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accountability and prevention for juve-
niles. In my mind, a good juvenile jus-
tice bill must have provisions that hold 
juveniles immediately accountable for 
their actions. 

H.R. 1501 requires States to imple-
ment graduated sanctions, ensuring 
that there is a consequence to each 
crime committed and that penalties in-
crease with each additional offense. 

By making activities such as restora-
tive justice programs and drug courts 
eligible for funding, H.R. 1501 allows 
communities to be innovative in how 
they hold youngsters accountable. 
These provisions are in line with legis-
lation that I have drafted that would 
fund activities allowing localities to 
provide individual attention to non-
violent juvenile offenders, while hold-
ing them accountable for their actions. 

This legislation is based on success-
ful efforts of the juvenile justice sys-
tem in one of my counties, Clackamas 
County. When a juvenile offender is ar-
rested, that juvenile is assessed, evalu-
ated. They work with parents. They 
work with local police and school offi-
cials to come up with proper sanctions. 

I look forward to supporting both of 
these bills. 

f 

AMENDMENT TO PROVIDE PRO-
GRAM FOR EARLY IDENTIFICA-
TION AND INTERVENTION WITH 
MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES FOR 
YOUNG PEOPLE WHO EXHIBIT 
VIOLENT TENDENCIES 

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

Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, the bill 
we are now debating will try young 
people as adults at age 13. It will pro-
vide magic solutions on guns, but it 
will not allow a debate on my amend-
ment to provide a greatly expanded 
program for early identification and 
intervention with mental health serv-
ices to young people at an early age if 
they exhibit tendencies that might 
lead to violence. 

At the proper time today, I will ask 
unanimous consent to allow my 
amendment to be added to those other 
amendments that will be debated so 
that we can at least try to approach 
this problem in a comprehensive multi-
faceted way, so that we can deal with 
the problem of juvenile violence in the 
most comprehensive and rational fash-
ion. 

f 

LET US PASS LEGISLATION TO 
PROTECT OUR CHILDREN 

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

Mr. CROWLEY. Madam Speaker, 
when I visit schools and community 
centers and meet with parents at Little 

League games and picnics throughout 
my Congressional District, I con-
stantly hear that we must do some-
thing as a Congress and as a nation 
about the violence that plagues our 
schools and streets. 

The crime rate in my district and in 
New York City has declined. Neighbor-
hoods are safer. Kids do not fear gang 
warfare and schools throughout New 
York are safe havens for students. Kids 
may be safe but parents are concerned. 
They are concerned about the pro-
liferation of guns, of kids getting ac-
cess to guns without trigger locks, of 
guns being bought at gun shows with-
out adequate background checks, and 
of the ability to buy guns over the 
Internet. 

These are the issues that the Demo-
crats want to address, not a bill writ-
ten in secret by the NRA and brought 
straight to the floor without an ade-
quate committee hearing. 

Why is the bill the House is address-
ing weaker than its Senate bill? Let us 
pass legislation to protect our children, 
make our neighborhoods safer and 
make it harder for guns to get into the 
hands of children and criminals. 

f 

REQUEST TO MAKE IN ORDER 
OBEY AMENDMENT TO H.R. 1501, 
CONSEQUENCES FOR JUVENILE 
OFFENDERS ACT OF 1999 
Mr. OBEY. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that during consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 1501) to provide 
grants to ensure increased account-
ability for juvenile offenders, pursuant 
to House Resolution 209, the amend-
ment that I have posted at the desk 
may be considered as though it were 
the last amendment printed in part A 
of the Committee on Rules report 106– 
186. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
WILSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Wis-
consin? 

Mr. MCINNIS. Madam Speaker, I ob-
ject. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard. 

f 

A REAL NIGHTMARE: DEMOCRAT 
TAX INCREASE 

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

Mr. COOKSEY. Madam Speaker, last 
night I did not sleep well. I did not 
sleep well because I had a nightmare. I 
dreamed that the Democrats had con-
trol of both Houses of Congress, and 
the worst part of it was even more dis-
turbing than that. In this Democrat 
majority Congress, the Democrat lead-
ership decided to actually pass into law 
what they said they would do; in other 
words, raise taxes. 

Millions of Democrats across the 
country are not liberals. In fact, many 

of them are quite conservative indeed; 
especially on fiscal issues. But the 
Democrat party in Washington, as 
most people know, is quite liberal, es-
pecially the Democrat leadership in 
Congress. 

The House minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT), 
wants to expand the Federal education 
bureaucracy in Washington by cutting 
defense and raising taxes, and the mi-
nority leader in the other body, Mr. 
DASCHLE of South Dakota, stated just 
this past weekend on CNN’s Evans and 
Novak that tax increases are on the 
table. 

That is why I did not sleep well last 
night. 

f 

CONSEQUENCES FOR JUVENILE 
OFFENDERS ACT OF 1999 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 209 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 1501. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
1501) to provide grants to ensure in-
creased accountability for juvenile of-
fenders, with Mr. THORNBERRY in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose on the legisla-
tive day of Wednesday, June 16, 1999, a 
request for a recorded vote on amend-
ment No. 30 printed in part A of House 
Report 106–186 by the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) had been post-
poned. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 32 printed in part A of House 
Report 106–186. 
AMENDMENT NO. 32 OFFERED BY MRS. EMERSON 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 32 offered by Mrs. 
EMERSON: 

Add at the end the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS WITH RE-

GARD TO VIOLENCE AND THE EN-
TERTAINMENT INDUSTRY. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Incidents of tragic school violence have 
risen over the past few years. 

(2) Our children are being desensitized by 
the increase of gun violence shown on tele-
vision, movies, and video games. 

(3) According to the American Medical As-
sociation, by the time an average child 
reaches age 18, he or she has witnessed more 
than 200,000 acts of violence on television, in-
cluding 16,000 murders. 
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(4) Children who listen to explicit music 

lyrics, play video ‘‘killing’’ games, or go to 
violent action movies get further brain-
washed into thinking that violence is so-
cially acceptable and without consequence. 

(5) No industry does more to glorify gun vi-
olence than some elements of the motion 
picture industry. 

(6) Children are particularly susceptible to 
the influence of violent subject matter. 

(7) The entertainment industry uses wan-
ton violence in its advertising campaigns di-
rected at young people. 

(8) Alternatives should be developed and 
considered to discourage the exposure of 
children to violent subject matter. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that the entertainment indus-
try— 

(1) has been irresponsible in the develop-
ment of its products and the marketing of 
those products to America’s youth; 

(2) must recognize the power and influence 
it has over the behavior of our Nation’s 
youth; and 

(3) must do everything in its power to stop 
these portrayals of pointless acts of bru-
tality by immediately eliminating gratu-
itous violence in movies, television, music, 
and video games. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentlewoman from 
Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON) and a Member 
opposed each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON). 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is inter-
esting to note that Leslie Moonves, the 
President of CBS television, recently 
said that while it is not fair to blame 
the media for the rampage at Col-
umbine, anyone who thinks the media 
has nothing to do with this is an idiot. 

I think Mr. Moonves’ comment really 
sums up why we are offering this 
amendment today. We have heard a lot 
about gun shows, pawn shops and 
ammo clips over the months since the 
violence at Columbine. We have been 
told that if we tweak the law a little 
bit here, or add a new provision to 
make something else illegal, somehow 
people who recklessly and purposely 
gun down others in cold blood will not 
do it. 

Thirty years ago, we had very few 
gun laws and surprisingly no high 
school shooting sprees to report every 
few days or weeks or months, but 30 
years ago we also had stricter dis-
cipline in schools. School officials did 
not worry about lawsuits if they ex-
pelled a violent child, and parents ex-
erted more control and discipline over 
their children. They were not afraid to 
say no to their kids. 

Now we have a new gun law every 
year. We have school officials who are 
afraid of being sued and we have a Fed-
eral law which seems designed to keep 
violent kids in classrooms, not out of 
them. 

We have an industry that in the 
name of entertainment produces im-
ages of violence that are so graphic and 

at a pace that makes one dizzy. Why is 
anyone surprised that in these modern 
days that some students plan mass 
murders instead of graduation parties? 

I stand here not just as a Member of 
Congress, I stand here as a mother who 
is deeply, deeply concerned about the 
safety and well-being of my children. 
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I stand here as a neighbor and as a 
parent of a high school junior who is 
concerned about the safety and the 
well-being of my neighbors’ kids and 
my daughter’s friends. 

The tragedy at Columbine High 
School and the violence close to 
schools and close to my district in Pa-
ducah, Kentucky, and in Jonesboro, 
Arkansas, should be a real wake-up call 
for all of us. 

We have got to work together. We 
have got to work together to give back 
families a sense of security and control 
over their own lives. That is what our 
amendment to the juvenile justice bill 
seeks to do. It seeks to generate a seri-
ous dialogue in our Nation about the 
negative images that our children are 
exposed to when they watch television, 
when they go to the movies, when they 
play video games, and when they listen 
to CDs. This dialogue needs to take 
place in our homes, in our commu-
nities; yes, it also needs to take place 
in the Halls of Congress. 

Specifically, our amendment calls on 
the entertainment industry to recog-
nize the power and the influence it has 
over our Nation’s youth. We ask that 
the industry does everything in its 
power to eliminate gratuitous acts of 
violence in movies, on television, in 
music lyrics, and in video games. 

If we invest the time and the energy 
to have this discussion, I think we can 
discover ways to address the factors 
that contribute to youth violence in 
America. Now, there may be some 
things that we can do legislatively, but 
the bottom line is, quite frankly, much 
of the solution cannot be legislated. 

Our amendment does not create any 
new laws. It does not create any new 
regulations. Our amendment does not 
fund yet another study on the already 
well-documented impact that violence 
as entertainment has on our Nation’s 
youth. 

I hope that our amendment sends a 
very clear message to the entertain-
ment industry that Congress and the 
American people do hold them respon-
sible for the desensitizing images that 
they market to our children. After all, 
we would really, really have to be id-
iots if we think the entertainment in-
dustry does not have anything to do 
with youth violence in America. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from California (Mr. BERMAN) seek to 
control the time in opposition? 

Mr. BERMAN. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 20 
minutes. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER). 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. I do not think anyone 
in today’s modern society can deny the 
power of the entertainment industry, 
of the movie industry, of the TV media. 
We know that this is an industry that 
can make us cry, that can raise goose 
pimples on our skin. It can make the 
hair on the back of our neck stand up. 
The industry should never deny its 
power. 

In conversations with many execu-
tives, they have thought from time to 
time it was rather foolish for an indus-
try that can convey all of these emo-
tions, that can change the direction of 
society with uplifting movies, can re-
peat the history in realistic movies, to 
deny that power. 

But we also know that where we run 
into trouble with the media industry is 
where the media industry has access to 
our children in a vacuum, where the 
media, the entertainment industry has 
access to our children in a dispropor-
tionate number of hours during the 
day, when the media and the entertain-
ment industry become substitutes for 
what families should, in fact, be doing. 

Because the same research that tells 
us rather convincingly that the media 
can have a very powerful impact on our 
children, that the entertainment indus-
try can help desensitize our children to 
violence, to the acts of violence, that 
it, in fact, can teach them how to per-
petrate violence, the same research and 
additional research makes a very im-
portant point. 

Where they have strong family bond-
ing, effective teaching of moral values 
and norms, and effective monitoring of 
behavior, the effective exposure to vio-
lence on TV is probably negligible. 

So, really, what this amendment is 
about is about whether or not we are 
prepared to choose, whether or not we 
as families with children and grand-
children are prepared to choose. We can 
let the media, we can let the entertain-
ment industry become a substitute for 
our families. We can let our children 
have access to it without guidelines, 
without some sense of discipline. We 
can let it become the teacher of our 
children, or we can choose to become 
the teacher of our children. We can let 
it baby-sit de facto, become the baby- 
sitter for our children, provide day care 
for our children; or, in fact, we can 
spend time with our children. 

We can decide whether or not it be-
comes a substitute for our reading to 
our children. We can decide whether it 
becomes a substitute for our conversa-
tions with our children on values, on 
ethics, on sex. That is the decision that 
we have to make. 
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Because it is not the media in and of 

itself, it is not the entertainment in-
dustry in and of itself that creates this 
problem. It is in combination with the 
vacuum that is created by families 
that creates a vacuum, because they, 
in fact, have made other choices in 
their life, some out of necessity, some 
out of neglect, and some because sim-
ply that is what they want to do. 

But they have made choices, as we 
have documented time and time again. 
They are spending less time with their 
children. They are having fewer con-
versations with their children. They 
are spending less time at the breakfast 
table, at the dinner table, some be-
cause they have very long commutes, 
some because I guess they choose not 
to spend time with their children. 

That is where the problem in this 
intersection of this very powerful in-
dustry comes into play. I do not think 
they can solve that by having a blan-
ket condemnation of that industry. I 
do not think they can do that, because 
I do not think, then, it is realistic to 
the children who they are trying to ad-
dress. 

They understand the differences be-
tween uplifting movies, movies like 
‘‘Schindler’s List,’’ movies like ‘‘Star 
Wars,’’ movies like ‘‘Notting Hill,’’ 
movies that portray life as they see it, 
and movies that have nothing to do but 
pursue the exploitation of women, sex, 
and violence. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask the gentleman 
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER) 
to take a look at the language of the 
amendment. It does not, in fact, con-
demn the industry. It simply asks 
them to admit that it has a responsi-
bility for the power that violence has 
on television and its impact on chil-
dren, but also asks them to sit down 
with us in serious dialogue. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Chairman, if the gentlewoman will 
yield, I thank the gentlewoman. I 
think that conversation and responsi-
bility also has to take place in our 
families. That conversation has to take 
place. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT), a member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Missouri for 
yielding me this time. 

As a member of the committee and 
on behalf of the subcommittee chair-
man and committee chairman, both of 
whom support the gentlewoman’s 
amendment, I would say that our chil-
dren are being desensitized by the in-
crease of violence shown on television 
and in movies and in video games. 

According to the American Medical 
Association, by the time an average 
child has reached the age of 18, he or 
she has witnessed something like 

200,000 acts of violence on television, 
including over 16,000 murders. Children 
are particularly susceptible to the in-
fluence of violent subject matter. 

The entertainment industry must 
recognize the power and influence it 
has over the behavior of our Nation’s 
youth. The entertainment industry 
should do everything in its power to 
stop these portrayals of pointless acts 
of brutality, pointless, by eliminating 
gratuitous acts of violence in movies 
and in television and in video games. 

Again, on behalf of the committee, I 
want to very much support and thank 
the gentlewoman from Missouri (Mrs. 
EMERSON) for offering this amendment. 
I think it is appropriate. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from Ne-
vada (Ms. BERKLEY). 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from California 
for yielding me this time. 

We are in the middle of a historic na-
tional dialogue on how to reduce vio-
lence in our society and make America 
a safer place for children to grow up. I 
believe that the more this dialogue is 
about finding solutions, and the less it 
is about fixing blame, the more produc-
tive the dialogue will be. 

Simply blaming the entertainment 
industry for youth violence is not pro-
ductive any more than simply blaming 
schools or blaming young people in 
general is productive. Our job is to find 
practical, effective solutions to the 
problems of youth violence. 

The debate today has largely focused 
on movies, television, and the Internet 
and video games. Yes, we should en-
courage the entertainment companies 
to take any and all steps to prevent ob-
jectionable, violent material from get-
ting into the hands of children. Cer-
tainly we should support policies that 
empower parents to know the contents 
of movies and video games and help 
them to steer their kids away from vio-
lent, debasing entertainment and to-
wards wholesome and productive pur-
suits. But we must not fail to address 
issues that I strongly believe strike 
nearer to the root of the problem of 
youth violence. 

I am deeply saddened that the Com-
mittee on Rules struck down an 
amendment that would have made a 
giant step in the right direction. I join 
my fellow Democrats in urging that 
the juvenile justice bill do more to help 
our local communities and local dis-
tricts to help our kids keep out of trou-
ble when they are most at risk, imme-
diately after school. Yet the Repub-
lican leadership said no to providing 
the resources that will help our kids by 
providing wholesome and productive 
after-school activities for our children. 

Democrats called for tripling the 
amount of Federal support for after- 
school programs, including tutoring 
and mentoring and healthy rec-
reational activities. We called for fill-

ing in the risky hours of the days, the 
hours after school while the oppor-
tunity for more youngsters to improve 
their schoolwork, grow as responsible 
citizens, learn values, and build strong-
er minds and bodies. To me, that seems 
like a practical and effective solution 
to the pathology that leads to youth 
violence. But the Republican leader-
ship said no. 

Now I fear that we are on the verge of 
a marathon demonization of the enter-
tainment industry, a tactic of limited 
value, especially compared to the real- 
world practical and effective strategies 
such as tutoring and mentoring, coun-
seling, and wholesome recreation. 

We can rest assured that if we do not 
make it a national priority to provide 
for our young people activities that are 
wholesome and necessary for them to 
grow into strong, healthy adults, that 
they will be prey to the temptations of 
the streets and to other destructive in-
fluences. 

I urge my colleagues to rein in the 
urge to simply assess blame to the en-
tertainment industry. Let us all work 
together as parents. Let us instead 
focus on protecting our youth by pro-
viding the resources they need, espe-
cially in the high-risk after-school 
hours. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I might add quickly 
here that, while the people in opposi-
tion to this amendment keep saying, 
do not blame any industry, do not 
blame any industry, we all have to 
work together, I would ask what they 
all have been doing blaming the gun in-
dustry, then, for all these weeks? 

Mr. Chairman, I am very happy to 
yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. KNOLLENBERG). 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentlewoman from Mis-
souri for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of this amendment expressing a 
sense of Congress on this very most im-
portant topic. 

I would like to thank the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON) 
for her leadership on this issue, be-
cause she has pushed, I think, some-
thing that needs to be touched; and she 
has hit it very, very well. I appreciate 
her leadership in many ways, but par-
ticularly here. 

Mr. Chairman, while we must take a 
long, hard look at all aspects of our ju-
venile justice system, can there be any 
doubt, any doubt at all, that the enter-
tainment industry is contributing to 
the culture of violence that manifested 
itself in Colorado; in Georgia; in 
Jonesboro, Arkansas; and Paducah, 
Kentucky? 

These senseless acts of schoolhouse 
violence committed by children 
against children have rightfully cap-
tured the Nation’s attention, and it is 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:33 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H17JN9.000 H17JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE13332 June 17, 1999 
time for Congress to move forward 
with comprehensive legislation that 
addresses the growing epidemic of vio-
lent juvenile crime. 

Part of this response must include a 
strong statement against often sense-
less and graphic violence being peddled 
by the so-called entertainment indus-
try. They do bear responsibility for 
what comes out. The point has been 
made, but it bears repeating. By the 
age of 18, the average child in the 
United States will have witnessed 
200,000 acts of violence and some 16,000 
plus murders through our popular cul-
ture. 

b 1045 
Mr. Chairman, to call this entertain-

ment stretches the definition of the 
English language. What it really is is 
mindless brutality, having the effect of 
coarsening our culture, with the dev-
astating impact on impressionable 
young people. The effect of this media 
is a slow and steady erosion of our fun-
damental values of decency, honor and 
respect. 

As the elected representatives of this 
great country, those of us fortunate 
enough to have the privilege of speak-
ing for our constituents have a duty, I 
think, and an obligation, to use the 
bully pulpit that this House affords to 
say to the entertainment industry 
‘‘Stop, think, change.’’ 

The Emerson amendment calls upon 
those responsible for our popular cul-
ture to acknowledge the enormous in-
fluence they have over America’s chil-
dren, to exercise some responsibility 
and just a little bit of decency when 
making and marketing their product. 
We have a duty to enforce and defend 
the first amendment. Likewise, the en-
tertainment industry has a duty to use 
judgment, decency and restraint when 
it comes to our children. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to report this very common-sense 
amendment. 

