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bill. I sincerely appreciate Senator
KyL’s willingness to incorporate my
language into the Federal Prisoner
Health Care Copayment Act that al-
lows state and local facilities to collect
health care copayment fees when hous-
ing pre-sentencing federal prisoners.

I also worked with Senator KYL to
include sufficient flexibility in the Kyl-
Johnson bill for the Bureau of Prisons
and local facilities contracting with
the Marshals Service to maintain pre-
ventive-health priorities. The Kyl-
Johnson bill prohibits the refusal of
treatment for financial reasons or for
appropriate preventive care. I am
pleased this provision was included to
pre-empt long term, and subsequently
more costly, health problems among
prisoners.

The goal of the Kyl-Johnson Federal
Prisoner Health Care Copayment Act is
not about generating revenue for the
federal, state, and local prison systems.
Instead, current prisoner health care
copayment programs in 34 states illus-
trate the success in reducing the num-
ber of frivolous health visits and strain
on valuable health care resources. The
Kyl-Johnson bill will ensure that ade-
quate health care is available to those
prisoners who need it, without strain-
ing the budgets of taxpayers.

By Mr. ASHCROFT:

S. 705. A bill to repeal section 8003 of
Public Law 105-174; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

HOME PAGE TAX REPEAL ACT

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, Dan-
iel Webster argued to the Supreme
Court in McCulloch v. Maryland that
the power to tax involves the power to
destroy. Chief Justice Marshall was so
taken with Webster’s argument that he
made it the central premise of his land-
mark opinion for the Court. Fully cog-
nizant of the potential for abuse inher-
ent in the power to tax, the framers
carefully circumscribed this power.
The Constitution limits the tax power
to the Congress and requires revenue
bills to originate in the House of Rep-
resentatives, the body most responsive
to the people. The notion that
unelected bureaucrats could levy taxes
absent any congressional authority
would have been a complete anathema
to the framers. It is a long way from
“no taxation without representation”
to taxation without notice, representa-
tion or even participation from the
Congress.

Unfortunately, the National Science
Foundation appears to have forgotten
that the power to tax belongs to the
Congress and to Congress alone. Since
1992, the National Science Foundation
has employed a private sector firm to
registering second-level domain names,
which are the unique identifiers that
precede ‘‘.com’ or ‘‘.org.” In 1995, the
National Science Foundation amended
its agreement with the firm to allow it
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to charge a $100 registration fee, and a
$50 renewal fee. If those fees had been
designed simply to allow the private
firm to cover its costs and make a
modest profit they would be
unproblematic. However, that is not
what happened here. The National
Science Foundation, without any con-
gressional authority, required the pri-
vate firm to set aside 30 percent of the
total fees collected and turn them over
to the National Science Foundation’s
Intellectual Infrastructure Fund. In
short, without any congressional au-
thorization, the National Science
Foundation levied a substantial tax (at
greater than a 42-percent rate) on a
necessary item for doing business on
the Internet.

Allowing this agency action to go
unremedied would set a terrible prece-
dent. Why should any agency suffer
through the vagaries of the appropria-
tions process if it can just impose its
own taxes? As long as the agency has a
monopoly over a necessary permit or
license, it can set just about any tax
rate it pleases. The agency could then
use these tax revenues to fund its ac-
tivities without too much concern for
the appropriators and authorizers in
Congress.

The potential for abuse in such unau-
thorized and unconstitutional taxes
was not lost on the Federal District
Court that heard a challenge to the Na-
tional Science Foundation’s actions.
The Court correctly determined that
the National Science Foundation’s ac-
tions amounted to an unconstitutional
tax. Remarkably, Congress, rather
than taking the National Science
Foundation to task for its arrogation
of taxing authority, actually ratified
the Foundation’s actions in a provision
in last year’s supplemental appropria-
tions bill. The message this sends to
federal agencies is intolerable. It cre-
ates a perverse and unconstitutional
incentive for agencies to impose unau-
thorized taxes with every reason to be-
lieve that a Congress that has never
seen a revenue source it did not like
will ratify its misbehavior.

What is more, the National Science
Foundation’s actions and Congress’
ratification of those actions are incon-
sistent with the spirit of the Internet
Tax Moratorium Act we passed last
yvear. At the same time that we are
telling States and localities that they
cannot impose discriminatory taxes on
the Internet, Congress is ratifying a
42% tax on the registration of domain
names. Congress must be consistent
with respect to Internet taxation. We
must act to repeal the ratification of
this unconstitutional tax. The bill I in-
troduce today, the Home Page Tax Re-
peal Act of 1999 does just that. It sends
a clear message that Congress will not
tolerate taxation of the Internet and
will not allow federal bureaucrats to
wield the power of taxation.

Finally, let me be clear that my crit-
icism of the National Science Founda-
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tion’s actions in levying this tax
should not be mistaken for criticism of
the policies they have pursued or of the
uses to which they have put the reve-
nues. I am fully supportive of efforts to
ensure that we study the growth of the
Internet and that the infrastructure
supporting the Internet keeps up with
rapid growth of this incredible me-
dium. Indeed, spending for these pur-
poses is so clearly justified that I have
every confidence that sufficient funds
will be appropriated through the nor-
mal appropriations process. But that is
the process that should be followed. Al-
lowing an agency to short-circuit that
process and impose unconstitutional
taxes—even with the best of motives—
is simply unacceptable. The power to
tax is indeed the power to destroy. The
power to tax is oppressive enough in
the hands of elected officials who must
face the voters. That same power in the
hands of unelected bureaucrats is intol-
erable. On behalf of the people we rep-
resent, Congress should reclaim its
proper constitutional authority and re-
ject—not ratify—this unconstitutional
tax.

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mrs. MURRAY, Ms.
MIKULSKI, Mrs. BOXER, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, MR.
REID, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. AKAKA,
Mr. KERRY, Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr.
DoDD, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
TORRICELLI, Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, and Mr. SARBANES):

S. 706. A bill to create a National Mu-
seum of Women’s History Advisory
Committee; to the Committee on Rules
and Administration.

———

ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR THE
NATIONAL MUSEUM OF WOMEN’S
HISTORY

e Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, in honor
of Women’s History Month, today I am
introducing legislation to create an
Advisory Committee for the National
Museum of Women’s History. I am
pleased to be joined by 17 of my col-
leagues: Senators HUTCHISON, MURRAY,
MIKULSKI, BOXER, COLLINS, ROCKE-
FELLER, REID, BIDEN, AKAKA, KERRY
(MA), ASHCROFT, DobDD, DURBIN,
TORRICELLI, INOUYE, LEIBERMAN, and
SARBANES.

For far too long, women have con-
tributed to history, but have largely
been forgotten in our history books, in
our monuments, and in our museums.
It is long past time that the roles
women have played be removed from
the shadows of indifference and given a
place where they can shine.

The bill we are introducing today
will create a 26 member Advisory Com-
mittee to look at the following three
issues and report back to Congress con-
cerning (1) identification of a site for
the museum in the District of Colum-
bia; (2) development of a business plan
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to allow the creation and maintenance
of the museum to be done solely with
private contributions and 3) assistance
with the collection and program of the
museum.

It is important to note that this bill
does not commit Congress to spending
any money for this museum. The Com-
mittee’s report will tell us the feasi-
bility of funding the museum privately.
And T believe that the Museum’s Board
has shown that they have the ability to
do just that.

The concept for the National Mu-
seum of Women’s History (NMWH) was
created back in 1996. Since that time,
the Board of Directors, lead by Presi-
dent Karen Staser, has worked tire-
lessly to build support and interest for
this project. And judging by the fact
that they have raised more than $10.5
million for the project, lent their sup-
port to the moving of the Suffragette
statute from the crypt to the Rotunda,
and raised $85,000 for that effort, I'd say
they are well on their way to success.

They have also spent a lot of time
answering the question ‘“‘why do we
need a women’s museum when we have
the SMITHsonian.”” The first answer to
that comes from Edith Mayo, Curator
Emeritus of the Smithsonian National
Museum of American History, who
notes that since 1963 only two exhib-
its—two—were dedicated to the role of
women in history.

The fact is, in the story of America’s
success, the chapter on women’s con-
tributions has largely been left on the
editing room floor. Here’s what I mean:
Many of us know that women fought
and got the vote in 1920, with the rati-
fication of the 19th Amendment to the
Constitution. But how many know that
Wyoming gave women the right to vote
in 1869, 51 years earlier, and that by
1900 Utah, Colorado and Idaho had
granted women the right to vote? Or
that the suffragette movement took 72
years to meet its goal? And few know
that the women of Utah sewed dresses
made from silk for the Suffragettes on
their cross country tour.

History is filled with other little
known but significant milestones: like
the first woman elected to the United
States Senate was Hattie Wyatt Cara-
way from Louisiana in 1932. That Mar-
garet Chase Smith, from my home
state of Maine, was the first woman
elected to the US Senate in her own
right in 1948, and in 1962 became the
first women to run for the US Presi-
dency in the primaries of a major polit-
ical party. Or that the first female cab-
inet member was Frances Perkins, Sec-
retary of Labor for FDR.

How many people know that Mar-
garet Reha Seddon was the first US
woman to achieve the full rank of as-
tronaut, and flew her first space mis-
sion aboard the Space Shuttle ‘‘Dis-
covery” in 1985, twenty three years
after the distinguished former Senator
from the State of Ohio, John Glenn
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completed his historic first flight in
space?

And I can guarantee you more people
know the last person to hit over .400 in
baseball—Ted Williams—than can
name the first woman elected to Con-
gress—Jeannette Rankin of Montana,
who was elected in 1916, four years be-
fore ratification of the 19th Amend-
ment gave women the right to vote.

Hardly household names. But they
should be. And with a place to show-
case their accomplishments, perhaps
one day they will take their rightful
place beside America’s greatest minds,
visionary leaders, and groundbreaking
figures. But until then, we have a long
way to go.

Whatever period of history you
chose—women played a role. Sybil
Ludington, a 16-year-old, rode through
parts of New York and Connecticut in
April of 1777 to warn that the Redcoats
were coming. Sacajawea, the Shoshone
Indian guide, helped escort Lewis and
Clark on their 8000 mile expedition.
Rosa Parks, Jo Ann Robinson and
Myrlie Evers played important roles in
the civil rights movement in the 50’s
and 60’s. And as we move into the 21st
century, the role of women—who now
make up 52 percent of the population—
will continue to be integral to the fu-
ture success of this country.

In fact the real question about the
building of a women’s museum is not
so much where it will be built—al-
though that remains to be explored.
And it’s not even who will pay for it—
as I've said, it will be done entirely
with private funds. The real question
when it comes to a museum dedicated
to women’s history is, where will they
put it all!

I would argue that we have a solemn
responsibility to teach our children,
and ourselves, about our rich past—and
that includes the myriad contributions
of women, in all fields and every en-
deavor. These women can serve as role
models and inspire our youth. They can
teach us about our past and guide us
into our future. They can even prompt
young women to consider a career in
public service—as Senator Smith of
Maine did for me.

Instead, today in America, more
young women probably know the
names of the latest super models then
the names of the female members of
this Administration’s Cabinet. That is
why we need a National Museum of
Women’s History, that is why I am
proud to sponsor this legislation, and
that is why I hope that my colleagues
will join us in supporting the creation
of this Advisory Committee as a first
step toward writing the forgotten chap-
ters of the history of our nation.e

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. CHAFEE, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
KERRY, and Mr. KERREY):

S. 708. A bill to improve the adminis-
trative efficiency and effectiveness of
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the Nation’s abuse and neglect courts
and the quality and availability of
training for judges, attorneys, and vol-
unteers working in such courts, and for
other purposes consistent with the
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

THE STRENGTHENING ABUSE AND NEGLECT

COURTS ACT OF 1999

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Strengthening
Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999, a
bill to improve the administrative effi-
ciency and effectiveness of the juvenile
and family courts, as well as the qual-
ity and availability of training for
judges, attorneys and guardian ad
litems. I am joined in this introduction
by Senator ROCKEFELLER, and I thank
him for all of his hard work on behalf
of abused and neglected children and I
look forward to working with him as
we move forward with this legislation.

I have been involved with children’s
issues for over two decades, not just as
the father of eight, but also as a local
county elected official. I know the
kinds of problems that exist at the
ground level, and I think it’s very im-
portant that we work together to ad-
dress them.

This is especially true today, as op-
posed to a couple of years ago, because
the child welfare agencies and the
courts have an important new task—
the implementation of the Adoption
and Safe Families Act.

Almost one and a half years ago,
Congress passed this historic piece of
legislation, which was designed to en-
courage safe and permanent family
placements for abused and neglected
children—and to decrease the amount
of time that a child spends in the foster
care system. With this law, we make it
clear that the health and safety of the
child must come first when making
any decision for a child in the abuse
and neglect system. This law shortens
the time line for children in foster
care. Specifically, the law requires ini-
tiation of proceedings to terminate pa-
rental rights for any child who has
been in the foster care system for 15 of
the last 22 months.

These timelines are very important.
Foster care was meant to be a tem-
porary solution—but for too many chil-
dren foster care has become a way of
life. However, the institution of these
timelines has created additional pres-
sure on an already overburdened court
system.

To give you an idea of the burden
that already exists, consider this:
When the Family Court was estab-
lished in New York in 1962, it reviewed
96,000 cases the first year. By 1997, the
case load had increased to 670,000 cases.

A September 1997 report by the Fund
for Modern Courts found that Family
Court judges were overburdened and
forced to provide, quote, ‘‘assembly
line justice’’—because they only had a
few minutes to review each case. The
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report found that in Brooklyn, cases
receive an average of 4 minutes before
a judge on a first appearance and little
more than 11 minutes on subsequent
appearances. The report concluded
that, quote: ‘It is easy to understand
how a tragedy can result from deci-
sions made based on so little actual
time in court.” End of quote.

And that’s not the only problem in
the system. In Cuyahoga County, Ohio,
the juvenile court identified 3,000 cases
that were open, but inactive. In most
of these cases, the child had been
charged with a minor crime, but never
had his or her case scheduled for trial.
But more than 100 of these cases in-
volved children who remained in foster
care for months or even years, despite
the fact that a judge had ordered them
to be returned home to their parents.

Another problem faced in Cuyahoga
County, and in many other places, is
the missing file. Until recently, the
court had no central clerk’s file, so
there was no way of tracking the loca-
tion of a particular file. If the file
could not be found on the day of a
hearing or review, it would result in a
postponement, adding months to a
child’s stay in foster care. It is undis-
puted that children need permanency
as quickly as possible. It is simply un-
conscionable that children should be
trapped in foster care by a Dickensian
nightmare of paperwork.

