowances and adjustments to re-
flect the value of any subsidy (other than 
section 8 assistance) provided by the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development. 

‘‘(b) EXCEPTION RENTS.—
‘‘(1) RENEWAL.—In the case of a multi-

family housing project described in para-
graph (2), pursuant to the request of the 
owner of the project, the contract for assist-
ance for the project pursuant to subsection 
(a) shall provide assistance at the lesser of 
following rent levels: 

‘‘(A) ADJUSTED EXISTING RENTS.—The exist-
ing rents under the expiring contract, as ad-
justed by an operating cost adjustment fac-
tor established by the Secretary (which shall 
not result in a negative adjustment). 

‘‘(B) BUDGET-BASED RENTS.—Subject to a 
determination by the Secretary that a rent 
level under this subparagraph is appropriate 
for a project, a rent level that provides in-
come sufficient to support a budget-based 
rent (including a budget-based rent adjust-
ment if justified by reasonable and expected 
operating expenses). 

‘‘(2) PROJECTS COVERED.—A multifamily 
housing project described in this paragraph 
is an multifamily housing project that—

‘‘(A) is not an eligible multifamily housing 
project under section 512(2); or 

‘‘(B) is exempt from mortgage restruc-
turing under this subtitle pursuant to sec-
tion 514(h). 

‘‘(c) RENT ADJUSTMENTS AFTER RENEWAL
OF CONTRACT.—

‘‘(1) REQUIRED.—After the initial renewal 
of a contract for assistance under section 8 
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 pur-
suant to subsection (a), (b), or (e)(2), the Sec-
retary shall annually adjust the rents using 
an operating cost adjustment factor estab-
lished by the Secretary (which shall not re-
sult in a negative adjustment) or, upon the 
request of the owner and subject to approval 
of the Secretary, on a budget basis. In the 
case of projects with contracts renewed pur-
suant to subsection (a) or pursuant to sub-
section (e)(2) at rent levels equal to com-
parable market rents for the market area, at 
the expiration of each 5-year period, the Sec-
retary shall compare existing rents with 
comparable market rents for the market 
area and may make any adjustments in the 
rent necessary to maintain the contract 
rents at a level not greater than comparable 
market rents or to increase rents to com-
parable market rents. 

‘‘(2) DISCRETIONARY.—In addition to review 
and adjustment required under paragraph (1), 
in the case of projects with contracts re-
newed pursuant to subsection (a) or pursuant 
to subsection (e)(2) at rent levels equal to 
comparable market rents for the market 
area, the Secretary may, at the discretion of 
the Secretary but only once within each 5-
year period referred to in paragraph (1), con-
duct a comparison of rents for a project and 
adjust the rents accordingly to maintain the 
contract rents at a level not greater than 
comparable market rents or to increase 
rents to comparable market rents. 

‘‘(d) ENHANCED VOUCHERS UPON CONTRACT
EXPIRATION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a contract 
for project-based assistance under section 8 
for a covered project that is not renewed 
under subsection (a) or (b) of this section (or 
any other authority), to the extent that 
amounts for assistance under this subsection 
are provided in advance in appropriation 
Acts, upon the date of the expiration of such 
contract the Secretary shall make enhanced 
voucher assistance under this subsection 
available on behalf of each low-income fam-
ily who, upon the date of such expiration, is 
residing in an assisted dwelling unit in the 
covered project. 

‘‘(2) ENHANCED ASSISTANCE.—Enhanced
voucher assistance under this subsection for 

a family shall be voucher assistance under 
section 8(o) of the United States Housing Act 
of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(o)), except that under 
such enhanced voucher assistance—

‘‘(A) during any period that the assisted 
family continues residing in the covered 
project in which the family was residing on 
the date of the expiration of such contract 
and the rent for the dwelling unit of the fam-
ily in such project exceeds the applicable 
payment standard established pursuant to 
section 8(o) for the unit, the amount of rent-
al assistance provided on behalf of the fam-
ily shall be determined using a payment 
standard that is equal to the rent for the 
dwelling unit (as such rent may be increased 
from time to time), subject to paragraph 
(10)(A) of such section 8(o); and 

‘‘(B) subparagraph (A) of this paragraph 
shall not apply and the payment standard for 
the dwelling unit occupied by the family 
shall be determined in accordance with sec-
tion 8(o) if—

‘‘(i) the assisted family moves, at any 
time, from such covered project; or 

‘‘(ii) the voucher is made available for use 
by any family other than the original family 
on behalf of whom the voucher was provided 
pursuant to paragraph (1). 

‘‘(3) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the following definitions shall apply: 

‘‘(A) ASSISTED DWELLING UNIT.—The term 
‘assisted dwelling unit’ means a dwelling 
unit that—

‘‘(i) is in a covered project; and 
‘‘(ii) is covered by rental assistance pro-

vided under the contract for project-based 
assistance for the covered project. 

‘‘(B) COVERED PROJECT.—The term ‘covered 
project’ means any housing that—

‘‘(i) consists of more than 4 dwelling units; 
‘‘(ii) is covered in whole or in part by a 

contract for project-based assistance under—
‘‘(I) the new construction or substantial re-

habilitation program under section 8(b)(2) of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (as in 
effect before October 1, 1983), 

‘‘(II) the property disposition program 
under section 8(b) of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937, 

‘‘(III) the moderate rehabilitation program 
under section 8(e)(2) of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 (as in effect before Octo-
ber 1, 1991); 

‘‘(IV) the loan management assistance pro-
gram under section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, 

‘‘(V) section 23 of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937 (as in effect before January 1, 
1975),

‘‘(VI) the rent supplement program under 
section 101 of the Housing and Urban Devel-
opment Act of 1965, or 

‘‘(VII) section 8 of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937, following conversion from as-
sistance under section 101 of the Housing and 
Urban Development Act of 1965, 
which contract will (under its own terms) ex-
pire during the period consisting of fiscal 
years 2000 through 2004; and 

‘‘(iii) is not housing for which residents are 
eligible for enhanced voucher assistance as 
provided, pursuant to the ‘Preserving Exist-
ing Housing Investment’ account in the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs and Housing 
and Urban Development, and Independent 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1997 (Public 
Law 104–204; 110 Stat. 2884) or any other sub-
sequently enacted provision of law, in lieu of 
any benefits under section 223 of the Low-In-
come Housing Preservation and Resident 
Homeownership Act of 1990 (12 U.S.C. 4113). 

‘‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
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each of fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, and 
2004 such sums as may be necessary for en-
hanced voucher assistance under this sub-
section.

‘‘(e) CONTRACTUAL COMMITMENTS UNDER
PRESERVATION LAWS.—Except as provided in 
subsection (a)(2) and notwithstanding any 
other provision of this subtitle, the following 
shall apply: 

‘‘(1) PRESERVATION PROJECTS.—Upon expi-
ration of a contract for assistance under sec-
tion 8 for a project that is subject to an ap-
proved plan of action under the Emergency 
Low Income Housing Preservation Act of 
1987 (12 U.S.C. 1715l note) or the Low-Income 
Housing Preservation and Resident Home-
ownership Act of 1990 (12 U.S.C. 4101 et seq.), 
to the extent sufficient amounts are made 
available in appropriation Acts, the Sec-
retary shall provide to the owner benefits 
comparable to those provided under such 
plan of action, including distributions, rent 
increase procedures, and duration of low-in-
come affordability restrictions. This para-
graph shall apply to projects with contracts 
expiring before, on, or after the date of the 
enactment of this section. 

‘‘(2) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Upon expiration of a 

contract for assistance under section 8 for a 
project entered into pursuant to any author-
ity specified in subparagraph (B) for which 
the Secretary determines that debt restruc-
turing is inappropriate, the Secretary shall, 
at the request of the owner of the project 
and to the extent sufficient amounts are 
made available in appropriation Acts, pro-
vide benefits to the owner comparable to 
those provided under such contract, includ-
ing annual distributions, rent increase proce-
dures, and duration of low-income afford-
ability restrictions. This paragraph shall 
apply to projects with contracts expiring be-
fore, on, or after the date of the enactment 
of this section. 

‘‘(B) DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS.—The au-
thority specified in this subparagraph is the 
authority under—

‘‘(i) section 210 of the Departments of Vet-
erans Affairs and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and Independent Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1996 (Public Law 104-134; 110 
Stat. 1321–285; 42 U.S.C. 1437f note); 

‘‘(ii) section 212 of the Departments of Vet-
erans Affairs and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and Independent Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1997 (Public Law 104–204; 110 
Stat. 2897; 42 U.S.C. 1437f note); and 

‘‘(iii) either of such sections, pursuant to 
any provision of this title. 

‘‘(f) PREEMPTION OF CONFLICTING STATE
LAWS LIMITING DISTRIBUTIONS.—No State or 
political subdivision of a State may estab-
lish, continue in effect, or enforce any law or 
regulation that limits or restricts, to an 
amount that is less than the amount pro-
vided for under the regulations of the Sec-
retary establishing allowable project dis-
tributions to provide a return on investment, 
the amount of surplus funds accruing after 
the date of the enactment of this section 
that may be distributed from any project as-
sisted under a contract for rental assistance 
renewed under any provision of this section 
to the owner of the project. This subsection 
may not be construed to provide for, allow, 
or result in the release or termination, for 
any project, of any low- or moderate-income 
use restrictions that can not be eliminated 
by unilateral action of the owner of the 
project.

‘‘(g) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Expiring con-
tracts for moderate rehabilitation assistance 
under section 8(e)(2) of the United States 

Housing Act of 1937, as in effect before Octo-
ber 1, 1991, shall be subject to renewal under 
the provisions of this section and such re-
newal contract may not be considered, con-
strued, or administered as providing mod-
erate rehabilitation assistance under such 
section 8(e)(2), except that the Secretary 
may provide such assistance in a manner, 
and subject to such rules and procedures, as 
the Secretary may designate. If the owner of 
a project with such an expiring contract re-
quests renewal of the contract, the Secretary 
shall renew the expiring contract, subject to 
the provisions of this section, within 6 
months of the date of such expiration, not-
withstanding whether any tenant-based rent-
al assistance has been provided to tenants of 
the project. This subsection shall apply to 
projects with contracts expiring before, on, 
or after the date of the enactment of this 
section.

‘‘(h) APPLICABILITY.—Except to the extent 
otherwise specifically provided in this sec-
tion, this section shall apply with respect to 
any multifamily housing project having a 
contract for project-based assistance under 
section 8 that terminates or expires during 
fiscal year 2000 or thereafter.’’. 

(b) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE MULTIFAMILY
HOUSING PROJECT.—Section 512(2) of the Mul-
tifamily Assisted Housing Reform and Af-
fordability Act of 1997 (42 U.S.C. 1437f note) is 
amended by inserting after and below sub-
paragraph (C) the following: 
‘‘Such term does not include any project 
with an expiring contract described in para-
graph (1) or (2) of section 524(e).’’. 

(c) PROJECTS EXEMPTED FROM RESTRUC-
TURING AGREEMENTS.—Section 514(h) of the 
Multifamily Assisted Housing Reform and 
Affordability Act of 1997 (42 U.S.C. 1437f note) 
is amended by inserting before the semicolon 
at the end the following: ‘‘and the financing 
involves mortgage insurance under the Na-
tional Housing Act, such that the implemen-
tation of a mortgage restructuring and rent-
al assistance sufficiency plan under this sub-
title is in conflict with applicable law or 
agreements governing such financing’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 8 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 
U.S.C. 1437f) is amended—

(1) by designating as subsection (v) the sen-
tence added by section 405(c) of The Balanced 
Budget Downpayment Act, I (Public Law 
104–99; 110 Stat. 44); and 

(2) by striking subsection (w). 
SEC. 403. SECTION 236 ASSISTANCE.

(a) CONTINUED RECEIPT OF SUBSIDIES UPON
REFINANCING.—Section 236(e) of the National 
Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z–1(e)) is amend-
ed—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(e)’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph:
‘‘(2) A project for which interest reduction 

payments are made under this section and 
for which the mortgage on the project has 
been refinanced shall continue to receive the 
interest reduction payments under this sec-
tion under the terms of the contract for such 
payments, but only if the project owner en-
ters into such binding commitments as the 
Secretary may require (which shall be appli-
cable to any subsequent owner) to ensure 
that the owner will continue to operate the 
project in accordance with all low-income af-
fordability restrictions for the project in 
connection with the Federal assistance for 
the project for a period having a duration 
that is not less than the term for which such 
interest reduction payments are made.’’. 

(b) RETENTION OF EXCESS INCOME.—Section
236(g) of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 
1715z–1(g)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(g)’’; 
(2) by striking the last sentence; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraphs:
‘‘(2) Subject to paragraph (3) and notwith-

standing any other requirements of this sub-
section, a project owner may retain some or 
all of such excess charges for project use if 
authorized by the Secretary. Such use shall 
be for project use and upon terms and condi-
tions established by the Secretary. 

‘‘(3) The authority under paragraph (2) to 
retain and use excess charges shall apply—

‘‘(A) during fiscal year 2000, to all project 
owners collecting such excess charges; and 

‘‘(B) during fiscal year 2001 and there-
after—

‘‘(i) to any owner of project with a mort-
gage insured under this section, or a project 
previously assisted under subsection (b) but 
without a mortgage insured under this sec-
tion if the project was insured under section 
207 of this Act before July 30, 1998, pursuant 
to section 223(f) of this Act and assisted 
under subsection (b); and 

‘‘(ii) to other project owners not referred 
to in clause (i) who collect such excess 
charges, but only to the extent that such re-
tention and use is approved in advance in an 
appropriation Act.’’. 

(c) PREVIOUSLY OWED EXCESS INCOME.—Sec-
tion 236(g) of the National Housing Act (12 
U.S.C. 1715z–1(g)), as amended by subsection 
(b) of this section, is further amended by 
adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(4) The Secretary shall not withhold ap-
proval of the retention by the owner of such 
excess charges because of the existence of 
unpaid excess charges if such unpaid amount 
is being remitted to the Secretary over a pe-
riod of time in accordance with a workout 
agreement with the Secretary, unless the 
Secretary determines that the owner is in 
violation of the workout agreement.’’. 

(d) FLEXIBILITY REGARDING BASIC RENTS
AND MARKET RENTS.—Section 236(f) of the 
National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z–1(f)(1)) 
is amended by striking the subsection des-
ignation and all that follows through the end 
of paragraph (1) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(f)(1)(A)(i) For each dwelling unit there 
shall be established, with the approval of the 
Secretary, a basic rental charge and fair 
market rental charge. 

‘‘(ii) The basic rental charge shall be—
‘‘(I) the amount needed to operate the 

project with payments of principal and inter-
est due under a mortgage bearing interest at 
the rate of 1 percent per annum; or 

‘‘(II) an amount greater than that deter-
mined under clause (ii)(I), but not greater 
than the market rent for a comparable unas-
sisted unit, reduced by the value of the inter-
est reduction payments subsidy. 

‘‘(iii) The fair market rental charge shall 
be—

‘‘(I) the amount needed to operate the 
project with payments of principal, interest, 
and mortgage insurance premium which the 
mortgagor is obligated to pay under the 
mortgage covering the project; or

‘‘(II) an amount greater than that deter-
mined under clause (iii)(I), but not greater 
than the market rent for a comparable unas-
sisted unit. 

‘‘(iv) The Secretary may approve a basic 
rental charge and fair market rental charge 
for a unit that exceeds the minimum 
amounts permitted by this subparagraph for 
such charges only if—

‘‘(I) the approved basic rental charge and 
fair market rental charges each exceed the 
applicable minimum charge by the same 
amount; and 
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‘‘(II) the project owner agrees to restric-

tions on project use or mortgage prepayment 
that are acceptable to the Secretary. 

‘‘(v) The Secretary may approve a basic 
rental charge and fair market rental charge 
under this paragraph for a unit with assist-
ance under section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f) that dif-
fers from the basic rental charge and fair 
market rental charge for a unit in the same 
project that is similar in size and amenities 
but without such assistance, as needed to en-
sure equitable treatment of tenants in units 
without such assistance. 

‘‘(B)(i) The rental charge for each dwelling 
unit shall be at the basic rental charge or 
such greater amount, not exceeding the fair 
market rental charge determined pursuant 
to subparagraph (A), as represents 30 percent 
of the tenant’s adjusted income, except as 
otherwise provided in this subparagraph. 

‘‘(ii) In the case of a project which contains 
more than 5000 units, is subject to an inter-
est reduction payments contract, and is fi-
nanced under a State or local project, the 
Secretary may reduce the rental charge ceil-
ing, but in no case shall the rental charge be 
below the basic rental charge set forth in 
subparagraph (A)(ii)(I). 

‘‘(iii) For plans of action approved for cap-
ital grants under the Low-Income Housing 
Preservation and Resident Homeownership 
Act of 1990 or the Emergency Low Income 
Housing Preservation Act of 1987, the rental 
charge for each dwelling unit shall be at the 
minimum basic rental charge set forth in 
subparagraph (A)(ii)(I) or such greater 
amount, not exceeding the lower of (I) the 
fair market rental charge set forth in sub-
paragraph (A)(iii)(I), or (II) the actual rent 
paid for a comparable unit in comparable un-
assisted housing in the market area in which 
the housing assisted under this section is lo-
cated, as represents 30 percent of the ten-
ant’s adjusted income. 

‘‘(C) With respect to those projects which 
the Secretary determines have separate util-
ity metering paid by the tenants for some or 
all dwelling units, the Secretary may—

‘‘(i) permit the basic rental charge and the 
fair market rental charge to be determined 
on the basis of operating the project without 
the payment of the cost of utility services 
used by such dwelling units; and 

‘‘(ii) permit the charging of a rental for 
such dwelling units at such an amount less 
than 30 percent of a tenant’s adjusted income 
as the Secretary determines represents a 
proportionate decrease for the utility 
charges to be paid by such tenant, but in no 
case shall rental be lower than 25 percent of 
a tenant’s adjusted income.’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE OF 1998 PROVISIONS.—
Section 236(g) of the National Housing Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1715z–1(g)), as amended by section 
227 of the Departments of Veterans Affairs 
and Housing and Urban Development, and 
Independent Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1999 (Public Law 105–276; 112 Stat. 2490) shall 
be effective on the date of the enactment of 
such Public Law 105–276, and any excess rent-
al charges referred to in such section that 
have been collected since such date of enact-
ment with respect to projects with mort-
gages insured under section 207 of the Na-
tional Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1713) may be 
retained by the project owner unless the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development 
specifically provides otherwise. The Sec-
retary may return any excess charges remit-
ted to the Secretary since such date of en-
actment.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall 
take effect, and the amendments made by 

this section are made and shall apply, on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 404. MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM FOR AF-

FORDABLE HOUSING PRESERVA-
TION.

(a) AMENDMENT TO LOW-INCOME HOUSING
PRESERVATION AND RESIDENT HOMEOWNER-
SHIP ACT OF 1990.—Title II of the Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1987 (12 
U.S.C. 4101 et seq.) is amended—

(1) by striking subtitles C and D (as en-
acted by Public Law 100–242; 101 Stat. 1886); 
and

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subtitle:

‘‘Subtitle D—Matching Grants for States 
‘‘SEC. 261. AUTHORITY. 

‘‘The Secretary of Housing and Urban De-
velopment shall, to the extent amounts are 
made available pursuant to section 269, make 
grants under this subtitle to States and 
qualified units of general local government 
for low-income housing preservation. 
‘‘SEC. 262. USE OF GRANTS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Amounts from grants 
under this subtitle may be used only for as-
sistance for acquisition, preservation incen-
tives, operating costs, and capital expendi-
tures for a housing project that—

‘‘(1) is at risk of loss for use as affordable 
housing;

‘‘(2)(A) is primarily occupied by elderly or 
disabled families; 

‘‘(B) contains one or more dwelling units 
with 3 or more bedrooms that are occupied 
by large families; 

‘‘(C) is located in a rural area with an inad-
equate supply of comparable housing, as de-
termined by the Secretary; or 

‘‘(D) is located in a neighborhood or area—
‘‘(i) that is geographically smaller than a 

market area; and 
‘‘(ii) within which, in the determination of 

the Secretary, rental assistance vouchers 
would be difficult to use, as demonstrated by 
a low vacancy rate for affordable housing, a 
high turnback rate for such vouchers, or a 
lack of comparable rental housing; 

‘‘(3) meets the requirements under sub-
section (b), (c), or (d); and 

‘‘(4) is subject to such binding commit-
ments as the Secretary shall require (which 
shall be applicable to any subsequent owner) 
to ensure that the low-income affordability 
restrictions for the project in connection 
with Federal assistance for the project have 
been extended for the full period applicable 
under the terms of assistance for the project, 
but in no case for a period shorter than 5 
years.

‘‘(b) PROJECTS WITH FEDERALLY ASSISTED
MORTGAGES.—A project meets the require-
ments under this subsection only if—

‘‘(1) the project is financed by a loan or 
mortgage that is—

‘‘(A) insured or held by the Secretary 
under section 221(d)(3) of the National Hous-
ing Act and receiving loan management as-
sistance under section 8 of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 due to a conversion from 
section 101 of the Housing and Urban Devel-
opment Act of 1965; 

‘‘(B) insured or held by the Secretary and 
bears interest at a rate determined under the 
proviso of section 221(d)(5) of the National 
Housing Act; 

‘‘(C) insured, assisted, or held by the Sec-
retary or a State or State agency under sec-
tion 236 of the National Housing Act; 

‘‘(D) held by the Secretary and formerly 
insured under a program referred to in sub-
paragraph (A), (B), or (C); or 

‘‘(E) insured or held by the Secretary of 
Agriculture under section 514 or 515 of the 
Housing Act of 1949; and 

‘‘(2) the project is subject to an uncondi-
tional waiver of, with respect to the remain-
ing term of the mortgage referred to in para-
graph (1)—

‘‘(A) all rights to any prepayment of the 
mortgage, and 

‘‘(B) all rights to any voluntary termi-
nation of the mortgage insurance contract 
for the mortgage or the interest reduction 
payments contract, as applicable;

except that such requirement shall not apply 
in the case of a project that is subject to a 
binding agreement that ensures that the 
project will continue to operate, at least 
until the maturity date of the loan or mort-
gage, in a manner that will provide rental 
housing on terms at least as advantageous to 
existing and future tenants as the terms re-
quired by the program under which the loan 
or mortgage was made or insured prior to 
the proposed prepayment or termination. 

‘‘(c) PROJECTS WITH SECTION 8 PROJECT-
BASED ASSISTANCE.—A project meets the re-
quirements under this subsection only if—

‘‘(1) the project is subject to a contract for 
project-based assistance; and 

‘‘(2) the owner of the project has entered 
into binding commitments (applicable to any 
subsequent owner) to extend such assistance 
(subject to the availability of amounts for 
such purpose) for a minimum of 5 years, or 
longer, as the Secretary may prescribe under 
this section. 

‘‘(d) PROJECTS PURCHASED BY RESIDENTS.—
A project meets the requirements under this 
subsection only if the project—

‘‘(1) is or was eligible low-income housing 
(as such term is defined in section 229 (42 
U.S.C. 4119)); and 

‘‘(2) has been purchased by a resident coun-
cil for the housing or is approved by the Sec-
retary for such purchase, for conversion to 
homeownership housing under a resident 
homeownership program meeting the re-
quirements under section 226 (12 U.S.C. 4116). 

‘‘(e) COMBINATION OF ASSISTANCE.—Not-
withstanding subsection (a), any project that 
is otherwise eligible for assistance with 
grant amounts provided under this subtitle 
because the project meets the requirements 
under subsection (b) or (c) and that also 
meets the requirements under paragraph (1) 
of the other of such subsections, shall be eli-
gible for such assistance only if the project 
complies with all of the requirements under 
such other subsection. 

‘‘SEC. 263. GRANT AMOUNT LIMITATION. 

‘‘The Secretary shall limit the portion of 
the aggregate amount of grants under this 
subtitle made available for any fiscal year 
that may be provided to a single State or 
qualified unit of general local government 
based upon the proportion of such State’s or 
unit’s need (as determined by the Secretary) 
for such assistance to the aggregate need 
among all States and qualified units of gen-
eral local government approved for such as-
sistance for such fiscal year. 

‘‘SEC. 264. MATCHING REQUIREMENT. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may not 
make a grant under this subtitle to any 
State or qualified unit of general local gov-
ernment for any fiscal year in a total 
amount that exceeds the sum of the fol-
lowing amounts: 

‘‘(1) 100 percent of the amount that the 
State or qualified unit of general local gov-
ernment certifies, as the Secretary shall re-
quire, that the State or qualified unit will 
contribute for such fiscal year, or has con-
tributed since January 1, 1999, for the pur-
poses under section 262(a). 
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‘‘(2) 50 percent of the amount that the 

State or qualified unit of general local gov-
ernment certifies will be or have been so 
contributed from Federal sources. 

‘‘(b) TREATMENT OF PREVIOUS CONTRIBU-
TIONS.—Any portion of amounts contributed 
after January 1, 1999, that are counted for 
purposes of meeting the applicable require-
ment under subsection (a) for a fiscal year 
may not be counted for such purposes for any 
subsequent fiscal year. 

‘‘(c) TREATMENT OF TAX CREDITS.—Tax
credits provided under section 42 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 and proceeds 
from the sale of tax-exempt revenue bonds, 
by any State, county, or local government 
entity, which are subject to volume limita-
tion under Federal law, shall not be consid-
ered non-Federal sources for purposes of this 
section.
‘‘SEC. 265. TREATMENT OF SUBSIDY LAYERING 

REQUIREMENTS.
‘‘Neither section 264 nor any other provi-

sion of this subtitle may be construed to pre-
vent the use of tax credits provided under 
section 42 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 in connection with housing assisted with 
grant amounts provided under this subtitle, 
to the extent that such use is in accordance 
with section 102(d) of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development Reform Act 
of 1989 (42 U.S.C. 3545(d)) and section 911 of 
the Housing and Community Development 
Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 3545 note). 
‘‘SEC. 266. APPLICATIONS AND PREFERENCE. 

‘‘(a) APPLICATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
provide for States and units of general local 
government (through appropriate State and 
local government agencies, including State 
and local housing finance agencies) to sub-
mit applications for grants under this sub-
title. The Secretary shall require the appli-
cations to contain any information and cer-
tifications necessary for the Secretary to de-
termine whether the State or unit of general 
local government is eligible to receive such a 
grant.

‘‘(b) PREFERENCE.—In making grants under 
this subtitle during fiscal years 2001 and 
thereafter, the Secretary shall give pref-
erence—

‘‘(1) among applications otherwise having 
equal merit for funding under this subtitle, 
to funding applications for eligible States, 
and qualified units of general local govern-
ment located in States, that have not pre-
viously received a grant under this subtitle; 
and

‘‘(2) to grants for eligible housing projects 
that are subject to such binding commit-
ments as the Secretary may require to en-
sure that the project will be sold or trans-
ferred to an owner that is a nonprofit organi-
zation.
‘‘SEC. 267. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘For purposes of this subtitle, the fol-
lowing definitions shall apply: 

‘‘(1) LOW-INCOME AFFORDABILITY RESTRIC-
TIONS.—The term ‘low-income affordability 
restrictions’ has the meaning given such 
term in section 229. 

‘‘(2) PROJECT-BASED ASSISTANCE.—The term 
‘project-based assistance’ has the meaning 
given such term in section 16(c) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437n(c)), except that such term includes as-
sistance under any successor programs to 
the programs referred to in such section. 

‘‘(3) QUALIFIED UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOV-
ERNMENT.—The term ‘qualified unit of gen-
eral local government’ means, with respect 
to a fiscal year, a unit of general local gov-
ernment that is located within a State 
that—

‘‘(A) has not applied, and has indicated (in 
accordance with such requirements as the 
Secretary shall establish) that it will not 
apply, to the Secretary for a grant under 
this subtitle for the fiscal year; or 

‘‘(B) has been determined by the Secretary 
not to be eligible for a grant under this sub-
title for the fiscal year. 

‘‘(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ 
means the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development.

‘‘(5) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means the 
States of the United States, the District of 
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands, Guam, the Virgin Islands, 
American Samoa, and any other territory or 
possession of the United States. 

‘‘(6) UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—
The term ‘unit of general local government’ 
has the meaning given such term in section 
102 of the Housing and Community Develop-
ment Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5302). 
‘‘SEC. 268. REGULATIONS. 

‘‘The Secretary may issue any regulations 
necessary to carry out this subtitle. 
‘‘SEC. 269. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

‘‘There are authorized to be appropriated 
for grants under this subtitle such sums as 
may be necessary for each of fiscal years, 
2000, 2001, and 2002.’’. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The amend-
ment made by subsection (a)(1) of this sec-
tion (relating to striking subtitles C and D of 
title II of the Housing and Community De-
velopment Act of 1987) may not be construed 
to repeal or otherwise affect any provision of 
law that was amended by such subtitles. 
SEC. 405. REHABILITATION OF ASSISTED HOUS-

ING.
(a) REHABILITATION LOANS FROM RECAP-

TURED IRP AMOUNTS.—Section 236(s) of the 
National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z–1) is 
amended—

(1) by striking the subsection designation 
and heading and inserting the following: 

‘‘(s) GRANTS AND LOANS FOR REHABILITA-
TION OF MULTIFAMILY PROJECTS.—’’;

(2) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘and 
loans’’ after ‘‘grants’’; 

(3) in paragraph (2)—
(A) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A), by striking ‘‘capital grant assistance 
under this subsection’’ and inserting ‘‘cap-
ital assistance under this subsection under a 
grant or loan only’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (D)(i), by striking 
‘‘capital grant assistance’’ and inserting 
‘‘capital assistance under this subsection 
from a grant or loan (as appropriate)’’; 

(4) in paragraph (3), by striking all of the 
matter that precedes subparagraph (A) and 
inserting the following: 

‘‘(3) ELIGIBLE USES.—Amounts from a grant 
or loan under this subsection may be used 
only for projects eligible under paragraph (2) 
for the purposes of—’’; 

(5) in paragraph (4)—
(A) by striking the paragraph heading and 

inserting ‘‘GRANT AND LOAN AGREEMENTS’’;
and

(B) by inserting ‘‘or loan’’ after ‘‘grant’’, 
each place it appears; 

(6) in paragraph (5), by inserting ‘‘or loan’’ 
after ‘‘grant’’, each place it appears; 

(7) in paragraph (6), as amended by the pre-
ceding provisions of this Act, by adding at 
the end the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) LOANS.—In making loans under this 
subsection using the amounts that the Sec-
retary has recaptured from contracts for in-
terest reduction payments pursuant to 
clause (i) or (ii) of paragraph (7)(A)—

‘‘(i) the Secretary may use such recaptured 
amounts for costs (as such term is defined in 

section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974) of such loans; 

‘‘(ii) the Secretary may make loans in any 
fiscal year only to the extent or in such 
amounts that amounts are used under clause 
(i) to cover costs of such loans; and 

‘‘(iii) the authority of the Secretary to 
enter into commitments to make such loans 
shall be effective for any fiscal year only to 
the extent that (I) there is enacted in ad-
vance, in an appropriations Act, a maximum 
limitation on the aggregate principal 
amount of such commitments for such fiscal 
year, and (II) the aggregate principal amount 
of such commitments entered into by the 
Secretary does not exceed such maximum 
amount.’’;

(8) by redesignating paragraphs (5) and (6) 
(as amended by the preceding provisions of 
this subsection) as paragraphs (6) and (7); 
and

(9) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) LOAN TERMS.—A loan under this sub-
section—

‘‘(A) shall provide amounts for the eligible 
uses under paragraph (3) in a single loan dis-
bursement of loan principal; 

‘‘(B) shall be repaid, as to principal and in-
terest, on behalf of the borrower using 
amounts recaptured from contracts for inter-
est reduction payments pursuant to clause 
(i) or (ii) of paragraph (7)(A); 

‘‘(C) shall have a term to maturity of a du-
ration not shorter than the remaining period 
for which the interest reduction payments 
for the insured mortgage or mortgages that 
fund repayment of the loan would have con-
tinued after extinguishment or writedown of 
the mortgage (in accordance with the terms 
of such mortgage in effect immediately be-
fore such extinguishment or writedown); 

‘‘(D) shall bear interest at a rate, as deter-
mined by the Secretary of the Treasury, that 
is based upon the current market yields on 
outstanding marketable obligations of the 
United States having comparable maturities; 
and

‘‘(E) shall involve a principal obligation of 
an amount not exceeding the amount that 
can be repaid using amounts described in 
subparagraph (B) over the term determined 
in accordance with subparagraph (C), with 
interest at the rate determined under sub-
paragraph (D).’’. 

(b) ELIGIBILITY OF NONINSURED PROJECTS
FOR IRP CAPITAL GRANTS.—Section 236(s)(2) 
of the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z–
1(s)(2)(A)) is amended by striking subpara-
graph (A) and inserting the following new 
subparagraph:

‘‘(A) if the project is federally assisted 
housing described in subparagraph (B), (C), 
(D), (E), (F) or (G) of section 683(2) of the 
Housing and Community Development Act of 
1992 (42 U.S.C. 13641(2));’’. 

(c) IRP CAPITAL GRANTS REQUIREMENT FOR
EXTENSION OF LOW-INCOME AFFORDABILITY
REQUIREMENTS.—Section 236(s) of the Na-
tional Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z–1(s)) is 
amended—

(1) in paragraph (2)—
(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (C) and 

(D), as amended by the preceding provisions 
of this section, as subparagraphs (D) and (E), 
respectively; and 

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 
following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) the project owner enters into such 
binding commitments as the Secretary may 
require (which shall be applicable to any sub-
sequent owner) to ensure that the owner will 
continue to operate the project in accord-
ance with all low-income affordability re-
strictions for the project in connection with 
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the Federal assistance for the project for a 
period having a duration that is not less 
than the period referred to in paragraph 
(5)(C);’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (4)(B), by inserting ‘‘and 
consistent with paragraph (2)(C)’’ before the 
period at the end. 
SEC. 406. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE. 

Section 514(f)(3) of the Multifamily As-
sisted Housing Reform and Affordability Act 
of 1997 (42 U.S.C. 1437f note) is amended by 
inserting after ‘‘new owners)’’ the following: 
‘‘, for technical assistance for preservation of 
low-income housing for which project-based 
rental assistance is provided at below mar-
ket rent levels and may not be renewed (in-
cluding transfer of developments to tenant 
groups, nonprofit organizations, and public 
entities),’’.
SEC. 407. TERMINATION OF SECTION 8 CON-

TRACT AND DURATION OF RENEWAL 
CONTRACT.

Section 8(c)(8) of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437f(c)(8)) is 
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—
(A) by striking ‘‘terminating’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘termination of’’; and 
(B) by striking the third comma of the 

first sentence and all that follows through 
the end of the subparagraph and inserting 
the following: ‘‘. The notice shall also in-
clude a statement that, if the Congress 
makes funds available, the owner and the 
Secretary may agree to a renewal of the con-
tract, thus avoiding termination, and that in 
the event of termination the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development will provide 
tenant-based rental assistance to all eligible 
residents, enabling them to choose the place 
they wish to rent, which is likely to include 
the dwelling unit in which they currently re-
side. Any contract covered by this paragraph 
that is renewed may be renewed for a period 
of up to one year or any number or years, 
with payments subject to the availability of 
appropriations for any year.’’; 

(2) by striking subparagraph (B); 
(3) in subparagraph (C)—
(A) by striking the first sentence; 
(B) by striking ‘‘in the immediately pre-

ceding sentence’’; 
(C) by striking ‘‘180-day’’ each place it ap-

pears;
(D) by striking ‘‘such period’’ and inserting 

‘‘one year’’; and 
(E) by striking ‘‘180 days’’ and inserting 

‘‘one year’’; and 
(4) by redesignating subparagraphs (C), (D), 

and (E), as amended by the preceding provi-
sions of this subsection, as subparagraphs 
(B), (C), and (D), respectively. 
SEC. 408. ENHANCED VOUCHER ELIGIBILITY AND 

BENEFITS.
(a) ELIGIBILITY OF RESIDENTS OF FLEXIBLE

SUBSIDY PROJECTS.—Section 201 of the Hous-
ing and Community Development Amend-
ments of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 1715z–1a) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(p) ENHANCED VOUCHER ELIGIBILITY.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, any 
project that receives or has received assist-
ance under this section and which is the sub-
ject of a transaction under which the project 
is preserved as affordable housing, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, shall be considered 
eligible low-income housing under section 
229 of the Low-Income Housing Preservation 
and Resident Homeownership Act of 1990 (12 
U.S.C. 4119) for purposes of eligibility of resi-
dents of such project for enhanced voucher 
assistance provided in accordance with the 
‘Preserving Existing Housing Investment’ 

account in the Departments of Veterans Af-
fairs and Housing and Urban Development, 
and Independent Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 1997 (Public Law 104–204; 110 Stat. 2884) 
and pursuant to such provision or any other 
subsequently enacted provision of law.’’. 

(b) EFFECT OF RENTAL INCREASES ON OTHER
ENHANCED VOUCHERS.—To the extent that 
amounts are provided in advance in appro-
priations Acts for enhanced vouchers (in-
cluding amendments and renewals) pursuant 
to the authority under the heading ‘‘Pre-
serving Existing Housing Investment’’ in the 
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous-
ing and Urban Development, and Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1997 
(Public Law 104–204; 110 Stat. 2884), each fam-
ily receiving such enhanced voucher assist-
ance after the date of prepayment or vol-
untary termination which continues to re-
side in the housing occupied on the date of 
prepayment or voluntary termination and 
the rent of which, absent enhanced voucher 
assistance, would exceed the greater of 30 
percent of adjusted income or the rent paid 
by the family on such date, may continue to 
receive such enhanced voucher assistance in-
definitely, subject to other requirements of 
that authority, as amended: Provided, That 
rent resulting from rent increases occurring 
later than 1 year after the date of prepay-
ment or voluntary termination may be used 
to increase the applicable payment standard: 
Provided further, That the rent for the dwell-
ing unit is reasonable in comparison to the 
rent charged for comparable dwelling units 
in the private, unassisted local market. 
SEC. 409. ENHANCED DISPOSITION AUTHORITY. 

Section 204 of the Departments of Veterans 
Affairs and Housing and Urban Development, 
and Independent Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 1997 (12 U.S.C. 1715z–11a) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and 1999’’ and inserting 
‘‘1999, and 2000’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘or demolition’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, demolition, or construction on the 
properties (which shall be eligible whether 
vacant or occupied)’’.
SEC. 410. ASSISTANCE FOR NONPROFIT PUR-

CHASERS PRESERVING AFFORD-
ABLE HOUSING. 

(a) CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.—The Con-
gress finds that—

(1) a substantial number of existing feder-
ally assisted or federally insured multi-
family properties are at risk of being lost 
from the affordable housing inventory of the 
Nation through market rate conversion, de-
terioration, or demolition; 

(2) it is in the interests of the Nation to en-
courage transfer of control of such properties 
to competent national, regional, and local 
nonprofit entities and intermediaries whose 
missions involve maintaining the afford-
ability of such properties; 

(3) such transfers may be inhibited by a 
shortage of such entities that are appro-
priately capitalized; and 

(4) the Nation would be well served by pro-
viding assistance to such entities to aid in 
accomplishing this purpose. 

(b) GRANTS.—The Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development may make grants, to the 
extent amounts are made available for such 
grants, to eligible entities under subsection 
(c) for use only for operational, working cap-
ital, and organizational expenses of such en-
tities and activities by such entities to ac-
quire eligible affordable housing for the pur-
pose of ensuring that the housing will re-
main affordable, as the Secretary considers 
appropriate, for low-income or very low-in-
come families (including elderly persons). 

(c) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—The Secretary 
shall establish standards for eligible entities 

under this subsection, which shall include re-
quirements that to be considered an eligible 
entity for purposes of this section an entity 
shall—

(1) be a nonprofit organization (as such 
term is defined in 104 of the Cranston-Gon-
zalez National Affordable Housing Act); 

(2) have among its purposes maintaining 
the affordability to low-income or very low-
income families of multifamily properties 
that are at risk of loss from the inventory of 
housing that is affordable to low-income or 
very low-income families; and 

(3) demonstrate need for assistance under 
this section for the purposes under sub-
section (b), experience in carrying out activi-
ties referred to in such subsection, and capa-
bility to carry out such activities. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the following definitions shall apply: 

(1) ELIGIBLE AFFORDABLE HOUSING.—The
term ‘‘eligible affordable housing’’ means 
housing that—

(A) consists of more than 4 dwelling units; 
(B) is insured or assisted under a program 

of the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment or the Department of Agriculture 
under which the property is subject to limi-
tations on tenant rents, rent contributions, 
or incomes; and 

(C) is at risk, as determined by the Sec-
retary, of termination of any of the limita-
tions referred to in subparagraph (B). 

(2) LOW-INCOME FAMILIES; VERY LOW-INCOME
FAMILIES.—The terms ‘‘low-income families’’ 
and very low-income families’’ have the 
meanings given such terms in section 3(b) of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
grants under this section such sums as may 
be necessary for each of fiscal years 2000, 
2001, and 2002. 
TITLE V—MORTGAGE INSURANCE FOR 

HEALTH CARE FACILITIES AND HOME 
EQUITY CONVERSION MORTGAGES 

SEC. 501. REHABILITATION OF EXISTING HOS-
PITALS, NURSING HOMES, AND 
OTHER FACILITIES. 

Section 223(f) of the National Housing Act 
(12 U.S.C. 1715n(f)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘existing 
health care facility,’’ after ‘‘existing board 
and care home,’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (4)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘existing health care facil-

ity,’’ after ‘‘board and care home,’’ each 
place it appears; 

(B) in subparagraph (A), by inserting be-
fore the semicolon at the end the following: 
‘‘, which refinancing, in the case of a loan on 
a hospital, home, or facility that is within 5 
years of maturity, shall include a mortgage 
made to prepay such loan;’’; 

(C) in subparagraph (B), by inserting after 
‘‘indebtedness’’ the following: ‘‘, pay the 
costs of any repairs, maintenance, improve-
ments, or additional equipment which may 
be approved by the Secretary,’’; and 

(D) in subparagraph (D)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘existing’’ before ‘‘inter-

mediate care facility’’; and 
(ii) by inserting ‘‘existing’’ before ‘‘board 

and care home’’. 
SEC. 502. NEW HEALTH CARE FACILITIES. 

Section 232 of the National Housing Act (12 
U.S.C. 1715w) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by adding at the end 
the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(4) The development of health care facili-
ties for the care and treatment of the elderly 
and other persons in need of health care and 
related services, but who are not acutely ill 
and do not require hospital care, and the 
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support of health care facilities which pro-
vide such health care and related services 
(including those which support hospitals, as 
defined in section 242(b)).’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (4), by inserting after the 

first period the following new sentence:
‘‘Such term includes a parity first mortgage 
or parity first deed of trust, subject to such 
terms and conditions as the Secretary may 
provide.’’;

(B) in paragraph (6)—
(i) by striking subparagraph (A) and insert-

ing the following new subparagraph: 
‘‘(A) meets all licensing and regulatory re-

quirements of the State, or if there is no 
State law providing for such licensing and 
regulation by the State, meets all licensing 
and regulatory requirements of the munici-
pality or other political subdivision in which 
the facility is located, or, in the absence of 
any such requirements, meets any require-
ments of the Secretary for such purposes;’’; 
and

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(C) in paragraph (7), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph:

‘‘(8) the term ‘health care facility’ means a 
facility—

‘‘(A) providing integrated health care de-
livery services designed and operated to pro-
vide medical, convalescent, skilled and inter-
mediate nursing, board and care services, as-
sisted living, rehabilitation, custodial, per-
sonal care services, or any combination 
thereof;

‘‘(B) designed, in whole or in part, to pro-
vide a continuum of care, as determined by 
the Secretary; 

‘‘(C) providing clinical services, out pa-
tient services, including community health 
services and medical practice facilities and 
group practice facilities to persons not in 
need of the services rendered in other facili-
ties insurable under this title; or 

‘‘(D)(i) designed, in whole or in part—
‘‘(I) to provide health care services which 

are not acute care in nature to persons (in-
cluding the elderly and infirm); or 

‘‘(II) to provide supportive or ancillary 
services to hospitals (as defined in section 
242(b)), which services may include services 
provided by special use health care facilities, 
professional office buildings, laboratories, 
administrative offices, and other facilities 
supportive or ancillary to health care deliv-
ery; and 

‘‘(ii) that meet standards acceptable to the 
Secretary, which may include standards gov-
erning licensure or State or local approval 
and regulation of a mortgagor; or 

‘‘(E) that provides any combination of the 
services under subparagraphs (a) through 
(D).’’;

(3) in subsection (d)—
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘board and care home,’’ 

after ‘‘rehabilitated nursing home,’’; 
(ii) by inserting ‘‘health care facility,’’ 

after ‘‘assisted living facility,’’ the first 2 
places it appears; 

(iii) by inserting ‘‘board and care home,’’ 
after ‘‘existing nursing home,’’; and 

(iv) by striking ‘‘or a board and care 
home’’ and inserting ‘‘, board and care home 
or health care facility’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2), in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A), by inserting after 
‘‘including’’ the following: ‘‘or a public body, 
public agency, or public corporation eligible 
under this section’’; 

(C) in paragraph (4)(A)—
(i) in the first sentence—
(I) by inserting ‘‘, and health care facilities 

which include such nursing home and inter-
mediate care facilities,’’ before ‘‘, the Sec-
retary’’;

(II) by inserting ‘‘or the portion of a health 
care facility providing such services’’ before 
‘‘covered by the mortgage,’’; and 

(III) by inserting ‘‘or for such nursing or 
intermediate care services within a health 
care facility’’ before ‘‘, and (ii)’’; 

(ii) in the second sentence, by inserting 
‘‘(which may be within a health care facil-
ity)’’ after ‘‘home and facility’’; and 

(iii) in the third sentence—
(I) by striking ‘‘mortgage under this sec-

tion’’ and all that follows through ‘‘feasi-
bility’’ and inserting the following: ‘‘such 
mortgage under this section unless (i) the 
proposed mortgagor or applicant for the 
mortgage insurance for the home or facility 
or combined home or facility, or the health 
care facility containing such services, has 
commissioned and paid for the preparation of 
an independent study of market need for the 
project’’;

(II) in clause (i)(II), by striking ‘‘and its re-
lationship to, other health care facilities 
and’’ and inserting ‘‘or such facilities within 
a health care facility, and its relationship to, 
other facilities providing health care’’; 

(III) in clause (i)(IV), by striking ‘‘in the 
event the State does not prepare the study,’’; 
and

(IV) in clause (i)(IV), by striking ‘‘the 
State or’’; 

(iv) by striking the penultimate sentence 
and inserting the following new sentences: 
‘‘A study commissioned or undertaken by 
the State in which the facility will be lo-
cated shall be considered to satisfy such 
market study requirement. The proposed 
mortgagor or applicant may reimburse the 
State for the cost of an independent study 
referred to in the preceding sentence.’’; and 

(v) in the last sentence—
(I) by inserting ‘‘the proposed mortgagor 

or applicant for mortgage insurance may ob-
tain from’’ after ‘‘10 individuals,’’; 

(II) by striking ‘‘may’’ and inserting 
‘‘and’’; and 

(III) by inserting a comma before ‘‘written 
support’’; and 

(D) in paragraph (4)(C)(iii), by striking 
‘‘the appropriate State’’ and inserting ‘‘any 
appropriate’’; and 

(4) in subsection (i)(1) by inserting ‘‘health 
care facilities,’’ after ‘‘assisted living facili-
ties,’’.
SEC. 503. HOSPITALS AND HOSPITAL-BASED 

HEALTH CARE FACILITIES. 
Section 242 of the National Housing Act (12 

U.S.C. 1715z–7) is amended—
(1) in subsection (b)—
(A) in paragraph (1)—
(i) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘and’’ 

after the semicolon at the end; 
(ii) by striking subparagraph (B); 
(iii) in subparagraph (C), by striking the 

period at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(iv) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 

subparagraph (B); 
(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘respect-

fully’’ and all that follows and inserting 
‘‘given such terms in section 207(a), except 
that the term ‘mortgage’ shall include a par-
ity first mortgage or parity first deed of 
trust, subject to such terms and conditions 
as the Secretary may provide.’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph:

‘‘(3) the term ‘health care facility’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 232(b).’’; 

(2) in subsection (d)—
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 

by inserting after ‘‘operation,’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘or which covers a health care facil-
ity owned or to be owned by an applicant or 
proposed mortgagor which also owns a hos-
pital, including equipment to be used in its 
operation,’’;

(B) in paragraph (1)—
(i) in the first sentence, by inserting before 

the period at the end the following: ‘‘and 
who, in the case of a mortgage covering a 
health care facility, is also the owner of a 
hospital facility’’; and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: ‘‘A mortgage covering a health 
care facility may only cover the property on 
which the eligible facility will be located.’’; 

(C) in paragraph (2)(A) by inserting ‘‘or 
health care facility’’ before the comma; and 

(D) in paragraph (4)—
(i) in the first sentence, by inserting ‘‘for a 

hospital’’ after ‘‘any mortgage’’; 
(ii) by striking the third sentence and in-

serting the following: ‘‘If no such State agen-
cy exists, or if the State agency exists but is 
not empowered to provide a certification 
that there is a need for the hospital as set 
forth in clause (A) of the first sentence, the 
Secretary shall not insure any such mort-
gage under this section unless (A) the pro-
posed mortgagor or applicant for the hos-
pital has commissioned and paid for the 
preparation of an independent study of mar-
ket need for the proposed project that (i) is 
prepared in accordance with the principles 
established by the Secretary, in consultation 
with the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services (to the extent the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development considers 
appropriate); (ii) assesses, on a marketwide 
basis, the impact of the proposed hospital on, 
and its relationship to, other facilities pro-
viding health care services, the percentage of 
excess beds, demographic projections, alter-
native health care delivery systems, and the 
reimbursement structure of the hospital; 
(iii) is addressed to and is acceptable to the 
Secretary in form and substance; and (iv) is 
prepared by a financial consultant selected 
by the proposed mortgagor or applicant and 
approved by the Secretary; and (B) the State 
complies with the other provisions of this 
paragraph that would otherwise be required 
to be met by a State agency designated in 
accordance with section 604(a)(1) or section 
1521 of the Public Health Service Act. A 
study commissioned or undertaken by the 
State in which the hospital will be located 
shall be considered to satisfy such market 
study requirement.’’; and 

(iii) in the last sentence, by striking ‘‘fea-
sibility’’; and 

(3) in subsection (f), by inserting ‘‘and pub-
lic health care facilities’’ after ‘‘public hos-
pitals’’.
SEC. 504. HOME EQUITY CONVERSION MORT-

GAGES.
(a) INSURANCE FOR MORTGAGES TO REFI-

NANCE EXISTING HECMS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 255 of the Na-

tional Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z–20) is 
amended—

(A) by redesignating subsection (k) as sub-
section (l); and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (j) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(k) INSURANCE AUTHORITY FOR
REFINANCINGS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may, upon 
application by a mortgagee, insure under 
this subsection any mortgage given to refi-
nance an existing home equity conversion 
mortgage insured under this section.
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‘‘(2) ANTI-CHURNING DISCLOSURE.—The Sec-

retary shall, by regulation, require that the 
mortgagee of a mortgage insured under this 
subsection, provide to the mortgagor, within 
an appropriate time period and in a manner 
established in such regulations, a good faith 
estimate of (A) the total cost of the refi-
nancing, and (B) the increase in the mortga-
gor’s principal limit as measured by the esti-
mated initial principal limit on the mort-
gage to be insured under this subsection less 
the current principal limit on the home eq-
uity conversion mortgage that is being refi-
nanced and insured under this subsection. 

‘‘(3) WAIVER OF COUNSELING REQUIREMENT.—
The mortgagor under a mortgage insured 
under this subsection may waive the applica-
bility, with respect to such mortgage, of the 
requirements under subsection (d)(2)(B) (re-
lating to third party counseling), but only 
if—

‘‘(A) the mortgagor has received the disclo-
sure required under paragraph (2); 

‘‘(B) the increase in the principal limit de-
scribed in paragraph (2) exceeds the amount 
of the total cost of refinancing (as described 
in such paragraph) by an amount to be deter-
mined by the Secretary; and 

‘‘(C) the time between the closing of the 
original home equity conversion mortgage 
that is refinanced through the mortgage in-
sured under this subsection and the applica-
tion for a refinancing mortgage insured 
under this subsection does not exceed 5 
years.

‘‘(4) CREDIT FOR PREMIUMS PAID.—Notwith-
standing section 203(c)(2)(A), the Secretary 
may reduce the amount of the single pre-
mium payment otherwise collected under 
such section at the time of the insurance of 
a mortgage refinanced and insured under 
this subsection. The amount of the single 
premium for mortgages refinanced under 
this subsection shall be determined by the 
Secretary based on the actuarial study re-
quired under paragraph (5). 

‘‘(5) ACTUARIAL STUDY.—Not later than 180 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
subsection, the Secretary shall conduct an 
actuarial analysis to determine the adequacy 
of the insurance premiums collected under 
the program under this subsection with re-
spect to—

‘‘(A) a reduction in the single premium 
payment collected at the time of the insur-
ance of a mortgage refinanced and insured 
under this subsection; 

‘‘(B) the establishment of a single national 
limit on the benefits of insurance under sub-
section (g) (relating to limitation on insur-
ance authority); and 

‘‘(C) the combined effect of reduced insur-
ance premiums and a single national limita-
tion on insurance authority. 

‘‘(6) FEES.—The Secretary may establish a 
limit on the origination fee that may be 
charged to a mortgagor under a mortgage in-
sured under this subsection, except that such 
limitation shall provide that the origination 
fee may be fully financed with the mortgage 
and shall include any fees paid to cor-
respondent mortgagees approved by the Sec-
retary. The Secretary shall prohibit the 
charging of any broker fees in connection 
with mortgages insured under this sub-
section.’’.

(2) REGULATIONS.—Notwithstanding sec-
tions 2 and 3 of the Preserving Affordable 
Housing for Senior Citizens and Families 
into the 21st Century Act, the Secretary 
shall issue any final regulations necessary to 
implement the amendments made by para-
graph (1) of this subsection, which shall take 
effect not later than the expiration of the 

180-day period beginning on the date of the 
enactment of this Act. The regulations shall 
be issued after notice and opportunity for 
public comment in accordance with the pro-
cedure under section 553 of title 5, United 
States Code, applicable to substantive rules 
(notwithstanding subsections (a)(2), (b)(B), 
and (d)(3) of such section). 

(b) STUDY OF SINGLE NATIONAL MORTGAGE
LIMIT.—The Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development shall conduct an actuarially 
based study of the effects of establishing, for 
mortgages insured under section 255 of the 
National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z–20), a 
single maximum mortgage amount limita-
tion in lieu of applicability of section 
203(b)(2) of such Act (12 U.S.C. 1709(b)(2)). The 
study shall—

(1) examine the effects of establishing such 
limitation at different dollar amounts; and 

(2) examine the effects of such various lim-
itations on—

(A) the risks to the General Insurance 
Fund established under section 519 of such 
Act; and 

(B) the mortgage insurance premiums that 
would be required to be charged to mortga-
gors to ensure actuarial soundness of such 
Fund; and 

(C) take into consideration the various ap-
proaches to providing credit to borrowers 
who refinance home equity conversion mort-
gages insured under section 255 of such Act.
Not later than 180 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
complete the study under this subsection 
and submit a report describing the study and 
the results of the study to the Committee on 
Banking and Financial Services of the House 
of Representatives and to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the 
Senate.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER).

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the bill before the 
House today is the result of a truly bi-
partisan effort to address the range of 
critical housing needs of our seniors, 
individuals with disabilities, and low-
income families. The proposal not only 
contains many original provisions from 
H.R. 202, a bill introduced this year by 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Banking and Financial Services, the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH), and 
the subcommittee chairman, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO), but 
also brings the facets of H.R. 1336, the 
Emergency Residents Protection Act, 
introduced by the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. LEACH), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on VA, HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies of the Committee on 
Appropriations, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. WALSH), and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO) on 
March 25. 

Also contained within the bill are 
ideas from H.R. 1624, the Elderly Hous-
ing Quality Improvement Act, and pro-
visions of H.R. 425, the Housing Preser-
vation Matching Grant Act, introduced 

by the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
VENTO), and also the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. RAMSTAD).

The bills have been the subject of 
three committee hearings during the 
106th Congress. Majority and minority 
committee staff have worked along 
with HUD staff for the last several 
months to develop a bipartisan con-
sensus product supported by the com-
mittee’s Republican and Democratic 
leadership. The Committee on Banking 
and Financial Services reported out 
the bill last Friday by a unanimous 
vote. As Members can see, Mr. Speaker, 
this bill encompasses a broad spectrum 
of ideas, and they are all the right 
ideas to help America’s seniors and 
other vulnerable citizens find afford-
able housing. 

Let me take a moment to explain 
why I feel this is such an important 
legislative matter. On the horizon, a 
gray dawn is approaching where more 
and more Americans will live longer 
and enjoy more active healthy lives. 
More than 33 million people in the 
United States are now 65 years of age 
or older, and by the year 2020 that 
number will grow to almost 53 million 
Americans. That is one in every six 
Americans. This new-found longevity 
should be celebrated, but we must also 
not take our future quality of life for 
granted.

In this environment of an aging pop-
ulation, we must not overlook the fact 
that millions of senior citizens will suf-
fer a crisis of safe, affordable housing if 
we fail to prepare for it. Even today, 
the U.S. General Accounting Office and 
the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development have determined 
that at least 1.4 million senior citizens 
are already experiencing worst-case 
housing needs. Seniors are more likely 
than any other adults to be poor, and 
nearly 40 percent of seniors not in 
nursing homes are limited by chronic 
conditions, unable to perform the sim-
plest activities associated with inde-
pendent living. 

These senior citizens who helped cre-
ate the foundations for the greatness of 
our country today deserve to know 
that they will be taken care of. This 
bill should provide that peace of mind. 

The provisions in this bill are de-
signed to protect our seniors, the dis-
abled, and our vulnerable families from 
displacement of drastic rent increases, 
and offers greater program flexibility 
to broaden the scope of these impor-
tant programs. Specifically, the bill ac-
complishes that through a number of 
provisions.

First, it provides HUD with the au-
thority to convert the subsidy financ-
ing of section 202 senior housing 
projects built from section 8 prior to 
1990 to the 5-year project rental assist-
ance contracts, PRAC, that have been 
offered to projects since 1990. This al-
lows nonprofit senior housing providers 
and HUD to streamline the administra-
tion of the program. Operated outside 
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of the section 8 regulatory regime, pro-
viders are provided relief from often 
complex and burdensome rules. More 
importantly, the extraordinary level of 
stress and anxiety senior citizens often 
feel under section 8 programs are re-
moved.

Secondly, it reauthorizes the section 
202 program, which is the primary 
method of Federal finance for low-in-
come senior citizens. We authorize sup-
portive housing for elderly persons and 
for persons with disabilities and pro-
vide grants for service coordinators for 
elderly and disabled projects. 

Third, it expands housing opportuni-
ties for seniors and individuals with 
disabilities, and it contains many com-
mon sense provisions to increase pro-
gram flexibility. 

Fourth, this bill protects seniors, the 
disabled, and vulnerable families from 
being displaced from their housing be-
cause of section 8 opt-outs. The Sub-
committee on Housing and Community 
Opportunity of the Committee on 
Banking and Financial Services held 
hearings earlier this year on the prob-
lem of expiring section 8 contracts and 
found that a significant number of 
owners that were indicating they 
planned to opt out of section 8 pro-
grams. Five hundred units are at risk 
over the next 5 years of being lost as 
affordable housing if we do not act. 

Finally, it would make amendments 
to the existing Home Equity Conver-
sion Mortgage program, allowing sen-
iors to maximize the equity in their 
homes by streamlining the process of 
refinancing reverse mortgages. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the chairman of 
the subcommittee and the chairman of 
the full committee for their leadership 
on this issue and thank many members 
of the committee, the leadership on the 
minority side, as well as HUD for work-
ing with us in such a bipartisan man-
ner to solve these problems.

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

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. LAFALCE), the ranking mem-
ber of the full committee, whose lead-
ership was essential to this bill coming 
forward.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, first I 
rise in strong support of H.R. 202 and 
urge its adoption. 

According to HUD, there are over 1 
million elderly families in this country 
with worst-case housing needs. As our 
population ages, the housing and re-
lated health care needs of senior citi-
zens is certain to grow, yet not only 
has the role of the Federal Government 
in affordable housing new construction 
been cut back, but the so-called opt-
out crisis threatens us with the loss of 
hundreds of thousands of section 8 
housing units. 

H.R. 202 is a well-crafted bill to ad-
dress the dual challenges of preserving 

affordable housing and improving our 
existing elderly and disabled housing 
programs. It has been developed in a 
thoroughly bipartisan manner, taking 
the best provisions offered from both 
sides of the aisle. 

I would like to start by commending 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Housing and Community Opportunity, 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
LAZIO), for his leadership on this bill. 
He has made affordable housing preser-
vation a priority of our housing sub-
committee, culminating in the inclu-
sion of strong housing preservation and 
tenant protections in this bill. I also 
appreciate his acceptance of many pro-
visions for my elderly housing legisla-
tion, H.R. 1624, the Elderly Housing 
Quality Improvement Act. 

I would also like to acknowledge the 
extremely hard work on this bill by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK), the Housing Subcommittee 
ranking member. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts has been a leader in pre-
serving our section 8 project base hous-
ing stock through the prevention of 
section 8 opt-outs. He has played an in-
strumental role in both the HUD mark-
to-market initiative and in the legisla-
tion before us. 

I would also like to note this bill in-
cludes H.R. 425, a very important bill 
authorized by the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. VENTO) that would create a 
matching grant housing preservation 
program. The Vento bill complements 
HUD’s mark-to-market initiative by 
encouraging States and localities to 
participate in housing preservation in 
a partnership with the Federal Govern-
ment under a matching grant program.

Today, the House is considering H.R. 202, 
the ‘‘Preserving Affordable Housing for Senior 
Citizens and Families into the 21st Century 
Act.’’ H.R. 202 includes a number of provi-
sions from H.R. 1624, the ‘‘Elderly Housing 
Quality Improvement Act,’’ which I introduced 
earlier this year, along with Reps. VENTO, KAN-
JORSKI, and a number of other members. Fol-
lowing is a detailed explanation of the provi-
sions from H.R. 1624 which are being in-
cluded in H.R. 202. 

Experts agree that we should provide hous-
ing options that help seniors age in place, that 
preserve their independence and self-suffi-
ciency, and that provide alternatives to nursing 
home care. H.R. 1624 furthers these goals, by 
making changes to our elderly affordable 
housing programs to enhance the quality of 
life and to improve the continuum of care for 
lower income senior citizens. 

A major focus of H.R. 1624 is the physical 
repair and maintenance of our federally as-
sisted elderly housing stock. As units built in 
the 1970’s and 1980’s have aged, project 
sponsors, many of them non-profits, too often 
lack the resources for adequate repair and 
maintenance. There are four provisions in 
H.R. 1624 that give elderly affordable housing 
sponsors more resources in this area. 

Section 309 of H.R. 202 [Section 2 of H.R. 
1624] creates a new capital grant program for 
capital repair of federally assisted elderly 

housing units. Funds are to be awarded on a 
competitive basis, based on the need for re-
pairs, the financial need of the applicant, and 
the negative impact on tenants of any failure 
to make such repairs. 

Sections 405(a) and (b) of H.R. 202 [Sec-
tions 3(b) and 3(c) of H.R. 1624] amend an 
existing grant program, created by the 1997 
mark-to-market legislation, which authorizes 
HUD to make multi-year grants to federally in-
sured affordable housing projects from funds 
recaptured when existing Section 236 projects 
prepay their loans and surrender their Interest 
Reduction Payment (IRP) subsidies. Section 
405(a) of H.R. 202 accelerates the availability 
of these multi-year grants to an up-front cap-
ital grant, so that sponsors may use the funds 
for much-needed capital repairs. Newly added 
Section 405(c) requires that any project which 
receives an accelerated capital grant under 
this program must agree to maintain the 
project’s affordability for at least the term of 
the IRP payments which secure the grant. 

Section 405(b) expands eligibility for such 
grants to include non-insured, federally as-
sisted affordable housing projects—eg., to in-
clude non-profit-sponsored and Section 202 
projects. The Congressional Budget Office has 
determined there is no cost to either of these 
provisions. 

Section 403(b) of H.R. 202 [Section 3(d) of 
H.R. 1624] helps undercapitalized non-feder-
ally-insured Section 236 projects, many of 
which are non-profit—by letting them keep 
their ‘‘excess income,’’ as insured projects are 
currently allowed to do. Excess income is rent 
that uninsured projects can collect, but must 
give back to the federal government. 

And, Section 102 of H.R. 202 [Section 3(a) 
of H.R. 1624] facilitates the refinancing of high 
interest rate Section 202 elderly housing 
projects. Specifically, this section guarantees 
that, in addition to keeping all of the funds 
generated up-front by a refinancing, a Section 
202 sponsor may keep 50% of annual debt 
service savings, plus all of excess reserve 
funds, as long as such savings are used for 
the benefit of the tenants or for the benefit of 
the project. 

A second major focus of the bill is to make 
assisted living facilities more available and af-
fordable to low income elderly. Assisted living 
facilities provide meals, health care, and other 
services to frail senior citizens who need as-
sistance with activities of daily living. Unfortu-
nately, poorer seniors who can’t afford as-
sisted living facilities are generally forced to 
move into nursing homes, with a lower quality 
of life, at a higher cost to the federal govern-
ment 

To address this affordability problem, Sec-
tion 309 of H.R. 202 also authorizes funds 
under the newly created capital grant program 
to be used for the conversion of existing feder-
ally assisted elderly housing to assisted living 
facilities. Section 310 of H.R. 202 authorizes a 
similar grant program for the conversion of 
public housing projects to assisted living facili-
ties. 

Section 311 of H.R. 202 [Section 5 of H.R. 
1624] authorizes the use of Section 8 vouch-
ers to pay the rental component of any as-
sisted living facility. This would make 200,000 
senior citizens currently receiving vouchers eli-
gible to use such vouchers in assisted living 
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facilities. This flexibility, designed to enhance 
the continuum of care, is accomplished at no 
cost to the federal government. 

A third major focus of H.R. 1624 is the pro-
motion of the use of service coordinators, 
which help elderly and disabled tenants gain 
access to local community services, thereby 
facilitating their independence. Section 203 of 
H.R. 202 [Sections 4(a) and (b) of H.R. 1624] 
doubles funding for grants for service coordi-
nators in federally assisted housing—by au-
thorizing $50 million in fiscal year 2000 for 
new and renewal grants. Section 203 also au-
thorizes $11 million in funds for new public 
housing service coordinator grants, and man-
dates renewal of all expiring grants, alleviating 
concerns raised earlier this year by the public 
housing service coordinator lottery. 

And, Section 341 of H.R. 202 [Section 4(c) 
of H.R. 1624] changes existing law to let serv-
ice coordinators serve other low-income sen-
iors in a local community, in addition to those 
at the site of the grant sponsor. This allows for 
economies of scale, permitting smaller elderly 
and disabled housing projects to better com-
pete for funds, and generally improves flexi-
bility of the program. 

Finally, I would note that H.R. 202 also in-
creases funding for the Section 202 elderly 
housing new construction program, and pro-
motes the use of pilot programs to create ad-
ditional mixed income, mixed financing hous-
ing. Both increased funding and increased 
flexibility were provisions included in Section 7 
of H.R. 1624. 

Cumulative, the provisions cited above im-
prove the quality and availability of affordable 
elderly and disabled housing, promote aging in 
place, and complement the other provisions of 
H.R. 202. I urge their enactment into law. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a very good bill 
that will do a great deal of good for 
many elderly, disabled, and families 
throughout our Nation. I commend all 
those who have worked together colle-
gially on it and urge its adoption. 

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 30 seconds to compliment both the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE) and the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. FRANK) for their extraor-
dinary collaboration on this bill and 
their cooperation in moving this 
through. It is very important, and we 
are trying to get ahead of the appro-
priations process. This was almost an 
ideal model, Mr. Speaker, of putting a 
bill together and taking the best ideas 
of both sides. 

I also want to tip my hat to the 
chairman of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. LEACH), for both 
his leadership and his interest in issues 
affecting both disabled and seniors’ 
housing.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREU-
TER), a great champion of housing, and 
I also want to thank the gentleman for 
standing in for me and delivering some 
remarks.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my distinguished subcommittee 
chairman, the gentleman from New 

York (Mr. LAZIO), for yielding me this 
time.

I want to particularly commend the 
distinguished gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY) for successfully 
offering a specific amendment that ex-
pands an existing study in H.R. 202 re-
garding the number of section 811 
projects for disabled housing to also in-
clude the per-unit cost of section 202 
projects for senior citizens. This 
amendment was passed en bloc with 
the manager’s amendment in the Sub-
committee on Housing and Community 
Opportunity and then in the full com-
mittee.

Due to the efforts of the gentle-
woman from Illinois, this Member and 
others, by unanimous consent a sec-
ond-tree amendment to the manager’s 
amendment was accepted by the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

b 1700

The second-degree amendment pro-
vides for the insertion of an additional 
consideration to the above-mentioned 
study of section 202 and section 811 
housing. This provision requires that 
the section 202 study examine social 
considerations afforded by smaller and 
moderate-sized developments and not 
be limited to the examination of solely 
economic factors. The intent behind 
this provision is a recognition of the 
probability that if only per-unit cost 
factors were examined in this H.R. 202 
study, then the economies of scale 
would dictate a construction bias to-
ward large, high-rise section 202 or sec-
tion 811 complexes as compared to 
small and moderate-sized developments 
in both urban and nonmetropolitan 
areas.

However, this Member believes that 
bigger is not always better in such 
housing developments. In many cases, 
it can be shown that housing develop-
ments which are not very big in size 
may better meet the living environ-
ment desires and the social concerns of 
its residents and also provides for a 
more advantageous integration of the 
development and the residents into the 
immediate neighborhood. 

Moreover, the second-degree amend-
ment also increases the availability of 
developable sites for section 202 and 
section 811 projects. Finally, among 
other important considerations, small-
er and moderate-sized section 202 and 
section 811 projects which are certainly 
needed in smaller and medium-sized 
communities are more likely to be ap-
proved if the cost per unit criterion is 
not the overwhelming consideration. 

In closing, I want to thank my col-
league from Illinois and all of those on 
both sides of the aisle that supported 
her and this Member and encourage my 
colleagues to support this legislation 
generally. It is excellent legislation.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 10 seconds. 

When I was a kid growing up watching 
baseball games, I remember Mel Allen, 
the Yankee announcer, saying it was 
often the case that someone made a 
great play out in the field and then 
that person would be the first one up at 
bat in the next inning. The gentleman 
from Nebraska has just pointed out the 
great work done by the gentlewoman 
from Illinois, so it is only appropriate 
that she be first up now in speaking. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of H.R. 202. I 
want to thank the gentleman from Ne-
braska for his support of this par-
ticular provision. I know that his sup-
port has helped to improve this bill. I 
want to thank the chairman and rank-
ing member of the Committee on 
Banking and Financial Services for 
bringing this matter to the attention 
of the committee and to the full House 
of Representatives and the chairman 
and ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Housing and Community 
Opportunity as well as my colleague 
from Minnesota who made such signifi-
cant contributions to the improvement 
of this bill. I am happy to add what I 
could and to cosponsor it. 

The bill would authorize more money 
for housing for seniors and persons 
with disabilities and make that money 
available to buy more amenities for 
that housing. In so doing, this bill rec-
ognizes that there is a crisis in housing 
for seniors and persons with disabil-
ities and seeks to meet their particular 
housing needs. I am especially enthusi-
astic about this legislation because it 
includes provisions that will encourage 
more funding for smaller and more liv-
able housing developments and thereby 
allow nonprofits in my district and 
across the country to better meet the 
housing needs of seniors. 

Traditionally, publicly assisted hous-
ing was large scale. And while we may 
have achieved economies of scale, we 
also did not consider necessarily what 
is best for seniors and persons with dis-
abilities. We do not build large devel-
opments in the same way that we did 
anymore. Instead, we are building 
smaller and more livable develop-
ments.

Unfortunately, the grant formula 
does not account for smaller develop-
ments and the lost savings. In my dis-
trict there is housing development 
after housing development whose grant 
award is insufficient to build develop-
ments that are already approved. For 
example, I spent part of Sunday at Ebe-
nezer AME church announcing the 
award of over $2 million in supple-
mental HUD grants so that we could fi-
nally build a project that HUD had 
originally approved 3 years ago. In 
fact, this year I had to request supple-
mental grants for nearly 10 under-
funded projects back home. Clearly, 
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the grant formula needs to be adjusted. 
I hope that the provision that I was 
able to add that was included in this 
bill will get us the necessary informa-
tion to make the appropriate adjust-
ment.

For this reason, I urge my colleagues 
to support H.R. 202 and again thank the 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Housing and Community Oppor-
tunity for granting me the time to 
speak to this.

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT).

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New York for 
yielding me this time. I too would like 
to commend my friend and colleague 
the gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY) for her work on this bill. 

I rise today in strong support of H.R. 
202. This bill takes a very successful 
program, section 202, and makes it 
more cost effective, easier to admin-
ister and more supportive of a good 
quality of life for older Americans as 
they age in our senior facilities. 

When I meet with seniors back home 
in Illinois, many say that the issue 
that concerns them most is housing 
and the fear that at any time it can be 
taken away, that they will be forced to 
leave their familiar surroundings. This 
bill attempts to lessen that fear by dis-
couraging for-profit owners from opt-
ing out of the section 8 program, by 
protecting elderly and other residents, 
and by providing the resources States 
need to preserve the existing supply of 
affordable housing. 

The desire to remain in familiar sur-
roundings does not diminish with age. 
H.R. 202 will help ensure that comfort 
and peace of mind. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in support of H.R. 
202.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. VENTO)
who has for a long time been a leader 
in the most creative use of our housing 
resources.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. FRANK) for yielding me this time 
and commend him for his good work 
and that of his staff as well as the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO) for 
the work he has done on this bill and 
his staff and others that have worked 
so hard on the committee. I know that 
there are many to be recognized and 
everyone wants to be associated with a 
good product. That is an indication of 
a bill that should pass in this House 
with little opposition. 

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, I think today 
in housing we have a very severe prob-
lem, one in which we have to move for-
ward to meet. Our public housing is in 
fact in decline in terms of numbers. I 
think the quality is good. Just this 
weekend a survey came out in the Min-
nesota press which indicated that 86 

percent of the respondents that lived in 
public housing were very, very satisfied 
with the type and quality of housing 
that they are receiving. Another area 
of housing, of course, is the private sec-
tor, the privately owned section 8 hous-
ing that we are addressing in this par-
ticular bill as well as some of the hous-
ing for the elderly and disabled. Our 
problems with especially the privately 
owned section 8 is that 3 to 4,000 units 
a month are being lost because pri-
vately owned buildings are coming up 
to the point where they can pay off the 
loan and get out of the contract in 
terms of serving low-income persons, 
and we had to address that. 

We do it in a couple of ways in this 
bill. One is to provide for greater fair 
market rents, a project, an initiative 
that had been started some years ago 
and is enhanced in this bill. And we 
come up with a grant program that I 
helped put together with my State 
housing finance agency and the leader-
ship of the Minnesota governors that 
had supported it. It would create a 
partnership so that States and local 
governments can get involved through 
a grant process that we have in this 
bill to try and preserve those 3 or 4,000 
units of housing per month that are 
being lost. 

Our State is especially hard hit by 
this because we were very aggressive in 
taking advantage of the assisted hous-
ing or privately owned section 8 hous-
ing. We have been able to enlist about 
63 sponsors on this. I think the bill is 
obviously slated for passage today. 
Trying to get ahead of the appropria-
tions or the spending bills process has 
been difficult for us this year, but for-
tunately we have time. I hope that we 
can add now to the policy that we have 
in paper here the dollars that are nec-
essary to carry it out. 

This is a good bill in the sense that it 
tries to do some innovative things for 
the elderly, some assisted housing pro-
grams. Increasingly as we are dealing 
with frail elderly, our populations are 
aging in the public and assisted hous-
ing programs, very often served by 
nonprofits, sometimes served by local 
and State governments, but these indi-
viduals need increasing numbers of 
services. I think it is important to re-
mind ourselves that the longer people 
stay in their own residence, apart-
ments such as this, the cheaper it is for 
the taxpayer and for all of us, and I 
think more importantly providing 
them the dignity and quality of life 
that is necessary. 

Mr. Speaker, we have worked hard in 
the past to try and respond to that, but 
we have enormous problems ahead of 
us as the demographics of our popu-
lation shift to more elderly, and, of 
course, I think that we need to con-
tinue to respond to the needs of the 
disabled with the special housing 
needs, integrating them into our com-
munities, making them part rather 

than setting them apart from the com-
munities in which they work and in 
which we live. I think it is a hallmark 
of our society and that we aspire to ful-
fill an American promise of shelter, of 
home ownership very often, or of ade-
quate residence so that persons can be 
part of our society and can have good 
housing.

The issue of course, Mr. Speaker, I 
think that looms over us as a dark 
shadow is the increasing problems that 
persist with homelessness and other 
problems. These types of bills and 
these actions are positive efforts to 
avert that particular phenomenon. But 
we have got a long way to go before we 
rest, Mr. Speaker. I would hope that 
this is the first step and the downward 
decline in terms of Federal housing, 
that we will be able to change our pri-
orities and put the dollars that are nec-
essary into good housing programs we 
have, whether they be the public as-
sisted, the 202, the disabled or the 
other programs that are included in 
this positive policy measure before us.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 202, 
legislation that will give us several tools to pre-
serve affordable housing for Americans across 
the country and that will work to improve the 
services and living arrangement for seniors 
and physically-challenged Americans as well. 

One of those tools is the creation of a new 
housing preservation matching grant taken 
from a bill I sponsored, H.R. 425, which has 
63 House cosponsors including all of the Min-
nesota delegation. I am especially pleased at 
its inclusion as our state, led by the Governor 
and Commissioner of Housing Finance Had-
ley, has taken a leadership role in working to 
preserve federally-assisted housing. Enact-
ment of this legislation would help the federal 
government partner with Minnesota and other 
states and localities that step up to the plate 
with resources to save this precious resource. 

Just last week, the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development released a new study 
showing that the number of houses and apart-
ments that low-income families can afford is 
shrinking. Based on data from the Census Bu-
reau’s latest Housing Survey, the report, enti-
tled The Widening Gap: New Findings on 
Housing Affordability in America, found that af-
fordable rental units decreased by 372,000 
units from 1991 through to 1997. No doubt, 
the pace has only accelerated these past two 
years. 

This report and the ever growing body of 
data and surveys, such as the recent ‘‘Out of 
Reach’’ report released by the National Low 
Income Housing Coalition that showed that the 
national average hourly wage needed to be 
able to afford housing is well over eleven dol-
lars, indicate that we are no longer on the 
cusp of a crisis, but are actually in a severe 
affordable housing crisis that we must arrest. 
That is why the passage of this policy bill 
today will be a great step towards addressing 
the tremendous need for affordable housing. 

In Minnesota, the situation is critical. In the 
St. Paul-Minneapolis Metro area, our vacancy 
rate is hovering at one percent. The market is 
hot. There are few options besides long wait-
ing lists and closed doors for people who lose 
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their housing. Those fortunate enough to have 
a new voucher in all likelihood won’t be able 
to use it. The MN Metropolitan Council HRA 
tells us that eight out of nine households with 
section 8 certificates, and three out of four 
with vouchers are unable to find housing and 
are forced to return the assistance! 

In the Twin Cities and across the nation, the 
combination of low entry level wage rates, 
rents outpacing incomes and a retreat in fed-
eral support for affordable housing has left us 
in a dire situation in terms of meeting afford-
able low-cost housing needs. If owners 
choose to opt-out or prepay their mortgages, 
the result is that many income limited resi-
dents who cannot afford the increase will lose 
their homes as well as the support network 
provided by their communities. So-called 
‘‘sticky’’, or enhanced vouchers are only a 
temporary band-aid. Sticky vouchers detach if 
you leave the building or rents rise too much. 
This adhesive becomes unglued with too 
much weight and dry with time. 

I want to express my appreciation to Chair-
man LEACH and Subcommittee Chairman 
LAZIO and his staff, and to Ranking Members 
LAFALCE and FRANK and their staff for all the 
cooperative work involved in this bill. I also am 
thankful for the support of the many bipartisan 
cosponsors of this bill and for the tenants and 
organizations across the country that have 
worked in support of H.R. 425. 

I am hopeful that the revised provisions of 
H.R. 425, embodied in Section 404 of the bill 
will be enacted into law as there is support in 
the other body as evidenced by the introduc-
tion of companion legislation, S. 1318. Section 
404 in which H.R. 425 is incorporated will pro-
vide a 1:1 match for non-federally sourced dol-
lars and a 50 cents match for every federally 
sourced dollar focussed on preserving feder-
ally-assisted housing, including Section 236, 
Section 515, and Section 8. It is a simple pro-
gram that will target the dollars to low-vacancy 
areas and to tenants who would otherwise find 
it very difficult to locate alternative affordable 
housing. It is another important tool in the tool-
box for HUD, the state and local governments, 
and the non-profits and for-profit owners who 
own and manage this low-income housing. 

Mr. Speaker, I am also pleased that we 
were able to include language that will ensure 
that previously issued enhanced vouchers, just 
like those we are creating in this legislation, 
are able to sustain subsequent, reasonable 
rent increases.This has been a very critical 
issue for families in Minnesota. HUD has al-
ready lost a court case contesting the rent in-
creases. We need to move forward on this 
and I hope that we can see such sound hous-
ing policy implemented and fully funded by our 
appropriators as soon as possible. 

Mr. Speaker, we must commit ourselves to 
move forward once the House has passed this 
important measure, to be certain that the pro-
visions are supported in the appropriations 
conference on the VA, HUD and Independent 
Agencies appropriations bill. Providing ade-
quate funds for these ideas and programs is 
essential if the dream is to be a reality. With-
out funding for preserving affordable housing, 
the promise of H.R. 202 will not be met. The 
issue and crisis are immediate; so, too, must 
be the policy and funding. Each month we 
lose 3,000–4,000 units through ‘‘opt out’’ deci-

sions alone. To postpone the policy and fund-
ing a year will mean the loss of over 40,000 
units! 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 202. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
WEYGAND), another member whose 
work is reflected in this bill. 

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to first begin by thanking our 
ranking member on the subcommittee 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. FRANK) as well as the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. LAZIO) for the 
great work that they did in putting 
this bill together. Truly if we could get 
all bills before us in this manner, I 
think this session would be over rather 
quickly. I also want to thank the rank-
ing member of the full committee the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE) for his help on this bill and par-
ticularly sections that we got incor-
porated into the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to talk 
about two sections: Actually one is on 
telemarketing fraud. The other is on 
assisted living. Telemarketing fraud 
has besieged many people throughout 
this country. As a matter of fact, lat-
est estimates are about $40 billion a 
year are lost in this country in tele-
marketing fraud. The largest amount 
of fraud that goes on are for those peo-
ple over the age of 65. There are 33.1 
million people in this country over 
that age and many of them live in 
much of our section 8 housing and 
other assisted housing that we have 
throughout this country. Yet there is 
not much done about trying to show 
them, educate them and prevent tele-
marketing fraud from occurring in 
those developments and those section 8 
housing programs. 

There is a section within this bill 
that will provide and allow for HUD to 
embark upon a new program that will 
actually help reduce and eliminate 
telemarketing fraud in many of our 
housing developments, particularly 
those for the senior citizens. It is in-
credibly important, because many of 
our seniors are very proud and when 
they are struck by telemarketing 
fraudsters, they indeed do not tell 
other people. Programs that can be ini-
tiated to help save billions of dollars 
will be very, very good for our seniors 
but most importantly it is good that 
we have included it in this program. 

There is another section in this bill 
that is extremely good, I am very 
happy to see that we are moving for-
ward on, and that is assisted living. 
Many of the section 8 housing units 
and many of the assisted programs 
that we have in the 202 bills do not pro-
vide presently for assisted living. It is 
the area that the low-income and the 
low-middle income really need assist-
ance in. We have now begun to embark 
upon real change and modification to 

help in the assisted living area. This is 
most needed. I congratulate our rank-
ing member and our chairman for in-
cluding these provisions in there. It is 
a step in the right direction. 