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

I rise in strong opposition to this 
amendment, to this language, not be-
cause I have any doubts about the sin-
cerity and good intentions of the spon-
sor, and not because I have any par-
ticular disagreement with the sub-
stantive words contained in the resolu-
tion, but because I believe it is both 
woefully imbalanced and terribly inap-
propriate. 

The gentlewoman, through her 
amendment, seeks to select out one in-
dustry, excluding a variety of other in-
dustries that do the exact same thing, 
in part, and then chastises that indus-
try in a fashion that she may not in-
tend. She may not be intending to con-
demn an industry, but I assure my col-
leagues the passage of this amendment 
will be reported as a condemnation of 
an industry. 

And what is this industry? This is an 
industry that produces some of the 

most powerful teaching instruments 
available to the people of this country 
and to the world. And let us talk about 
them. 

Where is the recognition that this is 
an industry that produced and distrib-
uted Saving Private Ryan, teaching 
Americans and the world about the 
courage of American soldiers, the com-
mitment to the country’s patriotic 
ideals, to the brutality of war? 

Where is the recognition that this is 
the industry that produced Amistad, 
revealing a very important segment of 
the history of slavery in this country? 

Or Schindler’s List, which told the 
story of the holocaust in a fashion so 
powerful that people who had never be-
fore contemplated what that meant 
had a new understanding of it? 

Where is the recognition that this is 
an industry that has produced for our 
children movies like The Little Mer-
maid, The Lion King, Beauty and the 
Beast? 

Where is the recognition that there is 
music that has uplifted the spirits and 
souls of millions and millions of people 
all around the world? 

This is an unbalanced and unfair res-
olution. Sure, there are irresponsible 
actors, absolutely there is inappro-
priate marketing, absolutely there are 
cases of pointless and senseless bru-
tality being depicted. To select out one 
industry and exclude all other indus-
tries who engage in the same kind of 
conduct, and to treat it in such an un-
balanced fashion is not worthy of this 
House. 

It is no more fair than my offering a 
resolution attacking the pharma-
ceutical industry because one drug 
company marketed a drug they knew 
to be harmful to people, or condemning 
the entire construction industry for 
the role of asbestos. Where do we get 
off going after an industry in this kind 
of a fashion without recognizing the 
good as well as the bad? 

These are people that employ hun-
dreds of thousands of people in this 
country, that contribute tremendous 
amounts to the education and the in-
spiration of the American people, as 
well as the negatives that the gentle-
woman points out. 

Why does this amendment exclude 
books and other powerful means of 
communication that perhaps at times, 
with specific authors and certain pub-
lishers, might engage in pointless acts 
of brutality? Where do we come off as 
a Congress of the United States, as the 
House of Representatives, memori-
alizing and institutionalizing this kind 
of unbalanced frontal attack on an in-
dustry without recognizing the good 
along with the bad? 

I think it is a bad amendment, and 
even as I agree with specific sub-
stantive points in the language, I do 
not think this body should be adopting 
this kind of proposal. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent, if the gentleman 
from California would be willing, to ex-
tend our time 71⁄2 minutes on each side, 
because we have numerous speakers 
and not enough time, unless the gen-
tleman from California would like to 
yield us some of his time. This is an 
important discussion and I think it is a 
good one that is worth having. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, how much time 
does each side have remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from California (Mr. BERMAN) has 9 
minutes remaining, and the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON) 
has 111⁄2 minutes remaining. 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
BERMAN) is recognized under his res-
ervation. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, if I 
might inquire of the gentlewoman, the 
unanimous consent request would 
allow how much more time? 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BERMAN. Further reserving the 
right to object, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Missouri. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, my 
unanimous consent request would 
allow each side to have 71⁄2 additional 
minutes, 15 minutes total. 

Mr. BERMAN. That is a lot more 
time on a very busy day. 

Mrs. EMERSON. I think the gen-
tleman would agree it is worthwhile. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 

from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON) and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. BER-
MAN) shall each have 71⁄2 additional 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON). 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. WAMP). 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time, and I come to the well today as 
a Member of the House, but more im-
portantly as the father of a 12-year-old 
and a 10-year-old stating that there is 
no more important domestic issue that 
we could focus our undivided attention 
on than this issue of children killing 
other children and what the causes and 
effects are of this terrible sign in our 
society. 

Almost a thousand studies since 1971 
document that mass media influences 
children who cannot differentiate be-
tween reality and fantasy, causing 
them to be more violent, even causing 
them to do what does not come nat-
ural, and that is to kill another human 
being. Even rattlesnakes do not kill 
other rattlesnakes. 
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Our military had a problem, Mr. 

Chairman. Colonel David Grossman, a 
psychologist, a renowned expert in the 
field of killology, a part of psychology, 
says that in World War II our soldiers 
would not even pull the trigger when 
an enemy was in front of them. Only 20 
percent, at most, would actually pull 
the trigger. It does not come naturally. 
So they took the bulls off the firing 
range and put a human figure and they 
began desensitization techniques and 
therapy, and by the Korean War it got 
up to 40 percent. And then technology 
set in and they used simulators, much 
like we have today, and by the time of 
Vietnam, 90 percent of our soldiers 
would actually kill. It does not come 
natural. 

My colleagues, our children, by the 
age of 6, are experiencing the same de-
sensitization therapies. Video games, 
Karmageddon. The video game Doom is 
used by our military to train soldiers 
how to kill, and our children are being 
inundated with these violent products. 

Let me tell my colleagues that this 
week, in a shameless way, the enter-
tainment and mass media industry is 
working this hill over like no one can 
believe, around the clock, trying to 
push back any kind of common-sense 
approaches, like uniform labeling, so 
parents will know what is going on. 
That amendment will be up in an hour 
and a half, and the entertainment in-
dustry is working around the clock to 
try to defeat any common-sense ap-
proaches so that informed parents can 
make responsible decisions. 

But this is unequivocal. These influ-
ences are taking our children in the 
wrong direction. Splatter movies are 
not responsible. The entertainment in-
dustry has a responsibility. We do not 
want to place blame, but we want peo-
ple to be responsible. Industries are 
profiting from trash going into the 
minds of our children. If it was alcohol 
or drugs going into our bodies, we 
would not stand for it, but the same 
kinds of evil influences are going into 
the minds of children, so we should not 
be so surprised when they turn around 
and act the way they do. 

Something needs to be done. Some-
body has to stand up for parents and 
families, not these big special interests 
with all the money. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS) the ranking member of the com-
mittee. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time, and I am happy to join in 
this discussion. 

I had some talk with the maker of 
this particular amendment and we had 
not reached much of a conclusion, but 
now I have. There are several problem-
atical things behind a well-intentioned 
resolution. First of all, this may be, in 
the 175 amendments that have been 

submitted to the Committee on Rules, 
the only sense of Congress resolution 
in a huge bill. 

In other words, all of these other 
measures that are approved have a lot 
to do with something very, very spe-
cific. We have measures, and have de-
bated them, to create increased protec-
tion for communities and holding juve-
niles more accountable; we have cre-
ated entire new systems of punishment 
for juveniles. We have done a lot of 
things, but we have not done a sense of 
the Congress resolution against any-
body yet except the entertainment in-
dustry. 

Now, it is my view that what the en-
tertainment industry really needs is 
some specific direction from us as to 
what it is we want them to do. I will 
shortly have the results of some hear-
ings held in the Committee on the Ju-
diciary in which we had a number of 
experts, academic, people in the indus-
try, people who are critics of the indus-
try, and industry spokesmen them-
selves, which I would like to make my 
colleagues the beneficiary of in terms 
of the nature of the kinds of things 
that we can do. 

And so a sense of Congress resolution 
would be great if we were not here 
dealing with the amendments made in 
order for the Juvenile Offenders Act of 
1999. In other words, this is showdown 
time. The question is not how we feel 
about the industry or what we do not 
like about it, the question is what are 
we going to do about it. And it is to 
that idea that a sense of Congress reso-
lution is not what we need. What we 
need are something like the hundreds 
of amendments that have come forward 
out of the dozens of hours of debate on 
this subject. 

The next thing that I think we ought 
to put in to some kind of perspective is 
that the gentlewoman mentioned that 
there are people that do not want to 
condemn the entertainment industry 
but they do want to condemn the gun 
industry. Well, that may be so. There 
are probably people that want to do 
one thing or the other, but this is not 
condemnation time. This is showdown 
time. This is what we do about the 
problems that we believe to exist. The 
Committee on the Judiciary has de-
bated and discussed this for many, 
many hours, and what we want is not a 
sense of Congress resolution but some-
thing quite specific. 

And so I want to point out that we do 
have an amendment to create an anti- 
trust exemption so that we will be able 
to work industry-wide in any correc-
tive action that we need. 
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We also have other recommendations 
that I will be reporting back to my col-
leagues. 

But for sense of Congress resolutions, 
I am sorry to say the time has come 
and gone. We are now in the put up or 

shut up phase. What is it, assuming 
that everything you say in the resolu-
tion is correct, then what do we do? 
And that is what the amendments that 
were granted by the Committee on 
Rules, the substitute that I will shortly 
be offering today, all try to do. 

It is in that sense that I wanted to 
make clear the reservations that I have 
about a sense of Congress resolution at 
this point in time in these proceedings. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a friendly 
question? 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, yes, I 
yield to the gentleman from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, al-
though my colleague cannot support 
this, I do appreciate what he is doing 
through the format of hearings and 
looking into it. And I think that he 
will find, while we all have reserva-
tions about one thing or the other, we 
do want to work any way we can to 
protect children, give them more posi-
tive messages. 

I want to say, I think my colleague 
will find the authors of this amend-
ment are certainly willing to help his 
committee any way we can in a posi-
tive sense. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, we 
welcome that. 

This is not an easy problem. It is a 
very intractable problem. It is deep 
within our culture. If we could just sin-
gle out a couple of people and spank 
them on the hands or pass a condemna-
tion resolution, I guess my colleagues 
would feel better about it. But it will 
not change anything. 

What I am here for yesterday and 
last night, today and tonight and to-
morrow, is to try to come to closure 
with the entertainment industry as to 
what it is precisely we want them to 
do. And in that regard, I would wel-
come the comments of the gentle-
woman and working together with her 
and everything else that we can. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Idaho (Mrs. CHENOWETH). 

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in strong support of the Emerson 
resolution. 

Because, Mr. Chairman, before com-
pleting the sixth grade, the average 
American child has seen 8,000 homi-
cides and 100,000 acts of violence on tel-
evision and in the movies. 

Now, how can we possibly say that 
this massive exposure to murder and to 
violence no way influences the minds 
of young men and women? There is no 
way we can. And in fact, a recent sur-
vey of young American males found 
that 22 to 34 percent of those young 
men who had been exposed to this kind 
of violence and murder actually tried 
to perform the same crime techniques. 

Mr. Chairman, I was deeply moved by 
the testimony given in the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary by Darryl 
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Scott, the father of a slain daughter in 
the Littleton, Colorado, massacre. This 
remarkable father testified in part, ‘‘I 
am here today to declare that Col-
umbine was not just a tragedy, it was 
a spiritual event that should be forcing 
us to look at where the real blame 
lies.’’ ‘‘Men and women are three-part 
beings,’’ he testified. 

He continued, ‘‘We all consist of 
body, soul and spirit. And when we 
refuse to acknowledge a third part of 
our makeup, we create a void that al-
lows evil, prejudice and hatred to rush 
in and wreak havoc.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, what the entertain-
ment industry is doing through the 
mass production of murder and may-
hem is destroying the spirit of our chil-
dren. So we must send a very strong 
message to this entertainment indus-
try that they must stop the violence 
that they are thrusting into the minds 
and the spirits of our children. It is 
time that the Hollywood elites take 
the responsibility for the consequences 
of their actions. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like very 
much to see parents whose children 
have been killed because of the de-
structive and violent material have a 
remedy against profiteers of such ma-
terial in Federal court. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
QUINN). The Chair would take this op-
portunity to inform the managers that 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
BERMAN) has 91⁄2 minutes remaining 
and the gentlewoman from Missouri 
(Mrs. EMERSON) has 141⁄2 minutes re-
maining. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS). 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
amazed when I sit over here and listen 
to people stand up here after the trage-
dies that we have experienced in this 
country and say, let us not assess any 
blame. Mr. Chairman, how do my col-
leagues think we are going to find a so-
lution? 

I used to be a police officer. And 
when we came up to the scene of a car 
accident, we did not stand there and 
say, well, let us not assess any blame. 
We put a lot of resources into trying to 
figure out who made the mistake. Was 
it because of a mechanical problem in 
the car? Is it because we had a drunk 
driver? We always assessed the blame. 
How are we going to find the solution? 
How are we going to get the bad drivers 
off the road? 

Are my colleagues afraid to stand up? 
I ask the Democrats, are they afraid to 
stand up to these kind of video games 
and tell them it is wrong? The previous 
speaker said we should not condemn 
anybody. Well, I am standing here 
today telling my colleagues, I am con-
demning this particular game. 

We ought to take a look at this, my 
colleagues, take a look at the game ti-
tled ‘‘You’re Gonna Die.’’ It is made by 
Interplay Corporation. 

Let me go through this in a little 
more detail. This specific game, and by 
the way, it is advertised in a magazine. 
We can find it in any magazine store 
we want to. 

Now, my colleagues may not want to 
condemn this. But I condemn it. 
‘‘You’re Gonna Die.’’ Six pages center-
fold. Do my colleagues know what this 
game allows us to do? This game allows 
us to zoom in, take a look at the body 
parts so that we can observe the exit 
wounds. My colleagues do not want to 
condemn this? It is interesting. 

Before the President went to Holly-
wood, he stood in front of the Nation 
and he condemned Hollywood. Then he 
goes to Hollywood and he raises mil-
lions of dollars. Then he comes back 
from Hollywood and he condemns Hol-
lywood. 

Republicans stand up here today with 
the resolution of the gentlewoman 
from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON) which, 
by the way, does not put on more laws, 
does not create new Federal agencies, 
and does not create a new movie police 
force outside there. It calls for peer 
pressure. It says to the industry they 
have community responsibility. 

We stand up here and express con-
cern, and I am surprised that my col-
leagues are condemning us for this. Do 
they have another trip going to Holly-
wood to raise more money in Holly-
wood? 

Let me tell my colleagues, it is inter-
esting about this game. Do my col-
leagues know what the company that 
made this game did for the Democratic 
National Party? They sent them 
$10,000, the maximum contribution. 

These games are nothing but murder 
simulators. Do my colleagues know 
what these games are like? Do they 
want a comparison? Do they want 
something to condemn? It is like giv-
ing the keys to a drunk driver, giving 
him the keys to a car knowing he is 
drunk. That is what they are doing 
with these games. 

I urge the Democrats, I urge them 
from the bottom of my heart, stand up 
here today and condemn these games 
with me. 

And do my colleagues know what? 
The industry has been responsive. Dis-
ney Corporation voluntarily, and I 
commend them, stepped forward and 
said no more of these games in our fa-
cilities. Six Flags stepped forward, no 
more of these games in our facilities. 
The City of Denver went throughout 
their airports, their arcades, and said, 
get those games out of our arcades. 

So the key here, the industry will be 
responsive. But we have got to be will-
ing to stand up to those people. I am 
asking the Democrats to put their en-
tertainment bias, whatever, aside and 
stand up with the Republicans and say, 
we do condemn these kind of games. 
We do assess some blame. 

Obviously, as the Republicans have 
stated time and time again, it comes to 

family responsibility. But there is 
community responsibility which is a 
contributing factor. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I ask the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS) if he 
would remain at the lectern and an-
swer questions on my time. 

Does the gentleman know the name 
of the manufacturer of that video 
game? 

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman would yield, I do. It is Inter-
play Corporation, based out of Cali-
fornia. Just for the information of my 
colleagues, the web site is 
‘‘www.kingpin.corpse’’. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I say to the gen-
tleman, then offer a resolution con-
demning the company that produced 
this game. Do not give a speech talking 
about the emptiness of condemnations 
coming out of the White House when 
the emptiness and broad-brush con-
demnations coming out of the Congress 
are no less offensive and perhaps more 
so. 

The fact is that the gentleman sits 
here and correctly points out respon-
sible actions taken by members of the 
entertainment industry, whether it is 
the Disney company in the context of 
pulling certain shows off, whether it is 
ABC not showing R-rated movie com-
mercials before 9 o’clock, whether it is 
the National Association of Theater 
Owners taking a voluntary rating sys-
tem that has been in effect for 30 or 40 
years and deciding that they are going 
to ID every single youthful appearing 
person who comes to a theater to make 
sure that no one is getting into R-rated 
movies without parental consent. 

Do not condemn a whole industry for 
the irresponsible actions and products 
of a specific company. Mr. Chairman, 
where does this blanket guilty by asso-
ciation broad-based defamation come 
from? Get specific. Tell us what they 
do not like and condemn what they do 
not like. 

Do not sweep a lot of good people 
under this, a lot of people who work in 
an industry and produce positive prod-
ucts for America. Do not destroy the 
manufacturer of a digital game like 
Tetris because they do not like this 
particular digital game. Start getting 
specific and meaningful. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. SALMON). 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to commend the gentleman from 
California. 

I agree with him. I think it would be 
despicable to condemn an entire indus-
try for the actions of people. We have 
got to get to personal responsibility. I 
am so proud that the Democrats would 
never condemn an entire industry just 
based on the actions of people. And I 
am sure they will not do that when it 
comes up to the gun issue. 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:33 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00009 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H17JN9.000 H17JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 13335 June 17, 1999 
Frankly, when the gentlewoman 

from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON) asked 
me to come here and to talk about 
this, I said she was not going to need 
me. This is incredulous. A simple reso-
lution calling on Hollywood to work 
with the Congress to work with the 
American people to help families to 
stave off the violence, not in a con-
demning way, to ask them to work 
with us. I told her you are not going to 
need me. 

My colleagues have to be brain dead 
to oppose this kind of amendment. 
Anybody who raises children, anybody 
who is not from some other solar sys-
tem has got to understand that the im-
pact of violence in the media is harm-
ing our children. And so, I appreciate 
this opportunity. 

But think with me, if my colleagues 
will, some of the things that impact 
the mind. Has anybody ever seen the 
bumper sticker ‘‘Visualize World 
Peace’’? Do my colleagues know why 
that sticker has so much impact? Be-
cause before we can realize anything, 
we have got to visualize it. 

Think about the golf videos. I took 
up golf a couple years ago with my son, 
and we rent these videos so we can per-
fect our golf swing because we visualize 
ourselves on the video taking that per-
fect swing and then we go out on the 
golf course and we realize it. Well, the 
same thing happens when we watch 
something over and over and over 
again. 

The Bible says, ‘‘As a man thinketh, 
so is he.’’ Unless my colleagues are 
brain dead or bought off, they cannot 
disagree with that. 

The fact is what we see has a direct 
impact with what we do. And if we im-
merse ourselves in it enough, soon we 
become desensitized. And, no, it does 
not make us do anything. I am not Flip 
Wilson saying, ‘‘The devil made me do 
it.’’ But the fact is, the more we see 
something, the more we become desen-
sitized. 

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

Mr. SALMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
agree with the gentleman. Since all of 
us are brain alive and have not been 
bought off, now that we are outraged 
and we place blame and condemnation, 
what does the gentleman think else we 
might want to do today since we are 
dealing with this juvenile justice bill? 
Is there something besides just con-
demning and blaming? 