And you also have to wonder where
the lawyers, case workers and guard-
ians for these children were—and what
they were doing as these cases dragged
on for months or even years longer
than necessary. It is a symptom of the
overburdened child welfare system and
the lack of resources available for ev-
eryone involved —the child welfare
agencies, the attorneys, the guardians,
the courts. It’s not their fault, but it’s
not tolerable either.

We, collectively—as public servants,
and as a society—must do better.

Some abuse and neglect courts have
already found innovative ways to
eliminate their backlog of cases and
move children toward permanency. One
example is in Hamilton County, Ohio,
where the Juvenile Court, under the
leadership of Judge David Grossmann,
has instituted a system that success-
fully has reduced the amount of time a
child spends in care. Hamilton County
added hearing officers so that more
time could be spent on each case—lead-
ing to better quality decision making
and reduced case loads. The court also
developed a computer tracking system
so that the judge could have essential
information on each case at his or her
fingertips, and the ‘‘missing file”’
would no longer be a bar to perma-
nency.

The state of Connecticut has also
created an innovative way of dealing
with the backlog of cases in its child
welfare system. The Child Protection
Session is a court dedicated to settling
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the most difficult abuse and neglect
cases—contested cases of abuse and ne-
glect and termination of parental
rights proceedings. Connecticut has
recognized that these types of cases
need to be handled expeditiously, and
as a result of the special session, these
cases are now being handled in months,
rather than years, to the benefit of all
of the children involved.

The General Accounting Office (GAO)
recently reported to Congress the re-
sults of its review of juvenile and fam-
ily courts performance in achieving
permanence for children. GAO identi-
fied three elements that are essential
to successful court reform.

(1) Judicial leadership and collabora-
tion among the child welfare partici-
pants.

(2) Timely information regarding the
court’s operations and processing of
cases; and

(3) Sufficient financial resources to
initiate and sustain reform.

The Strengthening Abuse and Ne-
glect Courts Act of 1999 incorporates
all of these elements. The bill provides
competitive grants to courts to create
computerized case tracking systems
and to encourage the replication and
implementation of successful systems
in other courts. The bill also provides
grants to courts to reduce pending
backlogs of abuse and neglect cases so
that courts are able to comply with the
time lines established in the Adoption
and Safe Families Act.

The bill also includes a provision to
allow judges, attorneys and court per-
sonnel to qualify for training under
Title IV-E’s existing training provi-
sions. Finally, the bill includes a provi-
sion that would expand the CASA pro-
gram to underserved and urban areas
so that more children are able to ben-
efit from its services.

When Congress passed the Adoption
and Safe Families Act, I said that the
bill is a good start, but that Congress
will have to do more to make sure that
every child has the opportunity to live
in a safe, stable, loving and permanent
home. One of the essential ingredients
in this process is an efficiently oper-
ating court system. After all, that’s
where a lot of delays occur. As well-in-
tentioned as the strict time lines of the
Adoption and Safe Families Act are,
mandatory filing dates won’t be
enough to promote permanency if the
court docket is too clogged to move the
cases through the system. We need to
provide assistance to the courts so that
administrative efficiency and effective-
ness are improved and the goals of the
Adoption and Safe Families Act will be
more readily achieved. I encourage my
colleagues to support this legislation
and I am committed to pushing for its
timely consideration.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 708

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 ‘“‘Strength-
ening Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999,

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:

(1) Under both Federal and State law, the
courts play a crucial and essential role in
the Nation’s child welfare system and in en-
suring safety, stability, and permanence for
abused and neglected children under the su-
pervision of that system.

(2) The Adoption and Safe Families Act of
1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111 Stat. 2115) estab-
lishes explicitly for the first time in Federal
law that a child’s health and safety must be
the paramount consideration when any deci-
sion is made regarding a child in the Na-
tion’s child welfare system.

(3) The Adoption and Safe Families Act of
1997 promotes stability and permanence for
abused and neglected children by requiring
timely decision-making in proceedings to de-
termine whether children can safely return
to their families or whether they should be
moved into safe and stable adoptive homes
or other permanent family arrangements
outside the foster care system.

(4) To avoid unnecessary and lengthy stays
in the foster care system, the Adoption and
Safe Families Act of 1997 specifically re-
quires, among other things, that States
move to terminate the parental rights of the
parents of those children who have been in
foster care for 15 of the last 22 months.

(5) While essential to protect children and
to carry out the general purposes of the
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997, the
accelerated timelines for the termination of
parental rights and the other requirements
imposed under that Act increase the pressure
on the Nation’s already overburdened abuse
and neglect courts.

(6) The administrative efficiency and effec-
tiveness of the Nation’s abuse and neglect
courts would be substantially improved by
the acquisition and implementation of com-
puterized case-tracking systems to identify
and eliminate existing backlogs, to move
abuse and neglect caseloads forward in a
timely manner, and to move children into
safe and stable families. Such systems could
also be used to evaluate the effectiveness of
such courts in meeting the purposes of the
amendments made by, and provisions of, the
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997.

(7) The administrative efficiency and effec-
tiveness of the Nation’s abuse and neglect
courts would also be improved by the identi-
fication and implementation of projects de-
signed to eliminate the backlog of abuse and
neglect cases, including the temporary hir-
ing of additional judges, extension of court
hours, and other projects designed to reduce
existing caseloads.

(8) The administrative efficiency and effec-
tiveness of the Nation’s abuse and neglect
courts would be further strengthened by im-
proving the quality and availability of train-
ing for judges, court personnel, agency attor-
neys, guardians ad litem, volunteers who
participate in court-appointed special advo-
cate (CASA) programs, and attorneys who
represent the children and the parents of
children in abuse and neglect proceedings.
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(9) While recognizing that abuse and ne-
glect courts in this country are already com-
mitted to the quality administration of jus-
tice, the performance of such courts would
be even further enhanced by the development
of models and educational opportunities that
reinforce court projects that have already
been developed, including models for case-
flow procedures, case management, represen-
tation of children, automated interagency
interfaces, and ‘‘best practices’ standards.

(10) Judges, magistrates, commissioners,
and other judicial officers play a central and
vital role in ensuring that proceedings in our
Nation’s abuse and neglect courts are run ef-
ficiently and effectively. The performance of
those individuals in such courts can only be
further enhanced by training, seminars, and
an ongoing opportunity to exchange ideas
with their peers.

(11) Volunteers who participate in court-
appointed special advocate (CASA) programs
play a vital role as the eyes and ears of abuse
and neglect courts in proceedings conducted
by, or under the supervision of, such courts
and also bring increased public scrutiny of
the abuse and neglect court system. The Na-
tion’s abuse and neglect courts would benefit
from an expansion of this program to cur-
rently underserved communities.

(12) Improved computerized case-tracking
systems, comprehensive training, and devel-
opment of, and education on, model abuse
and neglect court systems, particularly with
respect to underserved areas, would signifi-
cantly further the purposes of the Adoption
and Safe Families Act of 1997 by reducing the
average length of an abused and neglected
child’s stay in foster care, improving the
quality of decision-making and court serv-
ices provided to children and families, and
increasing the number of adoptions.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(a) ABUSE AND NEGLECT COURTS.—The term
‘“‘abuse and neglect courts’” means the State
and local courts that carry out State or local
laws requiring proceedings (conducted by or
under the supervision of the courts)—

(1) that implement part B and part E of
title IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
620 et seq.; 670 et seq.) (including preliminary
disposition of such proceedings);

(2) that determine whether a child was
abused or neglected;

(3) that determine the advisability or ap-
propriateness of placement in a family foster
home, group home, or a special residential
care facility; or

(4) that determine any other legal disposi-
tion of a child in the abuse and neglect court
system.

(b) AGENCY ATTORNEY.—The term ‘‘agency
attorney’” means an attorney or other indi-
vidual, including any government attorney,
district attorney, attorney general, State at-
torney, county attorney, city solicitor or at-
torney, corporation counsel, or privately re-
tained special prosecutor, who represents the
State or local agency administrating the
programs under parts B and E of title IV of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq.;
670 et seq.) in a proceeding conducted by, or
under the supervision of, an abuse and ne-
glect court, including a proceeding for termi-
nation of parental rights.

(c) ATTORNEY REPRESENTING A CHILD.—The
term ‘‘attorney representing a child” means
an attorney or a guardian ad litem who rep-
resents a child in a proceeding conducted by,
or under the supervision of, an abuse and ne-
glect court.

(d) ATTORNEY REPRESENTING A PARENT.—
The term ‘‘attorney representing a parent’
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means an attorney who represents a parent

who is an official party to a proceeding con-

ducted by, or under the supervision of, an
abuse and neglect court.

SEC. 4. GRANTS TO STATE COURTS AND LOCAL
COURTS TO AUTOMATE THE DATA
COLLECTION AND TRACKING OF
PROCEEDINGS IN ABUSE AND NE-
GLECT COURTS.

(a) AUTHORITY TO AWARD GRANTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
the Attorney General, acting through the Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention of the Office of Justice Programs,
shall award grants in accordance with this
section to State courts and local courts for
the purposes of—

(A) enabling such courts to develop and im-
plement automated data collection and case-
tracking systems for proceedings conducted
by, or under the supervision of, an abuse and
neglect court;

(B) encouraging the replication of such
systems in abuse and neglect courts in other
jurisdictions; and

(C) requiring the use of such systems to
evaluate a court’s performance in imple-
menting the requirements of parts B and E
of title IV of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 620 et seq.; 670 et seq.).

(2) LIMITATIONS.—

(A) NUMBER OF GRANTS.—Not less than 20
nor more than 50 grants may be awarded
under this section.

(B) PER STATE LIMITATION.—Not more than
2 grants authorized under this section may
be awarded per State.

(C) USE OF GRANTS.—Funds provided under
a grant made under this section may only be
used for the purpose of developing, imple-
menting, or enhancing automated data col-
lection and case-tracking systems for pro-
ceedings conducted by, or under the super-
vision of, an abuse and neglect court.

(b) APPLICATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A State court or local
court may submit an application for a grant
authorized under this section at such time
and in such manner as the Attorney General
may determine.

(2) INFORMATION REQUIRED.—AnN application
for a grant authorized under this section
shall contain the following:

(A) A description of a proposed plan for the
development, implementation, and mainte-
nance of an automated data collection and
case-tracking system for proceedings con-
ducted by, or under the supervision of, an
abuse and neglect court, including a pro-
posed budget for the plan and a request for a
specific funding amount.

(B) A description of the extent to which
such plan and system are able to be rep-
licated in abuse and neglect courts of other
jurisdictions that specifies the common case-
tracking data elements of the proposed sys-
tem, including, at a minimum—

(i) identification of relevant judges, court,
and agency personnel;

(ii) records of all court proceedings with
regard to the abuse and neglect case, includ-
ing all court findings and orders (oral and
written); and

(iii) relevant information about the subject
child, including family information and the
reason for court supervision.

(C) In the case of an application submitted
by a local court, a description of how the
plan to implement the proposed system was
developed in consultation with related State
courts, particularly with regard to a State
court improvement plan funded under sec-
tion 13712 of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) if there
is such a plan in the State.
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(D) In the case of an application that is
submitted by a State court, a description of
how the proposed system will integrate with
a State court improvement plan funded
under section 13712 of such Act if there is
such a plan in the State.

(E) After consultation with the State agen-
cy responsible for the administration of
parts B and E of title IV of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq.; 670 et seq.)—

(i) a description of the coordination of the
proposed system with other child welfare
data collection systems, including the State-
wide automated child welfare information
system (SACWIS) and the adoption and fos-
ter care analysis and reporting system
(AFCARS) established pursuant to section
479 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 679);
and

(ii) an assurance that such coordination
will be implemented and maintained.

(F') Identification of an independent third
party that will conduct ongoing evaluations
of the feasibility and implementation of the
plan and system and a description of the
plan for conducting such evaluations.

(G) A description or identification of a pro-
posed funding source for completion of the
plan (if applicable) and maintenance of the
system after the conclusion of the period for
which the grant is to be awarded.

(H) An assurance that any contract en-
tered into between the State court or local
court and any other entity that is to provide
services for the development, implementa-
tion, or maintenance of the system under the
proposed plan will require the entity to
agree to allow for replication of the services
provided, the plan, and the system, and to
refrain from asserting any proprietary inter-
est in such services for purposes of allowing
the plan and system to be replicated in an-
other jurisdiction.

(I) An assurance that the system estab-
lished under the plan will provide data that
allows for evaluation (at least on an annual
basis) of the following information:

(i) The total number of cases that are filed
in the abuse and neglect court.

(ii) The number of cases assigned to each
judge who presides over the abuse and ne-
glect court.

(iii) The average length of stay of children
in foster care.

(iv) With respect to each child under the
jurisdiction of the court—

(I) the number of episodes of placement in
foster care;

(IT) the number of days placed in foster
care and the type of placement (foster family
home, group home, or special residential
care facility);

(ITI) the number of days of in-home super-
vision; and

(IV) the number of separate foster care
placements.

(v) The number of adoptions,
guardianships, or other permanent disposi-
tions finalized.

(vi) The number of terminations of paren-
tal rights.

(vii) The number of child abuse and neglect
proceedings closed that had been pending for
2 or more years.

(viii) With respect to each proceeding con-
ducted by, or under the supervision of, an
abuse and neglect court—

(I) the timeliness of each stage of the pro-
ceeding from initial filing through legal fi-
nalization of a permanency plan (for both
contested and uncontested hearings);

(IT) the number of adjournments, delays,
and continuances occurring during the pro-
ceeding, including identification of the party
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requesting each adjournment, delay, or con-
tinuance and the reasons given for the re-
quest;

(IIT) the number of courts that conduct or
supervise the proceeding for the duration of
the abuse and neglect case;

(IV) the number of judges assigned to the
proceeding for the duration of the abuse and
neglect case; and

(V) the number of agency attorneys, chil-
dren’s attorneys, parent’s attorneys, guard-
ians ad litem, and volunteers participating
in a court-appointed special advocate
(CASA) program assigned to the proceeding
during the duration of the abuse and neglect
case.

(J) A description of how the proposed sys-
tem will reduce the need for paper files and
ensure prompt action so that cases are ap-
propriately listed with national and regional
adoption exchanges, and public and private
adoption services.

(K) An assurance that the data collected in
accordance with subparagraph (I) will be
made available to relevant Federal, State,
and local government agencies and to the
public.

(L) An assurance that the proposed system
is consistent with other civil and criminal
information requirements of the Federal
government.