For those of us who have done so 
much on senior issues, this I think will 
be an added boost to making sure that 
not only do we have independent living 
but we have the assisted living funding 
for these people that is so desperately 
necessary.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, to close on our side, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I want to begin by acknowledging the 
staff work on this. This is, more than 
most bills, one where the staff did a 
great deal of work because what we had 
was a bipartisan consensus on some 
very important but technical issues. So 
on the Republican side to Mr. 
Ventrone, Mr. Cassidy and Mr. Suarez; 
on our side to Mr. Olson, Ms. Kuntz and 
Ms. Johnson-Obey, a great deal of 
thanks is due because they are the rea-
son we got this worked out. 

I want to talk for just a couple of 
minutes about the nature of both the 
bipartisanship and the partisanship be-
cause it sometimes can seem to people 
paradoxical that we are on the one 
hand sometimes very partisan and then 
we talk about the importance of bipar-
tisanship. The answer is in our demo-
cratic society, they both have a place 
and this bill illustrates it. 

When it comes to the question of how 
much in the way of Federal resources 
we should put into housing, whether we 
should be expanding these programs, 
whether the government needs to step 
in or whether the private market can 
be left entirely on its own, there are le-
gitimate partisan differences that 
ought to be debated, how much needs 
to be done by the public sector and how 
much can be left to the private sector. 

The bipartisanship comes in here 
once we have a decision made as to 
what resources are going to be avail-
able. This bill is a bipartisan con-
sensus, because it deals with a fixed 
amount of resources and, in fact, it 
even deals to a great extent, not en-
tirely, but to a great extent with pro-
grams in being.

b 1715

The chairman of the subcommittee, 
who did excellent work on this, and the 
other Members, including the senior 
Members on both sides, the chairman 
and the ranking member and myself, 
we were confronted with the con-
sequences, potentially socially disas-
trous, of decisions made 30 years ago or 
more. Decisions were then made un-
wisely, but not much we can do about 
them, which put people into certain 
kinds of housing, especially more vul-
nerable people, all the people and dis-
abled people, but not exclusively, and 
then had the programs set to expire in 
20 or 30 years without apparent 
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thought as to what would happen to 
those people who had moved in at the 
age of 68 or 69 or 70 into a program 
where the building was 15 years into 
that expiration, and then in their 
eighties faced the possibility, when 
this program expired, of being kicked 
out.

So what we have here, and it is im-
portant for people to understand this, 
to the extent that the Federal Govern-
ment has constitutional power to pre-
serve existing subsidized tenancies for 
individuals who are now living in them, 
this bill does it. We cannot in some 
cases compel owners who want to move 
out of the program and were given the 
rights to do it. 

We hope, and the bill is generously 
enough drafted, and this is something, 
again, I acknowledge the bipartisan 
support which was important. The bill 
is well enough drafted so that owners 
ought not to drop out. No one can say 
I am driven economically to drop out. 
This bill would treat anyone fairly. No 
one is going to be asked to lose money 
by staying in the program. We cannot 
take away their legal right to get out; 
we can diminish their financial incen-
tive to get out. We do that. We, to the 
extent that we can, preserve various 
forms of assisted-housing tenancies, 
and that is very important. 

We also, Mr. Speaker, again in a bi-
partisan way, say in this bill to the ex-
tent that we get some new resources 
for the future there will be more flexi-
bility in how you use them, and that is 
also very important. 

That is what is bipartisan about this 
bill, and that is why I think it is some-
thing that ought to be passed by a 
large amount. 

On the other hand, I want to note the 
area where partisanship remains legiti-
mately. That is, we may still have 
later in this session differences over 
how much we should be devoting to 
these kind of programs. I would simply 
say this, and I do not mean to delay us 
to get into that debate now because I 
hope we can resolve that debate be-
cause I hope this bill will become part 
of an appropriation bill that will be-
come law, and let me say I have been 
told that some people at the Office of 
Management and Budget do not like 
some provisions of this because going 
forward it bothers them. 

Let me say that it bothers me that it 
bothers them, and speaking on behalf 
of the Democrats on our side, it is our 
intention completely and utterly to ig-
nore them, and I hope my friends on 
the other side will join us in paying no 
attention to what I hear OMB may say. 
As long as we are within the overall 
limits, the specifics of this are not 
matters on which I wish to hear from 
them; and if they speak out, let them 
do that, but let them be the tree that 
fell in the forest where nobody was 
around, Mr. Speaker. 

But I would say this: we responded 
here, and I thank the gentleman from 

New York for this, the gentleman from 
Iowa, and the senior gentleman from 
New York on our side. We responded to 
a desperate set of pleas. We heard this 
in hearings: people now living in these 
federally assisted programs said to us: 
please save our homes. These are in 
many cases federally assisted, sub-
sidized, taxpayer-supported housing 
units; and they are so successful as 
programs that the residents literally 
begged us not to allow them to be 
kicked out. 

Now obviously we have, as I said, le-
gitimate debates about resources, but I 
would note the fervor with which they 
asked us to save their housing as an ex-
ample of how government programs 
can be valuable and valued. We re-
sponded to people that said, It’s a good 
thing that you put these public re-
sources in here. Please don’t leave us 
out.

Now, with that, Mr. Speaker, you can 
finally get the gavel you reached for 
three times already because I am 
through. I just want to say in summary 
this is bipartisan appropriately in 
working within the limited resources 
we have, but I believe it also ought not 
to be forgotten when we get into the 
more partisan argument and the more 
philosophical argument about whether 
programs like this ought to be ex-
panded into the future. The depths of 
the desire to preserve these programs 
to which we have responded is also an 
argument, I believe, for an expansion 
in the future.

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to return 
the compliment from the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) and 
thank him for his commitment to 
housing, for his intellectual grasp of 
the issues, and for his engagement on 
this. As the gentleman from Massachu-
setts had mentioned, we are, if not 
nearly, then precisely, in a crisis situa-
tion. Twenty and 25 years ago, the Fed-
eral Government extended contracts to 
apartment owners in the hopes that it 
would encourage them to build these 
apartment units to help house seniors 
that could not find any other place to 
live. They came to these assisted hous-
ing, these section 8 locations, because 
they could not afford an apartment in 
some other part of the community, and 
now 20 years later the contracts which 
the Federal Government had with 
these owners have expired or are expir-
ing, and they threaten 500,000 seniors, 
500,000 people who are seniors, who are 
disabled, many who are folks that have 
lived there for very long, because the 
owners now have the opportunity to 
opt out, and what we have done with 
this bill is to create the right incentive 
for owners to ensure the continuity of 
allowing the seniors, the disabled, the 
folks that have been in there, to con-
tinue to live in there. 

I cannot think of what else our chal-
lenge, our charge, ought to be if we 

cannot at the outset ensure that we 
have housing for the elderly, for the 
disabled, for the folks that no matter 
what the encouragement of the incen-
tive cannot go out, cannot work hard-
er, cannot go out into the market and 
afford their own unit. That is the very 
reason why we have a public sector re-
sponse for housing for folks who are el-
derly and disabled and who suffer with 
other income problems. 

But in particular I want to say that 
we are creating some new tools here 
with this legislation that would not 
just affect seniors who are living in 
section 8 housing, but also seniors who 
have come to live in what we call sec-
tion 202 housing, which really is the 
premier senior housing program that 
our Nation has. 

If colleagues have a section 202 
project in their community, they prob-
ably do not know that it is a section 
202 project. We only know here in 
Washington, some bureaucrat may 
know, but my colleagues probably 
know it as a place where a lot of sen-
iors enjoy themselves very much, 
where they have a common room, 
where they love where they live, where 
they have a sense of neighborhood, and 
the last thing that we want to do is 
create anxiety to erode the peace of 
mind that seniors have that the place 
that they live will be there for them 
next month and next year and the year 
after that. 

Unlike other parts of the population, 
there is not the same drive, for exam-
ple, for vouchers for seniors. Seniors 
who come to the committee who see us 
in our districts say that they like 
where they live for the most part. They 
want to know that they will be able to 
stay there, to age in place. They like 
their friends and family in the area, 
they enjoy the services that they have 
come to rely on through section 202 
program, and by making some rel-
atively modest, but very important, 
adjustments in this program we give 
those seniors the peace of mind to 
know that they can live their life out 
there, if that is what they want. 

This bill will provide greater flexi-
bility and resources to our existing 
seniors in disabled housing programs. 
It allows project-financed moderniza-
tion, the creation of mixed income en-
vironments and conversion to assisted 
living facilities for aging in place with-
out undermining the current popu-
lation that relies on section 202. We 
also protect seniors, individuals with 
disabilities and vulnerable families 
from displacement in the opt-out situa-
tions that I was just talking about by 
providing rental vouchers that have 
enough value to allow them to remain 
in their homes. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill does exactly 
what the public calls upon Republicans 
and Democrats to do, to put their dif-
ferences aside, to try and work within 
the confines, as the gentleman from 
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Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) had men-
tioned of a budget and to make sure 
that we get value for our dollars, to 
look with a sense of creativity but 
commitment to the future, to trust 
that people will use the flexibility that 
they have in this bill to extend these 
resources to even more seniors, to even 
more folks who struggle with disabil-
ities and to ensure that they have the 
security and peace of mind to know 
that that housing will be there for 
them in the years ahead because, Mr. 
Speaker, I will say it is very important 
that one has health care. 

It is essential; it is very important 
that one has a meal. It is very impor-
tant that one has counseling to ensure 
that they pay your bills. But if one 
does not have a roof over their head, if 
they do not have a place to go back at 
night, if one does not have a pillow to 
put their head on, they cannot begin to 
even get their life together, and that is 
the role that the Federal Government 
plays.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud of the col-
laborative effort that we have here, a 
bipartisan effort. I want to thank again 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. FRANK) and the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. LAFALCE) and again 
compliment the chairman of the full 
committee, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. LEACH), for his great work. There 
were two people that were left out of 
the common staff people that the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK) left out which I now want to 
mention, if I can. One is Clinton Jones 
who sits right here on my left who 
helped greatly and also Sarah Chapman 
within the committee who also assisted 
with the drafting of this bill. 

I urge adoption of the legislation be-
fore us.
MARKING UP TO MARKET: RENEWING SECTION 8

CONTRACTS AND THE PROBLEM OF OWNER
‘‘OPT OUTS’’
Prepared By: Majority Staff. 
Date: June 23, 1999. 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Owners of affordable multifamily housing 
projects subsidized through the federal ‘‘Sec-
tion 8’’ program are, in increasing numbers, 
discontinuing their participation in the pro-
gram and choosing to ‘‘opt out’’ upon expira-
tion of their current Section 8 contracts. 
These increasing opt-outs could place thou-
sands of residents, many of whom are elderly 
or persons with disabilities, at risk of losing 
their housing. 

Section 8 opt-outs further erode the stock 
of affordable housing. Already Section 8 
mortgage prepayments of federally-insured 
mortgages (the method by which a Section 8 
project owner may terminate any afford-
ability or use restrictions imposed on the 
property), have removed a substantial por-
tion of units from the affordable housing in-
ventory. In 1998, more than 345 properties 
with approximately 38,000 affordable housing 
units were removed from the Section 8 pro-
gram as a result of both voluntary opt-outs 
by owners and HUD terminations. Through 
2004, Section 8 contracts covering more than 
one million subsidized units will expire. Of 
these more than 500,000 units of affordable 

housing may be at-risk of being lost due to 
opt-outs.1

THE SECTION 8 PROGRAM

The Section 8 program (which gets its 
name from the provision of law in the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 which sets forth 
the requirements of the program) is the pri-
mary form of direct federal housing assist-
ance to low income Americans, serving more 
than 3 million families. By contrast, the pub-
lic housing program serves approximately 1.4 
million families. 

The program provides subsidies in two 
forms: tenant-based assistance (Section 8 
vouchers) and assistance to owners to de-
velop and maintain Section 8 projects 
(project-based assistance). Tenant-based 
vouchers allow recipients the choice of 
where to use their subsidy, thus giving them 
the freedom to look for better housing in the 
private market. Vouchers empower residents 
with the ability to leave their current apart-
ments and take their voucher with them. Be-
cause tenant-based assistance contains this 
facet of free-market competition, landlords 
must be more responsive to their tenants. By 
contrast, project-based Section 8 subsidy is 
tied to the actual housing development and 
units: individual tenants may leave, but the 
subsidy stays with those units for use by the 
next eligible low-income residents. 

In its initial phases, the Section 8 project-
based program provided 20-year contracts to 
owners and developers who would agree to 
house low-income families under HUD guide-
lines for the length of the contract. In many 
cases, private lenders provided the mortgage 
financing, also insured by the federal govern-
ment through the Federal Housing Adminis-
tration (FHA), for terms ranging from 40 to 
50 years. As a consequence, the federal rent 
subsidies received by these Section 8 owners 
is a component of the total rental income 
used to pay the federally-insured mortgage. 

For both the tenant-based and project-
based programs, HUD establishes for each lo-
cality a rent level on which the federal gov-
ernment is willing to base its subsidy, known 
as the Fair Market Rent, or ‘‘FMR.’’ Unfor-
tunately, while FMRs are supposed to serve 
as the guidelines for setting subsidy levels, 
they are oftentimes a very poor reflection of 
the actual market rents for comparable 
units for the area. In some communities, 
FMRs are extremely low in relation to com-
parable ‘‘real’’ market rents.2 For all prac-
tical purposes, project owners argue, the 
term is a misnomer in such cases in that 
FMRs are neither ‘‘fair’’ nor are they ‘‘mar-
ket’’ in these areas. Instead, these artificial 
rent levels essentially serve as a form of fed-
eral rent control over the assisted housing 
inventory—necessary as an upper limit on 
the federal government’s financial exposure, 
but not necessarily an accurate portrayal of 
each market. Arguably then, for many areas 
of the country FMRs can be more accurately 
described as ‘‘fake market rents’’ rather 
than as true measures of local market reali-
ties.

PROBLEMS WITH SECTION 8

The combination of project-based Section 8 
subsidies with long-term government-in-
sured financing has led to a host of problems 
for the Section 8 program as local real estate 
markets and economic conditions change. 
Until recently the focus of concern from 
Congress and the Administration had been 
the Section 8 project-based properties with 
federal mortgage insurance which were re-
ceiving unit rents much higher than the 

FMRs for their localities. In some cases, 
their rents were higher than comparable 
rents.3 For these ‘‘above market’’ Section 8 
properties, the federal government was pay-
ing more to house persons in the federal pro-
gram than it would otherwise have cost in 
the private rental market. 

The problem became critical at the time of 
contract expiration, when HUD had to 
choose either to renew such contracts or 
allow them to expire, thereby causing tenant 
displacement. Simply renewing these Sec-
tion 8 contracts at their above-market rent 
levels would have been not only unwise pol-
icy, but unsustainable from a long-term 
budgetary perspective. The costs of pursuing 
such a policy would have been prohibitively 
expensive and would have eventually con-
sumed all of HUD’s budget authority. Unilat-
erally reducing the rents on these properties 
upon renewal and marking them down to 
market, however, would have triggered mas-
sive defaults on the federally-insured mort-
gages since many owners of these properties 
would have been unable to pay the debt serv-
ice on these mortgages. Again, the federal 
government faced huge financial exposure 
through potential losses to HUD’s FHA Mul-
tifamily Mortgage Insurance fund. 

The 105th Congress attempted to address 
this dilemma when it passed the Multifamily 
Assisted Housing Reform and Affordability 
Act of 1997 (‘‘MAHRA’’).4 The legislation es-
tablished a program to enable HUD to re-
structure and reduce the debt on many prop-
erties, enabling contract rents to be brought 
down to comparable market levels (‘‘marked 
to market’’). 

THE OPT-OUT PROBLEM

In contrast to the above-market portfolio, 
the Section 8 opt-out problem now con-
fronting Congress involves below-market Sec-
tion 8 projects. In many cases, the rents of-
fered by HUD to the owners for renewal of 
their contracts is much lower than com-
parable rents for similar multifamily units 
in the locality. Upon expiration of a current 
contract, a private owner always has the 
right not to enter into a new contract with 
the federal government. By choosing not to 
renew and opting out of the program, such 
project owners can achieve higher rents for 
their units on the private market. 

The temptation exists to characterize this 
as a problem of uncaring, greedy owners 
chasing higher profits without regard to the 
welfare of the tenants. In many ways, how-
ever, this portrayal is an oversimplification 
of the practical choices available to many of 
these owners. For example many ‘‘owners’’ 
of Section 8 projects are business entities 
(such as limited partnerships), where legal 
and fiduciary obligations are imposed upon 
the party with management responsibility to 
maximize the return to the investors.5 Fed-
eral tax law also plays a major role in deter-
mining the rational business choices avail-
able to any owner. Because of the way the 
tax code treats depreciation and what is con-
sidered taxable income from these prop-
erties, many owners face what is known as a 
‘‘phantom income’’ problem (the IRS counts 
certain amounts as taxable income to the 
owner even though the owner does not actu-
ally receive such income in that year). As a 
result of the phantom income problem, some 
owners face severe cash flow problems and 
must increase revenues whenever possible. 
Because of such objective financial consider-
ations, ascribing motivations such as 
‘‘greed’’ to these owners is largely beside the 
point. After all, even an owner who is not 
motivated by greed is constrained if the 
choices are limited to opting-out, exposure 
to investor lawsuits, or bankruptcy. 
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In order to encourage (or enable) the own-

ers of such projects to remain in the pro-
gram, and prevent more opt-outs, many own-
ers and housing advocates have called for 
HUD to renew expiring below-market Sec-
tion 8 contracts at comparable market 
rents—a process known as ‘‘marking up to 
market.’’ In fact, HUD has had the legal au-
thority, and arguably the resources, to de-
velop a comprehensive approach designed to 
mark up contracts upon their renewal. When 
Congress passed MAHRA it did more than 
just establish a program for dealing with 
above-market Section 8 properties. Section 
524(a)(1) of MAHRA specifically affords HUD 
broad authority to renew expiring Section 8 
contracts at rents that would not exceed 
comparable market rents for a locality. 
Until recently, however, despite having the 
legislative authority and the current re-
sources to address the issue, HUD had failed 
to offer or develop anything resembling a 
comprehensive approach to solving the opt-
out problem. 

Clearly, while the reasons for individual 
owner opt-out decisions may vary, the pri-
mary factor driving the increase in owners 
choosing to opt-out has been HUD’s refusal 
to exercise the authority Congress provided 
in MAHRA to mark rents up to market. In 
fact, HUD Field staff has been extremely 
stringent in accepting and interpreting the 
results of rent comparability studies, pro-
vided by owners wishing to renew their con-
tracts, that show market rents at higher lev-
els than their current contract rents. This 
has been a particular problem in rural areas, 
where comparable rents may not be readily 
available. In some of these areas, for exam-
ple, HUD has insisted on using as comparable 
rents the rent levels in properties funded 
through other federal programs (such as 
rural housing programs administered by the 
Department of Agriculture). Such rents are 
obviously not market—they are lower than 
market precisely because they are sub-
sidized. In addition, many elderly develop-
ments were built in rural and depressed 
areas precisely because there was a severe 
need, and these projects are often the best 
housing available in such areas and more 
costly to maintain than the surrounding 
stock.

As noted earlier, depending on the under-
lying economic fundamentals of a particular 
Section 8 project and any legal or fiduciary 
obligations toward investors that may exist, 
an owner of these below-market Section 8 
projects may have no choice but to leave the 
program. By refusing to mark contracts up 
to comparable market levels, many in the 
advocacy community and some legislators 
expressed belief that encouraging non-
renewals was an intentional policy choice.7

THE VOUCHER OPTION

When owners opt-out, the result is often 
undue hardship for many vulnerable tenants. 
While displaced residents are guaranteed 
housing assistance in the form of Section 8 
vouchers, for a number of reasons this is not 
appealing for many Section 8 residents. A 
great number of those likely to be affected 
by opt-outs are elderly or disabled individ-
uals, and have lived in these projects for long 
periods, oftentimes for the full 20 years of 
the original Section 8 contract. For the most 
part, being forced to move is extremely trau-
matic for these individuals, and preventing 
that necessity is their primary concern. 
Vouchers are perceived by other residents 
living in high-cost real estate markets to be 
ineffective in helping them finding adequate 
housing for their families. These elderly and 
disabled persons and families either do not 

want to move, or feel that if forced to move 
they will be unable to find adequate com-
parable housing. As a consequence, the ap-
peal of vouchers that otherwise exists be-
cause of their free-market qualities and in-
creased power of choice associated with 
them, eludes these particular individuals and 
families.

Moreover, HUD regulations governing the 
Section 8 program impose a requirement 
that vouchers be used only in properties with 
rents that are reasonable for the area for 
units of the same size and similar character-
istics (so called ‘‘rent reasonableness re-
quirements’’). Because of this restriction, 
residents of a Section 8 project who receive 
vouchers as a consequence of an owner’s de-
cision to opt out of the program may be pre-
cluded from using those vouchers in that 
project. For example, if an owner opts out 
and increases unit rents to $500, but the HUD 
rent reasonableness guidelines are set at 
$495, then those receiving vouchers would 
not be allowed to remain in that project, 
even if they were willing to make up the 
shortfall.

Authority exists in current law for the pro-
vision of ‘‘enhanced vouchers’’ in certain cir-
cumstances. Enhanced vouchers (also known 
as ‘‘sticky’’ vouchers) provide a greater level 
of subsidy than ordinary vouchers, and are 
designed primarily to allow the resident to 
remain in the unit, despite the resulting rent 
levels exceeding allowable rents under the 
voucher program. These vouchers are only 
available for use in connection with mort-
gage prepayments, not in opt-out situations 
(unless the opt-out is also in connection with 
a mortgage prepayment). 

While the vast majority of these elderly 
and disabled residents would rather remain 
in their homes, the overwhelming number 
cannot afford the likely rent increases. The 
following table shows the actual rent in-
creases faced by residents in several projects 
located in rural Iowa where the owners 
opted-out of the program.8 All of these 
projects served elderly residents:

Property location 

Number
of as-
sisted
units

Aver-
age

tenant
month-
ly in-
come

Rent
before
opt-out

(per
month)

Rent
after

opt-out
(per

month)

Rent/Per-
centage rent 

increase
(per month, 
in percent) 

Boone ...................... 56 $650 $195 $299 $104 (53) 
Knoxville .................. 50 741 223 311 88 (39) 
Marshalltown .......... 56 623 187 284 97 (52) 
Newton .................... 56 700 210 351 141 (67) 
Pella ........................ 58 700 210 265 55 (26) 

Opt-outs threaten some of the best afford-
able housing. HUD data shows that 90 per-
cent of the subsidized units in properties 
whose owners say they are likely to opt out 
are located in low-poverty neighborhoods, 
where residents have access to greater em-
ployment opportunities, better schools for 
their children. In a rural area with little 
rental housing, these seniors may be forced 
to move long distances to find decent afford-
able housing. 

Budget constraints have required annual 
contract renewals. While earlier long term- 
contracts meant that fewer opt-outs oc-
curred each year, conversion to annual con-
tracts mean that an owner has an oppor-
tunity to opt out each year. Residents, 
therefore, are constantly uncertain about 
the stability and status of their housing. 

POLICY RESPONSES

Because of the growing problem, several 
members of Congress who are key to housing 
legislation introduced bills designed to ad-
dress the problem. On March 25, 1999, Bank-
ing Committee Chairman Jim Leach, Hous-

ing Subcommittee Chairman Rick Lazio, and 
VA/HUD Appropriations Subcommittee 
Chairman Jim Walsh introduced H.R. 1336, 
‘‘The Emergency Residents Protection Act of 
1999’’ to protect residents from displacement 
resulting from Section 8 opt-outs. Congress-
man Bruce Vento and Jim Ramstad intro-
duced H.R. 425, ‘‘The Housing Preservation 
Matching Grant of 1999’’ on January 19, 1999, 
as a mechanism to foster the preservation of 
the affordable housing stock. 

In light of these Congressional actions, 
HUD subsequently decided to reevaluate its 
existing renewal practices and issue new 
guidelines regarding Section 8 opt-outs. HUD 
Notice 99–15, the ‘‘Emergency Initiative to 
Preserve Below-Market Project-Based Sec-
tion 8 Multifamily Housing Stock,’’ was 
issued on June 15, 1999. 

HUD officials have given rough estimates 
regarding the financial resources needed by 
the Department under various approaches to 
the opt-out problem. According to HUD, re-
newing all below market Section 8 projects 
could eventually cost $600 million to $800 
million dollars annually. HUD has also stat-
ed that using enhanced vouchers, it can pre-
vent tenant displacement due to opt-outs 
this year at a cost of $30 million in existing 
FY 99 resources, and would require $77 mil-
lion for FY 2000. 

H.R. 1336—The Emergency Residents 
Protection Act of 1999

The legislation expands existing authority 
for HUD to offer enhanced vouchers, pro-
viding assistance for rent levels up to the 
market level. Upon the death or change in 
residence of the tenant, the enhanced vouch-
er either expires or converts to a standard 
voucher. The proposal expands the use of en-
hanced vouchers in more situations than al-
lowed under current law, and targets the en-
hanced vouchers to seniors and persons with 
disabilities only. The legislation would allow 
enhanced vouchers for other low-income 
families at the discretion of HUD only in low 
vacancy/tight market areas. The bill pro-
vides for enhanced vouchers subject to such 
sums as may be appropriated for FY2000–2004. 

H.R. 1336 mandates that HUD renew below-
market expiring Section 8 contracts at no 
more than 90% of comparable market rents. 
The rationale for this provision was to cir-
cumscribe HUD’s discretion so it actually re-
news contracts rather than allowing inaction 
to lead to more owner optouts. The 90% rent 
level was an initial figure provided by hous-
ing advocates and is likely to be modified as 
the legislation progresses. 

H.R. 425—The Housing Preservation 
Matching Grant of 1999

The approach in H.R. 425 emphasizes pres-
ervation of the housing units as affordable 
housing. The bill would authorize HUD to 
match state assistance for preservation of 
federally assisted affordable housing for low-
income families. Many housing advocates 
argue that in addition to protecting the resi-
dents (by awarding enhanced vouchers, for 
example) any comprehensive approach to the 
opt-out problem must attempt to preserve 
the actual project itself in the affordable 
housing inventory. Otherwise, according to 
supporters of preservation efforts, offering 
additional enhanced voucher authority only 
may encourage owners not to renew their 
subsidy contracts. 

H.R. 425 would match each dollar com-
mitted by a State for preservation efforts 
with two federal dollars. Grants can be used 
only for assistance for acquisition, preserva-
tion incentives, operating cost, and capital 
expenditures for housing projects that meet 
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certain requirements set forth in the legisla-
tion. These requirements include mortgage 
financing through federally-insured pro-
grams, a binding commitment on the part of 
the owner (or subsequent owner) of the 
project to extend all low-income afford-
ability restrictions, and a waiver of mort-
gage prepayment rights. The bill authorizes 
appropriations at such sums as necessary for 
these purposes. 
HUD Notice 99–15 Emergency Initiative to 

Preserve Below-Market Project-Based Sec-
tion 8 Multifamily Housing Stock. 
HUD Notice 99–15 (the ‘‘Emergency Initia-

tive’’) provides instructions to HUD field 
staff, project owners and managers, on mark-
ing expiring Section 8 contracts up to mar-
ket. An essential feature of the HUD ap-
proach is targeting of resources to those 
properties where opt outs are likely to occur, 
and where such opt-outs would result in 
undue harm to residents. HUD will target 
the properties most likely to opt out and 
will set a cap on the new rents that will be 
paid to project owners. 

Market-level rents are to be determined by 
third-party market studies. HUD will mark 
rents up to market while limiting these in-
creases in rents to a maximum of com-
parable market rents or 150% of the pub-
lished FMRs. HUD’s approach is not intended 
to prevent all opt outs, and the notice makes 
clear that only a portion of the stock will be 
preserved because of cost constraints and 
other factors. For those areas where opt-outs 
are not prevented, HUD has stated that addi-
tional enhanced voucher authority, like that 
provided by HR 1336, will be needed.

Properties are ineligible for rent increases 
under HUD’s Emergency Initiative if: 

—the mortgagor is a non-profit entity; 
—the properties have a low- or moderate-

income use restriction that will not be elimi-
nated by the property prepaying or opting 
out of Section 8 program (a project, for ex-
ample, that is also a low income housing tax 
credit property); 

—the property has a HUD Real Estate As-
sessment Center inspection score of less than 
60;

—the owner is subject to administrative 
sanctions;

—the project is a Section 8 Moderate Reha-
bilitation project with a contract expiring in 
fiscal year 1999 (other than those assisted 
under Section 441 of the Stuart McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act); 

—the owner previously provided notice of 
an opt-out and the local housing authority 
has issued vouchers to one or more of the 
tenants; or, 

—the project does not have a contract that 
is expiring. 

In addition, criteria for participation in 
the program includes a requirement that the 
owner must have a ‘‘comparable gross rent 
potential’’ (defined in the Notice) at or above 
110% of the fair market rent potential to 
participate in the program for certain prop-
erties. HUD’s Assistant Secretary for Hous-
ing will have authority to issue waivers of 
certain eligibility requirements under cer-
tain circumstances (i.e. where vouchers 
would be difficult to use in the local area, 
the residents are particularly vulnerable or 
the property is a high priority for the local 
community).

Contract renewals will be for five years, 
subject only to annual appropriations. Ten-
ants will receive an initial notice describing 
the five-year contract. In addition, tenant 
notification requirements regarding expira-
tion of the contract will be reduced from an 
annual requirement to a single notification 

six months before the end of the five-year pe-
riod.

CONCLUSION

A comprehensive approach is needed to 
protect residents threatened by displace-
ment due to Section 8 opt-outs, and to pre-
serve affordable housing where possible. H.R. 
1336, H.R. 425, and HUD’s recently issued 
Emergency Initiative offer somewhat dif-
ferent approaches to solving the opt-out 
problem. These various strategies are not 
necessarily mutually exclusive, however, and 
the most likely outcome is that aspects of 
each approach will be incorporated into bi-
partisan legislation that offers a variety of 
tools for addressing the issue.

FOOTNOTES

1 Testimony by the National Housing Trust before 
the Subcommittee on Housing and Community Op-
portunity, May 4, 1999, based on HUD Data compiled 
by the National Housing Trust. 

2 Appropriations acts have limited FMRs to 40% of 
the median rent for the locality. 

3 Primarily because certain cost adjustment fac-
tors built into the Section 8 contracts (Annual 
Automatic Adjustment Factors) ensured that con-
tract rent levels would continue to increase, even 
though local real estate markets may have been ex-
periencing a decline in private sector rent levels. 

4 Title V of HR 2158, the VA, HUD and Independent 
Agencies Appropriations Act of 1998. 

5 In a limited partnership, for example, the general 
partner would have a fiduciary responsibility to op-
erate the property and make financial decisions for 
the benefit of the limited partners. 

6 Section 524(a)(1) of MAHRA reads in pertinent 
part that ‘‘. . . the Secretary may use amounts 
available for the renewal of assistance under section 
8 of the United States Housing Act of 1937, upon ter-
mination or expiration of a contract for assistance 
under section 8 (other than a contract for tenant-
based assistance . . .), to provide assistance under 
section 8 of such Act at rent levels that do not ex-
ceed comparable market rents for the market area. 
The assistance shall be provided in accordance with 
terms and conditions prescribed by the Secretary. 

7 In a letter to HUD Secretary Andrew Cuomo 
dated June 4, 1999, Senator Mikulski and Senator 
Bond wrote that the ‘‘failure of the Department to 
respond to the opt-out crisis has raised concerns 
that HUD is intentionally pushing owners to opt out 
with resulting loss of low-income housing and the 
displacement of tenants. This is most evident 
through the failure of the Department to use accu-
rate appraisals to ensure that section 8 contracts 
can be renewed at a rent that reflects market condi-
tions.’’

8 Information provided by the Iowa Coalition for 
Housing and the Homeless. 

H.R. 202—‘‘PRESERVING AFFORDABLE 
HOUSING FOR SENIOR CITIZENS INTO 
THE 21ST CENTURY’’—SECTION-BY-SEC-
TION

Section 1. Short title and table of contents 
Title cited as ‘‘Preserving Affordable Hous-

ing for Senior Citizens into the 21st Century 
Act’’.
Section 2. Regulations 

Provides that the HUD Secretary shall 
issue regulations necessary to carry out the 
provisions of the Act only after notice and 
opportunity for public comment. 
Section 3. Effective date 

Provisions of the Act are effective as of the 
date of enactment unless such provisions 
specifically provide for effectiveness or ap-
plicability upon another date. The authority 
to issue regulations to implement this Act 
shall not be construed to affect the effective-
ness or applicability of the bill as of the ef-
fective date. 
TITLE I—CONVERSION OF FINANCING OF REFI-

NANCING FOR SECTION 202 SUPPORTIVE HOUS-
ING FOR THE ELDERLY

Section 101. Conversion of financing 
Requires the HUD Secretary to convert the 

financing of pre-1990 supportive housing pro-

gram for the elderly from direct loans and 
project-based Section 8 rental assistance to 
the post-1990 method provided to new devel-
opments, which is through non-repayable 
capital advances and project rental assist-
ance contracts (PRACs). In converting the fi-
nancing of projects pursuant to this section, 
the Secretary shall cancel any indebtedness 
to the Secretary on the project, but such au-
thority shall be effective only to the extent 
provided in advance in appropriation Acts. 
Requires the Secretary to conduct a study of 
the net impact on the Federal budget deficit 
or surplus of making available, on a one-
time basis, debt forgiveness relating to re-
maining principal and interest from Section 
202 loans with a dollar-for-dollar reduction of 
rental assistance amounts under the Section 
8 rental assistance program. 

Section 102. Prepayment and refinancing 

Requires the Secretary to approve prepay-
ment of any indebtedness to the Secretary 
relating to any remaining principal and in-
terest on a project as part of a loan prepay-
ment plan, provided the project sponsor con-
tinues to operate the project under terms as 
advantageous to existing and future tenants 
as required by the original loan agreement, 
until the maturity date of the original loan 
agreement. Requires that upon refinancing, 
the Secretary make available at least 50% of 
annual savings resulting from reduced Sec-
tion 8 or other rental housing assistance in a 
manner that is advantageous to tenants, 
which may include increasing supportive 
services, rehabilitation, modernization, and 
retrofitting of structures, and other specified 
purposes.

TITLE II—AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS
FOR SUPPORTIVE HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY
AND PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES

Section 201. Supportive housing for elderly per-
sons

Provides annual authorization of appro-
priation of $700 million for existing program 
of supportive housing for the elderly (section 
202) for FY 2001, FY 2002, FY 2003 and FY 
2004.

Section 202. Supportive housing for persons with 
disabilities

Provides annual authorization of appro-
priation of $225 million for existing program 
of supportive housing for the disabled (sec-
tion 811) for FY 2001, FY 2002, FY 2003 and FY 
2004.

Section 203. Service coordinators and congregate 
services for elderly and disabled housing 

Provides annual authorization of appro-
priation of $50 million for grants for service 
coordinators for certain federally assisted 
multifamily housing projects, for FY 2000, 
and authorizes such sums as may be nec-
essary for FY 2001 and FY 2002. 

TITLE III—EXPANDING HOUSING OPPORTUNI-
TIES FOR THE ELDERLY AND PERSONS WITH
DISABILITIES

SUBTITLE A—HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY

Section 301. Matching grant program 

Adds provision to Section 202 of the Hous-
ing Act of 1959, Supportive Housing for the 
Elderly, for the provision of capital grants 
requiring the project sponsor to supplement 
funds with a matching amount. Applicants 
for assistance are required to provide supple-
mental matching funds, which shall be not 
less than 25%–50% (as the Secretary of HUD 
may determine) of the amount provided. Not 
less than 50% of the supplemental funds in 
the matching amount shall be from non-Fed-
eral sources of funds.
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Section 302. Eligibility of for-profit limited part-

nerships
Provides that for-profit limited partner-

ships are eligible to participate in the pro-
gram established under this Act. 
Section 303. Mixed funding sources 

Allows private non-profit housing pro-
viders to use all sources of financing, includ-
ing Federal funds, for amenities, relevant de-
sign features and construction of affordable 
housing for seniors. 
Section 304. Authority to acquire structures 

Removes limitation allowing private non-
profit housing providers to acquire RTC-held 
properties only for the purposes of providing 
affordable housing for seniors. 
Section 305. Mixed-income occupancy 

Expands income eligibility for occupancy 
from 50% and below area media income 
(AMI) to 80% and below of AMI for existing 
affordable housing developments for seniors, 
provided that such development is des-
ignated as high vacancy. 
Section 306. Use of project reserves 

Provides that amounts for project reserves 
for a project assisted under this section may 
be used to reduce the number of dwelling 
units in the project for specified purposes. 
Section 307. Commercial activities 

For Section 202 projects, provides that no 
provision of law may be construed as prohib-
iting or preventing the location and oper-
ation of commercial facilities in a project for 
the benefit of residents of that project and 
the community in which the project is lo-
cated.
Section 808. Mixed finance pilot program 

Requires the Secretary to carry out a pilot 
program, for not more than five projects, to 
determine the effectiveness and feasibility 
for providing assistance under Section 202 for 
housing projects that are both for supportive 
housing for the elderly and for other types of 
housing, which may include market rate 
housing.
Section 309. Grants for conversion of elderly 

housing to assisted living facilities 
Provides discretionary authority to des-

ignate public or private entities to carry out 
finance conversion for elderly developments. 
Provides waiver authority to carry out fi-
nance conversion for elderly housing devel-
opments. Authorizes such sums as may be 
necessary for each of fiscal years 2000 
through 2004. 
Section 310. Grants for conversion of public 

housing projects to assisted living facilities 
Provides the Secretary with discretion to 

make grants to public housing agencies to 
convert dwelling units in projects already 
designated for occupancy by elderly persons, 
to assisted living facilities for elderly per-
sons. Authorizes such sums as may be nec-
essary for each of fiscal years 2000 through 
2004.
Section 311. Use of section 8 assistance for as-

sisted living facilities 
Provides that a recipient of Section 8 hous-

ing assistance may use such assistance in an 
assisted living facility. 
Section 312. Annual HUD inventory have as-

sisted housing designated for elderly persons 
Requires that the HUD Secretary establish 

and maintain, to be updated annually, an in-
ventory of HUD and federally-assisted hous-
ing that is designated for occupancy, in 
whole or in part, for occupancy by elderly or 
disabled families or both. 
Section 313. Treatment of applications 

Provides that in case of denial of an appli-
cation for assistance under Section 202 for 

failure to timely provide information, the 
Secretary shall notify the applicant and pro-
vide an opportunity to show the failure was 
due to a third-party failure to provide infor-
mation.

SUBTITLE B—HOUSING FOR PERSONS WITH
DISABILITIES

Section 321. Matching grant program 
Adds provision to Section 811 of the Cran-

ston-Gonzalez National Affordable Housing 
Act, Supportive Housing for Persons with 
Disabilities, for the provision of capital 
grants requiring the project sponsor to sup-
plement funds with a matching amount. Ap-
plicants for assistance are required to pro-
vide supplemental matching funds, which 
shall be not less than 25%-50% (as the Sec-
retary may determine) of the amount pro-
vided. Not less than 50% of the supplemental 
funds in the matching amount shall be from 
non-Federal sources of funds. 
Section 322. Eligibility of for-profit limited part-

nerships
Provides that for-profit limited partner-

ships are eligible to participate in the pro-
gram established under this Act. 
Section 323. Mixed funding sources 

Allows private non-profit housing pro-
viders to use all sources of financing, includ-
ing Federal funds, for amenities, relevant de-
sign features and construction of affordable 
housing for seniors.
Section 324. Tenant-based assistance for persons 

with disabilities 
Provides that tenant-based rental assist-

ance may be provided by a public housing 
agency or through a private nonprofit orga-
nization.
Section 325. Project size 

Provides that of any amounts made avail-
able in any fiscal year for capital advances 
or project rental assistance under this sec-
tion, not more than 25% may be used for sup-
portive housing which contains more than 24 
separate dwelling units. Requires the Sec-
retary to study and submit a report to Con-
gress regarding the extent to which the au-
thority of the Secretary under Section 
811(k)(4) of the Cranston Gonzalez National 
Affordable Housing Act to provide assistance 
to supportive housing projects for persons 
with disabilities having more than 24 units; 
the per-unit costs and benefits involved with 
different size Section 811 projects; and the 
per-unit costs and benefits involved with dif-
ferent size Section 202 projects, taking into 
account social considerations afforded by 
smaller and moderate-size developments. 
Section 326. Use of project reserves 

Provides that amounts for project reserves 
for a project assisted under this section may 
be used to reduce the number of dwelling 
units in the project for specified purposes. 
Section 327. Commercial activities 

For Section 811 projects, provides that no 
provision of law may be construed as prohib-
iting or preventing the location and oper-
ation of commercial facilities in a project for 
the benefit of residents of that project and 
the community in which the project is lo-
cated.

SUBTITLE C—OTHER PROVISIONS

Section 341. Service coordinators 
Provides that service coordinators funded 

with grants under this section for a specific 
project may also provide services to low-in-
come elderly or disabled families in the vi-
cinity of such project. Requires the Sec-
retary of HUD in cooperation with the Sec-
retary of HHS to establish standards regard-

ing education and outreach to combat tele-
marketing fraud directed against the elder-
ly.

Section 342. Commission on Affordable Housing 
and Health Care Facility Needs in the 21st 
Century

Establishes a commission to be known as 
the Commission on Affordable Housing and 
Health Care Facility Needs in the 21st Cen-
tury. The Commission shall provide an esti-
mate of the future needs of seniors for af-
fordable housing and assisted living and 
health care facilities identify methods of en-
couraging private sector participation and 
investment in affordable housing, and other 
matters relating to housing the elderly. 

TITLE IV—RENEWAL OF EXPIRING RENTAL AS-
SISTANCE CONTRACTS AND PROTECTION OF
RESIDENTS

Section 401. Findings and purposes 

Sets forth Congressional findings, includ-
ing that affordable housing is critical to the 
well-being of vulnerable families, especially 
seniors and persons with disabilities; that 
Federal rental assistance contracts are ex-
piring in great numbers and a significant 
number of owners are choosing not to renew 
contracts with the Federal government; that 
as a result rent levels for vulnerable families 
may rise dramatically, possibly forcing these 
families to move from their homes; and that 
the Federal government should ensure those 
least able to provide for themselves receive 
the assistance of the Federal government. 

The purpose of the Act is to protect vul-
nerable residents, particularly seniors and 
persons with disabilities, by ensuring they 
are not forced to move from their homes and 
by encouraging private owners to continue 
serving low-income families. 

Section 402. Renewal of expiring contracts and 
enhanced vouchers for project residents 

Unless otherwise provided, for expiring 
Section 8 properties that have current rents 
below comparable market rents for the area, 
the Secretary of HUD is directed upon re-
newal of such Section 8 contracts to set 
rents at comparable market rent levels. For 
those expiring Section 8 contracts that have 
rent levels above comparable market rents 
but are not subject to restructuring, the Sec-
retary upon renewal shall set these rents at 
comparable market rents. 

Directs the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development to provide ‘‘enhanced 
vouchers’’ to residents residing in a property 
upon the date of the expiration of a feder-
ally-assisted housing contract that is not re-
newed. Enhanced vouchers allow increased 
assistance for residents in cases where rent 
levels increase as a result of the expiration 
of the contract, therefore ensuring that the 
resident may continue to reside in the unit. 
Authorizes such sums as may be necessary 
for enhanced voucher assistance for fiscal 
years 2000 through fiscal year 2004. 

Provides that no state may limit allowable 
project distributions to owners that renew a 
project under provisions of this Act. 

Section 403. Section 236 assistance 

Adds as an eligible purpose of certain in-
terest reduction payment grants available 
under Section 236 of the National Housing 
Act the refinancing of mortgages on these 
properties, resulting in cost savings to the 
federal government.

Allows an owner of a project financed 
under a State program pursuant to Section 
236 of the National Housing Act to retain any 
excess rental income from the project for use 
for the benefit of the project. 
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Section 404. Matching grant program for afford-

able housing preservation 
Provides the Secretary of HUD with au-

thority to make grants to State and quali-
fied units of general local government for 
low-income housing preservation purposes, 
to be matched on a one-to-one basis from 
sources provided by the grant recipients. 
Amounts may be used for acquisition, preser-
vation incentives, operating costs, and cap-
ital expenditures for a housing project that 
is: at risk of loss; primarily occupied by el-
derly or disabled families; contains one or 
more dwelling units occupied by large fami-
lies; is located in a rural area without an 
adequate supply of housing; or where rental 
assistance vouchers would, under certain 
market conditions, be difficult for residents 
to use. In making grants under this subtitle 
during fiscal years 2001 and thereafter, the 
Secretary shall give priority to eligible 
States and qualified units of general local 
government that have not previously re-
ceived a grant under this subtitle, and to 
grant for eligible housing projects that en-
sure transfer of such projects to nonprofit 
organizations.
Section 405. Rehabilitation of assisted housing 

Amends Section 236 of the National Hous-
ing Act to allow the use of recaptured inter-
est rate reduction payments from a project 
for rehabilitation of that project. 
Section 406. Technical assistance 

Amends the Multifamily Assisted Housing 
Reform and Affordability Act of 1997 to allow 
for technical assistance for preservation of 
low-income housing. 
Section 407. Termination of section 8 contract 

and duration of renewal contract 
Provides that section 8 contracts may be 

renewed for up to one year or for any number 
of years, subject to appropriations (as op-
posed to mandatory renewals of one year). 

Amends Section 201 of the Housing and 
Community Development Amendments of 
1978 by allowing the use of enhanced vouch-
ers for projects preserved as affordable hous-
ing under section 229 of the Low-Income 
Housing Preservation and Resident Home-
ownership Act of 1990. 
Section 408. Enhanced voucher eligibility for 

residents of flexible subsidy properties 
Amends Section 201 of the Housing and 

Community Development Amendments of 
1978 by allowing the use of enhanced vouch-
ers for projects preserved as affordable hous-
ing under section 229 of the Low-Income 
Housing Preservation and Resident Home-
ownership Act of 1990. 
Section 409. Enhanced disposition authority 

Amends section 204 of the FY 1997 VA/HUD 
Appropriations Act to extend current grant 
and loan authority under Section 204 
through FY 2000, expressly provide that up-
front grants or loans may support recon-
struction as well as rehabilitation and demo-
lition, and provide that vacant as well as oc-
cupied projects shall be eligible for such 
grants or loans. 
TITLE V—MORTGAGE INSURANCE FOR HEALTH

CARE FACILITIES

Section 501. Rehabilitation of existing hospitals, 
nursing homes, and other facilities 

Allows for refinancing of hospitals and ex-
pands eligibility under the program to 
health care facilities. Provides that the cost 
of modest rehabilitation may be included in 
refinancing.
Section 502. New health care facilities 

Adds a more flexible definition of 
‘‘healthcare facility’’ to description of eligi-

ble projects. Eliminates licensing require-
ments for assisted living facilities in states 
without licensing procedures. Modifies eligi-
bility test used as an alternative to the Cer-
tificate of Need requirement under the stat-
ute so that a sponsor applicant may commis-
sion an independent study in defined cir-
cumstances.

Section 503. Hospitals and hospital-based health 
care facilities 

Changes definition of eligible ‘‘hospital’’ to 
eliminate test that denies eligibility where 
more than 50% of patient days are non-acute 
in nature. The 50% rule, especially in a ‘‘con-
tinuum of care’’ environment, creates a fi-
nancing void for hospitals providing signifi-
cant non-acute care services. Modifies eligi-
bility test used as an alternative to the Cer-
tificate of Need requirement under the stat-
ute so that a sponsor applicant may commis-
sion an independent study in defined cir-
cumstances.

Sectin 504. Insurance for mortgages to refinance 
existing home equity conversion mortgages 

Allows seniors to maximize the equity in 
their homes by streamlining the process of 
refinancing an existing Federal-insured re-
verse mortgage. Provides protections against 
‘‘churning’’ (repeated refinancing by lenders 
for purposes of collecting fees from mortga-
gors) and other consumer protections.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 202 because of the tremen-
dous need which exists throughout this coun-
try for decent and affordable housing, espe-
cially for senior citizens. There is tremendous 
un-certainty among many seniors who are 
fearful that their housing subsidies will not 
exist and that they will have no place to live. 
The banking and financial services committee 
is to be commended for having worked out a 
bi-partisan solution which protects existing 
resident of federally assisted housing from 
being forced out of their homes when land-
lords choose to oft-out of federal housing sub-
sidy contracts. It also modifies federal elderly 
and disabled housing programs to preserve, 
modernize and increase such housing and to 
expand the availability of services to elderly 
and disabled residents. This bill does in fact 
help preserve and enhance a program which 
does a tremendous amount of good; therefore, 
I am pleased to support and urge its adoption. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
today I rise in support of H.R. 202, Preserving 
Affordable Housing for Senior Citizens Into the 
21st Century Act. This forward thinking meas-
ure is designed to preserve the existing hous-
ing program for senior citizens by converting 
the financing of pre-1990 senior housing de-
velopments to a modern program of capital 
grants (i.e., converting outstanding loan bal-
ances into capital advances). 

Prior to 1990, senior housing developments 
were financed through direct loans and 
project-based rental assistance contracts. In 
the year 2001, the rental assistance contracts 
on 215,000 housing units will begin to expire. 
According to the Census Bureau, more than 
34 million Americans are 65 years and older. 
By the year 2020, that number will grow to al-
most 53 million, or one in every six Ameri-
cans. What is particularly striking is the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) estimate that only one-third of low-in-
come senior citizens who need affordable 
housing actually receives assistance. 

GAO and HUD have determined that at 
least 1.4 million senior citizens are already ex-
periencing ‘‘worst case’’ housing needs. What 
is even more alarming is that seniors are more 
likely than any other adults to be poor, and 
nearly 40 percent seniors not in nursing 
homes are limited by chronic conditions and 
unable to perform the simplest activities asso-
ciated with independent living. Women are 
particularly vulnerable because they have 
lower income retirement than men and are 
more likely to live in poverty. According to the 
AARP, the poverty rate for elderly women was 
higher than that of men. In 1997, the poverty 
rate of elderly women was 13.1 percent, com-
pared to 7.0 percent among men. We are on 
the horns of a dilemma: How do we meet the 
need for affordable housing for senior citizens 
at a time when the senior population continues 
to grow? 

H.R. 202 is designed to restructure Section 
202 contracts in order to make them more af-
fordable. The measure attempts to accomplish 
this by relieving non-profit entities from exces-
sive debt service, thus providing the oppor-
tunity for greater program self-sufficiency. H.R. 
202 is a win-win bill that provides assistance 
to our most vulnerable—the elderly poor. It 
also saves taxpayers money over the long 
term by reducing the need for project-based 
rental assistance. For these reasons and for 
America’s seniors, I urge you to support H.R. 
202.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of H.R. 202, the Preserving Affordable Hous-
ing for Seniors and Families into the 21st Cen-
tury Act. 

By making the bipartisan, common-sense 
reforms necessary to provide affordable hous-
ing for seniors and the disabled, this legisla-
tion is helping many individuals retain their 
independence while living in safe housing. 

There is a great need for affordable housing 
for seniors and the disabled. This important 
bill aims to provide affordable senior and dis-
abled housing at a time when the need is 
high, and ever increasing. 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) and 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment (HUD) have determined at least 1.4 mil-
lion seniors are experiencing ‘‘worst case’’ 
housing needs. This need is combined with a 
growing senior population—projected at 53 
million people by 2020, or one in six Ameri-
cans. 

Additionally, the Consortium for Citizens 
with Disabilities Housing Task Force deter-
mined more than 4 million individuals with dis-
abilities suffer from an acute need of afford-
able, accessible housing. 

This bill requires HUD to convert all direct 
loan contracts for pre-1990 projects into inter-
est-free capital advances and five-year renew-
able project rental assistance programs. 
These changes are designed to help preserve 
senior and disability housing by preventing 
residents from being forced from their homes 
of more than 20 years or paying additional 
rent. 

These provisions are especially important 
steps to make housing affordable, given the 
more than 500,000 units of Section 8 housing 
at risk of being lost to ‘‘opt outs’’ as contracts 
expire in increasing numbers. 

By allowing multi-year Section 8 contract re-
newals, this legislation gives seniors and the 
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disabled the peace of mind to know that their 
contracts will not be at risk of being canceled 
each year. This provision is especially impor-
tant to seniors in Connecticut who have advo-
cated for multiple-year renewals in order to 
ensure greater housing stability. 

I also support provisions to promote the use 
of service coordinators used to help elderly 
and disabled residents gain access to local 
community services and promote independ-
ence. This greater flexibility of funds—includ-
ing ‘‘enhanced vouchers’’ and assisted living 
programs—will help seniors and the disabled 
live independently in safe, affordable housing 
and increase quality of life, while saving tax-
payer dollars. 

In conclusion, I urge support for the Pre-
serving Affordable Housing for Seniors and 
Families into the 21st Century. This is a bill 
which goes a long way in making smart, flexi-
ble reforms to provide safe, affordable housing 
for seniors and the disabled.

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support for the bill before us today. 

Lack of affordable housing has an adverse 
effect on the most vulnerable in our society, 
namely senior citizens, children and people 
with disabilities. 

A recent HUD report noted that the number 
of affordable housing units dropped 19 percent 
between 1996 and 1998. Now, the central cit-
ies have company as far as waiting lists for 
subsidized housing. Ninety percent of Min-
neapolis’ inner-ring suburbs have added poor 
children at a faster rate in the ’90s than Min-
neapolis. Virtually all of the suburban cities I 
represent have waiting lists—and they are 
long! 

Mr. Speaker, that’s why I have sought to 
work in a bipartisan, common sense way to 
address this critical problem and provide the 
necessary dollars to help these groups. 

And that’s why I am a cosponsor and strong 
supporter of H.R. 425, the Housing Preserva-
tion Matching Grant Act. Provisions based on 
this important legislation were included in the 
bill before us today. This bipartisan legislation 
will provide the necessary federal matching 
funds to assist states and localities seeking to 
preserve federal housing. 

The ‘‘Vento-Ramstad’’ proposal rewards 
Minnesota’s innovation and encourages other 
states to follow our lead. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 202 
and expand access to housing for senior citi-
zens. 

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition 
to H.R. 202. ‘‘Preserving Housing for Senior 
Citizens and Families into the 21st Century.’’ 
While my views on respecting our Constitution 
limitations regarding Federal issues are well 
known and need not be repeated here now, I 
have other concerns regarding this bill specifi-
cally. 

That the House of Representatives would 
consider any bill authorizing about a billion 
dollars of taxpayer funds annually on the sus-
pension calendar (an expedited procedure re-
served for ‘‘non controversial’’ bills) show how 
far we have moved from our posturing that we 
claim to respect the concerns of taxpayers. 

The consideration of this bill succumbs to 
the misperception that the best course of ac-
tion to any perceived problem is further (Fed-
eral) governmental response. Clearly, that is 

not the case. Recently, John Stossel hosted 
an ABC television special, ‘‘Is America Num-
ber One!’’ In that show, he examined the 
premise of governmental solutions to problems 
always being best and concluded:

Intuition would suggest that countries 
with the most government planning, places 
where you’re taken care of, would be the best 
places to live. But in fact the opposite is 
true, countries with the most planning are 
the most poor. Several organizations rank 
countries by economic freedom. At one end 
are places with lots of government planning. 
Invariably, these are the worst places to live. 
At the other end on the list—Hong Kong, 
New Zealand, Switzerland, and the United 
States. The best places to live are places 
with the fewest rules. Freedom isn’t every-
thing. Climate matters. Religion, geography, 
even luck can make a difference. But noth-
ing matters as much as . . . Liberty.

In the show, Peter Jennings said that ‘‘Near-
ly 37 million Americans now live below the of-
ficial poverty line.’’ Federal Reverse economist 
Machael Cox explained, ‘‘The government 
says now 13.3 percent of households are in 
poverty. Let’s go see what households in pov-
erty have. Ninety-seven percent of households 
in poverty have color televisions. Two thirds 
have microwave ovens and live in air-condi-
tioned buildings. Seventy-five percent have 
one or more cars.’’

Unfortunately, H.R. 202 makes the situation 
worse by diluting our current policy of helping 
the truly needy in favor of creating a middle 
class entitlement by expanding eligibility for 
occupancy to as high as 80% of the area me-
dian income for existing housing develop-
ments for seniors. I commend Mr. Stossel for 
illustrating clearly that choosing liberty is the 
best path for making a difference. I wish more 
of my colleagues heeded his advise.

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 202, the Preserving Affordable 
Housing for Senior Citizens and Families Act. 
This bipartisan legislation will help save thou-
sands of units of affordable housing through-
out America for seniors and working families. 

H.R. 202 provides several tools to help the 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment deal with the loss of affordable housing, 
including authorizing the Department of ‘‘mark-
up-to-market’’ the rents of those Section 8 
properties that would otherwise opt-out of the 
program. Preserving these units is essential in 
maintaining a stock of high-quality affordable 
housing for future generations. 

Many times these Section 8 properties are 
the only housing option for low-income individ-
uals. While this bill also provides enhanced 
vouchers for those tenants affected by Section 
8 opt-outs, in many cities, including Boston, 
the cost of housing is so high and the vacancy 
rates are so low, vouchers are not a viable so-
lution. Giving HUD the ability to keep these 
properties in the Section 8 program by offering 
these owners reasonable rent increases is es-
sential to maintaining affordable housing in 
high-cost areas. 

In addition to preserving Section 8 prop-
erties, this legislation authorizes a commission 
that will study seven specific areas of concern 
related to elderly housing. One such concern 
is the issue of grandparents raising their 
grandchildren. It is estimated that more than 
1.5 million children are being raised by their 

grandparents or other relatives. Many of these 
families live in public or subsidized housing in 
both urban and rural communities, although 
their unique needs may not be best served in 
these situations. 

A group in my District, Boston Aging Con-
cerns/Young and Old United, has developed 
the first affordable housing in the country des-
ignated specifically for grandparents raising 
their grandchildren. This innovative develop-
ment, called the Grandfamilies House, has a 
playground, computer learning center, and 
after-school programs to serve the children, as 
well as service coordinators, and exercise 
classes for the elderly residents. 

The staff of the Grandfamilies House has 
had inquiries from groups across the country 
interested in developing similar projects. It is 
my hope that the Commission will focus atten-
tion on this critical issue and develop rec-
ommendations to help us better serve these 
unique families. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I rise today to voice my 
support for H.R. 202, the Preserving Housing 
for Seniors and Families into the 21st Century 
Act. The Banking Committee sent a strong 
message regarding this bill by passing it 
unanimously on a voice vote, and I stand be-
fore you today to reiterate its merits. 

As a Floridian, I cannot help but be acutely 
aware of the housing needs of senior citizens. 
Our warm weather attracts retirees to our 
state, and we appreciate them for both the 
contributions that they make to our economy 
and as well as to the substantial roles they 
play in our community. While medical innova-
tions permit seniors to enjoy a higher quality 
of life, a wave of new retirees coupled with 
longer life-spans have led to a crisis in afford-
able housing for the elderly. By the year 2020, 
the GAO estimates that one in six Americans 
will be 65 years of age or older. In Florida, 
that ratio has been surpassed—18.5% of the 
population is already over 65 years old and 
that number is growing. More significantly, 
11.2% of Florida’s senior population live below 
poverty income levels, making affordable 
housing even more important to Floridians. 

H.R. 202 addresses the needs of senior citi-
zens by implementing several important meas-
ures. It allows for modernization of project fi-
nancing and a steamlined refinancing program 
to encourage continued participation in hous-
ing projects—an extremely important goal in 
light of the number of expiring assistance con-
tracts. 

The bill also provides for greater flexibility in 
programs, such as creating mixed-income 
senior and disabled housing environments, 
and the conversion of senior housing projects 
to assisted living facilities that conform with an 
‘‘aging in place’’ model. This model takes the 
approach that seniors in community housing 
may not wish to be able to move as they be-
come older. Projects can be developed that 
follow the aging of its residents, instead of 
forcing them out as their needs change. 

Mr. Speaker, again, I would like to draw my 
colleagues’ attention to the bipartisan effort 
that went into H.R. 202, as well as the valu-
able contribution that H.R. 202 would make to 
the ability of our senior citizens across the na-
tion to afford housing. I therefore strongly en-
courage a positive vote on the Preserving 
Housing for Seniors and Families into the 21st 
Century Act.
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Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 

support of H.R. 202 and urge its adoption. 
Mr. Speaker, over the past year, I have 

been inundated with calls and letters from 
seniors living in Section 8 housing units where 
owners were prepaying their mortgages or 
opting out of their contract renewals thereby 
terminating their relationship with the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD), and leaving their senior tenants with-
out any housing security. 

Following a meeting in my district office with 
the Mayor of Waltham, Massachusetts, rep-
resentatives of the Boston HUD office, and 
other local officials, I wrote the following letter 
to Secretary Cuomo, and a similar letter to the 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget Jack Lew, to explain the serious prob-
lems facing seniors in Waltham and elsewhere 
in my district and throughout the nation:

JANUARY 21, 1999. 
Hon. ANDREW M. CUOMO,
Secretary, U.S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SECRETARY CUOMO: I am writing to 

ask that you give full attention and high pri-
ority to the issue of Section 8 Contract Re-
newals as you review and consult with the 
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) re-
garding the Administration’s Fiscal Year 
2000 Budget Proposal. While I would like to 
bring to your attention the specific situation 
confronting 258 seniors in my Congressional 
district currently housed at the Francis 
Cabot Lowell Mill (the ‘‘Mill’’) apartment 
complex in Waltham, Massachusetts, where a 
20-year lease negotiated with the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) is due to expire at the end of this 
year, I believe that the problems facing resi-
dents at the Mill will confront thousands of 
seniors across America as more of these 
long-term contracts expire. My office has al-
ready received dozens of letters and phone 
calls from Mill seniors who are frightened at 
the prospect of losing their housing. 

I recently met in my district office with 
Mr. William F. Stanley, Mayor of Waltham, 
Massachusetts, Ms. Mary Lou Crane, HUD’s 
Secretary’s Representative for the Boston 
Region, Mr. Bob Kargman, representing the 
Mill owners, their various associates, and 
telephonically with Mr. Bill Apgar, Assistant 
Secretary for Policy Development and Re-
search. The focus of the meeting was Public 
Law 105–65, Section 524(a)(1) which states in 
part ‘‘. . . the Secretary may use amounts 
available for the renewal of assistance under 
section 8 of the United States Housing Act of 
1937, upon termination or expiration of a 
contract for assistance under section 8 . . . 
to provide assistance under section 8 of such 
Act at rent levels that do not exceed com-
parable market rents for the market area. 
The assistance shall be provided in accord-
ance with terms and conditions prescribed by 
the Secretary.’’

Mr. Kargman informed the group that ne-
gotiations for a new lease contract had hit a 
snag over the issue of meeting fair market 
rent levels, and that residents were being in-
formed that the Mill lease may not be re-
newed. Mayor Stanley expressed his concern 
that given the current housing stock in Wal-
tham, it would be virtually impossible to 
keep all of the seniors currently living at the 
Mill in Waltham, thus doing tremendous 
damage to the spirit and continuity of the 
senior population in the city. Mr. Apgar indi-
cated that HUD was empowered by law to 
more closely approximate comparable mar-
ket rent levels in Waltham, but the money 

was not available and that discussions were 
under way between representatives from 
HUD and OMB. 

As I understand it, the federal government 
has reaped the financial benefit of housing 
reform in renegotiating HUD leases in areas 
where market rents are below the national 
average—roughly in eighty percent of mar-
kets. But for the remaining twenty percent 
of markets, primarily markets on the coasts, 
market rents are higher than the national 
average. I believe that we have an obligation 
as policymakers to the seniors living in 
these higher rent areas, such as those in 
Waltham, as well as to the owners of the de-
velopments, who have kept faith with their 
tenants and the government, to renew their 
contract under the terms and conditions of 
Public Law 105–65. 

I am hopeful that you will carefully exam-
ine this matter, and consult with the OMB 
Director Lew, in an effort to develop a plan 
to fully fund those contract renewals where 
comparable market rents exceed the na-
tional average. 

I look forward to your response, 
Sincerely,

EDWARD J. MARKEY.

Mr. Speaker, I want to commend my col-
leagues in both parties for bringing the 
House’s attention to these important issues, 
and for compiling a bill that encompasses 
many important reforms to give seniors hous-
ing security. I am pleased that the bill will spe-
cifically address the problems created by the 
booming rental economy in the greater Boston 
area—seniors in subsidized housing are get-
ting squeezed. 

Mr. Speaker, I am hopeful that the House 
will pass H.R. 202 today to bring much-need-
ed reassurance to the seniors in my district 
and every Congressional District in the United 
States. Our seniors deserve no less. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
UPTON). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 202, as amended. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, on that I 

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

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

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 202. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

EXTENDING REENACTMENT OF 
CHAPTER 12 OF TITLE 11, 
UNITED STATES CODE 
Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the bill 

(H.R. 2942) to extend for 6 additional 
months the period for which chapter 12 
of title 11 of the United States Code is 
reenacted, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2942

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. AMENDMENTS. 

Section 149 of title I of division C of Public 
Law 105–277, as amended by Public Law 106–
5, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘October 1, 1999’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘January 1, 2000’’; 
and

(2) in subsection (a)—
(A) by striking ‘‘March 31, 1999’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘September 30, 1999’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘April 1, 1999’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘October 1, 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by section 1 shall 
take effect on October 1, 1999. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS) and the gen-
tlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms. BALD-
WIN) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GEKAS).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and to include ex-
traneous material on the bill under 
consideration.

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, in 1986 the Congress 

passed a bankruptcy reform measure 
for that era which included the inclu-
sion therein of a chapter 12 set of pro-
visions specifically attuned to the 
needs of farms and farm communities 
where, when a financial crisis might 
occur to a farm family, the normal 
avenues of bankruptcy would be prob-
ably inadequate and unsuited to the 
needs of a family facing such financial 
distress on the farm. 

Chapter 12 was created to meet those 
unique needs to allow the farming con-
cept to continue while the financial 
problems in bankruptcy would be 
worked out. That chapter 12 was en-
acted for only 5 years, then it was ex-
tended in 1993, and we took it up to 
1998. Then in the current cycle of our 
attempts at bankruptcy reform, this 
House with an overwhelming vote 
passed bankruptcy reform, I think it 
was 315 votes in favor of that reform, 
which reform included making perma-
nent the benefits of chapter 12. 

But because the other body has not 
yet acted on that legislation, we are 
faced with the end of that temporary 
extension that took us up to this junc-
ture for chapter 12. We are here then 
today to ask that the House and the 
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Congress approve a 3-month extension 
with the idea that perhaps the Senate 
will be working and passing the bank-
ruptcy reform which will make this 
permanent, but in the meantime, we 
will have cured the problem for the mo-
ment.

In this effort, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. SMITH) has played the 
important role of leading the effort to 
make sure that the Congress will not 
forget the promise that we made under 
the old chapter 12 so that we can keep 
this concept moving towards the final 
resolution of the overall problem.

b 1730

He is to be commended for his per-
sistence in this matter. 

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

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in somewhat re-
luctant support of H.R. 2942. This bill 
would extend Chapter 12 of the Bank-
ruptcy Code for only 3 months. Under 
current law, this section of the Bank-
ruptcy Code will expire on October 1. 
This bill will extend the section until 
January 1 of the year 2000. 

Although I am hopeful that Congress 
will permanently extend this very 
needed section of the Bankruptcy Code, 
I realize that this extension is needed 
now. The reason for my reluctance is 
that this bill was modified at the very 
last minute from 6 months to 3 
months.

Six months would have allowed Con-
gress the time to work out our dif-
ferences on the larger bankruptcy over-
haul bill in which Chapter 12 is perma-
nently extended. Now, however, this 
bill has been amended to be only a 3-
month extension. I think that is a lit-
tle shortsighted. But, without this bill, 
Chapter 12 will expire by the end of 
this week, so I reluctantly support this 
bill.

Chapter 12 is similar to Chapter 11 
and Chapter 13 of the Bankruptcy Code. 
Chapter 12 is the part of the Bank-
ruptcy Code that is tailored to meet 
the unique economic realities of family 
farming, especially during times of se-
vere economic crisis. With Chapter 12, 
Congress sought to create a chapter of 
the Bankruptcy Code that provided the 
framework to prevent family farms 
from going out of business completely. 

At the time of its first enactment in 
1986 during a severe farm crisis, Con-
gress was unable to foresee whether 
Chapter 12 would be needed indefinitely 
by America’s farmers. Congress has ex-
tended Chapter 12 now three times. 
Chapter 12 is the safety net of last re-
sort for our farmers, and we must ex-
tend it and ultimately make it perma-
nent.

The family farm is the backbone of 
the rural economy in Wisconsin and all 
over this Nation. Without Chapter 12, if 
economic crisis hits a family farm, 

that family has no choice but to liq-
uidate the land, the equipment, the 
crops and the herd to pay off creditors. 
This means losing the farm, a supplier 
of food and a way of life. 

When a family decides it can no 
longer afford to farm, many times that 
farm is lost forever to development and 
sprawl. With Chapter 12 in place, when 
an economic crisis hits America’s 
farmers, a family’s farmland and other 
farm-related resources cannot be seized 
by creditors. A bankruptcy judge for 
the Western District of Wisconsin 
notes that Chapter 12 has been used in 
his jurisdiction more than 50 times 
over the past year. 

Obviously in this time of severe eco-
nomic farm crisis, Chapter 12 is needed. 
Our farmers must have the assurance 
that if they must reorganize their farm 
to keep their farm, that they can do so. 
Chapter 12 must be there for them and 
for us to protect America’s supply of 
food. It is in our country’s best interest 
to protect family farms from fore-
closure.

Mr. Speaker, family farmers in Wis-
consin have been facing a tough time. 
If the dairy bill that this House passed 
last week becomes law, Wisconsin 
dairy farmers will continue to be at the 
same price disadvantage that they 
have been subject to for over 60 years. 
If dairy compacts are extended and ex-
panded, my farmers will continue to 
have to compete against artificially in-
flated prices in other regions of the 
country. In the past 6 years alone, Wis-
consin has lost over 7,000 family farms. 

I was successful in committee earlier 
this year in extending Chapter 12 until 
this period of time. I believe that it 
needs to be permanently extended. It is 
frustrating to me that we must come 
to the floor every few months to extend 
this important protection for farmers. 

Individuals in this country and busi-
nesses in this country who must con-
sider filing for bankruptcy under Chap-
ters 7, 11 or 13 do not have to worry 
about whether that part of the Bank-
ruptcy Code will still be there, because 
it is permanent. I believe we should do 
no less for our family farmers, and 
make Chapter 12 permanent. I believe 
farmers, like all of us, should be able to 
plan for their futures.

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

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, it is appro-
priate at this time, given the spark 
that he has given to this legislation, to 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, the reason that the chairman, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GEKAS), the gentlewoman from Wis-
consin (Ms. BALDWIN), the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER), the 
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. PICK-
ERING) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CHAMBLISS) are cospon-
soring this bill is because together we 

feel it is very important, especially at 
this time, with agriculture facing up to 
some very difficult challenges. 

Mr. Speaker, American agriculture is 
in a serious situation right now. Times 
are tough in farm country. While the 
rest of the economy is booming, Amer-
ican farmers and ranchers have been 
left out. Commodity prices are at 
record lows, export markets are weak 
and no relief is expected any time soon. 
While the Farm Credit system is cur-
rently sound, there are many producers 
who just will not be able to make ends 
meet and are going to be forced into 
bankruptcy.

Bankruptcy filing by farmers has be-
come too regular an occurrence. I vis-
ited last week with a hog producer 
from my district. He is the fourth gen-
eration on that farm, as smart as most 
any entrepreneur that I have known. 
Yet, because of prices, even with his 
business-like efforts to lay off workers, 
to increase his hours that he spends per 
week on that farm, he is still chal-
lenged as to whether he can survive on 
that farm. Again, fourth generation. 
That means his great-grandfather, his 
grandfather, his dad, all were able to 
preserve that farm, and now he is chal-
lenged, simply because we have a sys-
tem of international competition that 
has resulted in the very low com-
modity prices. 

Chapter 12 of title 11 of the Bank-
ruptcy Code is only available, I would 
like to point out, to family farmers. 
Chapter 12 is now set to expire, as the 
gentlewoman suggested, in three days, 
on September 30. H.R. 2942, as amend-
ed, will temporarily extend Chapter 12 
for another 3 months so that this crit-
ical option for America’s family farm-
ers does not expire. 

Mr. Speaker, Chapter 12 allows fam-
ily farmers the option to reorganize 
debt rather than having to liquidate 
when declaring bankruptcy. The logic 
is that a farmer should not be forced to 
sell his tractor and his plow and his 
planter and his tools of production 
when he is reorganizing, trying to 
make sure that he is paying off those 
debts, because if we force him to sell 
those tools of production, then we have 
almost taken away any possible oppor-
tunity for him to reorganize and pay 
his debts. 

I am very pleased that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Chairman GEKAS)
and this body is taking action on this 
legislation today. With three days to 
go before expiration, time is very 
short. Senator GRASSLEY and other 
Senators are aggressively pursuing this 
effort over in the Senate and moving 
ahead on this legislation. 

I realize that many of us would prefer 
to see Chapter 12 extended perma-
nently. I trust that as the general 
bankruptcy reform is debated, a perma-
nent fix for Chapter 12 is going to be 
accomplished, because that is what is 
in the bill that the gentleman from 

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:22 May 26, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00150 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H27SE9.003 H27SE9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 22857September 27, 1999
Pennsylvania (Chairman GEKAS) and 
the committee and this body sent over 
to the Senate. This legislation is need-
ed to assure producers that this risk 
management tool is available. 

Again, I thank both sides of the aisle, 
both sides of the Capitol Building, and 
especially the chairman for moving 
ahead on this legislation. 

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER).

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 2942. I would also note my co-
sponsorship of this legislation and leg-
islation introduced by several Mem-
bers, including the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH),
which would either extend or make 
permanent these Chapter 12 bank-
ruptcy provisions. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
for expediting it, as well as the chair-
man and the ranking member of the 
full committee. I appreciate the sup-
portive comments of the gentlewoman 
from Wisconsin. 

Chapter 12 bankruptcy has been a 
necessary and responsible and viable 
option for family farmers nationwide. 
It has allowed family farmers to reor-
ganize their assets in a manner which 
balances the interests of the creditors 
and the future success of the involved 
farmer.

If Chapter 12 bankruptcy provisions 
are not extended for family farmers, it 
will have a drastic effect on the agri-
cultural sector, already reeling from 
low commodity prices. Not only will 
many family farmers have to end their 
operations, but also land values will 
plunge downward. Such a decrease in 
land values will affect both the ability 
of the family farmer to earn a living 
and the manner in which banks making 
agricultural loans conduct their lend-
ing activities. 

This gentleman represents a premier 
agriculture district, and, as a member 
of the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services, I am concerned about 
those agricultural loans out there and 
their customers. 

This is a very important piece of leg-
islation. Like my colleagues, like the 
words expressed by the gentleman from 
Michigan, I would very much like to 
see this permanently extended. But the 
House passed this earlier, as the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania indicated, 
by actually 313 to 108, with my support. 
Unfortunately, the other body failed to 
act on the Bankruptcy Reform Act. 
Therefore, a 3 month extension is abso-
lutely necessary for our family farmers 
and other small agri-business families. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing I encourage 
my colleagues to support H.R. 2942, 
which provides a 3 month extension.

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

Mr. GEKAS. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
futher requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
UPTON). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GEKAS) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 2942, as amended. 

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

The title was amended so as to read: 
‘‘A bill to extend for 3 additional 
months the period for which chapter 12 
of title 11 of the United States Code is 
enacted.’’

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

f 

REAPPOINTMENT AS MEMBER OF 
LIBRARY OF CONGRESS TRUST 
FUND BOARD 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection and pursuant to section 1 of 
the act to create a Library of Congress 
Trust Fund Board (2 U.S.C. 154), 
amended by Section 1 of Public Law 
102–246, the Chair announces the 
Speaker’s reappointment of the fol-
lowing member on the part of the 
House to the Library of Congress Trust 
Fund Board for a 5 year term: 

Mr. Edwin L. Cox, Dallas, Texas. 
There was no objection. 

f 

REPORT ON NATIONAL EMER-
GENCY WITH RESPECT TO NA-
TIONAL UNION FOR TOTAL INDE-
PENDENCE OF ANGOLA—MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. 
NO. 106–132) 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message 
from the President of the United 
States; which was read and, together 
with the accompanying papers, without 
objection, referred to the Committee 
on International Relations and ordered 
to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States 
As required by section 401(c) of the 

National Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 
1641(c), and section 204(c) of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers 
Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), I transmit here-
with a 6-month periodic report on the 
national emergency with respect to the 
National Union for the Total Independ-
ence of Angola (UNITA) that was de-
clared in Executive Order 12865 of Sep-
tember 26, 1993. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, September 27, 1999. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 

which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report accom-
panying the bill (H.R. 2605) making ap-
propriations for energy and water de-
velopment for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses, and that I may include tabular 
and extraneous material. 

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

There was no objection.
f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2605, 
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2000

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to the previous order of the House, 
I call up the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 2605) making 
appropriations for energy and water de-
velopment for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses.

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

ant to the previous order of the House, 
the conference report is considered as 
having been read. 

(For conference report and state-
ment, see prior proceedings of the 
House of today.)

b 1745

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
being called up without our having a 
chance to see it, I have no option but 
to oppose it and therefore demand the 
time in opposition. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
UPTON). Under a unanimous consent 
agreement from earlier today, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. PACKARD)
had the right to call up the bill. 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no problem dividing the time three 
ways, if my colleague and minority 
ranking member would be willing to do 
that. I do not plan to take certainly 
more than 20 minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to dividing the debate three 
ways?

Mr. SHUSTER. Does that mean that 
I, in opposition, will have 20 minutes? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Since 
the Chair understands that both the 
gentleman from California (Mr. PACK-
ARD) and the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. VISCLOSKY) support the Con-
ference report; the Chair is able to di-
vide the debate up three ways under 
the rules. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Does that mean that 
I will be able to control one-third? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
correct. The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SHUSTER) will be recognized 
for 20 minutes. 

Mr. SHUSTER. I have no objection 
then.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. PACKARD)
is recognized for 20 minutes.
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Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 

conference report. This is a report ac-
companying H.R. 2605, a bill making 
appropriations for energy and water de-
velopment for the fiscal year 2000. 
There were dramatic differences of pri-
orities between the House and the Sen-
ate bill. It was not an easy conference 
to consummate; but in the final anal-
ysis, with the help of tremendous work 
by our staff and by the members of the 
subcommittees, both in the House and 
in the Senate, we were able to work 
out those differences of priorities and; 
I think we have produced a very good 
product.

I am proud of this conference report. 
We have recommended a generous and 
cost-effective civil works program. We 
know that there were limits to what 
we could do. We were unable to fund 
any new projects that were authorized 
in the Water Resource Development 
Act of 1999. We agreed also to only fund 
projects that were within the scope of 
the House and the Senate recommenda-
tions. In short, we agreed to finish 
what we have started and look forward 
to expanding the benefits of civil works 
programs next year and in the future. 

I want to thank my Senate counter-
part, Senator PETE DOMENICI, the 
chairman of the Senate committee, 
and his ranking minority member, Sen-
ator HARRY REID, for their cooperation 
and hard work in the conference. I 
would like to express my sincere and 
deep appreciation for my colleagues on 
the House subcommittee on Energy 
and Water Development. They devoted 
untold time and effort to make this 
conference report possible. 

I am especially grateful to my good 
friend and the ranking minority mem-

ber, the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
VISCLOSKY), for his tremendous effort 
on behalf of this conference report and 
that of his staff. I believe this was a bi-
partisan effort, and I think in the final 
analysis we have a very good product. 

I cannot say enough about the hard-
working staff that helped us accom-
plish this task, both our committee 
staff and our personal staffs, for the 
work that they did. They worked day 
and night for the last 2 weeks in pre-
paring this conference report for its 
adoption. I believe the conference 
agreement is balanced and fair and 
would urge all Members of the House to 
support its adoption. We think we have 
worked out any problems that the 
President expressed in terms of a veto 
threat. We think that the President 
will be glad to sign this bill. It is good 
for the Members. It is good for the 
country, and I urge Members to adopt 
it.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 2605, a bill 
making appropriations for energy and water 
development for fiscal year 2000. 

At the outset, I would like to briefly state 
how pleased I am that the conference com-
mittee was able to work out the dramatic dif-
ferences between the House and Senate bills 
so amicably and to such positive effect. Given 
the great divide over House and Senate prior-
ities, many concluded that we would never be 
able to resolve our differences. Not only did 
we resolve those differences, we did so in 
such a way that the critical priorities of the 
House and Senate were carefully protected. 

I am proud of the agreement struck between 
the House and Senate on energy and water 
programs. It was a difficult and arduous nego-
tiation, but the product of our deliberations is 
a package that will help strengthen our de-
fense, rebuild our critical infrastructure and in-
crease our scientific knowledge. 

I am especially pleased with the civil works 
program that the conference report rec-
ommends for the U.S. Army Corps of Engi-
neers. At $4.14 billion, the recommended 
funding is slightly highly than last year’s level 
and $247 million higher than the Administra-
tion’s inadequate request. Moreover, we have 
been able to preserve funding for water devel-
opment projects across the country that are of 
the utmost importance to our colleagues. 

We have recommended a generous, effi-
cient and cost-effective civil works program. 
But, of course, there are limits to what we 
could do. The conferees did agree to fund no 
new projects recently authorized by the Water 
Resources Development Act of 1999, and we 
agreed to fund only those projects within the 
scope of the House and Senate recommenda-
tions. In short, we agreed to finish what we’ve 
started, and we look forward to expanding the 
benefits of the civil works program next year 
and in the future. 

I want to thank my Senate counterpart, 
Chairman PETE DOMENICI, and his Ranking Mi-
nority Member, Senator HARRY REID, for their 
cooperation and hard work. Moreover, I would 
like to express my appreciation to my col-
leagues on the House Subcommittee on En-
ergy and Water Development, whose devoted 
efforts made this conference report possible. I 
am especially grateful to my good friend and 
the Ranking Minority Member of the House 
subcommittee, the Honorable PETE VISCLOSKY, 
for his tremendous efforts on behalf of this 
conference report. The spirit of bipartisanship 
that enveloped the conference negotiations 
provides a model that other committees would 
be well advised to emulate. 

I believe the conference agreement is bal-
anced and fair, and I would urge the unani-
mous support of the House for its adoption. I 
would hope we could quickly conclude action 
on this conference report so that we can get 
this bill to the White House before the fiscal 
year expires.
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, in a quarter of a cen-

tury in this House I have known of no 
situation in which the chairman or 
ranking member of an authorizing 
committee informed the leadership 
that they would have an objection to a 
unanimous consent request and subse-
quently had that ignored and indeed 
had a unanimous consent request made 
in their absence, in effect snuck past 
them, without giving them an oppor-
tunity to exercise their rights. I be-
lieve this is disgraceful. I am stunned. 
I cannot believe, when I walked on this 
floor, to learn that after we had clearly 
communicated to the leadership that 
we would have a unanimous consent 
objection that we were not informed 
and given the right to be here to pro-
tect our rights. But if that is the way 
the Republican leadership wants to run 
this House, then that is their decision. 
It is certainly not my decision and I 
cannot find the words to adequately ex-
press my dismay at the way this House 
is being managed. 

Now having said that, I want to em-
phasize that I have absolutely no quar-
rel whatsoever with the gentleman 
from California (Mr. PACKARD), the dis-
tinguished chairman of the sub-
committee. Indeed, he did his work as 
his legislation passed through this 
House. Indeed, I voted for his appro-
priation bill when it passed through 
this House, and in spite of some of the 
things that we do not like about it, I 
assumed that I would be prepared to 
vote for it, for the conference report, 
when it came back; but there is one lit-
tle problem. That is, we have not seen 
the conference report. We have not 
been able to read the conference report. 
It might be an excellent conference re-
port, and it might be one which we can 
support. We simply do not know that 
because we have not had the oppor-
tunity to see it and to study it and to 
read it. 