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Chairman, I do not 
see this as a condemnation. I see this 
as thoughtful discussion. Because 
frankly, I think the gentleman would 
agree, there are no quick-fix solutions. 
This is a problem within our society 
that is going to take a lot of hard 
work, a lot of rolling up our sleeves, a 
lot of bipartisan work, a lot of work 
out in the trenches, in the churches, in 
the neighborhoods, in the families. 

Frankly, we ought to look at all op-
tions, all options. 
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That is all I am asking. Let us not 
close our eyes simply because we want 
to defend one particular industry. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, could I 
inquire as to the remaining time on 
both sides? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
QUINN). The gentleman from California 
(Mr. BERMAN) has 71⁄2 minutes remain-
ing; the gentlewoman from Missouri 
(Mrs. EMERSON) has 8 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
31⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. PELOSI). 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding and for his 
leadership in opposing this amend-
ment. 

I rise to oppose it, and reluctantly, 
because of the high esteem that I have 
for the maker of the motion and for her 
cosponsors of it. 

My colleagues from California are 
tired of hearing my stump speech when 
I say to people when they ask me, what 
are the three most important issues 
facing our Congress and our country, I 
always say the same thing: The three 
most important issues we face are our 
children, our children, our children. 
Everything we do should be about their 
well-being and the future that we are 
providing for them. 

That is why it is very interesting for 
me today to come to the floor and see 
this blanketed condemnation of the en-
tertainment industry being discussed 
on the floor. Certainly in the problems 
that we have in our country and the 
challenges that our children face, and 
in the aftermath of Littleton, Colo-
rado, there is enough blame to go 
around everyplace. I know it is not the 
intention of the maker of the motion, 
but to some this amendment might 
seem like an attempt to deflect the 
blame from the gun industry and the 
easy accessibility of guns to another 
source of the violence in our country. 

As a politician, and I use that word 
with great pride, I myself am very of-
fended at the way the public in a blan-
ket way condemns us. The gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. SALMON) said that 
we are either brain dead or bought off. 
I do not think that that was an accu-
rate characterization of anybody in 
this body on either side of the aisle, 
but I think that the American people 
may think that of the Congress, and so 
when we hear Congress mocked, criti-
cized and condemned for insatiable ap-
petite for campaign funds, we are ac-
cused of being bought off across the 
board, I certainly do not think that 
they are referring to me or to my col-
league, or to any individual in this 
body. Blanket condemnations really, as 
they say, all generalizations, are false, 
including this one. 

The condemnation of the entertain-
ment industry, I think, is grossly un-
fair. Should we look into and do re-
search on the impact of violence in the 
media on children and how they react 
to it? Certainly. I think if everybody 
had the goal in mind that this amend-
ment ostensibly has, the Committee on 
Rules of this body would have allowed 
the Obey amendment to be considered 
on the floor as part of this bill. The 
Obey amendment, the Obey safe 
schools amendment, talks about safe 
schools, healthy students, community 
action grants to prevent violence, al-
ternative schools for at-risk and delin-
quent youth, 21st century community 
learning centers, the National Acad-
emy of Sciences study on mental 
health. We have to be looking into the 
mental aspects of this as well. 

The violence that the industry puts 
out is market-driven. I think that we 
must look to all of the root causes of 
the violence in our society. We must 
look into the home, we must look into 
how children’s consciences are devel-
oped, but we cannot, when we are de-
linquent in all of the other areas, then 
decide to make life easy on ourselves 
by giving a blanket condemnation of 
the entertainment industry. 

I do not want to go into the number 
of jobs it creates and into what it does 
for the balance of payments and all 
that, because if they were doing the 
wrong thing, even that would not jus-
tify it. But I will say that our col-
leagues should oppose it; however good 
it sounds, it comes to us at the price of 
freedom. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume to say to the gentlewoman with 
all due respect, whom I consider a good 
friend and for whom I have great re-
spect, there have been a thousand stud-
ies in the last 45 years on the issue of 
violence and its impact on aggressive 
behavior with children, most all of 
which have shown a positive correla-
tion. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON). 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, let 
me say to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia and his colleagues that we ap-
preciate the sincerity of this debate. As 
my colleagues know, this is an element 
in society today that we are concerned 
about, and maybe this is not the best 
vehicle to correct the problem. But I do 
want to say, it does not condemn the 
motion picture industry or the enter-
tainment industry. It does have some 
very positive language in here. 

We recommend that alternatives be 
developed concerning discouraging the 
exposure of children to violent subject 
matter. We do think that industry has 
been irresponsible, and that could be 
tightened up. We say we want the en-
tertainment industry to recognize its 
power and influence over the Nation’s 
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youth and their behavior, and we want 
them to do everything in their power 
to stop the portrayals of pointless acts 
of brutality. 

So while it is too broad for my col-
league, it is not as broad as it has been 
accused of being. But let me say this. 
While we are discussing it, positive 
things are happening. I was in the 
State legislature in Georgia when we 
debated a mandatory seat belt law. We 
debated that for 8 years before it was 
passed, but during the debate the 
awareness was heightened, and usage of 
seat belts went up. 

I think as long as we are talking 
about it, as long as the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is having hear-
ings about it, we are saying, let us 
bring this up, talk about it, and let us 
do it freely. This language has been 
structured by us to make sure that we 
do not violate the first amendment. 
This is an urging kind of thing. And it 
might be too broad for my colleague, 
but maybe we should come back and do 
it as a freestanding resolution that 
could give us a little more leeway on 
the language. 

In recognition, though, the children 
are watching 20 hours of TV every 
week and countless hours listening to 
CDs, computers and videos and so 
forth, and we are worried that the in-
fluences that they are having from 
them can be negative. By the time a 
child is a senior in high school, he or 
she has seen 200,000 acts of violence on 
TV and 16,000 murders. Research shows 
overwhelmingly that there is a measur-
able increase in aggressive behavior 
from individuals who have been watch-
ing violent TV. 

Let me just say to my colleagues, I 
have young children; actually, not so 
young anymore, a 16- and a 14-year-old, 
and the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE)’s son and mine played 
together at the bipartisan retreat. But 
Proximity Mines, a video game, this is 
how the makers of that game describe 
it in their own advertisement: A wave 
of shrapnel that can cut a man off at 
the knees and slice smaller enemies 
into a pulpy goo. This is what they are 
bragging about. Another video game, 
The Firestorm Cannon, delivers a lit-
eral rain of firepower. 

Eric Harris and Dylan Klebold, the 
boys who were the perpetrators of Col-
umbine, they were accomplished play-
ers of the video game Doom. Well, now 
there is a new video game Doom, but 
Doom II, which the promoter and the 
manufacturer advertises as being big-
ger, badder and bloodier than the origi-
nal; this sequel extends the carnage 
started in Doom. 

It is something that we are very con-
cerned about, as I know my colleagues 
are concerned. I never thought I would 
be quoting Marilyn Manson, but 
Marilyn Manson, whose CD, among 
other things, on his album, AntiChrist 
Superstar, has these words: The house-

wife I will beat, the prolife I will kill. 
I throw a little fit, I slash my teenage 
wrist, get your gunn, get your gunn. 

Yet, what does he have to say after 
Columbine? He has to say that the 
media makes heroes out of Klebold and 
Harris. Didn’t be surprised if people get 
pushed into believing that these people 
are idols. From Jesse James to Charles 
Manson, the media has turned crimi-
nals into folk heroes. 

There is a broad enough spectrum of 
philosophy here that we can look into 
this and not be afraid to talk about it. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes and 15 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), 
our ranking member. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to agree with the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON) and let him 
know that I think out of this discus-
sion we may be justifying even why we 
had a sense of Congress resolution in a 
bill this complex. But I would like to 
turn my colleagues’ attention, as along 
with the author of this measure, to 
hearings we held in the Committee on 
the Judiciary on May 13 on youth, cul-
ture and violence, and what a panel it 
was. Well, there were several panels. 
But involved were Michael Medved, the 
film critic; Jack Valenti, President of 
the Motion Picture Association of 
America; Dr. Dewey Cornell, professor 
of clinical psychology, University of 
Virginia; and we are reproducing these 
hearings. 

What Michael Medved, at the same 
panel with Jack Valenti, suggested is 
that we desperately need a ratings, 
universal rating system to cover all 
elements of pop culture, a clear and 
consistent means of labeling movies, 
television, CDs, video games, so that 
consumers can make much more in-
formed choices on the marketplace. He 
said, ‘‘Even Hollywood’s most shame-
less apologists must face the fact that 
the current situation with ratings and 
parental warnings amount to a chaotic 
incomprehensible mess.’’ 

It is from there that I would like to 
throw this out to the author of the 
amendment and my friend from Geor-
gia to see if this resonates at all with 
my colleagues in terms of where we 
may go from the sense of Congress res-
olution. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Missouri. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
think what the gentleman is saying is 
very important and a very good idea. I 
think what I want my colleagues to un-
derstand is the purpose of this amend-
ment is really to begin the dialogue on 
this issue. We do not legislate, we do 
not make any new laws within the res-
olution, because it is my personal opin-
ion that this is a huge issue that we 
must address, and what the gentleman 
is telling us is definitely an important 
part of that. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, that is 
exactly where I want to go from here. 
I want to legislate. I want to make 
laws. We do not make doughnuts; that 
is all we have here, and to me these 
hearings that we have already had pro-
vide a very important way for us to 
move forward. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would in-
form the managers that the gentleman 
from California (Mr. BERMAN) has 13⁄4 
minutes remaining; and the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON) 
has 4 minutes remaining. 

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT). 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, the en-
tertainment industry and the academic 
community in study after study really 
documents this problem. There is no 
disagreement that this is a problem. I 
think this debate has been helpful 
today, and what it calls attention to is 
the interest of the Congress in seeing 
the industry do something about the 
facts they have. 

We could give all sorts of studies that 
show that youth violence does in-
crease, aggressive behavior does in-
crease when viewing, or a preference 
for violent television alone is part of 
their lifestyle. According to the na-
tional television violence study funded 
by the cable TV industry itself, who 
really with that report say to the coun-
try, we have a problem here, TV vio-
lence has continued to grow, since 1994, 
violence has increased in prime time 
broadcasts and basic cable programs. 
They also say that the way TV vio-
lence is depicted encourages children 
toward aggressive behavior. Sixty- 
seven percent of the programs carried 
by the network programs in prime time 
for cable included violence; 64 percent 
of those programs included violence in 
the 1996–1997 season. That violence is 
often glamorized. 

As my good friend, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. PELOSI) said, our 
business here should be about children, 
and however we solve this, it should be 
with the best interests of the children 
in America. According to a 1995 
Mediascope study, perpetrators of vio-
lence go unpunished 73 percent of the 
time. The consequences of the violent 
action are almost never apparent. Thir-
ty-nine percent of the time violence is 
depicted as part of humor. 

The facts can best be changed by the 
industry itself. That is what the gen-
tlewoman from Missouri’s amendment 
says. The best solution here is not a 
government solution, if the industry 
will take their steps to solve this first. 
This resolution calls on them to do 
that. I call on them to do that, and I 
ask my colleagues to include this im-
portant resolution in the legislation 
that we vote on today. 

b 1130 
Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself the balance of my time. 
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Mr. Chairman, as the mother of four 

children, and soon to be 8 children ac-
tually, I can think of no greater love, 
no more profound or pure love than 
that which I have for my children. 
There is nothing in the world I would 
not do to protect them to keep them 
safe. I will do everything in my power 
to make sure that happens. 

This debate, as everyone has so elo-
quently said, really goes to the heart 
and soul of this country. It is about the 
kind of place that we make for our kids 
and for their children. 

I do not think one of us, not as legis-
lators, not as parents, the gun lobby, 
the entertainment industry, our com-
munity leaders, priests, rabbis, min-
isters, no one, no one can shirk their 
responsibility and lay the blame at 
someone else’s doorstep and say it is 
someone else’s fault that our kids are 
killing kids today. 

We live in the greatest country in the 
world and I think we have to all join 
hands, put aside our political dif-
ferences and come down and sit at the 
table and figure out what is wrong in 
our society today. It is far more impor-
tant to do this than to play politics. It 
is far more important than winning 
elections. 

Quite frankly, I am embarrassed. I 
am embarrassed that we, as the great-
est law-making body in the world, 
would try to make political points with 
an issue that is so important and so 
fundamental to the well-being of our 
country, and that is the safety and se-
curity of our children. I think we 
should be ashamed of ourselves. We do 
not need more studies. We do not need 
more laws. We need to talk. We need 
everyone at the table. All we are doing 
with this amendment is asking the en-
tertainment industry to sit down with 
us. 

I will thank my colleagues for their 
eloquent words, both on my side and 
their side. 

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

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 15 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, I simply want to say I 
have a better understanding of the gen-
tlewoman’s motivations from the de-
bate and appreciate them. I feel that 
this would be a better and more appro-
priate resolution if it focused on the 
bad actors or, in the alternative, recog-
nized the tremendous good that the in-
dustry has brought. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank all of the partici-
pants and debaters on this issue. First 
of all, I want to acknowledge all of us 
who have come to the floor, and par-
ents, who have the understanding and 
appreciation for our responsibility. So 
I thank the gentlewoman for allowing 
us this debate. 

I would simply say this: It is a good 
resolution to get us discussing the 
issue, but I would simply say to the 
gentlewoman that what we can do now 
is to allow the entertainment industry 
to come to the table, along with some 
of the other bad actors, because I think 
it is equally important that we say to 
the National Rifle Association that all 
that they have been promoting is not 
right and they have not been listening 
to those of us who have said we have to 
find a way to cease this violence, this 
gun violence, these actions on the part 
of our children. 

There are so many variables to help-
ing our children understand that vio-
lence is not the way to go, and con-
demnation can occur. We can do this 
every day on the floor of the House, 
but will it bring about results? 

I would say to my colleagues, let us 
go back to our districts and go to the 
retailers of videos and CDs and ask 
them voluntarily to meet with us and 
begin to explain to parents how they 
should instruct their children when 
they come in to buy CDs and come in 
to buy videos, and so we have a vol-
untary cooperation to stop the violence 
amongst our children. 

I hope that out of this discussion 
that we will find resolutions and that 
we will not condemn just a certain in-
dustry or certain group, that we will 
ask all of them to come to the table 
and work with us to be constructive 
and get the problems solved. 

I would like to submit for the 
RECORD ‘‘Religious Expression in Pub-
lic Schools: A Statement of Prin-
ciples,’’ by the Secretary of Education. 
RELIGIOUS EXPRESSION IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS: A 

STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

‘‘. . . Schools do more than train their 
children’s minds. They also help to nurture 
their souls by reinforcing the values they 
learn at home and in their communities. I 
believe that one of the best ways we can help 
our schools do this is by supporting students’ 
fights to voluntarily practice their religious 
beliefs in schools. For more than 200 years, 
the First Amendment has protected our reli-
gious freedom and allowed many faiths to 
flourish in our homes, in our workplaces, and 
in our schools. Clearly understood and sen-
sibly applied, it works’’—President Clinton, 
May 30, 1998. 

DEAR AMERICAN EDUCATOR, Almost three 
years ago, President Clinton directed me, as 
U.S. Secretary of Education, in consultation 
with the Attorney General, to provide every 
public school district in America with a 
statement of principles addressing the extent 
to which religious expression and activity 
are permitted in our public schools. In ac-
cordance with the President’s directive, I 
sent every school superintendent in the 
country guidelines on Religious Expression 
in Public Schools in August of 1995. 

The purpose of promulgating these presi-
dential guidelines was to end much of the 
confusion regarding religious expression in 
our nation’s public schools that had devel-
oped over more than thirty years since the 
U.S. Supreme Court decision in 1962 regard-

ing state sponsored school prayer. I believe 
that these guidelines have helped school offi-
cials, teachers, students, and parents find a 
new common ground on the important issue 
of religious freedom consistent with con-
stitutional requirements. 

In July of 1996, for example, the Saint 
Louis School Board adopted a district wide 
policy using these guidelines. While the 
school district had previously allowed cer-
tain religious activities, it had never spelled 
them out before, resulting in a lawsuit over 
the right of a student to pray before lunch in 
the cafeteria. The creation of a clearly de-
fined policy using the guidelines allowed the 
school board and the family of the student to 
arrive at a mutually satisfactory settlement. 

In a case decided last year in a United 
States District Court in Alabama, (Chandler 
v. James) involving student initiated prayer 
at school related events, the court instructed 
the DeKalb County School District to main-
tain for circulation in the library of each 
school a copy of the presidential guidelines. 

The great advantage of the presidential 
guidelines, however, is that they allow 
school districts to avoid contentious dis-
putes by developing a common under-
standing among students, teachers, parents 
and the broader community that the First 
Amendment does in fact provide ample room 
for religious expression by students while at 
the same time maintaining freedom from 
government sponsored religion. 

The development and use of these presi-
dential guidelines were not and are not iso-
lated activities. Rather, these guidelines are 
part of an ongoing and growing effort by edu-
cators and America’s religious community to 
find a new common ground. In April of 1995, 
for example, thirty-five religious groups 
issued ‘‘Religion in the Public Schools: A 
Joint Statement of Current Law’’ that the 
Department drew from in developing its own 
guidelines. Following the release of the pres-
idential guidelines, the National PTA and 
the Freedom Forum jointly published in 1996 
‘‘A Parent’s Guide to Religion in the Public 
Schools’’ which put the guidelines into an 
easily understandable question-and-answer 
format. 

In the last two years, I have held three re-
ligious-education summits to inform faith 
communities and educators about the guide-
lines and to encourage continued dialogue 
and cooperation within constitutional lim-
its. Many religious communities have con-
tacted local schools and school systems to 
offer their assistance because of the clarity 
provided by the guidelines. The United Meth-
odist Church has provided reading tutors to 
many schools, and Hadassah and the Wom-
en’s League for Conservative Judaism have 
both been extremely active in providing 
local schools with support for summer read-
ing programs. 

The guidelines we are releasing today are 
the same as originally issued in 1995, except 
that changes have been made in the sections 
on religious excusals and student garb to re-
flect the Supreme Court decision in Boerne v. 
Flores declaring the Religious Freedom Res-
toration Act unconstitutional as applied to 
actions of state and local governments. 

These guidelines continue to reflect two 
basic and equally important obligations im-
posed on public school officials by the First 
Amendment. First, schools may not forbid 
students acting on their own from expressing 
their personal religious views or beliefs sole-
ly because they are of a religious nature. 
Schools may not discriminate against pri-
vate religious expression by students, but 
must instead give students the same right to 
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engage in religious activity and discussion as 
they have to engage in other comparable ac-
tivity. Generally, this means that students 
may pray in a nondisruptive manner during 
the school day when they are not engaged in 
school activities and instruction, subject to 
the same rules of order that apply to other 
student speech. 

At the same time, schools may not endorse 
religious activity or doctrine, nor may they 
coerce participation in religious activity. 
Among other things, of course, school ad-
ministrators and teachers may not organize 
or encourage prayer exercises in the class-
room. Teachers, coaches, and other school 
officials who act as advisors to student 
groups must remain mindful that they can-
not engage in or lead the religious activities 
of students. 

And the right of religious expression in 
school does not include the right to have a 
‘‘captive audience’’ listen, or to compel 
other students to participate. School offi-
cials should not permit student religious 
speech to turn into religious harassment 
aimed at a student or a small group of stu-
dents. Students do not have the right to 
make repeated invitations to other students 
to participate in religious activity in the 
face of a request to stop. 

The statement of principles set forth below 
derives from the First Amendment. Imple-
mentation of these principles, of course, will 
depend on specific factual contexts and will 
require careful consideration in particular 
cases. 