(M) An assurance that the proposed system
will provide notice of timeframes required
under the Adoption and Safe Families Act of
1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111 Stat. 2115) for in-
dividual cases to ensure prompt attention
and compliance with such requirements.

(¢) CONDITIONS FOR APPROVAL OF APPLICA-
TIONS.—

(1) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—A State court or local
court awarded a grant under this section
shall expend $1 for every $3 awarded under
the grant to carry out the development, im-
plementation, and maintenance of the auto-
mated data collection and case-tracking sys-
tem under the proposed plan.

(B) WAIVER FOR HARDSHIP.—The Attorney
General may waive or modify the matching
requirement described in subparagraph (A) in
the case of any State court or local court
that the Attorney General determines would
suffer undue hardship as a result of being
subject to the requirement.

(C) NON-FEDERAL EXPENDITURES.—

(i) CASH OR IN KIND.—State court or local
court expenditures required under subpara-
graph (A) may be in cash or in kind, fairly
evaluated, including plant, equipment, or
services.

(ii) NO CREDIT FOR PRE-AWARD EXPENDI-
TURES.—Only State court or local court ex-
penditures made after a grant has been
awarded under this section may be counted
for purposes of determining whether the
State court or local court has satisfied the
matching expenditure requirement under
subparagraph (A).

(2) NOTIFICATION TO STATE OR APPROPRIATE
CHILD WELFARE AGENCY.—No application for a
grant authorized under this section may be
approved unless the State court or local
court submitting the application dem-
onstrates to the satisfaction of the Attorney
General that the court has provided the
State, in the case of a State court, or the ap-
propriate child welfare agency, in the case of
a local court, with notice of the contents and
submission of the application.

(3) CONSIDERATIONS.—In evaluating an ap-
plication for a grant under this section the
Attorney General shall consider the fol-
lowing:
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(A) The extent to which the system pro-
posed in the application may be replicated in
other jurisdictions.

(B) The extent to which the proposed sys-
tem is consistent with the provisions of, and
amendments made by, the Adoption and Safe
Families Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111
Stat. 2115), and parts B and E of title IV of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq.;
670 et seq.).

(C) The extent to which the proposed sys-
tem is feasible and likely to achieve the pur-
poses described in subsection (a)(1).

(4) DIVERSITY OF AWARDS.—The Attorney
General shall award grants under this sec-
tion in a manner that results in a reasonable
balance among grants awarded to State
courts and grants awarded to local courts,
grants awarded to courts located in urban
areas and courts located in rural areas, and
grants awarded in diverse geographical loca-
tions.

(d) LENGTH OF AWARDS.—No grant may be
awarded under this section for a period of
more than 5 years.

(e) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds pro-
vided to a State court or local court under a
grant awarded under this section shall re-
main available until expended without fiscal
year limitation.

(f) REPORTS.—

(1) ANNUAL REPORT FROM GRANTEES.—Each
State court or local court that is awarded a
grant under this section shall submit an an-
nual report to the Attorney General that
contains—

(A) a description of the ongoing results of
the independent evaluation of the plan for,
and implementation of, the automated data
collection and case-tracking system funded
under the grant; and

(B) the information described in subsection
@)(D.

(2) INTERIM AND FINAL REPORTS FROM AT-
TORNEY GENERAL.—

(A) INTERIM REPORTS.—Beginning 2 years
after the date of enactment of this Act, and
biannually thereafter until a final report is
submitted in accordance with subparagraph
(B), the Attorney General shall submit to
Congress interim reports on the grants made
under this section.

(B) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 90 days
after the termination of all grants awarded
under this section, the Attorney General
shall submit to Congress a final report evalu-
ating the automated data collection and
case-tracking systems funded under such
grants and identifying successful models of
such systems that are suitable for replica-
tion in other jurisdictions. The Attorney
General shall ensure that a copy of such
final report is transmitted to the highest
State court in each State.

(g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section, $10,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2000 through 2004.

SEC. 5. GRANTS TO REDUCE PENDING BACKLOGS
OF ABUSE AND NEGLECT CASES TO

PROMOTE PERMANENCY FOR
ABUSED AND NEGLECTED CHIL-
DREN.

Part E of title IV of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 670 et seq.) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

“SEC. 479B. GRANTS TO REDUCE BACKLOGS OF
ABUSE AND NEGLECT CASES.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the amount
appropriated under subsection (f), the Sec-
retary shall make grants to State courts or
local courts for the purposes of—

‘(1) promoting the permanency goals es-
tablished in the Adoption and Safe Families
Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111 Stat. 2115);
and
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“(2) enabling such courts to reduce exist-
ing backlogs of cases pending in abuse and
neglect courts, especially with respect to
cases to terminate parental rights and cases
in which parental rights to a child have been
terminated but an adoption of the child has
not yet been finalized.

‘“‘(b) APPLICATION.—A State court or local
court shall submit an application for a grant
under this section, in such form and manner
as the Secretary shall require, that contains
a description of the following:

‘(1) The barriers to achieving the perma-
nency goals established in the Adoption and
Safe Families Act of 1997 that have been
identified.

‘(2) The size and nature of the backlogs of
children awaiting termination of parental
rights or finalization of adoption.

‘“(8) The strategies the State court or local
court proposes to use to reduce such back-
logs and the plan and timetable for doing so.

‘“(4) How the grant funds requested will be
used to assist the implementation of the
strategies described in paragraph (3).

‘‘(c) USE oF FUNDS.—Funds provided under
a grant awarded under this section may be
used for any purpose that the Secretary de-
termines is likely to successfully achieve the
purposes described in subsection (a), includ-
ing temporarily—

‘(1) establishing night court sessions for
abuse and neglect courts;

‘(2) hiring additional judges, magistrates,
commissioners, hearing officers, referees,
special masters, and other judicial personnel
for such courts;

‘(3) hiring personnel such as clerks, ad-
ministrative support staff, case managers,
mediators, and attorneys for such courts; or

‘‘(4) extending the operating hours of such
courts.

‘‘(d) NUMBER OF GRANTS.—Not less than 15
nor more than 20 grants shall be awarded
under this section.

‘‘(e) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds
awarded under a grant made under this sec-
tion shall remain available for expenditure
by a grantee for a period not to exceed 3
years from the date of the grant award.

“(f) REPORT ON USE OF FUNDS.—Not later
than the date that is halfway through the pe-
riod for which a grant is awarded under this
section, and 90 days after the end of such pe-
riod, a State court or local court awarded a
grant under this section shall submit a re-
port to the Secretary that includes the fol-
lowing:

‘(1) The barriers to the permanency goals
established in the Adoption and Safe Fami-
lies Act of 1997 that are or have been ad-
dressed with grant funds.

‘“(2) The nature of the backlogs of children
that were pursued with grant funds.

‘(8) The specific strategies used to reduce
such backlogs.

‘“(4) The progress that has been made in re-
ducing such backlogs, including the number
of children in such backlogs—

‘“(A) whose parental rights have been ter-
minated; and

“(B) whose adoptions have been finalized.

‘“(6) Any additional information that the
Secretary determines would assist jurisdic-
tions in achieving the permanency goals es-
tablished in the Adoption and Safe Families
Act of 1997.

‘(g) DEFINITION OF ABUSE AND NEGLECT
COURT.—In this section, the term ‘abuse and
neglect court’ has the meaning given that
term in section 3(a) of the Strengthening
Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999.

““(h) APPROPRIATION.—Out of any money in
the Treasury of the United States not other-
wise appropriated, there are appropriated for
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fiscal year 2000 $10,000,000 for the purpose of

making grants under this section.”.

SEC. 6. TRAINING IN CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT
PROCEEDINGS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 474(a)(3) of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 674(a)(3)) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (C), (D),
and (E) as subparagraphs (D), (E), and (F), re-
spectively; and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (B), the
following:

““(C) 75 percent of so much of such expendi-
tures as are for the training (including cross-
training with personnel employed by, or
under contract with, the State or local agen-
cy administering the plan in the political
subdivision, training on topics relevant to
the legal representation of clients in pro-
ceedings conducted by or under the super-
vision of an abuse and neglect court (as de-
fined in section 3(a) of the Strengthening
Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999), and
training on related topics such as child de-
velopment and the importance of developing
a trusting relationship with a child) of
judges, judicial personnel, law enforcement
personnel, agency attorneys (as defined in
section 3(b) of such Act), attorneys rep-
resenting parents in proceedings conducted
by, or under the supervision of, an abuse and
neglect court (as so defined), attorneys rep-
resenting children in such proceedings,
guardians ad litem, and volunteers who par-
ticipate in court-appointed special advocate
(CASA) programs, to the extent such train-
ing is related to provisions of, and amend-
ments made by, the Adoption and Safe Fami-
lies Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111 Stat.
2115), provided that any such training that is
offered to judges or other judicial personnel
shall be offered by, or under contract with,
the State or local agency in collaboration
with the judicial conference or other appro-
priate judicial governing body operating in
the State,”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 473(a)(6)(B) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 673(a)(6)(B)) is amended by striking
“474(a)(3)(E)”’ and inserting ‘474(a)(3)(F)"’.

(2) Section 474(a)(3)(D) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 674(a)(3)(D)) (as redesignated by para-
graph (1)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘sub-
paragraph (C)” and inserting ‘‘subparagraph
(D).

(3) Section 474(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
674(c)) is amended by striking ‘‘subsection

(a)(3)(C)” and inserting “‘subsection

(a)(3)(D)”.

SEC. 7. STATE STANDARDS FOR AGENCY ATTOR-
NEYS.

Section 471(a) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 671(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (22), by striking ‘‘and” at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (23), by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(24) provides that, not later than January
1, 2001, the State shall develop and encourage
the implementation of guidelines for all
agency attorneys (as defined in section 3(b)
of the Strengthening Abuse and Neglect
Courts Act of 1999), including legal education
requirements for such attorneys regarding
the handling of abuse, neglect, and depend-
ency proceedings.”.

SEC. 8. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR CHILD
ABUSE, NEGLECT, AND DEPEND-
ENCY MATTERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health
and Human Services, in coordination with
the Attorney General, shall provide the tech-
nical assistance, training, and evaluations
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authorized under this section through
grants, contracts, or cooperative arrange-
ments with other entities, including univer-
sities, and national, State, and local organi-
zations. The Secretary of Health and Human
Services and the Attorney General should
ensure that entities that have not had a pre-
vious contractual relationship with the De-
partment of Health and Human Services, the
Department of Justice, or another Federal
agency can compete for grants for technical
assistance, training, and evaluations.

(b) PURPOSE.—Technical assistance shall be
provided under this section for the purpose
of supporting and assisting State and local
courts that handle child abuse, neglect, and
dependency matters to effectively carry out
new responsibilities enacted as part of the
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 (Pub-
lic Law 105-89; 111 Stat. 2115) and to speed
the process of adoption of children and legal
finalization of permanent families for chil-
dren in foster care by improving practices of
the courts involved in that process.

(c) ACTIVITIES.—Technical assistance con-
sistent with the purpose described in sub-
section (b) may be provided under this sec-
tion through the following:

(1) The dissemination of information, ex-
isting and effective models, and technical as-
sistance to State and local courts that re-
ceive grants under section 4 concerning the
automated data collection and case-tracking
systems and outcome measures required
under that section.

(2) The provision of specialized training on
child development that is appropriate for
judges, referees, nonjudicial decision-mak-
ers, administrative, and other court-related
personnel, and for agency attorneys, attor-
neys representing children, guardians ad
litem, volunteers who participate in court-
appointed special advocate (CASA) pro-
grams, or parents.

(3) The provision of assistance and dissemi-
nation of information about best practices of
abuse and neglect courts for effective case
management strategies and techniques, in-
cluding automated data collection and case-
tracking systems, assessments of caseload
and staffing levels, management of court
dockets, timely decision-making at all
stages of a proceeding conducted by, or
under the supervision of, an abuse and ne-
glect court, and the development of stream-
lined case flow procedures, case management
models, early case resolution programs,
mechanisms for monitoring compliance with
the terms of court orders, models for rep-
resentation of children, automated inter-
agency interfaces between data bases, and
court rules that facilitate timely case proc-
essing.

(4) The development and dissemination of
training models for judges, attorneys rep-
resenting children, agency attorneys, guard-
ians ad litem, and volunteers who partici-
pate in court-appointed special advocate
(CASA) programs.

(5) The development of standards of prac-
tice for agency attorneys, attorneys rep-
resenting children, guardians ad litem, vol-
unteers who participate in court-appointed
special advocate (CASA) programs, and par-
ents in such proceedings.

(d) TRAINING REQUIREMENT.—Any training
offered in accordance with this section to
judges or other judicial personnel shall be of-
fered in collaboration with the judicial con-
ference or other appropriate judicial gov-
erning body operating with respect to the
State in which the training is offered.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to carry out this section
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$5,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 2000
through 2004.

SEC. 9. GRANTS TO EXPAND THE COURT-AP-
POINTED SPECIAL ADVOCATE PRO-
GRAM IN UNDERSERVED AREAS.

(a) GRANTS To EXPAND CASA PROGRAMS IN
UNDERSERVED AREAS.—The Administrator of
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention of the Department of Jus-
tice shall make a grant to the National
Court-Appointed Special Advocate Associa-
tion for the purposes of—

(1) expanding the recruitment of, and
building the capacity of, court-appointed
special advocate programs located in the 15
largest urban areas;

(2) developing regional, multijurisdictional
court-appointed special advocate programs
serving rural areas; and

(3) providing training and supervision of
volunteers in court-appointed special advo-
cate programs.

(b) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPEND-
ITURES.—Not more than 5 percent of the
grant made under this subsection may be
used for administrative expenditures.

(c) DETERMINATION OF URBAN AND RURAL
AREAS.—For purposes of administering the
grant authorized under this subsection, the
Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention of the De-
partment of Justice shall determine whether
an area is one of the 15 largest urban areas
or a rural area in accordance with the prac-
tices of, and statistical information com-
piled by, the Bureau of the Census.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There is authorized to be appropriated to
make the grant authorized under this sec-
tion, $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2000.
e Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
rise today to join Mr. DEWINE in his in-
troduction of the Strengthening Abuse
and Neglect Courts Act. I would like to
thank Mr. DEWINE for his leadership on
behalf of vulnerable children, including
our bipartisan work on this legislation.
Work on this legislation is based on the
bipartisan work of the Senate coalition
that supported the 1997 Adoption and
Safe Families Act.

