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the format conforms with federal regulations
(when they are promulgated).

It appears we’d need to have the attached
disclosures whether or not there is some-
thing to disclose, which could mean lots of
go-backs for incomplete applications.

REBUILDING AND INSPECTION

The restrictions imposed by this bill would
seem to significantly reduce interest in re-
building flood or salvage vehicles. The re-
builder is also the inspector in this bill and
he or she must: Sign and attach to the title,
a secure inspection certificate attesting that
‘“‘original manufacturer established repair
procedures or specifications’ were followed
in making the repairs and inspections; affix
a decal to the door jamb or other con-
spicuous place; follow ‘‘regulations promul-
gated” describing qualifications and equip-
ment required to do inspection certifi-
cations; follow ‘‘regulations promulgated”’
that establish minimum steps for inspection;
and post up to a $250,000 bond (if required) to
protect the public against unsafe or inad-
equate repairs or improper inspection certifi-
cation.

So, the person who repairs a flood or sal-
vage vehicle also inspects it for safety and
quality of repair—but not anti-theft. There
doesn’t seem to be a provision for anti-theft
inspection.

NONREPAIRABLE VEHICLES

Nonrepairable vehicles can’t be registered
and can only be transferred to an insurance
company, automotive recycler or disman-
tler—and only for the purpose of dismantling
or crushing.

So, the owner of a classic car that’s dam-
aged more than 90% of its fair market value
has no choice but to have it dismantled or
crushed—even if willing to pay whatever it
costs to get it back to legal operating condi-
tion.

PENALTIES

A civil penalty of up to $2,000 may be
charged for ‘‘a violation’—the violation
doesn’t have to be ‘“‘knowingly and willfully”’
performed.

However, if it is ‘“‘knowingly and willfully”’
performed, the penalty is the $2,000 fine, or
three years in prison, or both.

MISCELLANEOUS

We’d have to revise any of our laws that
are inconsistent with this. We would be able
to keep our other brands (manufacturer
buyback, police, taxi, non-USA standard and
insurance claim—if we revised the percent-
age to 30-65% damage).

Thank you for this opportunity to offer
comments on the ‘‘Salvaged and Damaged
Motor Vehicle Information Disclosure Act.”
On behalf of the Wisconsin DMV, I hope our
ideas prove useful. Please do not hesitate to
contact me or Carson Frazier (with our Bu-
reau of Vehicle Services at 608-266-7857) if
you have any questions.

Sincerely,
ROGER D. CROSS,
Administrator.
STATE OF ALABAMA,
DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE,
Montgomery, AL, April 14, 1999.
Ms. LINDA LEWIS,
Public and Legislative Affairs, AAMVA,
Arlington, VA.

DEAR Ms. LEWIS: Pursuant to President
Beam’s memo of March 31, 1999, we have re-
viewed S. 678 to ascertain its possible effects
on Alabama. Below is a listing of problems
observed.

1. The bill establishes a 65% threshold for
salvage vehicles. Alabama has a 75% thresh-
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old to determine when a vehicle is declared
salvage. In addition, the proposed legislation
states that ‘‘if the full cost of the damages
suffered in 1 incident is attributable only to
cosmetic damages, those damages shall not
constitute major damage.” Alabama has no
such exemption for cosmetic damage when
determining whether a vehicle qualifies as a
salvage vehicle.

2. The bill has a specific definition for a
“flood vehicle.” Alabama law does not dis-
tinguish between salvage vehicles that have
been declared salvage due to flood damage
and vehicles that have been declared salvage
due to other events. Vehicles that suffer
flood damage in Alabama are subject to the
75% threshold for a salvage vehicle and re-
ceive a salvage title if damage to the vehicle
is equal to or greater than 75% of the retail
value for the vehicle. Alabama law does not
require a vehicle to be branded as a ‘‘flood
vehicle.”

3. The bill provides a definition for a leased
vehicle that differentiates the vehicle from a
non-leased motor vehicle. Alabama law
makes no such distinction.