In issuing these revised guidelines I en-
courage every school district to make sure 
that principals, teachers, students and par-
ents are familiar with their content. To that 
end I offer three suggestions: 

First, school districts should use these 
guidelines to revise or develop their own dis-
trict wide policy regarding religious expres-
sion. In developing such a policy, school offi-
cials can engage parents, teachers, the var-
ious faith communities and the broader com-
munity in a positive dialogue to define a 
common ground that gives all parties the as-
surance that when questions do arise regard-
ing religious expression, the community is 
well prepared to apply these guidelines to 
specific cases. The Davis County School Dis-
trict in Farmington, Utah is an example of a 
school district that has taken the affirma-
tive step of developing such a policy. 

At a time of increasing religious diversity 
in our country such a proactive step can help 
school districts create a framework of civil-
ity that reaffirms and strengthens the com-
munity consensus regarding religious lib-
erty. School districts that do not make the 
effort to develop their own policy may find 
themselves unprepared for the intensity of 
the debate that can engage a community 
when positions harden around a live con-
troversy involving religious expression in 
public schools. 

Second, I encourage principals and admin-
istrators to take the additional step of mak-
ing sure that teachers, so often on the front 
line of any dispute regarding religious ex-
pression, are fully informed about the guide-
lines. The Gwinnett County School system 
in Georgia, for example, begins every school 
year with workshops for teachers that in-
clude the distribution of these presidential 
guidelines. Our nation’s schools of education 
can also do their part by ensuring that pro-
spective teachers are knowledgeable about 
religious expression in the classroom. 

Third, I encourage schools to actively take 
steps to inform parents and students about 
religious expression in school using these 

guidelines. The Carter County School Dis-
trict in Elizabethton, Tennessee, included 
the subject of religious expression in a char-
acter education program that it developed in 
the fall of 1997. This effort included sending 
home to every parent a copy of the ‘‘Parent’s 
Guide to Religion in the Public Schools.’’ 

Help is available for those school districts 
that seek to develop policies on religious ex-
pression. I have enclosed a list of associa-
tions and groups that can provide informa-
tion to school districts and parents who seek 
to learn more about religious expression in 
our nation’s public schools. 

In addition, citizens can turn to the U.S. 
Department of Education web site 
(www.ed.gov) for information about the 
guidelines and other activities of the Depart-
ment that support the growing effort of edu-
cators and religious communities to support 
the education of our nation’s children. 

Finally, I encourage teachers and prin-
cipals to see the First Amendment as some-
thing more than a piece of dry, old parch-
ment locked away in the national attic gath-
ering dust. It is a vital living principle, a call 
to action, and a demand that each genera-
tion reaffirm its connection to the basic idea 
that is America—that we are a free people 
who protect our freedoms by respecting the 
freedom of others who differ from us.the 
Baptist, the Catholic, the Jew and many oth-
ers fleeing persecution to find religious free-
dom in America. The United States remains 
the most successful experiment in religious 
freedom that the world has ever known be-
cause the First Amendment uniquely bal-
ances freedom of private religious belief and 
expression with freedom from state-imposed 
religious expression. 

Public schools can neither foster religion 
nor preclude it. Our public schools must 
treat religion with fairness and respect and 
vigorously protect religious expression as 
well as the freedom of conscience of all other 
students. In so doing our public schools reaf-
firm the First Amendment and enrich the 
lives of their students. 

I encourage you to share this information 
widely and in the most appropriate manner 
with your school community. Please accept 
my sincere thanks for your continuing work 
on behalf of all of America’s children. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD W. RILEY, 

U.S. Secretary of Education. 
RELIGIOUS EXPRESSION THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Student prayer and religious discussion: 

The Establishment Clause of the First 
Amendment does not prohibit purely private 
religious speech by students. Students there-
fore have the same right to engage in indi-
vidual or group prayer and religious discus-
sion during the school day as they do to en-
gage in other comparable activity. For ex-
ample, students may read their Bibles or 
other scriptures, say grace before meals, and 
pray before tests to the same extent they 
may engage in comparable nondisruptive ac-
tivities. Local school authorities possess 
substantial discretion to impose rules of 
order and other pedagogical restrictions on 
student activities, but they may not struc-
ture or administer such rules to discriminate 
against religious activity or speech. 

Generally, students may pray in a non-
disruptive manner when not engaged in 
school activities or instruction, and subject 
to the rules that normally pertain in the ap-
plicable setting. Specifically, students in in-
formal settings, such as cafeterias and hall-
ways, may pray and discuss their religious 
views with each other, subject to the same 
rules of order as apply to other student ac-

tivities and speech. Students may also speak 
to, and attempt to persuade, their peers 
about religious topics just as they do with 
regard to political topics. School officials, 
however, should intercede to stop student 
speech that constitutes harassment aimed at 
a student or a group of students. 

Students may also participate in before or 
after school events with religious content, 
such as ‘‘see you at the flag pole’’ gath-
erings, on the same terms as they may par-
ticipate in other noncurriculum activities on 
school premises. School officials may neither 
discourage nor encourage participation in 
such an event. 

The right to engage in voluntary prayer or 
religious discussion free from discrimination 
does not include the right to have a captive 
audience listen, or to compel other students 
to participate. Teachers and school adminis-
trators should ensure that no student is in 
any way coerced to participate in religious 
activity. 

Graduation prayer and baccalaureates: 
Under current Supreme Court decisions, 
school officials may not mandate or organize 
prayer at graduation, nor organize religious 
baccalaureate ceremonies. If a school gen-
erally opens its facilities to private groups, 
it must make its facilities available on the 
same terms to organizers of privately spon-
sored religious baccalaureate services. A 
school may not extend preferential treat-
ment to baccalaureate ceremonies and may 
in some instances be obliged to disclaim offi-
cial endorsement of such ceremonies. 

Official neutrality regarding religious ac-
tivity: Teachers and school administrators, 
when acting in those capacities, are rep-
resentatives of the state and are prohibited 
by the establishment clause from soliciting 
or encouraging religious activity, and from 
participating in such activity with students. 
Teachers and administrators also are prohib-
ited from discouraging activity because of 
its religious content, and from soliciting or 
encouraging antireligious activity. 

Teaching about religion: Public schools 
may not provide religious instruction, but 
they may teach about religion, including the 
Bible or other scripture: the history of reli-
gion, comparative religion, the Bible (or 
other scripture) as literature, and the role of 
religion in the history of the United States 
and other countries all are permissible pub-
lic school subjects. Similarly, it is permis-
sible to consider religious influences on art, 
music, literature, and social studies. Al-
though public schools may teach about reli-
gious holidays, including their religious as-
pects, and may celebrate the secular aspects 
of holidays, schools may not observe holi-
days as religious events or promote such ob-
servance by students. 

Student assignments: Students may ex-
press their beliefs about religion in the form 
of homework, artwork, and other written 
and oral assignments free of discrimination 
based on the religious content of their sub-
missions. Such home and classroom work 
should be judged by ordinary academic 
standards of substance and relevance, and 
against other legitimate pedagogical con-
cerns identified by the school. 

Religious literature: Students have a right 
to distribute religious literature to their 
schoolmates on the same terms as they are 
permitted to distribute other literature that 
is unrelated to school curriculum or activi-
ties. Schools may impose the same reason-
able time, place, and manner or other con-
stitutional restrictions on distribution of re-
ligious literature as they do on nonschool 
literature generally, but they may not single 
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out religious literature for special regula-
tion. 

Religious excusals: Subject to applicable 
State laws, schools enjoy substantial discre-
tion to excuse individual students from les-
sons that are objectionable to the student or 
the students’ parents on religious or other 
conscientious grounds. However, students 
generally do not have a Federal right to be 
excused from lessons that may be incon-
sistent with their religious beliefs or prac-
tices. School officials may neither encourage 
nor discourage students from availing them-
selves of an excusal option. 

Released time: Subject to applicable State 
laws, schools have the discretion to dismiss 
students to off-premises religious instruc-
tion, provided that schools do not encourage 
or discourage participation or penalize those 
who do not attend. Schools may not allow 
religious instruction by outsiders on school 
premises during the school day. 

Teaching values: Though schools must be 
neutral with respect to religion, they may 
play an active role with respect to teaching 
civic values and virtue, and the moral code 
that holds us together as a community. The 
fact that some of these values are held also 
by religions does not make it unlawful to 
teach them in school. 

Student garb: Schools enjoy substantial 
discretion in adopting policies relating to 
student dress and school uniforms. Students 
generally have no Federal right to be ex-
empted from religiously-neutral and gen-
erally applicable school dress rules based on 
their religious beliefs or practices; however, 
schools may not single out religious attire in 
general, or attire of a particular religion, for 
prohibition or regulation. Students may dis-
play religious messages on items of clothing 
to the same extent that they are permitted 
to display other comparable messages. Reli-
gious messages may not be singled out for 
suppression, but rather are subject to the 
same rules as generally apply to comparable 
messages. 

THE EQUAL ACCESS ACT 
The Equal Access Act is designed to ensure 

that, consistent with the First Amendment, 
student religious activities are accorded the 
same access to public school facilities as are 
student secular activities. Based on decisions 
of the Federal courts, as well as its interpre-
tations of the Act, the Department of Jus-
tice has advised that the Act should be inter-
preted as providing, among other things, 
that: 

General provisions: Student religious 
groups at public secondary schools have the 
same right of access to school facilities as is 
enjoyed by other comparable student groups. 
Under the Equal Access Act, a school receiv-
ing Federal funds that allows one or more 
student noncurriculum-related clubs to meet 
on its premises during noninstructional time 
may not refuse access to student religious 
groups. 

Prayer services and worship exercises cov-
ered: A meeting, as defined and protected by 
the Equal Access Act, may include a prayer 
service, Bible reading, or other worship exer-
cise. 

Equal access to means of publicizing meet-
ings: A school receiving Federal funds must 
allow student groups meeting under the Act 
to use the school media—including the pub-
lic address system, the school newspaper, 
and the school bulletin board—to announce 
their meetings on the same terms as other 
noncurriculum-related student groups are al-
lowed to use the school media. Any policy 
concerning the use of school media must be 
applied to all noncurriculum related student 

groups in a nondiscriminatory matter. 
Schools, however, may inform students that 
certain groups are not school sponsored. 

Lunchtime and recess covered: A school 
creates a limited open forum under the 
Equal Access Act, triggering equal access 
rights for religious groups, when it allows 
students to meet during their lunch periods 
or other noninstructional time during the 
school day, as well as when it allows stu-
dents to meet before and after the school 
day. 

Revised May 1998. 
List of organizations that can answer ques-

tions on religious expression in public 
schools. 
Religious Action Center of Reform Judaism 

Name: Rabbi David Saperstein, Address: 
2027 Massachusetts Ave., NW, Washington, 
DC 20036, Phone: (202) 387–2800, Fax: (202) 677– 
9070, E-Mail: rac@uahc.org, Web site: 
www.cdinet.com/RAC/. 
American Jewish Congress 

Name: Marc Stem, Address: 15 East 84th 
Street, New York, NY 10028, Phone: (212) 360– 
1545, Fax: (212) 861–7056, E-Mail: Marc-S- 
AJC@aol.com. 
Christian Legal Society 

Name: Steven McFarland, Address: 4208 Ev-
ergreen Lane, #222, Annandale, VA 22003, 
Phone: (703) 642–1070, Fax: (703) 642–1075, E- 
Mail: clrf@mindspring.com, Web site: 
www.clsnet.com. 
National School Boards Association 

Name: Laurie Westley, Address: 1680 Duke 
Street, Alexandria, VA 22314, Phone: (703) 
838–6703, Fax: (703) 548–5613, E-Mail: 
lwestley@nsba.org, Web site: www.nsba.org. 
American Association of School Administrators 

Name: Andrew Rotherham, Address: 1801 N. 
Moore St., Arlington, VA 22209, Phone: (703) 
528–0700, Fax: (703) 528–2146, E-Mail: 
arotherham@aasa.org, Web site: 
www.aasa.org. 
National PTA 

Name: Maribeth Oakes, Address: 1090 
Vermont Ave., NW, Suite 1200, Washington, 
DC 20005, Phone: (202) 289–6790, Fax: (202) 289– 
6791, E-Mail: mloakes@pta.org, Web site: 
www.pta.org. 
National Association of Evangelicals 

Name: Forest Montgomery, Address: 1023 
15th Street, NW #500, Washington, DC 20005, 
Phone: (202) 789–1011, Fax: (202) 842–0392, E- 
Mail: oga@nae.net, Web site: www.nae.net. 
Freedom Forum 

Name: Charles Haynes, Address: I 10 1 Wil-
son Blvd., Arlington, VA 22209, Phone: (703) 
528–0800, Fax: (703) 284–2879, E-Mail: 
chaines@freedomforum. org, Web site: 
www.l freed omfo rum. org. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
QUINN). The question is on the amend-
ment offered by the gentlewoman from 
Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 

OF THE WHOLE 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 209, pro-
ceedings will now resume on those 
amendments on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed in the fol-
lowing order: 

Amendment No. 28 offered by the 
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
ADERHOLT); amendment No. 29 offered 
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 

SOUDER); and amendment No. 30 offered 
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
SOUDER). 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 
AMENDMENT NO. 28 OFFERED BY MR. ADERHOLT 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
unfinished business is the demand for a 
recorded vote on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. ADERHOLT) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 28 offered by Mr. 
ADERHOLT: 

Add at the end the following new title: 
TITLE ll—RIGHTS TO RELIGIOUS 

LIBERTY 
SEC. ll. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds the following: 
(1) The Declaration of Independence de-

clares that governments are instituted to se-
cure certain unalienable rights, including 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, 
with which all human beings are endowed by 
their Creator and to which they are entitled 
by the laws of nature and of nature’s God. 

(2) The organic laws of the United States 
Code and the constitutions of every State, 
using various expressions, recognize God as 
the source of the blessings of liberty. 

(3) The First Amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States secures rights 
against laws respecting an establishment of 
religion or prohibiting the free exercise 
thereof made by the United States Govern-
ment. 

(4) The rights secured under the First 
Amendment have been interpreted by courts 
of the United States Government to be in-
cluded among the provisions of the Four-
teenth Amendment. 

(5) The Tenth Amendment reserves to the 
States respectively the powers not delegated 
to the United States Government nor prohib-
ited to the States. 

(6) Disputes and doubts have arisen with 
respect to public displays of the Ten Com-
mandments and to other public expression of 
religious faith. 

(7) Section 5 of the Fourteenth Amendment 
grants the Congress power to enforce the 
provisions of the said amendment. 

(8) Article I, Section 8, grants the Congress 
power to constitute tribunals inferior to the 
Supreme Court, and Article III, Section 1, 
grants the Congress power to ordain and es-
tablish courts in which the judicial power of 
the United States Government shall be vest-
ed. 
SEC. ll. RELIGIOUS LIBERTY RIGHTS DE-

CLARED. 
(a) DISPLAY OF TEN COMMANDMENTS.—The 

power to display the Ten Commandments on 
or within property owned or administered by 
the several States or political subdivisions 
thereof is hereby declared to be among the 
powers reserved to the States respectively. 

(b) EXPRESSION OF RELIGIOUS FAITH.—The 
expression of religious faith by individual 
persons on or within property owned or ad-
ministered by the several States or political 
subdivisions thereof is hereby— 

(1) declared to be among the rights secured 
against laws respecting an establishment of 
religion or prohibiting the free exercise of 
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religion made or enforced by the United 
States Government or by any department or 
executive or judicial officer thereof; and 

(2) declared to be among the liberties of 
which no State shall deprive any person 
without due process of law made in pursu-
ance of powers reserved to the States respec-
tively. 

(c) EXERCISE OF JUDICIAL POWER.—The 
courts constituted, ordained, and established 
by the Congress shall exercise the judicial 
power in a manner consistent with the fore-
going declarations. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 248, noes 180, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No. 221] 

AYES—248 

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clement 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 

English 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kasich 
Kelly 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 

LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
Mascara 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paul 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 

Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Spence 
Stabenow 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Stupak 

Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 

Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—180 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berkley 
Berman 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Campbell 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooksey 
Coyne 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 

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

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E.B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson 
Lazio 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 

Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sisisky 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Wilson 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—6 

Brown (CA) 
Carson 

Houghton 
McKeon 

Smith (NJ) 
Thomas 

b 1158 

Mr. VISCLOSKY and Mr. TOWNS 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the Chair announces 
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5 

minutes the period of time within 
which a vote by electronic device will 
be taken on each additional amend-
ment on which the Chair has postponed 
further proceedings. 

AMENDMENT NO. 29 OFFERED BY MR. SOUDER 

The CHAIRMAN. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 29 offered by Mr. 
SOUDER: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 
SEC. 3. RELIGIOUS NONDISCRIMINATION. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting before title III the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘RELIGIOUS NONDISCRIMINATION 

‘‘SEC. 299J. (a) A governmental entity that 
receives a grant under this title and that is 
authorized by this title to carry out the pur-
pose for which such grant is made through 
contracts with, or grants to, nongovern-
mental entities may use such grant to carry 
out such purpose through contracts with or 
grants to religious organizations. 

‘‘(b) For purposes of subsection (a), sub-
sections (b) through (k) of section 104 of the 
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (42 U.S.C. 
604a) shall apply with respect to the use of a 
grant received by such entity under this title 
in the same manner as such subsections 
apply to States with respect to a program 
described in section 104(a)(2)(A) of such 
Act.’’. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 346, noes 83, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 222] 

AYES—346 

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 

Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 

Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Capuano 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
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Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 

Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kildee 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meeks (NY) 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Minge 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reyes 

Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—83 

Ackerman 
Allen 
Baldwin 
Berkley 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Cardin 
Clay 
Clayton 
Conyers 
Cummings 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Fattah 
Filner 
Gejdenson 
Gonzalez 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hilliard 

Hinchey 
Hoeffel 
Horn 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kennedy 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Lee 
Lewis (GA) 
Lowey 
Maloney (NY) 
Martinez 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McNulty 
Meek (FL) 
Menendez 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Mink 
Morella 
Nadler 

Napolitano 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Pallone 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pickett 
Rangel 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sisisky 
Slaughter 
Stark 
Tierney 
Udall (CO) 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Woolsey 
Wu 

NOT VOTING—5 

Brown (CA) 
Carson 

Houghton 
Smith (NJ) 

Thomas 

b 1208 
Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. HINOJOSA, Ms. 

BROWN of Florida, Mrs. MCCARTHY of 
New York and Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 30 OFFERED BY MR. SOUDER 
The CHAIRMAN. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment No. 30 offered 
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
SOUDER) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 30 offered by Mr. 
SOUDER: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 

SEC. 3. NONDISCRIMINATION BASED ON RELI-
GIOUS OR MORAL BELIEFS. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting before title III the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘NONDISCRIMINATION BASED ON RELIGIOUS OR 

MORAL BELIEFS 
‘‘SEC. 299J. None of the funds appropriated 

to carry out this Act may be used, directly 
or indirectly, to discriminate against, deni-
grate, or otherwise undermine the religious 
or moral beliefs of juveniles who participate 
in programs for which financial assistance is 
provided under this Act or of the parents or 
legal guardians of such juveniles.’’. 

RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 

been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
Mr. CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 210, noes 216, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 223] 

AYES—210 

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clement 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Fletcher 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
Gekas 

Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kasich 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
Lazio 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Maloney (CT) 
Manzullo 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paul 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 

Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Simpson 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wise 
Wolf 
Young (FL) 

NOES—216 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Bonior 

Borski 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Castle 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooksey 
Coyne 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Deal 

DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
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Foley 
Forbes 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilchrest 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Goss 
Green (TX) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hall (OH) 
Hastings (FL) 
Hill (IN) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson 
LaTourette 

Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Northup 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ose 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickett 

Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rivers 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Wilson 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—8 

Boucher 
Brown (CA) 
Carson 

Houghton 
Kolbe 
Linder 

Smith (NJ) 
Thomas 

b 1217 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 33 printed in 
part A of House Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 33 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 33 offered by Mr. 
MARKEY: 

At the end of the bill, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. STUDY OF MARKETING PRACTICES OF 

THE FIREARMS INDUSTRY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Trade Com-

mission and the Attorney General shall 
jointly conduct a study of the marketing 
practices of the firearms industry with re-
spect to children. 