A unique bipartisan coalition formed
in 1997 worked hard to forge consensus
on the Adoption and Safe Families Act
of 1997. This law, for the first time
ever, establishes that a child’s health
and safety must be paramount when
any decisions are made regarding chil-
dren in the abuse and neglect system.
The law was the most sweeping and
comprehensive piece of child welfare
legislation passed in over a decade. It
promotes safety, stability and perma-
nence for all abused and neglected chil-
dren and requires timely decision-mak-
ing in all proceedings to determine
whether children can safely return
home, or whether they should be
moved to permanent, adoptive homes.
More specifically, the law requires a
State to move to terminate the paren-
tal rights of any parent whose child
has been in foster care for 15 out of the
last 22 months.

Throughout the process of developing
the Adoption Act we heard about the
vital role the Nation’s abuse and ne-
glect courts play in achieving the goals
of safety and permanence for children.
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We also heard that these courts were
seriously overburdened and challenged
by insufficient resources. Now, nearly a
year and a half after the passage of the
law, courts are struggling to meet the
guidelines. Judges and child welfare
professionals in my state of West Vir-
ginia tell me that the law is helping
move children through the system
more quickly, that the accelerated
timelines are, indeed, essential for the
protection of children, and that the ef-
fect of this is that the courts are be-
coming even more overburdened. We
are hearing this same type of feedback
from other judges and child advocates
around the country.

These courts—and the judges, law-
yers and other court personnel—make
some of the most difficult and impor-
tant decisions made by any members of
the judiciary. Adjudications of abuse
and neglect, terminations of parental
rights, approval of adoptions, and life-
changing determinations require the
appropriate level of information,
thoughtfulness and care. Judges
throughout the country, like West Vir-
ginia’s Chief Justice Margaret Work-
man, are committed to the fair and ef-
ficient administration of justice in
these cases. In 1987, just over 2 million
children, nationally, were reported or
neglected. By 1997, this number had
swelled to well over 3 million children.
During this period, my own state of
West Virginia experienced a 100% in-
crease in child abuse cases. These stag-
gering increases in child abuse have
placed an unconscionable burden on
these courts.

Working within their own commu-
nities, judges, attorneys, volunteers
from the Court Appointed Special Ad-
vocates (CASA) programs and others
have found creative and effective new
ways to eliminate their caseload back-
logs and move children more effi-
ciently and safely through the court
system. In West Virginia, Judge Work-
man and others have developed a com-
prehensive plan to increase the ac-
countability and efficient administra-
tion of abuse and neglect cases. In
Cincinatti, Ohio, Judge Grossman’s
abuse and neglect courts have imple-
mented state-of-the-art computer
tracking systems which help them
smooth the legal paths of children in
foster care.

Even when courts have the dedica-
tion and initiative to implement these
innovative reforms, they simply cannot
do it without sufficient resources. The
purpose of the Strengthening Abuse
and Neglect Courts Act is to help re-
move the burdens on an ever greater
number of courts by increasing both
their efficiency and their effectiveness.
The bill provides much needed re-
sources and allows state and local com-
munities the flexibility to develop
their own solutions to administrative
problems and caseload backlogs. In
January of this year, the General Ac-
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counting Office released a report con-
ducted at the request of Ways and
Means Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources Chairman SHAW, which con-
cluded that there are three essential
ingredients for successful court reform,
all of which are incorporated in this
Act. There are four ways this bill will
help abuse and neglect courts better
serve children and families.

The bill first provides a program of
grants to states and local courts for
the implementation of computerized
case-tracking systems, similar to the
one Judge Grossman created in Ohio.
Through the establishment of such sys-
tems, courts are able to more easily
track how long a child spends in foster
care and the status of their cases.
When courts have such ‘‘user-friendly”’
access to vital case information chil-
dren truly benefit—they move more
quickly through foster care and on to
adoptive homes or other permanent
placements. This grant program will
enable state and local courts to design
similar computer systems, to replicate
models that have proven successful in
other jurisdictions and to receive tech-
nical assistance as they implement
their new programs.

A second important provision of the
bill is the grant program that provides
State and local courts the resources
they need to eliminate the backlog of
abuse and neglect cases. Throughout
the discussions on the Adoption and
Safe Families Act, we heard from doz-
ens of judges and advocates who said
that far and away the biggest problem
facing their courts was the over-
whelming backlog of these cases. With-
out creative ways to eliminate these
backlogs, and with the tightened time-
frames we created with the new law,
the judges emphasized that children’s
cases will simply not move through the
court system in a timely manner. Each
court may have their own effective ap-
proach to eliminating such backlogs.
For some, hiring additional staff may
be necessary. For others, creating a
“Night Court” or ‘‘Saturday Court’ to
hear these cases would work. Still oth-
ers may need to restructure duties of
court personnel. This bill will provide
grants to those court projects that are
designed to result in the effective and
rapid elimination of current backlogs
to smooth the way for more efficient
courts in the future.

The Strengthening Abuse and Ne-
glect Courts Act also recognizes that
judges, attorneys, court personnel, law
enforcement representatives, guard-
ians-ad-litem and all others who par-
ticipate in abuse and neglect pro-
ceedings can benefit from continuing
education opportunities, improved
training and the development of mod-
els for effective practice in these set-
tings. The Act, therefore, extends fed-
eral reimbursement for training that is
currently provided to agency case-
workers to judges, attorneys and key
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court personnel who must make deci-
sion effecting the lives and future of
vulnerable children. In addition to this
basic, necessary training for court per-
sonnel, we hope it will also foster be-
tween cooperation between child wel-
fare agencies and court personnel that
is imperative to make system work to
ensure the health and safety of chil-
dren.

Finally, the bill provides for an ex-
pansion of the successful CASA—Court
Appointed Special Advocates—volun-
teer program. This superb volunteer
program has demonstrated its ability
to improve outcomes for abused and
neglected children. CASA are volun-
teers specially trained to speak for the
best interests of children who have
been abused or neglected. There are
over 710 CASA programs nationwide,
whose volunteers represented nearly
200,000 children last year alone. Re-
cently, the Department of Justice rec-
ognized CASA as an ‘‘Exemplary Pro-
gram’. CASA has been operating in
West Virginia since 1991 with programs
currently serving children in 13 of our
counties. Of course, there is more work
to be done so that children in all 55
West Virginia counties, and all under-
served areas throughout the country
can benefit from the services of these
trained and dedicated volunteers. In
fact, despite CASA’s phenomenal vol-
unteer commitment and national
praise by courts, and community lead-
ers, 70% of the children in foster care
are still without CASA representation.
This bill will begin to address this gap
by providing a $5 million grant to ex-
pand its programs into under-served
areas and to improve its ability to re-
cruit, train and supervise volunteers.

When we talk about how to help
abused and neglected children in this
country, our abuse and neglect courts
are too often left out of the discussion.
With the numbers of abused and ne-
glected children rising dramatically—
in West Virginia alone child abuse re-
ports have doubled—from 13,000 in 1986
to over 26,000 in 1996—we need to in-
clude every system in our efforts to
make a difference. The courts play a
crucial role and I am confident that
the Strengthening Abuse and Neglect
Courts Act will be a valuable step in
making our courts stronger, more effi-
cient and more able to effectively ad-
dress the needs of our Nation’s most
vulnerable children. I ask that my col-
leagues join us in this important effort.

I ask that a fact sheet about the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

The material follows:

FACT SHEET—STRENGTHENING ABUSE AND

NEGLECT ACT OF 1999

A bill to improve the administrative effi-
ciency and effectiveness of the Nation’s
abuse and neglect courts and the quality and
availability of training for judges, attorneys,
and volunteers working in such courts, and
for other purposes consistent with the Adop-
tion and Safe Families Act of 1997.
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SECTION 1, 3, & 3: TITLE, FINDINGS, AND
DEFINITIONS

The Strengthening Abuse and Neglect
Courts Act of 1999
SECTION 4: GRANTS TO COURTS FOR COMPUTER
AUTOMATION AND CASE TRACKING SYSTEMS

A program to provide competitive state
and local grants to abuse and neglect courts
to create computerized case tracking sys-
tems, and to encourage the replication and
implementation of successful systems in
other court systems. Grant will be awarded
based on eligibility criteria designed to en-
courage applications from both state and
local courts, and a balance of urban and
rural courts. Guidelines will also ensure that
successful models can be disseminated to
other courts. Applicants will need to include
evaluation plans as part of the grant request.

Grant program is $10 million, with a 25%
state matching requirement, but a hardship
exemption.

SECTION 5. GRANTS TO REDUCE BACKLOGS OF
ABUSE AND NEGLECT CASES

A program to provide grants to court sys-
tems to reduce pending backlogs of abuse
and neglect cases so that courts are able to
comply with the time frames established in
the Adoption and Safe Families Act. Com-
petitive grants will be awarded to court sys-
tems to reduce backlogs by using night court
sessions, hiring additional personnel to man-
age reduce caseloads, or other innovative
strategies.

Grant program is $10 million, and courts
can use funding for up to 3 years.

SECTION 6: TRAINING FOR JUDGES AND COURT
PERSONNEL

A provision to allow judges, attorneys, and
court personnel to qualify for training under
Title IV-E’s existing training provisions,
which is a federal-state matching program
set at 75%-25%.

CBO to score provision.

SECTION 7: STATE STANDARDS FOR AGENCY
ATTORNEYS

States shall develop and encourage by Jan-
uary 1, 2001, basic guidelines for education
and training needed to handle abuse and ne-
glect cases within the state and local court
systems.

SECTION 8: TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR CHILD
ABUSE, NEGLECT AND DEPENDENCY MATTERS

A program for competitive grants, admin-
istered by HHS in coordination with the At-
torney General, to provide technical assist-
ance to state and local courts to carry out
their new responsibilities, including efforts
to speed the process of adoption of children.

Technical assistance will be $56 million for
each year, from 2000 to 2004, for a five year
total of $25 million.

SECTION 9: GRANTS TO EXPAND THE COURT-AP-

POINTED SPECIAL ADVOCATES (CASA) PRO-

GRAM IN UNDERSERVED AREAS

A special grant program to expand the
well-respected CASA program to the most
needy areas, including the 15 largest urban
areas and regional programs for rural areas.

A single start up grant of $6 million in 2000.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself
and Mr. DASCHLE):

S. 709. A bill to amend the Housing
and Community Development Act of
1974 to establish and sustain viable
rural and remote communities, and to
provide affordable housing and commu-
nity development assistance to rural
areas with excessively high rates of
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outmigration and low per capita in-

come levels; to the Committee on

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

THE RURAL AND REMOTE COMMUNITY FAIRNESS
ACT

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,
today I rise to introduce the Rural and
Remote Community Fairness Act. This
Act will lead to a brighter future for
rural and remote communities by es-
tablishing three new programs that
will address the unique economic and
environmental challenges faced by
small communities in rural and remote
areas across this country. I am pleased
that this legislation is co-sponsored by
the Minority Leader, Senator DASCHLE.

The bill authorizes up to $100 million
a year in grant aid from 2000 through
2006 for any communities across the
nation with populations of less than
10,000 which face electric rates in ex-
cess of 150 percent of the national aver-
age retail price. The money can go for
electricity system improvements, en-
ergy efficiency and weatherization ef-
forts, water and sanitation improve-
ments or work to solve leaking fuel
storage tanks.

The bill also amends the Rural Elec-
trification Act to authorize Rural and
Remote Electrification Grants of an
additional $20 million a year to the
same communities. The grants can be
used to increase energy efficiency,
lower electricity rates or provide for
the modernization of electric facilities.

The bill also establishes a new pro-
gram providing rural recovery commu-
nity development block grants. This
will provide for the development and
maintenance of viable rural areas
through the provision of affordable
housing and community development
assistance for rural areas with exces-
sively high rates of outmigration and
low per capita income levels.

This nation has well-established pro-
grams for community development
grants. The majority of these programs
were established to help resolve the
very real problems found in this Na-
tion’s urban areas. However, our most
rural and remote communities experi-
ence different, but equally real, prob-
lems that are not addressed by existing
law. Not only are these communities
generally ineligible for the existing
programs, their unique challenges,
while sometimes similar to those expe-
rienced by urban areas, require a dif-
ferent focus and approach.

The biggest single economic problem
facing small communities is the ex-
pense of establishing a modern infra-
structure. These costs, which are al-
ways substantial, are exacerbated in
remote and rural areas. The existence
of this infrastructure, including effi-
cient housing, electricity, bulk fuel
storage, waste water and water service,
is a necessity for the health and wel-
fare of our children, the development
of a prosperous economy and mini-
mizing environmental problems.
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There is a real cost in human misery
and to the health and welfare of every-
one, especially our children and our el-
derly from poor or polluted water or
bad housing or an inefficient power
system. Hepatitis B infections in rural
Alaska are five times more common
than in urban Alaska. We just have to
do better if we are to bring our rural
communities into the 21st Century.

The experience of many of Alaskans
is a perfect example. Most small com-
munities or villages in Alaska are not
interconnected to an electricity grid,
and rely upon diesel generators for
their electricity. Often, the fuel can
only be delivered by barge or airplane,
and is stored in tanks. These tanks are
expensive to maintain, and in many
cases, must be completely replaced to
prevent leakage of fuel into the envi-
ronment. While the economic and envi-
ronmental savings clearly justify the
construction of new facilities, these
communities simply don’t have the
ability to raise enough capital to make
the necessary investments.

As a result, these communities are
forced to bear an oppressive economic
and environmental burden that can be
eased with a relatively small invest-
ment on the part of the Federal gov-
ernment. I can give you some exam-
ples: in Manley Hot Springs, Alaska,
the citizens pay almost 70 cents per
kilowatt hour for electricity. In
Igiugig, Kokhanok, Akiachak Native
Community, and Middle Kuskokwim,
consumers all pay over 50 cents per kil-
owatt hour for electricity. The na-
tional average is around 7 cents per
kilowatt hour.

Further, in Alaska, for example,
many rural villages still lack modern
water and sewer sanitation systems
taken for granted in all other areas of
America. According to a Federal Field
Working Group, 190 of the state’s vil-
lages have ‘‘unsafe’” sanitation sys-
tems, 135 villages still using ‘‘honey
buckets’” for waste disposal. Only 31
villages have a fully safe, piped water
system; 71 villages having only one
central watering source.

These are not only an Alaskan prob-
lem. The highest electricity rates in
America are paid by a small commu-
nity in Missouri, and communities in
Maine, as well as islands in Rhode Is-
land and New York will likely qualify
for this program. Providing safe drink-
ing water and adequate waste treat-
ment facilities is a problem for very
small communities all across this land.