This problem takes on particular sig-
nificance because of the experience we 
have had in the past in dealing with 
matters such as this. Let me remind 
the House that when the omnibus bill 
came through here last year, not only 
did we not have a chance to see it but 
we accepted it on faith and indeed we 
only discovered later that a point of 
order, which was part of the law in T–
21, the transportation bill, had been 
changed without our knowledge in the 
last moments before that omnibus bill 
came to the floor, and we never knew it 
was in there. 

That is not the end of the story. In-
deed, as previous legislation came to 
the floor with regard to the aviation 
bill, the House in the aviation bill last 
year provided that a 30 percent funding 
of the total funding would come from 
the general fund. 

The Senate, in the bill as it worked 
its way through the Senate, provided 
that 30 percent of the total funding 
would come from the general fund. We 
were assured that that is what obvi-
ously would come back to the House in 
a conference report since that is what 
both the House bill said and what the 
Senate bill said, but in the dead of 
night, despite those assurances we re-
ceived, the general fund percentage was 
cut to 15 percent. Nobody knew it. We 
did not know it. Not only did we not 
know it, we were lied to. We were lied 
to, and I choose that word carefully be-
cause we were assured that it would be 
30 percent funded. 

So with that kind of a background, 
with that kind of experience in the 
past, how can we in good conscience 
take the assurance that this bill, which 
I indeed voted for when it came 
through the House, that this bill is as 
it is purported to be? 

There is an old saying, fool me once, 
shame on you. Fool me twice, shame 
on me. Well, I suppose fool me thrice, 
and it really would make a fool of us 
all.

So I regret, I regret, that our right 
was not protected to object to the 
unanimous consent request. I regret 
that we have not had an opportunity to 
see this conference report, which once 
we study it may well be acceptable. 

I regret that we were misled last year 
in the omnibus bill. I regret that we 
were misled, yes lied to, with regard to 
the aviation general funding in last 
year’s bill. So for all of those reasons, 
I must oppose this conference report, 
express my deep regret and urge all my 
colleagues who care about following 
the proper procedure of this House and 
knowing what is in legislation urge 
them all to oppose this conference re-
port.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
chairman of the subcommittee, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. PACK-
ARD), all of the Members on both sides 
of the aisle of the subcommittee, for 
their diligent work. I would also want 
to thank all of the members of the 
staff.

I would suggest to the membership 
this is a good bill and I would encour-
age them to vote for it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS).

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to rise to compliment the chair-
man of the committee, the gentleman 
from California (Mr. PACKARD), and the 
ranking Democratic member, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY),
for their hard and bipartisan efforts on 
this bill. 

A lot of times this bill is below the 
radar screen for many Members of this 

House and members of the general pub-
lic, but the fact is that there are some 
key infrastructure programs in this 
legislation that is essential to the fu-
ture economic development of Amer-
ica: flood control projects to save our 
cities and families from massive floods 
that we have witnessed throughout the 
country; navigation projects that are 
so terribly important for commerce in 
America; vital university research pro-
grams; perhaps those things that do 
not have an overnight payoff but in-
vestment in the brightest minds in 
America that help make life better for 
all American families; and finally, 
something that we do not talk enough 
about on the floor of this House and 
that is the threat of nuclear prolifera-
tion in the world. 

This subcommittee, under the leader-
ship of the gentleman from California 
(Mr. PACKARD), plays a very key role in 
trying to limit the proliferation of nu-
clear arms, a threat that could vir-
tually touch every family in America, 
if not every family in the world. 

I wish we had had more funds to work 
with on this subcommittee, but given 
the allocation that the chairman and 
ranking member had, I think they did 
an excellent job truly working on a bi-
partisan, fair basis to fund these ter-
ribly important programs.

b 1800

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

Mr. Speaker, relative to the legisla-
tion, I would like to point out that im-
portant changes have happened since 
our House approved this legislation on 
July 27. Additional funding was added 
to the original House bill, a total of 
$1.2 billion. As a result, important 
water-related infrastructure projects 
not funded in the Senate’s version of 
the bill were retained in the final con-
ference agreement. I am pleased that 
we were able to assist so many Mem-
bers with important water-related 
projects in their individual congres-
sional district. 

On the matter of national policy, I 
would point out that two legislative 
provisions in Title I of the bill were 
modified by the conference committee 
late last week during intense negotia-
tions. Specifically, legislative language 
had been included in the conference re-
port creating in statutory language a 
new administrative appeal system in 
the Corps of Engineers related to juris-
dictional determinations for wetlands. 

Again, as I indicated in my earlier re-
marks, there are a number of other 
very worthwhile provisions in this leg-
islation, and I would encourage my col-
leagues to support the legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN).

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Indiana for yield-
ing me this time. 
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Mr. Speaker, I just want to take a 

minute to commend both the chairman 
and the ranking member of the sub-
committee for the work they have 
done, particularly as it relates to the 
Simms Bayou project in my district 
that I share with the 18th District, 
which is an ongoing project about half-
way through, the Brazoria Bayou 
project which is in my district and that 
I share with the 22nd district of Texas. 
These are important flood control 
projects that affect tens of thousands 
of homeowners in the greater Houston 
area, and also for the Houston Gal-
veston Navigational Channel project 
and the funding that runs through part 
of my district and the language ad-
dressing that and the barge traffic. 

I appreciate the work of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. EDWARDS), a 
member of the subcommittee, for the 
hard work he did on all of these 
projects even though they are far from 
his district in central Texas, but he un-
derstands the importance that they are 
to the greater Houston area. 

Again, I thank the chairman and 
ranking member. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield such time as he might 
consume to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), the distin-
guished ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Chairman SHUSTER) for yielding. 
I rise in support of the chairman’s pro-
found concern and I would say con-
trolled outrage at the treatment that 
the senior Member of the House has 
been accorded in this matter. It is a 
matter of simple courtesy when con-
cern has been expressed by the com-
mittee chairman, a senior Member of 
the House and a committee chairman, 
that comity directs that these con-
cerns be addressed. The chairman was 
not fairly treated. Our committee has 
not been fairly treated. I join with the 
chairman in expressing that concern. 

I make no observation about the sub-
stance, as the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Chairman SHUSTER) expressed, 
of this bill. We have not seen it. We do 
not know what has been in it, what has 
been included or excluded. But we do 
have a basic principle of fairness. When 
a senior Member expresses reserva-
tions, they ought to be at least given 
the opportunity to express those con-
cerns at the appropriate time in the 
parliamentary proceeding. I will join 
my chairman in expressing that at the 
appropriate time when we come to a 
vote on this bill. 

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further speakers, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-

STAR) and again emphasize that my 
concern, while very serious about the 
fairness issue here, which he has out-
lined, goes beyond that to the very real 
experience we had last year when we 
were misled about the contents of the 
omnibus bill. Indeed, it is for that rea-
son that our concern here is not theo-
retical about what might be in the bill. 
Our concern is grounded in our experi-
ence of having been misled previously. 

It is for that reason that we believe 
we should have the right and the op-
portunity to read and study the bill be-
fore we vote on it, a bill which I voted 
for when it worked its way through the 
House, but a conference report which I 
must oppose for those two fundamental 
reasons.

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

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I certainly believe that 
there is absolutely nothing in this bill 
that will surprise any of the Members. 
We feel it is a very good bill, and we 
hope all of the Members will support it.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port this conference report. 

This is an important bill for our country. It is 
especially important for Colorado because it 
provides the funding for continuing work on 
the critical task of cleaning up Rocky Flats, the 
former atomic-weapons facility. 

Rocky Flats sits near the heart of the Den-
ver-Boulder metropolitan area, which is home 
to more than two million people. It has exten-
sive amounts of hazardous materials. For all 
Coloradans it’s a matter of highest priority to 
have Rocky Flats cleaned up efficiently, safe-
ly, and promptly. 

In 1997, DOE designated Rocky Flats as a 
pilot site for accelerated cleanup and closure, 
and is working to finish cleaning it up in time 
for closure in 2006. I strongly support this ef-
fort, as does the entire Colorado delegation 
here in the House and in the other body as 
well. 

So, I am very glad that the conference re-
port maintains the needed funding for the 
Rocky Flats closure fund. I want to thank 
Chairmen Packard and Young, Ranking mem-
bers Visclosky and Obey, and the other con-
ferees for their leadership and for recognizing 
the importance of this undertaking for Colo-
rado and the nation. I am particularly pleased 
that the conference report says in the future 
DOE should request adequate funds to keep 
Rocky Flats and the other closure projects on 
a schedule for closure by 2006 or earlier. 

I also appreciate the inclusion in this con-
ference report of $24.5 million for the work of 
DOE’s Office of Worker and Community Tran-
sition. While this is less than was the Senate’s 
bill, it is more than in the original bill passed 
by the House earlier this year. The activities of 
this office, which implements the so-called 
‘‘3161’’ program, are essential if we are to 
truly keep faith with the Cold-war warriors who 
have worked at Rocky Flats and at the other 
sites in DOE’s nuclear-weapons complex. 

In addition, funding through this office is 
very important to assist the local communities 
as they work to adjust to ongoing changes 

now underway at Rocky Flats and those that 
will come after cleanup and closure are 
achieved. 

I do regret that the conference report does 
not include more funding for solar and renew-
able energy programs. I think this is a serious 
shortcoming in this measure—and, if it were 
not for the other important programs such as 
those I have mentioned, I would oppose the 
conference report because of this defect. 
However, I will continue to work to provide 
more funds for these important purposes in 
the future.

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ex-
press my strong support for the conference re-
port accompanying H.R. 2605, the Energy and 
Water Development Appropriations bill for Fis-
cal Year 2000. This legislation contains 
$21,279,000,000 ($21 billion $279 million $969 
thousand dollars) in new federal funding for 
programs of the Department of Energy, the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Bureau of 
Reclamation, Power Marketing Administra-
tions, NRC, FERC, and the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission. 

This funding level is $210 million over the 
Fiscal Year 1999 Energy and Water Develop-
ment conference report funding level of 
$21,069,000,000 billion.

The bill includes: Fiscal year 2000 Fiscal year 1999
(In millions) 

Title I (Corps) ................................ $4,142,250,000 $4,097,233,000 
[+$45]

Title II (BOR) ................................. $808,722,000 $824,596,000 
[¥$15]

Title III (DOE) ................................ $16,670,246,000 $16,423,000,000 
[+$247]

Title IV (Ind Agncs) ....................... $129,000,000 $175,700,000 
[¥$47]

Rescissions ................................... $20,749,000 $0.0 [¥$20]
(Scorekeeping adjustments 

$450,000,000) .......................... .............................. ..............................
Grand total: .......................... $21,279,000,000 $21,069,000,000 

[+$210]

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of this important appro-
priations conference report. Let me 
first thank Chairman RON PACKARD
and Ranking Member PETE VISCLOSKY
for their support and hard work. I also 
want to thank my colleague and friend, 
Congressman CHET EDWARDS for his 
dedication, hard work, and I especially 
appreciate his advice. Because of their 
efforts, the Houston-Galveston Naviga-
tion project has been appropriated the 
full $60 million needed to maintain the 
construction schedule of the deepening 
and widening of the Houston Ship 
Channel.

This subcommittee has had the fore-
sight to maintaining the optimal con-
struction schedule. By providing the 
necessary funds now, this project’s re-
turn on investment will save taxpayers 
an estimated $63.5 million in increased 
construction costs. Also, the Port of 
Houston generates $300 million annu-
ally in customs fees and $213 annually 
in state and local taxes, which dem-
onstrates that the Houston-Galveston 
Navigation Project will more than pay 
for itself. 

The continued expansion of the Port 
of Houston is important on many lev-
els. More than 7,000 vessels navigate 
the ship channel each year. The port 
provides $5.5 billion in annual business 
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revenues and creates directly or indi-
rectly 196,000 jobs. It is anticipated 
that the number and size of vessels will 
only increase. Completing the widening 
and deepening of the ship channel in a 
timely manner will increase safety and 
the economic viability of the port and 
the City of Houston. 

The citizens of Houston appreciate 
your confidence in this project, and I 
urge my colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, as the representa-
tive from Wisconsin’s Third Congressional Dis-
trict and a co-chair of the Upper Mississippi 
River Task Force, I rise in support of the En-
ergy and Water conference report for fiscal 
year 2000. 

I am pleased that the conference report in-
cludes $18.955 million for the Environmental 
Management Program (EMP), a cooperative 
effort among the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice, the National Biological Service and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to ‘‘ensure the 
coordinated development and enhancement of 
the Upper Mississippi River System.’’ The 
EMP is designed to evaluate, restore and en-
hance riverine and wetland habitat along a 
1,200 mile stretch of the Upper Mississippi 
and Illinois Rivers. 

This appropriation will allow the state oper-
ated EMP field stations to remain open and 
continue to fulfill their mission by collecting es-
sential data on the rivers. This funding along 
with the recent passage of the Water Re-
source Development Act of 1999 highlights the 
EMP’s importance to the Upper Mississippi 
River Basin’s economic and environmental 
well being. 

In addition, I am especially grateful that the 
fiscal year 2000 Energy and Water Appropria-
tions conference report, provides $3 million in 
funding for the Kickapoo Valley Reserve 
Project in western Wisconsin. This money will 
be used for remediation of past contamination, 
completion of site safety modifications, and 
the continuation of the work on satisfying the 
authorized highway relocation requirements. 

In 1962, Congress first authorized the Army 
Corps of Engineers to construct a flood control 
dam at La Farge, Wisconsin. This dam 
project, however, was abandoned in 1973 due 
to environmental and economic concerns. 
Since the decision to abandon the project, 
more than 8,600 acres of land have been held 
in a state of limbo. Recently through the dedi-
cated efforts of many concerned citizens in 
western Wisconsin, this area is finally being 
restored for recreation and agriculture uses. 
Passage of the fiscal year 2000 Energy and 
Water conference report will help advance this 
much needed project toward its completion. 

While the conference report contains these 
two excellent projects, I am gravely dis-
appointed that an anti-environment provision 
that would curtail the Federal Government’s 
efforts to reduce global air pollution is in-
cluded. Such unnecessary language will ham-
per global efforts to preserve our environment 
for future generations. 

Though I am opposed to including the 
Knollenberg provision, because of the impor-
tance of these two projects for Wisconsin and 
other important Energy and Water projects 
which are included in this conference report, I 
will vote for final passage.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, today, I 
rise in strong support of the conference report 
for H.R. 2605, the Fiscal Year 2000 Energy 
and Water Development Appropriations bill. 
This annual appropriation bill includes full 
funding for the West Columbus Floodwall, an 
important project located in my district. Each 
year, as the appropriations process unfolds in 
Congress, I have made budget requests for 
the Floodwall Project, and have closely mon-
itored the process to ensure that it receives 
the funding it needs. I remain committed to-
ward achieving this goal. The $16 million in-
cluded in this conference report will allow this 
project to proceed on-schedule and on-budget 
and sends a strong message that Congress 
intends to fulfill its existing commitments to the 
people of Columbus. I would like to express 
my sincere gratitude to Chairman PACKARD 
(CA), Vice-Chairman VISCLOSKY (IN), and the 
House and Senate conferees for the inclusion 
of $16 million for the West Columbus 
Floodwall Project. 

The threat of a major flood disaster con-
tinues to loom in Columbus and Central Ohio. 
In 1913, 1937, and 1959, melting snow and 
heavy rains caused the Scioto River to over-
flow its banks. The resulting catastrophic 
floods caused the loss of many lives, de-
stroyed homes and businesses, and damaged 
millions of dollars worth of residential and 
commercial property. Until the Floodwall 
Project is completed, the potential for a major 
flood disaster will continue to threaten citizens, 
homes, and businesses located in the very 
heart of downtown Columbus that borders the 
Scioto River. Today, approximately 17,000 
residents continue to be placed at risk of life, 
injury, and hardship. Should a 100-year fre-
quency flood occur prior to completion of the 
project, the damages are estimated at $365 
million and should a 500-year flood occur, the 
damages are estimated to exceed $455 mil-
lion. 

While risk to human life and safety is of 
paramount concern, completion of the 
Floodwall will also permit important new devel-
opment along the Scioto riverfront. Columbus 
is now the largest city in Ohio and the fifteenth 
largest city in the United States. Its economy 
is strong and the city is experiencing rapid 
growth. New construction in the downtown 
riverfront area, however, will not be able to 
proceed until the Floodwall construction is 
completed. Without the important protection of 
the Floodwall, this looming risk will deter fu-
ture business and housing development, eco-
nomic growth, infrastructure improvements, 
and recreational opportunities in the city. Cur-
rently, flood plain zoning restrictions continue 
to remain in place for 5,520 residences and 
650 non-residential structures, as well as the 
future development of 2,800 acres. It is, there-
fore, imperative to the city’s growth and eco-
nomic health that the Floodwall Project con-
tinue on schedule. Therefore, it is not only the 
safety of Columbus residents and businesses, 
but also the future growth of the city’s down-
town which depends on the timely completion 
of this important project. 

On behalf of those that continue to live with 
the threat of a major disaster in Columbus and 
Central Ohio, let me again thank all the Mem-
bers for their assistance on this very important 
project. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
commend you for your efforts to include lan-
guage and funding in this Conference agree-
ment to address so many of the urgent needs 
of our constituents in Louisiana, in particular 
two critically important projects. As you know, 
Mr. Chairman, flood control is a major issue in 
Louisiana with so many low-lying areas sus-
ceptible to high waters and flooding, especially 
during the hurricane season. The Southeast 
Louisiana (SELA) flood control project is an 
aggressive effort by federal, state and local of-
ficials to protect thousands of Louisianians 
from the loss of life and property through the 
construction of extensive flood control mecha-
nisms in the most vulnerable areas of our 
state. Your willingness to include $47 million 
for this project together with language to rein-
state the Corps’ current authority to expedite 
construction for this project and to proceed 
with continuing contracts for construction is 
deeply appreciated. 

Furthermore, with regard to the SELA 
project, it is my understanding that the con-
ference report language and the current au-
thorization for this project, specifically Section 
533(d) of the 1996 Water Resources and De-
velopment Act, allows the Corps to proceed 
with expedited funding of construction con-
tracts above the current authorization level as 
long as the projects provided for by these con-
tracts are determined by the Corps to be 
‘‘technically sound, environmentally accept-
able, and economic as applicable.’’

Secondly, I applaud you and the conferees 
for including $15.9 million in the Army Corps 
of Engineers (Corps) budget for the Inner Har-
bor Navigational Canal (IHNC) Lock Replace-
ment Project in New Orleans and inserting 
language in the Conference Report that would 
expedite the community mitigation plan associ-
ated with that project. 

Finally, regarding the IHNC lock replace-
ment project, I believe that the Corps is di-
rected to work in good faith to arrive at an eq-
uitable solution to value the properties that it 
acquires from the Port of New Orleans to 
complete this project. Accordingly, under such 
direction, the Port’s property and facilities re-
quire valuation at the full replacement cost in 
the same manner that the Corps is employing 
in its acquisition of certain Coast Guard prop-
erty to be acquired by the Corps for this 
project. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the con-
ference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the conference report. 
Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the 

yeas and nays are ordered. 
Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, fur-

ther proceedings on adoption of the 
conference report will be postponed. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will now put the question on each mo-
tion to suspend the rules and the ques-
tion on adoption of a conference report 
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on which further proceedings were 
postponed earlier today in the order in 
which that motion and question were 
entertained.

Votes will be taken in the following 
order:

H. Con. Res. 187, by the yeas and 
nays;

H. Con. Res. 140, by the yeas and 
nays;

S. 293, by the yeas and nays; 
H.R. 202, by the yeas and nays; 
The conference report to accom-

panying H.R. 2605, by the yeas and 
nays.

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first such vote in the series. 

f 

SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING 
EUROPEAN COUNCIL NOISE RULE 
AFFECTING HUSHKITTED AND 
REENGINED AIRCRAFT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the 
concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 187, 
as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
DUNCAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 187, as amended, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 402, nays 2, 
not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No. 448] 

YEAS—402

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell

Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin

Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Filner

Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee

Levin
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL) 
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC) 
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema

Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
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—2

Chenoweth Paul 

NOT VOTING—29 

Berman
Bishop
Bonior
Brown (FL) 
Cannon
Carson
Fattah
Hutchinson
Istook
Jefferson

Johnson (CT) 
Kleczka
Larson
Maloney (CT) 
Mascara
McIntosh
Meeks (NY) 
Miller, George 
Neal
Norwood

Owens
Pryce (OH) 
Riley
Scarborough
Smith (NJ) 
Sweeney
Towns
Walsh
Wu

b 1828

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the concurrent resolution, as amended, 
was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Pursuant to the provisions of 
clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair an-
nounces that he will reduce to a min-
imum of 5 minutes the period of time 
within which a vote by electronic de-
vice may be taken on each additional 
motion to suspend the rules and ques-
tion on which the Chair has postponed 
further proceedings. 

f 

SENSE OF THE CONGRESS THAT 
HAITI SHOULD CONDUCT FREE, 
FAIR, TRANSPARENT AND 
PEACEFUL ELECTIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and agreeing to the 
concurrent resolution, H. Con. Res. 140. 

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
GILMAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, House Concurrent Resolution 
140, as amended, on which the yeas and 
nays are ordered. 

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

vice, and there were—yeas 400, nays 1, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 31, as 
follows:

[Roll No. 449] 

YEAS—400

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia

Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis

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

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

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern

McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL) 
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC) 
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman

Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu

Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton
Velazquez
Vento

Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
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—1

Paul

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1 

Barr

NOT VOTING—31 

Berman
Bishop
Bonior
Brown (FL) 
Cannon
Carson
Fattah
Hutchinson
Istook
Jefferson
Johnson (CT) 

Johnson, Sam 
Kleczka
Larson
Lewis (CA) 
Maloney (CT) 
Mascara
McIntosh
Meeks (NY) 
Miller, George 
Neal
Norwood

Owens
Pryce (OH) 
Riley
Scarborough
Smith (NJ) 
Sweeney
Towns
Walsh
Wu

b 1836

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the concurrent resolution, as amended, 
was agreed to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, 
I was unavoidably detained during rollcall 
votes Nos. 448 and 449. 

Had I been present I would have voted 
‘‘yes’’ on both Nos. 448 and 449. 

f 

CONVEYING LAND IN NEW MEXICO 
TO SAN JUAN COLLEGE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The pending business is the 
question of suspending the rules and 
passing the Senate bill, S. 293. 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SAXTON) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 293, 
on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

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

vice, and there were—yeas 406, nays 1, 
not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 450] 

YEAS—406

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch

Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John

Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL) 
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
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Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC) 
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders

Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin

Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
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—1

Largent

NOT VOTING—26 

Berman
Bishop
Bonior
Brown (FL) 
Cannon
Carson
Fattah
Gilchrest
Jefferson

Johnson (CT) 
Kleczka
Larson
Mascara
McIntosh
Meeks (NY) 
Miller, George 
Neal
Norwood

Pryce (OH) 
Riley
Scarborough
Smith (NJ) 
Sweeney
Tiahrt
Walsh
Wu

b 1844

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

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

PRESERVING AFFORDABLE HOUS-
ING FOR SENIOR CITIZENS AND 
FAMILIES INTO THE 21ST CEN-
TURY ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 202, 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 Nebraska (Mr. BE-
REUTER) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 202, as 
amended, on which the yeas and nays 
are ordered. 

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

vice, and there were—yeas 405, nays 5, 
not voting 23, as follows:

[Roll No. 451] 

YEAS—405

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint

Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John

Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL) 
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone

Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC) 
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin

Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 

Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
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—5

Chenoweth
Hostettler

Paul
Royce

Sanford

NOT VOTING—23 

Berman
Bonior
Cannon
Carson
Fattah
Hutchinson
Jefferson
Johnson (CT) 

Kleczka
Larson
Mascara
McIntosh
Meeks (NY) 
Miller, George 
Neal
Norwood

Pryce (OH) 
Riley
Scarborough
Smith (NJ) 
Sweeney
Walsh
Wu

b 1852

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. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read: ‘‘A bill to provide for the 
preservation of assisted housing for 
low-income elderly persons, disabled 
persons, and other families.’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. LARSON. Mr. Speaker on rollcall num-
bers 448, 449, 450, and 451, I was unavoid-
ably detained. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yes’’ on each. 

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2605, 
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-
MENT APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The pending business is the 
question of agreeing to the conference 
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report on the bill, H.R. 2605, on which 
the yeas and nays are ordered. 

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

question is on the conference report. 
Pursuant to clause 10 of rule XX, the 

yeas and nays are ordered. 
This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 327, nays 87, 
not voting 19, as follows:

[Roll No. 452] 

YEAS—327

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Clay
Clayton
Combest
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett

Dooley
Doyle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodling
Goss
Granger
Green (TX) 
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH) 
Hansen
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayworth
Herger
Hill (IN) 
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Istook
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
John
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg

Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL) 
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (VA) 
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (PA) 
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts

Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC) 
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Scott

Serrano
Shaw
Sherman
Sherwood
Shows
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Talent
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS) 
Thomas
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman

Tiahrt
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (FL) 

NAYS—87

Baker
Barr
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bereuter
Bilbray
Boehlert
Brady (TX) 
Bryant
Burr
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Condit
Davis (VA) 
Deal
DeFazio
DeMint
Doolittle
Duncan
Ehlers
English
Filner
Ford

Gibbons
Goode
Goodlatte
Gordon
Graham
Green (WI) 
Hall (TX) 
Hayes
Hefley
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary
Hilliard
Holden
Hostettler
Hutchinson
Isakson
Jenkins
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kasich
Largent
LaTourette
Lipinski
Luther
McInnis
Minge
Moran (KS) 
Myrick
Oberstar

Ortiz
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN) 
Petri
Ramstad
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sandlin
Sanford
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Smith (MI) 
Spratt
Stearns
Sununu
Tancredo
Tanner
Taylor (NC) 
Terry
Toomey
Velazquez
Wamp
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—19 

Berman
Bonior
Cannon
Carson
Fattah
Jefferson
Johnson (CT) 

Kleczka
Mascara
Meeks (NY) 
Miller, George 
Neal
Norwood
Pryce (OH) 

Riley
Scarborough
Sweeney
Walsh
Wu

b 1901

Mr. WAMP and Mr. GORDON 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
‘‘nay.’’

Mr. STARK changed his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the conference report was agreed 
to.

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Pursuant to the provisions of 

clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair an-
nounces that he will postpone further 
proceedings today on any motion to 
suspend the rules on which a recorded 
vote or the yeas and nays are ordered 
or on which the vote is objected to 
under clause 6 of rule XX. 

Such rollcall vote, if postponed, will 
be taken tomorrow. 

f 

EXTENDING CERTAIN EXPIRING 
FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINIS-
TRATION AUTHORIZATIONS 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the Senate 
bill (S.1637) to extend through the end 
of the current fiscal year certain expir-
ing Federal Aviation Administration 
authorizations.

The Clerk read as follows:
S. 1637

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF AIRPORT IMPROVE-

MENT PROGRAM, ETC. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

Section 48103 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended by striking ‘‘$2,050,000,000 for the 
period beginning October 1, 1998 and ending 
August 6, 1999.’’ and inserting ‘‘$2,410,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1999.’’.

(b) OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY.—Section
47104(c) of such title is amended by striking 
‘‘August 6, 1999,’’ and inserting ‘‘September 
30, 1999,’’. 

(c) LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZA-
TION.—The provision of the Department of 
Transportation and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1999, with the caption 
‘‘GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS (LIQUIDATION
OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) (AIRPORT AND
AIRWAY TRUST FUND)’’ is amended by striking 
‘‘Code: Provided further, That no more than 
$1,660,000,000 of funds limited under this 
heading may be obligated prior to the enact-
ment of a bill extending contract authoriza-
tion for the Grants-in-Aid for Airports pro-
gram to the third and fourth quarters of fis-
cal year 1999.’’ and inserting ‘‘Code.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR)
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN).

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is an extremely 
important bill to our Nation’s airports. 
The FAA’s authority to make con-
struction grants to airports under the 
Airport Improvement Program expired 
on August 6 of this year. At that time 
there was still $290 million available 
for such grants, but this money could 
not be spent without a further author-
ization.

Since the expiration of the program, 
there have been no AIP discretionary 
grants given out to our Nation’s air-
ports. This bill would release the re-
maining $290 million of AIP funds to 
those airports whose grant applications 
the FAA has approved. All of this 
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money comes out of the Aviation Trust 
Fund, which is entirely supported by 
passenger ticket taxes and general 
aviation fuel taxes. 

The money was assumed in last 
year’s omnibus appropriations bill, so 
spending it now will not add a dime to 
the Federal deficit. More than 150 air-
ports in every state in the Nation will 
benefit from these grants. It is essen-
tial that we move quickly on this bill. 

The fiscal year ends on Thursday, 
and this bill must be signed into law 
before then in order for these necessary 
funds to be released. The Senate passed 
this bill on Friday, so favorable action 
by the House now would clear the 
measure for the President. I would ex-
pect the President to sign this bill. The 
FAA could then begin issuing the 
grants immediately. Given the late 
date, it should do this without the 
usual 3 day prior notification. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
fully support this bill so that airport 
grant money will not be wasted. 

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

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of pas-
sage of S. 1637. This bill provides for ex-
tension of the Airport Improvement 
Program through the end of fiscal year 
1999 and allows the Federal Aviation 
Administration to release the remain-
ing AIP funds for this fiscal year to 
fund critical airport development 
projects. Each state will get additional 
aviation resources by the action the 
House will take today. 

The best solution for the Nation’s 
airports and air traffic control system 
is a long-term reauthorization bill that 
will unlock the trust funds, as we have 
done in legislation that has already 
passed the House. We are acting today 
in a responsible manner to assure that 
airports do not lose available funding. 

This past June 15 the House passed 
H.R. 1000, the Aviation and Investment 
Reform Act, AIR 21, by an over-
whelming vote of 316 to 110. This criti-
cally important legislation is needed to 
move the aviation system into the 21st 
Century by providing adequate long-
term funding for the FAA and for the 
Airport Improvement Program. 

Unfortunately, the other body has 
not been able to pass a comprehensive 
FAA reauthorization bill. The House 
approach is preferable, but with the 
AIP program lapsed as of August 6, a 
short-term extension is better than los-
ing scarce and precious airport devel-
opment dollars. But this extension 
should not be misread by anyone. We 
will continue to insist on a long-term 
reauthorization bill for fiscal years 2000 
to 2004. 

The Nation’s aviation system in-
creasingly is in gridlock. Passenger 
frustration is growing and airport cap-
ital needs are underfunded by at least 
$3 billion a year. We have to ensure 

long-term funding and a management 
reform plan for the FAA to address 
these problems, as we have already 
done in legislation crafted by the 
chairman of the full committee, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
SHUSTER) and the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Aviation, the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN).

It is appalling that we have reached a 
situation of gridlock when there are 
aviation revenues unused in the Avia-
tion Trust Fund, specifically, as the 
chairman already cited, $290 million 
for AIP. I understand the concerns that 
have been expressed that the FAA may 
be unable to issue grants by the end of 
the fiscal year. The reason for that is 
language in the manager’s statement 
in the conference report for an emer-
gency supplemental appropriations bill 
passed in the spring of 1998. 

In that report, the managers directed 
the Department of Transportation to 
notify the Committee on Appropria-
tions not less than 3 business days be-
fore any AIP grant is announced by the 
department. If that requirement is im-
posed on the pending bill, it may not be 
possible to make all grants authorized 
by this legislation before the end of the 
fiscal year, after which, of course, the 
funds will no longer be available. 

As a matter of law, we do not believe 
that the discussion in the conference 
report on the fiscal year 1998 supple-
mental emergency supplemental appro-
priations bill imposes any requirement 
with respect to funds authorized for fis-
cal year 2000 by the pending bill. The 
Committee on Appropriations does not 
have jurisdiction to impose permanent 
conditions applying to funds made 
available in the future. Had the Com-
mittee on Appropriations attempted to 
impose a permanent requirement of 
prior notice through legislative lan-
guage, that language would have been 
subject to a point of order under rule 
XXI, clause 2, of the rules of the House. 

To resolve any questions about this 
matter, I state affirmatively that it is 
the intention of the pending bill that 
grants be made as promptly as possible 
and that the announcement of grants 
not be delayed for the purpose of giving 
prior notice to any Congressional com-
mittee.

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues and with the other body to 
get agreement on a long term reau-
thorization bill. 

I also want to express my strong con-
cern over aviation provisions in the 
DOT appropriations bill passed by the 
other body. If these provisions are in-
cluded in the bill reported from con-
ference, I will have difficulty sup-
porting that bill. 

My greatest concern is that the bill 
passed by the other body includes legis-
lative earmarks for airport develop-
ment projects. 

This is a dangerous precedent. We 
have never done so in House authoriza-

tion bills in aviation. We have objected 
to any such language in appropriations 
bills. Until now our airport develop-
ment funds have been allocated by 
safety professionals in the Department 
of Transportation. These officials are 
in the best position to make objective 
decisions as to where limited Federal 
funds should be invested for the max-
imum benefit, for the safety and effi-
ciency of our airport and air traffic 
control system. 

Our aviation system is a complex na-
tional interrelated system. Its develop-
ment must be managed by officials who 
have the big picture in mind and who 
understand these interrelationships. 

Although the bill passed by the other 
body has only a few legislative ear-
marks, some might argue, I would 
state that it is a dangerous precedent 
which should be ended now. Our chair-
man, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. SHUSTER), and I have both ex-
pressed these concerns in a letter to 
the appropriations conferees, and I 
take this opportunity to reaffirm that 
letter and to stand firm against this 
very bad and very dangerous precedent. 

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

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to, because 
of the necessity for fast action on this, 
request that the clerks expedite their 
processing of the papers in regard to 
this legislation, and I urge support of 
all of my colleagues for this very 
worthwhile and important legislation 
in regard to our Nation’s airports.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
DUNCAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the Senate bill, S. 1637. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on S. 1637 and include extra-
neous material. 

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

There was no objection.
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SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GREEN of Wisconsin). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 6, 
1999, and under a previous order of the 
House, the following Members will be 
recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

‘‘SHOELESS’’ JOE JACKSON 

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

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Speaker, as my col-
leagues know, I have introduced a reso-
lution in the House honoring 
‘‘Shoeless’’ Joe Jackson for his base-
ball accomplishments. I know most 
baseball fans are familiar with his 
story. It has been portrayed in recent 
movies, including Field of Dreams and 
Eight Men Out. Most sporting shows 
and magazines, including Sports Illus-
trated, ESPN and Fox News, have done 
stories on it. 

The people of my district are very fa-
miliar with Shoeless Joe, since he grew 
up playing baseball in the mill leagues 
of Greenville, South Carolina, and he 
spent the last years of his life there as 
well.

Throughout his life, he never tired of 
teaching kids to play the game he 
loved. There is even a baseball park 
named after him in Greenville, where 
kids play today. 

For those unfamiliar with Shoeless 
Joe, let me briefly outline his leg-
endary accomplishments. Of his hit-
ting, Babe Ruth once said, ‘‘I decided 
to pick out the greatest hitter to 
watch and study and Jackson was good 
enough for me.’’ Joe Jackson batted 
.408 in his rookie year, a feat which has 
never been equaled. He has the third 
highest batting average of all time, be-
hind only Ty Cobb and Roger Hornsby. 
Over a 10-year period, he never hit 
below .300. His fielding skills in the 
outfield were legendary. His glove was 
named ‘‘the place where triples go to 
die.’’

My colleagues probably also know 
that Shoeless Joe Jackson is famous, 
or infamous, for allegedly taking part 
in the fix of the 1919 World Series. In 
that series, a group of New York gam-
blers bribed a number of players on the 
Chicago White Sox team to throw the 
series to Cincinnati. When the news 
came out in 1920, the new commis-
sioner of baseball, Commissioner Lan-
dis, acted swiftly. In a summary judg-
ment, without an investigation, the 
commissioner banned eight players on 
the White Sox team from ever playing 
baseball again. Shoeless Joe was in-
cluded in the ban. 

I am not going to debate whether or 
not the commissioner’s verdict was the 
right thing to do. Jackson was acquit-
ted of participating in the fix twice, 

once in 1920 by a friendly Chicago jury 
and once in 1924 by an impartial jury in 
Milwaukee. In fact, the jurors in Mil-
waukee were asked in a special inter-
rogatory whether Shoeless Joe con-
spired or participated to fix a Series. 
The jury answered with an emphatic 
no.

I am also not going to debate if Jack-
son was given money. According to the 
story, Shoeless Joe’s roommate Lefty 
Williams left $5,000 for Jackson on his 
bed. Whatever the debate, there are 
four things that are very clear. First, 
Shoeless Joe tried to give the money 
back before the Series started, but was 
rebuffed.

Second, Shoeless Joe tried to inform 
the owners of the White Sox of the fix, 
but the owner refused to see him. 

Third, Shoeless Joe offered to sit out 
the Series but was again rebuffed. 

Fourth, and most notably, Shoeless 
Joe played to win. He led all players by 
hitting .375, and he had the only home 
run of the Series. His fielding was flaw-
less, throwing out five men at home 
plate. He set a World Series record 
with 12 hits and combined with Buck 
Weaver, the other player who was un-
fairly punished, for 23 hits, a record 
which has stood for 60 years. 

I have no doubt of Shoeless Joe’s in-
nocence. While it is to his discredit 
that he took the money, he did nothing 
for the money. In the end, he came 
clean the only way he could, with his 
bat and glove. 

In July, Ted Williams, Tommy 
LaSorda, and Bob Feller filed a peti-
tion with Commissioner Selig. That pe-
tition does not ask major league base-
ball to exonerate Shoeless Joe or to en-
dorse his candidacy. To quote,

Those issues are moot at this point as he 
served a very difficult sentence over a long 
period of time. The commissioner of baseball 
is merely asked to acknowledge that 
Shoeless Joe has fully paid his debt to soci-
ety and the game, that he satisfied the sen-
tence of the first commissioner with dignity 
and humility and without rancor. Because he 
has fulfilled his sentence, baseball has no 
further call or jurisdiction over Shoeless 
Joe.

I rise in strong support of this peti-
tion. It provides major league baseball 
with a graceful and dignified way to fi-
nally let the issue rest and let Shoeless 
Joe receive the honor he has long de-
served.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, on his death 
bed, Shoeless Joe said, ‘‘I am about to 
meet the biggest umpire of them all 
and He knows I am innocent.’’ 

Fifty years after his death, it is time 
for baseball to restore the honor of this 
good man. I invite all of my colleagues 
to join me in cosponsoring House Reso-
lution 269 honoring Shoeless Joe for his 
outstanding accomplishments in base-
ball. Let us do our part.

FILIPINO WORLD WAR II VET-
ERANS DESERVE OUR RESPECT 
AND OUR THANKS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, in April of 
1999 I was proud to join the distin-
guished chairman of the House Com-
mittee on International Relations, the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. GIL-
MAN), in introducing H.R. 1594, the Fili-
pino Veterans’ Benefit Improvement 
Act.

I rise today to urge my colleagues to 
support this legislation. Preliminary 
steps have already been taken toward 
restoring fairness to the veterans of 
World War II who are of Filipino de-
scent. In 1996, Members of this House 
and our colleagues in the Senate passed 
concurrent resolutions to recognize 
these brave veterans for their service 
and contribution toward the successful 
outcome of World War II. 

In October of 1996, President Clinton 
issued a presidential proclamation re-
calling the courage, the sacrifice, and 
the loyalty of the Filipino veterans of 
World War II and honoring them for 
their contribution to our freedom. 
Hearings have been held in both the 
House and the Senate on the issue of 
benefits for Filipino World War II vet-
erans; and the President included a line 
item in both FY 1999 and FY 2000 presi-
dential budgets for Filipino World War 
II veterans. 

Then just 3 months ago, the Filipino 
Veterans’ SSI Extension Act, H.R. 26, 
was incorporated into H.R. 1802, which 
passed this House. This bill will allow 
Filipino World War II veterans who are 
currently on SSI and living in the 
United States to return to the Phil-
ippines if they wish to do so, taking a 
portion of their SSI with them. Many 
are currently living alone and in pov-
erty, financially unable to bring their 
families to the United States, nor to 
return to their homeland. 

Most importantly, H.R. 1802 will 
allow those who wish to return to the 
Philippines to be with their loved ones 
in their final days, but it also saves the 
U.S. Government money, money that 
could be used to balance the costs of 
the bill that the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. GILMAN) and I have intro-
duced, the Filipino Veterans’ Benefits 
Improvement Act. 

These actions are important first 
steps in our quest for justice and eq-
uity. Now is the time to build upon 
these steps and restore the benefits 
that Filipino World War II veterans 
were promised when they were drafted 
into military service by President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt. With their vital 
participation so crucial to the success-
ful outcome of this war, one would as-
sume that the United States would be 
grateful to their Filipino comrades. So 
it is hard to believe that soon after the 
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war ended, the 79th Congress voted to 
take away the benefits and recognition 
of Filipino World War II veterans in 
what was called the Rescissions Act of 
1946.

The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
GILMAN) and I, along with 209 cospon-
sors of last year’s Veterans Equity Act, 
are now asking our colleagues to cor-
rect this injustice that these veterans 
have endured for over 50 years. 

Because the Filipino World War II 
veterans are in their seventies and 
eighties, their most urgent need is for 
health care. Our bill that we have in-
troduced will provide access to VA 
medical facilities for these veterans, 
both in the United States and in the 
Philippines. We have designed the bill 
so that it will also provide greater ac-
cess to VA medical facilities in the 
Philippines for U.S. veterans who are 
living abroad. In addition, the bill will 
also increase the service-connected dis-
ability compensation from what is 
called the peso rate to the full dollar 
amount for Filipino World War II vet-
erans living in the United States, as 
called for in the President’s budget. 

The rationale for a lower payment 
simply does not exist for the veterans 
who are now U.S. citizens. All this can 
be achieved, Mr. Speaker, for $36 mil-
lion a year. This should be included in 
our final budget negotiations. I would 
urge my colleagues to support this 
cost-effective humanitarian measure. 

Taken together, these acts are the 
steps we must take during this session 
of Congress on behalf of our brave col-
leagues who serve side by side with the 
forces from the United States. The 
House has passed the SSI Extension 
Act. Let us now join together in a bi-
partisan effort to restore health bene-
fits to the Filipino World War II bene-
fits.

Let us pass H.R. 1594, the Filipino 
Veterans’ Benefits Improvement Act.

f 

THE NUTRACEUTICAL RESEARCH 
AND EDUCATION ACT 

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

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, tomor-
row I am introducing the Nutraceutical 
Research and Education Act which I 
am going to call the NREA. Many of 
my colleagues may recall the debate 
and vigorous campaign that led to the 
passage of the Dietary Supplement 
Health and Education Act of 1994. With 
the passage of that legislation 5 years 
ago, the use of alternative medicines, 
dietary supplements, functional food 
products, and medical foods has ex-
ploded.

Since the Dietary Supplement Health 
and Education Act was enacted, con-
sumers have flocked to their health 
food stores and most recently to their 
drug stores, grocery stores and the 

Internet to buy products that can keep 
them healthy. The food and pharma-
ceutical industries took notice hoping 
to realize the profits gained by entry 
into this growing market. The food in-
dustry responded by developing novel 
food products called functional foods. 
Pharmaceutical and dietary supple-
ment companies have begun calling 
some of their products nutraceuticals, 
reflecting their claims for nutrients 
with targeted health and medical bene-
fits.

Despite this impressive growth, the 
true health benefits of dietary supple-
ments and functional foods have not 
been fully explored. 

Congress must, Mr. Speaker, in my 
opinion, as a matter of public policy, 
encourage the scientific and clinical 
study of dietary supplements and func-
tional foods. Towards this objective we 
have created the National Center for 
Complementary and Alternative Medi-
cine at the NIH and the Office of Die-
tary Supplements. However, much still 
needs to be done. Many individuals and 
companies that would like to clinically 
research their products have encoun-
tered numerous barriers along the way; 
and the market is such that if I tested 
and developed a product, often a non-
patentable product or difficult-to-pat-
ent product, someone else who has not 
invested time and money in clinical re-
search can come in and develop an 
equivalent or similar product to mine. 

The time has come for Congress to 
step forward and encourage a research-
based dietary supplement and func-
tional food industry. We must do this 
to protect the people by ensuring these 
products are safe and effective. Con-
gress can help bring order to the mar-
ketplace with the creation of the prop-
er incentives. The answer is a public-
private partnership to get these prod-
ucts researched. 

I propose, in introducing this bill, the 
Nutraceutical Research and Education 
Act, to reward the individuals and 
companies doing the clinical research 
on these products with an exclusive 
marketing claim. In doing so, we will 
give the term ‘‘nutraceutical’’ a legal 
definition and classification. 

Under the bill, anyone who chooses 
to engage in clinical research of a nat-
ural product and determines that a 
health benefit exists and that that 
product is safe and effective to achieve 
this health benefit can apply to the 
FDA for a ruling that their product 
does what they claim. The FDA would 
then determine the merits of the appli-
cation and decide whether the product 
does, in fact, offer a health benefit at a 
low risk. If so, the person would be re-
warded for doing the hard work with an 
exclusive right to use the health claim 
they have proven for a period of 10 
years.

In this way, we can redirect adver-
tising dollars into research, encourage 
private enterprise and provide the pub-

lic with safe and effective, lower-cost 
and lower-risk nutraceutical products. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to stress to my 
colleagues that my legislation does not 
supplant the Dietary Supplement 
Health and Education Act. That legis-
lation was a watershed for the natural 
products industry. It protects access to 
products and permits some claims to be 
made. My legislation just takes us a 
step further down the road to encour-
age clinical research and the truthful 
dissemination of the results of that re-
search to provide the American people 
access to these products. 

Until there is a structure in place to 
investigate and develop dietary supple-
ment and functional food products and 
prove their worth, the majority of 
health professionals will not rec-
ommend them, but patients will con-
tinue to take them. The NREA will 
make available a mechanism whereby 
these products are tested for quality 
and safety to give the people access to 
proven health remedies, to enable self-
care.

Ultimately, Mr. Speaker, I believe 
the result will be cost effective, less 
sickness, more health, more produc-
tivity and a healthier population and 
industry.

f 

HURRICANE FLOYD 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs. 
CLAYTON) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, Hurri-
cane Floyd took lives, in fact 47 lives 
we know to date. It also took lifetimes 
of family possessions and family his-
tory. Lives cannot be recovered but, 
with effort, lifetimes can be restored. 
At least 35,000 lifetimes, family posses-
sions and family history, must be re-
stored.

Infrastructure, built over lifetimes, 
was destroyed, leaving losses that are 
currently reaching $80 million and the 
numbers are growing. 

At least 10 bridges are severely dam-
aged and many more, some still under-
water, were structurally damaged. At 
least 600 pipelines were damaged. Elec-
tricity costs are $1 million and grow-
ing. In addition, some $30 million in 
revenue has been lost. 1.2 million per-
sons lost power due to the storm and 
close to 10,000 remain today without 
electricity. Drinking water and waste 
water treatment systems sustained un-
told damage. Bacteria, nitrates, and 
other pollutants have contaminated 
many wells. Many septic tanks are 
nonfunctional and due to high water 
tables will not be functional for some 
time. Agricultural losses, compounding 
previous losses from the drought and 
economic downturn and other natural 
calamities, will reach $1 billion and 
that number is growing. 

Small farm life is seriously threat-
ened in North Carolina. Significant 
beach erosion has occurred.
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Shrimp and blue crab harvests, pre-
viously predicted to be at record levels, 
have been completely wiped out. Fish 
and shellfish losses are unknown. 

If things could not be worse, there 
are millions of gallons of raw sewage 
and animal waste, with more than a 
million dead farm animals contami-
nating waters that flow into the 
homes, businesses, and drinking sup-
ply. Insects and rodent activity is on 
the rise. 

Mr. Speaker, Hurricane Floyd left in 
his wake, the worst flooding in the his-
tory of the State of North Carolina. 
The serious health concerns underscore 
the value and the importance of a pro-
gram that is being developed at some 
of our education institutions in the 
State of North Carolina. 

A program termed ‘‘Agromedicine’’ 
has brought some of our diverse univer-
sity cultures together with commu-
nities to prevent injury and illness and 
to promote the health and safety of our 
rural residents. 

Agriculture in North Carolina is a 
significant part of our economy. Agri-
culture is a $45 billion a year industry, 
employing 21 percent of the State’s 
work force. Even without hurricane 
and flooding, farming, forestry, and 
fishing in North Carolina can be haz-
ardous. The costs can be great. On av-
erage, 50 persons per year die in agri-
cultural-related activities, and 2,000 
are disabled. The annual costs of 
health care in North Carolina farm-re-
lated injury exceeds $195 million. 

I am proud that North Carolina is 
taking a national leadership in 
Agromedicine through the newly-estab-
lished Agromedicine Institute. I con-
gratulate the three universities in-
volved, East Carolina State University 
with its medical school, its nursing and 
allied health expertise; North Carolina 
A&T State University with its agri-
culture, technology, nursing expertise; 
and North Carolina State University 
with its agriculture, forestry, natural 
resources, life sciences, and veterinary 
medical expertise. 

Mr. Speaker, those who grow and 
harvest the products that provide our 
food, our clothing, and shelter deserve 
our support in addressing the contin-
ued hazards of health and safety. The 
Agromedicine Institute is one means of 
providing that support. 

The devastation of Hurricane Floyd 
will one day become history, a mere 
memory in the minds of those who are 
suffering through it now. Possessions 
will, once again, be collected. North 
Carolina will be rebuilt, restored, and 
recovered. Agromedicine can be a life-
time. We urge consideration of this 
program.

f 

TRIBUTE TO CHARLES HILLARD 
BLACKBURN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GREEN of Wisconsin). Under a previous 

order of the House, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. 
Speaker, I come tonight with a sad 
heart. A very close and dear friend of 
mine, Chuck Hillard Blackburn passed 
away last week at the age of 83. I was 
saddened, Mr. Speaker, because I was 
here doing the people’s business in the 
people’s House, that I was unable to go 
to pay my respects to such a fine 
American.

There was something about Chuck 
that was very unusual. Chuck was a 
Republican. He loved being in the Re-
publican Party. But after he met me 
and he joined forces with me, he 
changed his affiliation from the Repub-
lican Party to the Democratic Party 
and started working with me in my en-
deavors as I started early on running 
for the Carson City Council, on to the 
State legislature, and then here to 
Congress.

In all three of those runs, Mr. Speak-
er, he was there for me. He managed 
my office. He made sure that the phone 
banks were covered. One could not 
have found an any more endearing per-
son than Chuck Blackburn. 

Chuck often spoke about growing up 
in his State of Ohio, City of Springfield 
and, as a boy, how he enjoyed being 
with his father fishing and doing some 
of the great things that boys and fa-
thers have a great relationship with. 
Then he moved to California. Again, 
enjoying his grandchildren, he did 
some of those same things that he had 
done with his father with his grand-
children.

But I do not want to ignore the fact 
that Chuck served this country in 
three wars. A great veteran he was, al-
ways giving patriotism to this country, 
having served it very well. 

During his 27 years in the military, 
he often talked about the many strides 
and struggles and the many times that 
he had to go on the battlefield. But he 
did not regret, not a single bit of it, be-
cause he loved this country. Chuck 
Blackburn was an American who abso-
lutely felt that being an American was 
the greatest thing in the world. 

Then after coming out of the mili-
tary, having served for 27 years, he be-
came a manager with the Kelly Serv-
ices and was the manager there for 10 
years, after which he began to just do 
voluntary things there in the city of 
Carson.

That is when he joined forces with 
me. From that point on, he was my 
friend, my devoted constituent, my 
really true trustworthy friend whom I 
could always depend on as I ran the 
campaigns.

He was in the La Bon Temps social 
club, and it was a club where men 
would dress each year in their fine 
after-6 attire and have ballroom danc-
ing and parties. He was known as a guy 
who was very soft on his feet or very 

smooth on his feet. He did the ballroom 
dancing like no one could. I can see 
him now with his tall slinky body, 
handsomely dressed in this tux, waltz-
ing across the floor with his wife Euge-
nia, a great man, handsome man, a 
very great American. 

He attended the church of the Holy 
Communion with his wife, Eugenia, for 
many years. They were married some 
24 years. In their years of marriage, 
they sought to have all of their grand-
children baptized here at the Church of 
the Holy Communion. Upon his death, 
that church was the place in which a 
memorial service was done for him. 

We will miss Chuck, a great guy, a 
true friend, a great American, a great 
patriot. But the one thing that I can 
say for him, that he loved this country. 
He loved the people, his neighbors, and 
he loved this Congresswoman. I cer-
tainly cannot say enough for the fine 
gentleman he was. I will sorely miss 
him as we gear up for this election 
come the year 2000. But I know wher-
ever Chuck is now, and I certainly will 
presume he is in heaven or assume he 
is, that he is saying, ‘‘Now, you just go 
girl, because you have got to win this 
reelection. I am going to be there in 
spirit to make sure that those phone 
banks are covered, that those who 
come to volunteer will sign in, and 
that you will have victory come No-
vember of the year 2000.’’ Good-bye 
Chuck.

f 

LAND MINES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY)
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to urge my col-
leagues to support increased invest-
ment in assistance to persons affected 
by land mines. 

As many of my colleagues are aware, 
Her Majesty Queen Noor of Jordan will 
be making her first official visit to 
Capitol Hill tomorrow in her capacity 
as International Patron of the Land 
Mine Survivors Network to bring 
awareness to the devastation caused by 
land mines around the world. 

More than 60 countries are infested 
with land mines and have the potential 
of killing or maiming innocent civil-
ians, male and female, adult and child. 
Every 20 minutes, another life is dev-
astated by a anti-personnel Land Mine. 

Designed to maximize suffering and 
terrorize populations, land mines are 
truly indiscriminate weapons of mass 
destruction in slow motion. They can-
not tell the difference between the 
footfall of a soldier or a child at play. 

Although the cost of producing a 
Land Mine is as little as $3, the injuries 
suffered by innocent civilians cannot 
be cured with a price tag. More than 80 
percent of Land Mine victims are civil-
ians who must deal with the physical, 

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:22 May 26, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00165 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H27SE9.003 H27SE9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE22872 September 27, 1999
psychological, and social ramifications 
of being prey to the damage of a Land 
Mine.

The proliferation of mines is a global 
and man-made epidemic. It is also an 
American problem, having affected 
more than 100,000 Americans. One such 
American is Jerry White, co-founder of 
the Land Mine Survivors Network. 
While traveling as a college student in 
Israel, Jerry stepped on a Land Mine, 
lost his leg, and joined the ranks of the 
more than 300,000 and growing Land 
Mine survivors. 

Unlike Jerry, however, fewer than 10 
percent of Land Mine victims have ac-
cess to proper medical treatment and 
rehabilitation. Even fewer have the 
necessary support to effectively return 
to the social and economic main-
stream.

I urge my colleagues to support the 
efforts of Queen Noor, Jerry White, and 
the Land Mine Survivors Network to 
bring awareness to this important 
issue and to provide a voice to those 
survivors who do not have the oppor-
tunity or ability to speak for them-
selves.

Let us walk into the next century, 
Mr. Speaker, with honor and hope for a 
Land Mine-free world. Let us work to-
gether to ensure that all countries 
offer the support and tools needed for 
persons injured by antipersonnel mines 
to reclaim their lives and become pro-
ductive and contributing members of 
our society. 

f 

SENIOR CITIZENS NEED ACCESS 
TO AFFORDABLE PRESCRIPTION 
DRUGS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. BERRY) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader. 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, this 
evening, I rise to address this House be-
cause our senior citizens can no longer 
afford the prescription drugs that they 
need to have a decent life. That is the 
simple truth. 

PhRMA, the Pharmaceutical Re-
search Manufacturers of America, has 
formed a bogus consumer group called 
Citizens for Better Medicare and hired 
a Republican ad agency to front a $20 
million to $30 million campaign to dis-
tort the truth about prescription drugs 
and senior citizens. 

The American Association of Retired 
Persons spokesperson was right when 
he told the New York Times ‘‘This 
phony coalition created and financed 
by the pharmaceutical industry is what 
we have come to expect from the drug 
companies over the last decade.’’

b 1945

Fundamentally, they are in favor of 
the status quo, which leaves millions of 
older Americans without drug cov-

erage. Helping our senior citizens is a 
moral issue, and the American public is 
not going to roll over for $30 million. 

Last week, the Citizens for Better 
Medicare released a study claiming the 
administration’s proposal to provide 
seniors with prescription drug coverage 
could lead to employers dropping pre-
scription drug benefits for retirees. 
However, pharmaceutical manufactur-
ers have been leading the way in in-
creasing prices and forcing employers 
to stop offering retiree prescription 
drug benefits. From 1981 to 1999, the 
cost of prescription drugs increased by 
306 percent, while the Consumer Price 
Index rose only 99 percent. 

The cost of prescription drugs con-
tinues to skyrocket. The Health Care 
Financing Administration reports that 
spending for prescription drugs rose 
14.1 percent in 1997, compared to a 4.8 
percent increase for health care serv-
ices overall. 

The members of PhRMA are by far 
the most profitable companies any-
where. Their profits exceed the re-
search and development costs for most 
large pharmaceutical companies. The 
drug companies’ report claims that em-
ployers who currently provide prescrip-
tion drug benefits for retirees could 
choose to quit offering the benefit and 
save money by paying the former em-
ployees’ Medicare premiums for pre-
scription drugs. However, the proposal 
that they are criticizing would sub-
sidize employers for continuing to offer 
their employees a private sector ben-
efit.

There is also nothing forcing employ-
ers to offer retiree health benefits, in-
cluding prescription drugs, to retirees 
now. And if those benefits have more 
value than a Medicare benefit, they 
will have the same incentives to con-
tinue offering the benefit. What the 
pharmaceutical companies are not tell-
ing senior citizens is that their dooms-
day scenario is already becoming a re-
ality because of their own actions. 

The fictional character the drug com-
panies have invented for their ads, 
called Flo, says she has a private sec-
tor drug benefit as part of her retire-
ment plan. In real life, only 24 percent 
of the population on Medicare has 
meaningful private sector coverage for 
prescription drugs. 

Between 1994 and 1998, 25 percent of 
the firms that offered health benefits 
to their retirees quit providing cov-
erage. It just cost too much. Among 
the largest employers, companies that 
employ more than 5,000 people, over a 
third have dropped coverage. One of the 
most significant reasons employers are 
dropping coverage is that they can no 
longer afford to pay the increasingly 
high cost manufacturers charge for 
prescription drugs. 

Short of that, it is critical that they 
have access to prescription drugs at a 
reasonable price. The senior citizens in 
the District that I am fortunate to rep-

resent, and in every district, know that 
they are simply being robbed. Senior 
citizens across the country expect 
every Member of Congress to address 
this situation. 

Drug companies say uninsured Amer-
icans should pay twice as much as 
their preferred customers and consider-
ably, two to three times as much, more 
than people in other countries so the 
international drug companies located 
in America will continue to invest in 
research and development. We know we 
have to have research and develop-
ment.

The high prices they charge Ameri-
cans make them the most profitable 
industry in the world. The industry’s 
profits as a percent of sales are nearly 
five times, five times, that of the aver-
age Fortune 500 company. I have a 
chart here this evening that shows 
what percent of various countries’ 
health care expenditures go to devel-
oping new prescription medications. 
The United States is not at the top of 
the list, as my colleagues can see. The 
United Kingdom, Japan, France, Italy, 
and Germany all invest more than the 
United States in developing new pre-
scriptions.

Addressing the issues of cost and af-
fordability for prescription drugs, as 
well as finding a reasonable approach 
to offering drug coverage to Medicare 
recipients, are important priorities. 
Pharmaceutical companies need to 
stop throwing money away creating 
fictional characters and invest more in 
creating legitimate new medicines. The 
American public and this Congress are 
simply not for sale. We are going to do 
everything we can to ensure that our 
senior citizens are treated fairly. 

It is absolutely amazing, Mr. Speak-
er, that this has continued; that we 
have placed our senior citizens, so 
many of them, in a position where they 
have to make a decision whether or not 
to buy food or buy their medicine on a 
daily basis. If it just cost that much, 
then so be it. But the fact is our senior 
citizens in this country are charged 
two to three times as much as anyone 
else in the world for this medicine. We 
are simply allowing the pharma-
ceutical manufacturers to take advan-
tage of our senior citizens and, Mr. 
Speaker, it is time to stop.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
I am pleased to join my Colleagues this 
evening for this special order on Prescription 
Drug Coverage. I am an original cosponsor of 
H.R. 664, the Prescription Coverage for Sen-
iors Act and I participated in an event a few 
weeks ago in Houston to release an inter-
national study on the high costs of prescrip-
tions in the Houston area. 

This issue is very important to everyone, not 
just senior citizens. We all know at least one 
person who has had difficulty obtaining pre-
scriptions due to the cost. Senior citizens hap-
pen to be the most vulnerable. 

In addition to the legislation that has been 
introduced here in Congress, there is the 
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President’s proposal to reform Medicare that 
includes a prescription drug component. 
These proposals have been under attack re-
cently by the ad campaign that features a 
woman named ‘‘Flo.’’

These Flo ads are misleading because they 
give the impression that Flo is a concerned 
senior citizen. She falsely accuses these pro-
posals of interfering in her medicine cabinet—
that big government just won’t leave her 
alone. 

Although these adds are convincing, they 
are untrue. The problem is not big government 
in people’s medicine cabinets. The problem is 
the insurance industry, the largest and most 
profitable industry in the country. This industry 
has put these ads out there to fool people into 
believing that they are not the problem. 

These ads may be convincing to some, but 
many people understand the importance of 
some form of prescription drug coverage. We 
know that there are people who do not have 
insurance at all and prescription coverage 
would at least help them to have access to 
beneficial medication. 

As I stated earlier, this is a major problem 
for the elderly, but this is also a major concern 
for people who have become disabled. My of-
fice received a call today from a woman who 
worked for many years as a teacher before 
she was stricken with cancer. She had insur-
ance coverage through her husband’s plan, 
but she was dropped shortly after he passed 
away.

In addition to the agony of battling cancer, 
she also has congestive heart failure. She was 
prescribed medication for these conditions, but 
unfortunately, she cannot afford them. 

She called my office because she hoped to 
offer her story as a human account of the lack 
of coverage for prescription drugs. She hopes 
that her story will spur us to action before it is 
too late. 

Although this woman is not a senior citizen, 
she is disabled and is unable to work. Her in-
surance company dropped her from coverage 
and she has had to struggle to get her pre-
scriptions. This situation should not occur in 
the United States. 

In this country, no one should have to make 
the choice to live without life-saving prescrip-
tion drugs. We have the resources to ensure 
that people eat every day, so there is no rea-
son why we have citizens who live at the 
mercy of the insurance industry. 

We have created some of the best medica-
tions and treatments in the world, but if our 
citizens cannot afford them, then these treat-
ments are useless. 

Again, I would like to thank my Colleagues 
for sponsoring this special order tonight. It is 
important that we tell the American people the 
truth about the ‘‘Flo’’ ad campaign. 

More importantly, it is important for us to 
hear the stories of Americans who have had 
to made agonizing decisions about living with 
the fear of further illness or even death be-
cause of the high cost of prescription drugs. 

The proposals that provide for prescription 
drug coverage, such as H.R. 664 and the 
President’s plan need serious attention if we 
are committed to an enhanced quality of life 
for seniors and the disabled. I urge my Col-
leagues to support these lifesaving measures 
for our most vulnerable citizens. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
topic of my special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GREEN of Wisconsin). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Arkansas?

There was no objection. 
f 

SENIOR CITIZENS ARE MOST AF-
FECTED BY HIGH COST OF PRE-
SCRIPTION MEDICATIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
night to talk about a problem that af-
fects millions of seniors across this 
country and, in fact, millions of other 
people as well. I am talking about 
those people who do not have prescrip-
tion drug coverage. No insurance for 
their prescription drugs. 

This problem affects seniors more 
than others, because although seniors 
make up 12 percent of the population, 
they buy 33 percent of all prescription 
drugs. And studies done in my district 
in Maine and, indeed, around the coun-
try, in approximately 65 to 70 districts, 
have shown, on average, that seniors 
pay twice as much for their prescrip-
tion medications as the drug compa-
nies’ favored customers. 

Well, who are the favored customers? 
The favored customers are HMOs, big 
hospitals and, in fact, the Federal Gov-
ernment, buying either for those who 
are on Medicaid or for veterans, who 
get their drugs through the Veterans 
Administration. That price discrimina-
tion has to stop. That price discrimina-
tion is making it impossible for many 
seniors to take the drugs that their 
doctors tell them they have to take. 

What we have in this country now is 
a situation where many seniors are 
having to choose between food on the 
table, the electric bill, the rent, and 
taking the prescription drugs that 
their doctors have given them. So some 
people are taking one pill out of three. 
Some people are not taking their pre-
scription medications at all. 

I have had a couple of women write 
to me and say, I do not want my hus-
band to know, but I am not taking my 
prescription medication because he is 
sicker than I am and we cannot both 
afford to take our medications. That 
should not happen in this country, but 
it happens because under Medicare 
there is no coverage for prescription 
drugs.

In fact, 37 percent of all seniors have 
no coverage at all for their prescription 
drugs. Twenty-eight percent have some 
form of private coverage through a re-
tiree plan, but that number is declining 
and will decline further. About 8 per-

cent have coverage through medigap, 
but medigap policies are expensive and 
often are really not worth the cov-
erage. Seventeen percent have cov-
erage under Medicare managed care. 
But, frankly, the managed care pre-
scription drug benefits are being cut 
back, people are being dropped from 
the rolls, and the benefit, where it still 
exists, is more expensive than it used 
to be. 

Now, what is happening? I have a bill 
that would lower the cost of prescrip-
tion drugs for the elderly. It is H.R. 664, 
called the Prescription Drug Fairness 
For Seniors Act. It does not cost the 
Federal Government any significant 
amount of money and creates no new 
bureaucracy, but it would reduce the 
prices by as much as 40 percent. 

There are those out there attacking 
both my discount plan and the Presi-
dent’s plan for a prescription drug ben-
efit under Medicare. There are ads. 
This is a picture of Flo. Flo is appear-
ing in newspaper ads and she is also ap-
pearing in television ads. Who is pay-
ing for the ads that Flo brings? Well, 
something called Citizens for Better 
Medicare. Well, who are Citizens for 
Better Medicare? What a great name. 
It is the pharmaceutical industry pri-
marily. The drug manufacturers. What 
they are telling us all is that we need 
to keep the government out of the 
medicine cabinet, but in fact what they 
are really trying to do is make sure 
that their profits continue. 

This is the most profitable industry 
in the country, and it spends its 
money, millions of dollars, $30 million, 
to try to persuade people that what 
they really want is a program that will 
continue the high prices that people 
pay for prescription drugs. 

Now, Flo, of course, is a fake. She is 
an actress. She is not a real person. 
There are lots of real people in my dis-
trict who are having trouble paying for 
their prescription drugs, but Flo is one 
of the 28 percent, arguably, who actu-
ally have prescription drug coverage.

b 2000

But she feels no compunction, her 
pharmaceutical manufacturer sponsors 
feel no compunction in trying to make 
sure that the 37 percent with no cov-
erage at all do not get any further 
breaks. It is outrageous. 

There is price discrimination going 
on in this industry against seniors 
right now. It needs to stop. Flo says, 
‘‘We don’t want big government in our 
medicine cabinet.’’ But without the 
Food and Drug Administration, we 
could not be sure that the drugs in the 
medicine cabinet are safe and effective. 
Without the government, people on 
Medicaid would have no drugs in the 
medicine cabinet at all. So the poorer 
people in this country are getting their 
prescription drugs paid for but people 
who are just above the poverty line are 
not. They are the people who often 

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:22 May 26, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00167 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H27SE9.003 H27SE9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE22874 September 27, 1999
have several hundred dollars a month 
in prescription drug costs and they 
cannot do it. 

We need to pass H.R. 664, the Pre-
scription Drug Fairness for Seniors 
Act. We need to resist what Flo is try-
ing to say. We need to stop big money 
in politics.

f 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2606, 
FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT 
FINANCING, AND RELATED PRO-
GRAMS APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2000

Mr. CALLAHAN (during the special 
order of Mr. OWENS) submitted the fol-
lowing conference report and state-
ment on the bill (H.R. 2606) making ap-
propriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing, and related programs 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2000, and for other purposes:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 106–339) 

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2606) ‘‘making appropriations for foreign op-
erations, export financing, and related pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 2000, and for other purposes’’, having met, 
after full and free conference, have agreed to 
recommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate, and 
agree to the same with an amendment, as 
follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted 
by said amendment, insert:
That the following sums are appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 2000, and for other purposes, namely: 

TITLE I—EXPORT AND INVESTMENT 
ASSISTANCE

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES

The Export-Import Bank of the United States 
is authorized to make such expenditures within 
the limits of funds and borrowing authority 
available to such corporation, and in accord-
ance with law, and to make such contracts and 
commitments without regard to fiscal year limi-
tations, as provided by section 104 of the Gov-
ernment Corporation Control Act, as may be 
necessary in carrying out the program for the 
current fiscal year for such corporation: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds available during 
the current fiscal year may be used to make ex-
penditures, contracts, or commitments for the 
export of nuclear equipment, fuel, or technology 
to any country other than a nuclear-weapon 
state as defined in Article IX of the Treaty on 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons eligi-
ble to receive economic or military assistance 
under this Act that has detonated a nuclear ex-
plosive after the date of the enactment of this 
Act.

SUBSIDY APPROPRIATION

For the cost of direct loans, loan guarantees, 
insurance, and tied-aid grants as authorized by 
section 10 of the Export-Import Bank Act of 
1945, as amended, $759,000,000 to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2003: Provided, That 
such costs, including the cost of modifying such 
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Provided fur-
ther, That such sums shall remain available 
until September 30, 2018 for the disbursement of 

direct loans, loan guarantees, insurance and 
tied-aid grants obligated in fiscal years 2000, 
2001, 2002, and 2003: Provided further, That 
none of the funds appropriated by this Act or 
any prior Act appropriating funds for foreign 
operations, export financing, or related pro-
grams for tied-aid credits or grants may be used 
for any other purpose except through the reg-
ular notification procedures of the Committees 
on Appropriations: Provided further, That 
funds appropriated by this paragraph are made 
available notwithstanding section 2(b)(2) of the 
Export Import Bank Act of 1945, in connection 
with the purchase or lease of any product by 
any East European country, any Baltic State or 
any agency or national thereof: Provided fur-
ther, That in section 3(c)(6) of the Export-Im-
port Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635a(c)(6)) 
strike ‘‘October 1, 1999’’ and insert ‘‘March 1, 
2000’’: Provided further, That none of the funds 
appropriated under this heading may be obli-
gated for any direct loan, loan guarantee, or in-
surance agreement in excess of $10,000,000 unless 
the Committees on Appropriations and Commit-
tees on Banking are advised in writing 20 days 
prior to each such proposed obligation, which 
shall be treated by the Committees as a re-
programming notification: Provided further, 
That the previous proviso shall be effective for 
such obligations until March 1, 2000. 

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

For administrative expenses to carry out the 
direct and guaranteed loan and insurance pro-
grams (to be computed on an accrual basis), in-
cluding hire of passenger motor vehicles and 
services as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, and not 
to exceed $25,000 for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses for members of the Board 
of Directors, $55,000,000: Provided, That nec-
essary expenses (including special services per-
formed on a contract or fee basis, but not in-
cluding other personal services) in connection 
with the collection of moneys owed the Export-
Import Bank, repossession or sale of pledged col-
lateral or other assets acquired by the Export-
Import Bank in satisfaction of moneys owed the 
Export-Import Bank, or the investigation or ap-
praisal of any property, or the evaluation of the 
legal or technical aspects of any transaction for 
which an application for a loan, guarantee or 
insurance commitment has been made, shall be 
considered nonadministrative expenses for the 
purposes of this heading: Provided further, 
That, notwithstanding subsection (b) of section 
117 of the Export Enhancement Act of 1992, sub-
section (a) thereof shall remain in effect until 
October 1, 2000. 

OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION

NONCREDIT ACCOUNT

The Overseas Private Investment Corporation 
is authorized to make, without regard to fiscal 
year limitations, as provided by 31 U.S.C. 9104, 
such expenditures and commitments within the 
limits of funds available to it and in accordance 
with law as may be necessary: Provided, That 
the amount available for administrative ex-
penses to carry out the credit and insurance 
programs (including an amount for official re-
ception and representation expenses which shall 
not exceed $35,000) shall not exceed $35,000,000: 
Provided further, That project-specific trans-
action costs, including direct and indirect costs 
incurred in claims settlements, and other direct 
costs associated with services provided to spe-
cific investors or potential investors pursuant to 
section 234 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
shall not be considered administrative expenses 
for the purposes of this heading. 

PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct and guaranteed loans, 
$24,000,000, as authorized by section 234 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to be derived by 
transfer from the Overseas Private Investment 

Corporation noncredit account: Provided, That 
such costs, including the cost of modifying such 
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Provided fur-
ther, That such sums shall be available for di-
rect loan obligations and loan guaranty commit-
ments incurred or made during fiscal years 2000 
and 2001: Provided further, That such sums 
shall remain available through fiscal year 2008 
for the disbursement of direct and guaranteed 
loans obligated in fiscal year 2000, and through 
fiscal year 2009 for the disbursement of direct 
and guaranteed loans obligated in fiscal year 
2001: Provided further, That in addition, such 
sums as may be necessary for administrative ex-
penses to carry out the credit program may be 
derived from amounts available for administra-
tive expenses to carry out the credit and insur-
ance programs in the Overseas Private Invest-
ment Corporation Noncredit Account and 
merged with said account: Provided further, 
That funds made available under this heading 
or in prior appropriations Acts that are avail-
able for the cost of financing under section 234 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, shall be 
available for purposes of section 234(g) of such 
Act, to remain available until expended. 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY
For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-

sions of section 661 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, $44,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2001: Provided, That the Trade 
and Development Agency may receive reim-
bursements from corporations and other entities 
for the costs of grants for feasibility studies and 
other project planning services, to be deposited 
as an offsetting collection to this account and to 
be available for obligation until September 30, 
2001, for necessary expenses under this para-
graph: Provided further, That such reimburse-
ments shall not cover, or be allocated against, 
direct or indirect administrative costs of the 
agency.

TITLE II—BILATERAL ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

For expenses necessary to enable the Presi-
dent to carry out the provisions of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, and for other purposes, 
to remain available until September 30, 2000, un-
less otherwise specified herein, as follows: 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

CHILD SURVIVAL AND DISEASE PROGRAMS FUND
For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-

sions of chapters 1 and 10 of part I of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, for child survival, 
basic education, assistance to combat tropical 
and other diseases, and related activities, in ad-
dition to funds otherwise available for such pur-
poses, $715,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That this amount shall be 
made available for such activities as: (1) immu-
nization programs; (2) oral rehydration pro-
grams; (3) health and nutrition programs, and 
related education programs, which address the 
needs of mothers and children; (4) water and 
sanitation programs; (5) assistance for displaced 
and orphaned children; (6) programs for the 
prevention, treatment, and control of, and re-
search on, tuberculosis, HIV/AIDS, polio, ma-
laria and other diseases; and (7) up to 
$98,000,000 for basic education programs for 
children: Provided further, That none of the 
funds appropriated under this heading may be 
made available for nonproject assistance for 
health and child survival programs, except that 
funds may be made available for such assistance 
for ongoing health programs. 

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)
For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-

sions of sections 103 through 106, and chapter 10 
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of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
title V of the International Security and Devel-
opment Cooperation Act of 1980 (Public Law 96–
533) and the provisions of section 401 of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1969, $1,228,000,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2001: Pro-
vided, That of the amount appropriated under 
this heading, up to $5,000,000 may be made 
available for and apportioned directly to the 
Inter-American Foundation: Provided further, 
That of the amount appropriated under this 
heading, up to $14,400,000 may be made avail-
able for the African Development Foundation 
and shall be apportioned directly to that agen-
cy: Provided further, That none of the funds 
made available in this Act nor any unobligated 
balances from prior appropriations may be made 
available to any organization or program which, 
as determined by the President of the United 
States, supports or participates in the manage-
ment of a program of coercive abortion or invol-
untary sterilization: Provided further, That 
none of the funds made available under this 
heading may be used to pay for the performance 
of abortion as a method of family planning or to 
motivate or coerce any person to practice abor-
tions; and that in order to reduce reliance on 
abortion in developing nations, funds shall be 
available only to voluntary family planning 
projects which offer, either directly or through 
referral to, or information about access to, a 
broad range of family planning methods and 
services, and that any such voluntary family 
planning project shall meet the following re-
quirements: (1) service providers or referral 
agents in the project shall not implement or be 
subject to quotas, or other numerical targets, of 
total number of births, number of family plan-
ning acceptors, or acceptors of a particular 
method of family planning (this provision shall 
not be construed to include the use of quan-
titative estimates or indicators for budgeting 
and planning purposes); (2) the project shall not 
include payment of incentives, bribes, gratuities, 
or financial reward to: (A) an individual in ex-
change for becoming a family planning accep-
tor; or (B) program personnel for achieving a 
numerical target or quota of total number of 
births, number of family planning acceptors, or 
acceptors of a particular method of family plan-
ning; (3) the project shall not deny any right or 
benefit, including the right of access to partici-
pate in any program of general welfare or the 
right of access to health care, as a consequence 
of any individual’s decision not to accept family 
planning services; (4) the project shall provide 
family planning acceptors comprehensible infor-
mation on the health benefits and risks of the 
method chosen, including those conditions that 
might render the use of the method inadvisable 
and those adverse side effects known to be con-
sequent to the use of the method; and (5) the 
project shall ensure that experimental contra-
ceptive drugs and devices and medical proce-
dures are provided only in the context of a sci-
entific study in which participants are advised 
of potential risks and benefits; and, not less 
than 60 days after the date on which the Ad-
ministrator of the United States Agency for 
International Development determines that 
there has been a violation of the requirements 
contained in paragraph (1), (2), (3), or (5) of this 
proviso, or a pattern or practice of violations of 
the requirements contained in paragraph (4) of 
this proviso, the Administrator shall submit to 
the Committee on International Relations and 
the Committee on Appropriations of the House 
of Representatives and to the Committee on For-
eign Relations and the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the Senate, a report containing a de-
scription of such violation and the corrective ac-
tion taken by the Agency: Provided further, 
That in awarding grants for natural family 
planning under section 104 of the Foreign As-

sistance Act of 1961 no applicant shall be dis-
criminated against because of such applicant’s 
religious or conscientious commitment to offer 
only natural family planning; and, addition-
ally, all such applicants shall comply with the 
requirements of the previous proviso: Provided 
further, That for purposes of this or any other 
Act authorizing or appropriating funds for for-
eign operations, export financing, and related 
programs, the term ‘‘motivate’’, as it relates to 
family planning assistance, shall not be con-
strued to prohibit the provision, consistent with 
local law, of information or counseling about all 
pregnancy options: Provided further, That 
nothing in this paragraph shall be construed to 
alter any existing statutory prohibitions against 
abortion under section 104 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961: Provided further, That, not-
withstanding section 109 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, of the funds appropriated 
under this heading in this Act, and of the unob-
ligated balances of funds previously appro-
priated under this heading, $2,500,000 may be 
transferred to ‘‘International Organizations and 
Programs’’ for a contribution to the Inter-
national Fund for Agricultural Development 
(IFAD): Provided further, That none of the 
funds appropriated under this heading may be 
made available for any activity which is in con-
travention to the Convention on International 
Trade in Endangered Species of Flora and 
Fauna (CITES): Provided further, That of the 
funds appropriated under this heading that are 
made available for assistance programs for dis-
placed and orphaned children and victims of 
war, not to exceed $25,000, in addition to funds 
otherwise available for such purposes, may be 
used to monitor and provide oversight of such 
programs: Provided further, That of the funds 
appropriated under this heading not less than 
$500,000 should be made available for support of 
the United States Telecommunications Training 
Institute: Provided further, That, of the funds 
appropriated by this Act for the Microenterprise 
Initiative (including any local currencies made 
available for the purposes of the Initiative), not 
less than one-half should be made available for 
programs providing loans of less than $300 to 
very poor people, particularly women, or for in-
stitutional support of organizations primarily 
engaged in making such loans. 

CYPRUS
Of the funds appropriated under the headings 

‘‘Development Assistance’’ and ‘‘Economic Sup-
port Fund’’, not less than $15,000,000 shall be 
made available for Cyprus to be used only for 
scholarships, administrative support of the 
scholarship program, bicommunal projects, and 
measures aimed at reunification of the island 
and designed to reduce tensions and promote 
peace and cooperation between the two commu-
nities on Cyprus. 

LEBANON
Of the funds appropriated under the headings 

‘‘Development Assistance’’ and ‘‘Economic Sup-
port Fund’’, not less than $15,000,000 should be 
made available for Lebanon to be used, among 
other programs, for scholarships and direct sup-
port of the American educational institutions in 
Lebanon.

BURMA
Of the funds appropriated under the headings 

‘‘Economic Support Fund’’ and ‘‘Development 
Assistance’’, not less than $6,500,000 shall be 
made available to support democracy activities 
in Burma, democracy and humanitarian activi-
ties along the Burma-Thailand border, and for 
Burmese student groups and other organizations 
located outside Burma: Provided, That funds 
made available for Burma-related activities 
under this heading may be made available not-
withstanding any other provision of law: Pro-
vided further, That the provision of such funds 
shall be made available subject to the regular 

notification procedures of the Committees on 
Appropriations.

PRIVATE AND VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS

None of the funds appropriated or otherwise 
made available by this Act for development as-
sistance may be made available to any United 
States private and voluntary organization, ex-
cept any cooperative development organization, 
which obtains less than 20 percent of its total 
annual funding for international activities from 
sources other than the United States Govern-
ment: Provided, That the Administrator of the 
Agency for International Development may, on 
a case-by-case basis, waive the restriction con-
tained in this paragraph, after taking into ac-
count the effectiveness of the overseas develop-
ment activities of the organization, its level of 
volunteer support, its financial viability and 
stability, and the degree of its dependence for its 
financial support on the agency. 

Funds appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able under title II of this Act should be made 
available to private and voluntary organiza-
tions at a level which is at least equivalent to 
the level provided in fiscal year 1995. 

INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE

For necessary expenses for international dis-
aster relief, rehabilitation, and reconstruction 
assistance pursuant to section 491 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, $175,880,000, 
to remain available until expended: Provided, 
That the Agency for International Development 
shall submit a report to the Committees on Ap-
propriations at least 5 days prior to providing 
assistance through the Office of Transition Ini-
tiatives for a country that did not receive such 
assistance in fiscal year 1999. 

MICRO AND SMALL ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct loans and loan guaran-
tees, $1,500,000, as authorized by section 108 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended: 
Provided, That such costs shall be as defined in 
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974: Provided further, That guarantees of loans 
made under this heading in support of micro-
enterprise activities may guarantee up to 70 per-
cent of the principal amount of any such loans 
notwithstanding section 108 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961. In addition, for administra-
tive expenses to carry out programs under this 
heading, $500,000, all of which may be trans-
ferred to and merged with the appropriation for 
Operating Expenses of the Agency for Inter-
national Development: Provided further, That 
funds made available under this heading shall 
remain available until September 30, 2001. 

URBAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL CREDIT PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, of guaranteed 
loans authorized by sections 221 and 222 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, $1,500,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, That 
these funds are available to subsidize loan prin-
cipal, 100 per centum of which shall be guaran-
teed, pursuant to the authority of such sections. 
In addition, for administrative expenses to carry 
out guaranteed loan programs, $5,000,000, all of 
which may be transferred to and merged with 
the appropriation for Operating Expenses of the 
Agency for International Development: Provided 
further, That commitments to guarantee loans 
under this heading may be entered into notwith-
standing the second and third sentences of sec-
tion 222(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 

DEVELOPMENT CREDIT AUTHORITY PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

For the cost of direct loans and loan guaran-
tees, up to $3,000,000 to be derived by transfer 
from funds appropriated by this Act to carry out 
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, and funds appropriated by this Act 
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under the heading, ‘‘ASSISTANCE FOR EASTERN
EUROPE AND THE BALTIC STATES’’, to remain 
available until expended, as authorized by sec-
tion 635 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: 
Provided, That such costs, including the cost of 
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in sec-
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974: 
Provided further, That for administrative ex-
penses to carry out the direct and guaranteed 
loan programs, up to $500,000 of this amount 
may be transferred to and merged with the ap-
propriation for ‘‘Operating Expenses of the 
Agency for International Development’’: Pro-
vided further, That the provisions of section 
107A(d) (relating to general provisions applica-
ble to the Development Credit Authority) of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as contained in 
section 306 of H.R. 1486 as reported by the House 
Committee on International Relations on May 9, 
1997, shall be applicable to direct loans and loan 
guarantees provided under this heading. 
PAYMENT TO THE FOREIGN SERVICE RETIREMENT

AND DISABILITY FUND

For payment to the ‘‘Foreign Service Retire-
ment and Disability Fund’’, as authorized by 
the Foreign Service Act of 1980, $43,837,000. 

OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of section 667, $495,000,000: Provided, 
That, none of the funds appropriated under this 
heading may be made available to finance the 
construction (including architect and engineer-
ing services), purchase, or long term lease of of-
fices for use by the Agency for International De-
velopment, unless the Administrator has identi-
fied such proposed construction (including ar-
chitect and engineering services), purchase, or 
long term lease of offices in a report submitted 
to the Committees on Appropriations at least 15 
days prior to the obligation of these funds for 
such purposes: Provided further, That the pre-
vious proviso shall not apply where the total 
cost of construction (including architect and en-
gineering services), purchase, or long term lease 
of offices does not exceed $1,000,000. 
OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR INTER-

NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT OFFICE OF INSPECTOR
GENERAL

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of section 667, $25,000,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2001, which sum shall 
be available for the Office of the Inspector Gen-
eral of the Agency for International Develop-
ment.

OTHER BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE

ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of chapter 4 of part II, $2,177,000,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2001: Pro-
vided, That of the funds appropriated under 
this heading, not less than $960,000,000 shall be 
available only for Israel, which sum shall be 
available on a grant basis as a cash transfer 
and shall be disbursed within 30 days of the en-
actment of this Act or by October 31, 1999, 
whichever is later: Provided further, That not 
less than $735,000,000 shall be available only for 
Egypt, which sum shall be provided on a grant 
basis, and of which sum cash transfer assistance 
shall be provided with the understanding that 
Egypt will undertake significant economic re-
forms which are additional to those which were 
undertaken in previous fiscal years, and of 
which not less than $200,000,000 shall be pro-
vided as Commodity Import Program assistance: 
Provided further, That in exercising the author-
ity to provide cash transfer assistance for Israel, 
the President shall ensure that the level of such 
assistance does not cause an adverse impact on 
the total level of nonmilitary exports from the 
United States to such country: Provided further, 
That of the funds appropriated under this head-

ing, not less than $150,000,000 should be made 
available for assistance for Jordan: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, not to exceed $11,000,000 may be 
used to support victims of and programs related 
to the Holocaust: Provided further, That not-
withstanding any other provision of law, of the 
funds appropriated under this heading, 
$1,000,000 shall be made available to nongovern-
mental organizations located outside of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China to support activities 
which preserve cultural traditions and promote 
sustainable development and environmental 
conservation in Tibetan communities in that 
country.

INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR IRELAND
For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-

sions of chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, $19,600,000, which shall be 
available for the United States contribution to 
the International Fund for Ireland and shall be 
made available in accordance with the provi-
sions of the Anglo-Irish Agreement Support Act 
of 1986 (Public Law 99–415): Provided, That 
such amount shall be expended at the minimum 
rate necessary to make timely payment for 
projects and activities: Provided further, That 
funds made available under this heading shall 
remain available until September 30, 2001. 

ASSISTANCE FOR EASTERN EUROPE AND THE
BALTIC STATES

(a) For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
and the Support for East European Democracy 
(SEED) Act of 1989, $535,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2001, which shall 
be available, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, for assistance and for related pro-
grams for Eastern Europe and the Baltic States: 
Provided, That of the funds appropriated under 
this heading not less than $150,000,000 should be 
made available for assistance for Kosova: Pro-
vided further, That of the funds made available 
under this heading and the headings ‘‘Inter-
national Narcotics Control and Law Enforce-
ment’’ and ‘‘Economic Support Fund’’, not to 
exceed $130,000,000 shall be made available for 
Bosnia and Herzegovina: Provided further, 
That none of the funds made available under 
this heading for Kosova shall be made available 
until the Secretary of State certifies that the re-
sources pledged by the United States at the up-
coming Kosova donors conference and similar 
pledging conferences shall not exceed 15 percent 
of the total resources pledged by all donors: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds made 
available under this heading for Kosova shall be 
made available for large scale physical infra-
structure reconstruction. 

(b) Funds appropriated under this heading or 
in prior appropriations Acts that are or have 
been made available for an Enterprise Fund 
may be deposited by such Fund in interest-bear-
ing accounts prior to the Fund’s disbursement of 
such funds for program purposes. The Fund 
may retain for such program purposes any in-
terest earned on such deposits without returning 
such interest to the Treasury of the United 
States and without further appropriation by the 
Congress. Funds made available for Enterprise 
Funds shall be expended at the minimum rate 
necessary to make timely payment for projects 
and activities. 

(c) Funds appropriated under this heading 
shall be considered to be economic assistance 
under the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 for 
purposes of making available the administrative 
authorities contained in that Act for the use of 
economic assistance. 

(d) None of the funds appropriated under this 
heading may be made available for new housing 
construction or repair or reconstruction of exist-
ing housing in Bosnia and Herzegovina unless 
directly related to the efforts of United States 
troops to promote peace in said country. 

(e) With regard to funds appropriated under 
this heading for the economic revitalization pro-
gram in Bosnia and Herzegovina, and local cur-
rencies generated by such funds (including the 
conversion of funds appropriated under this 
heading into currency used by Bosnia and 
Herzegovina as local currency and local cur-
rency returned or repaid under such program) 
the Administrator of the Agency for Inter-
national Development shall provide written ap-
proval for grants and loans prior to the obliga-
tion and expenditure of funds for such pur-
poses, and prior to the use of funds that have 
been returned or repaid to any lending facility 
or grantee. 

(f) The provisions of section 532 of this Act 
shall apply to funds made available under sub-
section (e) and to funds appropriated under this 
heading.

(g) The President is authorized to withhold 
funds appropriated under this heading made 
available for economic revitalization programs 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina, if he determines 
and certifies to the Committees on Appropria-
tions that the Federation of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina has not complied with article III of 
annex 1–A of the General Framework Agreement 
for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina con-
cerning the withdrawal of foreign forces, and 
that intelligence cooperation on training, inves-
tigations, and related activities between Iranian 
officials and Bosnian officials has not been ter-
minated.

ASSISTANCE FOR THE INDEPENDENT STATES OF
THE FORMER SOVIET UNION

(a) For necessary expenses to carry out the 
provisions of chapter 11 of part I of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 and the FREEDOM Sup-
port Act, for assistance for the Independent 
States of the former Soviet Union and for re-
lated programs, $735,000,000, to remain available 
until September 30, 2001: Provided, That the 
provisions of such chapter shall apply to funds 
appropriated by this paragraph: Provided fur-
ther, That such sums as may be necessary may 
be transferred to the Export-Import Bank of the 
United States for the cost of any financing 
under the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945 for 
activities for the Independent States: Provided 
further, That of the funds made available for 
the Southern Caucasus region, 15 percent 
should be used for confidence-building measures 
and other activities in furtherance of the peace-
ful resolution of the regional conflicts, espe-
cially those in the vicinity of Abkhazia and 
Nagorno-Karabagh: Provided further, That of 
the amounts appropriated under this heading 
not less than $20,000,000 shall be made available 
solely for the Russian Far East: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds made available under 
this heading $10,000,000 shall be made available 
for salaries and expenses to carry out the Rus-
sian Leadership Program enacted on May 21, 
1999 (113 Stat. 93 et seq.). 

(b) Of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than $180,000,000 should be 
made available for assistance for Ukraine. 

(c) Of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than 12.92 percent shall be 
made available for assistance for Georgia. 

(d) Of the funds appropriated under this 
heading, not less than 12.2 percent shall be 
made available for assistance for Armenia. 

(e) Section 907 of the FREEDOM Support Act 
shall not apply to—

(1) activities to support democracy or assist-
ance under title V of the FREEDOM Support 
Act and section 1424 of Public Law 104–201; 

(2) any assistance provided by the Trade and 
Development Agency under section 661 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2421); 

(3) any activity carried out by a member of the 
United States and Foreign Commercial Service 
while acting within his or her official capacity; 
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(4) any insurance, reinsurance, guarantee, or 

other assistance provided by the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation under title IV of 
chapter 2 of part I of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2191 et seq.); 

(5) any financing provided under the Export-
Import Bank Act of 1945; or 

(6) humanitarian assistance. 
(f) Of the funds made available under this 

heading for nuclear safety activities, not to ex-
ceed 9 percent of the funds provided for any sin-
gle project may be used to pay for management 
costs incurred by a United States national lab in 
administering said project. 

(g) Not more than 25 percent of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading may be made 
available for assistance for any country in the 
region.

(h) Of the funds appropriated under title II of 
this Act not less than $12,000,000 should be made 
available for assistance for Mongolia of which 
not less than $6,000,000 should be made avail-
able from funds appropriated under this head-
ing: Provided, That funds made available for as-
sistance for Mongolia may be made available in 
accordance with the purposes and utilizing the 
authorities provided in chapter 11 of part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 

(i)(1) Of the funds appropriated under this 
heading that are allocated for assistance for the 
Government of the Russian Federation, 50 per-
cent shall be withheld from obligation until the 
President determines and certifies in writing to 
the Committees on Appropriations that the Gov-
ernment of the Russian Federation has termi-
nated implementation of arrangements to pro-
vide Iran with technical expertise, training, 
technology, or equipment necessary to develop a 
nuclear reactor, related nuclear research facili-
ties or programs, or ballistic missile capability. 

(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to—
(A) assistance to combat infectious diseases 

and child survival activities; and 
(B) activities authorized under title V (Non-

proliferation and Disarmament Programs and 
Activities) of the FREEDOM Support Act. 

(j) None of the funds appropriated under this 
heading may be made available for the Govern-
ment of the Russian Federation, until the Sec-
retary of State certifies to the Committees on 
Appropriations that: (1) Russian armed and 
peacekeeping forces deployed in Kosova have 
not established a separate sector of operational 
control; and (2) any Russian armed forces de-
ployed in Kosova are operating under NATO 
unified command and control arrangements. 

INDEPENDENT AGENCY

PEACE CORPS

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of the Peace Corps Act (75 Stat. 612), 
$235,000,000, including the purchase of not to ex-
ceed five passenger motor vehicles for adminis-
trative purposes for use outside of the United 
States: Provided, That none of the funds appro-
priated under this heading shall be used to pay 
for abortions: Provided further, That funds ap-
propriated under this heading shall remain 
available until September 30, 2001. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL AND LAW
ENFORCEMENT

For necessary expenses to carry out section 
481 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
$285,000,000, of which $21,000,000 shall become 
available for obligation on September 30, 2000, 
and remain available until expended: Provided, 
That of this amount not less than $10,000,000 
should be made available for Law Enforcement 
Training and Demand Reduction: Provided fur-
ther, That any funds made available under this 
heading for anti-crime programs and activities 
shall be made available subject to the regular 
notification procedures of the Committees on 

Appropriations: Provided further, That during 
fiscal year 2000, the Department of State may 
also use the authority of section 608 of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, without regard to its 
restrictions, to receive excess property from an 
agency of the United States Government for the 
purpose of providing it to a foreign country 
under chapter 8 of part I of that Act subject to 
the regular notification procedures of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations. 

MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSISTANCE
For expenses, not otherwise provided for, nec-

essary to enable the Secretary of State to pro-
vide, as authorized by law, a contribution to the 
International Committee of the Red Cross, as-
sistance to refugees, including contributions to 
the International Organization for Migration 
and the United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees, and other activities to meet refugee 
and migration needs; salaries and expenses of 
personnel and dependents as authorized by the 
Foreign Service Act of 1980; allowances as au-
thorized by sections 5921 through 5925 of title 5, 
United States Code; purchase and hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; and services as author-
ized by section 3109 of title 5, United States 
Code, $625,000,000, of which $21,000,000 shall be-
come available for obligation on September 30, 
2000, and remain available until expended: Pro-
vided, That not more than $13,800,000 shall be 
available for administrative expenses: Provided 
further, That not less than $60,000,000 shall be 
made available for refugees from the former So-
viet Union and Eastern Europe and other refu-
gees resettling in Israel. 

UNITED STATES EMERGENCY REFUGEE AND
MIGRATION ASSISTANCE FUND

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of section 2(c) of the Migration and Ref-
ugee Assistance Act of 1962, as amended (22 
U.S.C. 260(c)), $12,500,000, to remain available 
until expended: Provided, That the funds made 
available under this heading are appropriated 
notwithstanding the provisions contained in 
section 2(c)(2) of the Act which would limit the 
amount of funds which could be appropriated 
for this purpose. 
NONPROLIFERATION, ANTI-TERRORISM, DEMINING

AND RELATED PROGRAMS
For necessary expenses for nonproliferation, 

anti-terrorism and related programs and activi-
ties, $181,600,000, to carry out the provisions of 
chapter 8 of part II of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 for anti-terrorism assistance, section 
504 of the FREEDOM Support Act for the Non-
proliferation and Disarmament Fund, section 23 
of the Arms Export Control Act or the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 for demining activities, 
the clearance of unexploded ordnance, and re-
lated activities, notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, including activities implemented 
through nongovernmental and international or-
ganizations, section 301 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 for a voluntary contribution to 
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
and a voluntary contribution to the Korean Pe-
ninsula Energy Development Organization 
(KEDO), and for a United States contribution to 
the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty 
Preparatory Commission: Provided, That the 
Secretary of State shall inform the Committees 
on Appropriations at least 20 days prior to the 
obligation of funds for the Comprehensive Nu-
clear Test Ban Treaty Preparatory Commission: 
Provided further, That of this amount not to ex-
ceed $15,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, may be made available for the Non-
proliferation and Disarmament Fund, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, to promote 
bilateral and multilateral activities relating to 
nonproliferation and disarmament: Provided 
further, That such funds may also be used for 
such countries other than the Independent 
States of the former Soviet Union and inter-

national organizations when it is in the na-
tional security interest of the United States to 
do so: Provided further, That such funds shall 
be subject to the regular notification procedures 
of the Committees on Appropriations: Provided 
further, That funds appropriated under this 
heading may be made available for the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency only if the Sec-
retary of State determines (and so reports to the 
Congress) that Israel is not being denied its 
right to participate in the activities of that 
Agency: Provided further, That of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading, $35,000,000 
should be made available for demining, clear-
ance of unexploded ordnance, and related ac-
tivities: Provided further, That of the funds 
made available for demining and related activi-
ties, not to exceed $500,000, in addition to funds 
otherwise available for such purposes, may be 
used for administrative expenses related to the 
operation and management of the demining pro-
gram.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-

sions of section 129 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (relating to international affairs 
technical assistance activities), $1,500,000, to re-
main available until expended, which shall be 
available nowithstanding and other provision of 
law.

DEBT RESTRUCTURING
For the cost, as defined in section 502 of the 

Congressional Budget Act of 1974, of modifying 
loans and loan guarantees, as the President 
may determine, for which funds have been ap-
propriated or otherwise made available for pro-
grams within the International Affairs Budget 
Function 150, including the cost of selling, re-
ducing, or canceling amounts owed to the 
United States as a result of concessional loans 
made to eligible countries, pursuant to parts IV 
and V of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (in-
cluding up to $1,000,000 for necessary expenses 
for the administration of activities carried out 
under these parts), and of modifying 
concessional credit agreements with least devel-
oped countries, as authorized under section 411 
of the Agricultural Trade Development and As-
sistance Act of 1954, as amended, and 
concessional loans, guarantees and credit agree-
ments with any country in Sub-Saharan Africa, 
as authorized under section 572 of the Foreign 
Operations, Export Financing, and Related Pro-
grams Appropriations Act, 1989 (Public Law 
100–461), $33,000,000, to remain available until 
expended: Provided, That any limitation of sub-
section (e) of section 411 of the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954 
to the extent that limitation applies to sub-Sa-
haran African countries shall not apply to 
funds appropriated hereunder or previously ap-
propriated under this heading: Provided fur-
ther, That the authority provided by section 572 
of Public Law 100–461 may be exercised only 
with respect to countries that are eligible to bor-
row from the International Development Asso-
ciation, but not from the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development, commonly re-
ferred to as ‘‘IDA-only’’ countries. 

TITLE III—MILITARY ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND
TRAINING

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of section 541 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, $50,000,000, of which up to $1,000,000 
may remain available until expended: Provided, 
That the civilian personnel for whom military 
education and training may be provided under 
this heading may include civilians who are not 
members of a government whose participation 
would contribute to improved civil-military rela-
tions, civilian control of the military, or respect 
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for human rights: Provided further, That funds 
appropriated under this heading for grant fi-
nanced military education and training for In-
donesia and Guatemala may only be available 
for expanded international military education 
and training and funds made available for Gua-
temala may only be provided through the reg-
ular notification procedures of the Committees 
on Appropriations: Provided further, That none 
of the funds appropriated under this heading 
may be made available to support grant fi-
nanced military education and training at the 
School of the Americas unless the Secretary of 
Defense certifies that the instruction and train-
ing provided by the School of the Americas is 
fully consistent with training and doctrine, par-
ticularly with respect to the observance of 
human rights, provided by the Department of 
Defense to United States military students at 
Department of Defense institutions whose pri-
mary purpose is to train United States military 
personnel: Provided further, That the Secretary 
of Defense shall submit to the Committees on 
Appropriations, no later than January 15, 2000, 
a report detailing the training activities of the 
School of the Americas and a general assessment 
regarding the performance of its graduates dur-
ing 1997 and 1998. 

FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM

For expenses necessary for grants to enable 
the President to carry out the provisions of sec-
tion 23 of the Arms Export Control Act, 
$3,420,000,000: Provided, That of the funds ap-
propriated under this heading, not less than 
$1,920,000,000 shall be available for grants only 
for Israel, and not less than $1,300,000,000 shall 
be made available for grants only for Egypt: 
Provided further, That the funds appropriated 
by this paragraph for Israel shall be disbursed 
within 30 days of the enactment of this Act or 
by October 31, 1999, whichever is later: Provided 
further, That to the extent that the Government 
of Israel requests that funds be used for such 
purposes, grants made available for Israel by 
this paragraph shall, as agreed by Israel and 
the United States, be available for advanced 
weapons systems, of which not less than 26.3 
percent shall be available for the procurement in 
Israel of defense articles and defense services, 
including research and development: Provided 
further, That of the funds appropriated by this 
paragraph, not less than $75,000,000 should be 
available for assistance for Jordan: Provided 
further, That of the funds appropriated by this 
paragraph, not less than $7,000,000 shall be 
made available for assistance for Tunisia: Pro-
vided further, That during fiscal year 2000, the 
President is authorized to, and shall, direct the 
draw-downs of defense articles from the stocks 
of the Department of Defense, defense services 
of the Department of Defense, and military edu-
cation and training of an aggregate value of not 
less than $4,000,000 under the authority of this 
proviso for Tunisia for the purposes of part II of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and any 
amount so directed shall count toward meeting 
the earmark in the preceding proviso: Provided 
further, That of the funds appropriated by this 
paragraph up to $1,000,000 should be made 
available for assistance for Ecuador and shall 
be subject to the regular notification procedures 
of the Committees on Appropriations: Provided 
further, That funds appropriated by this para-
graph shall be nonrepayable notwithstanding 
any requirement in section 23 of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act: Provided further, That funds 
made available under this paragraph shall be 
obligated upon apportionment in accordance 
with paragraph (5)(C) of title 31, United States 
Code, section 1501(a). 

None of the funds made available under this 
heading shall be available to finance the pro-
curement of defense articles, defense services, or 
design and construction services that are not 

sold by the United States Government under the 
Arms Export Control Act unless the foreign 
country proposing to make such procurements 
has first signed an agreement with the United 
States Government specifying the conditions 
under which such procurements may be fi-
nanced with such funds: Provided, That all 
country and funding level increases in alloca-
tions shall be submitted through the regular no-
tification procedures of section 515 of this Act: 
Provided further, That none of the funds appro-
priated under this heading shall be available for 
assistance for Sudan and Liberia: Provided fur-
ther, That funds made available under this 
heading may be used, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, for demining, the clear-
ance of unexploded ordnance, and related ac-
tivities, and may include activities implemented 
through nongovernmental and international or-
ganizations: Provided further, That none of the 
funds appropriated under this heading shall be 
available for assistance for Guatemala: Provided 
further, That only those countries for which as-
sistance was justified for the ‘‘Foreign Military 
Sales Financing Program’’ in the fiscal year 
1989 congressional presentation for security as-
sistance programs may utilize funds made avail-
able under this heading for procurement of de-
fense articles, defense services or design and 
construction services that are not sold by the 
United States Government under the Arms Ex-
port Control Act: Provided further, That funds 
appropriated under this heading shall be ex-
pended at the minimum rate necessary to make 
timely payment for defense articles and services: 
Provided further, That not more than 
$30,495,000 of the funds appropriated under this 
heading may be obligated for necessary ex-
penses, including the purchase of passenger 
motor vehicles for replacement only for use out-
side of the United States, for the general costs of 
administering military assistance and sales: Pro-
vided further, That not more than $330,000,000 
of funds realized pursuant to section 21(e)(1)(A) 
of the Arms Export Control Act may be obligated 
for expenses incurred by the Department of De-
fense during fiscal year 2000 pursuant to section 
43(b) of the Arms Export Control Act, except 
that this limitation may be exceeded only 
through the regular notification procedures of 
the Committees on Appropriations: Provided 
further, That not later than 45 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Defense shall report to the Committees on Ap-
propriations regarding the appropriate host in-
stitution to support and advance the efforts of 
the Defense Institute for International and 
Legal Studies in both legal and political edu-
cation: Provided further, That none of the 
funds made available under this heading shall 
be available for any non-NATO country partici-
pating in the Partnership for Peace Program ex-
cept through the regular notification procedures 
of the Committees on Appropriations. 

PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of section 551 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, $78,000,000: Provided, That none of 
the funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be obligated or expended except as provided 
through the regular notification procedures of 
the Committees on Appropriations. 

TITLE IV—MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT FACILITY

For the United States contribution for the 
Global Environment Facility, $35,800,000, to the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and De-
velopment as trustee for the Global Environment 
Facility, by the Secretary of the Treasury, to re-
main available until expended.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION

For payment to the International Develop-
ment Association by the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, $625,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE MULTILATERAL
INVESTMENT GUARANTEE AGENCY

For payment to the Multilateral Investment 
Guarantee Agency by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, $4,000,000, for the United States paid-
in share of the increase in capital stock, to re-
main available until expended. 

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL

The United States Governor of the Multilat-
eral Investment Guarantee Agency may sub-
scribe without fiscal year limitation for the call-
able capital portion of the United States share 
of such capital stock in an amount not to exceed 
$20,000,000.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTER-AMERICAN
DEVELOPMENT BANK

For payment to the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank by the Secretary of the Treasury, for 
the United States share of the paid-in share por-
tion of the increase in capital stock, $25,610,667. 

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL
SUBSCRIPTIONS

The United States Governor of the Inter-
American Development Bank may subscribe 
without fiscal year limitation to the callable 
capital portion of the United States share of 
such capital stock in an amount not to exceed 
$1,503,718,910.
CONTRIBUTION TO THE ASIAN DEVELOPMENT BANK

For payment to the Asian Development Bank 
by the Secretary of the Treasury for the United 
States share of the paid-in portion of the in-
crease in capital stock, $13,728,263, to remain 
available until expended. 

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL
SUBSCRIPTIONS

The United States Governor of the Asian De-
velopment Bank may subscribe without fiscal 
year limitation to the callable capital portion of 
the United States share of such capital stock in 
an amount not to exceed $672,745,205. 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE ASIAN DEVELOPMENT FUND

For the United States contribution by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to the increase in re-
sources of the Asian Development Fund, as au-
thorized by the Asia Development Bank Act, as 
amended, $77,000,000, to remain available until 
expended, for contributions previously due. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT
FUND

For the United States contribution by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to the increase in re-
sources of the African Development Fund, 
$77,000,000, to remain available until expended. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT
BANK

For payment to the African Development 
Bank by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
$1,000,000 for the United States paid-in share of 
the increase in capital stock, to remain available 
until expended. 

LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL
SUBSCRIPTIONS

The United States Governor to the African 
Development Bank may subscribe without fiscal 
year limitation to the callable capital portion of 
the United States share of such capital stock in 
an amount not to exceed $16,000,000. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE EUROPEAN BANK FOR
RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT

For payment to the European Bank for Re-
construction and Development by the Secretary 
of the Treasury, $35,778,717, for the United 
States share of the paid-in portion of the in-
crease in capital stock, to remain available until 
expended.
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LIMITATION ON CALLABLE CAPITAL

SUBSCRIPTIONS

The United States Governor of the European 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development may 
subscribe without fiscal year limitation to the 
callable capital portion of the United States 
share of such capital stock in an amount not to 
exceed $123,237,803. 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of section 301 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, and of section 2 of the United Na-
tions Environment Program Participation Act of 
1973, $170,000,000: Provided, That none of the 
funds appropriated under this heading shall be 
made available for the United Nations Fund for 
Science and Technology: Provided further, That 
not less than $5,000,000 should be made avail-
able to the World Food Program: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds appropriated 
under this heading may be made available to 
the Korean Peninsula Energy Development Or-
ganization (KEDO) or the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA). 

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
OBLIGATIONS DURING LAST MONTH OF

AVAILABILITY

SEC. 501. Except for the appropriations enti-
tled ‘‘International Disaster Assistance’’, and 
‘‘United States Emergency Refugee and Migra-
tion Assistance Fund’’, not more than 15 per-
cent of any appropriation item made available 
by this Act shall be obligated during the last 
month of availability. 

PROHIBITION OF BILATERAL FUNDING FOR
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

SEC. 502. Notwithstanding section 614 of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, none of the 
funds contained in title II of this Act may be 
used to carry out the provisions of section 209(d) 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: Provided, 
That none of the funds appropriated by title II 
of this Act may be transferred by the Agency for 
International Development directly to an inter-
national financial institution (as defined in sec-
tion 533 of this Act) for the purpose of repaying 
a foreign country’s loan obligations to such in-
stitution.

LIMITATION ON RESIDENCE EXPENSES

SEC. 503. Of the funds appropriated or made 
available pursuant to this Act, not to exceed 
$126,500 shall be for official residence expenses 
of the Agency for International Development 
during the current fiscal year: Provided, That 
appropriate steps shall be taken to assure that, 
to the maximum extent possible, United States-
owned foreign currencies are utilized in lieu of 
dollars.

LIMITATION ON EXPENSES

SEC. 504. Of the funds appropriated or made 
available pursuant to this Act, not to exceed 
$5,000 shall be for entertainment expenses of the 
Agency for International Development during 
the current fiscal year. 
LIMITATION ON REPRESENTATIONAL ALLOWANCES

SEC. 505. Of the funds appropriated or made 
available pursuant to this Act, not to exceed 
$95,000 shall be available for representation al-
lowances for the Agency for International De-
velopment during the current fiscal year: Pro-
vided, That appropriate steps shall be taken to 
assure that, to the maximum extent possible, 
United States-owned foreign currencies are uti-
lized in lieu of dollars: Provided further, That of 
the funds made available by this Act for general 
costs of administering military assistance and 
sales under the heading ‘‘Foreign Military Fi-
nancing Program’’, not to exceed $2,000 shall be 
available for entertainment expenses and not to 
exceed $50,000 shall be available for representa-
tion allowances: Provided further, That of the 
funds made available by this Act under the 

heading ‘‘International Military Education and 
Training’’, not to exceed $50,000 shall be avail-
able for entertainment allowances: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds made available by this 
Act for the Inter-American Foundation, not to 
exceed $2,000 shall be available for entertain-
ment and representation allowances: Provided 
further, That of the funds made available by 
this Act for the Peace Corps, not to exceed a 
total of $4,000 shall be available for entertain-
ment expenses: Provided further, That of the 
funds made available by this Act under the 
heading ‘‘Trade and Development Agency’’, not 
to exceed $2,000 shall be available for represen-
tation and entertainment allowances. 

PROHIBITION ON FINANCING NUCLEAR GOODS

SEC. 506. None of the funds appropriated or 
made available (other than funds for ‘‘Non-
proliferation, Anti-terrorism, Demining and Re-
lated Programs’’) pursuant to this Act, for car-
rying out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
may be used, except for purposes of nuclear 
safety, to finance the export of nuclear equip-
ment, fuel, or technology. 

PROHIBITION AGAINST DIRECT FUNDING FOR
CERTAIN COUNTRIES

SEC. 507. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available pursuant to this Act 
shall be obligated or expended to finance di-
rectly any assistance or reparations to Cuba, 
Iraq, Libya, North Korea, Iran, Sudan, or 
Syria: Provided, That for purposes of this sec-
tion, the prohibition on obligations or expendi-
tures shall include direct loans, credits, insur-
ance and guarantees of the Export-Import Bank 
or its agents. 

MILITARY COUPS

SEC. 508. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available pursuant to this Act 
shall be obligated or expended to finance di-
rectly any assistance to any country whose duly 
elected head of government is deposed by mili-
tary coup or decree: Provided, That assistance 
may be resumed to such country if the President 
determines and reports to the Committees on Ap-
propriations that subsequent to the termination 
of assistance a democratically elected govern-
ment has taken office.

TRANSFERS BETWEEN ACCOUNTS

SEC. 509. None of the funds made available by 
this Act may be obligated under an appropria-
tion account to which they were not appro-
priated, except for transfers specifically pro-
vided for in this Act, unless the President, prior 
to the exercise of any authority contained in the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to transfer funds, 
consults with and provides a written policy jus-
tification to the Committees on Appropriations 
of the House of Representatives and the Senate. 

DEOBLIGATION/REOBLIGATION AUTHORITY

SEC. 510. (a) Amounts certified pursuant to 
section 1311 of the Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1955, as having been obligated against ap-
propriations heretofore made under the author-
ity of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 for the 
same general purpose as any of the headings 
under title II of this Act are, if deobligated, 
hereby continued available for the same period 
as the respective appropriations under such 
headings or until September 30, 2000, whichever 
is later, and for the same general purpose, and 
for countries within the same region as origi-
nally obligated: Provided, That the Appropria-
tions Committees of both Houses of the Congress 
are notified 15 days in advance of the reobliga-
tion of such funds in accordance with regular 
notification procedures of the Committees on 
Appropriations.

(b) Obligated balances of funds appropriated 
to carry out section 23 of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act as of the end of the fiscal year imme-
diately preceding the current fiscal year are, if 
deobligated, hereby continued available during 

the current fiscal year for the same purpose 
under any authority applicable to such appro-
priations under this Act: Provided, That the au-
thority of this subsection may not be used in fis-
cal year 2000. 

AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS
SEC. 511. No part of any appropriation con-

tained in this Act shall remain available for ob-
ligation after the expiration of the current fiscal 
year unless expressly so provided in this Act: 
Provided, That funds appropriated for the pur-
poses of chapters 1, 8, and 11 of part I, section 
667, and chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, as amended, and funds pro-
vided under the heading ‘‘Assistance for East-
ern Europe and the Baltic States’’, shall remain 
available until expended if such funds are ini-
tially obligated before the expiration of their re-
spective periods of availability contained in this 
Act: Provided further, That, notwithstanding 
any other provision of this Act, any funds made 
available for the purposes of chapter 1 of part I 
and chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 which are allocated or obli-
gated for cash disbursements in order to address 
balance of payments or economic policy reform 
objectives, shall remain available until ex-
pended: Provided further, That the report re-
quired by section 653(a) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 shall designate for each coun-
try, to the extent known at the time of submis-
sion of such report, those funds allocated for 
cash disbursement for balance of payment and 
economic policy reform purposes. 

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES IN
DEFAULT

SEC. 512. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be used to furnish assist-
ance to any country which is in default during 
a period in excess of one calendar year in pay-
ment to the United States of principal or interest 
on any loan made to such country by the United 
States pursuant to a program for which funds 
are appropriated under this Act: Provided, That 
this section and section 620(q) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 shall not apply to funds 
made available for any narcotics-related assist-
ance for Colombia, Bolivia, and Peru authorized 
by the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 or the 
Arms Export Control Act. 

COMMERCE AND TRADE
SEC. 513. (a) None of the funds appropriated 

or made available pursuant to this Act for direct 
assistance and none of the funds otherwise 
made available pursuant to this Act to the Ex-
port-Import Bank and the Overseas Private In-
vestment Corporation shall be obligated or ex-
pended to finance any loan, any assistance or 
any other financial commitments for estab-
lishing or expanding production of any com-
modity for export by any country other than the 
United States, if the commodity is likely to be in 
surplus on world markets at the time the result-
ing productive capacity is expected to become 
operative and if the assistance will cause sub-
stantial injury to United States producers of the 
same, similar, or competing commodity: Pro-
vided, That such prohibition shall not apply to 
the Export-Import Bank if in the judgment of its 
Board of Directors the benefits to industry and 
employment in the United States are likely to 
outweigh the injury to United States producers 
of the same, similar, or competing commodity, 
and the Chairman of the Board so notifies the 
Committees on Appropriations. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated by this or 
any other Act to carry out chapter 1 of part I 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shall be 
available for any testing or breeding feasibility 
study, variety improvement or introduction, 
consultancy, publication, conference, or train-
ing in connection with the growth or production 
in a foreign country of an agricultural com-
modity for export which would compete with a 
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similar commodity grown or produced in the 
United States: Provided, That this subsection 
shall not prohibit—

(1) activities designed to increase food security 
in developing countries where such activities 
will not have a significant impact in the export 
of agricultural commodities of the United States; 
or

(2) research activities intended primarily to 
benefit American producers. 

SURPLUS COMMODITIES

SEC. 514. The Secretary of the Treasury shall 
instruct the United States Executive Directors of 
the International Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development, the International Development 
Association, the International Finance Corpora-
tion, the Inter-American Development Bank, the 
International Monetary Fund, the Asian Devel-
opment Bank, the Inter-American Investment 
Corporation, the North American Development 
Bank, the European Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development, the African Development 
Bank, and the African Development Fund to 
use the voice and vote of the United States to 
oppose any assistance by these institutions, 
using funds appropriated or made available pur-
suant to this Act, for the production or extrac-
tion of any commodity or mineral for export, if 
it is in surplus on world markets and if the as-
sistance will cause substantial injury to United 
States producers of the same, similar, or com-
peting commodity. 

NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

SEC. 515. (a) For the purposes of providing the 
executive branch with the necessary administra-
tive flexibility, none of the funds made available 
under this Act for ‘‘Child Survival and Disease 
Programs Fund’’, ‘‘Development Assistance’’, 
‘‘International Organizations and Programs’’, 
‘‘Trade and Development Agency’’, ‘‘Inter-
national Narcotics Control and Law Enforce-
ment’’, ‘‘Assistance for Eastern Europe and the 
Baltic States’’, ‘‘Assistance for the Independent 
States of the Former Soviet Union’’, ‘‘Economic 
Support Fund’’, ‘‘Peacekeeping Operations’’, 
‘‘Operating Expenses of the Agency for Inter-
national Development’’, ‘‘Operating Expenses of 
the Agency for International Development Of-
fice of Inspector General’’, ‘‘Nonproliferation, 
Anti-terrorism, Demining and Related Pro-
grams’’, ‘‘Foreign Military Financing Pro-
gram’’, ‘‘International Military Education and 
Training’’, ‘‘Peace Corps’’, and ‘‘Migration and 
Refugee Assistance’’, shall be available for obli-
gation for activities, programs, projects, type of 
materiel assistance, countries, or other oper-
ations not justified or in excess of the amount 
justified to the Appropriations Committees for 
obligation under any of these specific headings 
unless the Appropriations Committees of both 
Houses of Congress are previously notified 15 
days in advance: Provided, That the President 
shall not enter into any commitment of funds 
appropriated for the purposes of section 23 of 
the Arms Export Control Act for the provision of 
major defense equipment, other than conven-
tional ammunition, or other major defense items 
defined to be aircraft, ships, missiles, or combat 
vehicles, not previously justified to Congress or 
20 percent in excess of the quantities justified to 
Congress unless the Committees on Appropria-
tions are notified 15 days in advance of such 
commitment: Provided further, That this section 
shall not apply to any reprogramming for an ac-
tivity, program, or project under chapter 1 of 
part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 of 
less than 10 percent of the amount previously 
justified to the Congress for obligation for such 
activity, program, or project for the current fis-
cal year: Provided further, That the require-
ments of this section or any similar provision of 
this Act or any other Act, including any prior 
Act requiring notification in accordance with 
the regular notification procedures of the Com-

mittees on Appropriations, may be waived if 
failure to do so would pose a substantial risk to 
human health or welfare: Provided further, 
That in case of any such waiver, notification to 
the Congress, or the appropriate congressional 
committees, shall be provided as early as prac-
ticable, but in no event later than 3 days after 
taking the action to which such notification re-
quirement was applicable, in the context of the 
circumstances necessitating such waiver: Pro-
vided further, That any notification provided 
pursuant to such a waiver shall contain an ex-
planation of the emergency circumstances. 

(b) Drawdowns made pursuant to section 
506(a)(2) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
shall be subject to the regular notification pro-
cedures of the Committees on Appropriations. 

LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS FOR
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS

SEC. 516. Subject to the regular notification 
procedures of the Committees on Appropriations, 
funds appropriated under this Act or any pre-
viously enacted Act making appropriations for 
foreign operations, export financing, and re-
lated programs, which are returned or not made 
available for organizations and programs be-
cause of the implementation of section 307(a) of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, shall remain 
available for obligation until September 30, 2001. 

INDEPENDENT STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET
UNION

SEC. 517. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
under the heading ‘‘Assistance for the Inde-
pendent States of the Former Soviet Union’’ 
shall be made available for assistance for a gov-
ernment of an Independent State of the former 
Soviet Union—

(1) unless that government is making progress 
in implementing comprehensive economic re-
forms based on market principles, private own-
ership, respect for commercial contracts, and eq-
uitable treatment of foreign private investment; 
and

(2) if that government applies or transfers 
United States assistance to any entity for the 
purpose of expropriating or seizing ownership or 
control of assets, investments, or ventures.
Assistance may be furnished without regard to 
this subsection if the President determines that 
to do so is in the national interest. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated under the 
heading ‘‘Assistance for the Independent States 
of the Former Soviet Union’’ shall be made 
available for assistance for a government of an 
Independent State of the former Soviet Union if 
that government directs any action in violation 
of the territorial integrity or national sov-
ereignty of any other Independent State of the 
former Soviet Union, such as those violations in-
cluded in the Helsinki Final Act: Provided, That 
such funds may be made available without re-
gard to the restriction in this subsection if the 
President determines that to do so is in the na-
tional security interest of the United States. 

(c) None of the funds appropriated under the 
heading ‘‘Assistance for the Independent States 
of the Former Soviet Union’’ shall be made 
available for any state to enhance its military 
capability: Provided, That this restriction does 
not apply to demilitarization, demining or non-
proliferation programs. 

(d) Funds appropriated under the heading 
‘‘Assistance for the Independent States of the 
Former Soviet Union’’ shall be subject to the 
regular notification procedures of the Commit-
tees on Appropriations. 

(e) Funds made available in this Act for as-
sistance for the Independent States of the 
former Soviet Union shall be subject to the pro-
visions of section 117 (relating to environment 
and natural resources) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961. 

(f) Funds appropriated in this or prior appro-
priations Acts that are or have been made avail-

able for an Enterprise Fund in the Independent 
States of the Former Soviet Union may be depos-
ited by such Fund in interest-bearing accounts 
prior to the disbursement of such funds by the 
Fund for program purposes. The Fund may re-
tain for such program purposes any interest 
earned on such deposits without returning such 
interest to the Treasury of the United States 
and without further appropriation by the Con-
gress. Funds made available for Enterprise 
Funds shall be expended at the minimum rate 
necessary to make timely payment for projects 
and activities. 

(g) In issuing new task orders, entering into 
contracts, or making grants, with funds appro-
priated in this Act or prior appropriations Acts 
under the headings ‘‘Assistance for the New 
Independent States of the Former Soviet Union’’ 
and ‘‘Assistance for the Independent States of 
the Former Soviet Union’’, for projects or activi-
ties that have as one of their primary purposes 
the fostering of private sector development, the 
Coordinator for United States Assistance to the 
New Independent States and the implementing 
agency shall encourage the participation of and 
give significant weight to contractors and grant-
ees who propose investing a significant amount 
of their own resources (including volunteer serv-
ices and in-kind contributions) in such projects 
and activities. 

PROHIBITION ON FUNDING FOR ABORTIONS AND
INVOLUNTARY STERILIZATION

SEC. 518. None of the funds made available to 
carry out part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, as amended, may be used to pay for the 
performance of abortions as a method of family 
planning or to motivate or coerce any person to 
practice abortions. None of the funds made 
available to carry out part I of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961, as amended, may be used to 
pay for the performance of involuntary steriliza-
tion as a method of family planning or to coerce 
or provide any financial incentive to any person 
to undergo sterilizations. None of the funds 
made available to carry out part I of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, may be 
used to pay for any biomedical research which 
relates in whole or in part, to methods of, or the 
performance of, abortions or involuntary steri-
lization as a means of family planning. None of 
the funds made available to carry out part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, 
may be obligated or expended for any country or 
organization if the President certifies that the 
use of these funds by any such country or orga-
nization would violate any of the above provi-
sions related to abortions and involuntary steri-
lizations: Provided, That none of the funds 
made available under this Act may be used to 
lobby for or against abortion. 

EXPORT FINANCING TRANSFER AUTHORITIES

SEC. 519. Not to exceed 5 percent of any ap-
propriation other than for administrative ex-
penses made available for fiscal year 2000, for 
programs under title I of this Act may be trans-
ferred between such appropriations for use for 
any of the purposes, programs, and activities for 
which the funds in such receiving account may 
be used, but no such appropriation, except as 
otherwise specifically provided, shall be in-
creased by more than 25 percent by any such 
transfer: Provided, That the exercise of such au-
thority shall be subject to the regular notifica-
tion procedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions.

SPECIAL NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

SEC. 520. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act shall be obligated or expended for Co-
lombia, Haiti, Liberia, Pakistan, Panama, Ser-
bia, Sudan, or the Democratic Republic of 
Congo except as provided through the regular 
notification procedures of the Committees on 
Appropriations.
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DEFINITION OF PROGRAM, PROJECT, AND ACTIVITY

SEC. 521. For the purpose of this Act, ‘‘pro-
gram, project, and activity’’ shall be defined at 
the appropriations Act account level and shall 
include all appropriations and authorizations 
Acts earmarks, ceilings, and limitations with the 
exception that for the following accounts: Eco-
nomic Support Fund and Foreign Military Fi-
nancing Program, ‘‘program, project, and activ-
ity’’ shall also be considered to include country, 
regional, and central program level funding 
within each such account; for the development 
assistance accounts of the Agency for Inter-
national Development ‘‘program, project, and 
activity’’ shall also be considered to include cen-
tral program level funding, either as: (1) justi-
fied to the Congress; or (2) allocated by the exec-
utive branch in accordance with a report, to be 
provided to the Committees on Appropriations 
within 30 days of the enactment of this Act, as 
required by section 653(a) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961. 

CHILD SURVIVAL AND DISEASE PREVENTION
ACTIVITIES

SEC. 522. Up to $10,000,000 of the funds made 
available by this Act for assistance under the 
heading ‘‘Child Survival and Disease Programs 
Fund’’, may be used to reimburse United States 
Government agencies, agencies of State govern-
ments, institutions of higher learning, and pri-
vate and voluntary organizations for the full 
cost of individuals (including for the personal 
services of such individuals) detailed or assigned 
to, or contracted by, as the case may be, the 
Agency for International Development for the 
purpose of carrying out child survival, basic 
education, and infectious disease activities: Pro-
vided, That up to $1,500,000 of the funds made 
available by this Act for assistance under the 
heading ‘‘Development Assistance’’ may be used 
to reimburse such agencies, institutions, and or-
ganizations for such costs of such individuals 
carrying out other development assistance ac-
tivities: Provided further, That funds appro-
priated by this Act that are made available for 
child survival activities or disease programs in-
cluding activities relating to research on, and 
the prevention, treatment and control of, Ac-
quired Immune Deficiency Syndrome may be 
made available notwithstanding any provision 
of law that restricts assistance to foreign coun-
tries: Provided further, That funds appropriated 
under title II of this Act may be made available 
pursuant to section 301 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 if a primary purpose of the as-
sistance is for child survival and related pro-
grams: Provided further, That funds appro-
priated by this Act that are made available for 
family planning activities may be made avail-
able notwithstanding section 512 of this Act and 
section 620(q) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961.

PROHIBITION AGAINST INDIRECT FUNDING TO
CERTAIN COUNTRIES

SEC. 523. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available pursuant to this Act 
shall be obligated to finance indirectly any as-
sistance or reparations to Cuba, Iraq, Libya, 
Iran, Syria, North Korea, or the People’s Re-
public of China, unless the President of the 
United States certifies that the withholding of 
these funds is contrary to the national interest 
of the United States. 

NOTIFICATION ON EXCESS DEFENSE EQUIPMENT
SEC. 524. Prior to providing excess Department 

of Defense articles in accordance with section 
516(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, the 
Department of Defense shall notify the Commit-
tees on Appropriations to the same extent and 
under the same conditions as are other commit-
tees pursuant to subsection (f) of that section: 
Provided, That before issuing a letter of offer to 
sell excess defense articles under the Arms Ex-
port Control Act, the Department of Defense 

shall notify the Committees on Appropriations 
in accordance with the regular notification pro-
cedures of such Committees: Provided further, 
That such Committees shall also be informed of 
the original acquisition cost of such defense ar-
ticles.

AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENT
SEC. 525. Funds appropriated by this Act may 

be obligated and expended notwithstanding sec-
tion 10 of Public Law 91–672 and section 15 of 
the State Department Basic Authorities Act of 
1956.

DEMOCRACY IN CHINA

SEC. 526. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law that restricts assistance to foreign coun-
tries, funds appropriated by this Act for ‘‘Eco-
nomic Support Fund’’ may be made available to 
provide general support and grants for non-
governmental organizations located outside the 
People’s Republic of China that have as their 
primary purpose fostering democracy in that 
country, and for activities of nongovernmental 
organizations located outside the People’s Re-
public of China to foster democracy in that 
country: Provided, That none of the funds made 
available for activities to foster democracy in 
the People’s Republic of China may be made 
available for assistance to the government of 
that country: Provided further, That funds 
made available pursuant to the authority of this 
section shall be subject to the regular notifica-
tion procedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions: Provided further, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of law that restricts assist-
ance to foreign countries, of the funds appro-
priated by this Act under the heading ‘‘Eco-
nomic Support Fund’’, $1,000,000 shall be made 
available to the Robert F. Kennedy Memorial 
Center for Human Rights for a project to dis-
seminate information and support research 
about the People’s Republic of China, and re-
lated activities. 

PROHIBITION ON BILATERAL ASSISTANCE TO
TERRORIST COUNTRIES

SEC. 527. (a) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, funds appropriated for bilateral as-
sistance under any heading of this Act and 
funds appropriated under any such heading in 
a provision of law enacted prior to enactment of 
this Act, shall not be made available to any 
country which the President determines—

(1) grants sanctuary from prosecution to any 
individual or group which has committed an act 
of international terrorism; or 

(2) otherwise supports international terrorism. 
(b) The President may waive the application 

of subsection (a) to a country if the President 
determines that national security or humani-
tarian reasons justify such waiver. The Presi-
dent shall publish each waiver in the Federal 
Register and, at least 15 days before the waiver 
takes effect, shall notify the Committees on Ap-
propriations of the waiver (including the jus-
tification for the waiver) in accordance with the 
regular notification procedures of the Commit-
tees on Appropriations. 

COMMERCIAL LEASING OF DEFENSE ARTICLES

SEC. 528. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, and subject to the regular notification 
procedures of the Committees on Appropriations, 
the authority of section 23(a) of the Arms Export 
Control Act may be used to provide financing to 
Israel, Egypt and NATO and major non-NATO 
allies for the procurement by leasing (including 
leasing with an option to purchase) of defense 
articles from United States commercial suppliers, 
not including Major Defense Equipment (other 
than helicopters and other types of aircraft hav-
ing possible civilian application), if the Presi-
dent determines that there are compelling for-
eign policy or national security reasons for 
those defense articles being provided by commer-
cial lease rather than by government-to-govern-
ment sale under such Act. 

COMPETITIVE INSURANCE

SEC. 529. All Agency for International Devel-
opment contracts and solicitations, and sub-
contracts entered into under such contracts, 
shall include a clause requiring that United 
States insurance companies have a fair oppor-
tunity to bid for insurance when such insurance 
is necessary or appropriate. 

STINGERS IN THE PERSIAN GULF REGION

SEC. 530. Except as provided in section 581 of 
the Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and 
Related Programs Appropriations Act, 1990, the 
United States may not sell or otherwise make 
available any Stingers to any country bordering 
the Persian Gulf under the Arms Export Control 
Act or chapter 2 of part II of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961. 

DEBT-FOR-DEVELOPMENT

SEC. 531. In order to enhance the continued 
participation of nongovernmental organizations 
in economic assistance activities under the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, including endow-
ments, debt-for-development and debt-for-nature 
exchanges, a nongovernmental organization 
which is a grantee or contractor of the Agency 
for International Development may place in in-
terest bearing accounts funds made available 
under this Act or prior Acts or local currencies 
which accrue to that organization as a result of 
economic assistance provided under title II of 
this Act and any interest earned on such invest-
ment shall be used for the purpose for which the 
assistance was provided to that organization. 

SEPARATE ACCOUNTS

SEC. 532. (a) SEPARATE ACCOUNTS FOR LOCAL
CURRENCIES.—(1) If assistance is furnished to 
the government of a foreign country under 
chapters 1 and 10 of part I or chapter 4 of part 
II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 under 
agreements which result in the generation of 
local currencies of that country, the Adminis-
trator of the Agency for International Develop-
ment shall—

(A) require that local currencies be deposited 
in a separate account established by that gov-
ernment;

(B) enter into an agreement with that govern-
ment which sets forth—

(i) the amount of the local currencies to be 
generated; and 

(ii) the terms and conditions under which the 
currencies so deposited may be utilized, con-
sistent with this section; and 

(C) establish by agreement with that govern-
ment the responsibilities of the Agency for Inter-
national Development and that government to 
monitor and account for deposits into and dis-
bursements from the separate account. 

(2) USES OF LOCAL CURRENCIES.—As may be 
agreed upon with the foreign government, local 
currencies deposited in a separate account pur-
suant to subsection (a), or an equivalent 
amount of local currencies, shall be used only—

(A) to carry out chapters 1 or 10 of part I or 
chapter 4 of part II (as the case may be), for 
such purposes as—

(i) project and sector assistance activities; or 
(ii) debt and deficit financing; or 
(B) for the administrative requirements of the 

United States Government. 
(3) PROGRAMMING ACCOUNTABILITY.—The

Agency for International Development shall 
take all necessary steps to ensure that the 
equivalent of the local currencies disbursed pur-
suant to subsection (a)(2)(A) from the separate 
account established pursuant to subsection 
(a)(1) are used for the purposes agreed upon 
pursuant to subsection (a)(2). 

(4) TERMINATION OF ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.—
Upon termination of assistance to a country 
under chapters 1 or 10 of part I or chapter 4 of 
part II (as the case may be), any unencumbered 
balances of funds which remain in a separate 
account established pursuant to subsection (a) 
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shall be disposed of for such purposes as may be 
agreed to by the government of that country 
and the United States Government. 

(5) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—The Adminis-
trator of the Agency for International Develop-
ment shall report on an annual basis as part of 
the justification documents submitted to the 
Committees on Appropriations on the use of 
local currencies for the administrative require-
ments of the United States Government as au-
thorized in subsection (a)(2)(B), and such report 
shall include the amount of local currency (and 
United States dollar equivalent) used and/or to 
be used for such purpose in each applicable 
country.

(b) SEPARATE ACCOUNTS FOR CASH TRANS-
FERS.—(1) If assistance is made available to the 
government of a foreign country, under chapters 
1 or 10 of part I or chapter 4 of part II of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as cash transfer 
assistance or as nonproject sector assistance, 
that country shall be required to maintain such 
funds in a separate account and not commingle 
them with any other funds. 

(2) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS OF
LAW.—Such funds may be obligated and ex-
pended notwithstanding provisions of law 
which are inconsistent with the nature of this 
assistance including provisions which are ref-
erenced in the Joint Explanatory Statement of 
the Committee of Conference accompanying 
House Joint Resolution 648 (H. Report No. 98–
1159).

(3) NOTIFICATION.—At least 15 days prior to 
obligating any such cash transfer or nonproject 
sector assistance, the President shall submit a 
notification through the regular notification 
procedures of the Committees on Appropriations, 
which shall include a detailed description of 
how the funds proposed to be made available 
will be used, with a discussion of the United 
States interests that will be served by the assist-
ance (including, as appropriate, a description of 
the economic policy reforms that will be pro-
moted by such assistance). 

(4) EXEMPTION.—Nonproject sector assistance 
funds may be exempt from the requirements of 
subsection (b)(1) only through the notification 
procedures of the Committees on Appropriations. 
COMPENSATION FOR UNITED STATES EXECUTIVE

DIRECTORS TO INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTI-
TUTIONS

SEC. 533. (a) No funds appropriated by this 
Act may be made as payment to any inter-
national financial institution while the United 
States Executive Director to such institution is 
compensated by the institution at a rate which, 
together with whatever compensation such Di-
rector receives from the United States, is in ex-
cess of the rate provided for an individual occu-
pying a position at level IV of the Executive 
Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, United 
States Code, or while any alternate United 
States Director to such institution is com-
pensated by the institution at a rate in excess of 
the rate provided for an individual occupying a 
position at level V of the Executive Schedule 
under section 5316 of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) For purposes of this section, ‘‘inter-
national financial institutions’’ are: the Inter-
national Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment, the Inter-American Development Bank, 
the Asian Development Bank, the Asian Devel-
opment Fund, the African Development Bank, 
the African Development Fund, the Inter-
national Monetary Fund, the North American 
Development Bank, and the European Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development. 

COMPLIANCE WITH UNITED NATIONS SANCTIONS
AGAINST IRAQ

SEC. 534. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available pursuant to this Act to 
carry out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (in-
cluding title IV of chapter 2 of part I, relating 

to the Overseas Private Investment Corporation) 
or the Arms Export Control Act may be used to 
provide assistance to any country that is not in 
compliance with the United Nations Security 
Council sanctions against Iraq unless the Presi-
dent determines and so certifies to the Congress 
that—

(1) such assistance is in the national interest 
of the United States; 

(2) such assistance will directly benefit the 
needy people in that country; or 

(3) the assistance to be provided will be hu-
manitarian assistance for foreign nationals who 
have fled Iraq and Kuwait. 
AUTHORITIES FOR THE PEACE CORPS, INTER-

NATIONAL FUND FOR AGRICULTURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION AND AFRI-
CAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION

SEC. 535. (a) Unless expressly provided to the 
contrary, provisions of this or any other Act, in-
cluding provisions contained in prior Acts au-
thorizing or making appropriations for foreign 
operations, export financing, and related pro-
grams, shall not be construed to prohibit activi-
ties authorized by or conducted under the Peace 
Corps Act, the Inter-American Foundation Act 
or the African Development Foundation Act. 
The agency shall promptly report to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations whenever it is con-
ducting activities or is proposing to conduct ac-
tivities in a country for which assistance is pro-
hibited.

(b) Unless expressly provided to the contrary, 
limitations on the availability of funds for 
‘‘International Organizations and Programs’’ in 
this or any other Act, including prior appropria-
tions Acts, shall not be construed to be applica-
ble to the International Fund for Agricultural 
Development.

IMPACT ON JOBS IN THE UNITED STATES

SEC. 536. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be obligated or expended to pro-
vide—

(a) any financial incentive to a business en-
terprise currently located in the United States 
for the purpose of inducing such an enterprise 
to relocate outside the United States if such in-
centive or inducement is likely to reduce the 
number of employees of such business enterprise 
in the United States because United States pro-
duction is being replaced by such enterprise out-
side the United States; 

(b) assistance for the purpose of establishing 
or developing in a foreign country any export 
processing zone or designated area in which the 
tax, tariff, labor, environment, and safety laws 
of that country do not apply, in part or in 
whole, to activities carried out within that zone 
or area, unless the President determines and 
certifies that such assistance is not likely to 
cause a loss of jobs within the United States; or 

(c) assistance for any project or activity that 
contributes to the violation of internationally 
recognized workers rights, as defined in section 
502(a)(4) of the Trade Act of 1974, of workers in 
the recipient country, including any designated 
zone or area in that country: Provided, That in 
recognition that the application of this sub-
section should be commensurate with the level 
of development of the recipient country and sec-
tor, the provisions of this subsection shall not 
preclude assistance for the informal sector in 
such country, micro and small-scale enterprise, 
and smallholder agriculture. 

FUNDING PROHIBITION FOR SERBIA

SEC. 537. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be made available for assistance 
for the Republic of Serbia: Provided, That this 
restriction shall not apply to assistance for 
Kosova or Montenegro, or to assistance to pro-
mote democratization. 

SPECIAL AUTHORITIES

SEC. 538. (a) Funds appropriated in titles I 
and II of this Act that are made available for 

Afghanistan, Lebanon, Montenegro, and for 
victims of war, displaced children, displaced 
Burmese, humanitarian assistance for Romania, 
and humanitarian assistance for the peoples of 
Kosova, may be made available notwithstanding 
any other provision of law: Provided, That any 
such funds that are made available for Cam-
bodia shall be subject to the provisions of sec-
tion 531(e) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
and section 906 of the International Security 
and Development Cooperation Act of 1985. 

(b) Funds appropriated by this Act to carry 
out the provisions of sections 103 through 106 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 may be used, 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, for 
the purpose of supporting tropical forestry and 
biodiversity conservation activities and, subject 
to the regular notification procedures of the 
Committees on Appropriations, energy programs 
aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions: 
Provided, That such assistance shall be subject 
to sections 116, 502B, and 620A of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961. 

(c) The Agency for International Development 
may employ personal services contractors, not-
withstanding any other provision of law, for the 
purpose of administering programs for the West 
Bank and Gaza. 

(d)(1) WAIVER.—The President may waive the 
provisions of section 1003 of Public Law 100–204 
if the President determines and certifies in writ-
ing to the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives and the President pro tempore of the Sen-
ate that it is important to the national security 
interests of the United States. 

(2) PERIOD OF APPLICATION OF WAIVER.—Any
waiver pursuant to paragraph (1) shall be effec-
tive for no more than a period of 6 months at a 
time and shall not apply beyond 12 months after 
enactment of this Act. 

POLICY ON TERMINATING THE ARAB LEAGUE
BOYCOTT OF ISRAEL

SEC. 539. It is the sense of the Congress that—
(1) the Arab League countries should imme-

diately and publicly renounce the primary boy-
cott of Israel and the secondary and tertiary 
boycott of American firms that have commercial 
ties with Israel; 

(2) the decision by the Arab League in 1997 to 
reinstate the boycott against Israel was deeply 
troubling and disappointing; 

(3) the Arab League should immediately re-
scind its decision on the boycott and its members 
should develop normal relations with their 
neighbor Israel; and 

(4) the President should—
(A) take more concrete steps to encourage vig-

orously Arab League countries to renounce pub-
licly the primary boycotts of Israel and the sec-
ondary and tertiary boycotts of American firms 
that have commercial relations with Israel as a 
confidence-building measure; 

(B) take into consideration the participation 
of any recipient country in the primary boycott 
of Israel and the secondary and tertiary boy-
cotts of American firms that have commercial re-
lations with Israel when determining whether to 
sell weapons to said country; 

(C) report to Congress on the specific steps 
being taken by the President to bring about a 
public renunciation of the Arab primary boycott 
of Israel and the secondary and tertiary boy-
cotts of American firms that have commercial re-
lations with Israel and to expand the process of 
normalizing ties between Arab League countries 
and Israel; and 

(D) encourage the allies and trading partners 
of the United States to enact laws prohibiting 
businesses from complying with the boycott and 
penalizing businesses that do comply. 

ANTI-NARCOTICS ACTIVITIES

SEC. 540. Of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act for ‘‘Economic 
Support Fund’’, assistance may be provided to 
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strengthen the administration of justice in coun-
tries in Latin America and the Caribbean and in 
other regions consistent with the provisions of 
section 534(b) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, except that programs to enhance protec-
tion of participants in judicial cases may be 
conducted notwithstanding section 660 of that 
Act. Funds made available pursuant to this sec-
tion may be made available notwithstanding 
section 534(c) and the second and third sen-
tences of section 534(e) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961. 

ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE

SEC. 541. (a) ASSISTANCE THROUGH NON-
GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS.—Restrictions
contained in this or any other Act with respect 
to assistance for a country shall not be con-
strued to restrict assistance in support of pro-
grams of nongovernmental organizations from 
funds appropriated by this Act to carry out the 
provisions of chapters 1, 10, and 11 of part I and 
chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, and from funds appropriated under 
the heading ‘‘Assistance for Eastern Europe and 
the Baltic States’’: Provided, That the President 
shall take into consideration, in any case in 
which a restriction on assistance would be ap-
plicable but for this subsection, whether assist-
ance in support of programs of nongovernmental 
organizations is in the national interest of the 
United States: Provided further, That before 
using the authority of this subsection to furnish 
assistance in support of programs of nongovern-
mental organizations, the President shall notify 
the Committees on Appropriations under the 
regular notification procedures of those commit-
tees, including a description of the program to 
be assisted, the assistance to be provided, and 
the reasons for furnishing such assistance: Pro-
vided further, That nothing in this subsection 
shall be construed to alter any existing statu-
tory prohibitions against abortion or involun-
tary sterilizations contained in this or any other 
Act.

(b) PUBLIC LAW 480.—During fiscal year 2000, 
restrictions contained in this or any other Act 
with respect to assistance for a country shall 
not be construed to restrict assistance under the 
Agricultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954: Provided, That none of the funds 
appropriated to carry out title I of such Act and 
made available pursuant to this subsection may 
be obligated or expended except as provided 
through the regular notification procedures of 
the Committees on Appropriations. 

(c) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not 
apply—

(1) with respect to section 620A of the Foreign 
Assistance Act or any comparable provision of 
law prohibiting assistance to countries that sup-
port international terrorism; or 

(2) with respect to section 116 of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961 or any comparable provi-
sion of law prohibiting assistance to countries 
that violate internationally recognized human 
rights.

EARMARKS

SEC. 542. (a) Funds appropriated by this Act 
which are earmarked may be reprogrammed for 
other programs within the same account not-
withstanding the earmark if compliance with 
the earmark is made impossible by operation of 
any provision of this or any other Act or, with 
respect to a country with which the United 
States has an agreement providing the United 
States with base rights or base access in that 
country, if the President determines that the re-
cipient for which funds are earmarked has sig-
nificantly reduced its military or economic co-
operation with the United States since enact-
ment of the Foreign Operations, Export Financ-
ing, and Related Programs Appropriations Act, 
1991; however, before exercising the authority of 
this subsection with regard to a base rights or 

base access country which has significantly re-
duced its military or economic cooperation with 
the United States, the President shall consult 
with, and shall provide a written policy jus-
tification to the Committees on Appropriations: 
Provided, That any such reprogramming shall 
be subject to the regular notification procedures 
of the Committees on Appropriations: Provided 
further, That assistance that is reprogrammed 
pursuant to this subsection shall be made avail-
able under the same terms and conditions as 
originally provided. 

(b) In addition to the authority contained in 
subsection (a), the original period of availability 
of funds appropriated by this Act and adminis-
tered by the Agency for International Develop-
ment that are earmarked for particular pro-
grams or activities by this or any other Act shall 
be extended for an additional fiscal year if the 
Administrator of such agency determines and 
reports promptly to the Committees on Appro-
priations that the termination of assistance to a 
country or a significant change in cir-
cumstances makes it unlikely that such ear-
marked funds can be obligated during the origi-
nal period of availability: Provided, That such 
earmarked funds that are continued available 
for an additional fiscal year shall be obligated 
only for the purpose of such earmark. 

CEILINGS AND EARMARKS

SEC. 543. Ceilings and earmarks contained in 
this Act shall not be applicable to funds or au-
thorities appropriated or otherwise made avail-
able by any subsequent Act unless such Act spe-
cifically so directs. Earmarks or minimum fund-
ing requirements contained in any other Act 
shall not be applicable to funds appropriated by 
this Act. 

PROHIBITION ON PUBLICITY OR PROPAGANDA

SEC. 544. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall be used for publicity or 
propaganda purposes within the United States 
not authorized before the date of the enactment 
of this Act by the Congress: Provided, That not 
to exceed $750,000 may be made available to 
carry out the provisions of section 316 of Public 
Law 96–533. 

PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT AND
PRODUCTS

SEC. 545. (a) To the maximum extent possible, 
assistance provided under this Act should make 
full use of American resources, including com-
modities, products, and services. 

(b) It is the sense of the Congress that, to the 
greatest extent practicable, all agriculture com-
modities, equipment and products purchased 
with funds made available in this Act should be 
American-made.

(c) In providing financial assistance to, or en-
tering into any contract with, any entity using 
funds made available in this Act, the head of 
each Federal agency, to the greatest extent 
practicable, shall provide to such entity a notice 
describing the statement made in subsection (b) 
by the Congress. 

(d) The Secretary of the Treasury shall report 
to Congress annually on the efforts of the heads 
of each Federal agency and the United States 
directors of international financial institutions 
(as referenced in section 514) in complying with 
this sense of Congress. 

PROHIBITION OF PAYMENTS TO UNITED NATIONS
MEMBERS

SEC. 546. None of the funds appropriated or 
made available pursuant to this Act for carrying 
out the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, may be 
used to pay in whole or in part any assessments, 
arrearages, or dues of any member of the United 
Nations or, from funds appropriated by this 
Act to carry out chapter 1 of part I of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, the costs for partici-
pation of another country’s delegation at inter-
national conferences held under the auspices of 
multilateral or international organizations. 

CONSULTING SERVICES

SEC. 547. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting service 
through procurement contract, pursuant to sec-
tion 3109 of title 5, United States Code, shall be 
limited to those contracts where such expendi-
tures are a matter of public record and available 
for public inspection, except where otherwise 
provided under existing law, or under existing 
Executive order pursuant to existing law. 

PRIVATE VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS—
DOCUMENTATION

SEC. 548. None of the funds appropriated or 
made available pursuant to this Act shall be 
available to a private voluntary organization 
which fails to provide upon timely request any 
document, file, or record necessary to the audit-
ing requirements of the Agency for Inter-
national Development. 
PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO FOREIGN GOVERN-

MENTS THAT EXPORT LETHAL MILITARY EQUIP-
MENT TO COUNTRIES SUPPORTING INTER-
NATIONAL TERRORISM

SEC. 549. (a) None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act may be 
available to any foreign government which pro-
vides lethal military equipment to a country the 
government of which the Secretary of State has 
determined is a terrorist government for pur-
poses of section 40(d) of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act. The prohibition under this section with 
respect to a foreign government shall terminate 
12 months after that government ceases to pro-
vide such military equipment. This section ap-
plies with respect to lethal military equipment 
provided under a contract entered into after Oc-
tober 1, 1997. 

(b) Assistance restricted by subsection (a) or 
any other similar provision of law, may be fur-
nished if the President determines that fur-
nishing such assistance is important to the na-
tional interests of the United States. 

(c) Whenever the waiver of subsection (b) is 
exercised, the President shall submit to the ap-
propriate congressional committees a report with 
respect to the furnishing of such assistance. 
Any such report shall include a detailed expla-
nation of the assistance to be provided, includ-
ing the estimated dollar amount of such assist-
ance, and an explanation of how the assistance 
furthers United States national interests. 
WITHHOLDING OF ASSISTANCE FOR PARKING FINES

OWED BY FOREIGN COUNTRIES

SEC. 550. (a) IN GENERAL.—Of the funds made 
available for a foreign country under part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, an amount 
equivalent to 110 percent of the total unpaid 
fully adjudicated parking fines and penalties 
owed to the District of Columbia by such coun-
try as of the date of the enactment of this Act 
shall be withheld from obligation for such coun-
try until the Secretary of State certifies and re-
ports in writing to the appropriate congressional 
committees that such fines and penalties are 
fully paid to the government of the District of 
Columbia.

(b) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section, 
the term ‘‘appropriate congressional commit-
tees’’ means the Committee on Foreign Relations 
and the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate and the Committee on International Re-
lations and the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives. 
LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR THE PLO FOR THE

WEST BANK AND GAZA

SEC. 551. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be obligated for assistance for the 
Palestine Liberation Organization for the West 
Bank and Gaza unless the President has exer-
cised the authority under section 604(a) of the 
Middle East Peace Facilitation Act of 1995 (title 
VI of Public Law 104–107) or any other legisla-
tion to suspend or make inapplicable section 307 
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of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and that 
suspension is still in effect: Provided, That if 
the President fails to make the certification 
under section 604(b)(2) of the Middle East Peace 
Facilitation Act of 1995 or to suspend the prohi-
bition under other legislation, funds appro-
priated by this Act may not be obligated for as-
sistance for the Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion for the West Bank and Gaza. 

WAR CRIMES TRIBUNALS DRAWDOWN
SEC. 552. If the President determines that 

doing so will contribute to a just resolution of 
charges regarding genocide or other violations 
of international humanitarian law, the Presi-
dent may direct a drawdown pursuant to sec-
tion 552(c) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 
as amended, of up to $30,000,000 of commodities 
and services for the United Nations War Crimes 
Tribunal established with regard to the former 
Yugoslavia by the United Nations Security 
Council or such other tribunals or commissions 
as the Council may establish to deal with such 
violations, without regard to the ceiling limita-
tion contained in paragraph (2) thereof: Pro-
vided, That the determination required under 
this section shall be in lieu of any determina-
tions otherwise required under section 552(c): 
Provided further, That 60 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, and every 180 days 
thereafter, the Secretary of State shall submit a 
report to the Committees on Appropriations de-
scribing the steps the United States Government 
is taking to collect information regarding allega-
tions of genocide or other violations of inter-
national law in the former Yugoslavia and to 
furnish that information to the United Nations 
War Crimes Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia: 
Provided further, That the drawdown made 
under this section for any tribunal shall not be 
construed as an endorsement or precedent for 
the establishment of any standing or permanent 
international criminal tribunal or court: Pro-
vided further, That funds made available for tri-
bunals other than Yugoslavia or Rwanda shall 
be made available subject to the regular notifi-
cation procedures of the Committees on Appro-
priations.

LANDMINES
SEC. 553. Notwithstanding any other provision 

of law, demining equipment available to the 
Agency for International Development and the 
Department of State and used in support of the 
clearance of landmines and unexploded ord-
nance for humanitarian purposes may be dis-
posed of on a grant basis in foreign countries, 
subject to such terms and conditions as the 
President may prescribe: Provided, That section 
1365(c) of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 1993 (Public Law 102–484; 22 
U.S.C., 2778 note) is amended by striking out 
‘‘During the five-year period beginning on Octo-
ber 23, 1992’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Dur-
ing the eleven-year period beginning on October 
23, 1992’’. 

RESTRICTIONS CONCERNING THE PALESTINIAN
AUTHORITY

SEC. 554. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act may be obligated or expended to create 
in any part of Jerusalem a new office of any de-
partment or agency of the United States Govern-
ment for the purpose of conducting official 
United States Government business with the 
Palestinian Authority over Gaza and Jericho or 
any successor Palestinian governing entity pro-
vided for in the Israel-PLO Declaration of Prin-
ciples: Provided, That this restriction shall not 
apply to the acquisition of additional space for 
the existing Consulate General in Jerusalem: 
Provided further, That meetings between offi-
cers and employees of the United States and of-
ficials of the Palestinian Authority, or any suc-
cessor Palestinian governing entity provided for 
in the Israel-PLO Declaration of Principles, for 
the purpose of conducting official United States 

Government business with such authority 
should continue to take place in locations other 
than Jerusalem. As has been true in the past, of-
ficers and employees of the United States Gov-
ernment may continue to meet in Jerusalem on 
other subjects with Palestinians (including 
those who now occupy positions in the Pales-
tinian Authority), have social contacts, and 
have incidental discussions. 
PROHIBITION OF PAYMENT OF CERTAIN EXPENSES

SEC. 555. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act under the 
heading ‘‘International Military Education and 
Training’’ or ‘‘Foreign Military Financing Pro-
gram’’ for Informational Program activities may 
be obligated or expended to pay for—

(1) alcoholic beverages; 
(2) food (other than food provided at a mili-

tary installation) not provided in conjunction 
with Informational Program trips where stu-
dents do not stay at a military installation; or 

(3) entertainment expenses for activities that 
are substantially of a recreational character, in-
cluding entrance fees at sporting events and 
amusement parks. 

COMPETITIVE PRICING FOR SALES OF DEFENSE
ARTICLES

SEC. 556. Direct costs associated with meeting 
a foreign customer’s additional or unique re-
quirements will continue to be allowable under 
contracts under section 22(d) of the Arms Export 
Control Act. Loadings applicable to such direct 
costs shall be permitted at the same rates appli-
cable to procurement of like items purchased by 
the Department of Defense for its own use. 

SPECIAL DEBT RELIEF FOR THE POOREST

SEC. 557. (a) AUTHORITY TO REDUCE DEBT.—
The President may reduce amounts owed to the 
United States (or any agency of the United 
States) by an eligible country as a result of—

(1) guarantees issued under sections 221 and 
222 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961; 

(2) credits extended or guarantees issued 
under the Arms Export Control Act; or 

(3) any obligation or portion of such obliga-
tion for a Latin American country, to pay for 
purchases of United States agricultural com-
modities guaranteed by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation under export credit guarantee pro-
grams authorized pursuant to section 5(f) of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation Charter Act of 
June 29, 1948, as amended, section 4(b) of the 
Food for Peace Act of 1966, as amended (Public 
Law 89–808), or section 202 of the Agricultural 
Trade Act of 1978, as amended (Public Law 95–
501).

(b) LIMITATIONS.—
(1) The authority provided by subsection (a) 

may be exercised only to implement multilateral 
official debt relief ad referendum agreements, 
commonly referred to as ‘‘Paris Club Agreed 
Minutes’’.

(2) The authority provided by subsection (a) 
may be exercised only in such amounts or to 
such extent as is provided in advance by appro-
priations Acts. 

(3) The authority provided by subsection (a) 
may be exercised only with respect to countries 
with heavy debt burdens that are eligible to bor-
row from the International Development Asso-
ciation, but not from the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development, commonly re-
ferred to as ‘‘IDA-only’’ countries. 

(c) CONDITIONS.—The authority provided by 
subsection (a) may be exercised only with re-
spect to a country whose government—

(1) does not have an excessive level of military 
expenditures;

(2) has not repeatedly provided support for 
acts of international terrorism; 

(3) is not failing to cooperate on international 
narcotics control matters; 

(4) (including its military or other security 
forces) does not engage in a consistent pattern 

of gross violations of internationally recognized 
human rights; and 

(5) is not ineligible for assistance because of 
the application of section 527 of the Foreign Re-
lations Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 
1995.

(d) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—The authority 
provided by subsection (a) may be used only 
with regard to funds appropriated by this Act 
under the heading ‘‘Debt Restructuring’’. 

(e) CERTAIN PROHIBITIONS INAPPLICABLE.—A
reduction of debt pursuant to subsection (a) 
shall not be considered assistance for purposes 
of any provision of law limiting assistance to a 
country. The authority provided by subsection 
(a) may be exercised notwithstanding section 
620(r) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 

AUTHORITY TO ENGAGE IN DEBT BUYBACKS OR
SALES

SEC. 558. (a) LOANS ELIGIBLE FOR SALE, RE-
DUCTION, OR CANCELLATION.—

(1) AUTHORITY TO SELL, REDUCE, OR CANCEL
CERTAIN LOANS.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the President may, in accord-
ance with this section, sell to any eligible pur-
chaser any concessional loan or portion thereof 
made before January 1, 1995, pursuant to the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, to the govern-
ment of any eligible country as defined in sec-
tion 702(6) of that Act or on receipt of payment 
from an eligible purchaser, reduce or cancel 
such loan or portion thereof, only for the pur-
pose of facilitating—

(A) debt-for-equity swaps, debt-for-develop-
ment swaps, or debt-for-nature swaps; or 

(B) a debt buyback by an eligible country of 
its own qualified debt, only if the eligible coun-
try uses an additional amount of the local cur-
rency of the eligible country, equal to not less 
than 40 percent of the price paid for such debt 
by such eligible country, or the difference be-
tween the price paid for such debt and the face 
value of such debt, to support activities that 
link conservation and sustainable use of natural 
resources with local community development, 
and child survival and other child development, 
in a manner consistent with sections 707 
through 710 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, if the sale, reduction, or cancellation 
would not contravene any term or condition of 
any prior agreement relating to such loan. 

(2) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the President shall, 
in accordance with this section, establish the 
terms and conditions under which loans may be 
sold, reduced, or canceled pursuant to this sec-
tion.

(3) ADMINISTRATION.—The Facility, as defined 
in section 702(8) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, shall notify the administrator of the agen-
cy primarily responsible for administering part I 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 of pur-
chasers that the President has determined to be 
eligible, and shall direct such agency to carry 
out the sale, reduction, or cancellation of a loan 
pursuant to this section. Such agency shall 
make an adjustment in its accounts to reflect 
the sale, reduction, or cancellation. 

(4) LIMITATION.—The authorities of this sub-
section shall be available only to the extent that 
appropriations for the cost of the modification, 
as defined in section 502 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, are made in advance. 

(b) DEPOSIT OF PROCEEDS.—The proceeds from 
the sale, reduction, or cancellation of any loan 
sold, reduced, or canceled pursuant to this sec-
tion shall be deposited in the United States Gov-
ernment account or accounts established for the 
repayment of such loan. 

(c) ELIGIBLE PURCHASERS.—A loan may be 
sold pursuant to subsection (a)(1)(A) only to a 
purchaser who presents plans satisfactory to the 
President for using the loan for the purpose of 
engaging in debt-for-equity swaps, debt-for-de-
velopment swaps, or debt-for-nature swaps. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:22 May 26, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00178 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 6333 E:\BR99\H27SE9.004 H27SE9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 22885September 27, 1999
(d) DEBTOR CONSULTATIONS.—Before the sale 

to any eligible purchaser, or any reduction or 
cancellation pursuant to this section, of any 
loan made to an eligible country, the President 
should consult with the country concerning the 
amount of loans to be sold, reduced, or canceled 
and their uses for debt-for-equity swaps, debt-
for-development swaps, or debt-for-nature 
swaps.

(e) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—The authority 
provided by subsection (a) may be used only 
with regard to funds appropriated by this Act 
under the heading ‘‘Debt Restructuring’’. 

ASSISTANCE FOR HAITI

SEC. 559. (a) POLICY.—In providing assistance 
to Haiti, the President should place a priority 
on the following areas: 

(1) aggressive action to support the Haitian 
National Police, including support for efforts by 
the Inspector General to purge corrupt and po-
liticized elements from the Haitian National Po-
lice;

(2) steps to ensure that any elections under-
taken in Haiti with United States assistance are 
full, free, fair, transparent, and democratic; 

(3) support for a program designed to develop 
an indigenous human rights monitoring capac-
ity;

(4) steps to facilitate the continued privatiza-
tion of state-owned enterprises; 

(5) a sustainable agricultural development 
program; and 

(6) establishment of an economic development 
fund for Haiti to provide long-term, low interest 
loans to United States investors and businesses 
that have a demonstrated commitment to, and 
expertise in, doing business in Haiti, in par-
ticular those businesses present in Haiti prior to 
the 1994 United Nations embargo. 

(b) REPORT.—Beginning 6 months after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, and 6 months 
thereafter until September 30, 2001, the Presi-
dent shall submit a report to the Committee on 
Appropriations and the Committee on Foreign 
Relations of the Senate and the Committee on 
Appropriations and the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Representa-
tives with regard to—

(1) the status of each of the governmental in-
stitutions envisioned in the 1987 Haitian Con-
stitution, including an assessment of the extent 
to which officials in such institutions hold their 
positions on the basis of a regular, constitu-
tional process; 

(2) the status of the privatization (or place-
ment under long-term private management or 
concession) of the major public entities, includ-
ing a detailed assessment of the extent to which 
the Government of Haiti has completed all re-
quired incorporating documents, the transfer of 
assets, and the eviction of unauthorized occu-
pants from such facilities; 

(3) the status of efforts to re-sign and imple-
ment the lapsed bilateral Repatriation Agree-
ment and an assessment of the extent to which 
the Government of Haiti has been cooperating 
with the United States in halting illegal emigra-
tion from Haiti; 

(4) the status of the Government of Haiti’s ef-
forts to conduct thorough investigations of 
extrajudicial and political killings and—

(A) an assessment of the progress that has 
been made in bringing to justice the persons re-
sponsible for these extrajudicial or political 
killings in Haiti; and 

(B) an assessment of the extent to which the 
Government of Haiti is cooperating with United 
States authorities and with United States-fund-
ed technical advisors to the Haitian National 
Police in such investigations; 

(5) an assessment of actions taken by the Gov-
ernment of Haiti to remove and maintain the 
separation from the Haitian National Police, 
national palace and residential guard, ministe-

rial guard, and any other public security entity 
or unit of Haiti those individuals who are 
credibly alleged to have engaged in or conspired 
to conceal gross violations of internationally 
recognized human rights; 

(6) the status of steps being taken to secure 
the ratification of the maritime counter-nar-
cotics agreements signed October 1997; 

(7) an assessment of the extent to which do-
mestic capacity to conduct free, fair, democratic, 
and administratively sound elections has been 
developed in Haiti; and 

(8) an assessment of the extent to which Hai-
ti’s Minister of Justice has demonstrated a com-
mitment to the professionalism of judicial per-
sonnel by consistently placing students grad-
uated by the Judicial School in appropriate ju-
dicial positions and has made a commitment to 
share program costs associated with the Judicial 
School, and is achieving progress in making the 
judicial branch in Haiti independent from the 
executive branch. 

(c) EQUITABLE ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—Not
more than 17 percent of the funds appropriated 
by this Act to carry out the provisions of sec-
tions 103 through 106 and chapter 4 of part II of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, that are 
made available for Latin America and the Car-
ibbean region may be made available, through 
bilateral and Latin America and the Caribbean 
regional programs, to provide assistance for any 
country in such region. 

REQUIREMENT FOR DISCLOSURE OF FOREIGN AID
IN REPORT OF SECRETARY OF STATE

SEC. 560. (a) FOREIGN AID REPORTING RE-
QUIREMENT.—In addition to the voting practices 
of a foreign country, the report required to be 
submitted to Congress under section 406(a) of 
the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, fiscal 
years 1990 and 1991 (22 U.S.C. 2414a), shall in-
clude a side-by-side comparison of individual 
countries’ overall support for the United States 
at the United Nations and the amount of United 
States assistance provided to such country in 
fiscal year 1999. 

(b) UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE.—For purposes 
of this section, the term ‘‘United States assist-
ance’’ has the meaning given the term in section 
481(e)(4) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
(22 U.S.C. 2291(e)(4)). 
RESTRICTIONS ON VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS TO

UNITED NATIONS AGENCIES

SEC. 561. (a) PROHIBITION ON VOLUNTARY
CONTRIBUTIONS FOR THE UNITED NATIONS.—
None of the funds appropriated by this Act may 
be made available to pay any voluntary con-
tribution of the United States to the United Na-
tions (including the United Nations Develop-
ment Program) if the United Nations implements 
or imposes any taxation on any United States 
persons.