(b) ISSUES EXAMINED.—In conducting the 
study under subsection (a), the Commission 
and the Attorney General shall examine the 
extent to which the firearms industry adver-
tises and promotes its products to minors, 
including in media outlets in which minors 

comprise a substantial percentage of the au-
dience. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Commission and the Attorney General shall 
submit to Congress a report on the study 
conducted under subsection (a). 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY). 

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

Mr. Chairman, the Markey-Roukema- 
Barrett amendment is very simple and 
straightforward. It would require the 
Department of Justice and the Federal 
Trade Commission to work together to 
examine gun manufacturers’ mar-
keting efforts towards children. 

To effectively combat youth gun vio-
lence, we must first understand the 
factors contributing to the culture of 
violence. Just as we must examine the 
role the media and the entertainment 
industry play in glamorizing gun vio-
lence, so too must we investigate the 
firearm industry’s targeting of chil-
dren. 

Advertisements and articles such as 
this one, which encourage parents to 
‘‘Start ’em young,’’ and depict children 
toting guns that would be illegal for 
them to possess, needs to be closely ex-
amined and stopped. This is not un-
usual. Advertisements aimed at chil-
dren are utilized by Beretta, Browning 
and Harrington & Richardson Revolv-
ers, to name a few. They appear on-line 
in gun catalogues and weapons maga-
zines and appeal to a culture where 
guns and gun violence are considered 
acceptable. 

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

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Madam Chairman, 
although I am not opposed to the 
amendment, I ask unanimous consent 
to control the time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from New 
Jersey? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. ROUKEMA. Madam Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Chairman, 13 young people 
die each and every day from gun vio-
lence, from murder, suicides, tragic ac-
cidents. Of course, we have heard about 
the Littleton massacre. Actually, these 
statistics shows us that there is one 
Littleton-size massacre every day in 
our society. 

But I really want to thank the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) for his leadership here because we 
pride ourselves in the House that we 
legislate based on the facts, and that is 
what the gentleman from Massachu-
setts, and I and the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. BARRETT), a co-sponsor 
of this amendment, are seeking to do. 

This amendment very clearly directs 
the Federal Trade Commission and the 
Attorney General to take an in-depth 
look at the marketing practices of the 
firearms industry with respect to chil-
dren. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
has outlined it, and he has given a good 
example about what we are trying to 
do here. The provision is identical to 
the action in the Senate. The Senate 
juvenile justice bill passed by a voice 
vote back in May, the same provision. 
It was due to Senators HATCH and 
BROWNBACK, who are hardly liberal leg-
islators, but they are sensible, com-
mon-sense people, who agreed to this. 

The marketing of guns to children 
has become a budding industry in our 
Nation, shamefully so, I might say. We 
have seen the examples of advertise-
ments in magazines that are up here, 
and I am sure the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) will reference 
them later, but I have just one here 
that I would like to show that graphi-
cally illustrates what we are talking 
about. 

This ad ran on the Beretta Web site 
stating that this new design, on the 
gun handle and barrel namely, a tie- 
dyed design is very attractive to young 
people, and it states, as stated here, 
‘‘This is sure to make you stand out in 
the crowd.’’ That is the kind of appeal 
that they are making to young, inno-
cent people, enticing them to buy an 
Assault Beretta. 

Mr. Chairman, we have been search-
ing for answers for the past 2 days in 
this House on the epidemic of violence 
that has plagued our young people, but 
I think it is too many guns, violent 
movies, videos, song lyrics, and par-
ents. Well, as far as I am concerned, it 
is all of the above, but it is about time 
that we take this action to examine on 
the facts what is being done to market 
to our children. We have to help save 
them from this violence. 

We seek to keep guns out of the 
hands of children, especially those who 
have a tendency towards violence. I 
can think of no better way, no more 
common-sense way for us to get some 
facts that will guide us in the future to 
meaningful legislation. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. BARRETT). 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Madam 
Chairman, I am pleased to join the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) and the gentlewoman from New 
Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA) in this amend-
ment. 

As my colleagues have mentioned, we 
are asking for a study on the mar-
keting practices of gun manufacturers. 
As the father of four young children, I 
want to know if gun makers are tar-
geting kids in an effort to get them in-
terested in guns at a very young age 
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and to guarantee their use as they are 
growing up. 

Madam Chairman, I want to bring to 
the Members’ attention this advertise-
ment for the Harrington & Richardson 
929 Sidekick Revolver shown right 
here. This ad promotes the Sidekick as 
‘‘the right way to get started in 
handgunning,’’ and as a ‘‘quality ‘first- 
time’ revolver.’’ This seems harmless 
until we realize the ad appears in In-
sights, the NRA’s youth magazine. 

This ad clearly illustrates the issue 
we want to address. It is illegal for 
anyone under the age of 18 to purchase 
a handgun, and yet handgun advertise-
ments appear prominently in a publica-
tion specifically aimed at those under 
age 18. We can see from the letters. The 
young lady here is 14 years old, 15 years 
old. This is a child’s magazine, yet 
they are marketing handguns to chil-
dren. 

I want to point out that this lan-
guage was adopted by the Senate last 
month by a voice vote. So this is a no- 
brainer. We should adopt this amend-
ment today, and I hope the House will 
agree to take this very simple and 
commonsense step. 

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

Madam Chairman, to show my col-
leagues how bad this practice is, Sen-
ator BOXER made this amendment in 
the Senate and Senator HATCH accept-
ed it. 

These disturbing advertisements and 
articles bring to mind the all-out as-
sault the tobacco industry made on 
children through the use of Joe Camel 
and the Marlboro Man. I think it is 
wise for Congress to ask the question 
of whether or not the gun industry, the 
gun manufacturers, and the NRA are 
targeting the young children of our 
country, trying to develop them into a 
culture of guns and violence, which ul-
timately manifests itself in crimes or 
antisocial behavior in our society. 

Our amendment is not a panacea. It 
will not solve all the problems of youth 
gun violence. It will, however, begin an 
important dialogue about firearm man-
ufacturers’ and marketers’ contribu-
tion to the high incidence of gun vio-
lence and gun deaths among our Na-
tion’s children. 

Three-quarters of all of the murders 
of young people in the 26 largest indus-
trialized countries of the world occur 
in the United States. Three-quarters of 
all of the murders of the 26 largest in-
dustrialized countries occur amongst 
children in the United States. Does 
anyone doubt that this kind of adver-
tising helps to perpetuate an atmos-
phere in which that kind of act is 
contemplatable? I think not. I think 
that those who carelessly target the 
young people of our country with this 
kind of advertisement must be stopped. 

I urge the Members of the House to 
today embrace this amendment. It is a 
small but important step in ensuring 

that the gun manufacturers and the 
NRA be made accountable for their ac-
tions in creating a culture of youth vi-
olence within our society. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time to 
simply comment on the statement of 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
that I think it is callous and irrespon-
sible and totally disingenuous the way 
they are marketing to our children, 
and I thank him for his leadership. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 

now in order to consider amendment 
No. 34 printed in part A of House Re-
port 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 34 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY 
Mr. MARKEY. Madam Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 34 offered by Mr. 

MARKEY: 
Insert at the end the following new sec-

tion: 
SEC. . SURGEON GENERAL REVIEW OF EFFECT 

ON JUVENILES OF VIOLENCE IN 
MEDIA. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) the tragic killings at a high school in 
Colorado remind us that violence in America 
continues to occur at unacceptable levels for 
a civilized society; 

(2) the relationship of violent messages de-
livered through such popular media as tele-
vision, radio, film, recordings, video games, 
advertising, the Internet, and other outlets 
of mass culture, to self-destructive or violent 
behavior by children or young adults to-
wards themselves, such as suicide, or to vio-
lence directed at others, has been studied in-
tensely both by segments of the media indus-
try itself and by academic institutions; 

(3) the same media used to deliver mes-
sages which harm our children can also be 
used to deliver messages which promote 
positive behavior; 

(4) much of this research has occurred in 
the 17 years since the last major review and 
report of the literature was assembled by the 
National Institute on Mental Health pub-
lished in 1982; 

(5) the Surgeon General of the United 
States last issued a comprehensive report on 
violence and the media in 1972; and 

(6) the number, pervasiveness, and sophis-
tication of technological avenues for deliv-
ering messages through the media to young 
people has expanded rapidly since these 2 re-
ports. 

(b) COMPREHENSIVE REVIEW REQUIRED.—The 
Surgeon General, in cooperation with the 
National Institute of Mental Health, and 
such other sources of expertise as the Sur-
geon General deems appropriate, shall under-
take a comprehensive review of published re-
search, analysis, studies, and other sources 
of reliable information concerning the im-

pact on the health and welfare of children 
and young adults of violent messages deliv-
ered through such popular media as tele-
vision, radio, recordings, video games, adver-
tising, the Internet, and other outlets of 
mass culture. 

(c) REPORT.—The Surgeon General shall 
issue a report based on the review required 
by subsection (b). Such report shall include, 
but not be limited to, findings and rec-
ommendations concerning what can be done 
to mitigate any harmful affects on children 
and young adults from the violent messages 
described in such subsection, and the identi-
fication of gaps in the research that should 
be filled. 

(d) DEADLINES.—The review required by 
subsection (b) shall be completed in no more 
than 1 year, and the report required by sub-
section (c) shall be issued no later than 6 
months following completion of the review. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 209, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) and a Member opposed each will 
control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY). 

b 1230 

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Madam Chairman, this amendment 
seeks to update the last two reports 
prepared under the direction of the 
Surgeon General concerning what the 
research tells us about how media af-
fects young people. 

The President has called for such a 
report. In fact, the Motion Picture As-
sociation has indicated it does not op-
pose such a report. 

When this proposal was introduced as 
a bill, it attracted 31 cosponsors, led by 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) and proving the bipartisan nature 
of this need. It has been 17 years since 
the report by the National Institute of 
Mental Health in 1982, and 27 years 
since the Surgeon General’s report of 
1972. 

Both reports focused on television’s 
impact on behavior. But since that 
time, the capacity of the entertain-
ment industry to deliver ever more 
graphic depiction of violence has vast-
ly increased, and the outlets for deliv-
ering these images to children without 
the intervention of adults has multi-
plied many times. 

Moreover, the research community 
and the entertainment and interactive 
media have produced a vast compen-
dium of research polling and analysis, 
much of it confusing and conflicting, 
but which is much more relevant to to-
day’s world than when it was studied 15 
and 30 years ago. 

The last Government-sponsored re-
view in 1982 included the following in-
troductory sentence: ‘‘We must recog-
nize that children are growing up in an 
environment in which they must learn 
to organize experiences and emotional 
responses not only in relationship to 
the physical and social environment of 
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the home, but also in relationship to 
the omnipresent 21-inch screen that 
talks and sings and dances and encour-
ages the desire for toys and candies and 
breakfast foods.’’ This notion is now as 
quaint as it is obsolete. 

Over the last 30 years, we have seen a 
transformation of the media in the 
United States. We no longer talk about 
the 21-inch box. We now have the Inter-
net. We now have a cable revolution 
with dozens of channels, all of them po-
tentially threats to the well-being of 
children unless there is proper protec-
tions, proper safeguards put into place. 

So we call upon the Surgeon General 
to provide the country with a new Sur-
geon General’s report within 18 months 
which reflects a contemporary crisis. 
We hope that all of the Members here 
on the floor today can embrace, I be-
lieve, the need for better public health 
information about the threat to chil-
dren in our country. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MARKEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Chairman, I would just like to have a 
little colloquy with the gentleman. 

I would just like to say that I was 
going to make some of the same points 
that my colleague the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) just 
made, but I do not want to be redun-
dant. 

I will just say that this is something 
that is extremely important. As he 
said, it has been a long, long time since 
we have had any kind of report or 
study like this. With the advent of all 
the new technologies, television be-
coming so pervasive, the Internet be-
coming so pervasive, it is extremely 
important that we in the Congress and 
the people of this country know where 
the problems lie. And this report is 
going to be extremely important in our 
decision-making process and for the 
American people. 

So I join with my colleague in trying 
to make sure that this passes with an 
overwhelming majority. It is the right 
thing to do, and I do not see why any-
body would oppose it. 

Madam Chairman, I would like to 
thank my colleague for taking the ini-
tiative on this. 

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Chairman, re-
claiming my time, only to say that 
this amendment obviously reflects a 
long-term concern that the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) and I have 
had for this whole subject area, and I 
would hope that all of the Members 
could embrace it today. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). Does anyone seek time in 
opposition? 

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Chairman, 
how much time do I have remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MARKEY) has 30 seconds remaining. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Chairman, if we need more time, I 
would be glad to claim the time in op-
position. I ask unanimous consent to 
do that. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MARKEY. Madam Chairman, I 

yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. BER-
MAN). 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Chairman, if the gentleman needs more 
than 30 seconds, I would be glad to 
yield him the time. 

Mr. BERMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
thank very much both the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BUR-
TON) for yielding me the time. 

I support the amendment. I think es-
tablishing the science of the relation-
ship between the depiction of violence 
and the impacts of media violence are 
legitimate, are important, and are rel-
evant. And I think both gentlemen 
have fashioned a proposal that does 
this, removes all of the rhetoric on 
both sides and all of the efforts to 
point blame, and is an investment in 
real science. 

I hope that the NIH study would re-
view the methodologies and the for-
mulas that have been used by the dif-
ferent researchers, study the different 
conclusions and different statistical 
models that could be developed from 
those formulas. And I think questions 
that have not even been asked before 
by private researchers, the questions 
and the relevance of neighborhood vio-
lence and what kind of role that plays 
in terms of family, in terms of the 
commission of violence, family situa-
tions and their relationship to the root 
causes of violence, all these things, are 
a matter for investigation, not anec-
dote, empirical studies, science, not 
rhetoric. 

I urge the adoption of the amend-
ment. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BERMAN). 

Mr. BERMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

There is one point I hope that the 
Surgeon General’s study does include, 
because there is an interesting ques-
tion out here, the issue of depiction of 
violence through the media and the 
commission of violent acts, and the 
distribution of that same media 
throughout the world, and the exist-
ence of a lower violence rate in many 
other countries and what are the rela-
tionships and what are the reasons. 

I think this would be worth pursuing, 
too, because this becomes a part of the 
debate on the whole question of media 
violence and its contribution to vio-
lence in our society. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

I will conclude by saying that I think 
the point of the gentleman is well- 
taken, and I think the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and I will 
try to ask the Surgeon General to in-
clude that in this. 

I hope anybody in the media who is 
watching will realize how serious Con-
gress is about finding out the source of 
a lot of our problems so that we do not 
have these problems in the future. And 
if people in the media and the enter-
tainment industry and other industries 
that have depicted violence and sexual 
explicitness on television and in the 
movies in the years past, if they would 
just of their own initiative start ad-
dressing this problem, it might elimi-
nate some of the action that Congress 
might have to take in the future. 

Madam Chairman, I yield such time 
as he may consume to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Chairman, 
thank the gentleman very much for 
yielding. 

Again, I want to thank him so much 
for all the work which he has done. I 
want to thank Tamara Fucile on my 
staff for all the excellent work she has 
done as well in helping to put all this 
together. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Chairman, I want to thank Matt on my 
staff for all the work he has done as 
well. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MARKEY). 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote, and pending 
that, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 209, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MARKEY) will be postponed. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. It is 
now in order to consider Amendment 
No. 35 printed in Part A of House Re-
port 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 35 OFFERED BY MR. WAMP 

Mr. WAMP. Madam Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A Amendment No. 35 offered by Mr. 
WAMP: 

At the end of the bill insert the following: 
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SEC. 3. SYSTEM FOR LABELING VIOLENT CON-

TENT IN AUDIO AND VISUAL MEDIA 
PRODUCTS. 

(b) LABELING OF AUDIO AND VISUAL MEDIA 
PRODUCTS.—The Fair Packaging and Label-
ing Act is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘LABELING OF AUDIO AND VISUAL MEDIA 
PRODUCTS 

‘‘SEC. 14. (a) It is the policy of Congress, 
and the purpose of this section, to provide 
for the establishment, use, and enforcement 
of a consistent and comprehensive system 
for labeling violent content in audio and vis-
ual media products (including labeling of 
such products in the advertisements for such 
products), whereby— 

‘‘(1) the public may be adequately informed 
of— 

‘‘(A) the nature, context, and intensity of 
depictions of violence in audio and visual 
media products; and 

‘‘(B) matters needed to judge the appro-
priateness of the purchase, viewing, listening 
to, use, or other consumption of audio and 
visual media products containing violent 
content by minors of various ages; and 

‘‘(2) the public may be assured of— 
‘‘(A) the accuracy and consistency of the 

system in labeling the nature, context, and 
intensity of depictions of violence in audio 
and visual media products; and 

‘‘(B) the accuracy and consistency of the 
system in providing information on matters 
needed to judge the appropriateness of the 
purchase, viewing, listening to, use, or other 
consumption of audio and visual media prod-
ucts containing violent content by minors of 
various ages. 

‘‘(b)(1) Manufacturers and producers of 
interactive video game products and serv-
ices, video program products, motion picture 
products, and sound recording products may 
submit to the Federal Trade Commission a 
joint proposal for a system for labeling the 
violent content in interactive video game 
products and services, video program prod-
ucts, motion picture products, and sound re-
cording products. 

‘‘(2) The proposal under this subsection 
should, to the maximum extent practicable, 
meet the requirements set forth in sub-
section (c). 

‘‘(3)(A) The antitrust laws shall not apply 
to any joint discussion, consideration, re-
view, action, or agreement between or 
among manufacturers and producers referred 
to in paragraph (1) for purposes of developing 
a joint proposal for a system for labeling re-
ferred to in that paragraph. 

‘‘(B) For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘antitrust laws’ has the meaning given 
such term in the first section of the Clayton 
Act (15 U.S.C. 12) and includes section 5 of 
the Federal Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 
45). 

‘‘(c) A system for labeling the violent con-
tent in interactive video game products and 
services, video program products, motion 
picture products, and sound recording prod-
ucts under this section shall meet the fol-
lowing requirements: 

‘‘(1) The label of a product or service shall 
consist of a single label which— 

‘‘(A) takes into account the nature, con-
text, and intensity of the depictions of vio-
lence in the product or service; and 

‘‘(B) assesses the totality of all depictions 
of violence in the product or service. 

‘‘(2) The label of a product or service shall 
specify a minimum age in years for the pur-
chase, viewing, listening to, use, or consump-
tion of the product or service in light of the 
totality of all depictions of violence in the 
product or service. 

‘‘(3) The format of the label for products 
and services shall— 

‘‘(A) incorporate each label provided for 
under paragraphs (1) and (2); 

‘‘(B) include a symbol or icon, and written 
text; and 

‘‘(C) be identical for each given label pro-
vided under paragraphs (1) and (2), regardless 
of the type of product or service involved. 

‘‘(4) In the case of a product or service sold 
in a box, carton, sleeve, or other container, 
the label shall appear on the box, carton, 
sleeve, or container in a conspicuous man-
ner. 

‘‘(5) In the case of a product or service that 
is intended to be viewed, the label shall— 

‘‘(A) appear before the commencement of 
the product or service; 

‘‘(B) appear in both visual and audio form; 
and 

‘‘(C) appear in visual form for at least five 
seconds. 

‘‘(6) Any advertisement for a product or 
service shall include a label of the product or 
service in accordance with the applicable 
provisions of this subsection. 