What will this Act do to address
these problems? First, the Act author-
izes $100 million per year for the years
2000-2006 for block grants to commu-
nities of under 10,000 inhabitants who
pay more than 150% of the national av-
erage retail price for electricity.

The grants will be allocated by the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment among eligible communities
proportionate to cost of electricity in
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the community, as compared to the na-

tional average. The communities may

use the grants only for the following
eligible activities:

Low-cost weatherization of homes and
other buildings;

Construction and repair of electrical gen-
eration, transmission, distribution, and re-
lated facilities;

Construction, remediation and repair of
bulk fuel storage facilities;

Facilities and training to reduce costs of
maintaining and operating electrical genera-
tion, distribution, transmission, and related
facilities;

Professional management and mainte-
nance for electrical generation, distribution
and transmission, and related facilities;

Investigation of the feasibility of alternate
energy services;

Construction, operation, maintenance and
repair of water and waste water services;

Acquisition and disposition of real prop-
erty for eligible activities and facilities; and

Development of an implementation plan,
including administrative costs for eligible
activities and facilities.

In addition this bill will amend the
Rural Electrification Act of 1936 to au-
thorize Rural and Remote Electrifica-
tion Grants for $20 million per year for
years 2000-2006 for grants to qualified
borrowers under the Act that are in
rural and remote communities who pay
more than 150% of the national average
retail price for electricity. These
grants can be used to increase energy
efficiency, lower electricity rates, or
provide or modernize electric facilities.

This Act makes a significant step to-
ward resolving the critical social, eco-
nomic and environmental problems
faced by our Nation’s rural and remote
communities. I encourage my col-
leagues to support this legislation.

For the information of the Senate
and the public, the bill can also be ob-
tained from the Internet at: http:/
thomas.loc.gov.

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

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

S. 709

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States in Congress as-
sembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Rural and
Remote Community Fairness Act.”

TITLE I—RURAL AND REMOTE COMMU-
NITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS
The Housing and Community Development

Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-383) is amended by

inserting at the end the following new title:

“TITLE IX—RURAL AND REMOTE COM-

MUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK
GRANTS

“FINDINGS AND PURPOSE
“SEC. 901. (a) FINDINGS.—The Congress

finds and declares that—

‘(1) a modern infrastructure, including ef-
ficient housing, electricity, bulk fuel, waste
water and water service, is a necessary in-
gredient of a modern society and develop-
ment of a prosperous economy with minimal
environmental impacts;
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‘“(2) the Nation’s rural and remote commu-
nities face critical social, economic and envi-
ronmental problems, arising in significant
measure from the high cost of infrastructure
development in sparsely populated and re-
mote areas, that are not adequately ad-
dressed by existing Federal assistance pro-
grams;

““(3) in the past, Federal assistance has
been instrumental in establishing electric
and other utility service in many developing
regions of the Nation, and that Federal as-
sistance continues to be appropriate to en-
sure that electric and other utility systems
in rural areas conform with modern stand-
ards of safety, reliability, efficiency and en-
vironmental protection; and

‘“(4) the future welfare of the Nation and
the well-being of its citizens depend on the
establishment and maintenance of viable
rural and remote communities as social, eco-
nomic and political entities.

‘“(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is
the development and maintenance of viable
rural and remote communities through the
provision of efficient housing, and reason-
ably priced and environmentally sound en-
ergy, water, waste water, and bulk fuel and
utility services to those communities that
do not have those services or who currently
bear costs for those services that are signifi-
cantly above the national average.

‘DEFINITIONS

“SEC. 902. As used in this title:

‘(1) The term ‘unit of general local govern-
ment’ means any city, county, town, town-
ship, parish, village, borough (organized or
unorganized) or other general purpose polit-
ical subdivision of a State, Guam, the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands,
Puerto Rico, the Republic of the Marshall Is-
lands, the Federated States of Micronesia,
the Republic of Palau, the Virgin Islands,
and American Samoa; a combination of such
political subdivisions that is recognized by
the Secretary; and the District of Columbia;
or any other appropriate organization of citi-
zens of a rural and remote community that
the Secretary may identify.

‘“(2) The term ‘population’ means total
resident population based on data compiled
by the United States Bureau of the Census
and referable to the same point or period in
time.

‘“(3) The term ‘Native American group’
means any Indian tribe, band group, and na-
tion, including Alaska Indians, Aleuts, and
Eskimos, and any Alaskan Native Village, of
the United States, which is considered an eli-
gible recipient under the Indian Self Deter-
mination and Education Assistance Act
(Public Law 93-638) or was considered an eli-
gible recipient under chapter 67 of title 31,
United States Code, prior to the repeal of
such chapter.

‘“(4) The term ‘Secretary’ means the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development.

‘“(5) The term ‘rural and remote commu-
nity’ means a unit of local general govern-
ment or Native American group which rep-
resents or contains a population not in ex-
cess of 10,000 permanent inhabitants, and
that has an average retail cost per kilowatt
hour of electricity that is equal to or greater
than 150 percent of the average retail cost
per kilowatt hour of electricity for all con-
sumers in the United States, as determined
by data provided by the Department of Ener-
gy’s Energy Information Administration.

‘“(6) The term ‘alternative energy sources’
include non-traditional means of providing
electrical energy, including, but not limited
to, wind, solar, biomass, geothermal and
tidal power.
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‘(T The term ‘average retail cost per kilo-
watt hour of electricity’ has the same mean-
ing as ‘average revenue per kilowatthour of
electricity’ as defined by the Energy Infor-
mation Administration.

‘“AUTHORIZATIONS

“SEC. 903. The Secretary is authorized to
make grants to rural and remote commu-
nities to carry out activities in accordance
with the provisions of this title. For pur-
poses of assistance under section 906, there
are authorized to be appropriated $100,000,000
for each of fiscal years 2000 through 2006.

““‘STATEMENT OF ACTIVITIES AND REVIEW

‘“SEC. 904. (a) Prior to the receipt in any
fiscal year of a grant under section 906 by
any rural and remote community, the grant-
ee shall have prepared and submitted to the
Secretary a final statement of rural and re-
mote community development objectives
and projected use of funds.

‘“(b) In order to permit public examination
and appraisal of such statements, to enhance
the public accountability of grantees, and to
facilitate coordination of activities with dif-
ferent levels of government, the grantee
shall in a timely manner—

‘(1) furnish citizens information con-
cerning the amount of funds available for
rural and remote community development
activities and the range of activities that
may be undertaken;

‘(2) publish a proposed statement in such
manner to afford affected citizens an oppor-
tunity to examine its content and to submit
comments on the proposed statement and on
the community development performance of
the grantee;

‘“(3) provide citizens with reasonable access
to records regarding the past use of funds re-
ceived under section 906 by the grantee; and

‘‘(4) provide citizens with reasonable notice
of, and opportunity to comment on, any sub-
stantial change proposed to be made in the
use of funds received under section 906 from
one eligible activity to another.

The final statement shall be made available
to the public, and a copy shall be furnished
to the Secretary. Any final statement of ac-
tivities may be modified or amended from
time to time by the grantee in accordance
with the same procedures required in this
paragraph for the preparation and submis-
sion of such statement.

‘‘(c) Each grantee shall submit to the Sec-
retary, at a time determined by the Sec-
retary, a performance and evaluation report,
concerning the use of funds made available
under section 906, together with an assess-
ment by the grantee of the relationship of
such use to the objectives identified in the
grantee’s statement under subsection (a) and
to the requirements of subsection (b). The
grantee’s report shall indicate its pro-
grammatic accomplishments, the nature of
and reasons for any changes in the grantee’s
program objectives, and indications of how
the grantee would change its programs as a
result of its experiences.

‘(d) Any rural and remote community may
retain any program income that is realized
from any grant made by the Secretary under
section 906 if (1) such income was realized
after the initial disbursement of the funds
received by such unit of general local gov-
ernment under such section; and (2) such
unit of general local government has agreed
that it will utilize the program income for
eligible rural and remote community devel-
opment activities in accordance with the
provisions of this title; except that the Sec-
retary may, by regulation, exclude from con-
sideration as program income any amounts
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determined to be so small that compliance
with this subsection creates an unreasonable
administrative burden on the rural and re-
mote community.

“ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES

“SEC. 905. (a) Eligible activities assisted
under title may include only—

‘(1) the provision of assistance, including
loans, grants, and services, for low-cost
weatherization and other cost-effective en-
ergy-related repair of homes and other build-
ings;

‘(2) the acquisition, construction, repair,
reconstruction, or installation of reliable
and cost-efficient facilities for the genera-
tion, transmission or distribution of elec-
tricity for consumption in a rural and re-
mote community or communities;

‘“(3) the acquisition, construction, repair,
reconstruction, remediation or installation
of facilities for the safe storage and efficient
management of bulk fuel by rural and re-
mote communities, and facilities for the dis-
tribution of such fuel to consumers in a rural
and remote community or communities;

‘“(4) facilities and training to reduce costs
of maintaining and operating generation,
distribution or transmission systems to a
rural and remote community or commu-
nities;

‘“(5) the institution of professional manage-
ment and maintenance services for elec-
tricity generation, transmission or distribu-
tion to a rural and remote community or
communities;

‘(6) the investigation of the feasibility of
alternate energy sources for a rural and re-
mote community or communities;

“(7T) acquisition, construction, repair, re-
construction, operation, maintenance, or in-
stallation of facilities for water or waste
water service;

‘“(8) the acquisition or disposition of real
property (including air rights, water rights,
and other interest therein) for eligible rural
and remote community development activi-
ties; and

‘(9) activities necessary to develop and im-
plement a comprehensive rural and remote
development plan, including payment of rea-
sonable administrative costs related to plan-
ning and execution of rural and remote com-
munity development activities.

‘“(b) Eligible activities may be undertaken
either directly by the rural and remote com-
munity, or by the rural and remote commu-
nity through local electric utilities.

‘“ALLOCATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS

“SEC. 906. For each fiscal year, of the
amount approved in an appropriation Act
under section 903 for grants in any year, the
Secretary shall distribute to each rural and
remote community which has filed a final
statement of rural and remote community
development objectives and projected use of
funds under section 904, an amount which
shall be allocated among the rural and re-
mote communities that filed a final state-
ment of rural and remote community devel-
opment objectives and projected use of funds
under section 904 proportionate to the per-
centage that the average retail cost per kilo-
watt hour of electricity for all classes of con-
sumers in the rural and remote community
exceeds the national average retail cost per
kilowatt hour for electricity for all con-
sumers in the United States, as determined
by data provided by the Department of Ener-
gy’s Energy Information Administration. In
allocating funds under this section, the Sec-
retary shall give special consideration to
those rural and remote communities that in-
crease economies of scale through consolida-
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tion of services, affiliation and regionaliza-
tion of eligible activities under this title.
“REMEDIES FOR NONCOMPLIANCE

““SEC. 907. The provisions of section 111 of
the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974 shall apply to assistance distrib-
uted under this title.”.

TITLE II-RURAL AND REMOTE
COMMUNITY ELECTRIFICATION GRANTS

After section 313(b) of the Rural Elec-
trification Act of 1936, add the following new
subsection:

‘“(c) RURAL AND REMOTE COMMUNITY ELEC-
TRIFICATION GRANTS.—The Secretary is au-
thorized to provide grants to eligible bor-
rowers under this Act for the purpose of in-
creasing energy efficiency, lowering or stabi-
lizing electric rates to end users, or pro-
viding or modernizing electric facilities in
rural and remote communities that have an
average retail cost per kilowatt hour of elec-
tricity that is equal to or greater than 150
percent of the average retail cost per Kkilo-
watt hour of electricity for all consumers in
the United States, as determined by data
provided by the Department of Energy’s En-
ergy Information Administration.

‘(d) For purposes of subsection (c), there is
authorized to be appropriated $20,000,000 for
each of fiscal years 2000-2006."".

TITLE III-RURAL RECOVERY COMMU-

NITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS

The Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5301 et seq.) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

“SEC. 123. RURAL RECOVERY COMMUNITY DE-
VELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS.

‘‘(a) FINDINGS; PURPOSE.—

‘(1) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

““(A) a modern infrastructure, including af-
fordable housing, wastewater and water serv-
ice, and advanced technology capabilities is
a necessary ingredient of a modern society
and development of a prosperous economy
with minimal environmental impacts;

‘(B) the Nation’s rural areas face critical
social, economic, and environmental prob-
lems, arising in significant measure from the
growing cost of infrastructure development
in rural areas that suffer from low per capita
income and high rates of outmigration and
are not adequately addressed by existing
Federal assistance programs; and

“(C) the future welfare of the Nation and
the well-being of its citizens depend on the
establishment and maintenance of viable
rural areas as social, economic, and political
entities.

‘(2) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section
is to provide for the development and main-
tenance of viable rural areas through the
provision of affordable housing and commu-
nity development assistance to eligible units
of general local government and eligible Na-
tive American groups in rural areas with ex-
cessively high rates of outmigration and low
per capita income levels.

‘“(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) ELIGIBLE UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOV-
ERNMENT.—The term ‘eligible unit of general
local government’ means a unit of general
local government that is the governing body
of a rural recovery area.

‘“(2) ELIGIBLE INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘eli-
gible Indian tribe’ means the governing body
of an Indian tribe that is located in a rural
recovery area.

‘“(3) GRANTEE.—The term ‘grantee’ means
an eligible unit of general local government
or eligible Indian tribe that receives a grant
under this section.

“(4) NATIVE AMERICAN GROUP.—The term
‘Native American group’ means any Indian
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tribe, band, group, and nation, including
Alaska Indians, Aleuts, and Eskimos, and
any Alaskan Native Village, of the United
States, which is considered an eligible recipi-
ent under the Indian Self-Determination and
Education Assistance Act (Public Law 93—
638) or was considered an eligible recipient
under chapter 67 of title 31, United States
Code, prior to the repeal of such chapter.

‘“(6) RURAL RECOVERY AREA.—The term
‘rural recovery area’ means any geographic
area represented by a unit of general local
government or a native American group—

‘“(A) the borders of which are not adjacent
to a metropolitan area;

“(B) in which—

‘(i) the population outmigration Ilevel
equals or exceeds 1 percent over the most re-
cent five year period, as determined by the
Secretary of Agriculture, and,

‘‘(ii) the per capita income is less than that
of the national nonmetropolitan average;
and

‘(C) that does not include a city with a
population or more than 15,000.