(b) CERTIFICATION REQUIRED FOR DISBURSE-
MENT OF FUNDS.—None of the funds appro-
priated by this Act may be made available to 
pay any voluntary contribution of the United 
States to the United Nations (including the 
United Nations Development Program) unless 
the President certifies to the Congress 15 days in 
advance of such payment that the United Na-
tions is not engaged in any effort to implement 
or impose any taxation on United States persons 
in order to raise revenue for the United Nations 
or any of its specialized agencies. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section the 
term ‘‘United States person’’ refers to—

(1) a natural person who is a citizen or na-
tional of the United States; or 

(2) a corporation, partnership, or other legal 
entity organized under the United States or any 
State, territory, possession, or district of the 
United States. 

HAITI

SEC. 562. The Government of Haiti shall be eli-
gible to purchase defense articles and services 

under the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 
2751 et seq.), for the civilian-led Haitian Na-
tional Police and Coast Guard: Provided, That 
the authority provided by this section shall be 
subject to the regular notification procedures of 
the Committees on Appropriations. 
LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO THE PALESTINIAN

AUTHORITY

SEC. 563. (a) PROHIBITION OF FUNDS.—None of 
the funds appropriated by this Act to carry out 
the provisions of chapter 4 of part II of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 may be obligated or 
expended with respect to providing funds to the 
Palestinian Authority. 

(b) WAIVER.—The prohibition included in sub-
section (a) shall not apply if the President cer-
tifies in writing to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives and the President pro tempore 
of the Senate that waiving such prohibition is 
important to the national security interests of 
the United States. 

(c) PERIOD OF APPLICATION OF WAIVER.—Any
waiver pursuant to subsection (b) shall be effec-
tive for no more than a period of 6 months at a 
time and shall not apply beyond 12 months after 
the enactment of this Act. 
LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO SECURITY FORCES

SEC. 564. None of the funds made available by 
this Act may be provided to any unit of the se-
curity forces of a foreign country if the Sec-
retary of State has credible evidence that such 
unit has committed gross violations of human 
rights, unless the Secretary determines and re-
ports to the Committees on Appropriations that 
the government of such country is taking effec-
tive measures to bring the responsible members 
of the security forces unit to justice: Provided, 
That nothing in this section shall be construed 
to withhold funds made available by this Act 
from any unit of the security forces of a foreign 
country not credibly alleged to be involved in 
gross violations of human rights: Provided fur-
ther, That in the event that funds are withheld 
from any unit pursuant to this section, the Sec-
retary of State shall promptly inform the foreign 
government of the basis for such action and 
shall, to the maximum extent practicable, assist 
the foreign government in taking effective meas-
ures to bring the responsible members of the se-
curity forces to justice. 

LIMITATIONS ON TRANSFER OF MILITARY
EQUIPMENT TO EAST TIMOR

SEC. 565. In any agreement for the sale, trans-
fer, or licensing of any lethal equipment or heli-
copter for Indonesia entered into by the United 
States pursuant to the authority of this Act or 
any other Act, the agreement shall state that 
the items will not be used in East Timor. 
RESTRICTIONS ON ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES PRO-

VIDING SANCTUARY TO INDICTED WAR CRIMI-
NALS

SEC. 566. (a) BILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—None of 
the funds made available by this or any prior 
Act making appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing and related programs, 
may be provided for any country, entity or mu-
nicipality described in subsection (e). 

(b) MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE.—
(1) PROHIBITION.—The Secretary of the Treas-

ury shall instruct the United States executive 
directors of the international financial institu-
tions to work in opposition to, and vote against, 
any extension by such institutions of any finan-
cial or technical assistance or grants of any 
kind to any country or entity described in sub-
section (e). 

(2) NOTIFICATION.—Not less than 15 days be-
fore any vote in an international financial insti-
tution regarding the extension of financial or 
technical assistance or grants to any country or 
entity described in subsection (e), the Secretary 
of the Treasury, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of State, shall provide to the Committee 
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on Appropriations and the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate and the Committee 
on Appropriations and the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services of the House of Rep-
resentatives a written justification for the pro-
posed assistance, including an explanation of 
the United States position regarding any such 
vote, as well as a description of the location of 
the proposed assistance by municipality, its pur-
pose, and its intended beneficiaries. 

(3) DEFINITION.—The term ‘‘international fi-
nancial institution’’ includes the International 
Monetary Fund, the International Bank for Re-
construction and Development, the Inter-
national Development Association, the Inter-
national Finance Corporation, the Multilateral 
Investment Guaranty Agency, and the Euro-
pean Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment.

(c) EXCEPTIONS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

subsections (a) and (b) shall not apply to the 
provision of—

(A) humanitarian assistance; 
(B) democratization assistance; 
(C) assistance for cross border physical infra-

structure projects involving activities in both a 
sanctioned country, entity, or municipality and 
a nonsanctioned contiguous country, entity, or 
municipality, if the project is primarily located 
in and primarily benefits the nonsanctioned 
country, entity, or municipality and if the por-
tion of the project located in the sanctioned 
country, entity, or municipality is necessary 
only to complete the project; 

(D) small-scale assistance projects or activities 
requested by United States Armed Forces that 
promote good relations between such forces and 
the officials and citizens of the areas in the 
United States SFOR sector of Bosnia; 

(E) implementation of the Brcko Arbitral Deci-
sion;

(F) lending by the international financial in-
stitutions to a country or entity to support com-
mon monetary and fiscal policies at the national 
level as contemplated by the Dayton Agreement; 

(G) direct lending to a non-sanctioned entity, 
or lending passed on by the national govern-
ment to a non-sanctioned entity; or 

(H) assistance to the International Police 
Task Force for the training of a civilian police 
force.

(2) NOTIFICATION.—Every 60 days the Sec-
retary of State, in consultation with the Admin-
istrator of the Agency for International Devel-
opment, shall publish in the Federal Register 
and/or in a comparable publicly accessible docu-
ment or Internet site, a listing and justification 
of any assistance that is obligated within that 
period of time for any country, entity, or mu-
nicipality described in subsection (e), including 
a description of the purpose of the assistance, 
project and its location, by municipality. 

(d) FURTHER LIMITATIONS.—Notwithstanding
subsection (c)—

(1) no assistance may be made available by 
this Act, or any prior Act making appropria-
tions for foreign operations, export financing 
and related programs, in any country, entity, or 
municipality described in subsection (e), for a 
program, project, or activity in which a publicly 
indicted war criminal is known to have any fi-
nancial or material interest; and 

(2) no assistance (other than emergency foods 
or medical assistance or demining assistance) 
may be made available by this Act, or any prior 
Act making appropriations for foreign oper-
ations, export financing and related programs 
for any program, project, or activity in a com-
munity within any country, entity or munici-
pality described in subsection (e) if competent 
authorities within that community are not com-
plying with the provisions of Article IX and 
Annex 4, Article II, paragraph 8 of the Dayton 

Agreement relating to war crimes and the Tri-
bunal.

(e) SANCTIONED COUNTRY, ENTITY, OR MUNICI-
PALITY.—A sanctioned country, entity, or mu-
nicipality described in this section is one whose 
competent authorities have failed, as determined 
by the Secretary of State, to take necessary and 
significant steps to apprehend and transfer to 
the Tribunal all persons who have been publicly 
indicted by the Tribunal. 

(f) SPECIAL RULE.—Subject to subsection (d), 
subsections (a) and (b) shall not apply to the 
provision of assistance to an entity that is not 
a sanctioned entity, notwithstanding that such 
entity may be within a sanctioned country, if 
the Secretary of State determines and so reports 
to the appropriate congressional committees that 
providing assistance to that entity would pro-
mote peace and internationally recognized 
human rights by encouraging that entity to co-
operate fully with the Tribunal. 

(g) CURRENT RECORD OF WAR CRIMINALS AND
SANCTIONED COUNTRIES, ENTITIES, AND MUNICI-
PALITIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State shall 
establish and maintain a current record of the 
location, including the municipality, if known, 
of publicly indicted war criminals and a current 
record of sanctioned countries, entities, and mu-
nicipalities.

(2) INFORMATION OF THE DCI AND THE SEC-
RETARY OF DEFENSE.—The Director of Central 
Intelligence and the Secretary of Defense should 
collect and provide to the Secretary of State in-
formation concerning the location, including the 
municipality, of publicly indicted war criminals. 

(3) INFORMATION OF THE TRIBUNAL.—The Sec-
retary of State shall request that the Tribunal 
and other international organizations and gov-
ernments provide the Secretary of State informa-
tion concerning the location, including the mu-
nicipality, of publicly indicted war criminals 
and concerning country, entity and munici-
pality authorities known to have obstructed the 
work of the Tribunal. 

(4) REPORT.—Beginning 30 days after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, and not later than 
September 1 each year thereafter, the Secretary 
of State shall submit a report in classified and 
unclassified form to the appropriate congres-
sional committees on the location, including the 
municipality, if known, of publicly indicted war 
criminals, on country, entity and municipality 
authorities known to have obstructed the work 
of the Tribunal, and on sanctioned countries, 
entities, and municipalities. 

(5) INFORMATION TO CONGRESS.—Upon the re-
quest of the chairman or ranking minority mem-
ber of any of the appropriate congressional com-
mittees, the Secretary of State shall make avail-
able to that committee the information recorded 
under paragraph (1) in a report submitted to the 
committee in classified and unclassified form. 

(h) WAIVER.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State may 

waive the application of subsection (a) or sub-
section (b) with respect to specified bilateral 
programs or international financial institution 
projects or programs in a sanctioned country, 
entity, or municipality upon providing a written 
determination to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the Committee on Foreign Relations of 
the Senate and the Committee on Appropria-
tions and the Committee on International Rela-
tions of the House of Representatives that such 
assistance directly supports the implementation 
of the Dayton Agreement and its Annexes, 
which include the obligation to apprehend and 
transfer indicted war criminals to the Tribunal. 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 15 days after the 
date of any written determination under para-
graph (1) the Secretary of State shall submit a 
report to the Committee on Appropriations and 
the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-

ate and the Committee on Appropriations and 
the Committee on International Relations of the 
House of Representatives regarding the status of 
efforts to secure the voluntary surrender or ap-
prehension and transfer of persons indicted by 
the Tribunal, in accordance with the Dayton 
Agreement, and outlining obstacles to achieving 
this goal. 

(3) ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS AF-
FECTED.—Any waiver made pursuant to this 
subsection shall be effective only with respect to 
a specified bilateral program or multilateral as-
sistance project or program identified in the de-
termination of the Secretary of State to Con-
gress.

(i) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS.—The sanc-
tions imposed pursuant to subsections (a) and 
(b) with respect to a country or entity shall 
cease to apply only if the Secretary of State de-
termines and certifies to Congress that the au-
thorities of that country, entity, or municipality 
have apprehended and transferred to the Tri-
bunal all persons who have been publicly in-
dicted by the Tribunal. 

(j) DEFINITIONS.—As used in this section—
(1) COUNTRY.—The term ‘‘country’’ means 

Bosnia-Herzegovina, Croatia, and Serbia. 
(2) ENTITY.—The term ‘‘entity’’ refers to the 

Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Kosova, 
Montenegro, and the Republika Srpska. 

(3) DAYTON AGREEMENT.—The term ‘‘Dayton 
Agreement’’ means the General Framework 
Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, together with annexes relating 
thereto, done at Dayton, November 10 through 
16, 1995. 

(4) TRIBUNAL.—The term ‘‘Tribunal’’ means 
the International Criminal Tribunal for the 
Former Yugoslavia. 

(k) ROLE OF HUMAN RIGHTS ORGANIZATIONS
AND GOVERNMENT AGENCIES.—In carrying out 
this section, the Secretary of State, the Adminis-
trator of the Agency for International Develop-
ment, and the executive directors of the inter-
national financial institutions shall consult 
with representatives of human rights organiza-
tions and all government agencies with relevant 
information to help prevent publicly indicted 
war criminals from benefiting from any finan-
cial or technical assistance or grants provided to 
any country or entity described in subsection 
(e).
TO PROHIBIT FOREIGN ASSISTANCE TO THE GOV-

ERNMENT OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION SHOULD
IT ENACT LAWS WHICH WOULD DISCRIMINATE
AGAINST MINORITY RELIGIOUS FAITHS IN THE
RUSSIAN FEDERATION

SEC. 567. None of the funds appropriated 
under this Act may be made available for the 
Government of the Russian Federation, after 180 
days from the date of the enactment of this Act, 
unless the President determines and certifies in 
writing to the Committees on Appropriations 
and the Committee on Foreign Relations of the 
Senate that the Government of the Russian Fed-
eration has implemented no statute, executive 
order, regulation or similar government action 
that would discriminate, or would have as its 
principal effect discrimination, against religious 
groups or religious communities in the Russian 
Federation in violation of accepted inter-
national agreements on human rights and reli-
gious freedoms to which the Russian Federation 
is a party. 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS

SEC. 568. (a) Funds made available in this Act 
to support programs or activities the primary 
purpose of which is promoting or assisting coun-
try participation in the Kyoto Protocol to the 
Framework Convention on Climate Change 
(FCCC) shall only be made available subject to 
the regular notification procedures of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations. 
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(b) The President shall provide a detailed ac-

count of all Federal agency obligations and ex-
penditures for climate change programs and ac-
tivities, domestic and international obligations 
for such activities in fiscal year 2000, and any 
plan for programs thereafter related to the im-
plementation or the furtherance of protocols 
pursuant to, or related to negotiations to amend 
the FCCC in conjunction with the President’s 
submission of the Budget of the United States 
Government for Fiscal Year 2001: Provided, 
That such report shall include an accounting of 
expenditures by agency with each agency iden-
tifying climate change activities and associated 
costs by line item as presented in the President’s 
Budget Appendix: Provided further, That such 
report shall identify with regard to the Agency 
for International Development, obligations and 
expenditures by country or central program and 
activity.

EXCESS DEFENSE ARTICLES FOR CERTAIN
EUROPEAN COUNTRIES

SEC. 569. Section 105 of Public Law 104–164 
(110 Stat. 1427) is amended by striking ‘‘1996 and 
1997’’ and inserting ‘‘1999 and 2000’’. 

AID TO THE GOVERNMENT OF THE DEMOCRATIC
REPUBLIC OF CONGO

SEC. 570. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act may be 
provided to the Central Government of the 
Democratic Republic of Congo. 

ASSISTANCE FOR THE MIDDLE EAST
SEC. 571. Of the funds appropriated by this 

Act under the headings ‘‘Economic Support 
Fund’’, ‘‘Foreign Military Financing Program’’, 
‘‘International Military Education and Train-
ing’’, ‘‘Peacekeeping Operations’’, for refugees 
resettling in Israel under the heading ‘‘Migra-
tion and Refugee Assistance’’, and for assist-
ance for Israel to carry out provisions of chapter 
8 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 
under the heading ‘‘Nonproliferation, Anti-Ter-
rorism, Demining and Related Programs’’, not 
more than a total of $5,321,150,000 may be made 
available for Israel, Egypt, Jordan, Lebanon, 
the West Bank and Gaza, the Israel-Lebanon 
Monitoring Group, the Multinational Force and 
Observers, the Middle East Regional Democracy 
Fund, Middle East Regional Cooperation, and 
Middle East Multilateral Working Groups: Pro-
vided, That any funds that were appropriated 
under such headings in prior fiscal years and 
that were at the time of the enactment of this 
Act obligated or allocated for other recipients 
may not during fiscal year 2000 be made avail-
able for activities that, if funded under this Act, 
would be required to count against this ceiling: 
Provided further, That funds may be made 
available notwithstanding the requirements of 
this section if the President determines and cer-
tifies to the Committees on Appropriations that 
it is important to the national security interest 
of the United States to do so and any such addi-
tional funds shall only be provided through the 
regular notification procedures of the Commit-
tees on Appropriations. 

ENTERPRISE FUND RESTRICTIONS
SEC. 572. Prior to the distribution of any as-

sets resulting from any liquidation, dissolution, 
or winding up of an Enterprise Fund, in whole 
or in part, the President shall submit to the 
Committees on Appropriations, in accordance 
with the regular notification procedures of the 
Committees on Appropriations, a plan for the 
distribution of the assets of the Enterprise 
Fund.

CAMBODIA
SEC. 573. (a) The Secretary of the Treasury 

should instruct the United States executive di-
rectors of the international financial institu-
tions to use the voice and vote of the United 
States to oppose loans to the Central Govern-
ment of Cambodia, except loans to support basic 
human needs. 

(b) None of the funds appropriated by this Act 
may be made available for assistance for the 
Central Government of Cambodia. 

CUSTOMS ASSISTANCE

SEC. 574. Section 660(b) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 is amended by—

(1) striking the period at the end of paragraph 
(6) and in lieu thereof inserting a semicolon; 
and

(2) adding the following new paragraph: 
‘‘(7) with respect to assistance provided to 

customs authorities and personnel, including 
training, technical assistance and equipment, 
for customs law enforcement and the improve-
ment of customs laws, systems and procedures.’’. 

FOREIGN MILITARY TRAINING REPORT

SEC. 575. (a) The Secretary of Defense and the 
Secretary of State shall jointly provide to the 
Congress by March 1, 2000, a report on all mili-
tary training provided to foreign military per-
sonnel (excluding sales, and excluding training 
provided to the military personnel of countries 
belonging to the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation) under programs administered by the De-
partment of Defense and the Department of 
State during fiscal years 1999 and 2000, includ-
ing those proposed for fiscal year 2000. This re-
port shall include, for each such military train-
ing activity, the foreign policy justification and 
purpose for the training activity, the cost of the 
training activity, the number of foreign students 
trained and their units of operation, and the lo-
cation of the training. In addition, this report 
shall also include, with respect to United States 
personnel, the operational benefits to United 
States forces derived from each such training 
activity and the United States military units in-
volved in each such training activity. This re-
port may include a classified annex if deemed 
necessary and appropriate. 

(b) For purposes of this section a report to 
Congress shall be deemed to mean a report to 
the Appropriations and Foreign Relations Com-
mittees of the Senate and the Appropriations 
and International Relations Committees of the 
House of Representatives. 

KOREAN PENINSULA ENERGY DEVELOPMENT
ORGANIZATION

SEC. 576. (a) Of the funds made available 
under the heading ‘‘Nonproliferation, Anti-ter-
rorism, Demining and Related Programs’’, not to 
exceed $35,000,000 may be made available for the 
Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organi-
zation (hereafter referred to in this section as 
‘‘KEDO’’), notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, only for the administrative expenses and 
heavy fuel oil costs associated with the Agreed 
Framework.

(b) Of the funds made available for KEDO, up 
to $15,000,000 may be made available prior to 
June 1, 2000, if, 30 days prior to such obligation 
of funds, the President certifies and so reports 
to Congress that—

(1) the parties to the Agreed Framework have 
taken and continue to take demonstrable steps 
to implement the Joint Declaration on 
Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula in 
which the Government of North Korea has com-
mitted not to test, manufacture, produce, re-
ceive, possess, store, deploy, or use nuclear 
weapons, and not to possess nuclear reprocess-
ing or uranium enrichment facilities; 

(2) the parties to the Agreed Framework have 
taken and continue to take demonstrable steps 
to pursue the North-South dialogue; 

(3) North Korea is complying with all provi-
sions of the Agreed Framework; 

(4) North Korea has not diverted assistance 
provided by the United States for purposes for 
which it was not intended; and 

(5) North Korea is not seeking to develop or 
acquire the capability to enrich uranium, or any 
additional capability to reprocess spent nuclear 
fuel.

(c) Of the funds made available for KEDO, up 
to $20,000,000 may be made available on or after 
June 1, 2000, if, 30 days prior to such obligation 
of funds, the President certifies and so reports 
to Congress that—

(1) the effort to can and safely store all spent 
fuel from North Korea’s graphite-moderated nu-
clear reactors has been successfully concluded; 

(2) North Korea is complying with its obliga-
tions under the agreement regarding access to 
suspect underground construction; 

(3) North Korea has terminated its nuclear 
weapons program, including all efforts to ac-
quire, develop, test, produce, or deploy such 
weapons; and 

(4) the United States has made and is con-
tinuing to make significant progress on elimi-
nating the North Korean ballistic missile threat, 
including further missile tests and its ballistic 
missile exports. 

(d) The President may waive the certification 
requirements of subsections (b) and (c) if the 
President determines that it is vital to the na-
tional security interests of the United States and 
provides written policy justifications to the ap-
propriate congressional committees prior to his 
exercise of such waiver. No funds may be obli-
gated for KEDO until 30 days after submission 
to Congress of such waiver. 

(e) The Secretary of State shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a report 
(to be submitted with the annual presentation 
for appropriations) providing a full and detailed 
accounting of the fiscal year 2001 request for the 
United States contribution to KEDO, the ex-
pected operating budget of the KEDO, to in-
clude unpaid debt, proposed annual costs asso-
ciated with heavy fuel oil purchases, and the 
amount of funds pledged by other donor nations 
and organizations to support KEDO activities 
on a per country basis, and other related activi-
ties.

AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION

SEC. 577. Funds made available to grantees of 
the African Development Foundation may be in-
vested pending expenditure for project purposes 
when authorized by the President of the Foun-
dation: Provided, That interest earned shall be 
used only for the purposes for which the grant 
was made: Provided further, That this authority 
applies to interest earned both prior to and fol-
lowing enactment of this provision: Provided 
further, That notwithstanding section 505(a)(2) 
of the African Development Foundation Act, in 
exceptional circumstances the board of directors 
of the Foundation may waive the $250,000 limi-
tation contained in that section with respect to 
a project: Provided further, That the Founda-
tion shall provide a report to the Committees on 
Appropriations in advance of exercising such 
waiver authority. 
PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE TO THE PALESTINIAN

BROADCASTING CORPORATION

SEC. 578. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act may be 
used to provide equipment, technical support, 
consulting services, or any other form of assist-
ance to the Palestinian Broadcasting Corpora-
tion.
VOLUNTARY SEPARATION INCENTIVES FOR EM-

PLOYEES OF THE U.S. AGENCY FOR INTER-
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

SEC. 579. (a) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes 
of this section—

(1) the term ‘‘agency’’ means the United 
States Agency for International Development; 

(2) the term ‘‘Administrator’’ means the Ad-
ministrator, United States Agency for Inter-
national Development; and 

(3) the term ‘‘employee’’ means an employee 
(as defined by section 2105 of title 5, United 
States Code) who is employed by the agency, is 
serving under an appointment without time lim-
itation, and has been currently employed for a 
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continuous period of at least 3 years, but does 
not include—

(A) a reemployed annuitant under subchapter 
III of chapter 83 or chapter 84 of title 5, United 
States Code, or another retirement system for 
employees of the agency; 

(B) an employee having a disability on the 
basis of which such employee is or would be eli-
gible for disability retirement under the applica-
ble retirement system referred to in subpara-
graph (A);

(C) an employee who is to be separated invol-
untarily for misconduct or unacceptable per-
formance, and to whom specific notice has been 
given with respect to that separation; 

(D) an employee who has previously received 
any voluntary separation incentive payment by 
the Government of the United States under this 
section or any other authority and has not re-
paid such payment; 

(E) an employee covered by statutory reem-
ployment rights who is on transfer to another 
organization; or 

(F) any employee who, during the 24-month 
period preceding the date of separation, received 
a recruitment or relocation bonus under section 
5753 of title 5, United States Code, or who, with-
in the 12-month period preceding the date of 
separation, received a retention allowance 
under section 5754 of such title 5. 

(b) AGENCY STRATEGIC PLAN.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator, before 

obligating any resources for voluntary separa-
tion incentive payments under this section, shall 
submit to the Committees on Appropriations and 
the Office of Management and Budget a stra-
tegic plan outlining the intended use of such in-
centive payments and a proposed organizational 
chart for the agency once such incentive pay-
ments have been completed. 

(2) CONTENTS.—The agency’s plan shall in-
clude—

(A) the positions and functions to be reduced 
or eliminated, identified by organizational unit, 
geographic location, occupational category and 
grade level; 

(B) the number and amounts of voluntary sep-
aration incentive payments to be offered; 

(C) a description of how the agency will oper-
ate without the eliminated positions and func-
tions; and 

(D) the time period during which incentives 
may be paid. 

(3) APPROVAL.—The Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget shall review the agen-
cy’s plan and approve or disapprove the plan 
and may make appropriate modifications in the 
plan with respect to the coverage of incentives 
as described under paragraph (2)(A), and with 
respect to the matters described in paragraphs 
(2) (B) through (D). 

(c) AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE VOLUNTARY SEPA-
RATION INCENTIVE PAYMENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A voluntary separation in-
centive payment under this section may be paid 
by the agency to employees of such agency and 
only to the extent necessary to eliminate the po-
sitions and functions identified by the strategic 
plan.

(2) AMOUNT AND TREATMENT OF PAYMENTS.—A
voluntary separation incentive payment under 
this section—

(A) shall be paid in a lump sum after the em-
ployee’s separation; 

(B) shall be paid from appropriations or funds 
available for the payment of the basic pay of the 
employees;

(C) shall be equal to the lesser of—
(i) an amount equal to the amount the em-

ployee would be entitled to receive under section 
5595(c) of title 5, United States Code, if the em-
ployee were entitled to payment under such sec-
tion; or 

(ii) an amount determined by the agency head 
not to exceed $25,000; 

(D) may not be made except in the case of any 
employee who voluntarily separates (whether by 
retirement or resignation) on or before December 
31, 2000; 

(E) shall not be a basis for payment, and shall 
not be included in the computation, of any 
other type of Government benefit; and 

(F) shall not be taken into account in deter-
mining the amount of any severance pay to 
which the employee may be entitled under sec-
tion 5595 of title 5, United States Code, based on 
any other separation. 

(d) ADDITIONAL AGENCY CONTRIBUTIONS TO
THE RETIREMENT FUND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to any other 
payments which it is required to make under 
subchapter III of chapter 83 or chapter 84 of 
title 5, United States Code, the agency shall 
remit to the Office of Personnel Management for 
deposit in the Treasury of the United States to 
the credit of the Civil Service Retirement and 
Disability Fund an amount equal to 15 percent 
of the final basic pay of each employee of the 
agency who is covered under subchapter III of 
chapter 83 or chapter 84 of title 5, United States 
Code, to whom a voluntary separation incentive 
has been paid under this section. 

(2) DEFINITION.—For the purpose of para-
graph (1), the term ‘‘final basic pay’’, with re-
spect to an employee, means the total amount of 
basic pay which would be payable for a year of 
service by such employee, computed using the 
employee’s final rate of basic pay, and, if last 
serving on other than a full-time basis, with ap-
propriate adjustment therefor. 

(e) EFFECT OF SUBSEQUENT EMPLOYMENT
WITH THE GOVERNMENT.—

(1) An individual who has received a vol-
untary separation incentive payment under this 
section and accepts any employment for com-
pensation with the Government of the United 
States, or who works for any agency of the Gov-
ernment of the United States through a personal 
services contract, within 5 years after the date 
of the separation on which the payment is based 
shall be required to pay, prior to the individ-
ual’s first day of employment, the entire amount 
of the incentive payment to the agency that 
paid the incentive payment. 

(2) If the employment under paragraph (1) is 
with an Executive agency (as defined by section 
105 of title 5, United States Code), the United 
States Postal Service, or the Postal Rate Com-
mission, the Director of the Office of Personnel 
Management may, at the request of the head of 
the agency, waive the repayment if the indi-
vidual involved possesses unique abilities and is 
the only qualified applicant available for the 
position.

(3) If the employment under paragraph (1) is 
with an entity in the legislative branch, the 
head of the entity or the appointing official may 
waive the repayment if the individual involved 
possesses unique abilities and is the only quali-
fied applicant available for the position. 

(4) If the employment under paragraph (1) is 
with the judicial branch, the Director of the Ad-
ministrative Office of the United States Courts 
may waive the repayment if the individual in-
volved possesses unique abilities and is the only 
qualified applicant for the position. 

(f) REDUCTION OF AGENCY EMPLOYMENT LEV-
ELS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The total number of funded 
employee positions in the agency shall be re-
duced by one position for each vacancy created 
by the separation of any employee who has re-
ceived, or is due to receive, a voluntary separa-
tion incentive payment under this section. For 
the purposes of this subsection, positions shall 
be counted on a full-time-equivalent basis. 

(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The President, through 
the Office of Management and Budget, shall 
monitor the agency and take any action nec-

essary to ensure that the requirements of this 
subsection are met. 

(g) REGULATIONS.—The Office of Personnel 
Management may prescribe such regulations as 
may be necessary to implement this section. 

IRAQ OPPOSITION

SEC. 580. Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, of the funds appropriated under the 
heading ‘‘Economic Support Fund’’, $10,000,000 
shall be made available to support efforts to 
bring about political transition in Iraq, of which 
not less than $8,000,000 shall be made available 
only to Iraqi opposition groups designated 
under the Iraq Liberation Act (Public Law 105–
338) for political, economic, humanitarian, and 
other activities of such groups, and not more 
than $2,000,000 may be made available for 
groups and activities seeking the prosecution of 
Saddam Hussein and other Iraqi government of-
ficials for war crimes. 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
BUDGET SUBMISSION

SEC. 581. Beginning with the fiscal year 2001 
budget, the Agency for International Develop-
ment shall submit to the Committees on Appro-
priations a detailed budget for each fiscal year. 
The Agency shall submit to the Committees on 
Appropriations a proposed budget format no 
later than October 31, 1999, or 30 days after the 
enactment of this Act, whichever occurs later. 
The proposed format shall include how the 
Agency’s budget submission will address: esti-
mated levels of obligations for the current fiscal 
year and actual levels for the two previous fis-
cal years; the President’s request for new budget 
authority and estimated carryover obligational 
authority for the budget year; the 
disaggregation of budget data by program and 
activity for each bureau, field mission, and cen-
tral office; and staff levels identified by pro-
gram.

AMERICAN CHURCHWOMEN IN EL SALVADOR

SEC. 582. (a) Information relevant to the De-
cember 2, 1980 murders of four American church-
women in El Salvador shall be made public to 
the fullest extent possible. 

(b) The Secretary of State and the Department 
of State are to be commended for fully releasing 
information regarding the murders. 

(c) The President shall order all Federal agen-
cies and departments that possess relevant in-
formation to make every effort to declassify and 
release to the victims’ families relevant informa-
tion as expeditiously as possible. 

(d) In making determinations concerning the 
declassification and release of relevant informa-
tion, the Federal agencies and departments 
shall presume in favor of releasing, rather than 
of withholding, such information. 

(e) Not later than 45 days after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Attorney General 
shall provide a report to the Committees on Ap-
propriations describing in detail the cir-
cumstances under which individuals involved in 
the murders or the cover-up of the murders ob-
tained residence in the United States. 

KYOTO PROTOCOL

SEC. 583. None of the funds appropriated by 
this Act shall be used to propose or issue rules, 
regulations, decrees, or orders for the purpose of 
implementation, or in preparation for implemen-
tation, of the Kyoto Protocol, which was adopt-
ed on December 11, 1997, in Kyoto, Japan, at the 
Third Conference of the Parties to the United 
States Framework Convention on Climate 
Change, which has not been submitted to the 
Senate for advice and consent to ratification 
pursuant to article II, section 2, clause 2, of the 
United States Constitution, and which has not 
entered into force pursuant to article 25 of the 
Protocol.

VerDate jul 14 2003 14:22 May 26, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00182 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 6333 E:\BR99\H27SE9.004 H27SE9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 22889September 27, 1999
ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO STOCK-

PILING OF DEFENSE ARTICLES FOR FOREIGN
COUNTRIES

SEC. 584. (a) VALUE OF ADDITIONS TO STOCK-
PILES.—Section 514(b)(2)(A) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2321h(b)(2)(A)) is 
amended by striking the following: ‘‘$50,000,000 
for each of the fiscal years 1996 and 1997, 
$60,000,000 for fiscal year 1998, and’’ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof before the period at the end, 
the following: ‘‘and $60,000,000 for fiscal year 
2000’’.

(b) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO THE REPUBLIC
OF KOREA AND THAILAND.—Section 514(b)(2)(B) 
of such Act (22 U.S.C. 2321h(b)(2)(B)) is amend-
ed by striking the following: ‘‘Of the amount 
specified in subparagraph (A) for each of the 
fiscal years 1996 and 1997, not more than 
$40,000,000 may be made available for stockpiles 
in the Republic of Korea and not more than 
$10,000,000 may be made available for stockpiles 
in Thailand. Of the amount specified in sub-
paragraph (A) for fiscal year 1998, not more 
than $40,000,000 may be made available for 
stockpiles in the Republic of Korea and not 
more than $20,000,000 may be made available for 
stockpiles in Thailand.’’; and at the end insert-
ing the following sentence: ‘‘Of the amount 
specified in subparagraph (A) for fiscal year 
2000, not more than $40,000,000 may be made 
available for stockpiles in the Republic of Korea 
and not more than $20,000,000 may be made 
available for stockpiles in Thailand.’’. 

RUSSIAN LEADERSHIP PROGRAM

SEC. 585. Section 3011 of the 1999 Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations Act (Public Law 
106–31; 113 Stat. 93) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘fiscal year 1999’’ in sub-
sections (a)(1), (b)(4)(B), (d)(3), and (h)(1)(A) 
and inserting ‘‘fiscal years 1999 and 2000’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘2000’’ in subsection (a)(2), 
(e)(1), and (h)(1)(B) and inserting ‘‘2001’’. 
ABOLITION OF THE INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDATION

SEC. 586. (a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘‘Director’’ means 

the Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget.

(2) FOUNDATION.—The term ‘‘Foundation’’ 
means the Inter-American Foundation. 

(3) FUNCTION.—The term ‘‘function’’ means 
any duty, obligation, power, authority, respon-
sibility, right, privilege, activity, or program. 

(b) ABOLITION OF INTER-AMERICAN FOUNDA-
TION.—During fiscal year 2000, the President is 
authorized to abolish the Inter-American Foun-
dation. The provisions of this section shall only 
be effective upon the effective date of the aboli-
tion of the Inter-American Foundation. 

(c) TERMINATION OF FUNCTIONS.—
(1) Except as provided in subsection (d)(2), 

there are terminated upon the abolition of the 
Foundation all functions vested in, or exercised 
by, the Foundation or any official thereof, 
under any statute, reorganization plan, Execu-
tive order, or other provisions of law, as of the 
day before the effective date of this section. 

(2) REPEAL.—Section 401 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1969 (22 U.S.C. 6290f) is repealed 
upon the effective date specified in subsection 
(j).

(3) FINAL DISPOSITION OF FUNDS.—Upon the 
date of transmittal to Congress of the certifi-
cation described in subsection (d)(4), all unex-
pended balances of appropriations of the Foun-
dation shall be deposited in the miscellaneous 
receipts account of the Treasury of the United 
States.

(d) RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE DIRECTOR OF THE
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget shall be responsible 
for—

(A) the administration and wind-up of any 
outstanding obligation of the Federal Govern-

ment under any contract or agreement entered 
into by the Foundation before the date of the 
enactment of the Foreign Operations, Export Fi-
nancing, and Related Programs Appropriations 
Act, 2000, except that the authority of this sub-
paragraph does not include the renewal or ex-
tension of any such contract or agreement; and 

(B) taking such other actions as may be nec-
essary to wind-up any outstanding affairs of 
the Foundation. 

(2) TRANSFER OF FUNCTIONS TO THE DIREC-
TOR.—There are transferred to the Director such 
functions of the Foundation under any statute, 
reorganization plan, Executive order, or other 
provision of law, as of the day before the date 
of the enactment of this section, as may be nec-
essary to carry out the responsibilities of the Di-
rector under paragraph (1). 

(3) AUTHORITIES OF THE DIRECTOR.—For pur-
poses of performing the functions of the Director 
under paragraph (1) and subject to the avail-
ability of appropriations, the Director may—

(A) enter into contracts; 
(B) employ experts and consultants in accord-

ance with section 3109 of title 5, United States 
Code, at rates for individuals not to exceed the 
per diem rate equivalent to the rate for level IV 
of the Executive Schedule; and 

(C) utilize, on a reimbursable basis, the serv-
ices, facilities, and personnel of other Federal 
agencies.

(4) CERTIFICATION REQUIRED.—Whenever the 
Director determines that the responsibilities de-
scribed in paragraph (1) have been fully dis-
charged, the Director shall so certify to the ap-
propriate congressional committees. 

(e) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—The Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall submit 
to the appropriate congressional committees a 
detailed report in writing regarding all matters 
relating to the abolition and termination of the 
Foundation. The report shall be submitted not 
later than 90 days after the termination of the 
Foundation.

(f) TRANSFER AND ALLOCATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS.—Except as otherwise provided in this 
section, the assets, liabilities (including contin-
gent liabilities arising from suits continued with 
a substitution or addition of parties under sub-
section (g)(3)), contracts, property, records, and 
unexpended balance of appropriations, author-
izations, allocations, and other funds employed, 
held, used, arising from, available to, or to be 
made available in connection with the func-
tions, terminated by subsection (c)(1) or trans-
ferred by subsection (d)(2) shall be transferred 
to the Director for purposes of carrying out the 
responsibilities described in subsection (d)(1). 

(g) SAVINGS PROVISIONS.—
(1) CONTINUING LEGAL FORCE AND EFFECT.—

All orders, determinations, rules, regulations, 
permits, agreements, grants, contracts, certifi-
cates, licenses, registrations, privileges, and 
other administrative actions— 

(A) that have been issued, made, granted, or 
allowed to become effective by the Foundation 
in the performance of functions that are termi-
nated or transferred under this section; and 

(B) that are in effect as of the date of the abo-
lition of the Foundation, or were final before 
such date and are to become effective on or after 
such date,

shall continue in effect according to their terms 
until modified, terminated, superseded, set 
aside, or revoked in accordance with law by the 
President, the Director, or other authorized offi-
cial, a court of competent jurisdiction, or by op-
eration of law. 

(2) NO EFFECT ON JUDICIAL OR ADMINISTRATIVE
PROCEEDINGS.—Except as otherwise provided in 
this section— 

(A) the provisions of this section shall not af-
fect suits commenced prior to the date of aboli-
tion of the Foundation; and 

(B) in all such suits, proceedings shall be had, 
appeals taken, and judgments rendered in the 
same manner and effect as if this section had 
not been enacted. 

(3) NONABATEMENT OF PROCEEDINGS.—No suit, 
action, or other proceeding commenced by or 
against any officer in the official capacity of 
such individual as an officer of the Foundation 
shall abate by reason of the enactment of this 
section. No cause of action by or against the 
Foundation, or by or against any officer thereof 
in the official capacity of such officer, shall 
abate by reason of the enactment of this section. 

(4) CONTINUATION OF PROCEEDING WITH SUB-
STITUTION OF PARTIES.—If, before the date of the 
abolition of the Foundation, the Foundation, or 
officer thereof in the official capacity of such 
officer, is a party to a suit, then effective on 
such date such suit shall be continued with the 
Director substituted or added as a party. 

(5) REVIEWABILITY OF ORDERS AND ACTIONS
UNDER TRANSFERRED FUNCTIONS.—Orders and 
actions of the Director in the exercise of func-
tions terminated or transferred under this sec-
tion shall be subject to judicial review to the 
same extent and in the same manner as if such 
orders and actions had been taken by the Foun-
dation immediately preceding their termination 
or transfer. Any statutory requirements relating 
to notice, hearings, action upon the record, or 
administrative review that apply to any func-
tion transferred by this section shall apply to 
the exercise of such function by the Director. 

(h) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FOUNDATION.—Sec-

tion 502 of the International Security and De-
velopment Cooperation Act of 1980 (22 U.S.C. 
290h) is amended—

(A) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the end of para-
graph (2); 

(B) by striking the semicolon at the end of 
paragraph (3) and inserting a period; and 

(C) by striking paragraphs (4) and (5). 
(2) SOCIAL PROGRESS TRUST FUND AGREE-

MENT.—Section 36 of the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1973 is amended—

(A) in subsection (a)—
(i) by striking ‘‘provide for’’ and all that fol-

lows through ‘‘(2) utilization’’ and inserting 
‘‘provide for the utilization’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘member countries;’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘paragraph (2)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘member countries.’’; 

(B) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘transfer 
or’’;

(C) by striking subsection (c); 
(D) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-

section (c); and 
(E) in subsection (c) (as so redesignated), by 

striking ‘‘transfer or’’. 
(3) FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961.—Section

222A(d) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 
U.S.C. 2182a(d)) is repealed. 

(i) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term ‘‘ap-
propriate congressional committees’’ means the 
Committee on Appropriations and the Committee 
on Foreign Relations of the Senate and the 
Committee on Appropriations and the Committee 
on International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

(j) EFFECTIVE DATES.—The repeal made by 
subsection (c)(2) and the amendments made by 
subsection (h) shall take effect upon the date of 
transmittal to Congress of the certification de-
scribed in subsection (d)(4). 

WEST BANK AND GAZA PROGRAM

SEC. 587. For fiscal year 2000, 30 days prior to 
the initial obligation of funds for the bilateral 
West Bank and Gaza Program, the Secretary of 
State shall certify to the appropriate committees 
of Congress that procedures have been estab-
lished to assure the Comptroller General of the 
United States will have access to appropriate 
United States financial information in order to 
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review the uses of United States assistance for 
the Program funded under the heading ‘‘Eco-
nomic Support Fund’’ for the West Bank and 
Gaza.

HUMAN RIGHTS ASSISTANCE

SEC. 588. Of the funds made available under 
the heading ‘‘International Narcotics Control 
and Law Enforcement’’, not less than $500,000 
should be provided to the Colombia Attorney 
General’s Human Rights Unit, not less than 
$500,000 should be made available to support the 
activities of Colombian nongovernmental orga-
nizations involved in human rights monitoring, 
not less than $250,000 should be provided to the 
United Nations High Commissioner for Human 
Rights to assist the Government of Colombia in 
strengthening its human rights policies and pro-
grams, not less than $1,000,000 should be made 
available for personnel and other resources to 
enhance United States Embassy monitoring of 
assistance to the Colombian security forces and 
responding to reports of human rights viola-
tions, and not less than $5,000,000 should be 
made available for administration of justice pro-
grams including support for the Colombia Attor-
ney General’s Technical Investigations Unit. 

SELF-DETERMINATION IN EAST TIMOR

SEC. 589. (a) MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC AS-
SISTANCE.—Except as provided in subsection (c), 
the Secretary of the Treasury should instruct 
the United States executive directors to the 
international financial institutions to oppose, 
and vote against, any extension by those insti-
tutions of any financial assistance (including 
any technical assistance or grant) to the Gov-
ernment of Indonesia. 

(b) BILATERAL ASSISTANCE AND LICENSES.—
Except as provided in subsection (c)—

(1) none of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act or any prior 
Foreign Operations Appropriations Act may be 
made available for assistance for the Govern-
ment of Indonesia. 

(2) none of the funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act or any prior 
Foreign Operations Appropriations Act may be 
made available for licensing exports of defense 
articles or services for Indonesia under section 
38 of the Arms Export Control Act. 

(c) EXCEPTIONS.—
(1) Subsection (a) shall not apply to the provi-

sion of assistance to meet basic human needs for 
Indonesia or East Timor. 

(2) Subsection (b) shall not apply to the provi-
sion of funds appropriated or otherwise made 
available to carry out chapter 1 of part I or 
chapter 4 of part II of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, or humanitarian assistance, for the 
Government of Indonesia or East Timor, except 
that such funds shall be subject to the regular 
notification procedures of the Committees on 
Appropriations.

(d) CONDITIONS FOR TERMINATION.—The meas-
ures described in subsections (a) and (b) shall 
apply until the President determines and cer-
tifies to the appropriate congressional commit-
tees that the Government of Indonesia and the 
Indonesian armed forces have—

(1) ended the violence by units of the Indo-
nesian armed forces and by anti-independence 
militias;

(2) enabled displaced persons and refugees to 
return home; 

(3) ensured freedom of movement in East 
Timor, including by humanitarian organiza-
tions;

(4) enabled UNAMET to fulfill its mandate, 
without threat or intimidation to its personnel; 

(5) withdrawn from East Timor in accordance 
with a United Nations-supervised process of 
transferring sovereignty to an independent East 
Timor;

(6) cooperated fully with efforts to investigate 
and prosecute members of the Indonesian armed 

forces and anti-independence militias respon-
sible for human rights violations in East Timor; 
and

(7) cooperated fully with efforts to implement 
the results of the August 30, 1999, vote on East 
Timor’s political status. 

MAN AND THE BIOSPHERE

SEC. 590. None of the funds appropriated or 
otherwise made available by this Act may be 
provided for the United Nations Man and the 
Biosphere Program or the United Nations World 
Heritage Fund for programs in the United 
States.
IMMUNITY OF FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF YUGOSLAVIA

SEC. 591. (a) Subject to subsection (b), the 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia shall be deemed 
to be a state sponsor of terrorism for the pur-
poses of 28 U.S.C. 1605(a)(7). 

(b) This section shall not apply to Montenegro 
or Kosova. 

(c) This section shall become null and void 
when the President certifies in writing to the 
Congress that the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia (other than Montenegro and Kosova) has 
completed a democratic reform process that re-
sults in a newly elected government that re-
spects the rights of ethnic minorities, is com-
mitted to the rule of law and respects the sov-
ereignty of its neighbor states. 

(d) The certification provided for in subsection 
(c) shall not affect the continuation of litigation 
commenced against the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia prior to its fulfillment of the condi-
tions in subsection (c). 

UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE POLICY FOR
OPPOSITION-CONTROLLED AREAS OF SUDAN

SEC. 592. (a) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the President, acting through ap-
propriate federal agencies, may provide food as-
sistance to groups engaged in the protection of 
civilian populations from attacks by regular 
government of Sudan forces, associated militias, 
or other paramilitary groups supported by the 
government of Sudan. Such assistance may only 
be provided in a way that: (1) does not endan-
ger, compromise or otherwise reduce the United 
States’ support for unilateral, multilateral or 
private humanitarian operations or the bene-
ficiaries of those operations; or (2) compromise 
any ongoing or future people-to-people rec-
onciliation efforts. Any such assistance shall be 
provided separate from and not in proximity to 
current humanitarian efforts, both within Oper-
ation Lifeline Sudan or outside of Operation 
Lifeline Sudan, or any other current or future 
humanitarian operations which serve non-
combatants. In considering eligibility of poten-
tial recipients, the President shall determine 
that the group respects human rights, demo-
cratic principles, and the integrity of ongoing 
humanitarian operations, and cease such assist-
ance if the determination can no longer be 
made.

(b) Not later than February 1, 2000, the Presi-
dent shall submit to the Committees on Appro-
priations a report on United States bilateral as-
sistance to opposition-controlled areas of 
Sudan. Such report shall include—

(1) an accounting of United States bilateral 
assistance to opposition-controlled areas of 
Sudan, provided in fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999, 
and proposed for fiscal year 2000, and the goals 
and objectives of such assistance; 

(2) the policy implications and costs, includ-
ing logistics and administrative costs, associated 
with providing humanitarian assistance, includ-
ing food, directly to National Democratic Alli-
ance participants and the Sudanese People’s 
Liberation Movement operating outside of the 
United Nations’ Operation Lifeline Sudan struc-
ture, and the United States agencies best suited 
to administer these activities; and 

(3) the policy implications of increasing sub-
stantially the amount of development assistance 

for democracy promotion, civil administration, 
judiciary, and infrastructure support in opposi-
tion-controlled areas of Sudan and the obstacles 
to administering a development assistance pro-
gram in this region. 

CONSULTATIONS ON ARMS SALES TO TAIWAN

SEC. 593. Consistent with the intent of Con-
gress expressed in the enactment of section 3(b) 
of the Taiwan Relations Act, the Secretary of 
State shall consult with the appropriate commit-
tees and leadership of Congress to devise a 
mechanism to provide for congressional input 
prior to making any determination on the na-
ture or quantity of defense articles and services 
to be made available to Taiwan. 

AUTHORIZATIONS

SEC. 594. The Secretary of the Treasury may, 
to fulfill commitments of the United States: (1) 
effect the United States participation in the 
fifth general capital increase of the African De-
velopment Bank, the first general capital in-
crease of the Multilateral Investment Guarantee 
Agency, and the first general capital increase of 
the Inter-American Investment Corporation; and 
(2) contribute on behalf of the United States to 
the eighth replenishment of the resources of the 
African Development Fund and the twelfth re-
plenishment of the International Development 
Association. The following amounts are author-
ized to be appropriated without fiscal year limi-
tation for payment by the Secretary of the 
Treasury: $40,847,011 for paid-in capital, and 
$639,932,485 for callable capital, of the African 
Development Bank; $29,870,087 for paid-in cap-
ital, and $139,365,533 for callable capital, of the 
Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency; 
$125,180,000 for paid-in capital of the Inter-
American Investment Corporation; $300,000,000 
for the African Development Fund; and 
$2,410,000,000 for the International Development 
Association.

WORKING CAPITAL FUND

SEC. 595. Section 635 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2395) is amended by add-
ing a new subsection (l) as follows: 

‘‘(l)(1) There is hereby established a working 
capital fund for the United States Agency for 
International Development which shall be avail-
able without fiscal year limitation for the ex-
penses of personal and nonpersonal services, 
equipment and supplies for: (A) International 
Cooperative Administrative Support Services, 
and (B) rebates from the use of United States 
Government credit cards. 

‘‘(2) The capital of the fund shall consist of 
the fair and reasonable value of such supplies, 
equipment and other assets pertaining to the 
functions of the fund as the Administrator de-
termines and any appropriations made available 
for the purpose of providing capital, less related 
liabilities.

‘‘(3) The fund shall be reimbursed or credited 
with advance payments for services, equipment 
or supplies provided from the fund from applica-
ble appropriations and funds of the agency, 
other Federal agencies and other sources au-
thorized by section 607 of this Act at rates that 
will recover total expenses of operation, includ-
ing accrual of annual leave and depreciation. 
Receipts from the disposal of, or payments for 
the loss or damage to, property held in the fund, 
rebates, reimbursements, refunds and other 
credits applicable to the operation of the fund 
may be deposited in the fund. 

‘‘(4) The agency shall transfer to the Treasury 
as miscellaneous receipts as of the close of the 
fiscal year such amounts which the Adminis-
trator determines to be in excess of the needs of 
the fund. 

‘‘(5) The fund may be charged with the cur-
rent value of supplies and equipment returned 
to the working capital of the fund by a post, ac-
tivity or agency and the proceeds shall be cred-
ited to current applicable appropriations.’’. 
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SILK ROAD STRATEGY ACT OF 1999

SEC. 596. (a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may 
be cited as the ‘‘Silk Road Strategy Act of 1999’’. 

(b) AMENDMENT OF THE FOREIGN ASSISTANCE
OF 1961.—Part I of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2151 et seq.) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new chapter: 

‘‘CHAPTER 12—SUPPORT FOR THE ECO-
NOMIC AND POLITICAL INDEPENDENCE 
OF THE COUNTRIES OF THE SOUTH 
CAUCASUS AND CENTRAL ASIA 

‘‘SEC. 499. UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE TO PRO-
MOTE RECONCILIATION AND RECOV-
ERY FROM REGIONAL CONFLICTS. 

‘‘(a) PURPOSE OF ASSISTANCE.—The purposes 
of assistance under this section include—

‘‘(1) the creation of the basis for reconciliation 
between belligerents; 

‘‘(2) the promotion of economic development in 
areas of the countries of the South Caucasus 
and Central Asia impacted by civil conflict and 
war; and 

‘‘(3) the encouragement of broad regional co-
operation among countries of the South 
Caucasus and Central Asia that have been de-
stabilized by internal conflicts. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR ASSISTANCE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—To carry out the purposes 

of subsection (a), the President is authorized to 
provide humanitarian assistance and economic 
reconstruction assistance for the countries of 
the South Caucasus and Central Asia to support 
the activities described in subsection (c). 

‘‘(2) DEFINITION OF HUMANITARIAN ASSIST-
ANCE.—In this subsection, the term ‘humani-
tarian assistance’ means assistance to meet hu-
manitarian needs, including needs for food, 
medicine, medical supplies and equipment, edu-
cation, and clothing. 

‘‘(c) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—Activities that 
may be supported by assistance under sub-
section (b) include—

‘‘(1) providing for the humanitarian needs of 
victims of the conflicts; 

‘‘(2) facilitating the return of refugees and in-
ternally displaced persons to their homes; and 

‘‘(3) assisting in the reconstruction of residen-
tial and economic infrastructure destroyed by 
war.
‘‘SEC. 499A. ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE. 

‘‘(a) PURPOSE OF ASSISTANCE.—The purpose of 
assistance under this section is to foster eco-
nomic growth and development, including the 
conditions necessary for regional economic co-
operation, in the South Caucasus and Central 
Asia.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR ASSISTANCE.—To
carry out the purpose of subsection (a), the 
President is authorized to provide assistance for 
the countries of the South Caucasus and Cen-
tral Asia to support the activities described in 
subsection (c). 

‘‘(c) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—In addition to 
the activities described in section 498, activities 
supported by assistance under subsection (b) 
should support the development of the struc-
tures and means necessary for the growth of pri-
vate sector economies based upon market prin-
ciples.
‘‘SEC. 499B. DEVELOPMENT OF INFRASTRUCTURE. 

‘‘(a) PURPOSE OF PROGRAMS.—The purposes of 
programs under this section include—

‘‘(1) to develop the physical infrastructure 
necessary for regional cooperation among the 
countries of the South Caucasus and Central 
Asia; and 

‘‘(2) to encourage closer economic relations 
and to facilitate the removal of impediments to 
cross-border commerce among those countries 
and the United States and other developed na-
tions.

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR PROGRAMS.—To
carry out the purposes of subsection (a), the fol-

lowing types of programs for the countries of the 
South Caucasus and Central Asia may be used 
to support the activities described in subsection 
(c):

‘‘(1) Activities by the Export-Import Bank to 
complete the review process for eligibility for fi-
nancing under the Export-Import Bank Act of 
1945.

‘‘(2) The provision of insurance, reinsurance, 
financing, or other assistance by the Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation. 

‘‘(3) Assistance under section 661 of this Act 
(relating to the Trade and Development Agen-
cy).

‘‘(c) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—Activities that 
may be supported by programs under subsection 
(b) include promoting actively the participation 
of United States companies and investors in the 
planning, financing, and construction of infra-
structure for communications, transportation, 
including air transportation, and energy and 
trade including highways, railroads, port facili-
ties, shipping, banking, insurance, telecommuni-
cations networks, and gas and oil pipelines. 
‘‘SEC. 499C. BORDER CONTROL ASSISTANCE. 

‘‘(a) PURPOSE OF ASSISTANCE.—The purpose of 
assistance under this section includes the assist-
ance of the countries of the South Caucasus and 
Central Asia to secure their borders and imple-
ment effective controls necessary to prevent the 
trafficking of illegal narcotics and the prolifera-
tion of technology and materials related to 
weapons of mass destruction (as defined in sec-
tion 2332a(c)(2) of title 18, United States Code), 
and to contain and inhibit transnational orga-
nized criminal activities. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR ASSISTANCE.—To
carry out the purpose of subsection (a), the 
President is authorized to provide assistance to 
the countries of the South Caucasus and Cen-
tral Asia to support the activities described in 
subsection (c). 

‘‘(c) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—Activities that 
may be supported by assistance under sub-
section (b) include assisting those countries of 
the South Caucasus and Central Asia in devel-
oping capabilities to maintain national border 
guards, coast guard, and customs controls. 
‘‘SEC. 499D. STRENGTHENING DEMOCRACY, TOL-

ERANCE, AND THE DEVELOPMENT 
OF CIVIL SOCIETY. 

‘‘(a) PURPOSE OF ASSISTANCE.—The purpose of 
assistance under this section is to promote insti-
tutions of democratic government and to create 
the conditions for the growth of pluralistic soci-
eties, including religious tolerance and respect 
for internationally recognized human rights. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR ASSISTANCE.—To
carry out the purpose of subsection (a), the 
President is authorized to provide the following 
types of assistance to the countries of the South 
Caucasus and Central Asia: 

‘‘(1) Assistance for democracy building, in-
cluding programs to strengthen parliamentary 
institutions and practices. 

‘‘(2) Assistance for the development of non-
governmental organizations. 

‘‘(3) Assistance for development of inde-
pendent media. 

‘‘(4) Assistance for the development of the rule 
of law, a strong independent judiciary, and 
transparency in political practice and commer-
cial transactions. 

‘‘(5) International exchanges and advanced 
professional training programs in skill areas 
central to the development of civil society. 

‘‘(6) Assistance to promote increased adher-
ence to civil and political rights under section 
116(e) of this Act. 

‘‘(c) ACTIVITIES SUPPORTED.—Activities that 
may be supported by assistance under sub-
section (b) include activities that are designed to 
advance progress toward the development of de-
mocracy.

‘‘SEC. 499E. ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITIES. 
‘‘(a) ASSISTANCE THROUGH GOVERNMENTS AND

NONGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS.—Assist-
ance under this chapter may be provided to gov-
ernments or through nongovernmental organiza-
tions.

‘‘(b) USE OF ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUNDS.—Ex-
cept as otherwise provided, any funds that have 
been allocated under chapter 4 of part II for as-
sistance for the independent states of the former 
Soviet Union may be used in accordance with 
the provisions of this chapter. 

‘‘(c) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Assistance
under this chapter shall be provided on such 
terms and conditions as the President may de-
termine.

‘‘(d) AVAILABLE AUTHORITIES.—The authority 
in this chapter to provide assistance for the 
countries of the South Caucasus and Central 
Asia is in addition to the authority to provide 
such assistance under the FREEDOM Support 
Act (22 U.S.C. 5801 et seq.) or any other Act, 
and the authorities applicable to the provision 
of assistance under chapter 11 may be used to 
provide assistance under this chapter. 
‘‘SEC. 499F. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this chapter: 
‘‘(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘appropriate congressional com-
mittees’ means the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions of the Senate and the Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Representa-
tives.

‘‘(2) COUNTRIES OF THE SOUTH CAUCASUS AND
CENTRAL ASIA.—The term ‘countries of the South 
Caucasus and Central Asia’ means Armenia, 
Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakstan, Kyrgyzstan, 
Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan.’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 102(a) 
of the FREEDOM Support Act (Public Law 102–
511) is amended in paragraphs (2) and (4) by 
striking each place it appears ‘‘this Act)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘this Act and chapter 12 of part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961)’’. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—Section 104 of the 
FREEDOM Support Act (22 U.S.C. 5814) is 
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph 
(3);

(2) by striking the period at the end of para-
graph (4) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph:

‘‘(5) with respect to the countries of the South 
Caucasus and Central Asia—

‘‘(A) an identification of the progress made by 
the United States in accomplishing the policy 
described in section 3 of the Silk Road Strategy 
Act of 1999; 

‘‘(B) an evaluation of the degree to which the 
assistance authorized by chapter 12 of part I of 
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 has accom-
plished the purposes identified in that chapter; 

‘‘(C) a description of the progress being made 
by the United States to resolve trade disputes 
registered with and raised by the United States 
embassies in each country, and to negotiate a 
bilateral agreement relating to the protection of 
United States direct investment in, and other 
business interests with, each country; and 

‘‘(D) recommendations of any additional ini-
tiatives that should be undertaken by the 
United States to implement the policy and pur-
poses contained in the Silk Road Strategy Act of 
1999.’’.
COUNTRY REPORTS ON HUMAN RIGHTS PRACTICES

SEC. 597. Section 116 of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961 is amended by adding the following 
new subsection: 

‘‘(f)(1) The report required by subsection (d) 
shall include—

‘‘(A) a list of foreign states where trafficking 
in persons, especially women and children, 
originates, passes through, or is a destination; 
and
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‘‘(B) an assessment of the efforts by the gov-

ernments of the states described in paragraph 
(A) to combat trafficking. Such an assessment 
shall address—

‘‘(i) whether government authorities in each 
such state tolerate or are involved in trafficking 
activities;

‘‘(ii) which government authorities in each 
such state are involved in anti-trafficking ac-
tivities;

‘‘(iii) what steps the government of each such 
state has taken to prohibit government officials 
and other individuals from participating in traf-
ficking, including the investigation, prosecu-
tion, and conviction of individuals involved in 
trafficking;

‘‘(iv) what steps the government of each such 
state has taken to assist trafficking victims; 

‘‘(v) whether the government of each such 
state is cooperating with governments of other 
countries to extradite traffickers when re-
quested;

‘‘(vi) whether the government of each such 
state is assisting in international investigations 
of transnational trafficking networks; and 

‘‘(vii) whether the government of each such 
state refrains from prosecuting trafficking vic-
tims or refrains from other discriminatory treat-
ment towards victims. 

‘‘(2) In compiling data and assessing traf-
ficking for the purposes of paragraph (1), 
United States Diplomatic Mission personnel 
shall consult with human rights and other ap-
propriate nongovernmental organizations. 

‘‘(3) For purposes of this subsection—
‘‘(A) the term ‘trafficking’ means the use of 

deception, coercion, debt bondage, the threat of 
force, or the abuse of authority to recruit, trans-
port within or across borders, purchase, sell, 
transfer, receive, or harbor a person for the pur-
poses of placing or holding such person, wheth-
er for pay or not, in involuntary servitude, slav-
ery or slavery-like conditions, or in forced, 
bonded, or coerced labor; 

‘‘(B) the term ‘victim of trafficking’ means 
any person subjected to the treatment described 
in subparagraph (A).’’. 

OPIC MARITIME FUND

SEC. 598. It is the sense of the Congress that 
the Overseas Private Investment Corporation 
shall within one year from the date of the en-
actment of this Act select a fund manager for 
the purpose of creating a maritime fund with 
total capitalization of up to $200,000,000. This 
fund shall leverage United States commercial 
maritime expertise to support international mar-
itime projects. 

SANCTIONS AGAINST SERBIA

SEC. 599. (a) CONTINUATION OF EXECUTIVE
BRANCH SANCTIONS.—The sanctions listed in 
subsection (b) shall remain in effect for fiscal 
year 2000, unless the President submits to the 
Committees on Appropriations and Foreign Re-
lations in the Senate and the Committees on Ap-
propriations and International Relations of the 
House of Representatives a certification de-
scribed in subsection (c). 

(b) APPLICABLE SANCTIONS.—
(1) The Secretary of the Treasury shall in-

struct the United States executive directors of 
the international financial institutions to work 
in opposition to, and vote against, any exten-
sion by such institutions of any financial or 
technical assistance or grants of any kind to the 
government of Serbia. 

(2) The Secretary of State should instruct the 
United States Ambassador to the Organization 
for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) 
to block any consensus to allow the participa-
tion of Serbia in the OSCE or any organization 
affiliated with the OSCE. 

(3) The Secretary of State should instruct the 
United States Representative to the United Na-
tions to vote against any resolution in the 

United Nations Security Council to admit Serbia 
to the United Nations or any organization affili-
ated with the United Nations, to veto any reso-
lution to allow Serbia to assume the United Na-
tions’ membership of the former Socialist Fed-
eral Republic of Yugoslavia, and to take action 
to prevent Serbia from assuming the seat for-
merly occupied by the Socialist Federal Republic 
of Yugoslavia. 

(4) The Secretary of State should instruct the 
United States Permanent Representative on the 
Council of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion to oppose the extension of the Partnership 
for Peace program or any other organization af-
filiated with NATO to Serbia. 

(5) The Secretary of State should instruct the 
United States Representatives to the Southeast 
European Cooperative Initiative (SECI) to op-
pose and to work to prevent the extension of 
SECI membership to Serbia. 

(c) CERTIFICATION.—A certification described 
in this subsection is a certification that—

(1) the representatives of the successor states 
to the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia 
have successfully negotiated the division of as-
sets and liabilities and all other succession 
issues following the dissolution of the Socialist 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia; 

(2) the government of Serbia is fully com-
plying with its obligations as a signatory to the 
General Framework Agreement for Peace in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina; 

(3) the government of Serbia is fully cooper-
ating with and providing unrestricted access to 
the International Criminal Tribunal for the 
former Yugoslavia, including surrendering per-
sons indicted for war crimes who are within the 
jurisdiction of the territory of Serbia, and with 
the investigations concerning the commission of 
war crimes and crimes against humanity in 
Kosova;

(4) the government of Serbia is implementing 
internal democratic reforms; and 

(5) Serbian federal governmental officials, and 
representatives of the ethnic Albanian commu-
nity in Kosova have agreed on, signed, and 
begun implementation of a negotiated settlement 
on the future status of Kosova. 

(d) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that the United States should not 
restore full diplomatic relations with Serbia 
until the President submits to the Committees on 
Appropriations and Foreign Relations in the 
Senate and the Committees on Appropriations 
and International Relations in the House of 
Representatives the certification described in 
subsection (c). 

(e) EXEMPTION OF MONTENEGRO AND
KOSOVA.—The sanctions described in subsection 
(b) shall not apply to Montenegro or Kosova. 

(f) DEFINITION.—The term ‘‘international fi-
nancial institution’’ includes the International 
Monetary Fund, the International Bank for Re-
construction and Development, the Inter-
national Development Association, the Inter-
national Finance Corporation, the Multilateral 
Investment Guaranty Agency, and the Euro-
pean Bank for Reconstruction and Develop-
ment.

(g) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The President may 
waive the application in whole or in part, of 
any sanction described in subsection (b) if the 
President certifies to the Congress that the 
President has determined that the waiver is nec-
essary to meet emergency humanitarian needs. 

CLEAN COAL TECHNOLOGY

SEC. 599A. (a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds 
as follows: 

(1) The United States is the world leader in 
the development of environmental technologies, 
particularly clean coal technology. 

(2) Severe pollution problems affecting people 
in developing countries, and the serious health 
problems that result from such pollution, can be 

effectively addressed through the application of 
United States technology. 

(3) During the next century, developing coun-
tries, particularly countries in Asia such as 
China and India, will dramatically increase 
their consumption of electricity, and low quality 
coal will be a major source of fuel for power 
generation.

(4) Without the use of modern clean coal tech-
nology, the resultant pollution will cause enor-
mous health and environmental problems lead-
ing to diminished economic growth in devel-
oping countries and, thus, diminished United 
States exports to those growing markets. 

(b) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—It is the policy of 
the United States to promote the export of 
United States clean coal technology. In further-
ance of that policy, the Secretary of State, the 
Secretary of the Treasury (acting through the 
United States executive directors to inter-
national financial institutions), the Secretary of 
Energy, and the Administrator of the United 
States Agency for International Development 
(USAID) should, as appropriate, vigorously pro-
mote the use of United States clean coal tech-
nology in environmental and energy infrastruc-
ture programs, projects and activities. Programs, 
projects and activities for which the use of such 
technology should be considered include recon-
struction assistance for the Balkans, activities 
carried out by the Global Environment Facility, 
and activities funded from USAID’s Develop-
ment Credit Authority. 
RESTRICTION ON UNITED STATES ASSISTANCE FOR

CERTAIN RECONSTRUCTION EFFORTS IN THE
BALKANS REGION

SEC. 599B. (a) Funds appropriated or other-
wise made available by this Act for United 
States assistance for reconstruction efforts in 
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia or any con-
tiguous country should to the maximum extent 
practicable be used for the procurement of arti-
cles and services of United States origin. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ARTICLE.—The term ‘‘article’’ means any 

agricultural commodity, steel, communications 
equipment, farm machinery or petrochemical re-
finery equipment. 

(2) FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF YUGOSLAVIA.—The
term ‘‘Federal Republic of Yugoslavia’’ includes 
Serbia, Montenegro and Kosova. 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO UNITED NATIONS POPULATION

FUND

SEC. 599C. (1) LIMITATIONS ON AMOUNT OF
CONTRIBUTION.—Of the amounts made available 
under ‘‘International Organizations and Pro-
grams’’, not more than $25,000,000 for fiscal year 
2000 shall be available for the United Nations 
Population Fund (hereinafter in this subsection 
referred to as the ‘‘UNFPA’’). 

(2) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS IN CHINA.—
None of the funds made available under ‘‘Inter-
national Organizations and Programs’’ may be 
made available for the UNFPA for a country 
program in the People’s Republic of China. 

(3) CONDITIONS ON AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—
Amounts made available under ‘‘International 
Organizations and Programs’’ for fiscal year 
2000 for the UNFPA may not be made available 
to UNFPA unless—

(A) the UNFPA maintains amounts made 
available to the UNFPA under this section in an 
account separate from other accounts of the 
UNFPA;

(B) the UNFPA does not commingle amounts 
made available to the UNFPA under this section 
with other sums; and 

(C) the UNFPA does not fund abortions. 
(4) REPORT TO THE CONGRESS AND WITH-

HOLDING OF FUNDS.—
(A) Not later than February 15, 2000, the Sec-

retary of State shall submit a report to the ap-
propriate congressional committees indicating 
the amount of funds that the United Nations 
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Population Fund is budgeting for the year in 
which the report is submitted for a country pro-
gram in the People’s Republic of China. 

(B) If a report under subparagraph (A) indi-
cates that the United Nations Population Fund 
plans to spend funds for a country program in 
the People’s Republic of China in the year cov-
ered by the report, then the amount of such 
funds that the UNFPA plans to spend in the 
People’s Republic of China shall be deducted 
from the funds made available to the UNFPA 
after March 1 for obligation for the remainder of 
the fiscal year in which the report is submitted. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR POPULATION PLANNING

SEC. 599D. (a) Not to exceed $385,000,000 of the 
funds appropriated in title II of this Act may be 
available for population planning activities or 
other population assistance. 

(b) Such funds may be apportioned only on a 
monthly basis, and such monthly apportion-
ments may not exceed 8.34 percent of the total 
available for such activities. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Foreign Oper-
ations, Export Financing, and Related Programs 
Appropriations Act, 2000’’.

And the Senate agree to the same. 
SONNY CALLAHAN,
JOHN EDWARD PORTER,
FRANK WOLF,
RON PACKARD,
JOE KNOLLENBERG,
JACK KINGSTON,
JERRY LEWIS,
ROY BLUNT,
BILL YOUNG,

Managers on the Part of the House.

MITCH MCCONNELL,
ARLEN SPECTER,
JUDD GREGG,
RICHARD SHELBY,
ROBERT F. BENNETT,
BEN NIGHTHORSE

CAMPBELL,
C.S. BOND,
TED STEVENS,
DANIEL K. INOUYE,
FRANK LAUTENBERG,
B.A. MIKULSKI,
ROBERT BYRD,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF 
THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 

The managers on the part of the House and 
Senate at the conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendment 
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 2606) ‘‘making 
appropriations for foreign operations, export 
financing, and related programs for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2000’’, submit 
the following joint statement to the House 
and Senate in explanation of the effects of 
the action agreed upon by the managers and 
recommended in the accompanying con-
ference report: 

TITLE I—EXPORT AND INVESTMENT 
ASSISTANCE

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES
SUBSIDY APPROPRIATION

The conference agreement appropriates 
$759,000,000 for the subsidy appropriation of 
the Export-Import Bank as proposed by the 
House instead of $785,000,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The conference agreement includes a pro-
vision extending until March 1, 2000, the ex-
isting authority for the Board of the Export-
Import Bank to conduct business with a re-
duced quorum. During this period none of 
the funds provided under this heading may 
be obligated for any loan, loan guarantee, or 
insurance agreement in excess of $10,000,000 
unless the Committees are advised in writing 

20 days prior to each such proposed obliga-
tion.
OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION

NON-CREDIT ACCOUNT

The conference agreement provides 
$35,000,000 for administrative expenses of the 
Overseas Private Investment Corporation 
(OPIC) as proposed by the House instead of 
$31,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. 
OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION

PROGRAM ACCOUNT

The conference agreement provides 
$24,000,000 for program expenses of OPIC as 
proposed by the Senate instead of $20,500,000 
as proposed by the House. 

The managers have included language al-
lowing OPIC to use the authorities of Sec-
tion 234(g) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 as proposed by the House, instead of re-
pealing said subsection as proposed by the 
Senate. The conference agreement also in-
cludes a general provision urging OPIC to es-
tablish within one year of enactment a mari-
time fund for the purpose of leveraging 
United States commercial maritime exper-
tise to support international maritime 
projects.

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

The conference agreement appropriates 
$44,000,000 for the Trade and Development 
Agency as proposed by the House instead of 
$43,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

TITLE II—BILATERAL ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

CHILD SURVIVAL AND DISEASE PROGRAMS FUND

The conference agreement appropriates 
$715,000,000 for the Child Survival and Dis-
ease Programs Fund instead of $685,000,000 as 
proposed by the House. The Senate bill con-
tained no provision on this matter, but in-
cluded funds for these activities under ‘‘De-
velopment Assistance’’. The managers agree 
with and endorse House report language re-
garding the use of funds appropriated under 
this heading, including $110,000,000 for a 
grant to UNICEF for programs consistent 
with the purpose of the Child Survival and 
Disease Programs Fund. The grant for 
UNICEF does not preclude AID from pro-
viding additional funding for specific 
UNICEF projects as may be applicable. The 
managers have been assured that the success 
of the polio eradication program is likely to 
result in a significantly lower requirement 
for this effort in future years. The managers 
have included $35,000,000 for a special initia-
tive to fight HIV/AIDS in Africa. This is in 
addition to the $145,000,000 provided in this 
Fund and elsewhere in the bill for ongoing 
HIV/AIDS programs and at least $10,000,000 
designated for children affected by the HIV/
AIDS epidemic.

In implementing programs, projects, and 
activities to combat infectious diseases, in-
cluding long-standing programs relating to 
malaria and measles, as well as the more re-
cent emphasis on HIV/AIDS and tuber-
culosis, surveillance, and anti-microbial re-
sistance, the conferees expect AID to con-
tinue to consult closely with the Appropria-
tions Committees, the Centers for Disease 
Control, the National Institutes of Health, 
and other relevant agencies involved in 
international health issues. In addition to 
the increase for HIV/AIDs, funding for AID’s 
other infectious disease programs should ex-
ceed the fiscal year 1999 level. The managers 
also direct AID to provide the Committees 
with a detailed report not later than Feb-
ruary 15, 2000, on the programs, projects, and 

activities undertaken by the Child Survival 
and Disease Programs Fund during fiscal 
year 1999. 

The managers are concerned about the 
growing crisis in Africa associated with the 
HIV/AIDS epidemic. Every day, 5,500 Afri-
cans die as a result of AIDS and an addi-
tional 11,000 people are newly infected with 
HIV. Half of the newly infected are under the 
age of 25. During the next few years, some es-
timates conclude that infant mortality will 
double, child mortality will triple and in 
many nations, life expectancy will have been 
reduced by twenty years as a result of HIV. 

AIDS is more than a health issue. It has 
grave consequences for the economic devel-
opment and political stability of countries 
throughout Africa. The managers are there-
fore providing an additional $35,000,000 for 
activities in Africa to prevent new infec-
tions, to provide basic care and treatment of 
people with HIV/AIDS, and to support chil-
dren orphaned by HIV/AIDS. 

The global health threat from tuberculosis 
is another priority for the funds provided in 
this Act. Because of difficulties encountered 
in implementing tuberculosis language ac-
companying last year’s Act, the managers 
welcome AID’s proposal to allocate $3,000,000 
in fiscal year 2000 to tuberculosis control 
programs in Mexico, with an emphasis on 
cost-sharing with Mexico on programs that 
focus on Mexico’s border states. 

The managers are aware that significant 
new private resources are now available to 
augment AID’s immunization programs, and 
commend the partners in this effort. Con-
sequently, the managers direct that core 
child survival activities focus on effective 
interventions to reduce infant mortality dur-
ing the first month of life through activities 
that focus on the health and nutrition needs 
of pregnant women and new mothers, a vital 
aspect of child survival that has not yet at-
tracted sufficient private funds. The man-
agers also support expansion of core child 
survival programs in Africa. 

The managers will consider the use of not 
more than three percent of the amount pro-
vided for the Child Survival and Disease Pro-
grams Fund in countries funded under SEED 
and FREEDOM Support Act authorities. In 
particular, the managers urge AID to provide 
up to $2,000,000 to support non-governmental 
organizations that work with older orphans, 
including those with cognitive disabilities 
and mild mental retardation, to teach life 
and job skills. The conference agreement 
also continues existing limitations on the 
use of the Fund for non-project assistance. 

The managers note that Morehouse School 
of Medicine is establishing an International 
Center for Health and Development. This 
center will be dedicated to forming local and 
international partnerships to address the 
health problems that are devastating Africa 
today. The conferees encourage AID to pro-
vide assistance for these efforts.

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

The conference agreement appropriates 
$1,228,000,000 for ‘‘Development Assistance’’ 
instead of $1,201,000,000 as proposed by the 
House and $1,928,500,000 as proposed by the 
Senate. The Senate included funding for the 
‘‘Child Survival and Disease Programs 
Fund’’ under its ‘‘Development Assistance’’ 
account.

The conference agreement appropriates up 
to $5,000,000 for the Inter-American Founda-
tion from funds made available under this 
heading and up to $14,400,000 directly to the 
African Development Foundation, as pro-
posed in the House bill. The Senate amend-
ment provided authority to transfer funds 
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from this account to the Inter-American 
Foundation, but did not specify an amount. 
Also, the Senate amendment provided 
$12,500,000 for the African Development 
Foundation. Section 586 of the conference 
agreement provides the President with the 
authority to abolish the Inter-American 
Foundation during fiscal year 2000. The man-
agers note that the funding level provided 
for the Inter-American Foundation is suffi-
cient for meeting existing grant, contract, 
and lease obligations and to wind up any 
other outstanding affairs of the Foundation. 

The conference agreement continues cur-
rent law regarding certain requirements on 
quotas and numerical targets for family 
planning providers participating in vol-
untary family planning projects that are 
funded through the Development Assistance 
account, as included in the House bill. The 
Senate amendment did not address this mat-
ter.

The conference agreement also includes 
House language providing that $2,500,000 may 
be transferred from this account to the 
‘‘International Organizations and Programs’’ 
account for a contribution to the Inter-
national Fund for Agricultural Development 
(IFAD). The Senate amendment included 
similar language. The managers recognize 
the need for the type of expertise IFAD of-
fers; therefore, the managers affirm the 
House and Senate support for continued 
United States contributions to IFAD. The 
Administration is expected to consult with 
the Appropriations Committees regarding 
IFAD’s future resource requirements. 

The conference agreement continues cur-
rent law which prohibits funds from being 
made available for any activity in con-
travention to the Convention on Inter-
national Trade in Endangered Species of 
Flora and Fauna (CITES) as proposed by the 
House. The Senate bill did not address this 
matter.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage from the Senate amendment not in 
the House bill that provides not to exceed 
$25,000, in addition to funds otherwise made 
available for such purposes, to monitor and 
provide oversight for assistance programs for 
displaced and orphan children and victims of 
war.

The conference agreement does not include 
bill language in the Senate amendment man-
dating a specific sum for the International 
Law Institute. The managers continue to be 
concerned by the lack of adherence to the 
rule of law in the Independent States. There-
fore, the managers direct that $250,000 shall 
be made available to the International Law 
Institute to continue its training and sup-
port of lawyers and judges in the Inde-
pendent States. 

The conference agreement provides that 
not less than $500,000 should be made avail-
able for support of the United States Tele-
communications Training Institute. The 
Senate amendment included bill language 
mandating that such funds be made available 
for this purpose. The House bill did not ad-
dress this matter. 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage similar to a provision in the Senate 
amendment that requires that not less than 
50 percent of the funds made available for 
the Microenterprise Initiative should be 
made available for loans of $300 or less for 
very poor people, particularly women, or for 
institutional support of organizations pri-
marily engaged in making such loans. The 
House bill contained a similar provision 
which continued existing law. 

AGRICULTURE

The conference agreement does not contain 
language from the Senate amendment re-

garding the minimum level of funding for ag-
riculture programs. However, the managers 
remain concerned about the decline in AID 
funding for international agriculture activi-
ties and recommend at least $305,000,000 be 
provided for such programs in fiscal year 
2000. Further, the managers note that both 
the House and Senate Committee reports sig-
nal the deep concern for the level of funding 
provided for international agricultural de-
velopment. In addition, the managers sup-
port the language in the House report re-
garding funding levels for the Collaborative 
Research Support Programs (CRSPs). Prior 
to the submission of the report required by 
section 653 of the Foreign Assistance Act, 
AID is directed to consult with the Com-
mittee on Appropriations regarding the pro-
posed allocation of sector resources, includ-
ing those intended for agriculture and for 
the CRSPs. 

AID GLOBAL PROGRAMS AND BIODIVERSITY

The managers note the positive role AID’s 
central offices and mechanisms can serve in 
providing policy and technical support in 
critical areas such as economic growth, en-
ergy, agriculture, biodiversity, democracy 
and women in development. The managers 
endorse House report language on global 
issues such as these, and encourage AID to 
adequately fund these central offices and 
mechanisms. To ensure that the Commit-
tees’ priorities are addressed in a timely 
manner, the managers direct AID to provide, 
within 30 days of enactment of this Act, a 
brief written report to the Appropriations 
Committees on its planned fiscal year 2000 
allocation of funds to the central offices in 
the Global Bureau. 

The conference agreement does not include 
a Senate provision regarding the proportion 
of funds utilized in support of biodiversity. 
The managers continue to believe that pro-
tecting biodiversity and tropical forests in 
developing countries is critical to the global 
environment and U.S. economic prosperity, 
especially for the agricultural and pharma-
ceutical industries. The managers note the 
House and Senate Committee reports which 
recognize the slight increase in AID biodiver-
sity funding in fiscal year 1999, but remain 
concerned that the proportion of develop-
ment assistance allocated for biodiversity 
activities remains less than the amount pro-
vided five years ago. Therefore, the man-
agers direct AID to restore overall biodiver-
sity funding as well as funding to the Office 
of Environment and Natural Resources to 
levels that reflect the proportion of funding 
of development assistance provided in fiscal 
year 1995. 

EDUCATION IN AFRICA

The managers recognizing that providing 
increased educational opportunities, includ-
ing at the doctoral level, is a key component 
of development efforts in Africa. The man-
agers are aware of AID’s minority-serving in-
stitution initiative and commend the agency 
for engaging Historically Black Colleges and 
Universities in its program for Africa. Con-
sistent with these efforts, the managers en-
courage AID to consider up to $700,000 for the 
implementation of a distance education doc-
toral degree initiative in collaboration with 
an HBCU that can offer advanced training in 
the areas of educational leadership, phar-
macy, environmental sciences and engineer-
ing.

AMERICAN SCHOOLS AND HOSPITALS ABROAD

The conference agreement does not contain 
Senate language requiring that not less than 
$15,000,000 shall be available only for the 
American Schools and Hospitals Abroad 

(ASHA) program. However, the managers di-
rect the Agency for International Develop-
ment to fully uphold its commitment to the 
Appropriations Committees to obligate at 
least $15,000,000 for the American Schools 
and Hospitals Abroad program in fiscal year 
2000. It is the intention of the managers that 
the increase in funding for the Lebanon 
country program (addressed below under the 
heading ‘‘Lebanon’’) should not result in a 
decrease in funding that has been tradition-
ally allocated to Lebanese educational insti-
tutions through the American Schools and 
Hospitals Abroad program provided under 
‘‘Development Assistance’’. 

PATRICK LEAHY WAR VICTIMS FUND

The conferees direct $12,000,000 for medical, 
orthopedic, and related rehabilitative and 
preventive assistance for war victims, par-
ticularly those who have been severely dis-
abled from landmines and other unexploded 
ordnance. Of this amount, up to $10,000,000 is 
to be funded from the ‘‘Development Assist-
ance’’ account and the ‘‘Economic Support 
Fund’’. The balance should be funded from 
Office of Transition Initiatives resources, 
and with funds from the demining budget of 
the ‘‘Nonproliferation, anti-terrorism, 
demining and related programs’’ account. 

The managers note the great needs, espe-
cially for children, in Sierra Leone for med-
ical, orthopedic, and related rehabilitative 
services as a result of civil war. The man-
agers direct that not less than $500,000 from 
this account be used to continue the work of 
UNICEF and private voluntary organizations 
with experience in addressing such needs. 

As in previous years, the managers expect 
that any such programs to assist war victims 
should be designed and implemented in con-
sultation with AID’s manager of the Leahy 
War Victims Fund. 

CYPRUS

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage from the Senate amendment that pro-
vides that not less than $15,000,000 shall be 
made available for Cyprus to be used only for 
scholarships, administrative support of the 
scholarship program, bicommunal projects, 
and measures aimed at reunification of the 
island and designed to reduce tensions and 
promote peace and cooperation between the 
two communities on Cyprus. Funds are to be 
derived from ‘‘Development Assistance’’ and 
‘‘Economic Support Fund’’. The House bill 
did not contain a provision on this matter. 