‘‘(d)(1)(A) If the manufacturers and pro-
ducers referred to in subsection (b) submit to 
the Federal Trade Commission a proposal for 
a labeling system referred to in that sub-
section not later than 180 days after the date 
of the enactment of this section, the Com-
mission shall review the labeling system 
contained in the proposal to determine 
whether the labeling system meets the re-
quirements set forth in subsection (c) in a 
manner that addresses fully the purposes set 
forth in subsection (a). 

‘‘(B) Not later than 180 days after com-
mencing a review of the proposal for a label-
ing system under subparagraph (A), the Com-
mission shall issue a labeling system for pur-
poses of this section. The labeling system 
issued under this subparagraph may include 
such modifications of the proposal as the 
Commission considers appropriate in order 
to assure that the labeling system meets the 
requirements set forth in subsection (c) in a 
manner that addresses fully the purposes set 
forth in subsection (a). 

‘‘(2)(A) If the manufacturers and producers 
referred to in subsection (b) do not submit to 
the Commission a proposal for a labeling sys-
tem referred to in that subsection within the 
time provided under paragraph (1)(A), the 
Commission shall prescribe regulations to 
establish a labeling system for purposes of 
this section that meets the requirements set 
forth in subsection (c). 

‘‘(B) Any regulations under subparagraph 
(A) shall be prescribed not later than one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
section. 

‘‘(e) Commencing one year after the date of 
the enactment of this section, a person may 
not manufacture or produce for sale or dis-
tribution in commerce, package for sale or 
distribution in commerce, or sell or dis-
tribute in commerce any interactive video 
game product or service, video program 
product, motion picture product, or sound 
recording product unless the product or serv-
ice bears a label in accordance with the la-
beling system issued or prescribed by the 
Federal Trade Commission under subsection 
(d) which— 

‘‘(1) is appropriate for the nature, context, 
and intensity of the depictions of violence in 
the product or service; and 

‘‘(2) specifies an appropriate minimum age 
in years for purchasers and consumers of the 
product or service. 

‘‘(f) Commencing one year after the date of 
the enactment of this section, a person may 

not sell in commerce an interactive video 
game product or service, video program 
product, motion picture product, or sound 
recording product to an individual whose age 
in years is less than the age specified as the 
minimum age in years for a purchaser and 
consumer of the product or service, as the 
case may be, under the labeling system 
issued or prescribed by the Federal Trade 
Commission under subsection (d). 

‘‘(g) The Federal Trade Commission shall 
have the authority to receive and investigate 
allegations that an interactive video game 
product or service, video program product, 
motion picture product, or sound recording 
product does not bear a label under the label-
ing system issued or prescribed by the Com-
mission under subsection (d) that is appro-
priate for the product or service, as the case 
may be, given the nature, context, and inten-
sity of the depictions of violence in the prod-
uct or service. 

‘‘(h) Any person who violates subsection (e) 
or (f) shall be subject to a civil penalty in an 
amount not to exceed $10,000 for each such 
violation. In the case of an interactive video 
game product or service, video program 
product, motion picture product, or sound 
recording product determined to violate sub-
section (e), each day from the date of the 
commencement of sale or distribution of the 
product or service, as the case may be, to the 
date of the determination of the violation 
shall constitute a separate violation of sub-
section (e), and all such violations shall be 
aggregated together for purposes of deter-
mining the total liability of the manufac-
turer or producer of the product or service, 
as the case may be, for such violations under 
that subsection. 

Mr. WAMP. Madam Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK), the prime 
sponsor on the Democratic side of this 
amendment, be granted 10 minutes’ 
time in support of this amendment and 
that he be able to yield time to Mem-
bers in support of this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 209, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP) 
will control 10 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) 
will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP). 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 

Chairman, I have a parliamentary in-
quiry. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman will state his parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Madam 
Chairman, are either one of these gen-
tlemen opposed to the amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair has not recognized opposition 
time at this point. 

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

Madam Chairman, this act will cre-
ate a consistent and comprehensive 
system for labeling violent content in 
audio and visual media products, in-
cluding the labeling of products in the 
advertisements. 
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The system will consist of a single 

label that will inform consumers of the 
nature, context, intensity of violent 
content, and age appropriateness of 
such products. The label will specify a 
minimum age in years for the pur-
chase, viewing, listening to, use, or 
consumption of the product or service. 
The label will also include an icon or 
symbol with written text in plain view 
of the consumer. In the case of video or 
motion picture programs, the label 
with appear at the beginning of the 
program and last for at least 5 seconds. 

The act waives antitrust laws, and 
the industries are given 6 months to 
work together in developing a stand-
ardized product labeling system. The 
proposal is subject to modification and 
final approval by the Federal Trade 
Commission. 

In the occasion manufacturers do not 
submit a labeling system at the appro-
priate time, the Federal Trade Com-
mission will devise regulations on its 
own to establish the labeling system. 

The act bans domestic sale or com-
mercial distribution of unlabeled prod-
ucts after 1 year in the event that 
these things are not met. Further, re-
tailers are required to enforce label re-
strictions on such products and are 
subject to a fine of up to $10,000 for fail-
ure to do so. Manufacturers and pro-
ducers who violate the labeling system 
will be subject to these fines each day 
for every day the product is in the mar-
keting place. 

So my colleagues may ask, why is 
this necessary? We have heard testi-
mony today that there have been al-
most a thousand studies since 1971 
clearly showing that the violence in 
mass media products such as video 
games, movies, CDs is now so out-
rageous that it is having a desensitiza-
tion effect, a conditioning effect on the 
young people of America. And this vio-
lence is so prolific that young people 
who cannot differentiate between fan-
tasy and reality are effectively sitting 
at video games serving as simulators 
with killing, splattering, exit wounds. 

The promotion is now so outrageous 
that all we are asking for is not to ban 
these products, but to have a uniform 
labeling system, much like we have on 
food safety products, much like we 
have on cigarettes, where a label will 
show a responsible parent what is nec-
essary to make an informed judgment 
about whether to buy this product or 
take this product home. 

I submitted earlier that Lieutenant 
Colonel Dave Grossman, in a book 
called ‘‘On Killing Provocatively,’’ 
shows that the desensitization of 
human beings today, the act of killing 
happens over time by desensitization, 
these magazines’ media products clear-
ly are causing this to happen to our 
children, and pointed to the fact that 
our soldiers even in war are not in-
clined to naturally kill each other, 
that typically species do not kill each 

other. Even rattlesnakes do not kill 
each other and humans do not kill each 
other naturally. 

We are asking at this defining mo-
ment, what is causing our children to 
kill each other? What evil is mani-
festing itself when our children will 
show up in places like Columbine and 
actually pull the trigger and kill each 
other? 

b 1245 

I would suggest that one of the pri-
mary factors is this desensitization 
that in large part the mass media, and 
I know their motives are not such but 
the fact is it is happening where these 
video games are having such an adverse 
effect. 

Our soldiers in World War II, only 15 
to 20 percent according to studies 
would actually kill each other, would 
kill the enemy when they were faced 
with an enemy. So they took the bull’s 
eye off the firing range and they put a 
human figure so that the desensitiza-
tion would begin to happen. They tried 
to break solders down so that they 
would ultimately pull the trigger. By 
the Korean War we got that figure up 
to 40 percent. By the Vietnam War, 
technology set in and it got up to 90 
percent, so that the soldiers would ac-
tually pull the trigger, because it is 
not human, it is not natural for us to 
kill each other but they are desen-
sitized, much like a pilot is desen-
sitized through simulation for flight 
training, much like a driver learns how 
to drive through simulators. Video 
games have that same effect on small 
children. This is a catastrophic thing 
clearly in our society that we need to 
do something about. These video games 
need to at least be labeled. 

With that, I look forward to a 
healthy and honorable debate here. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). Does any Member seek time 
in opposition? 

Mr. CONYERS. Yes. I do, Madam 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS) is recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

This is an interesting concept here in 
which we now move the government 
into the labeling system business and 
we will now have an all-controlling, 
omnipotent Federal Trade Commission 
which will now be directly responsible 
for the labeling system for video 
games, movie and sound packages hav-
ing violent content. 

I hope everybody is thinking about 
what this is going to do in terms of the 
relationship of the government to com-
merce in the United States. The Fed-
eral Trade Commission has its hands 
full now. Outside of the Antitrust Divi-

sion of the Department of Justice, it is 
the only antitrust division that we 
have, FTC. So it is with some reluc-
tance that I indicate to my dear friend 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
STUPAK) that this goes a little bit be-
yond the pale in terms of its overreach. 
What we are doing is creating a polit-
buro that will move much of the enter-
tainment industry to Washington, D.C. 
and I think we want to stop and think 
a minute about what we are doing. 

We had an interesting hearing on 
May 13 on youth and violence. One of 
the great ideas, and I am not sure if 
the authors of this amendment are 
aware, which came out of it was the 
notion that there ought to be one kind 
of labeling system for all the enter-
tainment industry. It was advanced by 
a media critic. It made a lot of sense. 
At the panel was Jack Valenti himself, 
representing the movie industry. It is, 
I think, under active consideration. 

What we find is the problem here, in-
stead of trying to see if the entertain-
ment industry will move on our rec-
ommendations, is that here we have de-
cided that they are not or they will not 
or they cannot and we will now do it 
for them by commanding the Federal 
Trade Commission to promulgate a 
government labeling system. This kind 
of parallels the Hyde amendment that 
was rejected yesterday. It is a little bit 
more tailored. But it still is constitu-
tionally suspect because of the vague-
ness. 

Not defining what violence means 
means that we will be in the courts for 
quite a long period of time. It is 
overbroad because it would apply to 
historical programs and restrict the 
dissemination of facts. It also may be 
considered not exactly necessary be-
cause the covered industries are using 
labels and, as I have suggested, they 
are moving toward even improving 
them. We have a problem with the V- 
chip, but I understand from the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) 
that there may be an amendment that 
can correct it. 

With regard to whether the amend-
ment is premature or not, we are as-
suming that the entertainment prod-
ucts with violence are automatically 
harmful to youth and we impose a cost-
ly and burdensome labeling system. 
Might it not be better to wait for the 
definitive evidence of such links before 
imposing an intrusive government reg-
ulation system? Under the Markey 
amendment just passed, we decided to 
have the Surgeon General conduct a 
study. In another arena we have NIH 
conducting a study. 

So without trying to punt on this, 
there is the unambiguous scientific 
evidence that really needs to be 
brought to bear. I am hopeful that we 
will consider this with great care. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 
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Mr. STUPAK. Madam Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

My good friend the ranking Demo-
crat on the Committee on the Judici-
ary has raised a couple of issues I 
would like to respond to. 

Government is already into labeling. 
This is a label amendment. Govern-
ment is into labeling. Let me explain. 
Let us say this is video. Let us say this 
is music. Let us say this is TV. Let us 
say this is movies. We have four dif-
ferent packages here and government 
labels every one of these packages. Ev-
erything we consume physically, gov-
ernment labels. On the back of every 
one of these packages is nutritional 
facts. It came from the FDA. Every one 
of them. 

What we are saying is whether you 
are a movie, you are going to have a 
uniform, consistent standard label so 
we as consumers, before we consume it, 
we know what it is. Every one of them, 
nutritional facts. Every one of them, 
nutritional facts. Every one of them, 
nutritional facts. That is what we are 
asking the entertainment industry to 
do. 

It is suggested that we should wait. 
For over 30 years the movie industry 
has been putting forth ratings. They 
are never the same. They constantly 
change. There is no enforcement. We 
have been waiting for over 30 years. 
Why 30 years ago did they bring up a 
rating system? Because study after 
study shows violence, constantly de-
picted, starting at age 8 makes the im-
pression upon people that it is okay to 
do what you are seeing on television or 
what you are listening to in music or 
what you are seeing in the interactive 
video games, whatever it may be. In 
fact, this amendment amends govern-
ment’s Fair Packaging and Labeling 
Act. That is what we are asking to do 
in this bill. Government has been label-
ing and telling us what to do. 

What we are asking for, music, video, 
interactive, television, give us the 
same, consistent, uniform label. And 
we let industry determine it. For the 
first 6 months industry will determine 
it. As the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. CONYERS) points out, the Federal 
Trade Commission, FTC, has a right to 
oversee it. So it is uniform, it is con-
sistent. Yes, we put financial penalties 
in there if they do not do it, if the pro-
ducers and distributors do not do it. 
Why? Because we have been waiting 
over 30 years. 

Madam Chairman, today I am offer-
ing my amendment with the gentleman 
from Tennessee to establish a stand-
ardized product, to put a violence la-
beling system for interactive video 
games, video programs, motion pic-
tures and music. This is to inform and 
have a uniform and consistent labeling 
system which will be a valuable tool 
before I purchase a video game or 
music for my sons or let them go to a 
movie. 

I want to thank the gentleman from 
Tennessee for his hard work on this. It 
is fair to say we must thank in the 
other body Senators LIEBERMAN and 
MCCAIN for their tireless effort in this 
same area. What we are saying here, we 
require that the manufacturers of prod-
ucts, whatever they are, put forth a 
uniform label which tells us what is 
the nature of the movie, or the music, 
what is the context, what is the inten-
sity, what is the intensity of the vio-
lent content and the age appropriate-
ness for these products. 

It requires industry to work to-
gether, all of them, music, video 
games, videos, television, to work to-
gether to develop a standardized prod-
uct. And if they cannot, the FTC is 
going to do it for them. 

The amendment bans domestic sale 
and commercial distribution of 
unlabeled products after a year. There 
are already several different rating sys-
tems. Just like these packages, each 
one is packaged differently. That is 
what the current ratings system is in 
this country. We say let us put a uni-
form label, nutrition facts, nutrition 
for our mind and for our reviewing. 
That is what we are asking for, create 
a uniform and consistent labeling sys-
tem so every parent and every con-
sumer in this country can identify the 
product’s content. 

As I indicated, we have the nutri-
tional labels so a consumer under-
stands what is contained in a product 
he is about to consume. Why should 
parents and consumers of video games, 
movies, television and music not know 
what is the product before they buy 
them? We need to provide product in-
formation to parents and consumers 
about the violent content of these 
products to increase our ability to 
make informed decisions before we give 
the products to our children. Ulti-
mately, parents have the responsibility 
to determine what is suitable for their 
children, to play on their VCR or what 
game to play, what to listen to and 
what to watch. However in this in-
creasingly digital age, parents need to 
be more informed to make educated de-
cisions and let us make it simple, so 
they know what it is through this la-
beling, a uniform, consistent label, not 
ratings but label throughout all of in-
dustry so we do not have to go to the 
music CD and look at one thing and try 
to figure out what it says and go to the 
video, and see something else in inter-
active video games. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on the Wamp-Stupak amendment. 

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

REQUEST TO MODIFY AMENDMENT NO. 35 
OFFERED BY MR. WAMP 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
modify the amendment and to explain 
the modification relative to the V-chip. 

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

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
What the modification would simply do 
after consultation with anyone that is 
concerned about the V-chip issue is to 
clearly establish with language in the 
amendment that the V-chip is not af-
fected in any way, shape or form. There 
is no relationship to this amendment 
and the V-chip. The labeling system 
does not even mention V-chip tech-
nology. The product label does not 
interfere with the V-chip in any way. If 
anything, it provides a supplement to 
parents who cannot afford to purchase 
a new television set or set-top box in 
order to block V-chip programming. 
The V-chip is a rating system. The 
Wamp-Stupak amendment is a plain 
English labeling system. Parents really 
want common sense English language 
product content information and no 
one should be afraid of this particular 
amendment. As a matter of fact, rel-
ative to the V-chip, this is the same 
bill that was made in order as an 
amendment that was dropped in the 
Senate with bipartisan cosponsors, 
Senator MCCAIN and Senator 
LIEBERMAN, an original cosponsor, Sen-
ator CONRAD, who was the author of the 
V-chip legislation in the Senate. It has 
support from Senator LOTT, the major-
ity leader, strong bipartisan support. 
All the fearmongering about this would 
affect the V-chip is unjustified. 

I really regret that someone objected 
to our reasonable efforts to make sure 
in this amendment that their needs 
were met. They are the ones that asked 
that we be considerate. We were at-
tempting to do so. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
HUNTER). 

b 1300 
Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I want 

to thank the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. STUPAK) and the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. WAMP) for this long- 
needed legislation. 

It is interesting to me to watch two 
of my friends, the gentlemen from Hol-
lywood, California (Mr. WAXMAN) and 
(Mr. BERMAN), who have long been real 
champions of labeling cigarettes with 
those warning labels, those hazardous- 
to-your-health labels, and I am sure 
they think that is a very good idea. 

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

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
Constitution, as far as I know, does not 
say, Congress shall pass no law abridg-
ing the manufacture, the marketing, 
the distribution or the sale of potato 
chips or cigarettes. 
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Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, re-

claiming my time, and just to respond 
to my friend, there is no constitutional 
problem with having a label on the 
movie Natural Born Killers which says 
to parents, ‘‘This product contains 
graphic and intense depictions of vio-
lence in the context of criminal activ-
ity. This product is inappropriate for 
consumption by minors under 17 years 
of age.’’ In fact, that is an exercise of 
free speech, that is not an inhibition of 
free speech. 

Mr. Chairman, parents are raising 
their children in a very dangerous 
world today with respect to the media 
and Hollywood and the entertainment 
industry. In the old days, Roy Rogers, 
when he was the biggest star in the 
world for children, never did anything 
to frustrate parents with respect to 
their goals of raising children who are 
honest, who are wholesome, and who 
have values. They did not have to ex-
plain why Roy Rogers did something 
that was horrible or unusual and that 
they should not follow. 

I was looking at this billboard for 
Natural Born Killers. This stars people, 
Woody Harrelson, Juliette Lewis, Rob-
ert Downey, Jr., and Tommy Lee 
Jones, who millions of children 
throughout the world say, I really like 
her, or I really like him, and they have 
developed an affection and an admira-
tion for those people. They have not 
learned to disassociate what those peo-
ple do on the screen with the person 
themselves. 

What this does for parents, for par-
ents who are so busy today, often hav-
ing several jobs, very often the mother 
and the father both working, many 
times raising children in single fami-
lies, this gives them some information. 
This is supposed to be the information 
age. This tells them that something is 
graphic violence or graphic sex, and it 
allows that mom who is walking out 
the door whose child is going to go 
with another child somewhere to watch 
a movie, it enables them to make a de-
cision and say either you can go or you 
cannot go. 

This Wamp-Stupak legislation em-
powers parents, and the one thing that 
we have been afraid to do, apparently 
because of the enormous pressure and 
the enormous power of Hollywood, is 
empower parents. That is what we 
must do, and if this legislation passes, 
it will accrue to the benefit of every 
family in America. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
begin by apologizing to the now long 
list of Members that want to speak in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. WAX-
MAN), the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

As the author of the legislation that 
required food labeling of nutritional in-
formation on products, I want to tell 
my colleagues why this is not the same 
kind of area where government ought 
to be involved. 

I think we have to be very, very care-
ful when government is going to be in-
volved in intruding itself in the expres-
sion of ideas. Do we really want the 
same label to be on Schindler’s List 
that we would have on Natural Born 
Killers? Do we want to put a chilling 
effect on entertainment, on literature, 
on creativity? I think it is inappro-
priate for government to do this sort of 
thing, and I thought it was inappro-
priate for the V-chip, and it never 
seems to satisfy people, because there 
seems to be this great desire to move 
from one label to the next label to 
start government censorship, and that 
is precisely the kind of thing that gov-
ernment ought to restrain itself from 
doing. 