*“(6) UNIT OF GENERAL LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘unit of gen-
eral local government’ means any city, coun-
ty, town, township, parish, village, borough
(organized or unorganized), or other general
purpose political subdivision of a State;
Guam, the Northern Mariana Islands, the
Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and American
Samoa, or a general purpose political sub-
division thereof; a combination of such polit-
ical subdivisions that, except as provided in
section 106(d)(4), is recognized by the Sec-
retary; the District of Columbia; and the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

‘(B) OTHER ENTITIES INCLUDED.—The term
also includes a State or a local public body
or agency (as defined in section 711 of the
Housing and Urban Development Act of 1970),
community association, or other entity, that
is approved by the Secretary for the purpose
of providing public facilities or services to a
new community as part of a program meet-
ing the eligibility standards of section 712 of
the Housing and Urban Development Act of
1970 or title IV of the Housing and Urban De-
velopment Act of 1968.

‘‘(c) GRANT AUTHORITY.—The Secretary
may make grants in accordance with this
section to eligible units of general local gov-
ernment Native American groups and eligi-
ble Indian tribes that meet the requirements
of subsection (d) to carry out eligible activi-
ties described in subsection (f).

*‘(d) ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS.—

‘(1) STATEMENT OF RURAL DEVELOPMENT OB-
JECTIVES.—In order to receive a grant under
this section for a fiscal year, an eligible unit
of general local government, Native Amer-
ican group or eligible Indian tribe—

““(A) shall—

‘‘(i) publish a proposed statement of rural
development objectives and a description of
the proposed eligible activities described in
subsection (f) for which the grant will be
used; and

‘“(ii) afford residents of the rural recovery
area served by the eligible unit of general
local government, Native American groups
or eligible Indian tribe with an opportunity
to examine the contents of the proposed
statement and the proposed eligible activi-
ties published under clause (i), and to submit
comments to the eligible unit of general
local government, Native American group or
eligible Indian tribe, as applicable, on—

‘() the proposed statement and the pro-
posed eligible activities; and

‘“(IT) the overall community development
performance of the eligible unit of general
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local government, Native American groups
or eligible Indian tribe, as applicable; and

‘“(B) based on any comments received
under subparagraph (A)(ii), prepare and sub-
mit to the Secretary—

‘(i) a final statement of rural development
objectives;

‘‘(ii) a description of the eligible activities
described in subsection (f) for which a grant
received under this section will be used; and

‘“(iii) a certification that the eligible unit
of general local government, Native Amer-
ican groups or eligible Indian tribe, as appli-
cable, will comply with the requirements of
paragraph (2).

¢“(2) PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT.—In order
to enhance public accountability and facili-
tate the coordination of activities among
different levels of government, an eligible
unit of general local government, Native
American groups or eligible Indian tribe that
receives a grant under this section shall, as
soon as practicable after such receipt, pro-
vide the residents of the rural recovery area
served by the eligible unit of general local
government, Native American groups or eli-
gible Indian tribe, as applicable, with—

‘““(A) a copy of the final statement sub-
mitted under paragraph (1)(B);

‘(B) information concerning the amount
made available under this section and the el-
igible activities to be undertaken with that
amount;

‘“(C) reasonable access to records regarding
the use of any amounts received by the eligi-
ble unit of general local government, Native
American groups or eligible Indian tribe
under this section in any preceding fiscal
year; and

‘(D) reasonable notice of, and opportunity
to comment on, any substantial change pro-
posed to be made in the use of amounts re-
ceived under this section from 1 eligible ac-
tivity to another.

‘‘(e) DISTRIBUTION OF GRANTS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In each fiscal year, the
Secretary shall distribute to each eligible
unit of general local government, Native
American groups and eligible Indian tribe
that meets the requirements of subsection
(d)(1) a grant in an amount described in para-
graph (2).

‘(2) AMOUNT.—Of the total amount made
available to carry out this section in each
fiscal year, the Secretary shall distribute to
each grantee the amount equal to the great-
er of—

‘“(A) the pro rata share of the grantee, as
determined by the Secretary, based on the
combined annual population outmigration
level (as determined by Secretary of Agri-
culture) and the per capita income for the
rural recovery area served by the grantee; or

“(B) $200,000.

“(f) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—Each grantee
shall use amounts received under this sec-
tion for 1 or more of the following eligible
activities, which may be undertaken either
directly by the grantee, or by any local eco-
nomic development corporation, regional
planning district, non-profit community de-
velopment corporation, or statewide develop-
ment organization authorized by the grant-
ee:
‘(1) The acquisition, construction, repair,
reconstruction, operation, maintenance, or
installation of facilities for water and waste-
water service or any other infrastructure
needs determined to be critical to the fur-
ther development or improvement of a des-
ignated industrial park.

‘“(2) The acquisition or disposition of real
property (including air rights, water rights,
and other interests therein) for rural com-
munity development activities.
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‘“(3) The development of telecommuni-
cations infrastructure within a designated
industrial park that encourages high tech-
nology business development in rural areas

‘“(4) Activities necessary to develop and
implement a comprehensive rural develop-
ment plan, including payment of reasonable
administrative costs related to planning and
execution of rural development activities.

‘“(5) Affordable housing initiatives.

‘(g) PERFORMANCE AND EVALUATION
PORT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each grantee shall annu-
ally submit to the Secretary a performance
and evaluation report, concerning the use of
amounts received under this section.

‘“(2) CoNTENTS.—Each report submitted
under paragraph (1) shall include a descrip-
tion of—

‘(i) publish a proposed statement of rural
development objectives and a description of
the proposed eligible activities described in
subsection (f) for which the grant will be
used; and

‘“(A) the eligible activities carried out by
the grantee with amounts received under
this section, and the degree to which the
grantee has achieved the rural development
objectives included in the final statement
submitted under subsection (d)(1);

‘(B) the nature of and reasons for any
change in the rural development objectives
or the eligible activities of the grantee after
submission of the final statement under sub-
section (d)(1); and

‘(C) any manner in which the grantee
would change the rural development objec-
tives of the grantee as a result of the experi-
ence of the grantee in administering
amounts received under this section.

‘“(h) RETENTION OF INCOME.—A grantee may
retain any income that is realized from the
grant, if—

‘(1) the income was realized after the ini-
tial disbursement of amounts to the grantee
under this section; and

““(2) the—

‘“(A) grantee agrees to utilize the income
for 1 or more eligible activities; or

‘(B) amount of the income is determined
by the Secretary to be so small that compli-
ance with subparagraph (A) would create an
unreasonable administrative burden on the
grantee.

‘(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $50,000,000 for each of
fiscal years 2000 through 2006°°.

RE-

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today
I am introducing legislation to help ad-
dress the economic malaise that has
gripped certain rural and remote areas
of our country and the problems aris-
ing from the high cost of developing
and maintaining infrastructure in re-
mote communities. The legislation will
provide grants to rural communities
suffering from out-migration and low
per-capita income and will help ensure
that remote communities are not un-
fairly penalized by the high cost of
services, such as water, waste water,
fuel and utility services. I want to
thank my colleague from Alaska, Sen-
ator MURKOWSKI, for his work on this
legislation. His contribution in ad-
dressing these problems is most wel-
come.

Rural areas of our Nation continue to
experience vast fluctuations in their
economic well-being due to their de-
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pendence on worldwide agricultural
markets. The link between global eco-
nomic forces and local economic condi-
tions is nowhere as pronounced as it is
in rural America. And yet, rural com-
munities are often those least capable
of weathering the severe periodic
downturns that occur in global mar-
kets.

Statistics bear out these fluctuations
in economic activity, but they fail to
fully capture the human suffering that
lies just beyond the numbers. Eco-
nomic downturns lead to the migration
away from farm-dependent, rural com-
munities, further stifling economic op-
portunities for those left behind. The
1990 Census highlighted these migra-
tory trends, and I anticipate that simi-
lar trends will be captured by the up-
coming Census, as well.

In short, the bandwagon of prosperity
that has carried many Americans along
through the past decade has left many
rural areas standing by the wayside. If
this trend continues, more and more
young people will be forced to leave the
towns they grew up in for opportunities
in urban areas. In towns like Webster,
Sisseton, and White River, South Da-
kota, we are seeing farm families bro-
ken up, populations decline, and main
street businesses close their doors.
While there is no doubt that economic
growth in our urban areas has bene-
fited our Nation, the disparity of eco-
nomic development between our rural
and urban areas cannot be ignored. If
nothing is done to address the eco-
nomic challenges facing these areas,
we will jeopardize the future of rural
America.

That is why Senator MURKOWSKI and
I are introducing legislation to provide
the Nation’s rural areas with the re-
sources necessary to make critical in-
vestments in their future and, by doing
so, to create economic opportunities
that will help them sustain a valuable
and important way of life. While Fed-
eral agencies, such as the United
States Department of Agriculture’s Of-
fice of Rural Development and the Eco-
nomic Development Administration,
provide assistance for rural develop-
ment purposes, there are no Federal
programs that provide a steady source
of funding for rural areas most affected
by severe out-migration and low per-
capita income. For these areas, the
process of economic development is
often most arduous. The Rural and Re-
mote Community Fairness Act of 1999
will provide the basic, long-term as-
sistance necessary to aid the coordi-
nated efforts of local community lead-
ers as they begin economic recovery ef-
forts to ensure a bright future for rural
America.

Specifically, the Rural and Remote
Community Fairness Act of 1999 will
provide a minimum of $200,000 per year
to counties and Indian tribes with (1)
out-migration levels of one percent or
more over a five-year period, (2) per-
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capita income levels that are below the
national average, and (3) borders that
are not adjacent to a metropolitan
area. This legislation authorizes the
United States Department of Housing
and Urban Development to set aside $50
million in Community Development
Block Grant funding for this purpose.
The money, which is already included
in the agency’s budget, will be allo-
cated on a formula basis to rural coun-
ties and Indian tribes suffering from
out-migration and low-per capita in-
come levels.

County and tribal governments will
be able to use this federal funding to
improve their industrial parks, pur-
chase land for development, build af-
fordable housing and create economic
recovery strategies according to their
needs. All of these important steps will
help rural communities address their
economic problems and plan for long-
term growth and development.

In addition to addressing the prob-
lems of out-migration from low per-
capita income areas, this legislation
also focuses on the unique problems as-
sociated with those communities lo-
cated in areas with high energy costs.
Specifically, the legislation sets aside
$100,000,000 for weatherization efforts,
the construction of cost-efficient power
facilities and fuel storage facilities, en-
ergy management programs, water and
waste water facilities, the acquisition
or disposition of real property for rural
and remote development activities, and
for the implementation of a com-
prehensive rural and remote develop-
ment plan.

Mr. President, the Rural and Remote
Community Fairness Act of 1999 holds
great potential for revitalizing many of
our nation’s most neglected and wvul-
nerable areas. I urge my colleagues to
support its enactment this Congress.

By Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr.
COCHRAN, Mr. BREAUX, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, Mr. THOMAS, Mr.
CRAIG, and Mr. MURKOWSKI):

S. 710. A bill to authorize the feasi-
bility study on the preservation of cer-
tain Civil War battlefields along the
Vicksburg Campaign Trail; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

VICKSBURG CAMPAIGN TRAIL BATTLEFIELDS

PRESERVATION ACT OF 1999

Mr. LOTT. Mr, President, on Feb-
ruary 20, 1899, the 56th Congress took
an important step toward preserving
one of our nation’s most significant
historical resources when it established
the Vicksburg National Military Park.
The campaign and siege at Vicksburg,
the “Gibraltar of the Confederacy,”
was a pivotal moment in American His-
tory. As the gateway to the Mississippi
River, the region was of vital strategic
importance to both the South and the
North. For this reason, the Vicksburg
engagement is heralded as one of the
most brilliant offensive campaigns ever
fought on U.S. soil.
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Every year, the Vicksburg National
Military Park plays host to over one
million visitors who are able to take
advantage of this national historic
treasure. Like many other National
Parks, Vicksburg contributes to the
cultural, recreational, scenic, and eco-
nomic vitality of the region.

As America celebrates the centennial
anniversary of the Park’s founding, it
is important to recognize that a num-
ber of other campaign related sites
throughout Mississippi, Louisiana, Ar-
kansas, and Tennessee, used by both
the Union and Confederate Armies dur-
ing the 1862 to 1863 Vicksburg conflict,
are in desperate need of study, inter-
pretation, management, and protec-
tion.

These are sites that have been listed
as historically significant properties on
both state and national registries. Un-
fortunately, many of these same sites,
buildings, fortifications, earthworks,
and other landmarks along the Vicks-
burg Campaign Trail route have been
identified by the National Trust for
Historic Preservation as being among
the 11 most endangered historic places
in America. The Mississippi Heritage
Trust, based in Jackson, also named
the Campaign Trail as one of its high-
est priorities and placed the Vicksburg
Trail on its list of most threatened his-
toric areas in the state.

Mr. President, that is why I am in-
troducing legislation today to author-
ize the Park Service to conduct a feasi-
bility study on the Vicksburg Cam-
paign Trail. A study that will identify
options for preserving some of our na-
tion’s most important Civil War battle-
fields and sites.

At the outbreak of the American
Civil War, President Abraham Lincoln
gathered his ranking civil and military
leaders to develop a strategy for ending
the war. While seated around a large
table examining a map of the nation,
Lincoln made a wide sweeping gesture
with his hand, and then placed his fin-
ger on the map at Vicksburg. He said,
‘“See what a lot of land these fellows
hold of which Vicksburg is the key.
The war can never be brought to a
close until that key is in our pocket.”

It was a crucial for the Federal gov-
ernment to regain control of the lower
Mississippi River. The goal was to en-
able troops, supplies and commerce to
flow unhindered from the Northwest.
Taking the Gibraltar of the Confed-
eracy would sever vital Southern sup-
ply routes, achieve a major objective of
the Anaconda Plan, and effectively seal
the doom of the Confederate capital in
Richmond.

Even with Major General Ulysses S.
Grant leading the charge, Vicksburg
would prove a tough nut to crack. Its
powerful Southern batteries were
trained on the river and an 8 mile-long
swath of earthworks guarded all land
based approaches. The reinforced line
consisted of nine major forts connected
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by trenches and rifle pits manned by a
garrison of 30,000 troops and 172 mount-
ed guns. These fortifications posed the
greatest challenge to Union domina-
tion of the Mississippi River.

The campaign to capture Vicksburg,
to ‘“‘pocket the key’ to Union victory,
lasted 18 months and involved more
than 100,000 soldiers. It was here that
entire regiments of black soldiers wore
the uniform of the United States Army
for only the second time in American
history. The battle of Vicksburg also
involved a number of historic naval en-
gagements between TUnion gunboats
and Confederate warships.