LEBANON

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage similar to that from the Senate 
amendment that provides that not less than 
$15,000,000 of the funds appropriated under 
‘‘Development Assistance’’ and ‘‘Economic 
Support Fund’’ should be made available for 
Lebanon to be used, among other purposes, 
for scholarship and direct support of the 
American educational instutitions in Leb-
anon. The Senate language is identical to 
the conference agreement, except it would 
have required the allocation of these funds. 
The House bill did not address this matter. 

The increase of $3,000,000 for Lebanon is 
being provided for the direct support of the 
American educational institutions in that 
country. It is the intention of the managers 
that the increase in funding for the Lebanon 
country program should not result in a de-
crease in funding that has been traditionally 
allocated to Lebanese educational institu-
tions through the American Schools and 
Hospitals Abroad program provided under 
‘‘Development Assistance’’. 

BURMA

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage similar to that from the Senate 
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amendment that provides that, of the funds 
made available under ‘‘Development Assist-
ance’’ and ‘‘Economic Support Fund’’, not 
less than $6,500,000 shall be made available to 
support democracy activities in Burma, de-
mocracy and humanitarian activities along 
the Burma-Thailand border, and for Burmese 
student groups and other organizations lo-
cated outside Burma. These funds are to be 
made available notwithstanding any other 
provision of law and shall be subject to the 
regular notification procedures of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations, as proposed by 
the Senate. Language proposed by the Sen-
ate that would have allocated not less than 
$800,000 of these funds for certain specified 
activities is not included, not is language 
providing that funds made available under 
this heading shall be subject to consultation 
and guidelines provided by the leadership of 
the Burmese government elected in 1990. 

The House bill did not address this matter. 

CAMBODIA

The conference agreement does not include 
language proposed by the Senate that would 
have prohibited funds for the Central Gov-
ernment of Cambodia until the Secretary of 
State determines and reports to the Commit-
tees on Appropriations and the Committee 
on Foreign Relations that the Government 
of Cambodia has established a tribunal con-
sistent with the requirements of inter-
national law and justice and including the 
participation of international jurists and 
prosecutors for the trial of those who com-
mitted genocide or crimes against humanity 
and that the Government of Cambodia is 
making significant progress in establishing 
an independent and accountable judicial sys-
tem, a professional military subordinate to 
civilian control, and a neutral and account-
able police force. The funding restriction 
proposed by the Senate would not have ap-
plied to demining and other humanitarian 
programs.

The House did not address this matter 
under title II. The House provision on Cam-
bodia, section 573 of the House bill, is in-
cluded in modified form in the conference re-
port under title V. 

SOUTHEAST ASIA

The conference agreement does not include 
reservations of specific minimum funding al-
locations for Indonesia as proposed by the 
Senate. The House bill did not address these 
matters.

The managers support the highest possible 
level of assistance to support the economic 
recovery of the Philippines, Thailand, and 
Indonesia from the Asian financial crisis. Ef-
fective support for private investment, bet-
ter governance, and less corruption in these 
countries should be given a higher priority 
in development assistance and Economic 
Support Fund allocation decisions. The Ac-
celerated Economic Recovery in Asia and 
US-Asia Environmental Partnership pro-
grams should be augmented by specific ef-
forts to retain existing major United States 
private sector investments in the region, es-
pecially in the infrastructure sector. The re-
newed security relationship between the 
Philippines and the United States provides 
additional justification for increased support 
to that country. 

The managers recognize that humanitarian 
and economic assistance from many nations 
will be needed to enable East Timor to re-
cover from the violence and destruction per-
petrated by anti-independence forces fol-
lowing the referendum of August 30, 1999. 
The recovery of East Timor will also depend 
on the cooperation of its Indonesian neigh-

bors. The managers encourage the Executive 
branch to use funds provided in this Act for 
the United States contribution to the recov-
ery of East Timor. 

The managers suggest a modest program of 
assistance for the people of Vietnam, mostly 
for humanitarian activities. The managers 
urge AID to work with the U.S. Embassy to 
support a safety awareness campaign in 
Vietnam to reverse the increase in prevent-
able accidents, especially those affecting 
children.

The managers continue to be concerned 
about the status of religious groups in Viet-
nam. The Secretary of State is requested to 
report to the Committees not later than six 
months after enactment of this Act on the 
extent to which the Socialist Republic of 
Vietnam is facilitating the following: (1) The 
operation of independent churches; (2) the re-
turn of church properties confiscated since 
1974; (3) visits to the Supreme Patriarch of 
the Unified Buddhist Church of Vietnam by a 
delegation of American religious leaders and 
medical doctors; and (4) participation of de-
mocracy and human rights advocates in 
United States education and cultural ex-
change programs. 

CONSERVATION FUND

The conference agreement does not include 
a provision from the Senate amendment 
mandating $500,000 from ‘‘Development As-
sistance’’ for the Charles Darwin Research 
Station and the Charles Darwin Foundation. 
The House bill did not address this matter. 

The managers direct that $500,000 be pro-
vided from ‘‘Development Assistance’’ for re-
search, training, and related activities to 
support conservation efforts in the Gala-
pagos. Because AID has made plans to sus-
tain a commitment to the Galapagos, the 
managers expect fiscal year 2000 to be the 
final year for congressional mandates. 

CONFLICT RESOLUTION

The conference agreement does not include 
Senate language earmarking $1,000,000 from 
‘‘Economic Support Fund’’, ‘‘Development 
Assistance’’, and ‘‘Assistance for Eastern Eu-
rope and the Baltic States’’ accounts to sup-
port conflict resolution programs. However, 
the managers urge the State Department 
and AID to support such programs where ap-
propriate. The managers especially commend 
Seeds of Peace, a widely respected organiza-
tion which promotes understanding between 
Arab and Israeli teenagers, and Turkish and 
Greek Cypriot teenagers, and direct the 
Agency for International Development to 
provide up to $861,000 to Seeds of Peace in 
fiscal year 2000. 

PRIVATE AND VOLUNTARY ORGANIZATIONS

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage from the House bill providing that 
funds appropriated for development assist-
ance should be available to private and vol-
untary organizations at a level which is at 
least equivalent to the level provided in fis-
cal year 1995. The Senate amendment in-
cluded similar language. 

INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE

The conference agreement appropriates 
$175,880,000 for ‘‘International Disaster As-
sistance’’ instead of $200,880,000 as proposed 
by the House and $175,000,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The managers note that Con-
gress provided $388,000,000 for this account in 
fiscal year 1999, including $188,000,000 in 
emergency supplemental funds, and that AID 
expects to carry-over into fiscal year 2000 the 
unobligated fiscal year 1999 balances. Fur-
ther, the managers note that Section 492(b) 
of the Foreign Assistance Act provides the 

President with the authority to obligate up 
to $50,000,000 from other assistance accounts 
in order to provide disaster assistance, if 
necessary.

The conference agreement requires greater 
accountability on disaster assistance funds 
utilized in support of AID’s Office of Transi-
tion Initiatives (OTI). OTI activities have 
been effective in many countries, but the 
managers are increasingly concerned that 
scarce emergency disaster aid may be un-
available due to longer-term OTI commit-
ments. Therefore, the conference agreement 
requires that AID submit a report to the Ap-
propriations Committees not less than five 
days prior to initiating on OTI program in a 
country in which OTI did not operate in fis-
cal year 1999. The managers believe this re-
porting requirement will help ensure that 
the Appropriations Committees receive 
timely information regarding the nature of 
OTI programs so they can better evaluate 
these transition activities in the future.

The managers note that OTI may utilize 
funds from other development and economic 
accounts in addition to the Disaster Assist-
ance account and expect AID to report on 
the country allocations of all funds under 
OTI management in the annual report re-
quired under section 653 of the Foreign As-
sistance Act beginning in fiscal year 2000. 

MICRO AND SMALL ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

The conference agreement continues exist-
ing law regarding the level of guarantees 
provided in support of micro and small enter-
prise activities. The Senate amendment pro-
posed making the guarantee level permanent 
law.

URBAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL CREDIT PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

The conference agreement provides 
$1,500,000 in subsidy budget authority for the 
Urban and Environmental Credit program as 
proposed by the Senate amendment. The 
House bill provided no subsidy budget au-
thority. In addition, the conference agree-
ment appropriates $5,000,000 for administra-
tive expenses as proposed by the House, in-
stead of $4,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

DEVELOPMENT CREDIT AUTHORITY PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

The conference agreement provides up to 
$3,000,000 for the cost of loans and loan guar-
antees for AID’s Development Credit Author-
ity (DCA) from funds transferred from exist-
ing development and economic accounts ad-
ministered by AID. Up to $500,000 of this 
amount may be transferred to and merged 
with AID’s ‘‘Operating Expenses’’ account. 
The managers urge that programs in the 
Russian Far East be given priority. The 
House bill did not provide authority for a de-
velopment credit program. The Senate 
amendment provided $7,500,000 for this pur-
pose.

The managers recognize the serious effort 
made by the Administration during the past 
two fiscal years to guarantee the financial 
integrity of the DCA, including the estab-
lishment of a credit review board to approve 
individual DCA loan and loan guarantee 
projects. However, the managers continue to 
be concerned about the larger development 
policy implications of AID conducting new 
loan and guarantee programs. Given the sig-
nificant problems developing nations have 
experienced in repaying existing U.S. loans 
and the subsequent rescheduling and can-
cellation of these debts, the managers urge 
caution in extending new loans and guaran-
tees.
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OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

The conference agreement appropriates 
$495,000,000 as proposed by the Senate, in-
stead of $479,950,000 as proposed by the 
House. The conference agreement does not 
include language proposed by the Senate to 
extend the availability of these funds until 
September 30, 2001. Also, the conference 
agreement does not provide $1,500,000 from 
Operating Expenses for the purchase of land 
in northern India as proposed by the Senate. 
The House bill contained no similar provi-
sion.

The conference agreement prohibits the 
use of funds in this account to finance the 
construction or long-term lease of offices for 
use by AID unless the administrator of AID 
reports in writing to the Appropriations 
Committees at least 15 days prior to the obli-
gation of funds for such purposes. This re-
porting requirement applies only when the 
total cost of construction (including archi-
tect and engineering services), purchase, or 
lease commitment, exceeds $1,000,000. The 
House bill and the Senate amendment con-
tained similar provisions.

OTHER BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE

ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND

The conference agreement appropriates 
$2,177,000,000 instead of $2,227,000,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $2,195,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. In addition, it provides 
not less than $960,000,000 for Israel and not 
less than $735,000,000 for Egypt as proposed 
by the Senate instead of not to exceed 
$960,000,000 for Israel and not to exceed 
$735,000,000 for Egypt as proposed by the 
House. The conference agreement also in-
cludes language providing that not less than 
$200,000,000 of the funds appropriated for 
Egypt shall be used for Commodity Import 
Program assistance as proposed by the Sen-
ate. The House bill did not address this mat-
ter.

The conference agreement also includes 
language providing that not less than 
$150,000,000 should be provided for Jordan as 
proposed by the Senate. The House bill did 
not address this matter. 

The conference agreement also includes 
Senate language providing that, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, not to 
exceed $11,000,000 may be used to support vic-
tims of and programs related to the Holo-
caust. The House did not address this mat-
ter.

The conference agreement does not include 
language from the Senate amendment, not in 
the House bill, that would have prohibited 
funds appropriated under this heading from 
being made available to the Korean Penin-
sula Energy Development Organization. 

The conference agreement also includes 
language that, notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, $1,000,000 shall be made 
available to nongovernmental organizations 
located outside of the People’s Republic of 
China to support activities which preserve 
cultural traditions and promote sustainable 
development and environmental conserva-
tion in Tibetan communities in that coun-
try. The managers are aware of the impor-
tant work of the Bridge Fund in this regard, 
and strongly support funding for this organi-
zation.

Senate language under this heading that 
authorized $10,000,000 for activities for Iraqi 
opposition groups is addressed under title V 
of the conference report. 

The managers direct that $5,000,000 in fund-
ing from this account be used to support the 
activities authorized under the Irish Peace 

Process Cultural and Training Program Act 
of 1998 (Public Law 105–319). 

The conference agreement does not include 
an additional $50,000,000 for Jordan (above a 
base level of $150,000,000), as requested by the 
President and provided in the House bill, in 
connection with funding for implementation 
of the Wye River accord. It is the intention 
of the managers that the Appropriations 
Committees of the House and Senate will ad-
dress this matter when Congress takes ac-
tion on all funds requested for implementa-
tion of the Wye River accords. The managers 
strongly support funding for Jordan, both in 
this account and under ‘‘Foreign Military Fi-
nancing Program’’, and are committed to 
seeking to provide the full budget request for 
Jordan at the appropriate time. 

INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR IRELAND

The conference agreement appropriates 
$19,600,000 for the International Fund for Ire-
land, as proposed by the House. The Senate 
amendment did not address this matter. 

The conferees encourage the International 
Fund for Ireland (IFI) to consider direct 
funding of locally-based organizations dedi-
cated to attracting investment to their mu-
nicipalities and regions. In doing so, the con-
ferees believe the IFI will further its goals of 
increasing domestic and international inter-
est in continued cooperation and stability. 

ASSISTANCE FOR EASTERN EUROPE AND THE
BALTIC STATES

The conference agreement appropriates 
$535,000,000 as proposed by the Senate instead 
of $393,000,000 as proposed by the House. 

The conference agreement also includes 
language stating that $150,000,000 should be 
provided for Kosova. The Senate amendment 
had provided for six country earmarks which 
are not included in the conference agree-
ment. The House bill did not address this 
matter.

The conference agreement also includes 
language that prohibits funds for Kosova 
until the Secretary of State certifies that 
the resources pledged by the United States 
at the upcoming Kosova donors conference 
and similar pledging conferences shall not 
exceed 15 percent of the total resources 
pledged by all donors. In addition, language 
has been included stating that funds for 
Kosova shall not be made available for large 
scale physical infrastructure reconstruction. 

In addition, the conference report includes 
Senate language that provides no more than 
$130,000,000 for Bosnia and Herzegovina from 
the funds appropriated under this account 
and under ‘‘International Narcotics and Law 
Enforcement’’ and ‘‘Economic Support 
Fund’’. The House bill did not address this 
matter.

The conference agreement also includes 
House language prohibiting funds from being 
used for new housing construction or repair 
or reconstruction of existing housing in Bos-
nia and Herzegovina unless directly related 
to the efforts of United States troops to pro-
mote peace in said country. The Senate 
amendment did not address this matter. 

The conference agreement also includes 
language from the House bill that applies the 
provisions of section 532 (‘‘Separate Ac-
counts’’) to all funds provided under this 
heading, rather than just to funds made 
available for Bosnia and Herzegovina as pro-
posed by the Senate. In addition, it includes 
language proposed by the House that author-
izes the President to withhold funds for eco-
nomic reconstruction programs in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina if he certifies that the Bos-
nian Federation is not complying with re-
quirements in the Dayton Peace Accord to 

remove foreign forces, and has not termi-
nated intelligence cooperation with Iranian 
officials. The Senate amendment did not ad-
dress this matter. 

ROMANIAN CHILDREN AND ORPHANS

The managers direct that up to $4,400,000 
be provided for emergency aid for the child 
victims of the present economic crisis in Ro-
mania. The program should be administered 
through, or in close coordination with, the 
Romanian Department of Child Protection. 
It should focus on supplemental food support 
and maintenance, support for in-home foster 
care, and supplemental support for special 
needs residential care. 
ASSISTANCE FOR THE INDEPENDENT STATES OF

THE FORMER SOVIET UNION

The conference agreement appropriates 
$735,000,000 instead of $725,000,000 as proposed 
by the House and $780,000,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The word ‘‘New’’ is deleted from 
the heading, as proposed by the House. The 
managers have included a ceiling on manage-
ment costs for nuclear safety activities as 
proposed by the Senate and a limitation of 25 
percent on the percentage of funds that may 
be allocated for any single country as pro-
posed by the House. 

The managers also encourage the Coordi-
nator and AID to move as rapidly as possible 
to implement programs that focus on the so-
cial transition in the region as it affects or-
dinary citizens, to reward reform-oriented 
countries such as Moldova and Kyrgystan, 
and to accelerate the focus on regional ef-
forts in reform-oriented secondary cities in 
Russia, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan. 

RUSSIA-IRAN

The conference agreement continues the 
current restrictions on assistance to the 
Government of the Russian Federation as 
long as Russian enterprises and institutes 
continue to collaborate with Iran to increase 
Iranian capability to develop and deploy nu-
clear and ballistic missile technology. The 
managers agree that assistance to combat 
infectious diseases, child survival and non-
proliferation activities, support for regional 
and municipal governments, and partner-
ships between United States hospitals, uni-
versities, judicial training institutions and 
environmental organizations and counter-
parts in Russia should not be affected by this 
subsection.

RUSSIAN FAR EAST

The conference agreement includes new 
language providing not less than $20,000,000 
for the Russian Far East. This matter was 
not addressed in the House bill or the Senate 
amendment. Under the heading ‘‘Develop-
ment Credit Authority’’ in title II, the man-
agers also directed that additional funds be 
made available to stimulate ventures in the 
Russian Far East led by American firms with 
expertise in primary industries, including 
natural resource development, telecommuni-
cations and basic infrastructure, finance, 
and consumer goods. 

SOUTHERN CAUCASUS REGION

The managers support regional coopera-
tion efforts among the countries of Armenia, 
Azerbaijan, and Georgia, including United 
States efforts through the Caucasus Coopera-
tion Forum. To further regional cooperation, 
the conference agreement continues the cur-
rent six exemptions from the statutory re-
strictions on assistance to the Government 
of Azerbaijan. The managers include a re-
quirement that 15 percent of the funds avail-
able for the Southern Caucasus region be 
used for confidence-building measures and 
other activities related to the resolution of 
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regional conflicts instead of 17.5 percent as 
proposed by the House. 

The conference agreement includes a pro-
vision that not less than 12.92 percent of the 
funds under this heading be made available 
for Georgia and not less than 12.2 percent for 
Armenia. Similar language was proposed by 
the Senate but not included in the House 
bill. The managers are concerned that little 
progress has been made to improve condi-
tions in the regions of Armenia affected by 
the 1988 earthquake. The conferees direct the 
Coordinator and AID to allocate up to 
$15,000,000 to support recovery and economic 
reconstruction initiatives in the regions 
most severely affected. In addition, at least 
$25,000,000 of the funds made available for 
Georgia should be obligated for border secu-
rity and law enforcement training. 

The managers continue to support funding 
of the judicial reform initiatives in Georgia, 
but are aware of concerns regarding the legal 
rights of Loren Wille, an American working 
for Catholic Relief Services who was re-
cently arrested in Georgia. The conferees 
urge the State Department to use the influ-
ence of the United States to ensure fairness 
and transparency in the treatment of Mr. 
Wille, and request a report from the Depart-
ment no later than December 1, 1999, on the 
extent to which Mr. Wille’s rights have been 
respected during the Georgian judicial proc-
ess.

UKRAINE

The managers include bill language that 
$180,000,000 should be made available for 
Ukraine instead of a mandatory $210,000,000 
as proposed by the Senate. In the event that 
October, 1999, Presidential elections in 
Ukraine produce a reform government, the 
managers would expect the Coordinator and 
AID to allocate additional funds for Ukraine. 
The managers recommend $25,000,000 for nu-
clear safety programs in Ukraine and up to 
$10,000,000 for regional initiatives that in-
clude industrial study tours, technology 
business incubators, and community based 
telecommunications projects. The con-
ference agreement does not include any pro-
vision withholding funds for Ukraine as pro-
posed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement does not include 
Senate language regarding the destruction of 
stockpiles of landmines in Ukraine. How-
ever, the managers strongly support the 
elimination of some 10 million mines stock-
piled in Ukraine and Moldova that could oth-
erwise be exported to areas of conflict and 
cause egregious harm to innocent civilians. 
The managers intend and expect that of the 
funds made available in this Act for Ukraine 
and Modova, $5,000,000 will be contributed to 
a multinational effort to destroy these land-
mines and similar munitions. 

RUSSIAN LEADERSHIP PROGRAM

The conference agreement includes new 
language providing an additional $10,000,000 
to carry out the Russian Leadership Pro-
gram enacted on May 21, 1999. The statutory 
authority is modified to extend the pilot pro-
gram administered by the Library of Con-
gress for 1 year and to postpone transfer of 
the program to the Executive branch by 1 
year.

RUSSIAN ORPHANS

The conferees strongly support AID’s new 
strategy for addressing the needs of Russian 
orphans and concur with the House report 
language on this matter. The managers are 
concerned about the immediate needs of or-
phans in some of the most economically dis-
advantaged parts of the Russian Federation, 
such as Magadan. The conferees encourage 

AID to supplement its orphan strategy by 
identifying reform-minded and committed 
orphanage and child welfare officials in 
those regions and developing a program to 
improve the basic conditions of orphans 
there.

MEDICAL ASSISTANCE

The conference agreement does not include 
a Senate earmark for Carelift International. 
However, the managers are aware that large 
amounts of used high-technology medical 
equipment no longer needed by American 
hospitals can be put to good use in the 
former Soviet Union and other regions un-
able to afford high-technology medical 
equipment. Carelift International and other 
organizations provide such equipment and 
provide training on its proper use and main-
tenance. The conferees expect AID to sup-
port such private initiatives in its social 
transition strategy for the independent 
states and Central Europe and direct that 
$3,000,000 be made available to Carelift Inter-
national upon receipt of a detailed proposal. 

MONGOLIA

The conference agreement retains author-
ity for funds provided under this heading to 
be used in Mongolia. The amount provided 
for Mongolia from this heading is $6,000,000. 
The remainder of the amount requested is to 
be made available from other accounts in 
title II of this Act. 

INDEPENDENT AGENCY

PEACE CORPS

The Conference agreement appropriates 
$235,000,000 instead of $240,000,000 as proposed 
by the House and $220,000,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL AND LAW
ENFORCEMENT

The Conference agreement appropriates 
$285,000,000 as proposed by the House for 
International Narcotics Control and Law En-
forcement. The Senate amendment proposed 
$215,000,000.

The conference agreement does not include 
the ceiling of $20,000,000 on anti-crime activi-
ties within the account. However, the agree-
ment does require that all anti-crime pro-
grams are subject to the regular notification 
procedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions.

The conference agreement contains House 
language allowing the Department of State 
to utilize section 608 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act to receive excess property from 
other U.S. federal agencies for use in a for-
eign country. The Senate amendment did not 
address this matter. 

The conference agreement provides that 
not less than $10,000,000 should be available 
for Law Enforcement Training and Demand 
Reduction, which is similar to the Senate 
amendment. The House did not address this 
matter. The managers urge up to $4,000,000 of 
this amount be for demand reduction pro-
grams.

The conference agreement does not include 
a Senate provision regarding the establish-
ment and operation of the International Law 
Enforcement Academy of the Western Hemi-
sphere at the deBremmond Training Center 
in Roswell, New Mexico, deleting this lan-
guage without prejudice. The House included 
no similar bill language. The managers are 
aware of recent State Department commit-
ments to Congress regarding this proposal. 
The managers expect the Department of 
State to resolve this matter to the satisfac-
tion of the Committees. The managers direct 
the Department of State to provide the Com-

mittees on Appropriations, not later than 45 
days after enactment of this Act, a report on 
the proposed training program at the 
deBremmond Training Center during fiscal 
year 2000. 

The conference agreement does not contain 
a Senate amendment providing not less than 
$10,000,000 for mycoherbicide counter drug re-
search and development. The House did not 
address this matter. However, the managers 
recognize that the development of plant 
pathogens which are capable of destroying il-
licit drug crops, including opium poppy, coca 
and marijuana, offer a potential weapon for 
United States counter-narcotics efforts. The 
managers understand that all current fund-
ing requirements have been met for fiscal 
years 1999 and 2000. Consistent with the posi-
tion taken in the fiscal year 1999 Supple-
mental appropriations conference report, the 
managers recommend that the responsibility 
for this funding should be assumed by the Of-
fice of the National Drug Control Policy to 
support any additional future needs for 
counterdrug research and development for 
the following: mycoherbicide product re-
search and development; narcotic crop eradi-
cation technologies; narcotic plant identi-
fication and biotechnology; worldwide nar-
cotic crop identification; and alternative 
crop research and development. 

The managers affirm House and Senate re-
port language regarding counter-narcotics 
programs and encourage the Assistant Sec-
retary of State for International Narcotics 
Control and Law Enforcement to develop a 
comprehensive proposal to upgrade heli-
copter lift capability for anti-drug oper-
ations in Latin America. 

The managers are concerned about the de-
teriorating conditions in Colombia. In 1998, 
308,000 Colombians were internally displaced 
and during the past decade 35,000 Colombians 
have been killed in the violence between gov-
ernment forces, paramilitaries, and the 
FARC and ELN. The managers commend 
President Pastrana for his efforts to end this 
protracted conflict. The managers encourage 
the Department of State and other Executive 
agencies to continue their efforts to assist 
President Pastrana and the Colombian gov-
ernment toward a peaceful resolution of this 
conflict.

Given the instability in the region, the 
managers have been concerned by the con-
sistently low levels of support during the 
past several years provided to the Govern-
ment of Ecuador in its efforts to stem the 
flow of drugs transiting through Ecuador 
from both Colombia and Peru. Therefore, the 
managers direct the State Department Bu-
reau on International Narcotics and Law En-
forcement to provide a report, 60 days after 
the date of enactment, on its revised plans to 
assist Ecuador in improving its counter-nar-
cotics efforts. 

Because of budgetary limitations, 
$21,000,000 of the amount provided under this 
heading and $21,000,000 provided under the 
heading ‘‘Migration and Refugee Assistance’’ 
is withheld from obligation until September 
30, 2000. Both programs were augmented by 
sizable supplemental appropriations during 
fiscal year 1999. 

MIGRATION AND REFUGEE ASSISTANCE

The conference agreement appropriates 
$625,000,000, instead of $640,000,000 as proposed 
by the House bill and $610,000,000 as proposed 
in the Senate amendment. The conference 
agreement makes available $13,800,000, as 
proposed in the House bill, for administra-
tive expenses. The Senate amendment pro-
posed $13,500,000. The managers note that 
more than $160,000,000 remains in this ac-
count from previous appropriations acts.
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The conference agreement also includes 

Senate language, not included in the House 
bill, that provides not less than $60,000,000 for 
refugees from the former Soviet Union and 
Eastern Europe and other refugees resettling 
in Israel. 

UNITED STATES EMERGENCY REFUGEE AND
MIGRATION ASSISTANCE FUND

The conference agreement appropriates 
$12,500,000 instead of $30,000,000 as proposed 
by the House and $20,000,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. The managers note that more 
than $70,000,000 remains available in this ac-
count.

NONPROLIFERATION, ANTI-TERRORISM,
DEMINING AND RELATED PROGRAMS

The conference agreement appropriates 
$181,600,000 instead of $181,630,000 as proposed 
by the House and $175,000,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

The conference agreement also includes 
language proposed by the House, that was 
not in the Senate amendment, that author-
izes a United States contribution to the 
Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty 
Preparatory Commission, and requires that 
the Secretary of State must inform the Com-
mittees on Appropriations at least 20 days 
prior to the obligation of funds for such 
Commission.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate, that was not 
in the House bill, that provides that 
$35,000,000 should be used for demining, clear-
ance of unexploded ordnance and related ac-
tivities, and that not to exceed $500,000 may 
be used for related administrative expenses. 

The conference agreement does not include 
language from the Senate amendment that 
limited funding for the contribution to the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
to $40,000,000. 

Funding limitations affecting the Korean 
Peninsula Economic Development Organiza-
tion (KEDO) are addressed under title V of 
this statement and accompanying conference 
report.

The managers intend that funds appro-
priated under this heading be allocated as 
follows:

[In thousands of dollars] 

Program House Senate Con-
ference

Nonproliferation and Disarmament 
Fund ................................................. 15,000 15,000 15,000

Export control asst ............................... 5,000 5,000 10,170
IAEA contribution .................................. 43,000 40,000 43,000
CTBT Preparatory Commission ............. 20,000 20,000 20,000

Prepaid in fy 1999 ...................... ¥4,370 ................ ¥4,370
KEDO ..................................................... 35,000 40,000 35,000
Anti-terrorism asst ............................... 33,000 20,000 27,800
Demining .............................................. 35,000 35,000 35,000

New budget authority ............. 181,630 175,000 181,600

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE

Both the House and the Senate provided 
$1,500,000 for the international affairs tech-
nical assistance program of the Department 
of the Treasury. The managers encourage 
the Administration to meet the requested 
level for this program by transferring funds 
to the Department of the Treasury from 
other funds appropriated in title II of this 
Act.

DEBT RESTRUCTURING

The conference agreement appropriates 
$33,000,000 for debt restructuring as proposed 
by the House instead of $43,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. The managers include 
funding for bilateral debt restructuring and 
implementation of title V of the Foreign As-
sistance Act only.

TITLE III—MILITARY ASSISTANCE 
INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND

TRAINING

The conference agreement appropriates 
$50,000,000 as proposed by the Senate instead 
of $45,000,000 as proposed by the House. It 
also provides that up to $1,000,000 may re-
main available until expended as proposed by 
the House; the Senate amendment did not 
address this matter. 

The conference agreement also includes 
language proposed by the House that limits 
Guatemala and Indonesia to Expanded IMET 
only, and provides for regular notification 
procedures for funds allocated for Guatemala 
as proposed by the House. The Senate 
amendment would have limited Guatemala 
to Expanded IMET only, but did not address 
funding for Indonesia and did not require no-
tification for Guatemala. 

The conference agreement also includes 
language from the House bill providing that 
funding for the School of the Americas is 
contingent upon a certification by the Sec-
retary of Defense that the instruction pro-
vided by the School is fully consistent with 
training provided by the Department of De-
fense to United States military training stu-
dents at U.S. military institutions. It also 
includes House language requiring a report 
by the Secretary of Defense on training ac-
tivities at the School of the Americas during 
1997 and 1998. 

The Senate amendment did not address 
these matters. 

FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM

The conference agreement appropriates 
$3,420,000,000 instead of $3,470,000,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $3,410,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. In addition, it includes 
language proposed by the Senate that pro-
vides not less than $1,920,000,000 for grants 
for Israel and not less than $1,300,000,000 for 
grants for Egypt instead of not to exceed 
$1,920,000,000 for Israel and not to exceed 
$1,300,000,000 for Egypt as proposed by the 
House.

The conference agreement also includes 
language similar to that proposed by the 
Senate providing that not less than 26.3 per-
cent of the funds made available for Israel 
shall be available for procurement in Israel. 
The House bill included language stating 
that not to exceed $505,000,000 should be 
made available for such procurement. 

The conference agreement also includes 
House language providing that no Partner-
ship for Peace funds may be made available 
to a non-NATO country except through the 
regular notification procedures of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations. The Senate 
amendment did not address this matter. 

The conference agreement does not include 
language proposed by the Senate that would 
have allowed direct loans to be converted to 
grants, and grants to direct loans. The House 
bill did not address this matter. 

The conference agreement provides not 
less than $3,000,000 in grant assistance for 
Tunisia and directs the drawdown of not less 
than $4,000,000 in defense articles, defense 
services, and military education and train-
ing. The Senate amendment would have di-
rected $10,000,000 for Tunisia. The House bill 
did not address this matter. 

The conference agreement also includes 
language providing up to $1,000,000 for Ecua-
dor, subject to the regular notification pro-
cedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions.

The conference agreement provides a ceil-
ing of 430,495,000 for administrative expenses 
as proposed by the House instead of 
$30,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. 

The conference agreement also includes 
language directing that, not later than 
forty-five days after enactment, the Sec-
retary of Defense shall report to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations regarding an ap-
propriate host institution to support and ad-
vance the efforts of the Defense Institute for 
International and Legal Studies in both legal 
and political education. The Senate amend-
ment would have provided not less than 
$1,000,000 for the Defense Institute of Inter-
national Studies for various activities under 
‘‘International Military Education and 
Training’’. The House bill did not address 
this matter. 

The conference agreement does not include 
an earmark of $5,000,000 for the Philippines. 
However, the managers are strongly sup-
portive of efforts to increase defense co-
operation with that nation and are aware the 
Administration is proposing to provide 
$1,000,000 in grant funds for the Philippines 
in fiscal year 1999. 

PEACEKEEPING OPERATIONS

The conference agreement appropriates 
$78,000,000 instead of $76,500,000 as proposed 
by the House and $80,000,000 as proposed by 
the Senate. 

TITLE IV—MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC 
ASSISTANCE

INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT FACILITY (GEF)

The conference agreement appropriates 
$35,800,000 for the Global Environment Facil-
ity instead of $50,000,000 as proposed by the 
House and $25,000,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION

The conference agreement appropriates 
$625,000,000 instead of $776,600,000 as proposed 
by the Senate and $568,600,000 as proposed by 
the House. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE MULTILATERAL
INVESTMENT GUARANTEE AGENCY

The conference agreement appropriates 
$4,000,000 for paid-in capital issued by the 
Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency 
instead of $10,000,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate. The House bill did not include any ap-
propriation for this purpose. Approval for 
subscription to the appropriate amount of 
callable capital is also included in the con-
ference agreement. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE ASIAN DEVELOPMENT
FUND

The conference agreement appropriates 
$77,000,000 for the Asian Development Fund 
instead of $50,000,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate and $100,000,000 as proposed by the House. 
The entire amount is for contributions pre-
viously due. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT
FUND

The conference agreement appropriates 
$77,000,000 for the African Development Fund 
instead of $108,000,000 as proposed by the 
House. The Senate amendment did not in-
clude any appropriation for this purpose. 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT
BANK

The conference agreement appropriates 
$1,000,000 for paid-in capital issued by the Af-
rican Development Bank instead of $5,100,000 
as proposed by the Senate. The House bill did 
not include an appropriation for this pur-
pose. Approval for subscription to the appro-
priate amount of callable capital is also in-
cluded in the conference agreement. 
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INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS

The conference agreement provides 
$170,000,000 as proposed by the Senate amend-
ment. The House bill appropriated 
$167,000,000.

The conference agreement does not contain 
a provision in the House bill regarding the 
Climate Stabilization Fund. The Senate 
amendment did not address this matter.

The conference agreement continues cur-
rent law indicating that $5,000,000 should be 
made available for the World Food Program, 
which is similar to the Senate amendment. 
The House bill did not address this matter. 

The managers note that the President’s 
budget request for fiscal year 2000 proposed a 
reduction in funding for the United Nations 
Development Program. However, the man-
agers are encouraged by the initiatives being 
undertaken by the new administrator of 
UNDP, and urge the Administration to 
strongly support these efforts and to encour-
age other donors to do the same. 

TITLE V—GENERAL PROVISIONS 
(Note.—If House and Senate language is 

identical except for a different section num-
ber or minor technical differences, the sec-
tion is not discussed in the Statement of 
Managers.)
Sec. 502. Prohibition of bilateral funding for 

international institutions 
The conference agreement modifies exist-

ing law to prohibit funds from title II of this 
Act to be transferred by AID directly to an 
international financial institution for the 
purpose of repaying a foreign country’s loan 
obligations, as proposed by the House. The 
Senate amendment made no change to exist-
ing law. 
Sec. 509. Transfers between accounts 

The conference agreement deletes the re-
quirement for the President to notify the 
Appropriations Committees, through their 
regular notification procedures, when exer-
cising the transfer authority provided under 
the section. 
Sec. 512. Limitation on assistance to countries in 

default.
The conference agreement ends the exemp-

tion for Nicaragua, Brazil, and Liberia from 
requirements under section 620(q) of the For-
eign Assistance Act and under this section 
regarding default on loans made by the U.S. 
This language is the same as the Senate 
amendment. The House bill retained the ex-
emption for these countries. 
Sec. 514. Surplus commodities 

The conference agreement deletes sub-
section (b) of the House general provision, as 
proposed by the Senate. This subsection 
would have required the Secretary of the 
Treasury to direct the U.S. executive direc-
tors of the international financial institu-
tions to support the purchase of American 
produced agricultural commodities. 
Sec. 515. Notification requirements 

The conference agreement deletes ‘‘Inter-
national Affairs Technical Assistance’’ from 
the notification requirements under this sec-
tion as proposed by the House. 
Sec. 520. Special notification requirements 

The conference agreement adds ‘‘Panama’’ 
as proposed by the House bill to the list of 
countries subject to the special notification 
procedures of this section. The conference 
agreement does not include ‘‘India’’ as pro-
posed in the Senate amendment. 
Sec. 522. Child survival and disease prevention 

activities
The conference agreement modifies exist-

ing law to clarify the intent of this section 

that allows AID to use $10,000,000 appro-
priated under the ‘‘Child Survival and Dis-
ease Programs Fund’’ for technical experts 
from other government agencies, univer-
sities, and other institutions. Since Congress 
established a separate Child Survival and 
Disease Programs account in 1996, the pre-
vious language has been obsolete. The con-
ference agreement is similar to the House 
provision, but includes new language regard-
ing the sue of up to $1,500,000 from the ‘‘De-
velopment Assistance’’ account for technical 
experts.
Sec. 526. Democracy in China 

The conference agreement contains lan-
guage from the House bill that authorizes 
the use of funds from ‘‘Economic Support 
Fund’’ for the support of nongovernmental 
organizations located outside of China for 
the support of democracy activities, and re-
quires notification on the use of this author-
ity. The Senate amendment did not address 
this matter. 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage that provides, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law that restricts assist-
ance to foreign countries, $1,000,000 from the 
Economic Support Fund shall be made avail-
able to the Robert F. Kennedy Memorial 
Center for Human Rights for a project to dis-
seminate information and support research 
about the People’s Republic of China. 
Sec. 537. Funding prohibition for Serbia 

The conference agreement includes House 
language that prohibits assistance for Ser-
bia, except for aid to Kosovo or Montenegro 
or to promote democracy. The Senate 
amendment did not address this matter. 
Sec. 538. Special authorities 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the House that allows for 
funding from appropriations under title I for 
certain specified countries and activities, 
and for Montenegro, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law. The Senate amend-
ment did not include these exemptions. It 
also includes language not in the House bill 
but in the Senate amendment that condi-
tions assistance for Cambodia to the provi-
sions of section 531(e) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 and section 906 of the Inter-
national Security and Development Coopera-
tion Act of 1985. 

The conference agreement also includes 
House language that authorizes the Presi-
dent to waive for six months a provision of 
Public Law 100–204, if he determines and cer-
tifies that doing so is important to the na-
tional security interests of the United 
States. The Senate amendment did not ad-
dress this matter. 
Sec. 539. Policy on terminating the Arab League 

boycott of Israel 
The conference agreement contains House 

language on this matter. The Senate amend-
ment did not include subsections (2) and (3) 
of the House general provision, dealing with 
the decision by the Arab League to reinstate 
the boycott in 1997, and calling on the 
League to immediately rescind its decision; 
and deleted language from subsection (4)(C) 
regarding a report on the specific steps that 
should be taken by the President to ‘‘expand 
the process of normalizing ties between Arab 
League countries and Israel’’. 
Sec. 540. Anti-narcotics activities 

The conference agreement contains House 
bill language waiving certain provisions of 
section 534 of the Foreign Assistance Act to 
allow for administration of justice programs 
in Latin America and the Caribbean. The 
Senate amendment contained a similar pro-
vision.

Sec. 541. Eligibility for assistance 
The conference agreement includes lan-

guage regarding eligibility of assistance pro-
vided under this Act, as proposed by the 
House bill. The conference agreement does 
not include a modification, as proposed in 
the Senate amendment, regarding the prohi-
bition on assistance to countries that violate 
internationally recognized human rights. 
Sec. 544. Prohibition on publicity or propaganda 

The conference agreement maintains cur-
rent law limiting to $750,000 the amount that 
may be made available to carry out the pro-
vision of section 316 of Public Law 96–533 re-
lating to hunger and development education 
as proposed by the Senate amendment. The 
House bill provided no funding limitation. 
Sec. 545. Purchase of American-made equipment 

and products 
The conference agreement includes lan-

guage proposed in the Senate amendment di-
recting the Secretary of the Treasury to re-
port annually to Congress on compliance 
with this provision. 
Sec. 546. Prohibition of payments to United Na-

tions members 
The conference agreement modifies cur-

rent law to prohibit the use of certain funds 
to pay the cost for attendance for another 
country’s delegation at international con-
ferences held under the auspices of multilat-
eral or international organizations. This is 
similar to the House bill. The Senate amend-
ment included a similar provision. 
Sec. 549. Prohibition on assistance to foreign 

governments that export lethal military 
equipment to countries supporting inter-
national terrorism 

The conference agreement includes the 
Senate version of this general provision, 
which is the same as House language except 
that under subsection (a) the reference to 
‘‘any other comparable provision of law’’ is 
deleted and under subsection (c) the word 
‘‘estimated’’ is deleted. 
Sec. 552. War crimes tribunals drawdown 

The conference agreement includes Senate 
language that authorizes a Presidential 
drawdown of up to $30,000,000 of commodities 
and services for the United Nations War 
Crimes Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia 
or similar tribunals or commissions. It also 
specifies that such drawdowns are subject to 
the notification process and that drawdowns 
made under this section shall not be con-
strued as an endorsement or precedent for 
the establishment of any standing or perma-
nent international criminal tribunal or 
court. The House bill included similar lan-
guage, but would not have exempted the tri-
bunals for Yugoslavia and Rwanda from the 
notification requirements of the provision as 
in the Senate amendment. 
Sec. 553. Landmines 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage that amends section 1365(c) of the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal 
Year 1993 (Public Law 102–484) by extending 
until October 23, 2003, the ban on the export 
of landmines. 
Sec. 556. Competitive pricing for sales of defense 

articles
The conference agreement includes lan-

guage from the Senate amendment that pro-
vides that direct costs associated with meet-
ing a foreign customer’s additional or unique 
requirements will continue to be allowable 
under the Arms Export Control Act. The 
House bill did not address this matter. 
Sec. 559. Limitation on assistance for Haiti 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage similar to that proposed by both 
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Houses. It sunsets the required reports after 
two years as proposed by the House and in-
cludes a provision limiting the percentage of 
funds that can be allocated to any single 
Latin American or Caribbean country. The 
latter limitation is a separate general provi-
sion in current law and in the House bill. 
The limitation was not included in the Sen-
ate amendment. 

Sec. 563. Limitation on assistance to the Pales-
tinian Authority 

The conference agreement includes House 
language that prohibits funds for the Pales-
tinian Authority unless the President cer-
tifies that waiving such prohibition is impor-
tant to the national security interests of the 
United States. Such waiver shall apply no 
more than six months and shall not apply be-
yond 12 months after enactment. The Senate 
amendment did not address this matter. 

Sec. 565. Limitations on transfer of military 
equipment to East Timor 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage from the Senate amendment that re-
quires that in any agreement for military as-
sistance or sales a statement shall be in-
cluded that the items will not be used in 
East Timor. The House language included a 
proviso that stated nothing in this section 
shall be construed to limit Indonesia’s inher-
ent right to self-defense as recognized under 
the UN charter and in international law, and 
that military sales, assistance, or lease 
agreements include the statement that the 
United States ‘‘expects’’ that the military 
assistance will not be used in East Timor. 

The conferees direct the Secretary of 
State, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Defense and other appropriate agencies, to 
submit a report to the Committees on Appro-
priations not later than February 1, 2000, 
identifying all Indonesian commanding offi-
cers and units deployed in East Timor during 
1999, and providing any available informa-
tion linking those officers and units to the 
violence prior to and after the August 30, 
1999 referendum in East Timor. Such report 
may be provided in classified form, if appro-
priate.

Sec. 566. Restrictions on assistance to countries 
providing sanctuary to indicted war crimi-
nals

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage similar to that of the House bill. It 
substitutes the word ‘‘municipality’’ for 
‘‘canton’’, includes a special rule that allows 
for assistance to an entity that would other-
wise be sanctioned under the terms of this 
section, and imposes certain recordkeeping 
requirements on the Secretary of State. The 
Senate amendment would have made a num-
ber of technical and substantive changes to 
the House bill, including: establishment of a 
policy for support of the International 
Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugo-
slavia; establishment of a special rule ex-
empting certain specified entities and com-
munities from sanctions under certain provi-
sions of this section; a requirement for pub-
lic information regarding certain assistance 
provided to the countries in the former 
Yugoslavia; and a provision for certain ex-
emptions by types of assistance. The con-
ference agreement defines ‘‘Montenegro’’ and 
‘‘Kosova’’ separately for purposes of applying 
this provision of law.

Sec. 568. Greenhouse gas emissions 

The conference agreement includes a modi-
fication of current laws as proposed by the 
House, primarily to obtain more detailed in-
formation from AID in an annual report sub-
mitted by the President. 

Sec. 569. Excess defense articles for certain Eu-
ropean countries 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage from the Senate amendment that ex-
tends a provision of permanent law that ex-
pired in 1997 through 2000. The law authorizes 
the provision of excess defense articles to 
certain European countries. The House bill 
did not address this matter. 

Sec. 570. Aid to the Government of the Demo-
cratic Republic of Congo 

The conference agreement prohibits any 
assistance to the central Government of the 
Democratic Republic of Congo as proposed in 
the Senate amendment. The House bill in-
cluded a similar provision. 

Sec. 571. Assistance for the Middle East 

The conference agreement contains lan-
guage similar to the House bill that imposes 
a spending ceiling of $5,321,150,000 on speci-
fied assistance for the Middle East. The Sen-
ate amendment did not address this matter. 

Sec. 572. Enterprise fund restrictions 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage in the House bill that was not in the 
Senate amendment that requires that, prior 
to the distribution of any assets resulting 
from any liquidation, dissolution, or winding 
up of an Enterprise Fund, in whole or in 
part, the President shall submit a plan for 
the distribution of the assets of the Enter-
prise Fund to the Committees on Appropria-
tions in accordance with regular notification 
procedures.

Sec. 573. Cambodia 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage that prohibits funds for the central 
Government of Cambodia and states that the 
Secretary of Treasury should instruct the 
Executive Directors of international finan-
cial institutions to use the voice and vote of 
the United States to oppose loans to that 
government. The House bill contained simi-
lar language, but would have imposed the 
funding prohibition on all government as-
sistance. The Senate amendment would have 
required the Secretary of the Treasury to in-
struct U.S. executive directors of inter-
national financial institutions to use the 
voice and vote of the U.S. to oppose loans to 
the Government of Cambodia, except to sup-
port basic human needs, unless: (1) Cambodia 
has held free and fair elections; (2) all polit-
ical candidates were permitted freedom of 
speech, assembly, and equal access to the 
media; (3) the Central Election Commission 
was comprised on representatives from all 
parties, and (4) the Government had begun 
the prosecution of Khmer Rouge leaders to 
include six named individuals. The Senate 
also addressed this matter under title II. 

It is the intention of the managers that if 
the Administration proposes to provide as-
sistance to of through provincial or munic-
ipal governments in Cambodia it will first 
consult with the appropriate committees of 
the Congress prior to the obligation of funds. 

Sec. 574. Customs assistance 

The conference agreement amends the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 regarding the 
prohibition on the use of certain bilateral as-
sistance for police training by allowing as-
sistance to foreign customs authorities and 
personnel, including training, technical as-
sistance, and equipment fro customs law en-
forcement. The conference agreement is 
identical to the Senate amendment. The 
House bill did not address this matter. 

The managers expect this authority to be 
exercised to support U.S. private sector 
trade and investment opportunities. 

Sec. 575. Foreign military training report 
The conference agreement includes lan-

guage similar to that in the House bill re-
quiring a joint report by the Secretary of 
State and the Secretary of Defense on all 
overseas military training (excluding mili-
tary sales) provided to non-NATO foreign 
military personnel under programs adminis-
tered by the Departments of Defense and 
State during 1999 and 2000, including those 
proposed for 2000. The language specifies the 
scope of the report, and allows for a classi-
fied annex, if deemed necessary and appro-
priate. The report shall be due no later than 
March 1, 2000. The Senate amendment in-
cluded similar language, but did not provide 
for an exemption for NATO countries. 
Sec. 576. Korean Peninsula Energy Development 

Organization (KEDO) 
The conference agreement includes lan-

guage similar to that in the House bill that 
up to $15,000,000 may be made available for 
KEDO prior to June 1, 2000, if, 30 days prior 
to such obligation of funds, the President 
certifies and so reports to Congress that (1) 
the parties to the Agreed Framework have 
taken and continue to take demonstrable 
steps to implement the Joint Declaration on 
Denuclearization of Korea; (2) the parties 
have taken and continue to take demon-
strable steps to pursue the North-South dia-
logue; (3) North Korea is complying with all 
provisions of the Agreed Framework; (4) 
North Korea has not diverted assistance for 
purposes for which it was not intended; and 
(5) North Korea is not seeking to develop or 
acquire the capability to enrich uranium, or 
any additional capability to reprocess spent 
nuclear fuel. In addition, up to $20,000,000 
may be made available for KEDO on or after 
June 1, 2000, if, 30 days prior to the obliga-
tion of such funds, the President certifies 
and so reports to Congress that (1) the effort 
to can and safely store all spent fuel from 
North Korea’s nuclear reactors has been suc-
cessfully concluded; (2) North Korea is com-
plying with its obligations regarding access 
to suspect underground construction; (3) 
North Korea has terminated its nuclear 
weapons program, including all efforts to ac-
quire, develop, test, produce, or deploy such 
weapons, and (4) the United States has made 
and continues to make significant progress 
on eliminating the North Korean ballistic 
missile threat, including further missile 
tests and its ballistic missile exports. The 
language allows for the President to waive 
the certification requirements of this section 
if he determines that it is vital to the na-
tional security interests of the United 
States, 30 days after a written submission to 
the appropriate congressional committees. It 
also requires a report from the Secretary of 
State on the fiscal year 2001 budget request 
for KEDO, with certain specified information 
to be included in such report. 

The House bill contained identical lan-
guage, except it did not allow for the use of 
certain authorities of the Foreign Assistance 
Act to provide for a reprogramming of funds 
above the level of $35,000,000 specified for 
KEDO.

The Senate amendment contained lan-
guage similar to the House bill. In addition, 
it required a report from the Director of Cen-
tral Intelligence on all relevant intelligence 
bearing on North Korea’s compliance with 
the above provisions; specified the timing of 
the report; and specified the types of intel-
ligence covered by the report. 
Sec. 577. Africa Development Foundation 

The conference agreement provides that 
funds to grantees of the Foundation may be 
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invested pending expenditure and that inter-
est earned must be used for the same purpose 
for which the grant was made. Further, this 
section allows the Foundation’s board of di-
rectors, in exceptional circumstances, to 
waive the existing $250,000 project limita-
tion, subject to reporting to the Committees 
on Appropriations. This section is identical 
to the House bill. The Senate amendment in-
cluded these same authorities within its 
‘‘Development Assistance’’ account. 
Sec. 578. Prohibition on assistance to the Pales-

tinian Broadcasting Corporation 
The conference agreement includes House 

language not in the Senate amendment that 
provides that none of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to provide 
equipment, technical support, consulting 
services, or any other form of assistance to 
the Palestinian Broadcasting Corporation. 
Sec. 579. Voluntary separation incentives for 

employees of the U.S. Agency for Inter-
national Development 

The conference agreement provides for the 
payment of voluntary separation incentives 
to AID employees for the purpose of elimi-
nating positions and functions at AID. The 
conference agreement is similar to the Sen-
ate amendment. The House bill did not ad-
dress this matter. 

The managers have included in this section 
a requirement that the AID administrator 
submit to the Committees on Appropria-
tions, in addition to the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, a strategic plan outlining 
the intended use of incentive payments and a 
proposed organizational chart for AID once 
such incentives payments have been com-
pleted. The managers direct that AID con-
sult regularly with the Committee on Appro-
priations on the strategic plan prior to im-
plementing the separation program author-
ized by this section. Consistent with the Ad-
ministration’s request, the managers expect 
this authority to be used by AID to reduce 
its employment levels in Washington, D.C.
Sec. 580. Iraq opposition 

The conference report includes language 
similar to that in the House bill and the Sen-
ate amendment that, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, $10,000,000 shall be 
made available to support efforts to bring 
bout political transition in Iraq, of which 
not less than $8,000,000 shall be made avail-
able only to Iraqi opposition groups des-
ignated under the Iraq Liberation Act (Pub-
lic Law 105–338), for political, economic, hu-
manitarian, and other activities of such 
groups. It also provides that not more than 
$2,000,000 of such funds may be made avail-
able for groups and activities seeking the 
prosecution of Saddan Hussein and other 
Iraqi government officials for war crimes. 

The conference agreement does not contain 
Senate language providing $250,000 for the 
Iraq Foundation. However, the conferees be-
lieve that the Foundation should receive 
funding made available by this Act for ac-
tivities associated with pursuing war crimes. 
Sec. 581. Agency for International Development 

budget submission 
The conference agreement instructs the 

Agency for International Development to 
submit its 2001 budget in a format more use-
ful to the Committees as proposed by the 
House. The Senate did not address this mat-
ter.
Sec. 582 American churchwomen in El Salvador 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage regarding the murder of four Amer-
ican churchwomen in El Salvador. The con-
ference agreement requires a report from the 

Attorney General to the Committees on Ap-
propriations and requires the President to 
order all Federal agencies and departments 
that possess relevant information to make 
every effort to declassify and release that in-
formation to the victims’ families. The 
House bill and Senate amendment included 
similar provisions. 

Sec. 583. Kyoto Protocol 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage regarding the Kyoto Protocol to the 
Framework Agreement on Global Climate 
Change as proposed by the House. The Sen-
ate amendment did not address this matter. 

Sec. 584. Additional requirements relating to 
stockpiling of defense articles for foreign 
countries

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage from the Senate amendment not in 
the House bill that amends the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 to provide authority to 
increase the war reserve stockpiles in Korea 
and Thailand by $60,000,000 for fiscal year 
2000.

Sec. 585. Russian leadership program 

The conference agreement includes new 
language amending the statutory authority 
for the Russian Leadership Exchange Pro-
gram.

Sec. 586. Abolition of the Inter—American Foun-
dation

The conference agreement provides author-
ity from the President to abolish the Inter-
American Foundation and terminate is func-
tions. The House bill and Senate amendment 
did not address this matter. 

Sec. 587. West Bank and Gaza program 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage that provides that, 30 days prior to the 
initial obligation of funds for the bilateral 
West Bank and Gaza Program, the Secretary 
of State shall certify to the appropriate com-
mittees of Congress that procedures have 
been established to assure the Comptroller 
General at the United States will have ac-
cess to appropriate United States financial 
information in order to review the uses of 
United States assistance for the programs 
funded under ‘‘Economic Support Fund’’ for 
the West Bank and Gaza Program.

The Senate amendment included language 
that specified requirements for auditing as-
sistance that may be provided to the Pales-
tinian Authority. The House bill did not ad-
dress this matter. 

Sec. 588. Human rights assistance 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage providing recommendations on the use 
of funds available from the ‘‘International 
Narcotics Control’’ account. The language 
states that not less than $500,000 should be 
provided to the Colombia Attorney General’s 
Human Rights Unit; not less than $500,000 
should be made available to support Colom-
bian nongovernmental organizations in-
volved in human rights monitoring, particu-
larly to assist in protecting the physical 
safety of their personnel; and not less than 
$250,000 should be made available to the 
United Nations High Commissioner for 
Human Rights for human rights assistance 
for the Colombian government. Further, not 
less than $1,000,000 should be provided for as-
sistance to enhance U.S. embassy moni-
toring of assistance to Colombian security 
forces and in responding to reports of human 
rights violations. The conference agreement 
also includes language that not less than 
$5,000,000 should be made available for ad-
ministration of justice programs, including 
support for the Colombia Attorney General’s 

Technical Investigations Unit. The managers 
direct the Department of State’s Bureau for 
International Narcotics and Law Enforce-
ment Affairs to report to the Committees on 
Appropriations not later than January 15, 
2000, regarding its plans to meet the require-
ments of this section. 

Sec. 589. East Timor self-determination 

The conference agreement includes new 
language on East Timor self-determination 
instead of language in the Senate amend-
ment. The House did not address this matter. 
The conference substitute limits certain se-
curity-related assistance to Indonesia until 
the President certifies that seven conditions 
relating to East Timor have been met. All 
other assistance in the Act that the Admin-
istration may make available for Indonesia 
is subject to the regular notification proce-
dures of the Committee.

Sec. 590. Man and the Biosphere Program 

The conference agreement prohibits funds 
for the United Nations Man and the Bio-
sphere Program and the World Heritage 
Fund for programs in the United States. This 
is similar to the House bill. The Senate did 
not address this matter. 

Sec. 591. Immunity for the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage that provides that the Federal Repub-
lic of Yugoslavia shall be deemed to be a 
state sponsor of terrorism for the purposes of 
28 U.S.C. 1605(a)(7). The section shall not 
apply to Montenegro or Kosova, and shall be-
come null and void when the President cer-
tifies in writing to the Congress that the 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (other than 
Montenegro and Kosova) has completed a 
democratic reform process that results in a 
newly elected government that respects the 
rights of ethnic minorities, is committed to 
the rule of law and respects the sovereignty 
of its neighbor states. However, the language 
provides that the certification shall not af-
fect the continuation of ongoing litigation. 

The Senate amendment would have applied 
all sanctions applicable to a terrorist state 
to the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. The 
House bill did not address this matter. 

Sec. 592. United States assistance policy for op-
position-controlled areas of Sudan 

The conference agreement provides the 
President the authority to provide food as-
sistance to groups engaged in the protection 
of civilian populations in opposition-con-
trolled areas of Sudan. In support of this ef-
fort, the managers urge AID to provide up to 
$500,000 for the People-to-People peace and 
reconciliation process designed to unite eth-
nic groups and communities in southern 
Sudan. Further, the conference agreement 
requires the President to submit to the Com-
mittees on Appropriations a report on 
United States bilateral assistance to opposi-
tion-controlled areas of Sudan. The man-
agers expect this report to be provided in 
both classified and unclassified forms, if nec-
essary. The report is to include an account-
ing of U.S. assistance to opposition-con-
trolled areas of Sudan in certain fiscal years 
and the goals and objectives of such assist-
ance. Further, the President is to report on 
the policy implications, costs, and sources of 
funds associated with providing humani-
tarian assistance, including food, directly to 
National Democratic Alliance participants 
and the U.S. agencies best suited to admin-
ister these activities. Also, the President is 
to report on the policy implications of in-
creasing substantially the amount of devel-
opment assistance for certain activities in 
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opposition-controlled areas of Sudan, the 
identification (by organization) of all pro-
posed beneficiaries of such assistance, and 
the obstacles to administering a develop-
ment assistance program in this region. 

The Senate amendment included three pro-
visions relating to U.S. assistance programs 
in opposition-controlled areas of Sudan. The 
House bill did not address this matter. 
Sec. 593. Consultations on arms sales to Taiwan 

The conference agreement includes Senate 
language that directs the Secretary of State 
to consult with the Congress regarding a 
mechanism to provide for congressional 
input into the nature or quantity of defense 
articles and services for Taiwan. The House 
bill did not address this matter. 
Sec. 594. Authorizations 

the conference agreement authorizes ap-
propriations for various international finan-
cial institutions, as proposed in the Senate 
amendment. The House did not address this 
matter.
Sec. 595. Working capital fund 

The conference agreement provides AID 
limited authority to create a working cap-
ital fund, without fiscal year limitation, for 
expenses of the International Cooperative 
Administrative Support Services (ICASS) 
and for rebates from the use of U.S. govern-
ment credit cards. The managers view this 
fund as a pilot project, the long-term viabil-
ity of which will be evaluated during fiscal 
year 2000. Further, the managers expect this 
activity to be undertaken primarily by those 
AID missions in which AID has already de-
termined that it is best suited to serve as the 
ICASS provider. The managers understand 
that creation of this Fund will allow AID to 
receive an estimated $250,000 in credit card 
rebates in fiscal year 2000, which are ex-
pected to be credited to its ‘‘Operating Ex-
penses’’ account. 

The managers expect AID to consult regu-
larly with the Appropriations Committees 
about the status of the working capital fund 
and its effectiveness. 
Sec. 596. Silk Road Strategy Act of 1999

The conference agreement is the same as 
the Senate amendment regarding policy to-
ward Central Asia, with the addition of lan-
guage relating to trade disputes. 
Sec. 597. Country reports on human rights prac-

tices
The conference agreement includes lan-

guage, similar to the Senate amendment, 
which amends the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 to require that the annual State Depart-
ment ‘‘Country Reports on Human Rights 
Practices’’ include a new section regarding 
the trafficking in persons, especially women 
and children. The House did not address this 
matter.
Sec. 598. OPIC maritime fund 

The conference agreement expresses the 
sense of the Congress that the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation shall within 
one year from the date of enactment of this 
Act select a fund manager for the purpose of 
creating a maritime fund with total capital-
ization of up to $200,000,000. This fund shall 
leverage United States commercial maritime 
expertise to support international maritime 
projects.
Sec. 599. Sanctions against Serbia 

The conference report includes language 
similar to that in the Senate amendment 
that requires that a number of specified 
sanctions against Serbia remain in place 
until a certification is issued by the Presi-
dent. The certification requires that Serbia 

comply with a number of international 
agreements, and provides an exemption for 
Montenegro and Kosova for the sanctions 
imposed through international financial in-
stitutions. It also allows for a waiver of all 
sanctions if necessary to meet emergency 
humanitarian needs or to achieve a nego-
tiated settlement that is acceptable to the 
parties.

The House bill did not address this matter. 

Sec. 599A. Clean coal technology 

The conference agreement includes a sec-
tion contained in the Senate amendment 
making a number of Congressional findings 
regarding clean coal technology. The House 
bill did not address this matter. 

Sec. 599B. Restriction on United States assist-
ance for certain reconstruction efforts in the 
Balkans region 

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage that provides that funds made avail-
able by this Act for assistance for recon-
struction efforts in the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia or any contiguous country 
should to the maximum extent practicable 
be used for he procurement of articles and 
services of United States origin. Under the 
terms of this section, the term ‘‘article’’ 
means any agricultural commodity, steel, 
communications equipment, farm machinery 
or petrochemical refinery equipment.

The Senate amendment would have prohib-
ited the use of reconstruction funds in this 
Act for the former Yugoslavia or any contig-
uous country for the procurement of any ar-
ticle purchased outside the United States, 
the recipient country, or least developed 
countries, or any service provided by a for-
eign person, subject to certain exceptions. 
The House bill did not address this matter. 

Sec. 599C. United Nations Population Fund 

The conference agreement provides that, of 
amounts under ‘‘International Organizations 
and Programs’’, not more than $25,000,000 for 
fiscal year 2000 shall be available for the 
United Nations Populations Fund (UNFPA) 
subject to certain prohibitions and condi-
tions. This section prohibits funds for the 
UNFPA from being made available for a 
country program in the People’s Republic of 
China. Also, fiscal year 2000 funds are prohib-
ited for UNFPA unless (1) UNFPA maintains 
these funds in an account separate from 
other UNFPA accounts (2) UNFPA does not 
commingle these funds with other sums and 
(3) UNFPA does not fund abortions. 

This section requires that the Secretary of 
State report to Congress not later than Feb-
ruary 15, 2000, indicating the amount of funds 
that the UNFPA is budgeting for the year in 
which the report is submitted for a country 
program in the People’s Republic of China. If 
this report indicates that the UNFPA plans 
to spend funds for a country program in the 
People’s Republic of China in the year cov-
ered by the report, then the amount of such 
funds that the UNFPA plans to spend in 
China shall be deducted from the funds made 
available to the UNFPA after March 1 for ob-
ligation for the remainder of the fiscal year 
in which the report was submitted. 

This section is identical to the House bill. 
The Senate amendment included similar lan-
guage.

Sec. 599D. Authorization for population plan-
ning

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage that provides a limitation of 
$385,000,000 from funds appropriated in title 
II of this Act for population planning activi-
ties or other population assistance. In addi-
tion, such funds may be apportioned only on 

a monthly basis at a rate not to exceed 8.34 
percent per month. The Senate amendment 
contained language under ‘‘Development As-
sistance’’ that provided for not less than 
$435,000,000 for such activities. 

PROVISIONS NOT ADOPTED BY THE 
CONFEREES

DISTINGUISHED DEVELOPMENT SERVICE AWARD

The conference agreement does not include 
the section in the Senate amendment regard-
ing the distinguished development service 
award. The House bill did not address this 
matter.
WITHHOLDING ASSISTANCE TO COUNTRIES VIO-

LATING UNITED NATIONS SANCTIONS AGAINST
LIBYA

The conference agreement deletes a House 
provision that imposed a reduction in United 
States assistance of at least 5 percent when 
a country violates specified United Nations 
sanctions against Libya. The Senate amend-
ment did not address this matter. The provi-
sion is no longer relevant, since the United 
Nations has suspended the application of 
sanctions against Libya. 
LIMITATION ON FUNDS FOR FOREIGN ORGANIZA-

TIONS THAT PERFORM OR PROMOTE ABOR-
TIONS

The conference agreement does not include 
a provision contained in the House bill which 
would have restored, in part, the ‘‘Mexico 
City’’ policy regarding restrictions on U.S. 
assistance to foreign organizations that per-
form or actively promote abortion, including 
lobbying or any other effort to alter laws of 
any foreign country concerning abortion. 
The Senate did not address this matter. 

RESTRICTION ON POPULATION PLANNING
ACTIVITIES OR OTHER POPULATION ASSISTANCE

The conference agreement does not include 
a provision contained in the House bill which 
would have prohibited funds for population 
planning activities for foreign nongovern-
mental organizations under certain condi-
tions.
SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING COLOMBIA

The conference agreement does not include 
a section contained in the Senate amend-
ment regarding Colombia. 

ASSISTANCE TO PROMOTE DEMOCRACY AND
CIVIL SOCIETY IN YUGOSLAVIA

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage from the Senate amendment that pro-
vided general authority to promote democ-
racy and civil society in Yugoslavia, includ-
ing an authorization of appropriations of 
$100,000,000; included a prohibition on assist-
ance to the Government of Serbia; and in-
cluded authority to provide assistance to the 
Government of Montenegro subject to cer-
tain conditions. The House bill did not ad-
dress this matter. 
LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR PURCHASE

OF PRODUCTS NOT MADE IN AMERICA

The conference agreement does not include 
language from the House bill that prohibits 
funds from titles I, II, or III for any foreign 
government if the funds are used to purchase 
equipment or products made in a country 
other than the foreign country itself or from 
the United States. The Senate amendment 
did not address this matter. 

This issue is further addressed in section 
545 of the conference report, ‘‘Purchase of 
American-Made Equipment and Products’’. 

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE FOR SCHOOL OF
AMERICAS

The conference agreement does not contain 
language from the House bill that would 
have prohibited funding for the School of the 
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Americas located at Fort Benning, Georgia. 
The Senate amendment did not address this 
matter.

TO PROMOTE AN INTERNATIONAL ARMS
TRANSFER REGIME

The conference agreement does not include 
language from the Senate amendment that 
would have authorized the president to con-
tinue and expand efforts through the United 
Nations and other international fora to limit 
arms transfers worldwide, and that specified 
the transfers that should be limited. The 
Senate language would also have required a 
semiannual report on progress in such nego-
tiations to accomplish this goal. The House 
bill did not address this matter. 
SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING UNITED

STATES COMMITMENTS UNDER THE UNITED
STATES-NORTH KOREA AGREED FRAMEWORK

The conference agreement deletes Senate 
language that expressed the Sense of the 
Senate regarding the Agreed Framework and 
deliveries of heavy fuel oil to KEDO and 
North Korea. The House bill did not address 
this matter. 

SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING AN
INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON THE BALKANS

The conference agreement deletes Senate 
language expressing the Sense of the Senate 
regarding the need for an international con-
ference on the Balkans. The House bill did 
not address this matter. 

ACCOUNTABILITY OF SADDAM HUSSEIN

The conference agreement deletes Senate 
language regarding accountability for Sad-
dam Hussein. The House bill did not address 
this matter. 

The managers agree with the intent of the 
language of the Senate amendment on the 
need for accountability on the part of Sad-
dam Hussein. 
SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING ASSISTANCE

PROVIDED TO LITHUANIA, LATVIA, AND ESTO-
NIA

The conference agreement deletes Senate 
language that expressed the Sense of the 
Senate that assistance to the Baltic nations 
should not be interpreted as expressing the 
will of the Senate to accelerate membership 
of those nations into NATO. 
SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING ASSISTANCE

UNDER THE CAMP DAVID ACCORDS

The conference agreement deletes Senate 
language expressing the Sense of the Senate 
on assistance under the Camp David accords. 
The House bill did not address this matter. 

SENSE OF CONGRESS IN MANAGEMENT OF
UNITED STATES INTERESTS IN UKRAINE

The conference agreement deletes Senate 
language expressing the Sense of the Con-
gress in management of U.S. interests in 
Ukraine. The House bill did not address this 
matter.

SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE CITIZENS
DEMOCRACY CORPS

The conference agreement deletes Senate 
language expressing the Sense of the Senate 
on the Citizens Democracy Corps. The House 
bill did not address this matter. 
CONTROL AND ELIMINATE THE INTERNATIONAL

PROBLEM OF TUBERCULOSIS

The conference agreement deletes Senate 
language expressing the Sense of the Senate 
on elimination of the international problem 
of tuberculosis. The House bill did not ad-
dress this matter. 

LIMITATION ON ASSISTANCE TO THE
GOVERNMENT OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION

The conference agreement does not include 
language contained in the House bill lim-

iting assistance to the government of the 
Russian Federation at $172,000,000. The Sen-
ate amendment did not include a similar 
provision. This matter is addressed in title II 
under the heading ‘‘Assistance to the Inde-
pendent States of the Former Soviet Union’’. 

EXPANDED THREAT REDUCTION

The conference agreement does not include 
two sections from the Senate amendment re-
garding the Expanded Threat Reduction Ini-
tiative. The House bill did not contain simi-
lar provisions. 

CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH COMPARISONS

The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for the fiscal year 2000 recommended 
by the Committee of Conference, with com-
parisons to the fiscal year 1999 amount, the 
2000 budget estimates, and the House and 
Senate bills for 2000 follow:

[In thousands of dollars] 

New budget (obligational) 
authority, fiscal year 
1999 ................................. $33,330,393

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) authority, 
fiscal year 2000 ................ 14,615,535

House bill, fiscal year 2000 12,668,115
Senate bill, fiscal year 2000 12,735,655
Conference agreement, fis-

cal year 2000 .................... 12,737,335
Conference agreement 

compared with: 
New budget 

(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1999 ...... ¥20,593,058

Budget estimates of new 
(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 2000 ...... ¥1,878,200

House bill, fiscal year 
2000 .............................. +69,220

Senate bill, fiscal year 
2000 .............................. +1,680
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SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION AND 
EDUCATION IMPROVEMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WAMP). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 6, 1999, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. OWENS) is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, in order to 
have continuity on this question of 
prescription drugs, I would like to 
yield my first 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ).

HIGH COST OF PRESCRIPTION DRUGS

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my distinguished colleague for 
yielding. It is a great opportunity, and 
I appreciate it, because it is a very im-
portant subject and it is an issue, I 
think, when we go to our town hall 
meetings, obviously this is something 
that is coming up over and over again. 

In my district, as in many congres-
sional districts around the country, 
older Americans are increasingly con-
cerned about the high prices they pay 
for prescription drugs. I requested that 
the minority staff of the Committee on 
Government Reform investigate this 
particular issue. Numerous studies 
have concluded that many older Ameri-
cans pay high prices for prescription 
drugs and have a difficult time paying 
for the drugs that they require. The 
study presents disturbing evidence 
about the cause of these high prices. 

The findings indicate that older 
Americans and others who pay for 
their own drugs are charged far more 
for prescription drugs than the drug 
companies are charging their most fa-
vored customers, such as large insur-
ance companies, health maintenance 
organizations and the Federal Govern-
ment.

The findings show that senior citi-
zens in my district, the 20th Congres-
sional District, San Antonio, Texas, 
pay more for his or her own prescrip-
tion drugs, on average, more than 
twice what the home health organiza-
tions would pay, private insurance 
companies and the Federal Govern-
ment. This is an unusually large price 
differential. It is seven times greater 
than the average price differential for 
any other consumer good. 

It appears that drug companies are 
engaged in a form of discriminatory 
pricing that victimizes those who are 
least able to afford it. Large corporate, 
governmental and institutional cus-
tomers with market power are able to 
buy their drugs at discounted prices. 
Drug companies then raise prices for 
sales to seniors and others who pay for 
drugs themselves to compensate for 
these discounts to their favored cus-
tomers.

Older Americans are having an in-
creasingly difficult time affording pre-
scription drugs. By one estimate, more 
than one out of eight older Americans 
has been forced to choose between buy-
ing food and buying medicine. There is 
no reason in today’s time, in this the 
greatest country and democracy known 
to mankind, that we should have this 
type of situation exist. 

Preventing the pharmaceutical in-
dustry’s discriminatory pricing, which 
it is, and thereby reducing the price of 
prescription drugs for seniors and other 
individuals will improve the health and 
financial well-being of millions of older 
Americans.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD a copy of this report prepared 
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by the Committee on Government Re-
form for my district.
PRESCRIPTION DRUG PRICING IN THE 

20TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT IN 
TEXAS: DRUG COMPANIES PROFIT AT 
THE EXPENSE OF OLDER AMERICANS 

(Prepared for Rep. Charles A. Gonzalez, Mi-
nority Staff Report, Committee on Govern-
ment Reform, U.S. House of Representa-
tives, August 2, 1999) 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This staff report was prepared at the re-
quest of Rep. Charles A. Gonzalez of Texas. 
In Mr. Gonzalez’ district, as in many other 
congressional districts around the country, 
older Americans are increasingly concerned 
about the high prices that they pay for pre-
scription drugs. Mr. Gonzalez requested that 
the minority staff of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform investigate this issue. This 
report is the first report to quantify the ex-
tent of prescription drug price discrimina-
tion in Mr. Gonzalez’ district and its impacts 
on seniors. 

Numerous studies have concluded that 
many older Americans pay high prices for 
prescription drugs and have a difficult time 
paying for the drugs they need. This study 
presents disturbing evidence about the cause 
of these high prices. The findings indicate 
that older Americans and others who pay for 
their own drugs are charged far more for 
their prescription drugs than are the drug 

companies’ most favored customers, such as 
large insurance companies, health mainte-
nance organizations, and the federal govern-
ment. The findings show that a senior citizen 
in Mr. Gonzalez’ district paying for his or 
her own prescription drugs must pay, on av-
erage, more than twice as much for the drugs 
as the drug companies’ favored customers. 
The study found that this is an unusually 
large price differential—seven times greater 
than the average price differential for other 
consumer goods. 

It appears that drug companies are en-
gaged in a form of ‘‘discriminatory’’ pricing 
that victimizes those who are least able to 
afford it. Large corporate, governmental, 
and institutional customers with market 
power are able to buy their drugs at dis-
counted prices. Drug companies then raise 
prices for sales to seniors and others who pay 
for drugs themselves to compensate for these 
discounts to the favored customers. 

Older Americans are having an increas-
ingly difficult time affording prescription 
drugs. By one estimate, more than one in 
eight older Americans has been forced to 
choose between buying food and buying med-
icine. Preventing the pharmaceutical indus-
try’s discriminatory pricing—and thereby re-
ducing the cost of prescription drugs for sen-
iors and other individuals—will improve the 
health and financial well-being of millions of 
older Americans. 

A. Methodology 

This study investigates the pricing of the 
five brand name prescription drugs with the 
highest sales to the elderly. It estimates the 
differential between the price charged to the 
drug companies’ most favored customers, 
such as large insurance companies, HMOs, 
and certain federal government purchasers, 
and the price charged to seniors. The results 
are based on a survey of retail prescription 
drug prices in chain and independently 
owned drug stores in Mr. Gonzalez’ congres-
sional district in Texas. These prices are 
compared to the prices paid by the drug com-
panies’ most favored customers. For com-
parison purposes, the study also estimates 
the differential between prices for favored 
customers and retail prices for other con-
sumer items.

B. Findings 

The study finds that: 
Older Americans pay inflated prices for 

commonly used drugs. For the five drugs in-
vestigated in this study, the average price 
differential was 154% (Table 1). This means 
that senior citizens and other individuals 
who pay for their own drugs pay more than 
twice as much for these drugs than do the 
drug companies’ most favored customers. In 
dollar terms, senior citizens must pay $68.06 
to $122.99 more per prescription for these five 
drugs than favored customers.

TABLE 1.—AVERAGE RETAIL PRICES IN MR. GONZALEZ’ DISTRICT FOR THE FIVE BEST-SELLING DRUGS FOR OLDER AMERICANS ARE MORE THAN TWICE AS HIGH AS THE PRICES 
THAT DRUG COMPANIES CHARGE THEIR MOST FAVORED CUSTOMERS 

Prescription drug Manufacturer Use 
Prices for 

favored cus-
tomers

Retail prices 
for seniors 

Differential for senior citi-
zens

Percent Dollar 

Zocor ...................................................................................... Merck .................................................................................. Cholesterol .......................................................................... $27.00 $113.94 322 $86.94
Prilosec .................................................................................. Astra/Merck ........................................................................ Ulcers ................................................................................. 59.10 129.49 119 70.39
Norvasc .................................................................................. Pfizer, Inc ........................................................................... High Blood Pressure ........................................................... 59.71 127.77 114 68.06
Procardia XL .......................................................................... Pfizer, Inc ........................................................................... Heart Problems ................................................................... 68.35 142.17 108 73.82
Zoloft ..................................................................................... Pfizer, Inc ........................................................................... Depression .......................................................................... 115.70 238.69 106 122.99

Average price differential ............................................ ............................................................................................. ............................................................................................. .................... .................... .................... 154% 

For other popular drugs, the price differen-
tial is even higher. This study also analyzed 
a number of other popular drugs used by 
older Americans and in some cases found 
even higher price differentials (Table 2). The 
drug with the highest price differential was 
Synthroid, a commonly used hormone treat-
ment manufactured by Knoll Pharma-
ceuticals. For this drug, the price differen-
tial for senior citizens in Mr. Gonzalez’ con-
gressional district was 1,702%. An equivalent 

quantity of this drug would cost the manu-
facturer’s favored customers only $1.75, but 
would cost the average senior citizen in Mr. 
Gonzalez’ district over $31.00. For Micronase, 
a diabetes treatment manufactured by 
Upjohn, an equivalent dose would would cost 
the favored customers $10.05, while seniors in 
Mr. Gonzalez’ district are charged an average 
of $54.81. The price differential was 445%. 

Price differentials are far higher for drugs 
than they are for other goods. This study 

compared drug prices at the retail level to 
the prices that the pharmaceutical industry 
gives its most favored customers, such as 
large insurance companies, government buy-
ers with negotiating power, and HMOs. Be-
cause these customers typically buy in bulk, 
some difference between retail prices and 
‘‘favored customer’’ prices would be ex-
pected.

TABLE 2.—PRICE DIFFERENTIALS FOR SOME DRUGS ARE MORE THAN 1,700%

Prescription drug Manufacturer Use 
Prices for 

favored cus-
tomers

Retail prices 
for seniors 

Price dif-
ferential for 

seniors

Synthroid ...................................................................................... Knoll Pharmaceuticals ................................................................ Hormone Treatment ..................................................................... $1.75 $31.54 1,702%
Micronase ..................................................................................... Upjohn ......................................................................................... Diabetes ...................................................................................... 10.05 54.81 445%

The study found, however, that the dif-
ferential was much higher for prescription 
drugs than it was for other consumer items. 
The study compared the price differential for 
prescription drugs to the price differentials 
on a selection of other consumer items. The 
average price differential for the five pre-
scription drugs was 154%, while the price dif-
ferential for other items was only 22%. Com-
pared to manufacturers of other retail items, 
pharmaceutical manufacturers appear to be 
engaging in significant price discrimination 
against older Americans and other individual 
consumers.

Pharmaceutical manufacturers, not drug 
stores, appear to be responsible for the dis-

criminatory prices that older Americans pay 
for prescription drugs. In order to determine 
whether drug companies or retail pharmacies 
were responsible for the high prescription 
drug prices paid by seniors in Mr. Gonzalez’ 
congressional district, the study compared 
average wholesale prices that pharmacies 
pay for other drugs to the prices at which 
the drugs are sold to consumers. This com-
parison revealed that the pharmacies in Mr. 
Gonzalez’ district appear to have relatively 
small markups between the prices at which 
they buy prescription drugs and the prices at 
which they sell them. The retail prices in 
Mr. Gonzalez’ district are just 6% above the 
published national Average Wholesale Price, 

which represents the manufacturers’ sug-
gested price to pharmacies. The differential 
between retail prices and a second indicator 
of pharmacy costs, the Wholesale Acquisi-
tion Cost, which represents the average price 
pharmacies actually pay for drugs, is only 
31%. This indicates that it is drug company 
pricing policies that appear to account for 
the inflated prices charged to older Ameri-
cans and other customers.
I. THE VULNERABILITY OF OLDER AMERICANS

TO HIGH DRUG PRICES

This report focuses on a continuing, crit-
ical issue facing older Americans—the cost 
of their prescription drugs. Numerous sur-
veys and studies have concluded that many 
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older Americans pay high costs for prescrip-
tion drugs and are having a difficult time 
paying for the drugs they need. The cost of 
prescription drugs is particularly important 
for older Americans because they have more 
medical problems, and take more prescrip-
tion drugs, than the average American. This 
situation is exacerbated by the fact that the 
Medicare program, the main source of health 
care coverage for the elderly, fails to cover 
the cost of most prescription drugs. 

According to the National Institute on 
Aging, ‘‘as a group, older people tend to have 
more long-term illnesses—such as arthritis, 
diabetes, high blood pressure, and heart dis-
ease—than do younger people.’’ Other chron-
ic diseases which disproportionately affect 
older Americans include depression and 
neurodegenerative diseases such as Alz-
heimer’s disease, Lou Gehrig’s disease, and 
Parkinson’s disease. Older Americans spend 
almost three times as much of their income 
(21%) on health care than those under the 
age of 65 (8%). 

The latest survey data indicate that 86% of 
Medicare beneficiaries are taking prescrip-
tion drugs. Almost 14 million senior citizens, 
38% of all Medicare beneficiaries, use more 
than $1,000 of prescription drugs annually. 
The average older American uses 18.5 pre-
scriptions annually, significantly more than 
the average under-65 population. It is esti-
mated that the elderly in the United States, 
who make up 12% of the population, use one-
third of all prescription drugs. 

Although the elderly have the greatest 
need for prescription drugs, they often have 
the most inadequate insurance coverage for 
the cost of these drugs. With the exception of 
drugs administered during inpatient hospital 
stays, Medicare generally does not cover pre-
scription drugs. According to a recent anal-
ysis by the National Economic Council, ap-
proximately 75% of Medicare beneficiaries 
lack dependable, private-sector prescription 
drug coverage. 

Thirty-five percent of Medicare recipients, 
over 13 million senior citizens, do not have 
any insurance coverage for prescription 
drugs. In rural areas, the problem is even 
worse, with 48% of Medicare recipients lack-
ing any prescription drug coverage. In total, 
Medicare beneficiaries pay more than half of 
their drug costs out of their own pockets. 

Even when seniors have prescription drug 
coverage, the coverage is often inadequate. 
The number of firms offering retirees pre-
scription drug coverage is declining, from 
40% in 1994 to 30% in 1998. Medigap policies 
are often prohibitively expensive, while of-
fering inadequate coverage. Medicare man-
aged care plans are also sharply reducing 
benefits and coverage.

The high cost of prescription drugs and the 
lack of insurance coverage cause enormous 
hardships for older Americans. In 1993, 13% 
of older Americans surveyed reported that 
they were forced to choose between buying 
food and buying medicine. By another esti-
mate, five million older Americans are 
forced to make this difficult choice. 

II. ARE DRUG COMPANIES EXPLOITING THE
VULNERABILITY OF OLDER AMERICANS?

Rep. Charles A. Gonzalez of Texas asked 
the minority staff of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform to investigate whether 
pharmaceutical manufacturers are taking 
advantage of older Americans through price 
discrimination, and, if so, whether this is 
part of the explanation for the high drug 
prices being paid by older Americans in his 
congressional district. This report presents 
the results of this investigation. 