I would hope we would vote against 
this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would in-
form the Committee that the time of 
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
WAMP) has expired. The gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) has 13 
minutes remaining; the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) has 4 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MCCOLLUM), the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Crime of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

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

Reluctantly, I have to oppose this 
amendment. I believe that there are a 
number of reasons why this is not a 
good idea. I think, first of all, we have 
to recognize that all of us believe in la-
beling. I think every one of the movies 
that comes out, all of the television 
shows and so forth should have a label. 
But that is being done already in a sys-
tem that is not perfect, but is being 
done by the industry groups involved. 

This legislation, though, would come 
in and say one size fits all. It would re-
quire all of these industry groups to be 
together on a format, or the FTC would 
impose a format on them. What is good 
for country music certainly is not nec-
essarily the same thing that we want 
for a video game. We have a country 
music song labeled in the same cat-
egory with Doom, a violent and graphic 
game, and that would be totally inap-
propriate. 

I would also think that we would re-
quire by this the rerating of hundreds 
of thousands of existing movies and 
television programs and so forth, and 
that is an enormous task and a very ex-
pensive one. 

Last but not least, I do not think the 
proposal is constitutional, unfortu-
nately, and I know it will be discussed 

a lot more later. The reality is that we 
have a free speech question here, and if 
there is not an obscenity standard or 
something like that, there is no way 
we can label constitutionally by Con-
gress. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BERMAN), a ranking sub-
committee member of the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to reemphasize the point that if we 
could analogize movies and music and 
books and television to potato chips 
and cigarettes, there would be no con-
stitutional impediment whatsoever to 
government mandating of a rating sys-
tem, but we cannot. The first amend-
ment is very specific in its protection 
here. 

In the V-chip legislation that we will 
hear more about later, there were no 
criminal penalties. There was a vol-
untary rating system developed by an 
industry, enforced by an industry, con-
nected to a technology to make it 
meaningful. 

With respect to the voluntary ratings 
system in the motion picture industry, 
with the recent decision of the Na-
tional Association of Theater Owners, 
we will now find effective enforcement 
of a very effective rating system. I urge 
that this well-intentioned, but uncon-
stitutional proposal be rejected. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. TAUZIN). 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, a couple 
of years ago when ratings for television 
were discussed and V-chips were dis-
cussed, there were bills to do this. For 
government to step in and establish 
rating systems, we did the wise thing 
then, and I ask my colleagues to do the 
wise thing today. Reject the notion of 
government ratings. 

We took our committee on telecom 
to Peoria. We took with us Eddie Fritz, 
we took with us Jack Valenti, the rep-
resentatives of the movie, cable and 
the television industries, and we let 
them meet with parents in Peoria. We 
let parents talk directly to the indus-
try. Out of it came an industry-agreed- 
upon ratings system for television that 
is going to work with the V-chip. 

There are ratings right now on video 
games, ratings on movies. For govern-
ment to step in and mandate a system 
would not only offend first amendment 
rights, it would disturb a very healthy 
process already going forward with in-
dustry and parents and communities 
around America to set up ratings that 
we can understand and work with. 

The last thing we need to do is have 
government rerating all that stuff, 
government interfering with the first 
amendment in our society. We need 
more parents to pay attention to what 
industry is doing to tell them what is 
in movies, books and videos. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
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Just in response to the last speaker, 

I just want to say if it worked so well 
in television, why is not NBC doing the 
same system? They are not. 

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

Mr. STUPAK. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, NBC has 
its own rating system. 

Mr. STUPAK. Oh, really? They do 
not. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, NBC was the one 
network who felt they were under too 
much government pressure to adopt a 
rating system others agreed to. They 
adopted their own rating systems. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, this is the point. If 
everyone has their own rating system, 
why can we not put a label so it is con-
sistent, whether it is NBC, CBS, ABC, 
FX, video games, whatever? 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON). 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of the amend-
ment, and I am particularly pleased 
with the feature calling for a uniform 
system of ratings for video games. 

While some media companies have 
taken action to address this problem, 
such as Disney, which has removed vio-
lent video games from their theme 
parks, there are many companies that, 
I believe, are going in the opposite di-
rection, such as the manufacturer of 
the video game Duke Nukem, adver-
tised on the Internet with the teaser 
quote: Learn what you can do with pipe 
bombs, unquote. 

The players of this game not only 
learn to shoot people, but in particular, 
they learn to shoot women and doing 
other things that I cannot even speak 
of on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

I do not believe that we can rely on 
industry to police itself in this arena 
and that action is necessary, and it is 
for that reason that I rise in strong 
support of the amendment. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the debate be 
extended by 10 minutes, equally di-
vided, 5 minutes on each side. There 
are just too many people that need to 
speak. I know that the House is pressed 
for time today and that it may be mid-
night before we finish tonight, but 
could we please ask the Chair and ask 
the Members to grant 10 minutes, 5 
minutes on each side. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. WAMP) that he be 
granted an additional 5 minutes and 
that the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS) be granted an additional 5 
minutes? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF). 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
very strong support of this amend-
ment. As a father of five children and 
as a grandfather, we all know that con-
tent labeling is not working. Just 
watch the television or see a movie and 
try to figure out PG, PG 13, R ratings. 
It is not working. We know that the in-
dustry will not regulate itself. 

I was one of the Republicans that 
broke with my party several years ago 
in support of the V-chip. I remember 
one Member said the answer is for par-
ents to take care of it, and it is. But 
there are some people that cannot do 
it. There are some people whose chil-
dren are home alone. There are some 
people that need help. It is violent con-
tent. Every Member should look at the 
video, Doom. Every Member should 
read the article about ‘‘Killology’’ that 
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
WAMP) sent around. 

This amendment is a good idea. This 
makes a lot of sense. Sometimes what 
concerns me is that the powerful inter-
ests, the lobbyists that control some of 
these issues can mislead and say what-
ever and get us to postpone and post-
pone. 

The Wamp-Stupak amendment will 
help parents, and, even more impor-
tantly, I believe it will save a lot of 
lives. I strongly urge all Members on 
both sides to support this amendment 
by an overwhelming vote. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MARKEY). 

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, I have 
to oppose this amendment as it is 
drafted, as it is being debated out here 
on the floor. No matter how many 
times the proponents say as it is draft-
ed that this does not affect the V-chip, 
the plain language of the amendment 
says the opposite. Its purpose, ‘‘is the 
labeling of violent content in visual 
media products.’’ That is what the V- 
chip does. We won that vote 3 years 
ago, and then the industry voluntarily, 
working with parents’ groups, con-
structed a rating system that every 
parents’ group in America supports. 

Now, if this amendment is adopted, it 
jeopardizes that system. A whole new 
system would have to be constructed 
under this amendment. 

There are going to be 26 million TV 
sets purchased in America over the 
next year with a V-chip in it, and 26 
million the year after, and 26 million 
the year after that, all with the ratings 
system built in that parents support. If 
this amendment is adopted, it jeopard-
izes that, because a whole new system 
would be put in place and potentially 
jeopardize all of these new TV sets 
which will not have a ratings system 
that is in conformity with something 
that the government sets up. 

So that is why the National Associa-
tion of Elementary School Principals, 
the American Psychological Associa-
tion, the Center for Media Education, 

all of them endorse the V-chip and the 
system that we now have in place. 
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It is voluntary. It is being built into 

TV sets today. It works. Parents want 
it. 

If there is some other new system 
people want to set up, we will go off 
and try to do that. But for the 6 hours 
a day the TV sets are on in America, 
millions of young parents are buying 
these TV sets. We should not have a 
new system. This one works. Vote no 
on the Wamp amendment. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 11⁄2 minutes to my 
friend, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. CAMPBELL). 

Mr. CAMPBELL. I thank my good 
friend for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, the difference between 
this label and the label on potato chips 
is that this label has the government 
judging expressive content, not MSG 
content—expressive content and ideas. 
Those are protected under the First 
Amendment in ways that MSG content 
are not. 

The way this bill was drafted is very 
dangerous. It says that the FTC is sup-
posed to determine a system appro-
priate for the nature, context, and in-
tensity of the depictions of violence. 
Regarding context, consider that Full 
Metal Jacket and Apocolypse Now were 
violent films about Vietnam. Saving 
Private Ryan was a violent film about 
the Second World War. The Federal 
trade Commission is asked to comment 
about violence in context. If we sup-
port the war, perhaps the violence is 
appropriate. If we do not, perhaps the 
violence is inappropriate. We see why 
the First Amendment deals with ex-
pressive content differently than MSG 
content. 

Lastly, there is a drafting error. The 
bill has no maximum to the minimum 
age; let me repeat, no maximum to the 
minimum age. Turn to page 7 of the 
bill. A person ‘‘may not sell, in com-
merce * * * product to an individual 
whose age in years is less than the age 
specified as the minimum age * * * for 
a purchaser * * * of the product * * * 
under the labeling system * * * pre-
scribed by the Federal trade Commis-
sion under subsection (d).’’ 

There is nothing in (d) saying 
‘‘minor’’ or ‘‘minority.’’ There is a ref-
erence to ‘‘minor’’ in A, the findings 
section, but that only applies to when 
the industry does its own labeling. 
There is thus a huge loophole in this 
bill of an unconstitutional nature— 
adult access can be limited. 

Let me simply conclude that the bill 
was poorly drafted, and infringes the 
First Amendment. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Mrs. 
TAUSCHER). 

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding time 
to me. 
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Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 

the Wamp amendment. We all agree 
that children should not be exposed to 
music and movies that depict violence 
or sexual images. But the answer is not 
to overregulate industries that are al-
ready making positive efforts to police 
themselves. 

The motion picture industry has a 
well-established rating system for 
warning parents about the content of 
movies. The television networks have 
recently begun a similar rating prac-
tice. Parents are increasingly making 
use of the V-chip to keep harmful ma-
terial away from their kids, and vir-
tually every major recording company 
complies with voluntary label warnings 
on their recording that contain mate-
rial that is inappropriate for children. 

Establishing a labeling system with 
the muscle of the Federal government 
at the regulatory helm is not the way 
to help parents protect their kids. In-
stead, we should continue to work con-
structively with the entertainment in-
dustry to improve ways for parents to 
limit their children’s exposure to 
harmful material. 

Our number one priority must be to 
protect our children and empower par-
ents. The Wamp amendment provides 
the wrong approach. I urge my col-
leagues to vote no on this amendment. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. ROEMER). 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, this is 
a complicated debate, and I know tech-
nology is complicated to the Members 
in this body. But what we are in effect 
debating today is that we tell our fami-
lies across America the sodium content 
in a bag of pretzels, and we will label 
that. Why should we not label a video 
game called Sin that teaches, that re-
wards, that glorifies, showing our chil-
dren hour after hour after hour on the 
computer how to destroy people; 
minute after minute, hour after hour, 
week after week? 

This is Sin. I have played it. I have 
pulled it down and looked at it. The 
more people you kill and shoot, the 
better one’s score. 

Mr. Chairman, I understand the argu-
ment of the gentleman from California 
(Mr. CAMPBELL) about movies. Movies 
may desensitize us to violence, and I 
think that, quite frankly, the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Tennessee 
(Mr. WAMP) and the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) needs to be im-
proved in that area. 

But video games do not desensitize us 
to it, they glorify it. They reward it. 
They teach our young people, shoot 
them again and I will give you 150 more 
points. And if you shoot their head off, 
I will give you more points. 

This is something that our parents 
and our families simply need a label 
on. We are not telling them, have the 
government take the industry over. We 
are telling Members in this amend-

ment, try to work together to come up 
with a voluntary labeling warning for 
our families. 

Some of our parents do not know too 
much about these games yet. These are 
new. This industry now on the Internet 
is a $300 billion industry and growing, 
and we want to promote the Internet. 
The Internet has valuable education, 
resource, and teaching tools, but it 
also has some dangers. 

What we are saying, Mr. Chairman is, 
maybe Members did not vote for the 
Hyde amendment yesterday, which 
went too far. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) 
has expired. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to give both sides 1 
additional minute. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-

nizes the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. STUPAK). 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, if Mem-
bers voted against, as I did, the Hyde 
amendment yesterday, which goes to 
the heart of our First Amendment and 
our freedoms, and if Members intend to 
vote for the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) which says let us study this and 
hopefully do something about it in 5 or 
6 or 7 years, and Members may have 
some qualms about this particular 
amendment and the way it is drafted, 
however, it starts to address a growing 
problem in America about the glorifi-
cation and the teaching and the in-
struction of violence to our youngest 
people. 

We just say, if we can label pretzels 
and salt content, let us just warn with 
the label, in a voluntary way, with our 
industry working together, about the 
violent content of our video games 
today. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY). 

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Chairman, let me 
just speak for a moment in objection to 
the Wamp amendment. The gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP) is a won-
derful father. I see his son Wesley here 
all the time, and I know he is con-
cerned for his children, and reasonably 
so. 

But there are labels. This is a label 
that is on records. There are labels on 
video games. This one is gauged Teen, 
and it is larger than the Microsoft 
logo. They have descriptions entirely 
appropriate to tell what is in this 
game: Comic mission, animated vio-
lence, real violence, informational, use 
of drugs, use of tobacco, alcohol, gam-
ing, strong language, animated blood, 
realistic blood, suggestive themes, ma-
ture sexual themes. 

They do that. They voluntarily do it 
by category. That is video games. 

Videos, R-rated. Another video, PG– 
13. There are ratings. The very Mem-
bers that I got elected with in 1994 that 
wanted to shrink the size of the Fed-
eral Government now want to give 
added responsibility to the FTC and 
give them more work to do. 

I respectfully request that parents 
get more involved. These video games 
just do not show up in their homes in 
the bedrooms while their children play 
them, they buy them. They get them 
at the malls. The parents need to join 
them in their pursuit and purchase of 
these games. 

We could certainly make a lot of 
commentary today about violence, and 
I agree, there are some terrible prod-
ucts out there and there are some ter-
rible shows out there. But I suggest 
that the Americans can vote with their 
wallets. America can vote with its 
pocketbook and say no more shows like 
Jerry Springer. Let us reduce the rat-
ings of those shows so advertisers no 
longer advertise and it is taken off the 
air. 

But we should allow this system to 
work as it is in place. It is working. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. ESHOO). 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposi-
tion to this amendment. I think it is 
deeply, deeply flawed. I am not going 
to reiterate what has been pointed out 
by my colleagues that have gone to the 
heart of the flaws of the amendment. 

What I would like to do with my re-
maining time is to do just a very brief 
congressional classroom sort of history 
here. How did we arrive here and begin 
debating what we are debating? There 
was a bill that was being sent over 
from the Senate. It was said by the 
Speaker that he wanted to bring about 
something that was reasonable on gun 
control. I think that this is a bob and 
weave effort, because the bills have 
been separated out. 

What happened in Littleton and on 
other high school campuses is really 
engraved in an inextricable way in the 
Americans’ conscience: That is, Amer-
ica’s children running outside of their 
schools with their hands over their 
heads because there were students in-
side of those institutions, inside of 
those classrooms, that were holding 
guns to the heads of other students. 

So the target in my view, today and 
in our arguments, in our debates, is 
what we are going to do about guns. 
The American people and parents 
across this country did not ask the 
Members of Congress to come here and 
trample on First Amendment rights. 
They want us to do what the Congress 
can and should do, and that is stay 
with the target and control and do 
something about guns going into our 
children’s hands. 
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. BURTON), Chair of the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank my colleague for yielding 
time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, let me first start off 
by saying we are all concerned about 
the violence that has taken place in 
places like Littleton. We are all trying 
to find out the causes and effects of 
those acts of violence. 

Many of us believe that one of the 
major causes is the garbage that our 
children consume. That is why the V- 
chip was passed a few short years ago. 

After the V-chip, and I want to say 
that I am sure my colleagues, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP) and 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
STUPAK) are well-intentioned, and I 
know we all agree that we have to do 
something about the violent content 
we see in the things our kids are con-
suming. 

The fact of the matter is we passed a 
V-chip a couple of years ago, 3 years 
ago, and just yesterday we had a news 
conference where RCA, the Thompson 
Company, has just produced 200,000 sets 
with the V-chip in them. There are 
going to be millions of those sets pro-
duced in the next year. People are buy-
ing those sets with the intention of 
blocking out objectionable material 
they do not want their children to see. 

This legislation would hamper those 
people being able to do that because 
the parent groups, working with the in-
dustry, have worked out a rating sys-
tem that has been agreed to. They are 
going to be able to block out that ob-
jectionable material. All of that may 
go out the window if we come up with 
a new system with labeling involved 
and everything else, and a lot of these 
industry people may back out. 

What does that mean? The people 
that bought those TV sets will not be 
able to block out that objectionable 
material because there is going to be a 
new rating system that is not agreed 
to. That is what we are concerned 
about. 

I think everybody in this body, ev-
erybody in the other body, wants to 
make sure that we stop the horrible 
things that are happening in this coun-
try, the violence and the things our 
kids are consuming that is really caus-
ing a lot of that. But the way to do it 
is to do it in a different way than we 
are talking about today. We should not 
be doing anything that is going to im-
pede the progress of the V-chip and 
blocking out of objectionable material, 
which this would do. If we are going to 
do it, let us do it a different way. 
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I tried working with the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP) last night, 
and the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MARKEY) to try to come up with a 

compromise. We were not able to work 
it out in that short period of time but 
we will continue to work with them to 
try to block objectionable material in 
the future, but let us not mess with the 
V-chip or the current system we have. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. DOOLEY). 

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to this 
amendment. I think all of us are trying 
to strike a balance. We are trying to 
strike a balance between protecting 
our children and at the same time pro-
tecting our first amendment and pro-
tecting the Constitution. 

I oppose this amendment because I do 
not think we have achieved that bal-
ance that is going to allow us to 
achieve both objectives. 

I come to this conclusion because 
what we are trying to do is something 
that I think is almost impossible, by 
asking people who are manufacturing 
records and motion pictures or video 
games to come together and try to 
identify one standard that can deter-
mine what is something that is very 
nebulous in terms of what is too vio-
lent for our children, what age should 
children be able to view this material 
without suffering any undue harm; and 
it even goes beyond that in infringing 
upon our constitutional rights because 
it will inevitably result in the Federal 
Government setting that standard, 
which I fear can be characterized as 
nothing other than censorship. 

We need to indeed try to protect our 
children from violent depictions, but I 
also think that we have to come to 
grips, as I think I have with my own 
family, that that is a responsibility of 
myself and my wife. I have two daugh-
ters who are now in high school, a sen-
ior and a sophomore. I admit that they 
probably have seen violent depictions, 
but it did not encourage them to go out 
and murder people or commit acts of 
violence because they had been embed-
ded with the values which are impor-
tant to my family and to our commu-
nity and knew how to respond to that. 

I do not think that we need to have 
our Congress putting in place crutches 
that are not as important as our fami-
lies becoming stronger and spending 
the time with their children to ensure 
that they embrace the valves of all of 
us. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. GORDON). 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, there 
was a time when it seemed that the TV 
and the radio were guests in our 
homes. Now sometimes I think they 
are intruders, bringing in messages 
that sometimes undermine the values 
that we want to impart to our kids. So 
I fully understand the frustration of 
my good friends from Tennessee and 
Michigan that really was the origin, I 
think, of this well-intentioned amend-
ment. 

However, I am afraid that it is going 
to be counterproductive to our effort to 
really give parents the tools to get con-
trol of these electronics in their home. 
There was lots of work, compromise, 
many hours put in to bringing the V- 
chip legislation to a reality. Now, in 
just two weeks V-chip televisions are 
going to be available on the market for 
parents so they can get control in their 
own homes. For that reason, I encour-
age my colleagues to give this legisla-
tion, the V-chip legislation and these 
TVs, a chance to work and to allow 
parents to have those tools in their 
homes. 