After months of frustration and fail-
ure to capture the Confederate bastion,
General Grant marched his force of
over 45,000 men down the west side of
the Mississippi River. With the assist-
ance of the U.S. fleet, Union troops
crossed the river below Vicksburg and
swiftly moved deep into Mississippi.
After five fierce battles, the state cap-
ital of Jackson was taken. The Union
Army then turned west and marched
along the rail line towards Vicksburg.
Lt. Gen. John C. Pemberton led the de-
fense of Vicksburg and held the Rebel
line for some time. Pemberton refused
to succumb to unconditional surrender
even after 47 days of siege. He finally
relinquished the city on July 4, 1863
after securing paroles for his resistance
forces.

Mr. President, many historians con-
sider the battle of Vicksburg to be the
most decisive campaign of the Civil
War. It was also the most complex
combined operation ever undertaken
by American armed forces prior to
World War II. In fact, the Vicksburg
Campaign is required study at the
United States Military Academy, the
Army War College, and the Com-
manding General Staff College. These
are the men and women who will even-
tually lead our armed forces. Rather
than just read about the conflict in
textbooks, troops from military units
throughout the country ride the battle-
fields to experience first hand the tac-
tics of war.

At a time when the movie ‘“‘Saving
Private Ryan’ is recognized for its
true-to-life depiction of the battlefield
on Omaha Beach, Normandy, France,
our nation must continue to reflect on
the hardships suffered here on our own
soil. Those suffered by soldiers and ci-
vilians throughout the North and
South.

The Vicksburg campaign is truly an
example of the pathos of war here on
America’s shores. Brother fought
against brother on opposite sides of the
battle lines. In defense of ideals each
held dear. During the siege, soldiers fed
off the land while the civilian popu-
lation lived underground to escape the
constant bombardment of Union guns—
enduring exposure, sickness, and little
food. It was a military operation where
tens of thousands of lives were lost.



March 24, 1999

Vicksburg is also an illustration of
the healing and reunification that fol-
lowed Reconstruction. Union and Con-
federate veterans joined forces to es-
tablish Vicksburg National Military
Park. We owe these former combatants
a debt of gratitude for their efforts.
Not only for their distinguished brav-
ery during the most trying of times,
but also for the vital legacy they left
us all.

Now it is our solemn duty to safe-
guard the memory of those who fought
so dearly during the many battles that
occurred to secure Vicksburg by study-
ing the entire campaign trail. For its
contribution to our understanding of
the Civil War and for its continued in-
fluence on American history. This
great contest encompassed a vast geo-
graphical region. Battle related sites
are scattered throughout Mississippi,
Louisiana, Arkansas, and Tennessee.
While some landmarks have been lost
to age and neglect, it is not too late to
protect the hundreds of remnants asso-
ciated with the campaign that remain
to tell the story.

Mr. President, the non-partisan
measure offered today is also a Kkey.
The key to protecting our national her-
itage. This bill will begin a much need-
ed process to protect the integrity of
the many historic venues associated
with the battle of Vicksburg that still
exist. Literally hundreds of miles of
roads, fields, and bayous were covered
by Yankee and Rebel troops during this
engagement. To truly understand and
appreciate this historic conflict, it is
important to look beyond the confines
of the Vicksburg National Military
Park as it exists today. The 106th Con-
gress needs to build upon the legacy
our forefathers left us by developing a
comprehensive plan leading to the
eventual preservation of the many en-
dangered sites along the four state
campaign trail. This Congress needs to
authorize this much needed study—the
second key. President Lincoln got the
first key over one hundred years ago.
Now that 136 years have past, the cur-
rent President needs the second key.

Without Congressional action, histo-
rians, soldiers, re-enactors, and tour-
ists will forever lose direct access to
the many at-risk landmarks and bat-
tlefields along the Vicksburg campaign
route that have not yet disappeared.
Sites, that while inexorably linked by
time and honor, will simply vanish into
the wind without the development of
coordinated and comprehensive preser-
vation strategies. Sites where the true
experience of history will only be left
to words.

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to
join with me in support of this non-par-
tisan measure. Let us take this first
and necessary step to protect our na-
tional heritage for those who have gone
before us and for those yet to come.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

S. 710

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 ‘‘Vicksburg
Campaign Trail Battlefields Preservation
Act of 1999”.

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) there are situated along the Vicksburg
Campaign Trail in the States of Mississippi,
Louisiana, Arkansas, and Tennessee the sites
of several key Civil War battles;

(2) the battlefields along the Vicksburg
Campaign Trail are collectively of national
significance in the history of the Civil War;
and

(3) the preservation of those battlefields
would vitally contribute to the under-
standing of the heritage of the TUnited
States.

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to
authorize a feasibility study to determine
what measures should be taken to preserve
certain Civil War battlefields along the
Vicksburg Campaign Trail.

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(1) CAMPAIGN TRAIL STATE.—The term
‘“‘Campaign Trail State’” means each of the
States of Mississippi, Louisiana, Arkansas,
and Tennessee, including political subdivi-
sions of those States.

(2) CIVIL WAR BATTLEFIELD.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘Civil War bat-
tlefield” means the land and interests in
land that is the site of a Civil War battle-
field, including structures on or adjacent to
the land, as generally depicted on the Map.

(B) INCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘Civil War bat-
tlefield” includes—

(i) the battlefields at Helena and Arkansas
Post, Arkansas;

(ii) Goodrich’s Landing near Transylvania,
and sites in and around Lake Providence,
East Carroll Parish, Louisiana;

(iii) the battlefield at Milliken’s Bend,
Madison Parish, Louisiana;

(iv) the route of Grant’s march through
Louisiana from Milliken’s Bend to Hard
Times, Madison and Tensas Parishes, Lou-
isiana;

(v) the Winter Quarters at Tensas Parish,
Louisiana;

(vi) Grant’s landing site at Bruinsburg, and
the route of Grant’s march from Bruinsburg
to Vicksburg, Claiborne, Hinds, and Warren
Counties, Mississippi;

(vii) the battlefield at Port Gibson (includ-
ing Shaifer House, Bethel Church, and the
ruins of Windsor), Claiborne County, Mis-
sissippi;

(viii) the battlefield at Grand Gulf, Clai-
borne County, Mississippi;

(ix) the battlefield at Raymond (including
Waverly, (the Peyton House)), Hinds County,
Mississippi;

(x) the battlefield at Jackson, Hinds Coun-
ty, Mississippi;

(xi) the Union siege lines around Jackson,
Hinds County, Mississippi;

(xii) the battlefield at Champion Hill (in-
cluding Coker House), Hinds County, Mis-
sissippi;

(xiii) the battlefield at Big Black River
Bridge, Hinds and Warren Counties, Mis-
sissippi;

(xiv) the Union fortifications at Haynes
Bluff, Confederate fortifications at Snyder’s
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Bluff, and remnants of Federal exterior lines,
Warren County, Mississippi;

(xv) the battlefield at Chickasaw Bayou,
Warren County, Mississippi;

(xvi) Pemberton’s Headquarters at Warren
County, Mississippi;

(xvii) the site of actions taken in the Mis-
sissippi Delta and Confederate fortifications
near Grenada, Grenada County, Mississippi;

(xviii) the site of the start of Greirson’s
Raid and other related sites, LaGrange, Ten-
nessee; and

(xix) any other sites considered appro-
priate by the Secretary.

(3) MAP.—The term ‘‘Map’’ means the map

entitled ‘‘Vicksburg Campaign Trail Na-
tional Battlefields’, numbered , and
dated

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’

means the Secretary of the Interior, acting
through the Director of the National Park
Service.

SEC. 4. FEASIBILITY STUDY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary shall complete a feasibility study
to determine what measures should be taken
to preserve Civil War battlefields along the
Vicksburg Campaign Trail.

(b) COMPONENTS.—In completing the study,
the Secretary shall—

(1) enter into contracts with entities to use
advanced technology such as remote sensing,
river modeling, and flow analysis to deter-
mine which property included in the Civil
War battlefields should be preserved, re-
stored, managed, maintained, or acquired
due to the national historical significance of
the property;

(2) evaluate options for the establishment
of a management entity for the Civil War
battlefields consisting of a unit of govern-
ment or a private nonprofit organization
that—

(A) administers and manages the Civil War
battlefields; and

(B) possesses the legal authority to—

(i) receive Federal funds and funds from
other units of government or other organiza-
tions for use in managing the Civil War bat-
tlefields;

(ii) disburse Federal funds to other units of
government or other nonprofit organizations
for use in managing the Civil War battle-
fields;

(iii) enter into agreements with the Fed-
eral government, State governments, or
other units of government and nonprofit or-
ganizations; and

(iv) acquire land or interests in land by gift
or devise, by purchase from a willing seller
using donated or appropriated funds, or by
donation;

(3) make recommendations to the Cam-
paign Trail States for the management, pres-
ervation, and interpretation of the natural,
cultural, and historical resources of the Civil
War battlefields;

(4) identify appropriate partnerships
among Federal, State, and local govern-
ments, regional entities, and the private sec-
tor, including nonprofit organizations and
the organization known as ‘‘Friends of the
Vicksburg Campaign and Historic Trail”’, in
furtherance of the purposes of this Act; and

(5) recommend methods of ensuring contin-
ued local involvement and participation in
the management, protection, and develop-
ment of the Civil War battlefields.

(¢c) REPORT.—Not later than 60 days after
the date of completion of the study under
this section, the Secretary shall submit a re-
port describing the findings of the study to—

(1) the Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources of the Senate; and
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(2) the Committee on Resources of the
House of Representatives.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this Act $1,500,000.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself
and Mr. STEVENS):

S. 711. A bill to allow for the invest-
ment of joint Federal and State funds
from the civil settlement of damages
from the Exxon Valdez oil spill, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Energy and Natural Resources.

CIVIL SETTLEMENT OF DAMAGES FROM THE

“EXXON VALDEZ’’ OIL SPILL
e Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, we
are ten years older, but are we ten
years wiser since the Exxon Valdez oil
spill?

With the anniversary of the Nation’s
worst oil spill occurring today, the
question most asked by national media
is how the environment and wildlife of
Alaska has fared. In fact, just last
week on a ‘60 minutes’” story this
exact question was asked. It was asked
not only by the network doing the
story, but by the Alaskans being inter-
viewed.

What’s particularly frustrating is
that in many cases it is still not pos-
sible to give informed answers.

In the years since 11.3 million gallons
of crude oil bubbled into the sea, the
Exxon Valdez Oil Spill (EVOS) Trust-
ees Council has had nearly $800 million
of the eventual $900 million that Exxon
will pay at their disposal to fund sci-
entific studies. Those studies should
have determined the health of marine
life, wildlife and the ecosystem of
Prince William Sound. But according
to the latest summary of scientific
studies, while it is possible to say that
some species have or are recovering, it
is not possible to give a full account-
ing.

According to a report from the coun-
cil last month very little is known
about the health of cutthroat trout,
Dolly Varden, rockfish or Kittlitz’s
murrelets. And there is only slightly
more information on the health of kill-
er whales, pigeon guillemots, cor-
morants, and common loon, harbor
seals and harlequin ducks.

While it is heartening that the Sound
appears to be recovering sooner than
many thought likely, and that herring
and salmon stocks are recovering as
are bald eagles and river otters, it is
frustrating that more hard scientific
data has not been gathered.

That is why, Mr. President, I rise to
introduce legislation, on behalf of my-
self and Senator STEVENS, that will
provide for more science to be done on
the impacted spill area. The legislation
I am introducing will allow for a higher
rate of interest to be earned through
outside investments of the settlement
funds from the Exxon Valdez oil spill.

The legislation specifies that the in-
terest on investments received under
this new authority must be used to
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support marine research and economic
restoration projects for the fishing in-
dustry and local fishermen. If the
trustees choose to use this authority,
an additional $20 million to $30 million
could be generated for research and
restoration between now and 2001.

The legislation further requires the
trustees to present a report to Con-
gress recommending a structure the
trustees believe would be most effec-
tive and appropriate for the adminis-
tration and expenditure of remaining
funds and interest received. This provi-
sion is also consistent with comments
from the public suggesting that an
independent science-oriented board
should control the process of funding
science projects, rather than trustees
who represent agencies that may be
seeking project funding.

I, for one, believe the Council’s prior-
ities have been misplaced which has
necessitated this legislation. They
have been unwilling to admit that
science does not yet provide many
mitigation answers; instead, the spill
trustees have decided to go on a land
buying spree as an alternative.

This is a mistake, Mr. President.

In a State where 68 percent of all
land is federally owned and where indi-
viduals own less than 1 percent of all
property, the trustees have allocated
$416 million of the initial $900 million
court settlement just for land acquisi-
tions. They have nearly completed the
purchase of 647,000 acres in and around
Prince William Sound and just re-
cently voted to set aside an additional
$65 million to fund acquisitions, lit-
erally, forever even though most of the
land being bought was not directly af-
fected by the spill.

Alaska Natives worked for decades to
win the 1971 land settlement that gave
them control of 44 million acres of
Alaska. Now, in less than a quarter of
a century, Natives have lost much of
the land they had fought to gain—a
good part of the Native lands in the re-
gion have been reacquired through the
actions of the trustees. It is ironic, in-
deed, that the United States purchased
Alaska for $7.2 million in 1867 and that
60 times more money already has been
committed to buy back parts of it.

Back in 1994 when $600 million of the
settlement was still uncommitted, I
urged the trustees to commit the bulk
of the settlement to a ‘‘permanent
fund” that would provide a perpetual
source of significant funding for re-
search or mitigation projects. I also
urged the trustees to utilize the exper-
tise of the University of Alaska in un-
dertaking those studies. I warned that
if too much funding was allocated to
land acquisition, or spent on marginal
science, less money would be available
to fund sound studies to shed light on
the mysteries affecting commercial
and sport fisheries and marine life and
wildlife in the Sound.

In the intervening years we have seen
General Accounting Office audits docu-
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menting that the trustees have pad on
average 56 percent above government-
appraised value for the lands it has ac-
quired. We’ve seen a situation this year
where the trustees paid nearly $80 mil-
lion for lands on Kodiak Island, while
the Department of the Interior set the
value of those same lands at about one-
third that amount when it came to
funding revenue sharing payments to
the Kodiak Island Borough.

While the trustees recently voted to
place about $115 million of the settle-
ment aside to provide interest to fund
future scientific studies, I believe the
earnings from all of the roughly $170
million still owed by Exxon should be
devoted to pay for marine research and
monitoring including applied fisheries
research. I believe this approach will
give us answers, not leave us guessing,
about what is happening to the Sound
and what we can do to improve the
habitat of the region. The legislation
we introduce today will begin to ad-
dress this need.