Industry analysts have recognized that 
price discrimination occurs in the prescrip-

tion drug market. According to a recent 
Standard & Poor’s report on the pharma-
ceutical industry, ‘‘[d]rugmakers have his-
torically raised prices to private customers 
to compensate for the discounts they grant 
to managed care customers. This practice is 
known as ‘cost shifting.’ ’’ Under this prac-
tice, ‘‘drugs sold to wholesale distributors 
and pharmacy chains for the individual phy-
sician/patient are marked at the higher end 
of the scale.’’

Although industry analyses acknowledge 
that price discrimination occurs, they have 
not estimated its degree or impact. This re-
port, prepared at Mr. Gonzalez’ request, is 
the first attempt to quantify the extent of 
price discrimination and its impact on senior 
citizens in the 20th Congressional District in 
Texas.

The study design and methodology used to 
test whether drug companies are discrimi-
nating against older Americans in their pric-
ing are described in part III. The results of 
the study are described in part IV. These re-
sults show that drug manufacturers appear 
to be engaged in substantial price discrimi-
nation against older Americans and other in-
dividuals who must pay for their own pre-
scription drugs. The impact of the manufac-
turers’ pricing policies on corporate profits 
is discussed in part V. 

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Selection of Drugs for this Survey 
This survey is based primarily on a selec-

tion of the five patented, nongeneric drugs 
with the highest annual sales to older Amer-
icans in 1997. The list was obtained from the 
Pennsylvania Pharmaceutical Assistance 
Contract for the Elderly (PACE). The PACE 
program is the largest outpatient prescrip-
tion drug program for older Americans in the 
United States for which claims data is avail-
able, and is used in this study, as well as by 
several other analysts, as a proxy database 
for prescription drug usage by all older 
Americans. In 1997, over 250,000 persons were 
enrolled in the program, which provided over 
$100 million of assistance in filling over 2.8 
million prescriptions. 
B. Determination of Average Retail Drug Prices 

for Seniors 
In order to determine the prices that sen-

ior citizens are paying for prescription drugs 
in Mr. Gonzalez’ congressional district, the 
minority staff and the staff of Mr. Gonzalez’ 
congressional office conducted a survey of 11 
drug stores—including both independent and 
chain stores. Mr. Gonzalez represents the 
20th Congressional District in southern 
Texas, which includes central San Antonio 
and rural areas to the west and southwest of 
the City. 
C. Determination of Prices for Drug Companies’ 

Most Favored Customers
Drug pricing is complicated and drug com-

panies closely guard their pricing strategies. 
For example, drug companies require HMOs 
to sign confidentiality agreements before of-
fering them pricing discounts. The best pub-
licly available indicator of the prices drug 
companies charge their most favored cus-
tomers is the prices the companies charge 
the federal government. 

The federal government pays for prescrip-
tion drugs through several different pro-
grams. One important program is the Fed-
eral Supply Schedule (FSS), which is a price 
catalogue containing goods available for pur-
chase by federal agencies. Drug prices on the 
FSS are negotiated by the Department of 
Veterans Affairs (VA) and often approximate 
the prices that the drug companies charge 
their most favored non-federal customers. 

According to the U.S. General Accounting 
Office, ‘‘[u]nder GSA procurement regula-
tions, VA contract officers are required to 
seek an FSS price that represents the same 
discount off a drug’s list price that the man-
ufacturer offers its most-favored nonfederal 
customer under comparable terms and condi-
tions.’’ To obtain additional price discounts 
available to the private sector, the VA has 
established at least two additional nego-
tiated-price programs: (1) a VA formulary 
that operates similarly to the formularies 
established by well-managed HMOs, and (2) a 
Blanket Price Agreement (BPA) program, 
under which the VA commits to purchasing 
minimum quantities of particular prescrip-
tion drugs. Yet another program through 
which the federal government obtains pre-
scription drugs is section 340(b) of the Public 
Health Service Act, which entitles four agen-
cies (the VA, the Indian Health Service, the 
Department of Defense, and the Public 
Health Service) to purchase drugs at a max-
imum price of 24% below the manufacturer’s 
average nonfederal price. 

This analysis uses the lowest price paid by 
the federal government as a proxy for the 
prices paid by drug companies most favored 
customers. All prices were updated in June 
1999 to reflect current pricing. 
D. Determination of Prices Paid by Pharmacies 

The survey also looked at two other pric-
ing indicators: (1) the Average Wholesale 
Price (AWP) and (2) the Wholesale Acquisi-
tion Cost (WAC). These two prices provide an 
indicator of the extent of markups that are 
attributable to the pharmacy (in contrast to 
those that are due to the drug manufac-
turer). The AWP represents the price that 
manufacturers suggest that wholesalers 
charge retail pharmacies; the WAC rep-
resents the actual average price that whole-
salers charge pharmacies. Both AWP and 
WAC were obtained from the Medispan data-
base and were updated in June 1999 to reflect 
current pricing. 
E. Determination of Drug Dosages 

When comparing prices, the study used the 
same criteria (dosage, form, and package 
size) used by the GAO in its 1992 report, Pre-
scription Drugs: Companies Typically 
Charge More in the United States Than In 
Canada. For drugs that were not included in 
the GAO report, the study used the dosage, 
form, and package size common in the years 
1994 through 1997, as indicated in the Drug 
Topics Red Book. The dosages, forms, and 
package sizes used in the study are shown in 
Appendix B. 
F. Comparison of Price Differentials for Other 

Retail Items 
In order to determine whether the differen-

tial between the most favored customer 
prices and retail prices for drugs commonly 
used by older Americans is usually large, the 
study compared the prescription drug price 
differentials to price differentials on other 
consumer products. To make this compari-
son, a list of consumer items other than 
drugs available through the FSS was assem-
bled. FSS prices were then compared with 
the retail prices at which the items could be 
bought at a large national chain. 

IV. DRUG COMPANIES CHARGE OLDER
AMERICANS DISCRIMINATORY PRICES

A. Discrimination in Drug Pricing 
In the case of the five drugs with the high-

est sales to seniors, the average price dif-
ferential between the price that would be 
paid by a senior citizen in Mr. Gonzalez’s 
congressional district and the price that 
would be paid by the drug companies’ most 
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favored customers was 154% (Table 1). The 
study thus showed that the average price 
that older Americans and other individual 
consumers in Mr. Gonzalez’s district pay for 
these drugs is more than double the price 
paid by the drug companies’ favored cus-
tomers, such as large insurance companies 
and HMOs.

For individual drugs, the price differential 
was even higher. Among the five best selling 
drugs, the highest price differential was 322% 
for Zocor, a cholesterol treatment manufac-
tured by Merck. For other popular drugs, the 
study found even greater price differentials. 
The drug with the highest price differential 
was Synthroid, a commonly used hormone 
treatment manufactured by Knoll Pharma-
ceuticals. For this drug, the price differen-
tial for senior citizens in Mr. Gonzalez’ dis-
trict was more than 1,700%. An equivalent 
quantity of this drug would cost the most fa-
vored customers only $1.75, but would cost 
the average senior citizen in Mr. Gonzalez’ 
congressional district $31.54. For Micronase, 
a diabetes treatment manufactured by 
Upjohn, the price differential as 445%. Every 
drug looked at in this study had a large price 
differential. Among the five highest selling 
drugs, three (Zocor, Prilosec, and Norvasc) 
had price differentials that exceeded 110%. 
The lowest price difference was still high—
106%, for Zoloft. 

In dollar terms, Zoloft, an antidepressant, 
had the highest price differential. Senior 
citizens in Mr. Gonzalez’ district must pay 
over $120.00 more for 100 tablets of Zoloft 
than a favored customer. The difference be-
tween seniors’ prices and prices for favored 
customers was more than $80.00 for 60 tablets 
of Zocor and over $60.00 per prescription for 
each of the remaining three best selling 
drugs (Procardia XL, Norvasc, and Prilosec). 
B. Comparison with Other Consumer Goods 

The study also analyzed whether the large 
differentials in prescription drug pricing 
could be attributed to a volume effect. The 
drug companies’ most favored customers, 
such as large insurance companies and 
HMOs, typically buy large volumes of drugs. 
Thus, it could be expected that there would 
be differences between the prices charged the 
most favored customers and retail prices. 
The study found, however, that the differen-

tial in prescription drug prices were much 
greater than the differentials in prices for 
other consumer goods. The study found that, 
in the case of other consumer goods, the av-
erage difference between retail prices and 
the prices charged most favored customers, 
such as large corporations and institutions, 
was only 22%. The average price differential 
in the case of prescription drugs was seven 
times larger than the average price differen-
tial for other consumer goods. This indicates 
that a volume effect is unlikely to explain 
the large differential in prescription drug 
pricing.
C. Drug Company Versus Pharmacy Responsi-

bility
The study also sought to determine wheth-

er drug companies or retail pharmacies are 
responsible for the high prices being paid by 
older Americans. To do this, the study com-
pared the average wholesale prices that 
pharmacies pay for drugs to the prices at 
which the drugs are sold to consumers. This 
comparison revealed that pharmacies appear 
to have relatively small markups between 
the prices at which they buy prescription 
drugs and the prices at which they sell them. 
The study found that the average retail price 
for the five best-selling prescription drugs 
was just 6% more than the published Aver-
age Wholesale Price, and only 31% above the 
pharmacies’ Wholesale Acquisition Cost. 
This finding indicates that it is drug com-
pany pricing policies, not retail markup, 
that account for the inflated prices charged 
to older Americans and other individual cus-
tomers. These findings are consistent with 
other experts who have concluded that be-
cause of the competitive nature of the phar-
macy business at the retail level, there is a 
relatively small profit margin for retail 
pharmacists.

The study found few significant differences 
in retail prices between pharmacies in dif-
ferent parts of Mr. Gonzalez’ district. More-
over, although there were variations in 
prices between chain and independent phar-
macies, these differences were in general not 
systematic.

V. DRUG MANUFACTURER PROFITABILITY

Drug industry pricing strategies have 
boosted the industry’s profitability to ex-
traordinary levels. The annual profits of the 

top ten drug companies are over $25 billion. 
Moreover, the drug companies make unusu-
ally high profits compared to other compa-
nies. The average manufacturer of branded 
consumer goods, such as Proctor & Gamble 
or Colgate-Palmolive, has an operating prof-
it margin of 10.5%. Drug manufacturers, 
however, have an operating profit margin of 
28.7%—nearly three times greater. 

These high profits appear to be directly 
linked to the pricing strategies observed in 
this study. For instance, Merck, the coun-
try’s largest pharmaceutical manufacturer, 
had a 24% increase in sales and a 12% in-
crease in profits in the first quarter 1999. Ac-
cording to industry analysts, Merck’s in-
creased profits were due in large part to 
sales of Zocor, which is sold in Mr. Gozalez’ 
district at a price differential of 322%. Zocur 
itself accounts for 13% Merck’s revenues. 

Pharmaceutical companies have been rap-
idly increasing their prices. These price 
hikes make it even more difficult for unin-
sured senior citizens to afford prescription 
drugs. In 1998, pharmaceutical prices in-
creased by 5.1%, more than three times high-
er than the overall inflation rate. The price 
of Synthroid, which is sold in Mr. Gonzalez’ 
district at a price differential of more than 
1,700%, increased 20.4% in 1998. 

Overall, profits for the major drug manu-
facturers grew by over 21% in 1998, compared 
to 5% to 10% for other companies on the 
Standard & Poors index. The drug manufac-
turers’ profits are expected to grow by up to 
an additional 25% in 1999. According to one 
analyst, ‘‘the prospects for the Pharma-
ceutical industry are as bright as they’ve 
ever been.

APPENDIX A.—THE FIVE TOP SELLING PATENTED, NON-
GENERIC DRUGS FOR SENIORS RANKED BY 1997 TOTAL 
DOLLAR SALES 

Rank and drug Manufacturer Indication 

1. Prilosec ..................... Astra/Merck ................. Ulcer. 
2. Norvasc .................... Pfizer, Inc. ................... High blood pressure. 
3. Zocor ........................ Merck ........................... Cholesterol reduction. 
4. Zoloft ........................ Pfizer, Inc. ................... Depression. 
5. Procardia XT ............. Pfizer, Inc. ................... Heart problems. 

Source: Pharmaceutical Assistance Contract for the Elderly (‘‘PACE’’), 
Pennsylvania Department of Aging Annual Report to the Pennsylvania Gen-
eral Assembly: January 1–December 31, 1997 (Apr. 1998). 

APPENDIX B.—INFORMATION ON PRESCRIPTION DRUGS ANALYZED IN THIS STUDY 

Brand name drug Dosage and form Indication 

Prices (dollars) 

Favored
customer

price

Wholesale
acquisition

cost

Average
wholesale

price

Price dif-
ferential1

Zocor ............................................................................. 5 mg, 60 tablets ........................................................ Cholesterol reducer .................................................... $27.00 $86.07 $106.84 $113.94 322%
Prilosec ......................................................................... 20 mg, 30 cap ........................................................... Ulcer ........................................................................... 59.10 100.34 119.57 129.49 119%
Norvasc ......................................................................... 5 mg, 90 tablets ........................................................ High Blood Pressure ................................................... 59.71 96.00 119.17 127.77 114%
Procardia XL ................................................................. 30 mg, 100 tab ......................................................... Heart Problems ........................................................... 68.35 111.46 138.37 142.17 108%
Zoloft ............................................................................ 50 mg, 100 tab ......................................................... Depression .................................................................. 115.70 182.98 227.13 238.69 106%

Average price differential ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 154%

1 Average retail price vs. favored customer price. 

APPENDIX C.—PRICE COMPARISONS FOR NON-
PRESCRIPTION DRUG ITEMS 

Item FSS price Retail
price

Differen-
tial

Binder Clip, small, 1 box ..................... $0.49 $0.49 0%
Rubber Bands, 1 lb ............................. 2.57 2.67 4%
Toilet Paper, 96 Rolls .......................... 44.74 47.98 7%
Rolodex, 500 Card ................................ 13.24 14.29 8%
Tape Dispenser ..................................... 1.44 1.69 17%
Wastebasket, Plastic, 13 qt ................. 2.95 3.49 18%
Scissors ................................................ 10.88 12.99 19%
Pencils, #2, 20-pack ............................ 1.03 1.26 22%
Paper Towels, 30 Rolls ........................ 22.94 29.98 31%
Post-It Notes ........................................ 2.08 2.89 39%
Envelopes, 500, White, 20 lb. weight .. 6.45 9.49 47%
Correction Fluid, 18 ml., dozen ........... 6.66 9.99 50%

APPENDIX C.—PRICE COMPARISONS FOR NON-
PRESCRIPTION DRUG ITEMS—Continued

Item FSS price Retail
price

Differen-
tial

Average price differential ........... ................ ................ 22%

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to begin by thanking the Chair 
and the staff for extending me the 
courtesy of holding open the floor for a 
while.

I would like to talk today about two 
important events that have taken 

place in the last 20 days. Both of those 
events, I think, have bearing on the 
subject of school construction and edu-
cation improvement. The first event 
took place on September 10. It was a 
memorial service for James Farmer. 
James Farmer was a founder of the 
Congress of Racial Equality. He died on 
July 9 of this year. Last year he had 
been awarded the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom by President Clinton. 

James Farmer was a very special per-
son for me, because I began my career 
in public service as a member of the 
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Brooklyn Congress of Racial Equality. 
CORE, as it was known nationally, was 
a very different organization at that 
time from the CORE we know today. 
There is no resemblance whatsoever be-
tween the CORE of today and the 
CORE of the civil rights movement 
time in the 1960s. James Farmer was an 
individual that I think deserves to be 
singled out for his special contribution 
in terms of the techniques of direct ac-
tion, sit-ins, demonstrations and pick-
et lines. A number of things that be-
came commonplace during the civil 
rights struggles of the 1960s were at-
tributed to many individuals, but 
James Farmer was the person who ini-
tially started it. By providing a way 
for individuals to take immediate, di-
rect action, he also inspired the young 
people of that time to get very much 
involved. CORE was very much a young 
people’s movement and it spread to the 
entire civil rights movement. The en-
tire civil rights movement was bol-
stered by the techniques which were pi-
oneered by James Farmer. 

James Farmer, of course, lived for a 
long time after the 1960s and his career 
took many turns. People tend to forget 
because of the fact that, in my opinion, 
he was burned out and left the move-
ment. Knowing what the 1960s were 
like and being a part of it, I am sure 
his family suffered a great deal. By the 
time he left, he had a lot of problems 
that he had to take care of. He left the 
movement and went into government, 
but he must be remembered for the 
time he was there during the move-
ment and for the pioneering that he did 
as early as 1942. 

To sort of sum up what I feel we 
should remember about James Farmer, 
I will read the statement that I made 
at the memorial service that was held 
on September 10 at the Kennedy cen-
ter. There were many speakers there 
who looked at James Farmer’s life 
from many different approaches, but I 
was most interested in trying to pin-
point what it is that James Farmer did 
that is relevant now, how is it relevant 
to the situation faced now in the Afri-
can-American community, how is it 
relevant to the situation faced now by 
African-American parents who are de-
pendent upon the public school system 
and they are watching a crumbling sys-
tem, a system that is being abandoned, 
and they appear to be helpless in the 
face of what is going on. 

I contend that we are slowly, by the 
kinds of decisions we are making or 
not making, we are abandoning the 
public school system, and the primary 
victims of that are the people in the 
inner cities who happen to be African 
American and Hispanics. But certainly 
a large part of the population is Afri-
can American. The African-American 
parents have been targeted by people 
who want to accelerate this process of 
destroying the public school system. 
They want to hold up the specter of 

vouchers as a solution to the public 
school problem and they are using the 
discontent and the vulnerabilities of 
the African-American parent as a 
weapon. They are taking polls, encour-
aging African-American partners to 
speak out in favor of vouchers, and un-
wittingly many African-American par-
ents and African-American leaders are 
contributing to the process of eroding 
support for the public schools. 

I want to link these two and at the 
same time link it to the Congressional 
Black Caucus legislative weekend that 
just took place on September 16, 17, 18 
and 19. The thing that struck me most 
about the Congressional Black Caucus 
legislative weekend was the absence of 
a sense of urgency about education. 
Education is something that African-
American leaders always applaud any 
kind of education reform and if you 
make a proposal for improvements, 
they will applaud that. They generally 
will go along and endorse any efforts to 
improve schools, but my problem is 
that the energy and the effort that is 
necessary to make this happen is not 
there behind the endorsements. 

I saw in the Congressional Black 
Caucus weekend a situation where only 
the Congressional Black Caucus edu-
cation brain trust and two or three 
other forums, issue forums and brain 
trusts, focused in on education. In none 
of the dialogue, in the bigger dialogue 
at the Congressional Black Caucus 
prayer breakfast or at the dinner, was 
there a focus on the emergency nature 
of the educational situation faced by 
the African-American community.

So what I am doing now is saying to 
African-American parents and leaders 
out there in the inner city commu-
nities, there is something wrong, I am 
not certain I know what it is, about the 
way your leadership behaves on the 
issue of education. On the issue of edu-
cation, we do not seem to be able to get 
any intensity going. We do not seem to 
be able to get any focused attention 
over a long period of time. In order to 
combat that, I am saying to the par-
ents out there and the ordinary people 
in the communities and the ministers 
and everybody else, you better not wait 
for the leadership, the top leadership in 
the African-American community to 
stop the process of abandoning the pub-
lic schools. You better not wait for the 
top leadership in the African-American 
community to really take steps to push 
for the necessary public funding for 
school construction. The energy is not 
there. We need to generate the energy 
from below. 

Where does James Farmer come in? 
He is the guy who showed us how little 
people all across the country can do 
their own thing, can become their own 
advocates and do not have to wait until 
the master planners and the folks who 
are at the top decide to get around to 
dealing with an issue. During the civil 
rights movement, during the 1960s, 

there was a great deal of activity by 
parents pushing to improve the schools 
and people have asked, why is that not 
happening now, why have parents in 
the inner city communities gone to 
sleep? Why are they so chaotic? Why 
are they so devastated that they can-
not respond to what is happening? The 
atrocities continue in the school sys-
tems in the big cities every day and 
parents do not seem to be able to re-
spond.

My first answer to that question is 
that during the 1960’s, the civil rights 
movement provided leadership for par-
ents, also. The activists in the civil 
rights movement helped to organize 
parents. Parents were organized but 
they were also stimulated to do for 
themselves and they were handed the 
tool by people like James Farmer:

If you don’t like what’s happening in the 
schools, you better go out there and get a 
picket, line up, you better sit in at the 
school, you better raise hell about what’s 
going on in order to get the attention of the 
people who make the decisions.

That formula is not obsolete. It is 
still a formula which is relevant. I hope 
that as we look at James Farmer’s life 
and pay tribute to him over the next 
month or so, there things do not last 
long, people die, we have memorial 
services, and then they are forgotten. I 
do not want him to be forgotten.

There is a book that has been re-
issued. His autobiography has been re-
issued. I would like to commend to peo-
ple who want to really know what 
James Farmer is all about to read the 
book, ‘‘Lay Bare the Heart,’’ the auto-
biography of the civil rights movement 
by James Farmer, and listen carefully 
to the basic message he had to offer, 
that everybody in America has the 
right and has the opportunity to fight 
for themselves. 

Direct action, direct action which is 
nonviolent. I cannot stress too much 
that James Farmer came out of the 
nonviolent direct action movement. 
Gandhi and the Fellowship of Rec-
onciliation and all the people who have 
insisted that you can be revolutionary 
without picking up a gun, you can be 
revolutionary without resorting to vio-
lence, you can be revolutionary by let-
ting yourself become the object of the 
hatred of the enemy by taking a lot of 
abuse and by absorbing a lot of the en-
ergy of those who hate, James Farmer 
was a major proponent of that. We 
know Martin Luther King as a pro-
ponent of nonviolence more so because, 
of course, Martin Luther King mobi-
lized great masses of people and made a 
mark definitely in terms of the media 
and history. There are elements of all 
of James Farmer and the direct action 
in everything Martin Luther King did. 
They had the same mentors. Gandhi 
was a mentor, spiritual and philo-
sophical person that Martin Luther 
King looked up to as much as James 
Farmer.
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As early as 1942, James Farmer pio-

neered the techniques of nonviolent ac-
tion against racial discrimination. As 
the civil rights movement reached its 
climax in the 1960s, he became its 
major spark plug and a gyroscope for 
the struggle. Because of Jim Farmer, 
the civil rights battle, which was being 
pursued successfully but slowly in the 
courts, marched into the streets where 
the crusade made a greater leap for-
ward.

b 2015
He was the role model for the youth 

and for the masses who found that 
through nonviolent direct action every 
individual had the opportunity to bear 
witness in the fight for freedom. 

My last contact with Jim Farmer 
was at the White House when President 
Clinton conferred on him the Presi-
dential Medal of Freedom. He greeted 
me then as he has always over the 
years. He had the same deep voice and 
hearty manner of a self-confident and 
reassuring fatherly counselor. Despite 
the fact that the ravages of disease had 
rendered him blind and his limbs were 
amputated, Jim Farmer’s great indom-
itable spirit was still in no way dis-
abled.

Jim Farmer was probably the most 
potent role model of the civil rights 
movement. The young of the 1960s, the 
youth of the 1960s, were inspired re-
peatedly by the Farmer steadfast dedi-
cation, by his shining integrity and his 
overwhelming personal courage. Jim 
Farmer’s willingness to constantly 
place himself in danger on the front 
lines made his young troops stand up 
and cheer. From the segregated swim-
ming pools in northern cities to the 
burning buses in Alabama, Jim Farmer 
never retreated from the billy clubs 
and the tortures of racist terror. He 
was our super hero in the best sense of 
the concept of heroism. 

Jim Farmer inspired ordinary people 
to take on extraordinary challenges. 
Unfortunately, the names of thousands 
who made a difference will never ap-
pear in the history books, but the 
memory of my formative years is elec-
trified by the portraits of Brooklyn 
CORE members like Oliver and Marge 
Leeds, Mary Phifer, Elaine and Jerry 
Bibuld, and Arnold Goldwag. These 
CORE warriors still stand out in my 
mind as the bravest and most unselfish 
people that I have ever known. 

I served as chairman of the Brooklyn 
Congress of Racial Equality for 2 years. 
My first experience in politics was a 
run for the city council in Brooklyn, 
under the Brooklyn CORE sponsorship, 
the Brooklyn Free and Democratic 
Party we called it, after the Mississippi 
Freedom Democratic Party. That was 
my first foray into politics. We lost 
badly, Mr. Speaker, but I learned 
enough to be able to win later on in my 
second bid for public office. 

As a confused and anemic present-
day movement for economic and 

human rights struggles to establish 
some kind of momentum, and we are 
confused and anemic these days as we 
attempt to try to begin to address the 
many problems that are facing the peo-
ple on the bottom, it is vitally nec-
essary that we properly interpret at 
this point and that we assimilate the 
great and unique legacy of Jim Farm-
er.

To achieve and sustain peace with 
justice, the alloy of political leverage 
and legal maneuvering must also in-
clude the steady pressure of individuals 
bearing witness through nonviolent di-
rect action. It is still relevant; it is not 
old fashioned. It is for us, the living, to 
absorb the James Farmer legacy. The 
challenge is for us, the living, to utilize 
that legacy to move humanity forward. 
In the great complex fabric of our 
American democracy, the strategies, 
the tactics, and the instruments for 
gaining and preserving the fullest 
measure of our freedom must also be 
complex, intricate, and dynamically di-
verse. The power of nonviolent direct 
action must again be accorded its 
rightful place in the arsenal for the ad-
vancement of human rights. 

Of the struggle, in the advancement 
of the struggle, the elements that were 
there before are still necessary. The 
courtrooms are very appropriate, the 
appropriate beachheads in the fight of 
justice. We still need legal actions in 
the courts. The halls of city councils 
and State legislatures and certainly 
the United States Congress will always 
be vital battle grounds in our fight for 
freedom and for human rights, but the 
picket lines and the sit-ins and the 
marches, the nonviolent personal con-
frontations with injustice, wherever it 
may be, are the initiatives that have 
been too long neglected. 

The movement for universal justice 
and for the opportunity for all to pur-
sue happiness has become bogged down. 
It is mired in trivia and ineptness. 
Those who suffer most have retreated 
into suicidal apathy. They will not 
even exercise their right to vote. We 
fought for so long. So many people 
died, and so many people were injured 
and humiliated. James Farmer spent 
many weeks in jail in the South push-
ing for voter registration. James Farm-
er was the organizer of the Mississippi 
Freedom Summer where Chaney, Good-
man and Schwerner, three civil rights 
workers, two white from the North, 
and one from the South were murdered. 
Those people were fighting for the 
right to vote and now have the right to 
vote, and more than 50 percent of the 
people do not bother to come out to 
vote in the African American commu-
nity. As my colleagues know, these 
great masses are looking for somebody 
else to deliver them. They huddle and 
wait for someone else to fight for them. 

We need to activate them; we need to 
let them know that they must fight for 
themselves. If we return to nonviolent 

direct action around the grievances 
that they consider important, maybe 
we will get them to understand the 
connection, the vital connection be-
tween their vote and their overall wel-
fare in this democratic society of ours. 

In tribute to the pioneering spirit of 
James Farmer, it is imperative that we 
re-examine our present strategy and 
our tactics and our styles. Especially 
the leadership of the African American 
community needs to re-examine our 
strategy, our tactics and our style. Our 
tactics have locked out a large number 
of people who should be allowed to 
fight for themselves. The fortresses of 
mega-greed, corporate totalitarianism, 
and systemic racism must be assaulted 
with new vigor and with the old diver-
sity of weapons which includes non-
violent, direct action. Jim Farmer’s 
approach guided the sit-ins and the 
voter registration marches. Few civil 
rights leaders were beaten, gassed, and 
arrested as many times or stayed in 
jail as many days as Jim Farmer. 

But this bold leader and fighter for 
civil rights was not a wild and reckless 
radical. Jim Farmer was not a wild and 
reckless radical. The freedom rides, the 
Mississippi Freedom Summer and all 
other court actions were planned with 
great concern for the lives of the par-
ticipants and with a clear focus on a 
specific segregation or human rights 
violation target. 

As part of a five-point procedure 
Farmer mandated that every action 
must be preceded by a clear statement 
of the grievance and an opportunity to 
negotiate must be provided. Jim Farm-
er also reflected deeply on the fate of 
the African American community that 
was to come. After you broke down the 
walls of segregation, what would it be 
like? He was constantly preoccupied 
with that. 

Under Farmer’s tutelage and inspira-
tion, CORE chapters all over the Na-
tion launched initiatives against slum 
landlords and inadequate government 
services. The CORE strategy and tac-
tics extended under Farmer’s leader-
ship into community action, into eco-
nomic develop projects; and finally 
Farmer also encouraged youthful 
CORE members to enter the political 
arena where more than a few of his pro-
teges have carried the action into city 
councils, State legislatures and the 
halls of Congress. 

I consider myself one of Jim Farm-
er’s proteges. The first time I ran for 
city council and lost, CORE was in dire 
economic straits, and the national 
CORE office was broke. They were 
struggling to meet day-to-day ex-
penses, and because Jim Farmer had 
encouraged me to run for office, when I 
went to the office and asked for con-
tributions and some help, I remember 
he took one of the badly needed $300 
away from the planning process to 
meet the payroll and other expenses, 
and he gave me a check for $300 from 
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my city council campaign. We lost and 
lost badly; but as I said before, what I 
learned in that campaign allowed me 
to survive and persevere in later runs 
for public office in the State Senate 
and in the Congress. 

So he encouraged youthful CORE 
members way back then, the late 1960s, 
to enter the political arena, and more 
than a few of us. There are many city 
council persons and members of State 
legislatures as well as several Members 
of Congress who are proteges of Jim 
Farmer. His restless spirit led him into 
the Federal Government to promote a 
massive literacy and adult education 
program. Beyond his monumental 
courage and overwhelming dedication, 
James Farmer had an extraordinary vi-
sion which decades ago allowed him to 
see the great challenges of economic 
development and education which still 
command our attention today. 

He was a man of action and a man of 
thought, a man with a booming voice 
and a penetrating vision, a man of 
great humility who was bold and auda-
cious with his courage. He sounded the 
trumpet that inspired the down-
trodden, and it inspired the youth to 
rise up and march for themselves. He 
was a rare world-class leader and a 
great American spirit, James L. Farm-
er.

Mr. Speaker, I enter this portion of 
my speech in its entirety in the 
RECORD:
JAMES FARMER—A GREAT AMERICAN SPIRIT

As early as 1942, James Farmer pioneered 
the techniques of non-violent action against 
racial discrimination. As the civil rights 
movement reached its climax in the sixties, 
he became its major sparkplug and a gyro-
scope for the struggle. Because of Jim Farm-
er, the civil rights battle, which was being 
pursued successfully but slowly in the courts 
marched into the streets where the crusade 
made a great leap forward. He was the role 
model for the youth and for the masses who 
found that through direct action every indi-
vidual had the opportunity to bear witness 
in the fight for freedom. 

My last contact with Jim Farmer was at 
the White House when President Clinton 
conferred on him the Presidential Medal of 
Freedom. He greeted me then as he always 
has over the years. He had the same deep 
voice and hearty manner of a self-confident 
and reassuring fatherly counselor. Despite 
the fact that the ravages of disease had ren-
dered him blind and limbs were amputated, 
Jim Farmer’s great indomitable spirit was 
still in no way disabled. 

Jim Farmer was probably the most potent 
role model of the civil rights movement. The 
youth of the sixties were inspired repeatedly 
by Farmer’s-steadfast dedication, shining in-
tegrity and overwhelming personal courage. 
His willingness to constantly place himself 
in danger on the front lines made his young 
troops stand up and cheer. From the seg-
regated swimming pools in northern cities to 
the burning buses in Alabama, Jim Farmer 
never retreated from the billy clubs and 
torches of racist terror. He was our super-
hero in the best sense of the concept of her-
oism.

Jim Farmer inspired ordinary people to 
take on extraordinary challenges. Unfortu-

nately, the names of thousands who made a 
difference will never appear in the history 
books. But the memory of my formative 
years is electrified by the portraits of Brook-
lyn CORE members like Oliver and Marge 
Leeds, Mary Phifer, Elaine and Jerry Bibuld, 
and Arnold Goldwag. These CORE warriors 
still stand out as the bravest and most un-
selfish people that I have ever known. 

As the confused and anemic present day 
movement for economic and human rights 
struggles to re-establish momentium, it is 
vitally necessary that we properly interpret 
and assimilate the great and unique legacy 
of Jim Farmer. To achieve and sustain peace 
with justice, the alloy of political leverage 
and legal maneuvering must also include the 
steady pressure of individuals bearing wit-
ness throughout direct action. 

It is for us the living to absorb the James 
Farmer legacy; the challenge is for us the 
living to utilize that legacy to move human-
ity forward. In the great complex fabric of 
our American democracy, the strategies, tac-
tics and instruments for gaining and pre-
serving the fullest measure of our freedom 
must also be complex, intricate, and dynami-
cally diverse. The power of non-violent di-
rect action must again be accorded its right-
ful place in the arsenal for the advancement 
of the struggle. The court rooms are appro-
priate beachheads in the fight for justice. 
The halls of city councils, State legislatures, 
and the United States Congress will always 
be vital battlegrounds. But the picket lines 
and the sit-ins and the marches; the non-vio-
lent personal confrontations with injustice 
are the initiatives that have been too long 
neglected. The movement for universal jus-
tice and for the opportunity for all to pursue 
happiness has become bogged down, mired in 
trivia and ineptness. Those who suffer most 
have retreated into suicidal apathy. They 
won’t even exercise their right to vote. Great 
masses huddle and wait for someone else to 
deliver them. 

In tribute to the pioneering spirit of James 
Farmer, it is imperative that we reexamine 
our present strategy, tactics and styles. The 
fortresses of mega-greed, corporate totali-
tarianism, and systemic racism must be as-
saulted with new vigor and with the old di-
versity of weapons, which includes non-vio-
lent direct action. 

Farmer’s approach guided the sit-ins and 
the voter registration marches. Few civil 
rights leaders were beaten, gassed, and ar-
rested as many times, or stayed in jail as 
many days as Jim Farmer. But this bold 
fighter was not a wild and reckless radical. 
The freedom rides, the Mississippi freedom 
summer, and all other CORE actions were 
planned with great concern for the lives of 
the participants, and with a clear focus on a 
specific segregation or human rights viola-
tion target. As part of the five point proce-
dure, Farmer mandated that every action 
must be preceded by a clear statement of the 
grievance and an opportunity to negotiate 
must be provided. Jim Farmer also reflected 
deeply on the fate of the African American 
community after the walls of segregation 
had been torn down. Under Farmer’s tute-
lage and inspiration, CORE chapters all over 
the Nation launched initiatives against slum 
landlords and inadequate government serv-
ices.

The CORE strategy and tactics extended 
into community action and economic devel-
opment projects. And finally, Farmer also 
encouraged youthful CORE members to enter 
the political arena where more than a few of 
his proteges have carried the action into city 
councils, State legislatures, and the Halls of 

Congress. His restless spirit led him into the 
Federal Government to promote a massive 
literacy and adult education program. Be-
yond his monumental courage and over-
whelming dedication, James Farmers had an 
extraordinary vision which decades ago al-
lowed him to see the great challenges of eco-
nomic development and education which 
still command our attention today. He was a 
man of action and a man of thought; a man 
with a booming voice and a penetrating vi-
sion; a man of great humility who was bold 
and audacious with his courage. He sounded 
the trumpet that inspired the downtrodden 
and the youth to rise up and march for them-
selves. He was a rare world class leader and 
a great American spirit—James L. Farmer. 

There were other Members of Con-
gress who were at the tribute for Jim 
Farmer. The gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. LEWIS) considers Jim Farmer to 
be a great mentor of his, and the gen-
tleman from Georgia was with Jim 
Farmer on the ride, the well-known bus 
ride through the South to end segrega-
tion in interstate transportation. The 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS)
was there when the bus was burned. 
The gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
LEWIS) was beaten badly on several oc-
casions. The gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. LEWIS) was in jail in Mississippi 
with Jim Farmer. 

The gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. CLYBURN), the chairman of the 
Congressional Black Caucus, was an-
other person who considers Jim Farm-
er as his mentor, and I think that it is 
very interesting that, and there are 
other people who are Members of Con-
gress who were touched, whose lives 
were touched by Jim Farmer. I hope 
that those disciples and the people who 
joined with me on September 10 in the 
tribute to Jim Farmer at the John F. 
Kennedy Center will understand my 
plea tonight, and that plea is that we 
must change our tactics and our strat-
egy and our style in order to deal with 
the problems confronting us in edu-
cation.

Mr. Speaker, to bring these pieces to-
gether, let me just quickly repeat what 
I am trying to do tonight is to make a 
linkage between the memorial service 
for James Farmer which highlighted 
his contribution to our great American 
civilization and the relevance of Jim 
Farmer’s legacy to current problems 
that we face; and no problem is more 
important in the African American 
community than the problem of edu-
cation.

As my colleagues know, I cannot re-
peat too often the fact that survival of 
the African American community is 
dependent on a number of factors, but 
if we do not have a great improvement 
in the systems which educate our chil-
dren all over the country, we are not 
going to survive; we are not going to be 
able to deal with the complexities of a 
modern cyber-civilization. We cannot 
keep falling behind at the rate that we 
are falling behind, and I can document 
that we are falling behind at a rapid 
rate.
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It may not be as bad in some of the 

schools and smaller cities across the 
Nation. In fact, I am a native of Mem-
phis, Tennessee, and I often tell people 
that when I went to school in Memphis, 
Tennessee, in the 1950s and the 1940s, 
we had a school system at that time 
which was segregated, but the seg-
regated school system that I went to 
was superior to the New York City 
school system right now, and that is 
not an exaggeration. 

The New York City school system is 
steadily declining, steadily getting 
worse; and you can document this eas-
ily. The reading scores, the math 
scores, they document it in one re-
spect, but you can look at the fabric of 
the system where every year more and 
more children enter the system which 
has 1.2 million children, 1.2 million 
children in the system.

b 2030

We have 1,200 schools. We have more 
than 60,000 teachers. It is a huge sys-
tem and in that system the majority of 
those schools are overcrowded. At least 
a fourth of those schools have twice as 
many students as the school was built 
for.

Large numbers of those schools are 
forcing children to eat lunch at 10:00 in 
the morning because they have to have 
a cycle. They have to cycle the kids 
through the cafeteria. There are so 
many youngsters, in order to cycle 
them through the cafeteria some of 
them have to eat as early as 10:00 in 
the morning. Some have to eat lunch 
as late at 1:30. It is ridiculous and it is 
child abuse but it is systematic. It is 
going on in so many schools that they 
do not think of it as child abuse any-
more.

The New York City school system, in 
order to save money, 10 years ago they 
started forcing out the most experi-
enced people, the most experienced su-
pervisors and principals, superintend-
ents, not so much superintendents but 
principals and assistant principals and 
teachers. They were given buy-out in-
centives. They were encouraged to 
leave the system. They could get more 
money and they would doctor it so 
they would get an upfront amount. It 
was so lucrative until thousands of 
teachers left the system; supervisors, 
principals left the system. 

An operation cannot be run with in-
experienced people. I do not care how 
brilliant they are. It may be that our 
schools of education, our business man-
agement schools, wherever we get prin-
cipals and assistant principals from, 
they are doing a great job. I do not see 
that from my individual experiences 
with these principals and assistant 
principals, but maybe. No matter how 
well educated they are, anybody who 
has ever been in an administrative po-
sition knows that there are some 
things we learn from experience that 
we can only learn from experience. If a 

system is robbed of the experienced 
people, the damages can be calculated 
that are going to be done. 

So 10 years ago, we started this raid-
ing of the system. Even now it goes on 
because of some notion that the mayor 
of the city and the chancellor of the 
school system, we have a chancellor 
who is over all this, and then we have 
superintendents of 32 districts, it is a 
big bureaucracy, the chancellor and 
the mayor have decided they want to 
beat the principals into submission. 

They want to take away tenure. I 
think that is a good idea, that prin-
cipals should not have lifetime tenure, 
that as managers and executives they 
ought to measure up and be able to 
deal with their performance and if 
their performance is not up to par, 
they lose their jobs like anybody else. 
So tenure ought to be taken away. 

The way the system works, the legis-
lature would have to act to force the 
principals to do this. The legislature 
refuses to do this. The principals in the 
bargaining process will not give up 
their tenure. So we have been in a 
stalemate for almost 2 years. For 2 
years we have had a situation where 
the principals are frozen into a situa-
tion where they cannot get raises. The 
contract is such that they cannot get 
raises for the principals. The people 
under them, the people under them 
who are teachers, have gotten raises. 
There are some experienced teachers in 
schools who now earn more than the 
principal because of the fact that they 
have been frozen. 

With all of these principals frozen in 
place, many of them have decided to 
retire. The process of taking away the 
experienced people is accelerated. 

The New York Times had an editorial 
last week which said it is time for the 
chancellor and the mayor to accept a 
compromise. There ought to be some 
kind of compromise because if the prin-
cipals are frozen, and they are more 
and more disgruntled and see that 
their position is being eroded not only 
in terms of their pay relevant to the 
pay of the teachers under them but 
also their authority, they are resigning 
and moving to the suburbs where there 
is a great demand for experienced edu-
cators. They are not losing. We are los-
ing.

There are schools all around New 
York City. There are schools across the 
river in New Jersey. There is a demand 
for experienced educators, good or bad. 
Maybe they are not so good. Maybe 
they are holding on to tenure because 
they believe that a performance review 
system would jeopardize them in some 
way, but they are not having problems 
getting jobs. So we are further eroding 
the leadership, the management of the 
system, by holding on to this negotia-
tion position that the city, through the 
mayor and the chancellor, have. 

The New York Times is right. It is 
time to compromise. We compromise 

everywhere. In Detroit, the automobile 
companies would not hold out forever. 
If they are missing sales of cars and if 
the competition is getting ahead of 
them for various reasons, strikes and 
collective bargaining procedures are al-
ways subject to some kinds of com-
promise. So we need to compromise on 
that issue.

The parents who sit and watch this 
chaos are getting more and more dis-
heartened. When a survey is taken, 
they say we would like vouchers. If a 
parent is asked do they think the pub-
lic school system has any future, is it 
really going to be able to improve, does 
their child have a chance of really 
learning enough to qualify to go to col-
lege, the parents have decided with all 
of this chaos going on, 52 percent of 
them right across the country in the 
urban centers say we would prefer 
vouchers to the public school system. 

I do not doubt that survey. I do not 
doubt the fact that that is an honest 
survey. The people who say that is hap-
pening, I know why. They have given 
up. The parents have given up. They 
have been sold a bill of goods about 
what the solution is because if we were 
to try to transfer large numbers of 
children into the private school system 
if vouchers were available, if there 
were publicly financed vouchers, the 
private system is not able in any way 
to take the public school students. 

We have 53 million children in Amer-
ica who go to public schools. The pri-
vate school system has been steadily 
about 10 percent of that for years. 
There is no way we can solve the prob-
lems of education for the parents in the 
inner city communities or anywhere in 
America by just shifting the children 
from the public school system to the 
private school system. So they are 
being sold a bill of goods. They are 
being told that they can raise part of 
the money themselves. Scholarships 
and vouchers, private scholarships, 
have been made available to a large 
number, but people who are in gross 
poverty cannot take $1,500 as a scholar-
ship, and given the fact that they are 
struggling to put food on the table be 
able to pay the rest of the tuition on an 
ongoing basis. 

I know. I have met many of the par-
ents who already are saying, I struggle. 
I raised the first tuition payment, but 
we are falling further and further be-
hind. We are going to have to take our 
kid out of the private school and put 
him back in public school. Large num-
bers are shifting back to public schools 
because of the fact that they cannot go 
the extra mile. 

Poverty is not understood by the 
leadership. I was born poor, and I know 
what it is all about. The extra money 
is not available for $1,500 in tuition a 
year; and anybody who has ever had a 
child in a private school knows it is far 
greater than that. My children were in 
private schools in pre-school. They 
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were in public schools all their elemen-
tary and secondary school life, but as 
pre-schoolers they went to a private 
school.

We had to pay the tuition and raise 
money all year long. There are various 
ways in which the private schools are 
asking parents to contribute more 
money and to help raise money and 
usually the contribution, a large part 
of the contribution, is not raised in 
selling tickets and stuff. It comes out 
of your pocket, and the pressure to put 
more and more in is there. 

So the private schools, with all due 
respect to the people who want to ad-
vocate vouchers, it would take 30 or 40 
years to replace the present system 
with a private school system, even if 
there was full support from the govern-
ment and full support from the private 
sector.

The experiments that are going on 
now are totally inadequate in terms of 
the amount of money that the private 
sector is willing to make available to 
parents and we are going to see a col-
lapse of most of those efforts because 
the poverty is too great to help the 
people who need the help the most. 

Why am I dwelling on this? The mes-
sage has to go to the African-American 
leaders. The people who were at the 
Congressional Black Caucus weekend 
are the leaders. People come from all 
over the country. I do not know how 
many thousands we had there. I think 
we had 5,000 people at one dinner. So 
these are teachers and these are law-
yers and these are doctors. These are 
the people who provide leadership in 
our communities, and ministers, and 
they were not focused on this problem. 
They have not gotten the message that 
underneath them our communities are 
crumbling because of the poor edu-
cation system. New opportunities are 
being created at the level of higher 
education.

I welcome and I congratulate Bill 
Gates who announced less than 10 days 
ago that he is going to provide a billion 
dollars for scholarships not to poor but 
minorities, African-Americans, His-
panic-Americans, Native Americans, a 
billion dollars over a 20-year period. 
They estimate they will be able to sup-
ply 1,000 scholarships per year for 20 
years. These are extraordinary scholar-
ships that they are offering. They are 
going to pay for the whole 4 years all 
expenses of the student for 4 years, 
minus any scholarships that the stu-
dent was able to get otherwise. 

Basically, there cannot be a better 
deal than that; all expenses paid for 4 
years and a thousand students are 
going to be able to benefit from that 
each year. 

In my district, the first question that 
came to my mind, how many of the 
youngsters here will be able to qualify 
for those scholarships? There is a sim-
ple process for selecting. Part of it is 
the recommendation of the principal of 

a high school. Part of it is a grade av-
erage and part of it is the score on the 
test. When it comes to the scores on 
the test, there is going to be a real 
problem because the kids in my dis-
trict are consistently scoring low in 
reading and low on math. When they 
get to high schools and the SATs they 
also score very low. 

Why do they score low? Because the 
system is crumbling. A survey was 
done 2 years ago which shows that 
most of the junior high schools in my 
district and districts like mine, where 
the bulk of the African-Americans and 
Hispanic children go to school, that is 
two-thirds of New York, in two-thirds 
of New York districts there are no 
teachers in junior high schools teach-
ing math and science who majored in 
math and science in college. There are 
no teachers in junior high school. The 
high school teachers complain greatly 
about the lack of preparedness of stu-
dents when they get to high school, and 
in high schools most of the high 
schools have trouble keeping physics 
teachers.

In many of the high schools, there 
are some high schools who have not 
seen a physics teacher in a long time 
who majored in physics in college. 
That is the kind of emergency situa-
tion we are in. Physics teachers, 
science teachers are in shortage all 
over the country but we have a situa-
tion in New York where we have high 
schools that are the best in the world, 
there are three or four high schools 
that consistently score high on any na-
tional exams, they win the Westing-
house contest and all the national 
science contests, there are four or five 
schools that do that, high schools, but 
the majority of our students do not go 
to those schools. They do not have ac-
cess to that kind of education with re-
spect to science. 

So no matter what Bill Gates does or 
a number of other corporate bene-
factors do, and more and more they are 
entering the arena and trying to en-
courage more and better education by 
minorities, they see this pool of people 
who have to fill the gap and fill these 
vacancies in information technology, a 
number of other places where vacancies 
are more and more evident, probably 
no more so than information tech-
nology. The world of the computer and 
the world of cyber civilization we are 
going into will come to a halt if we do 
not have more people coming out of 
our higher education institutions that 
are competent to fill those jobs. 

What we have now is that large num-
bers of the white middle class young-
sters have computers in the home. 
They are exposed to computer edu-
cation in school but those are not the 
youngsters who are going to become 
the information technology experts. 
Those are the young people who are 
going to become doctors and lawyers, 
professionals. They are going to move 

on and the large gap is going to still be 
there for the information technology 
professionals who make less than doc-
tors and lawyers but they will be able 
to make a good living. 

We have to have a pool, a vast pool, 
to draw from in order to fill the posi-
tions that are constantly being made 
available and will be more and more 
available as time goes on. 

In order to do that, the public 
schools are the only place we can turn 
to, unless we seek temporary solutions 
that are very dangerous. We have voted 
in this Congress for one of those tem-
porary solutions. We voted to lift the 
immigration quota for professionals. I 
think it is 90,000 people now and they 
are coming back to ask for more legis-
lation to increase the quota to bring in 
more information technology special-
ists from India, from other foreign 
countries, English-speaking countries 
in particular but others. There is going 
to be a vast number coming in from 
outside who will not stay to contribute 
to our economy for very long. They 
will not pay into Social Security and 
keep Social Security healthy in the fu-
ture.

It is a dangerous way to operate, to 
ignore the natural working population 
and not develop that population, that 
workforce, and call on foreign reserves 
and foreign resources. That is very 
dangerous. So I am very upset and 
would like to have African American 
leaders look to the spirit and the exam-
ple of Jim Farmer. Let us get involved. 
Let us tell the people out there they 
have to get involved. The parent-teach-
ers associations, the churches, they 
have to get involved specifically to 
deal with the problems of their own 
school.

b 2045

If one is an inexperienced principal, 
there is probably chaos there that 
somebody needs to watch, somebody 
needs to highlight, in order for the peo-
ple in charge, the superintendents, the 
mayors to step in and end the chaos. 
There are no books, no supplies, which 
is the case in many cases; we should 
deal with that. 

Most of all the problem of the phys-
ical decay of the schools poses a direct 
danger. Large numbers of schools that 
have coal burning furnaces in New 
York City pose a direct danger. We 
have a large asthma problem, an asth-
ma epidemic. Part of that epidemic is 
contributed to by the schools that need 
to change the furnaces. We need money 
for that in the construction and mod-
ernization fund. 

At the Congressional Black Caucus, 
we did have some efforts to try to 
make a breakthrough on this. One of 
those events I held on September 17, 
and it was designed to send a message 
to the parents out there in the various 
neighborhoods, all the parents in the 
inner city communities. The message 
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is: Do not give up hope. Do not abandon 
the public school system or contribute 
to the abandonment of the public 
school system by seeking solutions 
that are not real solutions. Vouchers 
are not a solution. We would like for 
them to know that they have help. 

I had a press conference which I call 
a ground-breaking press conference. I 
was attempting to bring together and 
did bring together people from the 
labor movement and people from the 
private sector, corporate sector. We 
had contractors as well as unions who 
appeared at this ground-breaking press 
conference to proclaim their unity 
with us and let the vulnerable and dis-
couraged black parents out there know 
that we have powerful allies in an at-
tempt to get school construction on 
the agenda here. 

We have an announcement that the 
surplus is bigger this year than it was 
contemplated, which means that the 
projections for the surplus over the 
next 10 years are probably going to be 
pretty close to what has been stated. 

I have a bill which talks about a 5-
year commitment of $110 billion for 
school construction. I am going to 
amend that bill to change it to make it 
a 10-year commitment of $110 billion 
because we are talking about 10-year 
scenarios. We have a tax bill which is a 
10-year scenario for $792 billion. I think 
we ought to put on the table a 10-year 
scenario for school construction for 
$110 billion. This will be money that is 
directly appropriated to every State in 
accordance with the number of school-
aged children in the State, a fair dis-
tribution formula to deal with the 
modernization, wiring. Sometimes 
schools are in pretty good shape, but 
they need security measures. Whatever 
the infrastructure, the physical infra-
structure needs, this funding of $110 
billion over a 10-year period would pro-
vide.

Many people say, well, that is too 
much. It is outrageous. Well, I think 
we have got a scenario where a trillion 
dollars is on the table for the next 10 
years, and we are going to take $792 
billion of that and propose that for 
taxes. The President agrees there 
should be some tax cuts. It will not be 
$792 billion. It may be $300 billion. 
There is going to be a tax cut of some 
magnitude. Let us have, at the same 
time, on the same table, in the same 
package a rational, reasonable, ade-
quate package for school construction. 

So at this press conference, commit-
ments were made by the labor commu-
nity, by the contractors. We have the 
Nat LaCour of the American Federa-
tion of Teachers; Joel Parker of the 
National Educational Association; Vin-
cent Panvini of the Sheet Metal Work-
ers, Director of Governmental Affairs 
of Sheet Metal Workers; Paul Parker, 
the Executive Director of the Sheet 
Metal and Air Conditioning Contrac-
tors; Bill Bonaparte. Bill Bonaparte is 

the National Electrical Contractors As-
sociation. The private sector people 
who want to be involved are enormous: 
Starla Jewell, the Executive Director 
of the National Community Education 
Association; Michelle Kavatelle, the di-
rector of the America Online Founda-
tion; David Keane, the Associate Direc-
tor for Government and Labor Rela-
tions of the Mechanical Contractors 
Association of America; and Mary 
Filardo, the Executive Director of the 
21st Century School Fund. 

At this press conference, they all 
pledged to join me in sending this mes-
sage to the African-American parents 
that they have friends, they have allies 
who are powerful. They are not alone. 
Do not give up. Do not abandon the 
public school system. 

At this press conference, we have 
pledges of help that will come from 
these people in various ways. We 
agreed to launch, on November 16, the 
date for the national education funding 
support date a campaign which will go 
for a year. Our motto is simple: ‘‘Build 
schools.’’ The motto of ‘‘Build 
Schools’’ will be the motto for a whole 
year, starting national education fund-
ing day; instead of funding support 
day, we want to make it a funding sup-
port year.

So we are going to launch a cam-
paign in November that will go right 
through to next November; and the 
motto is: ‘‘Build schools.’’ 

The year 2000 is the year we want to 
make a breakthrough. Why the year 
2000? Because it is apparent that in the 
next few weeks here we are not going 
to see a what I call an in-game negotia-
tion. The President and the Congress 
will not negotiate that projected 10-
year surplus. That will be negotiated 
as we approach the election of the year 
2000.

It is going to happen next year. We 
can plan and strategize, and we have 
the advantage. The message should go 
out that the parents, not only the par-
ents in the African-American commu-
nity, but the communities out there in 
general believe that the Federal Gov-
ernment should do more in aid to edu-
cation. They believe that the Federal 
Government should provide help in the 
area of school construction. 

The polls are on our side. We need to 
remember that. We need to mobilize 
and crystallize the sentiment and focus 
it so that they will understand that it 
is not enough to appropriate pennies 
for school construction. 

Right now we have zero in Federal 
involvement. We need to move to a sig-
nificant Federal involvement. There is 
time to do that starting now. 

The commitment was made to have a 
campaign that will go all the way to 
the spring of 2000. In the spring of 2000, 
we have pledged to have a ‘‘Build 
Schools’’ conference where all of the 
same partners who came together on 
September 17 at the ground-breaking 

press conference, all those same part-
ners will act in solidarity to promote 
and to sort of increase the momentum 
for school construction. 

We define victory as any break-
through that gets Federal dollars into 
the school building pipeline. That 
means that H.R. 1660, the bill that 
comes out of the Committee on Ways 
and Means is certainly a breakthrough. 
It is a tax credit provision sponsored 
by the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RANGEL). It has received the endorse-
ment of the full Democratic Caucus 
which launched the motion to dis-
charge. I am a cosponsor on that bill. 

But it also means H.R. 1820, the bill 
that I have sponsored which calls for 
$110 billion over a 5-year period. We are 
going to change that now to a 10-year 
period.

Most of the initiatives that we are 
going to undertake relate to activities 
which are designed to mobilize the Af-
rican-American community. I held this 
press conference. I called in these lead-
ers of labor and the private sector at 
the beginning of the Congressional 
Black Caucus legislative weekend, be-
cause I wanted to send the message not 
only to the people out there in the 
communities, the parents and the com-
munity leaders, but I wanted to send a 
message to my fellow caucus members. 
We are not doing enough. 

In the spirit of James Farmer, we 
should seize the initiative and come to 
grips with the problem of school im-
provement, education improvement. At 
the heart of that is a physical facility. 
If one has a religion, and the temple, 
the church, the physical facility is al-
lowed to crumble and decay and obvi-
ously be neglected, then it sends a mes-
sage to all that the people who are ad-
vocates of that religion, the heritage of 
that religion are not serious. 

Ethnic cleansing in Yugoslavia be-
came a bloody, burning, nasty set of 
atrocious activities that made the 
whole world want to vomit. Thousands 
have been confirmed as murdered and 
the estimates continue to climb. The 
Serbs attempted to drive out the Alba-
nians in obvious and crude ways. Afri-
can-America cleansing in America is 
moving forward to a far less alarming 
but more subtle and certain manner. It 
is moving forward in a far less alarm-
ing, but more subtle and certain man-
ner.

Listen. African-American cleansing. 
One can destroy the education for the 
children of a group, and one can de-
stroy the group without firing a single 
shot. In a complex world today, people 
can be destroyed by the act of refusing 
to provide a relevant education for 
their children. 

The present movement toward the 
abandonment of the public school sys-
tem greatly endangers the survival of 
the African-American community. We 
are going to be reauthorizing Title I of 
the Elementary Secondary Education 
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Assistance act this week. This Wednes-
day it is scheduled for the calendar. It 
is one more series of attempts to aban-
don the public school system that has 
to be fought. 

Education is critical for survival. 
The oppressed South African blacks 
clearly understood this truth when 
they rebelled against Bantu Education. 
The famed uprising at Soweto was led 
by school children who understood that 
they were being systematically crip-
pled in their classrooms. In America, 
there is no official conspiracy to intel-
lectually deform African-American 
children. But benign neglect, bureau-
cratic bungling and the savage inequal-
ities like the one described by Jona-
than Kozol, accidentally accomplish 
the same devastating results. 

The current emphasis on privatiza-
tion and vouchers, coupled with edu-
cation budget cuts and the refusal of 
both Republicans and Democrats to 
support meaningful school moderniza-
tion and construction appropriations 
by the Federal Government will 
produce a massive Soweto-like impact 
in the large cities where the majority 
of African-American youth live. 

In too many local education agen-
cies, the schooling process is already 
merely a ceremony. Routinely assump-
tions are made that black students 
cannot emerge from the standard 12-
year education regiment with a level of 
accomplishment which enables them to 
cope with present-day occupational and 
personal management challenges. 

School systems go through enough 
motions to justify the economic activ-
ity which finances teachers salaries, 
custodial personnel, supplies, equip-
ment, and administrative bureaucracy. 
But in too many instances, they are 
content not to focus on the end product 
and what they are achieving there. 

The current acceleration of this 
minimal, of fraudulent education proc-
ess as a result of less resources and 
highly visible decaying infrastructure 
has produced an unrecognized crisis for 
African-Americans. In full view, the 
commitment to meaningful public edu-
cation is steadily being withdrawn by 
elected officials. 

New York City had a $2 billion sur-
plus, and not a penny was spent on try-
ing to refurbish, renovate, or build any 
new schools. New York State had a $2 
billion surplus, and they refused, and 
the Governor vetoed a $500 million pro-
posal for school repair. 

So at the local level, we have a 
steady withdrawal of support for public 
schools. The clearest reflection of this 
danger is this brick and mortar dis-
aster. Crumbling school buildings send 
a loud message stating that peda-
gogical and administrative infrastruc-
ture is also collapsing. If the buildings 
are collapsing, then do not expect 
much to be happening inside them. 
There is no commitment in there ei-
ther.

A total abandonment of public edu-
cation in America is a possibility. 
While private alternatives are shuffled 
around, a generation of students could 
be lost. More than African-American 
children of course would be placed at 
risk by this public policy blunder. The 
education of all children of working 
families who cannot afford private 
schools is at stake. 

But I appeal, especially to the Afri-
can-American leadership to get mov-
ing. In the spirit of James Farmer, 
come to grips with the problem, focus 
on it as being the number one survival 
problem in our municipalities. 

In the spirit of James Farmer, the 
leadership has to shun or understand 
that there are no headlines out there 
for people who work in the vineyard 
trying to improve schools and trying to 
get funds for school construction. They 
have to understand that right out from 
under them, while they think that they 
are leaders, right out from under them, 
the people who matter most, our con-
stituents, are discouraged. They feel 
vulnerable. They feel abandoned. 

I want to end with a few quotes from 
Jim Farmer, and I do this in the spirit 
of urging that the leadership of the Af-
rican-American community, starting 
with my colleagues in Congress, re-
member Jim Farmer as a man of action 
and a man who provided the oppor-
tunity to act for the people who were 
suffering.

Jim Farmer, after the attacks on the 
Freedom Riders said, ‘‘When dogs bite 
in Birmingham, we bleed everywhere.’’ 
Evil societies always kill their con-
sciences. The NAACP is the justice de-
partment, the Urban League is the 
state department, and Corps members 
are the nonviolent marines.

b 2100
‘‘The time is not for jail-going and 

bleeding heads, but for long-range plan-
ning and sophisticated strategizing. 
There will be fewer demonstrations and 
more celebration. Our Nation deceives 
itself with the fiction that the task is 
complete and racism is dead and all is 
well. The myth surrounds us that 
America has suddenly become color 
blind and that all that remains is our 
economic problem. No greater lie has 
ever been told, and the tellers of it, if 
they have eyes to see and minds to 
think, must know it.’’ 

That comes from the epilogue of the 
James Farmer book, which I men-
tioned before, Lay Bare The Heart. 
‘‘Our Nation deceives itself with the 
fiction that the task is complete and 
racism is dead and all is well. The 
myth surrounds us that America sud-
denly has become color blind and that 
all that remains is our economic prob-
lem. No greater lie has ever been told, 
and the tellers of it, if they have eyes 
to see and minds to think, must know 
it.’’

African-American leaders are the 
people who ought to know it, and we 

urge them very much to open their 
eyes.

f 

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WAMP). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule I, 
the Chair declares the House in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 1 
minute p.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair.

f 

b 2149

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. DREIER) at 9 o’clock and 
49 minutes p.m. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.J. RES. 68, CONTINUING APPRO-
PRIATIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2000

Mr. GOSS, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 106–342) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 305) providing for consideration of 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 68) mak-
ing continuing appropriations for fiscal 
year 2000, and for other purposes, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed.

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. MASCARA (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) for today on account of 
family business. 

Mr. REYES (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today and September 28 on 
account of a funeral. 

Mr. WU (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today and the balance of the 
week on account of the birth of Sarah 
Elizabeth Wu. 

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (at the 
request of Mr. ARMEY) for today and 
September 28 on account of a death in 
the family.

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. CLAYTON) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. SHOWS, for 5 minutes, today. 
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(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. DEMINT) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. DEMINT, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. ALLEN, for 5 minutes, today.

f 

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 50 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, September 28, 1999, at 9 a.m., for 
morning hour debates.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

4475. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of 
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule—Milk in the Central Arizona Mar-
keting Area; Suspension of Certain Provi-
sions of the Order [DA–99–05] received Sep-
tember 22, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

4476. A letter from the Administrator, Ag-
ricultural Marketing Service, Department of 
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule—Tart Cherries Grown in the 
States of Michigan, et al.; Revision of the 
Sampling Techniques for Whole Block and 
Partial Block Diversions and Increasing the 
Number of Partial Block Diversions Per Sea-
son for Tart Cherries [Docket No. FV99–930–
2 FIR] received September 22, 1999, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture.

4477. A letter from the Manager, Federal 
Crop Insurance Corporation, Department of 
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule—General Administrative Regula-
tions; Submission of Policies and Provisions 
of Policies, and Rates of Premium (RIN: 
0563–AB15) received September 22, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

4478. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the annual report on 
conditional registration of pesticides for 1997 
and 1998, pursuant to 7 U.S.C. 136w–4; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

4479. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, transmitting the 
OMB Sequestration Update Report to the 
President and Congress for Fiscal Year 2000, 
pursuant to Public Law 101–508, section 
13101(a) (104 Stat. 1388–587); to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

4480. A letter from the Office of the Under 
Secretary, Department of the Navy, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting notification 
of the Department’s decision to study cer-
tain functions performed by military and ci-
vilian personnel in the Deparmtnet of the 
Navy (DON) for possible performance by pri-
vate contractors, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2304 
nt.; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

4481. A letter from the Senior Civilian Offi-
cial, Department of Defense, transmitting a 
Plan for Development of an Enhanced Global 
Positioning System: A Report To Congress 
July 1999; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

4482. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, Department of Defense, transmit-
ting the TRICARE Prime Remote Report to 
Congress; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

4483. A letter from the The Under Sec-
retary of Defense, Department of Defense, 
transmitting a Report Regarding Use of Tag-
ging Systems to Indentify Hydrocarbon 
Fuels Used by the Department of Defense; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

4484. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a Report 
on the Audited Fiscal Years 1998 and 1997 Fi-
nancial Statements of the United States 
Mint [OIG–99–078]; to the Committee on 
Banking and Financial Services. 

4485. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulations, Office of the Sec-
retary-Office of Lead Hazard Control, De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Requirements for Notification, Evalua-
tion and Reduction of Lead-Based Paint Haz-
ards in Federally Owned Residential Prop-
erty and Housing Receiving Federal Assist-
ance (RIN: 2501–AB57) received September 15, 
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

4486. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulations, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Section 8 
Tenant-Based Assistance Programs Statu-
tory Merger of Section 8 Certificate and 
Voucher Programs; Correction [Docket No. 
FR–4428–C–03] (RIN: 2577–AB91) received Sep-
tember 15, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking 
and Financial Services. 

4487. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulations, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—Public 
Housing Agency Plans; Change in Plan Sub-
mission Dates [Docket No. FR–4420–F–04] 
(RIN: 2577–AB89) received September 22, 1999, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services. 

4488. A letter from the President and 
Chairman, Export-Import Bank of the United 
States, transmitting a report involving U.S. 
exports to India, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 
635(b)(3)(i); to the Committee on Banking 
and Financial Services. 

4489. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the FY 1996 Community Services 
Block Grant Statistical Report; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

4490. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting an an-
nual report to the President and to the Con-
gress on the audit of the Telecommuni-
cations Development Fund, pursuant to 47 
U.S.C. 614; to the Committee on Commerce. 

4491. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Assistant Sec-
retary for Environment, Safety and Health, 
Department of Energy, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Internal Dosimetry 
Program Guide [DOE G. 441.1–3] received Au-
gust 10, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

4492. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Assistant Sec-
retary for Environment, Safety and Health, 

Department of Energy, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Radiation Safety 
Training Guide [DOE G 441.1–12] received Au-
gust 10, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

4493. 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; Connecticut; Nitrogen Oxides 
Budget and Allowance Trading Program [CT–
053–7212a; A–1–FRL–6443–1] received Sep-
tember 22, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

4494. A letter from the Chief, Mass Media 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final 
rule—Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table 
of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations 
(Oceanside and Encinitas, California) [MM 
Docket No. 99–170 RM–9545] received Sep-
tember 21, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

4495. A letter from the Chief, Mass Media 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final 
rule—Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table 
of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Ber-
lin and North Conway, New Hampshire) [MM 
Docket No. 97–216 RM–9153] received Sep-
tember 21, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

4496. A letter from the Chief, Mass Media 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final 
rule—Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table 
of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Dove 
Creek, Colorado) [MM Docket No. 99–203] 
(Hazelton, Idaho) [MM Docket No. 99–205 
RM–9624] (Flagstaff, Arizona) [MM Docket 
No. 99–210 RM 9629] (Kootenai, Idaho) [MM 
Docket No. 99–213 RM–9641] received Sep-
tember 21, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

4497. A letter from the Chief, Mass Media 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final 
rule—Amendment of Section 73.202(b), Table 
of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations 
(Elgin, Oregon) [MM Docket No. 99–155 RM–
9606] received September 21, 1999, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Commerce.

4498. A letter from the Chief, Mass Media 
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final 
rule—Amendment of Section 73.2020(b), Table 
of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations (Ham-
ilton City, California) [MM Docket No. 99–182 
RM–9585] (Lost Hills, California) [MM Docket 
No. 99–184 RM–9587] (Maricopa, California) 
[MM Docket No. 99–185 RM–9588] (Golden 
Meadow, Louisiana) [MM Docket No. 99–189 
RM–9592] received September 21, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

4499. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Communications Commission, transmitting 
the Auction Expenditure Package for Fiscal 
Year 1998; to the Committee on Commerce. 

4500. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—At-
lantic Highly Migratory Species (HMS) Fish-
eries; Vessel Monitoring Systems [Docket 
No. I.D. 071698B] (RIN: 0648–AJ67) received 
September 22, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce. 

4501. A letter from the Chairman, Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission, transmitting the 
Annual Report for 1998 of the United States 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission; to the 
Committee on Commerce. 
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4502. A letter from the Lieutenant General, 

USA Director, Defense Security Cooperation 
Agency, transmitting notification con-
cerning the Department of the Army’s Pro-
posed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance 
(LOA) to Kuwait for defense articles and 
services (Transmittal No. 99–33), pursuant to 
22 U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

4503. A letter from the Lieutenant General, 
USA Director, Defense Security Cooperation 
Agency, transmitting notification con-
cerning the Department of the Navy’s Pro-
posed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance 
(LOA) to Korea for defense articles and serv-
ices (Transmittal No. 99–29), pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 2776(b); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

4504. A letter from the Acting Deputy 
Under Secretary of Defense, Department of 
Defense, transmitting a copy of Transmittal 
No. 09–99 requesting Final Authority (RFA) 
to conclude a Memorandum of Under-
standing (MOU) with Canada related to the 
Development, production and Initial Field-
ing of Military Satellite Communications 
(MILSATCOM), pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 2767(f); 
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

4505. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification of decisions made 
by the President regarding the drawdown of 
articles and services from the inventory and 
resources of the Departments of Defense, 
State, Justice, the Treasury, and Transpor-
tation, and military education and training 
from the Department of Defense, to provide 
counternarcotics assistance to Colombia, 
Peru, Ecuador, and Panama, pursuant to 22 
U.S.C. 2364(a)(1); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

4506. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of 
State, transmitting Copies of international 
agreements, other than treaties, entered into 
by the United States, pursuant to 1 U.S.C. 
112b(a); to the Committee on International 
Relations.

4507. A letter from the Director, Adminis-
trative Office of the United States Courts, 
transmitting the annual report disclosing 
the financial condition of the retirement sys-
tem for the year ending September 30, 1997, 
pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 9503(a)(1)(B); to the 
Committee on Government Reform. 

4508. A letter from the Railroad Retire-
ment Board, transmitting the budget request 
for the Office of Inspector General, Railroad 
Retirement Board, for fiscal year 2001, pursu-
ant to 45 U.S.C. 231f; to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

4509. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
Policy, Management and Budget, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting the an-
nual report on royalty management and col-
lection activities for Federal and Indian 
mineral leases in FY 1998, pursuant to 30 
U.S.C. 237; to the Committee on Resources. 

4510. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Interior, transmitting a report 
on the Operations of Glen Canyon Dam Pur-
suant to the Grand Canyon Protection Act of 
1992: Water Years 1998 and 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

4511. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule—Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Ocean Perch 
in the West Yakutat District of the Gulf of 
Alaska [Docket No. 990304062–9062–01; I.D. 
081399B] received September 21, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Resources. 

4512. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone 
Off Alaska; Deep-Water Species Fishery by 
Vessels Using Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alas-
ka [Docket No. 990304062–9060–01; I.D. 081699B] 
received September 21, 1999, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

4513. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of Commerce and Acting Commis-
sioner of Patents and Trademarks, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Trademark Law Treaty 
Implementation Act Changes [Docket No. 
990401084–9227–02] (RIN: 0651–AB00) received 
August 31, 1999; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

4514. A letter from the Director, Office of 
the General Counsel, Office of Personnel 
Management, transmitting the Office’s final 
rule—Voting Rights Program (RIN: 3206–
AI77) received August 11, 1999, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the 
Judiciary.

4515. A letter from the Executive Director, 
Olympic Committee, transmitting the 1998 
Annual Report of the United States Olympic 
Committee; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

4516. 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; Teledyne Continental Motors O–470, 
IO–470, TSIO–470, IO–520, TSIO–520, LTISO–
520, GTSIO–520, IO–550, TSIO–550, and TSIOL–
550 Series Reciprocating Engines [Docket No. 
99–NE–28–AD; Amendment 39–11290, AD 99–19–
01] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received September 17, 
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4517. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting a the 
annual report titled ‘‘Transition to Quieter 
Airplanes’’; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

4518. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting a Re-
port On the Activities of the Commercial 
Space Transportation Program for 1998; to 
the Committee on Science. 

4519. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—October 1999 Appli-
cable Federal Rates [Revenue Ruling 99–41] 
received September 21, 1999, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4520. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Prohibition of Ex 
Parte Communications Between Appeals Of-
ficers and other Internal Revenue Service 
Employees [Notice 99–50] received September 
22, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

4521. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Work Opportunity 
and Welfare-to-Work Tax Credits [Notice 99–
51] received September 22, 1999, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4522. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Housing Opportuni-
ties for Persons with Aids [Rev. Rul. 99–39] 
received September 22, 1999, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4523. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—IRS Adoption Tax-
payer Identification Numbers [TD 8839] (RIN: 
1545–AV08) received September 22, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

4524. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule—Tax Exempt BOND
Administrative Appeal [Rev. Proc. 99–35] re-
ceived September 22, 1999, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

4525. A letter from the Railroad Retire-
ment Board, transmitting the Board’s budget 
request for fiscal year 2001, pursuant to 45 
U.S.C. 231f; jointly to the Committees on Ap-
propriations, Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, and Ways and Means.

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows:

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 2910. A bill to 
amend title 49, United States Code, to au-
thorize appropriations for the National 
Transportation Safety Board for fiscal years 
2000, 2001, 2002, and for other purposes; with 
an amendment (Rept. 106–335). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. PACKARD: Committee of Conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 2605. A bill mak-
ing appropriations for energy and water de-
velopment for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes (Rept. 
106–336). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 2841. A bill to amend the Re-
vised Organic Act of the Virgin Islands to 
provide for greater fiscal autonomy con-
sistent with other United States jurisdic-
tions, and for other purposes (Rept. 106–337). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. S. 944. An act to amend Public Law 
105–188 to provide for the mineral leasing of 
certain Indian lands in Oklahoma (Rept. 106–
338). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. CALLAHAN: Committee of Conference. 
Conference report on H.R. 2606. A bill mak-
ing appropriations for foreign operations, ex-
port financing, and related programs for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and for 
other purposes (Rept. 106–339). Ordered to be 
printed.

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce. 
H.R. 2130. A bill to amend the Controlled 
Substances Act to add gamma hydroxy-
butyric acid and ketamine to the schedules 
of control substances, to provide for a na-
tional awareness campaign, and for other 
purposes; with amendments (Rept. 106–340 Pt. 
1). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce. 
H.R. 1714. A bill to facilitate the use of elec-
tronic records and signatures in interstate or 
foreign commerce; with an amendment 
(Rept. 106–341 Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. DREIER: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 305. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 
68) making continuing appropriations for the 
fiscal year 2000, and for other purposes (Rept. 
106–342). Referred to the House Calendar. 
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REPORTED BILL SEQUENTIALLY 

REFERRED

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re-
ports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows:

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce. 
H.R. 1714. A bill to facilitate the use of elec-
tronic records and signatures in interstate or 
foreign commerce; with an amendment; re-
ferred to the Committee on Judiciary for a 
period ending not later than October 15, 1999, 
for consideration of such provisions of the 
bill and amendment as fall within the juris-
diction of that committee pursuant to clause 
1(k), rule x. 

f 

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED 
BILL

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er:

H.R. 2130. Referral to the Committee on 
the Judiciary extended for a period ending 
not later than October 8, 1999.

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. CRAMER: 
H.R. 2951. A bill to amend the Omnibus 

Parks and Public Lands Management Act of 
1996 to authorize grants to Alabama Agricul-
tural and Mechanical University in Hunts-
ville, Alabama; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. DEMINT (for himself, Mr. 
SPENCE, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. CLYBURN,
Mr. GRAHAM, and Mr. SANFORD):

H.R. 2952. A bill to redesignate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 100 Orchard Park Drive in Greenville, 
South Carolina, as the ‘‘Keith D. Oglesby 
Station’’; to the Committee on Government 
Reform.

By Mr. ENGLISH (for himself, Mr. 
TANNER, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. CANADY of Florida, Mr. 
CARDIN, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. WICKER, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mr. HOSTETTLER, and 
Mr. FOLEY):

H.R. 2953. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit against 
income tax for recycling or remanufacturing 
equipment; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means.

By Mr. ENGLISH: 
H.R. 2954. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to provide a tax credit for 
investment necessary to revitalize commu-
nities within the United States, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself and Mrs. 
MALONEY of New York): 

H.R. 2955. A bill to establish a partnership 
to rebuild and modernize America’s school 
facilities; to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. RUSH, Ms. 
DELAURO, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. 
DELAHUNT, Mr. BARRETT of Wis-
consin, Mr. PAYNE, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. STARK, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. KUCINICH,
Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 

BROWN of Ohio, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
TOWNS, Mr. OLVER, Mr. FARR of Cali-
fornia, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mrs. 
CLAYTON, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, 
Mr. OWENS, Mr. VENTO, Mrs. LOWEY,
and Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia):

H.R. 2956. A bill to reauthorize the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation, and Liability Act of 1980; to the 
Committee on Commerce, and in addition to 
the Committees on Transportation and In-
frastructure, and Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. VITTER (for himself and Mr. 
JEFFERSON):

H.R. 2957. A bill to amend the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act to authorize 
funding to carry out certain water quality 
restoration projects for Lake Pontchartrain 
Basin, Louisiana, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 
H.R. 2958. A bill to provide for the continu-

ation of higher education through the con-
veyance of certain public lands in the State 
of Alaska to the University of Alaska, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. YOUNG of Florida: 
H.J. Res. 67. A joint resolution making 

continuing appropriations for the fiscal year 
2000, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Florida: 
H.J. Res. 68. A joint resolution making 

continuing appropriations for the fiscal year 
2000, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM (for himself, Mr. 
SAXTON, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. 
BILBRAY, and Mr. GILCHREST):

H. Con. Res. 189. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress regarding 
the wasteful and unsportsmanlike practice 
known as shark finning; to the Committee 
on Resources.

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS TO PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 163: Mr. MICA.
H.R. 219: Mr. GOODE.
H.R. 248: Mr. COBURN.
H.R. 488: Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. CONYERS, and 

Mr. LUTHER..
H.R. 534: Mr. SHERWOOD, Mr. MALONEY of

Connecticut, and Mr. LATHAM.
H.R. 583: Mr. DELAHUNT.
H.R. 750: Mr. CUNNINGHAM.
H.R. 765: Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. RYUN of Kansas, 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, and Mrs. NORTHUP.
H.R. 771: Mr. KIND.
H.R. 802: Mr. MORAN of Kansas, Mr. ED-

WARDS, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. FORBES, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Mr. 
UDALL of Colorado, Mr. UDALL of New Mex-
ico, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Mr. KING, Mr. HYDE, Mr. DAVIS of Vir-
ginia, Mr. SANDLIN, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO, and Mr. HUTCHINSON.

H.R. 826: Mr. PICKETT and Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 961: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr. 
BERMAN, and Mr. MICA.

H.R. 976: Mr. BONIOR and Mr. VITTER.

H.R. 1079: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. 
HALL of Ohio, and Mr. GIBBONS.

H.R. 1111: Mr. TRAFICANT.
H.R. 1221: Ms. DEGETTE.
H.R. 1226: Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr. GORDON, Mr. 

FORBES, Ms. BERKLEY, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, 
Ms. CARSON, and Mr. SMITH of Washington. 

H.R. 1271: Ms. BERKLEY.
H.R. 1272: Mr. COOKSEY.
H.R. 1305: Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. METCALF, and 

Mr. UNDERWOOD.
H.R. 1363: Mr. STEARNS.
H.R. 1505: Mr. WISE, Mr. GEKAS, and Mr. 

BILIRAKIS.
H.R. 1518: Mr. MARTINEZ.
H.R. 1546: Mr. GOODLING.
H.R. 1581: Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. MCDERMOTT,

Mr. ENGEL, and Mr. DIXON.
H.R. 1636: Mr. BROWN of Ohio. 
H.R. 1671: Mr. COYNE.
H.R. 1795: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, and 

Mr. ROTHMAN.
H.R. 1806: Mr. QUINN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. LAN-

TOS, Mr. MARTINEZ, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. 
SANCHEZ, and Mr. DICKS.

H.R. 1820: Ms. CARSON.
H.R. 1824: Mr. PICKETT and Mr. REYES.
H.R. 1837: Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. 

DUNCAN, and Mr. BENTSEN.
H.R. 1838: Mr. BURR of North Carolina, Mr. 

COBLE, Mr. SANFORD, and Mr. MCCOLLUM.
H.R. 1998: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 
H.R. 2059: Mr. BARR of Georgia. 
H.R. 2128: Mr. TOOMEY.
H.R. 2266: Mr. BOEHLERT Mr. FILNER, Mrs. 

MALONEY of New York, Ms. STABENOW, and 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 

H.R. 2341: Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
BAIRD, Mr. OWENS, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. 
TIERNEY, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. 
GEJDENSON, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 
KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. CRANE, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. JOHN, and Mr. COOK.

H.R. 2381: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. 
LARGENT, and Mr. DEAL of Georgia. 

H.R. 2436: Mr. SANFORD.
H.R. 2453: Mr. ROHRABACHER.
H.R. 2511: Mr. FLETCHER and Mr. BARTON of

Texas.
H.R. 2546: Mr. HALL of Texas and Mrs. 

CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 2554: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. FRANKS of

New Jersey, and Mr. SAXTON.
H.R. 2573: Mr. MCGOVERN.
H.R. 2596: Mr. PICKERING, Mr. BURTON of In-

diana, Mr. SANFORD, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. WATTS
of Oklahoma, Mr. ROGERS, Mrs. KELLY, and 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM.

H.R. 2624: Mr. CAPUANO.
H.R. 2655: Mr. SKEEN.
H.R. 2689: Mr. PAUL, Ms. DANNER, and Mr. 

COBURN.
H.R. 2697: Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. LARGENT, and 

Mr. FROST.
H.R. 2722: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 

WYNN, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
PAYNE, and Mr. MCCOLLUM.

H.R. 2725: Mr. FROST and Mr. PASTOR.
H.R. 2726: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Ms. 

EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. 
DOOLITTLE.

H.R. 2728: Mr. ENGLISH.
H.R. 2736: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. 

MCDERMOTT, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. COYNE, Ms. 
BALDWIN, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 
BECERRA, Ms. BERKELEY, and Ms. KAPTUR.

H.R. 2768: Mr. DIXON and Mr. GORDON.
H.R. 2771: Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. MCNULTY, and 

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. 
H.R. 2774: Mr. WEINER.
H.R. 2813: Ms. CARSON, Mr. HASTINGS of

Florida, and Mr. CUMMINGS.
H.R. 2814: Mr. GARY MILLER of California 

and Mr. FARR of California. 
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H.R. 2817: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. MALONEY of

Connecticut, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, 
and Mr. ETHERIDGE.

H.R. 2865: Mr. BROWN of Ohio and Mr. 
MCDERMOTT.

H.R. 2870: Mr. OWENS, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. 
MASCARA, Mr. LARSON, and Mr. GILMAN.

H.R. 2877: Mr. BERMAN.
H.R. 2882: Mr. COSTELLO.
H.R. 2890: Mr. OLVER and Mr. MCDERMOTT.
H.R. 2899: Mr. MCGOVERN.
H.R. 2901: Mr. SOUDER.
H.R. 2916: Mrs. LOWEY and Ms. CARSON.
H.R. 2917: Ms. CARSON.
H.R. 2924: Mrs. ROUKEMA.
H.R. 2926: Mr. DEMINT.
H.R. 2942: Mr. CHAMBLISS and Mr. BEREU-

TER.
H.J. Res. 16: Mr. TOOMEY.
H.J. Res. 48: Mr. CANNON and Mr. MAN-

ZULLO.
H.J. Res. 55: Mr. DOOLITTLE.
H.J. Res. 65: Mr. GEJDENSON, Ms. DANNER,

Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. LAN-
TOS, and Mr. HYDE.