4. The written disclosure requirements
mandated by the bill would be difficult to
comply with when transfers involves repos-
sessions, disposal of an abandoned motor ve-
hicles, situations where ownership passes as
a result of the death of an owner, non-vol-
untary transfers by operation of law and
other situations where the transferor may
not have personal knowledge of previous ve-
hicle damage.

5. The bill’s prescribed use of a secure
power of attorney could prove to be burden-
some in situations where there was a trans-
fer between individuals who do not have ac-
cess to the secure document.

6. The bill would be an unfunded mandate
that would require a costly re-design of the
Alabama certificate of title and the design
and implementation of a new secure power of
attorney document and secure inspection
form. Additional costs would include: train-
ing costs for designated agents and re-
programming costs for county offices, auto-
mobile dealers, financial institutions, and
insurance companies.

7. The disclosure requirements in the bill
do not address vehicle damage that occurred
prior to the proposed implementation date of
the legislation. Therefore, it is unlikely that
this information would not be readily acces-
sible to transferor of the vehicle for a subse-
quent disclosure statement.

8. The bill does not clearly specify who is
responsible for conducting a rebuilt salvage
vehicle inspection.

In summary, the bill would be an adminis-
trative nightmare for the State of Alabama
to implement. In addition, based upon the
past experience of implementing the federal
truth in mileage act, the gains in uniformity
among states would be minimal for a sub-
stantial period of time and the costs would
be both immediate and significant. If addi-
tional input is desired, please feel free to
contact me at the address listed below or at
telephone (334) 242-9013.

Sincerely,
MIKE GAMBLE,
Assistant Supervisor, Motor Vehicle
Division/Title Section.

——————

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Monday,
May 10, 1999, the federal debt stood at
$5,571,919,882,068.64 (Five trillion, five
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hundred seventy-one billion, nine hun-
dred nineteen million, eight hundred
eighty-two thousand, sixty-eight dol-
lars and sixty-four cents).

Five years ago, May 10, 1994, the fed-
eral debt stood at $4,571,813,000,000
(Four trillion, five hundred seventy-
one billion, eight hundred thirteen mil-
lion).

Ten years ago, May 10, 1989, the fed-
eral debt stood at $2,765,710,000,000 (Two
trillion, seven hundred sixty-five bil-
lion, seven hundred ten million).

Twenty-five years ago, May 10, 1974,
the federal debt stood at $469,195,000,000
(Four hundred sixty-nine billion, one
hundred ninety-five million) which re-
flects a debt increase of more than $5
trillion—$5,102,724,882,068.64 (Five tril-
lion, one hundred two billion, seven
hundred twenty-four million, eight
hundred eighty-two thousand, sixty-
eight dollars and sixty-four cents) dur-
ing the past 25 years.

CONTINUING CAMPAIGN OF
TERROR IN EAST TIMOR

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President. I am
dismayed to report to the Senate that
the situation in East Timor continued
to deteriorate over the weekend. The
violence has become so bad that coura-
geous human rights activists, lawyers,
health workers and others have been
forced to go into hiding. There are re-
ports that thousands of East Timorese
are trapped inside what one observer
has called a ‘‘concentration camp.”’

This situation comes on the heels of
several new developments. Last week,
we had the unfortunate and ironic co-
incidence of several events on one day,
Wednesday, May 5. On that day, the
governments of Portugal and Indo-
nesia, under the auspices of the United
Nations, signed an agreement regard-
ing the modalities of the planned Au-
gust 8, 1999, vote on autonomy in East
Timor. On that same day, the New
York Times published a very signifi-
cant op-ed by a key human rights law-
yer, Aniceto Guterres Lopes, while at
the same time, his house was sur-
rounded by armed militias. And, still
on the same day, I and several other
Senators introduced S. Res. 96, a reso-
lution to push for the Government of
Indonesia to make a top priority the
disarming of the very militias that
seem to be terrorizing the region,
among other actions.

Mr. President, on Sunday, May 9,
1999, the Washington Post published an
excellent article that explains in horri-
fying detail just how bad the situation
has become in East Timor. I ask unani-
mous consent that the text of the arti-
cle be printed in the RECORD, and I
thank the Chair.
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