Long after the Sound has healed its
wounds, those lands bought by the
trustees will be lost forever to eco-
nomic activity and to the Native herit-
age. Nowhere could this be clearer than
the example of one Native corporation
that agreed to sell its lands with the
intent to invest in a perpetual trust to
help children go to school and provide
solutions to other problems. Instead it
was pressured to make a one time pay-
ment to each shareholder.

The Ilongest-lasting legacy of the
tragedy may be that some of the Na-
tives find themselves like the Biblical
Esau who sold his birthright to Jacob
for a mess of pottage and bread. When
the meal was gone so was his heritage.
When that one-time payment has been
spent, what will have been gained and
what will pass on to their children?

Today, another tragedy is clear, we
still do not have the answers to the ef-
fects of the spill, even though we had
the wherewithal to have obtained
them.

Mr. President, immediately following
the spill, I sponsored a provision in the
0Oil Pollution Act of 1990, which was
passed by Congress, to create Regional
Citizens Advisory Councils, giving
local residents the authority and the
resources to improve all aspects of oil
transport planning and cleanup. Pat-
terned after a concept then in place at
the Port of Sullom Voe in the North
Sea’s Shetland Islands, there is no
question that the oversight and cre-
ativity that the councils engendered
have done the most to make Alaska’s
oil transportation system the best in
the world.

It is time for Congress to act again
today, to ensure that we have the re-
sources to obtain the best science
available in understanding Prince Wil-
liam Sound. I believe this bill will
allow us to do just that.e
e Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I join
Senator MURKOWSKI in introducing this
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bill to allow greater interest to be
earned on funds from the civil settle-
ment between Exxon and the State of
Alaska and the Federal Government re-
sulting from the 1989 Exxon Valdez oil
spill. This is another silver lining from
the spill.

Under the civil settlement, Exxon
has paid $900 million to the State of
Alaska and Federal Government. The
settlement established the Exxon
Valdez Oil Spill Trustee Council to ad-
minister these funds. The Trustee
Council is comprised of three Federal
and three State representatives.

While I disagree with the Council’s
decisions to spend much of the funds to
acquire land in Alaska, I was pleased
by their decision on March 1, 1999 to
dedicate $115 million for an endowment
for marine research, monitoring, and
restoration.

Our bill would allow the Council to
invest these funds outside the court
registry, where it would earn greater
interest than under the court’s author-
ity. The bill is similar to the legisla-
tion we pursued during the 105th Con-
gress. We are encouraged that the
Trustee Council has directed its Execu-
tive Director to work with us on this
measure, and we will keep an open
mind when those discussions begin.

I also intend to explore whether we
can merge the EVOS research endow-
ment with the North Pacific Marine
Research endowment I created last
year with funds received by the Federal
Government in the case involving
Dinkum Sands oil lease revenue. The
EVOS funds can only be used in the
spill area, while the Dinkum Sands
funds can be used for research relating
to any of the marine waters off Alaska.
Merging the two would maximize re-
search benefits for Alaska and the Na-
tion, and minimize potential duplica-
tion.

In 1997, we established the 19-member
North Pacific Research Board to pre-
pare the marine research plan for the
Dinkum Sands funds. In 1998, however,
during the first year of funding, we
simplified the approach so that the
University of Alaska has the responsi-
bility for preparing the plan, and the
plan must then be approved by the
State of Alaska, the Department of the
Interior, and the Department of Com-
merce. Our goal is to update the North
Pacific Research Board so that the
University will have the central role,
but the other entities on the North Pa-
cific Marine Research Board will also
have an advisory role in the long term
in setting the research priorities.

During our work on this, we will also
see whether it is possible to merge the
EVOS research endowment with the
Dinkum Sands endowment. The bill
that Senator MURKOWSKI and I are in-
troducing is the critical piece of the
puzzle that will allow greater interest
to be earned on the EVOS marine re-
search endowment whether or not we
are ultimately able to merge the two.e
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By Mr. LOTT ((for himself, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mr. BREAUX, and Mr.
WYDEN):

S. 712. A bill to amend title 39,
United States Code, to allow postal pa-
trons to contribute to funding for high-
way-rail grade crossing safety through
the voluntary purchase of certain spe-
cially issued United States postage
stamps; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

THE ‘‘LOOK, LISTEN, AND LIVE STAMP ACT”’

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today I,
along with Senators  HUTCHISON,
BREAUX, and WYDEN, introduce the
“Look, Listen, and Live Stamp Act.”
This bill would authorize the U.S.
Postal Service to establish a special-
rate postage stamp to promote high-
way-rail grade crossing safety.

There are approximately 150,000 pub-
lic crossings in America today, the ma-
jority of which are equipped with only
passive warning devices. In 1998, there
were 3,446 grade-crossing collisions in-
volving motor vehicles resulting in
1,950 serious injuries and 422 deaths. A
motorist is 40 times more likely to die
in a crash involving a train than in a
collision involving another motor vehi-
cle. Most recently, this nation wit-
nessed the horror of the Amtrak grade-
crossing collision in Bourbonnais, Illi-
nois last week.

Sadly, Mr. President, grade-crossing
deaths are preventable. Unfortunately,
the cost of separating or eliminating
all of these crossings would run into
the trillions of dollars, and even the
cost of equipping every crossing with
the most effective active warning de-
vices would run into the billions of dol-
lars. While the railroad industry and
Federal, state, and local governments
are slowly reducing the number of
grade-crossings and improving others,
the process will take decades to com-
plete. Also, about half of all collisions
at highway-rail grade crossings occur
at crossings equipped with active warn-
ing systems in place: flashing lights,
bells and gates.

To save lives now, we must intensify
our efforts to educate our citizens on
the hazards of, and proper method for,
crossing a railroad track. The ‘‘Look,
Listen, and Live Stamp Act” would
promote this worthy cause in two
ways. First, the stamp itself, and its
display in post offices throughout
America, would serve as a reminder to
all to treat the crossing of a railroad
track as a life or death situation. Sec-
ond, it would provide an additional
source of revenue to the Department of
Transportation to fund Operation Life-
saver programs. Operation Lifesaver is
non-profit, nationwide public edu-
cation program dedicated to reducing
collisions, injuries, and fatalities at
intersections where America’s road-
ways meet railways and along railroad
rights-of-way. ‘‘Look, Listen, and
Live” is an Operation Lifesaver slogan
intended to remind motor vehicle driv-
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ers how to protect their lives when
they approach a highway-rail grade
crossing.

Mr. President, the bill would author-
ize the U.S. Postal Service to sell the
stamp at up to 25 percent more than
the cost of a first-class stamp, with the
difference going to the Department of
Transportation to provide additional
Operation Lifesaver funding. U.S. Post-
al Service customers could choose to
buy these special stamps, and thereby
contribute to this worthy cause, or
continue to purchase regular first-class
stamps at the going rate. The choice
would be theirs. Most importantly, the
stamp will provide a constant reminder
of the need to exercise caution in cross-
ing railroad tracks. Public memory of
the Bourbonnais, Illinois incident, and
similar fatal collisions, will fade as
media interest shifts to new topics. Op-
eration Lifesaver’s public awareness
programs are an effort to change driver
behavior, but additional reminders,
such as this stamp, are required.

The lives lost by a driver’s careless
crossing of a railroad track are usually
those in the motor vehicle, but many
times include the passengers and crew
members of the train. Even when the
train crew survives, they are haunted
by the memories of helplessly watching
these needless deaths. This is a nation-
wide problem, but a March 22, 1999,
USA Today article detailed the dangers
of this problem in my home state of
Mississippi. I want to dedicate this bill
to the families of the victims of the
Amtrak ‘‘City of New Orleans’ colli-
sion in Bourbonnais last week, espe-
cially to the families of the five vic-
tims from Mississippi: June Bonnin and
Jessica Tickle of Nesbit, Mississippi,
Lacey Lipscomb and Rainey Lipscomb
of Lake Cormorant, Mississippi, and
Sheena Dowe of Jackson, Mississippi.

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to
join me in cosponsoring this bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

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

S. 712

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 ‘‘Look, Lis-
ten, and Live Stamp Act”.

SEC. 2. SPECIAL POSTAGE STAMPS TO BENEFIT
HIGHWAY-RAIL GRADE CROSSING
SAFETY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 4 of title 39,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 414 the following:

“§414a. Special postage stamps for highway-
rail grade crossing safety

‘‘(a) In order to afford the public a conven-
ient way to contribute to funding for high-
way-rail grade crossing safety, the Postal
Service shall establish a special rate of post-
age for first-class mail under this section.

‘“(b) The rate of postage established under
this section—
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‘(1) shall be equal to the regular first-class
rate of postage, plus a differential of not to
exceed 25 percent;

‘“(2) shall be set by the Governors in ac-
cordance with such procedures as the Gov-
ernors shall by regulation prescribe (in lieu
of the procedures under chapter 36); and

‘(3) shall be offered as an alternative to
the regular first-class rate of postage.

‘‘(c) The use of the special rate of postage
established under this section shall be vol-
untary on the part of postal patrons.

“(d)(1) Amounts becoming available for
highway-rail grade crossing safety under this
section shall be paid by the Postal Service to
the Department of Transportation for Oper-
ation Lifesaver. Payments under this section
shall be made under such arrangements as
the Postal Service shall by mutual agree-
ment with the Department of Transportation
establish in order to carry out the purposes
of this section, except that, under those ar-
rangements, payments to the Department of
Transportation shall be made at least twice
a year.

‘“(2) For purposes of this section, the term
‘amounts becoming available for highway-
rail grade crossing safety under this section’
means—

‘“(A) the total amounts received by the
Postal Service that the Postal Service would
not have received but for the enactment of
this section, reduced by

‘(B) an amount sufficient to cover reason-
able costs incurred by the Postal Service in
carrying out this section, including those at-
tributable to the printing, sale, and distribu-
tion of stamps under this section,
as determined by the Postal Service under
regulations that it shall prescribe.

‘“(e) It is the sense of Congress that noth-
ing in this section should—

‘(1) directly or indirectly cause a net de-
crease in total funds received by the Depart-
ment of Transportation for Operation Life-
saver below the level that would otherwise
have been received but for the enactment of
this section; or

‘“(2) affect regular first-class rates of post-
age or any other regular rates of postage.

‘“(f) Special postage stamps under this sec-
tion shall be made available to the public be-
ginning on such date as the Postal Service
shall by regulation prescribe, but in no event
later than 12 months after the date of the en-
actment of this section.

‘(g) The Postmaster General shall include
in each report rendered under section 2402
with respect to any period during any por-
tion of which this section is in effect infor-
mation, concerning the operation of this sec-
tion, except that, at a minimum, each report
shall include—

‘(1) the total amount described in sub-
section (d)(2)(A) which was received by the
Postal Service during the period covered by
such report; and

‘“(2) of the amount under paragraph (1),
how much (in the aggregate and by category)
was required for the purposes described in
subsection (d)(2)(B).

‘‘(h) This section shall cease to be effective
at the end of the 2-year period beginning on
the date on which special postage stamps
under this section are first made available to
the public.”.

(b) REPORT BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES.—Not later than 3
months (but not earlier than 6 months) be-
fore the end of the 2-year period referred to
in section 414a(h) of title 39, United States
Code (as amended by subsection (a)), the
Comptroller General of the United States
shall submit to Congress a report on the op-
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eration of such section. Such report shall in-
clude—

(1) an evaluation of the effectiveness and
the appropriateness of the authority pro-
vided by such section as a means of fund-
raising; and

(2) a description of the monetary and other
resources required of the Postal Service in
carrying out such section.

(c) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec-
tions for chapter 4 of title 39, United States
Code, is amended by striking the item relat-
ing to section 414 and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘414. Special postage stamps for breast can-
cer research.

‘‘414a. Special postage stamps for highway-
rail grade crossing safety.”.

(2) SECTION HEADING.—The heading for sec-
tion 414 of title 39, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

“§414. Special postage stamps for breast can-
cer research.”.

—————

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 223
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG,
the name of the Senator from Mary-
land (Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 223, a bill to help commu-
nities modernize public school facili-
ties, and for other purposes.
S. 327
At the request of Mr. HAGEL, the
name of the Senator from Nebraska
(Mr. KERREY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 327, a bill to exempt agricultural
products, medicines, and medical prod-
ucts from U.S. economic sanctions.
S. 333
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 333, a bill to amend the
Federal Agriculture Improvement and
Reform Act of 1996 to improve the
farmland protection program.
S. 345
At the request of Mr. ALLARD, the
name of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 345, a bill to amend the Animal Wel-
fare Act to remove the limitation that
permits interstate movement of live
birds, for the purpose of fighting, to
States in which animal fighting is law-
ful.
S. 348
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. LEAHY) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 348, a bill to authorize and facili-
tate a program to enhance training, re-
search and development, energy con-
servation and efficiency, and consumer
education in the oilheat industry for
the benefit of oilheat consumers and
the public, and for other purposes.
S. 443
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG,
the names of the Senator from New
York (Mr. MOYNIHAN), the Senator
from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the
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Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KERRY), and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KENNEDY) were added as
cosponsors of S. 443, a bill to regulate
the sale of firearms at gun shows.

S. 459

At the request of Mr. BREAUX, the
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 459, a bill to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to in-
crease the State ceiling on private ac-
tivity bonds.

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. HELMS) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 459, supra.

S. 470

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
VOINOVICH) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 470, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow tax-ex-
empt private activity bonds to be
issued for highway infrastructure con-
struction.

S. 472

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Georgia (Mr.
CLELAND) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 472, a bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide certain
medicare beneficiaries with an exemp-
tion to the financial limitations im-
posed on physical, speech-language pa-
thology, and occupational therapy
services under part B of the medicare
program, and for other purposes.

S. 531

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the
name of the Senator from Vermont
(Mr. JEFFORDS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 531, a bill to authorize the
President to award a gold medal on be-
half of the Congress to Rosa Parks in
recognition of her contributions to the
Nation.

S. 565

At the request of Mr. COVERDELL, the
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CrAIG) was added as a cosponsor of S.
565, a bill to provide for the treatment
of the actions of certain foreign nar-
cotics traffickers as an unusual and ex-
traordinary threat to the TUnited
States for purposes of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers
Act.

S. 569

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the
name of the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. ENzI) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 569, a bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude certain
farm rental income from net earnings
from self-employment if the taxpayer
enters into a lease agreement relating
to such income.

S. 596

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. WELLSTONE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 596, a bill to provide that
the annual drug certification proce-
dures under the Foreign Assistance Act
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