H. Con. Res. 140: Ms. MCKINNEY.
H. Con. Res. 186: Mr. BURR of North Caro-

lina and Mr. GOODE.
H. Res. 41: Mr. PHELPS and Mr. STEARNS.
H. Res. 115: Mr. COYNE.
H. Res. 146: Ms. SANCHEZ.
H. Res. 163: Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. 

MCINTYRE, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. FROST, Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Ms. LEE, Ms. BERK-
LEY, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. BROWN of
Ohio, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Mrs. THURMAN,
and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H. Res. 269: Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. 
SOUDER, Mr. PASTOR, and Mr. LEWIS of Cali-
fornia.

H. Res. 280: Mr. BEREUTER.
H. Res. 292: Mr. WAXMAN.
H. Res. 297: Mr. CAMP, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. 

WU, and Mr. GILCHREST.
H. Res. 298: Mr. HUNTER, Mr. WU, Mr. 

BAIRD, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. 
WELLER, Mr. PHELPS, and Mr. OLVER.

H. Res. 303: Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. HILLEARY,
Mr. BASS, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. MILLER of
Florida, Mr. GOODE, Mr. HAYES, Mr. FLETCH-
ER, Mr. REGULA, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mrs. 
EMERSON, and Mr. TOOMEY.

f 

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows:

H.R. 2506
OFFERED BY: MRS. JOHNSON OF CONNECTICUT

AMENDMENT NO. 18: At the end of the bill, 
add the following new section:
SEC. 4. PROGRAM OF PAYMENTS TO CHILDREN’S 

HOSPITALS THAT OPERATE GRAD-
UATE MEDICAL EDUCATION PRO-
GRAMS.

Part D of title III of the Public Health 
Service Act (42 U.S.C. 254b et seq.) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following sub-
part:
‘‘Subpart IX—Support of Graduate Medical 
Education Programs in Children’s Hospitals 

‘‘SEC. 340E. PROGRAM OF PAYMENTS TO CHIL-
DREN’S HOSPITALS THAT OPERATE 
GRADUATE MEDICAL EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS.

‘‘(a) PAYMENTS.—The Secretary shall make 
two payments under this section to each 
children’s hospital for each of fiscal years 
2000 and 2001, one for the direct expenses and 
the other for indirect expenses associated 
with operating approved graduate medical 
residency training programs. 

‘‘(b) AMOUNT OF PAYMENTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

the amounts payable under this section to a 
children’s hospital for an approved graduate 
medical residency training program for a fis-
cal year are each of the following amounts: 

‘‘(A) DIRECT EXPENSE AMOUNT.—The
amount determined under subsection (c) for 
direct expenses associated with operating ap-
proved graduate medical residency training 
programs.

‘‘(B) INDIRECT EXPENSE AMOUNT.—The
amount determined under subsection (d) for 
indirect expenses associated with the treat-
ment of more severely ill patients and the 
additional costs relating to teaching resi-
dents in such programs. 

‘‘(2) CAPPED AMOUNT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The total of the pay-

ments made to children’s hospitals under 
paragraph (1)(A) or paragraph (1)(B) in a fis-
cal year shall not exceed the funds appro-
priated under paragraph (1) or (2), respec-
tively, of subsection (f) for such payments 
for that fiscal year. 

‘‘(B) PRO RATA REDUCTIONS OF PAYMENTS
FOR DIRECT EXPENSES.—If the Secretary de-
termines that the amount of funds appro-
priated under subsection (f)(1) for a fiscal 
year is insufficient to provide the total 
amount of payments otherwise due for such 
periods under paragraph (1)(A), the Secretary 
shall reduce the amounts so payable on a pro 
rata basis to reflect such shortfall. 

‘‘(c) AMOUNT OF PAYMENT FOR DIRECT
GRADUATE MEDICAL EDUCATION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount determined 
under this subsection for payments to a chil-
dren’s hospital for direct graduate expenses 
relating to approved graduate medical resi-
dency training programs for a fiscal year is 
equal to the product of—

‘‘(A) the updated per resident amount for 
direct graduate medical education, as deter-
mined under paragraph (2)); and 

‘‘(B) the average number of full-time 
equivalent residents in the hospital’s grad-
uate approved medical residency training 
programs (as determined under section 
1886(h)(4) of the Social Security Act during 
the fiscal year. 

‘‘(2) UPDATED PER RESIDENT AMOUNT FOR DI-
RECT GRADUATE MEDICAL EDUCATION.—The up-
dated per resident amount for direct grad-
uate medical education for a hospital for a 
fiscal year is an amount determined as fol-
lows:

‘‘(A) DETERMINATION OF HOSPITAL SINGLE
PER RESIDENT AMOUNT.—The Secretary shall 
compute for each hospital operating an ap-
proved graduate medical education program 
(regardless of whether or not it is a chil-
dren’s hospital) a single per resident amount 
equal to the average (weighted by number of 
full-time equivalent residents) of the pri-
mary care per resident amount and the non-
primary care per resident amount computed 
under section 1886(h)(2) of the Social Secu-
rity Act for cost reporting periods ending 
during fiscal year 1997. 

‘‘(B) DETERMINATION OF WAGE AND NON-
WAGE-RELATED PROPORTION OF THE SINGLE
PER RESIDENT AMOUNT.—The Secretary shall 
estimate the average proportion of the single 
per resident amounts computed under sub-
paragraph (A) that is attributable to wages 
and wage-related costs. 

‘‘(C) STANDARDIZING PER RESIDENT
AMOUNTS.—The Secretary shall establish a 
standardized per resident amount for each 
such hospital—

‘‘(i) by dividing the single per resident 
amount computed under subparagraph (A) 
into a wage-related portion and a non-wage-

related portion by applying the proportion 
determined under subparagraph (B); 

‘‘(ii) by dividing the wage-related portion 
by the factor applied under section 
1886(d)(3)(E) of the Social Security Act for 
discharges occurring during fiscal year 1999 
for the hospital’s area; and 

‘‘(iii) by adding the non-wage-related por-
tion to the amount computed under clause 
(ii).

‘‘(D) DETERMINATION OF NATIONAL AVER-
AGE.—The Secretary shall compute a na-
tional average per resident amount equal to 
the average of the standardized per resident 
amounts computed under subparagraph (C) 
for such hospitals, with the amount for each 
hospital weighted by the average number of 
full-time equivalent residents at such hos-
pital.

‘‘(E) APPLICATION TO INDIVIDUAL HOS-
PITALS.—The Secretary shall compute for 
each such hospital that is a children’s hos-
pital a per resident amount—

‘‘(i) by dividing the national average per 
resident amount computed under subpara-
graph (D) into a wage-related portion and a 
non-wage-related portion by applying the 
proportion determined under subparagraph 
(B);

‘‘(ii) by multiplying the wage-related por-
tion by the factor described in subparagraph 
(C)(ii) for the hospital’s area; and 

‘‘(iii) by adding the non-wage-related por-
tion to the amount computed under clause 
(ii).

‘‘(F) UPDATING RATE.—The Secretary shall 
update such per resident amount for each 
such children’s hospital by the estimated 
percentage increase in the consumer price 
index for all urban consumers during the pe-
riod beginning October 1997 and ending with 
the midpoint of the hospital’s cost reporting 
period that begins during fiscal year 2000. 

‘‘(d) AMOUNT OF PAYMENT FOR INDIRECT
MEDICAL EDUCATION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount determined 
under this subsection for payments to a chil-
dren’s hospital for indirect expenses associ-
ated with the treatment of more severely ill 
patients and the additional costs related to 
the teaching of residents for a fiscal year is 
equal to an amount determined appropriate 
by the Secretary. 

‘‘(2) FACTORS.—In determining the amount 
under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall— 

‘‘(A) take into account variations in case 
mix among children’s hospitals and the num-
ber of full-time equivalent residents in the 
hospitals’ approved graduate medical resi-
dency training programs; and 

‘‘(B) assure that the aggregate of the pay-
ments for indirect expenses associated with 
the treatment of more severely ill patients 
and the additional costs related to the teach-
ing of residents under this section in a fiscal 
year are equal to the amount appropriated 
for such expenses for the fiscal year involved 
under subsection (f)(2). 

‘‘(e) MAKING OF PAYMENTS.—
‘‘(1) INTERIM PAYMENTS.—The Secretary 

shall determine, before the beginning of each 
fiscal year involved for which payments may 
be made for a hospital under this section, the 
amounts of the payments for direct graduate 
medical education and indirect medical edu-
cation for such fiscal year and shall (subject 
to paragraph (2)) make the payments of such 
amounts in 26 equal interim installments 
during such period. 

‘‘(2) WITHHOLDING.—The Secretary shall 
withhold up to 25 percent from each interim 
installment for direct graduate medical edu-
cation paid under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(3) RECONCILIATION.—At the end of each 
fiscal year for which payments may be made 
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under this section, the hospital shall submit 
to the Secretary such information as the 
Secretary determines to be necessary to de-
termine the percent (if any) of the total 
amount withheld under paragraph (2) that is 
due under this section for the hospital for 
the fiscal year. Based on such determination, 
the Secretary shall recoup any overpay-
ments made, or pay any balance due. The 
amount so determined shall be considered a 
final intermediary determination for pur-
poses of applying section 1878 of the Social 
Security Act and shall be subject to review 
under that section in the same manner as 
the amount of payment under section 1886(d) 
of such Act is subject to review under such 
section.

‘‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
‘‘(1) DIRECT GRADUATE MEDICAL EDU-

CATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—There are hereby au-

thorized to be appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, for payments under subsection 
(b)(1)(A) — 

‘‘(i) for fiscal year 2000, $90,000,000; and 
‘‘(ii) for fiscal year 2001, $95,000,000. 
‘‘(B) CARRYOVER OF EXCESS.—The amounts 

appropriated under subparagraph (A) for fis-
cal year 2000 shall remain available for obli-
gation through the end of fiscal year 2001. 

‘‘(2) INDIRECT MEDICAL EDUCATION.—There
are hereby authorized to be appropriated, 
out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wise appropriated, for payments under sub-
section (b)(1)(A) — 

‘‘(A) for fiscal year 2000, $190,000,000; and 
‘‘(B) for fiscal year 2001, $190,000,000. 
‘‘(g) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) APPROVED GRADUATE MEDICAL RESI-

DENCY TRAINING PROGRAM.—The term ‘ap-
proved graduate medical residency training 
program’ has the meaning given the term 
‘approved medical residency training pro-
gram’ in section 1886(h)(5)(A) of the Social 
Security Act. 

‘‘(2) CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL.—The term ‘chil-
dren’s hospital’ means a hospital described 
in section 1886(d)(1)(B)(iii) of the Social Se-
curity Act. 

‘‘(3) DIRECT GRADUATE MEDICAL EDUCATION
COSTS.—The term ‘direct graduate medical 
education costs’ has the meaning given such 
term in section 1886(h)(5)(C) of the Social Se-
curity Act.’’.

H.R. 2506
OFFERED BY: MR. MCGOVERN

AMENDMENT NO. 19: Page 46, after line 2, in-
sert the following section:
SEC. 4. STUDY REGARDING SHORTAGES OF LI-

CENSED PHARMACISTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services (in this section referred 

to as the ‘‘Secretary’’), acting through the 
appropriate agencies of the Public Health 
Services, shall conduct a study to determine 
whether and to what extent there is a short-
age of licensed pharmacists. In carrying out 
the study, the Secretary shall seek the com-
ments of appropriate public and private enti-
ties regarding any such shortage. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 
one year after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall complete the 
study under subsection (a) and submit to the 
Congress a report that describes the findings 
made through the study and that contains a 
summary of the comments received by the 
Secretary pursuant to such subsection. 

H.R. 2506
OFFERED BY: MR. PASCRELL

AMENDMENT NO. 20: Page 13, after line 5, in-
sert the following subsection: 

‘‘(d) CANCER AND CARDIOVASCULAR DISEASES
IN WOMEN.—The Director shall conduct and 
support research and build private-public 
partnerships to enhance the quality, appro-
priateness, and effectiveness of and access to 
health services regarding cancer and cardio-
vascular diseases in women, including with 
respect to the comparative effectiveness, 
cost-effectiveness, and safety of such serv-
ices.

H.R. 2506
OFFERED BY: MR. STEARNS

AMENDMENT NO. 21: Page 21, after line 8, in-
sert the following subsection: 

‘‘(d) CERTAIN TECHNOLOGIES AND PRACTICES
REGARDING SURVIVAL RATES FOR CARDIAC AR-
REST.—In carrying out subsection (a) with 
respect to innovations in health care tech-
nologies and clinical practice, the Director 
shall, in consultation with appropriate pub-
lic and private entities, develop rec-
ommendations regarding the placement of 
automatic external defibrillators in Federal 
buildings as a means of improving the sur-
vival rates of individuals who experience car-
diac arrest in such buildings, including rec-
ommendations on training, maintenance, 
and medical oversight, and on coordinating 
with the system for emergency medical serv-
ices.

H.R. 2506
OFFERED BY: MR. THOMPSON OF CALIFORNIA

AMENDMENT NO. 22: Page 46, after line 2, 
add the following section: 
SEC. 4. REPORT ON TELEMEDICINE. 

Not later than January 10, 2001, the Direc-
tor of the Agency for Health Research and 
Quality shall submit to the Congress a re-
port that—

(1) identifies any factors that inhibit the 
expansion and accessibility of telemedicine 

services, including factors relating to tele-
medicine networks; 

(2) identifies any factors that, in addition 
to geographical isolation, should be used to 
determine which patients need or require ac-
cess to telemedicine care; 

(3) determines the extent to which—
(A) patients receiving telemedicine service 

have benefited from the services, and are sat-
isfied with the treatment received pursuant 
to the services; and 

(B) the medical outcomes for such patients 
would have differed if telemedicine services 
had not been available to the patients; 

(4) determines the extent to which physi-
cians involved with telemedicine services 
have been satisfied with the medical aspects 
of the services; 

(5) determines the extent to which primary 
care physicians are enhancing their medical 
knowledge and experience through the inter-
action with specialists provided by telemedi-
cine consultations; and 

(6) identifies legal and medical issues relat-
ing to State licensing of health professionals 
that are presented by telemedicine services, 
and provides any recommendations of the Di-
rector for responding to such issues. 

H.R. 2506

OFFERED BY: MR. TRAFICANT

AMENDMENT NO. 23: Page 46, after line 2, in-
sert the following section: 

SEC. 4. BUY AMERICAN PROVISIONS. 

(a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN ACT.—
No funds authorized pursuant to this Act 
may be expended by an entity unless the en-
tity agrees that in expending the assistance 
the entity will comply with sections 2 
through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41 
U.S.C. 10a–10c, popularly known as the ‘‘Buy 
American Act’’). 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT RE-
GARDING NOTICE.—

(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT
AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any equipment 
or products that may be authorized to be 
purchased with financial assistance provided 
under this Act, it is the sense of the Congress 
that entities receiving such assistance 
should, in expending the assistance, purchase 
only American-made equipment and prod-
ucts.

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—
In providing financial assistance under this 
Act, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall provide to each recipient of 
the assistance a notice describing the state-
ment made in paragraph (1) by the Congress. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
INTRODUCTION OF A BILL ON THE 

ENHANCEMENT OF HIGHER EDU-
CATION IN ALASKA THROUGH A 
FEDERAL LAND GRANT 

HON. DON YOUNG
OF ALASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, today 

I am introducing legislation to provide for the 
continuance of higher education in the State of 
Alaska by conveying certain public lands in 
the State to the University of Alaska system. 

This bill is not a new idea: it follows on and 
honors a commitment Congress first made in 
1915 when the then-territory was promised a 
generous land grant for higher education, but 
due to circumstances outside Alaska’s control, 
was never completed. As a result, the largest 
state has the second lowest Federal land 
grant of all land grant institutions nationwide 
even though Congress intended each state to 
acquire a large grant for its higher education 
needs. 

The legislation I introduce today rectifies this 
gross oversight and puts Alaska’s premier uni-
versity on equal footing with other land grant 
institutions. This is only fair for a State with 
over 240 million acres of land owned by the 
Federal Government and most of that locked 
away from any development. 

The history behind this issue begins in 1915 
when Congress reserved about 268,000 acres 
of public domain for the Alaska Agricultural 
College and School of Mines (the former 
name of the University of Alaska). However, 
barely any land had been surveyed at that 
time, and only a fraction could be transferred. 
In 1958, the Alaska Statehood Act eliminated 
the original 1915 grant, with no clear, historical 
record explaining why. Alaska’s university land 
grant today stands at only 112,000 acres in 
total. If the same formula for granting lands 
were used as in some other states, Alaska 
could have received five million acres. 

A Federal land grant is vital to the future of 
higher education in Alaska. I believe its most 
important role is to make a top-tier educational 
opportunity available to those who otherwise 
must travel hundreds, even thousands of miles 
to the lower 48 States for college. I don’t want 
to see this role compromised because the uni-
versity is not on an equal footing with its com-
petitors in the lower 48 States. 

The legislation introduced today will provide 
to the university system a grant of 250,000 
acres of Federal land, and up to 250,000 
acres more on an acre-for-acre matching 
basis with the State. The University may not 
select lands in national parks, refuges, wilder-
ness areas, wild and scenic rivers, or specific 
areas of the national forest system. Thus, 
those lands open to selection are those which 
Congress, as ANILCA declares, are ‘‘nec-
essary and appropriate for more intensive use 
and disposition . . .’’

This bill also benefits the national conserva-
tion areas in Alaska. It conditions the Federal 
grant on the university’s relinquishment of 
13,900 acres of inholdings surrounded by na-
tional parks, refuges and wildernesses. The 
relinquished lands will be added to the units in 
which they are located. 

At its core, this in an education bill. By pro-
viding a land base with which to derive re-
sources for the future, Alaskans will continue 
to receive the fruits of our university system 
without having to travel outside the State to 
colleges which were granted their full land en-
titlements. 

f

REPORT FROM PENNSYLVANIA 

HON. PATRICK J. TOOMEY
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
deliver my Report from Pennsylvania. Today, 
I would like to share with my colleagues and 
the American people the remarkable efforts of 
an individual in our community. 

All across the Lehigh Valley, my wife, Kris, 
and I meet so many wonderful people. We 
learn of and hear about amazing individuals 
who strive day and night to make our commu-
nities better places to live. 

I like to call these individuals Lehigh Valley 
Heroes. Lehigh Valley Heroes make a dif-
ference by helping their friends and neighbors. 

Today I would like to honor a man whose 
volunteerism makes a difference in the lives of 
a number of veterans in our communities. 
Leonard E. Shupp, a retired Army Colonel, 
has been giving his time and services to vet-
erans in the Lehigh valley area for the past 
thirty years. 

A veteran of World War II, Mr. Shupp has 
been decorated with a number of the nation’s 
highest honors—the Purple Heart and the 
Bronze Star—along with ten other decorations. 

Aside from his heroics during the war, today 
he is still active with a number of veterans’ or-
ganizations. To name a few, he has been a 
volunteer chaplain of the Indiantown Gap Na-
tional Cemetery Memorial Council for the last 
thirty years, and has been a volunteer chap-
lain in the retirement services office of the 
Tolsyhanna Army Depot for the past ten 
years. Also, over the past decade, he has 
served as a volunteer consultant to the Direc-
tor of Veteran’s Affairs in Lehigh County. 

On top of his numerous volunteer activities 
in veterans’ affairs, Mr. Shupp has been a li-
censed minister of the United Church of 
Christ. And has since March 1998, become a 
member of the Faith Lutheran Church in 
Whitehall as a volunteer pastor. 

Mr. Speaker, for these reasons I would like 
to recognize Mr. Leonard Shupp, of Whitehall, 
Pennsylvania, as a Lehigh Valley Hero. 

Through his activism, he has truly made a dif-
ference in the lives of members of our com-
munity, and for this I commend him. 

This concludes my Report from Pennsyl-
vania. 

f

A TRIBUTE TO DR. TERRY A. 
STRAETER

HON. RANDY ‘‘DUKE’’ CUNNINGHAM
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, it is a dis-
tinct honor for me to pay tribute to Dr. Terry 
A. Straeter, an individual who is universally 
recognized as one of the most talented and in-
novative men in the field of defense aero-
space and intelligence. Dr. Straeter is retiring 
following an illustrious career spanning over 
30 years. He does so with the gratitude and 
appreciation of a nation that is more secure as 
a result of his work. And while the Nation has 
been fortunate to reap the benefit of Dr. 
Straeter’s work, I have been even more fortu-
nate in being able to call Terry a true friend. 

Dr. Straeter’s personal and professional ac-
complishments reflect a selfish dedication to 
improving the national security of this country. 
He distinguished himself through his work in a 
wide range of national intelligence systems. 
Specifically, Dr. Straeter was instrumental in 
the development of digital avionics and space-
craft at NASA’s Langley Research Center. In 
addition, he was recognized for the work he 
did in digital mapping, exploitation, targeting, 
and archiving systems. While working for the 
Defense Mapping Agency, Dr. Straeter led an 
exceptional team of engineers which devel-
oped digital production systems which have 
become the baseline for the evolution of our 
nation’s imagery intelligence capabilities. 

Dr. Straeter’s leadership and technical ex-
pertise were key in the development of the 
current generation of low-observable aircraft 
auto-routing systems—a capability which con-
tributed significantly to the development of 
stealth technology in this country. He later de-
veloped a technology which significantly im-
proved both the speed and accuracy of image 
extraction that directly improved our Govern-
ment’s digital map production. He also devel-
oped a commercial version of this solution that 
is currently used by more than 50 countries 
around the world. 

Dr. Straeter’s enormous talent, his keen in-
sight and penchant for creative thinking made 
him a highly desired advisor. He served as a 
member of the Senate Select Committee for 
Intelligence’s Technical Advisory Group, Chair-
man of the Board of Directors for the Security 
Affairs Support Association, an active contrib-
utor to the Defense Science Board, as well as 
a corporate leader of the highest standing. A 
recipient of the Intelligence Community Seal 
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Medallion, Dr. Straeter is a national asset who 
is admired and respected by all who know 
him. 

I know I speak for a grateful nation in wish-
ing Dr. Terry Straeter the very best as he be-
gins a new chapter in his long, distinguished 
career. 

f

CHINA NEEDS TO JOIN THE 
WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER
OF NEBRASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, many of us 
were hoping that progress could be made on 
a United States-China agreement for China’s 
accession to the World Trade Organization 
[WTO] at the recent mini-summit meeting be-
tween President Clinton and Chinese Presi-
dent Jiang in Auckland, New Zealand. With 
the new WTO round beginning in Seattle, 
Washington, at the end of November, the time 
left to reach an agreement, and for China to 
join the WTO at the Seattle ministerial meet-
ing, has almost run out. China needs to be in 
the WTO. And, China’s accession to the WTO 
is in the short and long term interests of the 
United States and all the developed countries 
who are members of the WTO. Accordingly, 
this Member recommends the following edi-
torial from the Wednesday, September 15, 
1999, Journal of Commerce which comments 
on the Clinton-Jiang meeting and makes a 
strong case for China and Taiwan’s accession 
to the WTO.

[From the Journal of Commerce, September 
15, 1999] 

CLINTON AND JIANG MEET

The rhetoric was typically overblown, but 
the idea that Sino-American relations are 
moving back to what passes for normal is a 
cause for some relief. 

A minisummit between Presidents Clinton 
and Jiang ‘‘opened up a new chapter for 
Sino-U.S. relations,’’ enthused one high-
ranking U.S. official after their private ses-
sion during the Asia-Pacific Economic Co-
operation forum gathering in New Zealand 
last weekend. ‘‘The summit is significant,’’ 
proclaimed Secretary of State Madeleine 
Albright, who had her own session with Chi-
nese Vice Premier (and former foreign min-
ister) Qian Qichen along with Samuel 
Berger, Clinton’s national security adviser. 

Relations between the United States and 
China are important, both for trade and eco-
nomic reasons and for military and strategic 
ones. They go through regular if unhelpfully 
exaggerated turmoil over such things as Tai-
wan, intellectual property and market access 
and were badly bruised by the bombing of 
the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade. 

Chinese outrage was fully understandable 
and its inherent suspicion of ‘‘mistakes’’ 
fueled an age-old xenophobia. Nobody bene-
fits from that kind of inward-focused China. 

Many of the strains in Sino-American rela-
tions arise from the sort of everyday dif-
ferences that a more mature and confident 
China would brush off (but keep around as a 
bargaining chip at some future time, as all 
powers do). For a country that claims the 
pioneering role in the art of diplomacy thou-

sands of years ago, its mandarins often seem 
strangely given to flying off the handle. 

In one of the more important unresolved 
issues—China’s membership in the World 
Trade Organization—both sides are at fault. 
The Clinton administration muffed a great 
opportunity during the April visit to the 
United States of Premier Zhu Rongji, who 
brought a surprisingly lengthy list of conces-
sions and agreements designed to break the
logjam. He was justifiably affronted by the 
rebuff.

Similarly, China did itself no good by sulk-
ing for months after the Belgrade bombing 
and then playing coy, suggesting that while 
it would be nice to join the club China could 
muddle through perfectly well on the out-
side.

China patently needs the WTO, and the 
United States, European Union and the rest 
of the trading world need it as a member. 
The talks have dragged on for 13 years. 

Foreign investment, the spur to China’s re-
markable economic growth in recent years, 
is declining. This is partly due to the eco-
nomic typhoon that swept Asia the past two 
years, but also partly due to China’s failure 
to cut red tape sufficiently and to corral pro-
vincial and even municipal bureaucracies 
fond of making their own rules. Investors 
have plenty of good places to go and will go 
where they feel most welcome. 

China has cut its tariff levels more deeply 
and widely than any other big trading coun-
try, by as much as 50% in some areas; the 
terms it offered were more generous than 
those of many existing WTO members, such 
as India. Beijing still dawdles for spurious 
reasons on opening financial services fully—
especially insurance—but must be given 
credit for what it has done. 

The best way to get closer adherence to 
global rules is to invite China into the game. 
The EU, previously also firm in demanding 
more concessions before entry, long ago ac-
cepted that enough was in place that the 
nitpicking should stop. 

Beyond the immediate issue lies that of 
Taiwan. By common if misguided agreement, 
the dynamic little island won’t be allowed 
into the WTO until China gains entry. Never 
mind that Taiwan has gone well beyond 
China and many other countries in tidying 
up its trade behavior. Such is realpolitik, 
but Taiwan deservedly gets a lot of good 
press.

When Taiwan President Lee Ten-hui spoke 
of wanting relations between the island and 
the mainland on a state-to-state basis, he 
may have been injudicious and he must have 
known that Beijing would yelp. But the 
truth is that Taiwan is the world’s 14th-larg-
est trading nation, has its third-largest hard 
currency reserves and few people outside 
China swallow Beijing’s fiction that Taiwan 
is a wayward province subject for eternity to 
the risk of Chinese armed intervention. 

The think tanks and professors are free to 
debate the nuances of such things in their 
ivory towers for as long as it amuses them. 
The real world needs China and Taiwan in 
the WTO now. Clinton knows it, and he 
should make it happen.

HONORING JOHN BOLAND FOR HIS 
EFFORTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
QUINEBAUG AND SHETUCKET 
RIVERS VALLEY NATIONAL HER-
ITAGE CORRIDOR 

HON. SAM GEJDENSON
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to honor John Boland of Pomfret, Connecticut 
for his tireless and successful efforts to de-
velop and grow the Quinebaug and Shetucket 
Rivers Valley National Heritage Corridor. As 
residents across eastern Connecticut mark the 
fifth anniversary of the establishment of the 
Corridor, John Boland deserves much of the 
credit for the success we all celebrate. 

John was one of the leaders of a small 
group of citizens from eastern Connecticut 
who came together in the late 1980s with an 
idea to preserve and promote the natural, cul-
tural and historic resources of the region. The 
group also wanted to follow an approach that 
would center on the major rivers in the area—
the Quinebaug in the east and the Shetucket 
in the west—because they are intertwined with 
that history, with a way of life. As an avid ca-
noeist, John also appreciated the recreational 
potential the rivers offered as well as the 
many obstacles to public access and greater 
enjoyment of these resources. After much re-
search and widespread public discussion, the 
group embraced an innovative and largely ex-
perimental concept—the National Heritage 
Corridor. 

In 1988, John and others formed the 
Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers National 
Heritage Corridor Committee to expand public 
awareness about the concept and to work in 
support of formally designating the Corridor. I 
am proud to have worked with John, who 
served as Chairman of the Committee, and so 
many others across the region to develop and 
introduce legislation in the House to achieve 
this goal. In the fall of 1994, years of hard 
work and persistence paid off as Congress 
passed and the President signed the 
Quinebaug and Shetucket Rivers Valley Na-
tional Heritage Corridor Act. 

Following enactment of the bill, John contin-
ued to take a leadership role in transforming 
the Corridor from a concept into reality. He 
helped to develop the framework of the non-
profit corporation—Quinebaug-Shetucket Herit-
age Corridor, Inc.—which currently manages 
the Corridor. He served as first Chairman of 
its Board of Directors and continues to be ac-
tively involved in many Corridor projects. 

Mr. Speaker, the success of the Quinebaug 
and Shetucket National Heritage Corridor is 
the result of the efforts of countless residents 
from across eastern Connecticut. However, 
like so many other successful initiatives, a few 
people play critical leadership roles. John Bo-
land has been this type of leader. His vision 
and hard work have been crucial to making 
the Corridor a reality. I join citizens from 
across eastern Connecticut in saying—thank 
you John. 
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WILLIE MACK (1927–1999)—A LIFE 

WITH INTENT 

HON. WILLIAM (BILL) CLAY
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ac-
knowledge the death of and to celebrate the 
remarkable life of a personal friend and polit-
ical ally, Willie Mack. For almost 40 years, 
‘‘Whisper’’ as he was affectionately called, 
was by my side in the many struggles for polit-
ical equity and a voice in the affairs of govern-
ance for the African-American community in 
St. Louis. In the early days, when I was lead-
ing the effort to build an effective political or-
ganization, Willie ‘‘Whisper’’ Mack was promi-
nently present. He was my right hand, my 
trusted confidant in every hard fought, exciting 
political campaign. 

Mr. Speaker, I met ‘‘Whisper’’ one year after 
my first election to the St. Louis Board of Al-
dermen in 1959. In 1960, I was campaign 
manager for Norman Seay who was seeking 
to be the Democratic committeeman in that 
26th Ward. Seay had successfully run my 
campaign for Alderman the previous year. 
Seay’s opponent had gone about the business 
of lining up the so-called corner boys, those 
who frequented the taverns, pool rooms and 
barber shops. One of his most effective re-
cruits was Willie Mack. Mack owned a barber 
shop and had hundreds of hero worshipers 
who followed his lead. The story goes that the 
nickname was tagged on him when, as a 
young gang participant, he was thrown into a 
pool of cold water in the middle of the winter 
by an opposite gang faction. As a result, he 
temporarily lost his voice for several months 

But as those election returns bear out, 
speaking in subdued tones, ‘‘Whisper’’ knew 
how to work a precinct. Seay’s opponent won 
his precinct by a margin of 2 to 1 (only one 
of two precincts won by him). 

Much credit for ‘‘Whisper’’ political acumen 
goes to his wife, Jackie. They made the per-
fect political combination. He influenced the 
street people. She was loved by the home 
owners in the neighborhood. 

After the election—which Seay won by 600 
votes—I sought out ‘‘Whisper’’ and persuaded 
him to join our organization. From that day for-
ward our friendship developed and expanded. 

Mr. Speaker, few people lived life with the 
enthusiasm, determination and gusto as Willie 
Mack. He lived every day with the intent to do 
something for someone else. He lived every-
day with the intent to give something back to 
family, friends and community. He will be re-
membered as a giver. He gave the fullest to 
his fellow man. His intent was to establish, 
through political activism, a more perfect union 
between society and those citizens denied the 
benefits of first-class citizenship. The many 
people whose lives he touched and they in 
turn enhanced his—is a testament to his en-
dearing respect for humanity. 

Carol and I were deeply saddened by Whis-
per’s passing. He was indeed an uncommon 
man with a phenomenal affect on those who 
graced his presence. To us, Whisper was 
something dear, something special, something 
beautiful, something precious. There were no 

tears for Carol and me when we heard of his 
departure because we were not agonizing his 
death but rather celebrating the privilege of 
having looked upon this towering, incredible 
individual, if only for a fleeting moment. 

f

REPORT FROM PENNSYLVANIA 

HON. PATRICK J. TOOMEY
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, today I would 
like to share my Report from Pennsylvania for 
my colleagues and the American people. 

All across Pennsylvania’s 15th Congres-
sional District there are some amazing people 
who do good things to make our communities 
a better place. These are individuals of all 
ages who truly make a difference and help 
others. 

I like to call these individuals Lehigh Valley 
Heroes for their good deeds and efforts. 

Today I would like to recognize Mr. Harold 
Seibert, a retired fireman who’s respect and 
dedication to his job led him to compile a 175-
year anniversary book for the Allentown Fire 
Department, an invaluable document for future 
firemen of the community. 

Harold Seibert is a commendable member 
of our community—not only for his documen-
tary, but also for his heroism—having been 
decorated five times for saving lives during his 
24 years as a firefighter. 

Today, I would like to recognize Mr. Seibert, 
of Allentown, PA, for his hard work and dedi-
cation. He is creating a legacy for the Allen-
town community and I commend him on his 
efforts. 

f

INTRODUCTION OF THE SHARK 
CONSERVATION AND FINNING 
PROHIBITION RESOLUTION 

HON. RANDY ‘‘DUKE’’ CUNNINGHAM
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, it is time 
for the United States to ban the wasteful, un-
sportsmanlike and destructive practice of 
shark finning. 

Shark finning is the removal of a shark’s 
fins, which represent just one to five percent 
of its body weight, and discarding its carcass 
into the sea. The waste associated with this 
practice is horrific. The public outcry to halt it 
was an important factor in the National Marine 
Fisheries Service’s (NMFS) decision to ban 
shark finning in federal waters of the U.S. At-
lantic, Gulf of Mexico and Caribbean. I had 
thought that NMFS had prohibited this practice 
in all waters of the United States. 

To my surprise and dismay, it was recently 
brought to my attention that shark finning is 
occurring in the U.S. Pacific, and increasing at 
an alarming rate. Between 1991 and 1998, 
there was a 20-fold increase in shark finning 
by U.S. longline vessels in the Central and 
Western Pacific. There are no regulations in 
place to stem further growth of this terrible 
practice. 

According to NMFS, in the Central and 
Western Pacific fishery, the number of sharks 
finned rose from 2,289 in 1991 to 60,857 in 
1998. The most troubling fact about this in-
crease in the number of sharks killed is that 
98.7%, or 60,085 of the 60,857, of the sharks 
taken in 1998 were killed just for their fins. 

The NMFS has gone on record with the 
Western Pacific Regional Fishery Manage-
ment Council (WestPac) expressing its view 
that finning is wasteful and must be stopped. 
Unfortunately, WestPac has balked and NMFS 
has failed to step forward and stop this terrible 
practice. It is my belief, and those of any re-
sponsible outdoorsman, that the waste associ-
ated with discarding 95 to 99% of 60,000 ani-
mals annually is intolerable. 

With the support of my colleague, Fisheries 
Subcommittee Chairman JIM SAXTON, and the 
conservation and sportfishing communities, I 
am introducing two pieces of legislation to 
remedy this situation. 

Today, I am sponsoring a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that we dis-
agree with the Western Pacific Regional Fish-
ery Management Council’s and NMFS failure 
to halt shark finning, while urging that Council 
to prohibit the practice immediately. 

Later this year, I will be introducing legisla-
tion to amend the Magnuson-Stevens Act by 
adding the practice of shark finning to the list 
of actions prohibited in all waters of the United 
States. 

I hope my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle will join me by cosponsoring this impor-
tant resolution. For the record, I have attached 
a letter of support from the Ocean Wildlife 
Campaign, a coalition that includes the Center 
for Marine Conservation, National Audubon 
Society, National Coalition for Marine Con-
servation, Natural Resources Defense Council, 
Wildlife Conservation Society, and the World 
Wildlife Fund. In addition, I have attached sep-
arate letters of support from the American 
Sportfishing Association and the Center for 
Marine Conservation. Our prompt action is 
critical to ensure that we will halt the rampant 
waste resulting from shark finning.

AMERICAN SPORTFISHING ASSOCIATION,
Alexandria, VA, September 23, 1999. 

Hon. RANDY ‘‘DUKE’’ CUNNINGHAM,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN CUNNINGHAM: On behalf 
of the nearly 500 members of the American 
Sportfishing Association, I wish to express 
my strong support for your resolution to ban 
the wasteful practice of shark finning. I com-
mend your initiative in tackling this impor-
tant, yet easily dismissed issue. 

For far too long, we have neglected to take 
action to stop this most unsportsmanlike 
fishing activity. We now know that the best 
shark is not a dead shark; that these oft ma-
ligned fish play critical roles in preserving 
balance in the marine ecosystem. Healthy 
shark populations help maintain robust fish-
eries. Your effort to ban finning will not 
only benefit depressed shark populations, 
but many other species of commercially and 
recreationally important fish. 

Thank you for your leadership in this area. 
Sincerely,

MIKE HAYDEN,
President/CEO.
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OCEAN WILDLIFE CAMPAIGN,

Washington, DC, September 22, 1999. 
Hon. RANDY CUNNINGHAM,
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CUNNINGHAM: We 
are writing to express serious concern re-
garding the management and health of shark 
populations in U.S. Pacific waters, specifi-
cally in areas under the jurisdiction of the 
Western Pacific Regional Fishery Manage-
ment Council (WESPAC). Driven by the 
international demand for shark fin soup, the 
practice of shark finning—cutting of a 
shark’s fins and discarding its carcass back 
into the ocean—is a rapidly growing problem 
that is directly responsible for huge in-
creases in the number of sharks killed annu-
ally and appalling waste of this nation’s liv-
ing marine resources. The National Marine 
Fisheries Service has prohibited shark fin-
ning in the U.S. Atlantic, Gulf of Mexico, 
and Caribbean. It is time to ban finning in 
the Pacific. 

Between 1991 and 1998, the number of 
sharks ‘‘retained’’ by the Hawaii-based 
swordfish and tuna longline fleet jumped 
from 2,289 to 60,857 annually. In 1998, over 98 
percent of these sharks were killed for their 
fins to meet the demand for shark fin soup. 
Because shark fins typically comprise only 
one to five percent of a shark’s bodyweight, 
95 to 99 percent of the shark is going to 
waste: Sharks are particularly vulnerable to 
overfishing because of their ‘‘life history 
characteristics’’—slow growth, late sexual 
maturity, and the production of few young. 
Once depleted, a population may take dec-
ades to recover. 

The National Marine Fisheries Service, 
conservationists, fishermen, scientists, and 
the public have pressured WESPAC to end 
the practice of shark finning. Nevertheless, 
WESPAC and the State of Hawaii recently 
failed to take action to end or control fin-
ning.

This issue of shark finning is characterized 
by a dangerous lack of management, ramp-
ant waste, and egregious inconsistencies 
with U.S. domestic and international policy 
stances. It is the most visible symptom of a 
larger problem: a lack of comprehensive 
management for sharks in U.S. Pacific wa-
ters. The history of poorly or unmanaged 
shark fisheries around the world is unequivo-
cal: rapid decline followed by collapse. 
Sharks are not managed in U.S. Central and 
Western Pacific waters, and with increased 
fishing pressure there may be rapidly grow-
ing problems. 

We urge your office to take whatever ac-
tion is necessary to immediately end the de-
structive practice of shark finning in U.S. 
waters and encourage WESPAC to develop a 
comprehensive fishery management plan for 
sharks that will, among other things: 1. Im-
mediately prohibit the finning of sharks; 2. 
Immediately reduce shark mortality levels 
by requiring the live release of all bycatch or 
‘‘incidentally caught’’ animals brought to 
the boat alive; 3. Immediately reduce the by-
catch of sharks; 4. Prevent overfishing by 
quickly establishing precautionary commer-
cial and recreational quotas for sharks until 
a final comprehensive management plan is 
adopted that ensures the future health of the 
population. Given the dramatic increase in 
the number of sharks killed in the Hawaiian 
longline fishery, WESPAC should cap shark 
mortality at 1994 levels as a minimum in-
terim action, pending the outcome of new 
population assessments. 

Thank you for your attention to this ur-
gent matter. 

DAVID WILMOT, Ph.D., 
Ocean Wildlife Cam-

paign.
CARL SAFINA, Ph.D., 

National Audubon So-
ciety.

LISA SPEER,
Natural Resources De-

fense Council. 
TOM GRASSO,

World Wildlife Fund. 
SONJA FORDHAM,

Center for Marine 
Conservation.

KEN HINMAN,
National Coalition for 

Marine Conserva-
tion.

ELLEN PIKITCH, Ph.D., 
Wildlife Conservation 

Society.

CENTER FOR MARINE CONSERVATION,
Washington, DC, September 22, 1999. 

Hon. RANDY CUNNINGHAM,
U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE CUNNINGHAM: On be-
half of the Center for Marine Conservation 
(CMC), I am writing to express our grave 
concern for Pacific sharks, specifically those 
under the jurisdiction of the Western Pacific 
Regional Fishery Management Council 
(WESPAC). High demand for shark fin soup 
has driven a dramatic surge in shark finning 
(the practice of slicing off a shark’s valuable 
fins and discarding the body at sea) by the 
Hawaiian longline fleet. This appalling waste 
of America’s public marine resources is tied 
to alarming yet unrestricted increases in 
mortality of some of the ocean’s most bio-
logically vulnerable fish. 

Shark conservation has long been a key 
element of CMC’s fisheries program due in 
large part to the life history characteristics 
that leave sharks exceptionally susceptible 
to overfishing. In general, sharks grow slow-
ly, mature late and produce a small number 
of young. Once depleted, shark populations 
often require decades to recover. In the U.S. 
Atlantic, for example, several overfished 
shark stocks will require four decades to re-
build to healthy levels, even with strict fish-
ing controls. Indeed, nearly every large scale 
shark fishery this century has ended in col-
lapse.

Off Hawaii, the number of sharks killed 
and brought to the dock (landed) has in-
creased by more than 2500 percent, sky-
rocketing from just 2,289 sharks in 1991 to 
60,857 sharks in 1998. In 1998, over 98 percent 
of these sharks were killed solely for their 
fins. Considering that shark fins typically 
comprise only one to five percent of a 
shark’s bodyweight, 95 to 99 percent of the 
shark is going to waste. 

CMC has been calling upon Western Pacific 
fishery managers to restrict shark fisheries 
and ban finning for more than five years. 
More recently, similar demands have been 
made by many other national conservation 
organizations as well as local Hawaiian envi-
ronmental and fishing groups, international 
scientific societies, concerned citizens, and 
several Department of Commerce high-rank-
ing officials. A recent poll by Seaweb found 
that finning was among the ocean issues 
most disturbing to the American public. 
Nevertheless, WESPAC and the State of Ha-
waii have yet to take action to control fin-
ning or limit shark mortality. 

Shark finning in particular runs counter 
not only to the will of the American public, 
to which these resources belong, but also to 

U.S. domestic and international policy as ex-
pressed in: The Sustaintable Fisheries Act 
(SFA); the Fishery Management Plan (FMP) 
for Sharks of the Atlantic Ocean; the United 
Nations Food and Agricultural Organization 
(FAO) Code of Conduct for Responsible Fish-
eries; and the FAO International Plan of Ac-
tion for Sharks. 

In addition, as you are likely aware, Cali-
fornia is just one of many coastal states to 
ban finning within their waters. 

In the U.S. Atlantic, the lucrative market 
for shark fins drove an intense fishery that 
led to severe depletion of several shark popu-
lations within less than ten years. Citing 
‘‘universal and strong support’’ for a ban on 
finning on behalf of the non-fishing Amer-
ican public, the National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) banned the practice in U.S. 
Atlantic in 1993, stating that: 

NMFS believes that finning is wasteful of 
valuable shark resources and poses a threat 
to attaining the conservation objectives of 
fishery management under the Magnuson 
Act.

This year, NMFS expanded the existing 
finning ban from the 39 regulated species to 
all sharks in the Atlantic while Department 
of Commerce officials have repeatedly, yet 
unsuccessfully, called upon WESPAC to halt 
finning.

In recent years, the United States has 
emerged as a world leader in crafting and 
promoting landmark, international agree-
ments pertaining to sharks and continues to 
lead efforts to raise global awareness of their 
plight and special management needs. Yet, 
our inability to address an egregious finning 
problem within our own waters threatens to 
undermine the U.S. role in these important, 
international initiatives. 

CMC asks for your assistance in ensuring 
an immediate end to the wasteful practice of 
finning, accompanied by a requirement that 
all incidentally-caught sharks brought to 
the boat alive be released alive. In addition, 
a comprehensive Pacific shark management 
plan that prevents overfishing and reduces 
bycatch is absolutely crucial to safeguarding 
these especially vulnerable animals; pre-
cautionary catch limits in the Western Pa-
cific (no higher than 1994 mortality levels) 
are needed until such a plan is complete. 

Thank you for your attention to this ur-
gent matter. 

Sincerely,
SONJA V. FORDHAM,

Fisheries Project Manager.

f

IN HONOR OF RETIRING MAYOR 
OF EASTPOINTE, HARVEY CURLEY 

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999
Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to 

honor one of my district’s most beloved may-
ors, retiring City of Eastpointe Mayor Harvey 
Curley. Harvey is retiring after 23 years of 
holding elected office in Eastpointe. 

Born in the small town of Minonok, Illinois, 
Harvey was first introduced to the public as 
the host of the Air Force Radio show ‘‘Music 
to Dawn’’. Upon his return from the military, he 
married Carole and settled in East Detroit, just 
as my family did, in the 1960’s. A salesman by 
profession, Harvey was elected to the East 
Detroit School Board which became the foun-
dation for his career at City Hall. 
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Harvey went on from his school board posi-

tion to a brief two years on the East Detroit 
City Council, before being elected mayor in 
1987. Harvey oversaw the city’s name transi-
tion from East Detroit to Eastpointe. Balancing 
the city’s old community roots with the young-
er generation’s vision of the city’s future 
proved no easy tasks. Under Harvey’s guid-
ance, the name change transition went 
smoothly and the city has gained a new sense 
of identity. 

I have always looked forward to seeing Har-
vey at every event and civic function I have at-
tended in Eastpointe, and plan on seeing him 
at many more. Though he may be retiring 
from office, Harvey will not be retiring from 
public life. While he will be missed at City Hall, 
he will continue to be an active part of the 
community he loves. He will surely remain ac-
tive in his Baptist Church planning pancake 
breakfasts and working with the choir. Harvey 
will remain a friend of the city, either through 
the youth sports program at the new City 
Recreation Center or at the Eastpointe Senior 
Center, both of which he helped create. 

Harvey Curley’s tenure as mayor has seen 
Eastpointe through the decade of the 90’s and 
he leaves the city well prepared for the com-
ing century. Please join me in wishing Harvey 
and his lovely wife, Carole, a relaxing and en-
joyable retirement. 

f

TRIBUTE TO TEMPLE B’NAI 
SHOLOM IN HUNTSVILLE, AL 

HON. ROBERT E. (BUD) CRAMER, JR.
OF ALABAMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to an institution in my district that 
has contributed substantially to the cultural, in-
tellectual and religious enrichment of North 
Alabama, Temple B’nai Sholom. On Novem-
ber 12, the Congregation B’nai Sholom will 
commemorate the 100th anniversary of the 
dedication of its historic synagogue with a 
special Shabbat (Sabbath) service. 

Thirty-two families came together in 1876 in 
Huntsville to form the Congregation and mobi-
lized, dedicating their synagogue in 1899. I am 
proud to relay that Temple B’nai Sholom is the 
oldest synagogue in Alabama in continuous 
use. The Temple is also the only congregation 
affiliated with the Reform Movement in North 
Alabama and South Central Tennessee. 

B’nai Sholom (‘‘Sons of Peace’’), the chosen 
name of the Temple, communicates the con-
gregation’s commitment to harmony and rec-
onciliation. Temple B’nai Sholom has given to 
their community in countless ways. As mem-
bers of the Interfaith Mission Service, the 
Temple contributes to the cause of religious 
tolerance in North Alabama. The Sisterhood of 
Temple B’nai Sholom should be commended 
for their efforts to raise money for breast can-
cer awareness and health initiatives through 
their design and sale of the L’Chaim pins. The 
Sisterhood designed the L’Chaim pin to sym-
bolize Jewish support for breast cancer victims 
and survivors. 

For a century, the Temple B’nai Sholom’s 
commitment to the reform tradition has bol-

stered the religious community of North Ala-
bama. Their established presence in down-
town Huntsville is a testament to their perse-
verance and good will. I congratulate the Tem-
ple B’nai Sholom, and wish the Congregation 
a special centennial commemoration. 

f

TRIBUTE TO REVEREND ROBERT 
NELSON, JR. 

HON. MARION BERRY
OF ARKANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to a man who during his 19 years, 
has made many outstanding contributions to 
his community, Reverend Robert Nelson, Jr. 
Reverend Nelson, Jr. has served as pastor of 
Bethel A.M.E. Church West Memphis, Arkan-
sas for 19 years. Through his ministry at Beth-
el, he has been able to establish the Bethel 
Christian Outreach Center which aides the 
people of the community with substance 
abuse problems. He also administers the 
Bethel Learning Academy, a childcare facility 
setup to target high school drop outs, low to 
moderate income families and children with 
special needs. 

Along with his work for the church and the 
community, Reverend Nelson, Jr. also served 
his country. He is a three year army veteran 
who courageously fought in the Vietnam War. 
When he returned home from his service in 
Vietnam, he helped establish the Crosstown 
Fellowship in Crittenden County which holds 
services in the community every second Sun-
day. This ministry has helped several hundred 
families with housing and utilities expenses. 

Reverend Robert Nelson, Jr. is the recipient 
of several awards such as the Arkansas Cer-
tificate of Merit for his outstanding service to 
the people of Arkansas while serving on the 
Governor’s Arkansas Highway Safety Advisory 
Council. He has received several awards of 
appreciation from President Bill Clinton, Mayor 
Al Boals of West Memphis, the General As-
sembly, former Governor Guy Tucker, the 
NAACP and others. 

Reverend Nelson is also a family man, who 
cherishes his family including his wife Mrs. 
Rita Wilson; four children, Marty Green, Ryan 
Nelson, Rashunda Nelson and Rachel Nelson; 
and two granddaughters, Renea Nelson and 
Raylyn Nelson. 

When I think of someone we all should 
strive to be like, I think of Reverend Nelson. 
Through all his hard work for his country and 
his community and all the awards he has re-
ceived, Reverend Nelson continues to be a 
wonderful, down to earth man who takes pride 
in his love of people and his love of God. 

TRIBUTE TO HOWARD J. 
RUBENSTEIN ON THE 45TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF RUBENSTEIN ASSO-
CIATES

HON. TOM LANTOS
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to the extraordinary talents and 
contributions of Howard J. Rubenstein. This 
evening, some two thousand government, 
civic, and corporate leaders will celebrate the 
45th anniversary of Mr. Rubenstein’s firm, 
Rubenstein Associates, Inc. 

Howard Rubenstein has been dubbed by 
Newsweek Magazine as the ‘‘Dean of Dam-
age Control’’, one of America’s foremost public 
relations consultants. His clients constitute a 
cross section of influential individuals and or-
ganizations, from Disney/ABC to novelist 
Danielle Steel, from the New York Yankees to 
the Duchess of York. Rubenstein’s brilliance, 
insights, and innovative strategies have 
earned him great respect in the United States 
and around the world. 

Mr. Speaker, my profound admiration for 
Howard Rubenstein is a consequence not of 
his public relations skills, but rather of his pas-
sionate commitment to using his talents for the 
benefit of his community and his country. His 
public service has affected a sweeping range 
of civic and cultural priorities. Mr. Rubenstein 
is currently an advisor to the New York City 
Commission on the Status of Women, and he 
is a member of the City University of New 
York Business Advisory Board, the board of 
directors of the Center for Democracy, and the 
Inner-City Scholarship Fund of the Arch-
diocese of New York. 

Howard has also served on the Mayor’s 
Committee on Business & Economic Develop-
ment for New York Mayors Abraham Beame, 
David Dinkins, and Rudolph Giuliani, and he is 
currently a trustee of the Alliance for the Arts, 
the March of Dimes New York Chapter, the 
Central Park Conservancy, and the Police Ath-
letic League. In an era when business leaders 
all too often fail to demonstrate a devotion to 
the needs of our society, Howard Rubenstein’s 
contributions stand as a model for all others. 

Mr. Speaker, one particular episode stands 
out in my reflection upon Howard Rubenstein’s 
service to his community. In 1991, the Brook-
lyn community of Crown Heights exploded in 
a chain reaction of violence, riots, and ever-
mounting divisions between the area’s African-
American and Hasidic Jewish populations. 
These disputes divided the city and received 
national attention, emphasizing the difficulties 
of racial reconciliation. Responding to a re-
quest for his assistance from Mayor David 
Dinkins and other city leaders, Rubenstein un-
dertook the difficult task of diffusing the ten-
sions between African-Americans and Jews. 

He organized a ‘‘Peace Conference’’ in 
Crown Heights, and then planned a special 
‘‘Neighbor to Neighbor’’ event at the Apollo 
Theater in Harlem. More than 1,300 people—
both Jews and African-Americans—viewed a 
showing of ‘‘The Liberators,’’ a film which de-
picts the liberation of Nazi concentration 
camps by African-American soldiers. The 
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screening was broadcast live on New York tel-
evision, while simultaneously 500 ‘‘Neighbor to 
Neighbor’’ meetings were held in homes and 
community centers around New York City to 
discuss race relations. Rubenstein’s efforts 
were critical to restoring civility and under-
standing in Crown Heights, and I believe that 
they speak volumes about the character and 
commitment of this outstanding man. 

Howard Rubenstein has come a long way 
since 1954, when he founded Rubenstein As-
sociates, Inc., working on the kitchen table at 
his parents’ home. In honor of the 45th anni-
versary of this event and in recognition of the 
outstanding contributions that he has made to 
his community and our country, I urge my col-
leagues to join me in extending warmest con-
gratulations and our most sincere appreciation 
to Howard J. Rubenstein. 

f

TRIBUTE TO STAPELEY IN 
GERMANTOWN

HON. ROBERT A. BRADY
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to honor Stapeley in Germantown, a 
Quaker sponsored retirement community, as it 
celebrates 95 years of service and commit-
ment to the community. Founded in 1904 by 
Philadelphia philanthropist Anna T. Jeanes, its 
mission today reflects the vision of its founder, 
to create an ‘‘abiding place, a refuge, a 
home’’. 

Stapeley is a full-service, accredited con-
tinuing care retirement community that wel-
comes residents and staff of all faiths, races, 
and cultural backgrounds. 

In an atmosphere of harmony, equality, sim-
plicity, integrity, and concern for community, 
Stapeley serves over 200 older persons and 
includes 42 independent living apartments and 
a 120-bed skilled nursing facility. 

Stapeley continues to attract new residents 
because of its reputation as a tolerant, di-
verse, and affordable provider of quality care 
for seniors. In keeping with its mission to pro-
vide high quality, moderately priced care to its 
residents, the Stapeley Healthcare Center 
maintains a Medical Assistance census that is 
76 percent. Among the community of Quaker 
retirement facilities, it is recognized for its 
commitment to individuals who have ex-
hausted their personal assets. 

In recognition of its years of service to one 
of the most vulnerable segments of our com-
munity, I join the New Stapeley as it cele-
brates its anniversary and the completion of 
renovations to one of its original and historic 
buildings. 

f

TRIBUTE TO BRAD CURREY, JR. 

HON. MICHAEL G. OXLEY
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, the strength of 
our republic lies in the participation of all peo-

ple, exercising their individual liberty by mak-
ing their voices heard. One person can make 
a difference that can benefit us all. 

Congress is, and should be composed of 
535 laymen. We each have expertise in some-
thing, but on the wide array of issues with 
which we deal, we need a lot more informa-
tion, a lot of educating—or we can make some 
mistakes. The two concepts—one person 
making a difference, and Congress needing 
solid information on a wide variety of topics—
are combined in the career of a man named 
Brad Currey, Jr. 

Brad Currey retires at the end of this year 
as Chairman, President, and CEO of the 
Rock-Tenn Company in Norcross, Georgia. 
Brad always says that Rock-Tenn’s value is 
based on the unique competence of its peo-
ple; with those people, he built one of the 
country’s largest manufacturers and con-
verters of 100 percent recycled paperboard. 
Their products are all around us, but we rarely 
recognize them: cereal boxes, bookcovers, 
overnight express mail envelopes, and count-
less other items. 

During his career with Rock-Tenn, Brad 
demonstrated why a ‘‘special interest group’’ is 
not necessarily a bad thing. He has helped 
Congress refine an important part of environ-
mental policy, especially in the area of recy-
cling. In doing so, he and his colleagues in the 
100 percent paper recycling industry helped 
remind us of the broad power Congress has to 
affect the way business is done. 

A few years back, we grappled with what 
was referred to at the time as the ‘‘solid waste 
crisis.’’ Legislation was introduced and consid-
ered in the Commerce Committee to help spur 
the recycling markets. We certainly did not 
know all that we needed to know about recy-
cling, and few people in environmental organi-
zations or the lobbying community had an ex-
pert background in it, either. Brad Currey rec-
ognized that the future of his paper recycling 
industry was about to be decided in Congress. 
He called on his industry colleagues, many of 
whom were owners and operators of small 
family-run recycled paper companies, and 
convinced them of the need to make their 
voice heard in the debate on solid waste and 
recycled issues. From that point, the story 
takes on a more ‘‘inside Washington‘‘char-
acter: they chose a name for themselves, the 
Paper Recycling Coalition (PRC), and hired a 
consulting firm to guide them through the leg-
islative and regulatory process. 

Thanks to Brad and his colleagues, I have 
learned more about the recycled paper indus-
try and its presence in Ohio and around the 
country. I have also learned more about the 
issues that affect them, and recognized that 
heir collective voice was valuable in crafting 
the nation’s recycling policies. They created a 
more visible identity for the recycled paper in-
dustry, and they did it without arm-twisting or 
crass tactics. They did it with information. 

From what I have heard from his friends, in-
serting the paper recycling industry in the pol-
icymaking process is just one of many Brad 
Currey accomplishments. As Brad gets ready 
to retire, I want to thank him for his guidance 
and assure him that he has made a dif-
ference—he has had a positive impact on the 
policy process. Like Brad, I hope others will 
see that they too can make a difference. One 

willing, dedicated person can have a positive 
influence on policies that benefit the nation as 
a whole. Operating forthrightly and with integ-
rity, they can inform us, and help to make our 
policies sounder. That is an important con-
tribution, and, perhaps, the most vital lesson 
Brad leaves behind. it is about the people. 
People like Brad Currey. 

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. ROBERT A. WEYGAND
OF RHODE ISLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Speaker, on Friday, 
September 24, 1999, I was not present for 
rollcall votes Nos. 444, 445, 446, and 447. 
Had I been present I would have voted ‘‘aye’’ 
on rollcall vote 444, ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall vote 445, 
‘‘no’’ on rollcall vote 446, and ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall 
vote 447. 

f

TRIBUTE TO ALLEN FUNT 

HON. SAM FARR
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor a man who with boundless en-
ergy and enthusiasm spread laughter through-
out the nation with his long-running TV show 
‘‘Candid Camera.’’ Allen Funt died at his home 
in Pebble Beach on September 5, 1999 at the 
age of 84. 

Born on September 16, 1914 in New York, 
Allen attended Cornell University graduating 
with a bachelor of arts degree in fine arts. As 
an undergraduate student, Allen was a scholar 
of human nature and conducted psychology 
experiments which began his interest in peo-
ple’s reactions. Mr. Funt also worked as an 
assistant for an Eleanor Roosevelt radio show 
from which he began to engender ideas about 
combining spontaneous reactions of people 
with radio. During World War II, Allen was en-
listed in the Army and served in the Army Sig-
nal Corps where he continued to study his 
idea about combining spontaneous reactions 
and radio as he experimented with location re-
cording and concealment techniques. After 
leaving the Army, Allen founded ‘‘Candid 
Microphone’’ on ABC in 1948. In 1960, CBS 
picked up the show for a 7-year run and for 
the year 1960–1961 it was the seventh-best 
rated show in the nation. CBS now airs ‘‘Can-
did Camera’’ with Allen’s son, Peter Funt, as 
the host. 

For half a century Allen Funt loved to make 
people smile. He was a visionary who pio-
neered what has become an entire program-
ming genre, but who also genuinely cared 
about people and appreciated the healing 
power of laughter. In the late 1960’s, Allen do-
nated his entire Candid Camera film library to 
the psychology department of his alma mater, 
Cornell University, in order to share his in-
sights into the human psyche and his work 
with the students. After settling in the Mon-
terey peninsula in 1978, Allen held fundraisers 
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to support Carmel schools in the 1980’s and 
donated ‘‘Candid Camera’’ tapes to hospitals 
and the homes of the terminally ill as well as 
started the ‘‘Laughter Therapy Foundation.’’

Allen Funt was truly a remarkable man who 
will be fondly remembered for his ingenuity 
and enthusiasm. His appreciation of laughter’s 
power to heal provided for 52 years of good 
comedy for the entire nation. Allen will be 
missed by the countless numbers of people he 
touched both personally and through his ‘‘Can-
did Camera’’ show around the world. 

f

DR. TERRY STRAETER: A 
COMMUNITY SERVANT 

HON. BOB FILNER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I am honored to 
rise today to express my admiration and 
thanks to a leader in San Diego. Dr. Terry 
Straeter has been a part of our community 
and given of himself for many years. I am 
honored to have been invited to participate in 
an important event to be held this week at the 
National Air and Space Museum to pay tribute 
to this innovative and dedicated man. 

Dr. Straeter got his start at the National Aer-
onautics and Space Administration during the 
1970s, a time when our missions to the moon 
were coming to an end and NASA was once 
again looking to ‘‘push the envelope’’ in space 
exploration. Serving at the Langley Research 
Center in Hampton, Virginia, Terry was per-
forming much of the important research that 
would lead to more and more innovation. 

But then, San Diego got lucky. Terry went 
into the private sector, holding several posts 
with General Dynamics, eventually coming to 
beautiful San Diego to lead a group of tremen-
dously dedicated men and women serving at 
Marconi Information Systems and Marconi In-
tegrated Systems. And quite frankly, Mr. 
Speaker, our community has not been the 
same since Terry and his lovely wife Jinny ar-
rived. 

Terry is a strong supporter of our United 
Way campaign. He takes precious moments of 
his day to work with kids and help them to un-
derstand how important our free market econ-
omy is by participating in Junior Achievement. 
He has reached out to those children whose 
lives are affected by the daily challenges of di-
abetes by serving as the Corporate Recruit-
ment Chairman of the 1998 Juvenile Diabetes 
Foundation’s ‘‘Walk to Cure Diabetes.’’ And all 
the while running one of the most successful 
and innovative high technology companies in 
our city, the State of California, and indeed, 
within our nation. 

I am proud to offer my congratulations to Dr. 
Terry Straeter on this important occasion 
when we will honor him in a glowing tribute at 
the National Air and Space Museum. Terry, 
we appreciate you and we thank you for your 
service. 

TRIBUTE TO BARRIE AND 
MICHAEL GROBSTEIN 

HON. BRAD SHERMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay 
tribute to Barrie and Michael Grobstein, who 
will be honored this year with the Circle of Life 
Award, given annually for service on behalf of 
the Jewish Home for the Aging, the largest 
continuing residential care facility in Southern 
California. Barrie and Michael are truly worthy 
of this distinguished award. 

Through their involvement with The Execu-
tives, a group of business leaders from the 
San Fernando Valley formed to support this 
critically-needed facility, the Grobsteins have 
been instrumental in ensuring that the Jewish 
Home for the Aging has the financial support 
it needs to continue to provide seniors with the 
highest level of care. With the help of Barrie 
and Michael, The Executives has become one 
of the Los Angeles area’s most distinguished 
and successful charitable organizations. 

Michael has served as a founding member, 
executive committee member, and as presi-
dent for three years of The Executives and its 
predecessor, The Valley Jewish Business 
Leaders Association. 

The Jewish Home for the Aging is a truly 
unique facility. The average age of its 750 
residents is 90 years. Each of its two cam-
puses has a full-service medical clinic with 
state-of-the-art equipment and is staffed by 
on-site physicians, nurses, and medical and 
rehabilitation therapists. The Home’s medical 
department is affiliated with UCLA’s Division of 
Geriatric Medicine, and has developed a na-
tional reputation for its research in aging, long-
term care, and Alzheimer’s disease. 

Barrie and Michael have been instrumental 
in making all this possible. 

In addition to his work on behalf of the Jew-
ish Home for the Aging, with Barrie’s support 
Michael has served on the board of many 
other charitable organizations, including the In-
stitute for Arteriosclerosis Research, Temple 
Valley Beth Shalom, International College, 
Ryokan College, the Pacific Association of 
Schools and Colleges, two organizations sup-
porting the premier cancer research charity 
City of Hope, the West Coast Father’s Day 
Council for the Juvenile Diabetes Foundation, 
Sherman Oaks Hospital, and many others. 
Barrie also has been active in education on 
the danger of cults, serving as a Speaker for 
the Jewish’s Federation’s Anti-Cult Movement. 
She is also a long-term member of Valley 
Beth Shalom’s Sisterhood. 

The Grobstein’s efforts on behalf of these 
charities and community groups have been 
paralleled by success in the business world. 
With Barrie’s help, Michael’s accounting prac-
tice grew from a one room office in 1967 to al-
most two floors in the same office building 
today and in one of the largest regional CPA 
firms in Los Angeles. 

Mr. Speaker, Michael and Barrie Grobstein, 
who this year celebrated their 36th wedding 
anniversary, are two of the San Fernando Val-
ley’s finest community leaders. I urge you and 
all my colleagues to join me today in honor of 

their achievements. They have truly served 
their community with distinction. 

f

IN MEMORY OF KEITH D. OGLESBY 

HON. JIM DeMINT
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Speaker, today I intro-
duced a bill to honor Keith D. Oglesby, the 
late Postmaster General of the Greenville, 
South Carolina Post Office. I am joined by the 
entire South Carolina delegation in this re-
quest to honor Keith Oglesby by renaming the 
Orchard Park Station of the Greenville Post 
Office as the Keith D. Oglesby Station. 

Mr. Oglesby was a tireless worker, commu-
nity activist, and beloved boss. His involve-
ment with charitable organizations aided those 
in the Greenville community, the state of 
South Carolina, and the nation as a whole. Mr. 
Oglesby was the chairperson for Greenville 
County’s Combined Federal Campaign, hosted 
the First-Day of Issue ceremonies for the 
Organ & Tissue Donation Stamp, filled Christ-
mas stockings for the Salvation Army, coordi-
nated postal blood drives, participated in 
March of Dimes WalkAmerica and the Amer-
ican Cancer Society’s Relay for Life. Addition-
ally, he received the Greenville Family Part-
nership’s Volunteer of the Year Award in 
1997. 

As a supervisor, Mr. Oglesby always told his 
workers to ‘‘Do the right thing,’’ and this motto 
permeated his actions and expectations. Local 
postal customers, employees of the Greenville 
Post Office, and higher management of the 
United States Postal Service recognize the 
contributions of Keith Oglesby to his commu-
nity and his faithful service to this nation. He 
was honored posthumously with his second 
Benjamin Award—the Postal Service’s top 
public relations honor given to recognize com-
munity outreach accomplishments. 

The unexpected death of Mr. Oglesby 
shocked and saddened the community of 
Greenville, South Carolina. As we grieve his 
loss, we would like to pay tribute to Mr. 
Oglesby by renaming a facility in his honor. 
The Keith D. Oglesby Station would be a per-
manent memorial of his steadfast service to 
our community and the United States Postal 
Service. 

f

EXTRADITE PINOCHET TO SPAIN 
FOR HUMAN RIGHTS CRIMES IN 
CHILE

HON. JAMES P. McGOVERN
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, today, Mon-
day, September 27, 1999, almost a year after 
his arrest in Britain for human rights abuses 
during his 17-year rule in Chile, an extradition 
hearing for former Chilean dictator General 
Augusto Pinochet has begun. Over the next 
five days, Magistrate Ronald Bartle of the 
Magistrates’ Court will consider evidence for 
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and against the extradition request for General 
Pinochet to face charges in Spain. 

On Sunday, September 26, family, friends, 
and colleagues of two victims of Pinochet’s 
murderous regime were remembered here in 
Washington, DC. Former Chilean Ambassador 
and Cabinet Minister Orlando Letelier and 
United States citizen Ronni Karpen Moffitt 
were assassinated on September 21, 1976, by 
Chilean agents on the streets of Washington 
when Letelier’s car exploded from a car bomb. 
Should Spain’s request to extradite Pinochet 
to face charges of torture and murder be 
granted, then I hope the Letelier and Moffitt 
murders might be included in that trial, or that 
the United States government would also re-
quest extradition to try Pinochet in the United 
States for these two murders and the murders 
of other Americans in Chile. 

I call upon the United States government to 
release all documents regarding human rights 
violations and the actions of the Chilean mili-
tary, police, intelligence, and security agencies 
during the Pinochet regime, including docu-
ments regarding the role of United States 
agencies prior to and during the 1973 coup 
and during the 17-year rule of General 
Pinochet. I submit for the RECORD, my state-
ment at Sunday’s memorial event at Sheridan 
Circle commemorating the 23rd anniversary of 
the murders of Orlando Letelier and Ronni 
Moffitt.
IN MEMORY OF ORLANDO LETELIER AND RONNI

KARPEN MOFFITT

Twenty-three years ago, international ter-
rorism exploded on the streets of our na-
tion’s capital with the brutal assassination 
of Orlando Letelier and Ronni Moffitt, and it 
changed our world forever. 

As my former boss, mentor and dearest 
friend Senator George McGovern said from 
the pulpit at the funeral for Orlando and 
Ronni: ‘‘If Orlando Letelier must die at the 
age of forty-four and dear Ronni Moffitt 
must die at the age of twenty-five because of 
the unbridled power of madmen, then there 
is no security for any of us.’’

I won’t try to speak as to how the world 
changed for the Letelier, Moffitt and Karpen 
families, or for the friends and colleagues of 
Orlando and Ronni. Their personal grief and 
journeys during the past two decades are pri-
vate. But their public lives and advocacy 
have been an inspiration to all of us, includ-
ing myself. 

They have been tenacious in their search 
for the whole truth about how this heinous 
act took place and who was responsible. 

They have lent their support and personal 
resources to the search for truth about other 
human rights crimes carried out by the 
Pinochet regime in Chile. 

And they have enshrined the memories of 
Orlando Letelier and Ronni Moffitt by annu-
ally recognizing individuals and groups in 
the United States and throughout the world 
who continue the struggle for basic human 
rights, human dignity and social justice. 

We are now at a historic moment in the 
search for truth and justice for the people of 
Chile. The effort to hold General Augusto 
Pinochet accountable for the crimes against 
humanity committee by his government and 
by his orders is important for the people of 
Chile and for those everywhere who suffer 
under repression. I support and salute the in-
dividuals, lawyers and jurists in Chile, Spain 
and the United Kingdom whose efforts have 
brought about the arrest, and hopefully the 
extradition, of General Pinochet. Human 

rights law and advocacy have all been 
strengthened by their singular dedication. 

At this moment in history, when Chileans 
are attempting to confront and address their 
own past and seek justice, it is time—indeed 
it is past time—for the United States to open 
all its files on Chile. In particular, the CIA 
must stop blocking the declassification of 
Chile files and support the President’s effort 
to release all documents. 

It has been more than a quarter century 
since the violent military coup overthrew 
the democratically elected government of 
Chile. Open the files, release the documents, 
let the light finally shine on this dark and 
shameful period. It will set us all free.

f

HINDUS ABDUCT, ABUSE NUN IN 
INDIA

HON. JOHN T. DOOLITTLE
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999
Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I was dis-

tressed to read an article from the Indian Ex-
press of September 24 which reported that a 
nun was abducted in the Indian state of Bihar. 
This is the state where a priest was beheaded 
last year. Will the religious violence in India 
never stop? 

I thank Dr. Gurmit Singh Aulakh, President 
of the Council of Khalistan, for bringing this 
terrible event to my attention. 

Sister Ruby of the Congregation of the Sis-
ters of the Immaculate Heart of Mary was ab-
ducted September 20 after being forced into a 
rickshaw in the village of Chapra. The kidnap-
pers threatened to rape her. The two men ac-
cused Sister Ruby of trying to convert Hindus 
and they threatened to ‘‘teach all Christians a 
lesson.’’

This is unfortunately typical. Christians were 
subjected to a wave of church burnings, as 
well as attacks on prayer halls and schools 
earlier this year. Another priest was murdered 
last week. Missionary Graham Staines and his 
two sons, ages 8 and 10, were burned to 
death while they slept in their Jeep by a Hindu 
fundamentalist mob. Last year four nuns were 
raped and four priests were murdered. In 
1997, police broke up a Christian festival with 
gunfire. 

These incidents are related to religious con-
versions by members of the lower castes. To 
the Hindu militants, all conversions are forced 
conversions. 

But it is not just the Christians who have 
suffered from this kind of religious persecution. 
Many of my colleagues and I have detailed 
the religious repression of Sikhs and Muslims 
by the Indian government and its agents and 
allies. Sikhs continue to be murdered for their 
religion and their Golden Temple remains 
under surveillance by plainclothes police offi-
cers fifteen years after the Indian govern-
ment’s attack on the Sikh Nation’s holiest 
shrine. Muslims have seen their most revered 
mosque in India destroyed and many of their 
adherents killed. 

We should support the right of the minority 
peoples of Khalistan, Kashmir, and Nagaland 
to a free and fair vote on independence from 
India. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert the Indian Express re-
port on the abduction of Sister Ruby into the 
RECORD.

[From the Indian Express, Sept. 24, 1999] 

NUN KIDNAPPED, STRIPPED IN BIHAR; BISHOPS
PROTEST

(By Arun Srivastava) 

PATNA.—A nun was kidnapped, tied up and 
stripped in Chapra on September 20. 

The nun, belonging to the congregation of 
the Sisters of the Immaculate Heart (better 
known as Pondicherry Blue Sisters), was 
forcefully taken in an autorickshaw by two 
unidentified men on Monday morning to a 
secluded spot. Her hands were tied behind 
her back, she was stripped and was forced to 
drink their urine. 

The nun, who hails from Pondicherry, 
came to Bihar recently and does not know 
the dialect. She is an inmate of the St. Jo-
seph’s Convent in Khalpura Inchapra which 
is involved in working with the poorest of 
the poor. 

She had left her convent around 9 in the 
morning for Gandhi Chowk from where she 
took an autorickshaw for the local post of-
fice. There were two men in the 
autorickshaw.

When she realised that she was being taken 
through an unfamiliar route, she asked to be 
dropped off. They did not stop the vehicle 
and one of them took out a knife, threatened 
to kill her and accused her of converting peo-
ple.

He asked her why she and others were still 
in Chapra and why they have not left for 
south India. He told her that Christians 
would be taught a lesson once the elections 
were over. 

According to the Bishop of Bettiah, who in 
a statement narrated the whole incident, the 
nun was dragged out of the vehicle, her 
hands tied and then she was stripped. The 
two men urinated in a bottle and threatened 
to rape her when she refused to drink. 

Later she was given back her clothes and 
warned not to contact anyone on the phone. 
One of the attackers followed to make sure 
that she did as told. Director General of Po-
lice A R Jacob said: ‘‘I have been briefed by 
the Bishop of Patna about the incident.’’ He 
added: ‘‘Right now, I am unable to say any-
thing about the incident. But I am seriously 
looking into it. I can assure that no one will 
be spared.’’

Jacob has assigned IG A K Gupta and the 
SP of Chapra to ‘‘personally investigate the 
matter.’’ He has also sent to Chapra a senior 
woman officer who knows Tamil to inves-
tigate the incident. 

The DGP said the FIR was filed only today 
as the local police station refused to register 
the case yesterday because the petition was 
in English. He is also looking into the delay 
in registering the case. The Bishop of 
Bettiah, Rev Victor Henry Thakur, visited 
the convent. The Archbishop Benedict J Osta 
and the Bishop of Bettiah have strongly con-
demned the outrageous attack and have de-
manded a thorough probe. 

They stated that the Christians will not be 
frightened by such threats and will continue 
to serve the poor and the distressed more 
zealously.

Allen R Johannes, press secretary of the 
Diocese of Bettiah, said the ugly and inhu-
man act has shocked the entire Christian 
community in North Bihar and is creating 
an atmosphere of fear and panic among the 
Christian minority as the news spreads over 
the state.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. ROBERT A. WEYGAND
OF RHODE ISLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 27, 1999

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Speaker, on Wednes-
day, September 22, 1999, I was unavoidably 
detained and was not present during rollcall 
vote 430. Had I been present I would have 
voted ‘‘no.’’

f

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 1501, JUVENILE JUSTICE 
REFORM ACT OF 1999

SPEECH OF

HON. CAROLYN C. KILPATRICK
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Friday, September 24, 1999

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, in the five 
months since the shooting of 16 innocent 
high-school children at Columbine High School 
in a suburb of Denver, Colorado, over 500 
American citizens have died as a result of gun 
violence. What has the Republican leadership 
in Congress done to address this problem? 
Absolutely nothing. What is worse, the motion 
offered by Congressman JOHN DOOLITTLE 
does even less. This motion, which says that 
anything during the conference of the Juvenile 
Justice bill that could possibly harm the Sec-
ond Amendment to the Constitution should be 
rejected, is a terrible motion. It is terrible be-
cause Congress should protect our neighbor-
hoods, our police departments, and the Amer-
ican people. This motion does protect one 
group of individuals—the gun lobby. I make no 
apologies for standing up for our neighbor-
hoods, our police departments, or the citizens 
of the 15th Congressional District of Michigan. 

This motion does not protect our neighbor-
hoods. Several Members of Congress, Repub-
licans and Democrats alike, have offered rea-
sonable, sane, and safe recommendations re-
garding gun control. The issue of guns is one 
that cuts across the whole of America’s fabric, 
but it especially harms minorities and urban 
areas—similar to the area which I am honored 
to serve. By limiting the options of Members to 
posit real and reasonable constitutional limits 
to control the glut of guns in our nation, this 
motion makes our neighborhoods unsafe. All 
we are asking is that gun dealers perform 
background checks, that child safety locks be 
sold on handguns, and that former criminals 
be prevented from buying guns. 

This motion does not protect our police de-
partments. The Fraternal Order of Police Offi-
cers and the International Association of Po-
lice Chiefs have endorsed measures similar to 
the Brady law. These same organizations 
have both supported measures that would get 
rid of ‘‘cop killer bullets’’, assault weapons and 
high-powered rifles. This motion would, incred-
ibly, not allow these measures to be consid-
ered by the conferees. 

This motion does not protect the Constitu-
tion. We have all sworn to protect and defend 
the Constitution. It is Congress’ job to make 
laws; it is the job of the women and men of 

the Supreme Court to interpret the Constitu-
tion. We do not need to establish the prece-
dent of ‘‘pre-interpreting’’ the Constitution for 
the sake of a sound bite or political folly. This 
motion removes the option of interpreting the 
Constitution from the Judicial branch, presup-
posing that Members of Congress know what 
is best for the Constitution. 

I will continue to fight for our Constitution. I 
will continue to protect our children, our senior 
citizens, our neighborhoods, our police offi-
cers. I say no to the glut of guns on our 
streets and to the gun lobby. I urge my col-
leagues to say no to the Doolittle motion. 

f 

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week.

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, Sep-
tember 28, 1999 may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED

SEPTEMBER 29 

9 a.m. 
Small Business 

Business meeting to markup S. 791, to 
amend the Small Business Act with re-
spect to the women’s business center 
program.

SR–428A
9:30 a.m. 

Indian Affairs 
To hold hearings on S. 1508, to provide 

technical and legal assistance for tribal 
justice systems and members of Indian 
tribes.

SR–485
Environment and Public Works 

Business meeting to markup pending cal-
endar business. 

SD–406
Joint Economic Committee 

To hold hearings on biotechnology 
issues.

SH–216
Judiciary

Business meeting to consider pending 
nominations.

SD–226
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Surface Transportation and Merchant Ma-

rine Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 1501, to improve 

motor carrier safety. 
SR–253

2 p.m. 
Intelligence

To hold closed hearings on pending intel-
ligence matters. 

SH–219
2:30 p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Water and Power Subcommittee 

To hold oversight hearings on the prac-
tices of the Bureau of Reclamation re-
garding operations and maintenance 
costs and contract renewals. 

SD–366

SEPTEMBER 30 

9 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 

To hold hearings to review the Adminis-
tration’s agriculture agenda for the up-
coming World Trade Organization 
meeting in Seattle. 

SR–328A
9:30 a.m. 

Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Consumer Affairs, Foreign Commerce, and 

Tourism Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on S. 1130, to amend 

title 49, United States Code, with re-
spect to liability of motor vehicle rent-
al or leasing companies for the neg-
ligent operation of rented or leased 
motor vehicles. 

SR–253
Year 2000 Technology Problem 

To hold hearings to examine the global 
impact of Y2K technology on the trans-
portation system. 

SD–192
10 a.m. 

Judiciary
Business meeting to mark up S.J. Res. 3, 

proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States to pro-
tect the rights of crime victims. 

SD–226
10:30 a.m. 

Foreign Relations 
To hold hearings to examine issues on 

corruption in Russia. 
SD–419

2 p.m. 
Intelligence

To hold closed hearings on pending intel-
ligence matters. 

SH–219
2:30 p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on S. 1457, to amend the 

Energy Policy Act of 1992 to assess op-
portunities to increase carbon storage 
on national forests derived from the 
public domain and to facilitate vol-
untary and accurate reporting of forest 
projects that reduce atmospheric car-
bon dioxide concentrations. 

SD–366

OCTOBER 5 

9:30 a.m. 
Environment and Public Works 
Clean Air, Wetlands, Private Property, and 

Nuclear Safety Subcommittee 
To hold hearings on the Environmental 

Protection Agency’s Blue Ribbon Panel 
findings on methyl tertiary-butyl 
ether.

SD–406
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2:30 p.m. 

Energy and Natural Resources 
Forests and Public Land Management Sub-

committee
To hold hearings on S. 1608, to provide 

annual payments to the States and 
counties from National Forest System 
lands managed by the Forest Service, 
and the revested Oregon and California 
Railroad and reconveyed Coos Bay 
Wagon Road grant lands managed pre-
dominately by the Bureau of Land 
Management, for use by the counties in 
which the lands are situated for the 
benefit of the public schools, roads, 
emergency and other public purposes; 
to encourage and provide new mecha-
nism for cooperation between counties 
and the Forest Service and the Bureau 
of Land Management to make nec-
essary investments in federal lands, 
and reaffirm the positive connection 
between Federal Lands counties and 
Federal Lands; and for other purposes. 

SD–366

OCTOBER 6 

9 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 

To hold hearings to review public policy 
related to biotechnology, focusing on 

domestic approval process, benefits of 
biotechnology and an emphasis on 
challenges facing farmers to segrega-
tion of product. 

SR–328A
9:30 a.m. 

Indian Affairs 
Business meeting to consider pending 

calendar business. 
SR–485

OCTOBER 7 

9 a.m. 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 

To hold hearings to review public policy 
related to biotechnology, focusing on 
domestic approval process, benefits of 
biotechnology and an emphasis on 
challenges facing farmers to segrega-
tion of product. 

SR–328A

OCTOBER 13 

9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
SeaPower Subcommittee 

To hold hearings on the force structure 
impacts on fleet and strategic lift oper-
ations.

SR–222

2:30 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings on numerous tax trea-
ties and protocols. 

SD–419

CANCELLATIONS

SEPTEMBER 29 

9:30 a.m. 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 

Business meeting to consider pending 
calendar business. 

SD–430

POSTPONEMENTS

SEPTEMBER 29 

2:30 p.m. 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Science, Technology, and Space Sub-

committee
To hold hearings to examine national 

technical information services issues. 
SR–253
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