For that reason, I reluctantly oppose 
this amendment but understand my 
good friends’ frustrations and hope 
that we can bring their frustrations 
and this other work together to give 
parents more tools. This is just the 
wrong way to do it. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
the right to close. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) has the 
right to close as a member of the com-
mittee defending the committee posi-
tion. 

The gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
WAMP) has 31⁄2 minutes remaining. The 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS) has 3 minutes remaining. 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. STUPAK). 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. 
WAMP) for yielding me this time. 

I would like to bring up two points. 
We offered an amendment to take care 
of the V-chip technology, the bogus ar-
gument that is being made. Our amend-
ment said it would be absolutely clear 
that there can be no interoperability 
requirement with the V-chip require-
ment. In other words, we want to work 
with the V-chip and by standardizing 
the label it will be easier. We offered 
the amendment. They objected because 
it is the only ground they could object 
on the value of our amendment and 
what we are doing here today. 

This is not a rating argument. So 
then the other argument they brought 
up is, well, it is a first amendment 
right. The courts have constantly 
ruled, and we checked with CRS, al-
though not binding they certainly give 
us legal guidance and they said there is 
a compelling State interest to protect 
the welfare of children. 

Government has that right to protect 
children when there is a compelling 
state interest. Much like tobacco, 
much like alcohol, it extends to com-
mercial media products. That is why 
this is not unconstitutional. That is 
why it is not in violation of the first 
amendment. It will not violate the V- 
chip. Those are bogus arguments. We 
had the amendments to correct those 
concerns. They refused to allow us to 
offer it. 
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Mr. WAMP. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself the balance of my time. 
Mr. Chairman, there are some labels. 

Most of them are stickers. They come 
right off on the label. They are not on 
the product itself. When one takes the 
package off, they are gone. Some do; 
some do not. We just ask for a uniform 
labeling system. 

I find it extraordinary that most of 
the people that are opposing this today 
are from the State of California or they 
have some vested interest in legisla-
tion that might compete with this. 

I do not think so. We have made that 
clear. But I am not going to defend the 
entertainment industry because I do 
think, as Ted Turner said 2 weeks ago, 
there is a responsibility in the mass 
media to decrease the amount of vio-
lence and this is a common-sense ap-
proach to that problem. 

One of my predecessors in this House, 
Estes Kefauver, in 1954, he held hear-
ings in the Senate on whether or not 
comic books contributed to juvenile 
delinquency. Today, the comic books of 
the nineties are video games, folks, and 
the juvenile delinquents of the 1990s 
can oftentimes be found behind the 
barrel of a gun. 

These products should be labeled, 
uniform labeling. It makes common 
sense. They are going to say free 
speech. 

These are products. This is not art 
and expression. These video games are 
a product of market research. Open up 
one of those PC magazines and see how 
someone can download the blood splat-
tering. It is gross. It is awful. 

Our kids are being filled in the head 
with poison. We label the food that is 
bad for them but we are not going to 
label the poison that goes in their head 
with a common-sense labeling? This 
does not violate first amendment 
rights. Good gracious. It just says, be 
responsible as an industry. Children 
are killing children. 

I have had enough of it. I am going to 
side with parents today. I am going to 
side with children today; not some big 
special interest with a bunch of money 
that has been working all week to kill 
good common-sense legislation. 

The family groups have come out 
today in support of this amendment. 
Responsible people would support this 
common-sense approach. I ask my col-
leagues not to vote with the big fat 
cats and the special interests. Vote 
with parents that need to make in-
formed decisions, need to just be able 
to look. It is the same thing we do with 
food. It is the same thing we do with 
cigarettes. Some of the people that 
have opposed us today wanted the la-
beling on cigarettes, but what about 
brutal violence that clearly contrib-
utes to the rise in youth violence and 
killing in America today? It is un-
equivocal. Nearly a thousand studies 
document it. 

Is the House going to respond or is 
the House going to sweep this under 

the rug? I urge support for the Wamp- 
Stupak amendment. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I only wish that my 
friend the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. STUPAK) had brought this to the 
House Committee on the Judiciary 
where we could have had the kind of 
discussion that probably would have 
been more helpful. I hope that we do. 
This deserves a hearing. The subject is 
not going away, regardless of the out-
come and disposition of the measure 
today. 

I must say, I am looking at a series 
of Supreme Court decisions that make 
two things clear. One, mandatory la-
beling will be viewed by the Court to 
constitute a system of unconstitu-
tional prior restraints, the very type 
most disfavored under the first amend-
ment, and I have three cases to cite. 

Secondly, the prior restraints, like 
mandatory labeling, are viewed as cen-
sorship and, as such, and a couple more 
Supreme Court cases, it will not work. 

I wish I could say something dif-
ferent. So I want to make sure that we 
appreciate the constitutional question 
and the impracticability of an amend-
ment that would cost billions of dollars 
for the Federal Government to admin-
ister and would probably be pretty dif-
ficult to enforce. 

This proposal will create a fairly 
large size bureaucracy and enforce a la-
beling system for all audio and visual 
media products. It would create an 
agency that would be tasked with re-
viewing over 600 motion pictures every 
year, at least 500 videos and digital 
video disks that come into the market-
place, and thousands of sound record-
ings released each year. 

Believe me, this is not a subject mat-
ter that can be legislated from the 
floor of the House of Representatives in 
a committee setting. We need to refer 
this to the Committee on the Judiciary 
and any other appropriate committee, 
and then bring it forward. I would be 
delighted and I continue my commit-
ment to work on a workable and effec-
tive resolution of the labeling problem 
in the entertainment industry. 

Unfortunately, this solution I cannot 
support. 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to oppose this amendment. 

Let me first say that I applaud the intentions 
of my colleagues in offering this amendment. 
I share their concern about excess violent pro-
gramming and the effect it has on our chil-
dren. I also agree with them that parents 
should have more information and not be con-
fused about the meaning of various rating sys-
tems between TV, movies, video games and 
music. 

However, as a strong proponent of the V- 
chip, I am opposed to this amendment. 

This amendment could easily destroy the 
rating sytem that the entertainment industry 
negotiated with parents groups to work with 
the V-chip. The V-chip allows parents to con-

trol the programming viewed by their children. 
It works with the TV Parental guidelines devel-
oped by the television industry and child advo-
cacy groups. 

If the TV ratings system is changed, parents 
will find that they can no longer block violent 
programming on their TV sets. 

Because of the very problems that the au-
thors of this legislation are concerned about, 
Congress passed the V-chip law in 1996. This 
law requires TV manufactures to meet a dead-
line of incorporating the V-chip into 50 percent 
of TV’s sold in America in the next two weeks. 
They are on track to not only do this but to 
also comply with the 100 percent V-chip dead-
line of January 1, 2000. 

If the government steps in to mandate a 
new rating system after these various indus-
tries have begun labeling their products on a 
voluntary basis, all the progress that has been 
made to date would be erased. 

The historic V-chip rating system agreement 
was reached between the National PTA, the 
American Academy of Pediatricians, the Cen-
ter for Media Education, the American Psycho-
logical Association, the National Association of 
Elementary School Principals and the Motion 
Picture Association, the National Cable Tele-
vision Association and the National Associa-
tion of Broadcasters. 

When we passed the V-chip, we agreed to 
forbear further legislation in this area until it 
was given time to work. This amendment 
would undo all of this progress. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. WAMP). 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 17-minute 

vote and will be followed by one 5- 
minute vote on amendment No. 34 of-
fered by the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY). 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 161, noes 266, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 224] 

AYES—161 

Aderholt 
Bachus 
Barcia 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Blagojevich 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Callahan 
Cannon 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Coburn 
Collins 

Combest 
Cook 
Costello 
Crane 
Cubin 
Danner 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Dickey 
Doyle 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Forbes 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gekas 
Gilchrest 

Goode 
Goodling 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Holden 
Holt 
Horn 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Jenkins 
Jones (NC) 
Kaptur 
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Kelly 
King (NY) 
Kleczka 
LaHood 
Largent 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (KY) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Mascara 
McCarthy (NY) 
McHugh 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
Mica 
Miller, Gary 
Minge 
Myrick 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Pascrell 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 

Pickering 
Pitts 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Riley 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Ryun (KS) 
Salmon 
Saxton 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shays 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 

Spence 
Stabenow 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stupak 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Traficant 
Turner 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—266 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Barton 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Burton 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Capps 
Capuano 
Chabot 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 

Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehrlich 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foley 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Green (TX) 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hutchinson 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 

Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kasich 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kingston 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Larson 
Latham 
Lazio 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Linder 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McInnis 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, George 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Oberstar 

Olver 
Ose 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Portman 
Quinn 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rivers 
Rogan 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 

Ryan (WI) 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Simpson 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Tanner 

Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Terry 
Thompson (MS) 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Walden 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—7 

Brown (CA) 
Carson 
Houghton 

Mollohan 
Rahall 
Smith (NJ) 

Thomas 

b 1404 

Messrs. JENKINS, ETHERIDGE, COOK, 
WISE, COSTELLO, BOEHLERT, FORBES, 
and HAYWORTH changed their vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

Mr. Herger and Mr. Gutierrez 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the Chair announces 
that he will reduce to a minimum of 5 
minutes the period of time within 
which a vote by electronic device will 
be taken on subsequent amendments 
on which the Chair has postponed fur-
ther proceedings. 

AMENDMENT NO. 34 OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY 

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the ayes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN. This is a 5-minute 

vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 417, noes 9, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 225] 

AYES—417 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 

Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barcia 

Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 

Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 

Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

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

Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
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Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 

Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
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Thompson (CA) 
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Thornberry 
Thune 
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Tierney 
Toomey 
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Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
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Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
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Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
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Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
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Berkley 
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Goode 
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Peterson (MN) 
Shadegg 
Stump 

NOT VOTING—8 

Brown (CA) 
Carson 
Houghton 

Mollohan 
Nussle 
Rahall 

Smith (NJ) 
Thomas 
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So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider Amendment No. 36 printed in 
Part A of House Report 106–186. 
AMENDMENT NO. 36 OFFERED BY MR. GOODLING 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 36 offered by Mr. 
GOODLING: 

Page 1, after line 2, insert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Juvenile 
Justice Reform Act of 1999’’. 

Page 1, strike line 3 and insert the fol-
lowing: 

TITLE I—CONSEQUENCES FOR JUVENILE 
OFFENDERS 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 
Page 1, line 4, strike ‘‘Act’’ and insert 

‘‘title’’. 
Page 2, line 1, redesignate section 2 as sec-

tion 102. 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 

TITLE II—JUVENILE CRIME CONTROL 
AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

SEC. 200. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited 

as the ‘‘Juvenile Crime Control and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1999’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this title is as follows: 

TITLE II—JUVENILE CRIME CONTROL 
AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

Sec. 200. Short title; table of contents. 
SUBTITLE A—AMENDMENTS TO JUVENILE JUS-

TICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 
1974 

Sec. 201. Findings. 
Sec. 202. Purpose. 
Sec. 203. Definitions. 
Sec. 204. Name of office. 
Sec. 205. Concentration of Federal effort. 
Sec. 206. Coordinating Council on Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention. 

Sec. 207. Annual report. 
Sec. 208. Allocation. 
Sec. 209. State plans. 
Sec. 210. Juvenile delinquency prevention 

block grant program. 
Sec. 211. Research; evaluation; technical as-

sistance; training. 
Sec. 212. Demonstration projects. 
Sec. 213. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 214. Administrative authority. 
Sec. 215. Use of funds. 
Sec. 216. Limitation on use of funds. 
Sec. 217. Rule of construction. 
Sec. 218. Leasing surplus Federal property. 
Sec. 219. Issuance of Rules. 
Sec. 220. Content of materials. 
Sec. 221. Technical and conforming amend-

ments. 
Sec. 222. References. 
SUBTITLE B—AMENDMENTS TO THE RUNAWAY 

AND HOMELESS YOUTH ACT 
Sec. 231. Runaway and homeless youth. 
SUBTITLE C—REPEAL OF TITLE V RELATING TO 

INCENTIVE GRANTS FOR LOCAL DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION PROGRAMS 

Sec. 241. Repealer. 
SUBTITLE D—AMENDMENTS TO THE MISSING 

CHILDREN’S ASSISTANCE ACT 
Sec. 251. National center for missing and ex-

ploited children. 
SUBTITLE E—STUDIES AND EVALUATIONS 

Sec. 261. Study of school violence. 
Sec. 262. Study of mental health needs of ju-

veniles in secure and nonsecure 
placements in the juvenile jus-
tice system. 

Sec. 263. Evaluation by General Accounting 
Office. 

Sec. 264. General Accounting Office Report. 
Sec. 265. Behavioral and social science re-

search on youth violence. 
SUBTITLE F—GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 271. Effective date; application of 
amendments. 

Subtitle A—Amendments to Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 

SEC. 201. FINDINGS. 
Section 101 of the Juvenile Justice and De-

linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5601) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘FINDINGS 
‘‘SEC. 101. (a) The Congress finds the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(1) There has been a dramatic increase in 

juvenile delinquency, particularly violent 
crime committed by juveniles. Weapons of-
fenses and homicides are 2 of the fastest 
growing crimes committed by juveniles. 
More than 1⁄2 of juvenile victims are killed 
with a firearm. Approximately 1⁄5 of the indi-
viduals arrested for committing violent 
crime are less than 18 years of age. The in-
crease in both the number of youth below 
the age of 15 and females arrested for violent 
crime is cause for concern. 

‘‘(2) This problem should be addressed 
through a 2-track common sense approach 
that addresses the needs of individual juve-
niles and society at large by promoting— 

‘‘(A) quality prevention programs that— 
‘‘(i) work with juveniles, their families, 

local public agencies, and community-based 
organizations, and take into consideration 
such factors as whether or not juveniles have 
been the victims of family violence (includ-
ing child abuse and neglect); and 

‘‘(ii) are designed to reduce risks and de-
velop competencies in at-risk juveniles that 
will prevent, and reduce the rate of, violent 
delinquent behavior; and 

‘‘(B) programs that assist in holding juve-
niles accountable for their actions, including 
a system of graduated sanctions to respond 
to each delinquent act, requiring juveniles to 
make restitution, or perform community 
service, for the damage caused by their de-
linquent acts, and methods for increasing 
victim satisfaction with respect to the pen-
alties imposed on juveniles for their acts. 

‘‘(b) Congress must act now to reform this 
program by focusing on juvenile delinquency 
prevention programs, as well as programs 
that hold juveniles accountable for their 
acts. Without true reform, the criminal jus-
tice system will not be able to overcome the 
challenges it will face in the coming years 
when the number of juveniles is expected to 
increase by 30 percent.’’. 
SEC. 202. PURPOSE. 

Section 102 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5602) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘PURPOSES 

‘‘SEC. 102. The purposes of this title and 
title II are— 

‘‘(1) to support State and local programs 
that prevent juvenile involvement in delin-
quent behavior; 

‘‘(2) to assist State and local governments 
in promoting public safety by encouraging 
accountability for acts of juvenile delin-
quency; and 

‘‘(3) to assist State and local governments 
in addressing juvenile crime through the pro-
vision of technical assistance, research, 
training, evaluation, and the dissemination 
of information on effective programs for 
combating juvenile delinquency.’’. 
SEC. 203. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 103 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5603) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘to help 
prevent juvenile delinquency’’ and inserting 
‘‘designed to reduce known risk factors for 
juvenile delinquent behavior, provides ac-
tivities that build on protective factors for, 
and develop competencies in, juveniles to 
prevent, and reduce the rate of, delinquent 
juvenile behavior’’, 

(2) in paragraph (4) by inserting ‘‘title I of’’ 
before ‘‘the Omnibus’’ each place it appears, 

(3) in paragraph (7) by striking ‘‘the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands,’’, 

(4) in paragraph (9) by striking ‘‘justice’’ 
and inserting ‘‘crime control’’, 

(5) in paragraph (12)(B) by striking ‘‘, of 
any nonoffender,’’, 

(6) in paragraph (13)(B) by striking ‘‘, any 
non-offender,’’, 

(7) in paragraph (14) by inserting ‘‘drug 
trafficking,’’ after ‘‘assault,’’, 

(8) in paragraph (16)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A) by adding ‘‘and’’ at 

the end, and 
(B) by striking subparagraph (C), 
(9) by striking paragraph (17), 
(10) in paragraph (22)— 
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(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (i), (ii), 

and (iii) as subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C), 
respectively, and 

(B) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end, 
(11) in paragraph (23) by striking the period 

at the end and inserting a semicolon, 
(12) by redesignating paragraphs (18), (19), 

(20), (21), (22), and (23) as paragraphs (17) 
through (22), respectively, and 

(13) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(23) the term ‘boot camp’ means a resi-

dential facility (excluding a private resi-
dence) at which there are provided— 

‘‘(A) a highly regimented schedule of dis-
cipline, physical training, work, drill, and 
ceremony characteristic of military basic 
training. 

‘‘(B) regular, remedial, special, and voca-
tional education; and 

‘‘(C) counseling and treatment for sub-
stance abuse and other health and mental 
health problems; 

‘‘(24) the term ‘graduated sanctions’ means 
an accountability-based, graduated series of 
sanctions (including incentives and services) 
applicable to juveniles within the juvenile 
justice system to hold such juveniles ac-
countable for their actions and to protect 
communities from the effects of juvenile de-
linquency by providing appropriate sanctions 
for every act for which a juvenile is adju-
dicated delinquent, by inducing their law- 
abiding behavior, and by preventing their 
subsequent involvement with the juvenile 
justice system; 

‘‘(25) the term ‘violent crime’ means— 
‘‘(A) murder or nonnegligent man-

slaughter, forcible rape, or robbery, or 
‘‘(B) aggravated assault committed with 

the use of a firearm; 
‘‘(26) the term ‘co-located facilities’ means 

facilities that are located in the same build-
ing, or are part of a related complex of build-
ings located on the same grounds; and 

‘‘(27) the term ‘related complex of build-
ings’ means 2 or more buildings that share— 

‘‘(A) physical features, such as walls and 
fences, or services beyond mechanical serv-
ices (heating, air conditioning, water and 
sewer); or 

‘‘(B) the specialized services that are al-
lowable under section 31.303(e)(3)(i)(C)(3) of 
title 28 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 
as in effect on December 10, 1996.’’. 
SEC. 204. NAME OF OFFICE. 

Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611 
et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by amending the heading of part A to 
read as follows: 

‘‘PART A—OFFICE OF JUVENILE CRIME 
CONTROL AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION’’, 

(2) in section 201(a) by striking ‘‘Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention’’ and inserting 
‘‘Crime Control and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’, and 

(3) in subsections section 299A(c)(2) by 
striking ‘‘Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’ and inserting ‘‘Crime Control and De-
linquency Prevention’’. 
SEC. 205. CONCENTRATION OF FEDERAL EFFORT. 

Section 204 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5614) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1) by striking the last 
sentence, 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘and of the 

prospective’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘administered’’, 

(B) by striking paragraph (5), and 
(C) by redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7) 

as paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively, 

(3) in subsection (c) by striking ‘‘and re-
ports’’ and all that follows through ‘‘this 
part’’, and inserting ‘‘as may be appropriate 
to prevent the duplication of efforts, and to 
coordinate activities, related to the preven-
tion of juvenile delinquency’’, 

(4) by striking subsection (i), and 
(5) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub-

section (f). 
SEC. 206. COORDINATING COUNCIL ON JUVENILE 

JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PRE-
VENTION. 

Section 206 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5616) is repealed. 
SEC. 207. ANNUAL REPORT. 

Section 207 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5617) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘and’’ after ‘‘priorities,’’, 

and 
(B) by striking ‘‘, and recommendations of 

the Council’’, 
(2) by striking paragraphs (4) and (5), and 

inserting the following: 
‘‘(4) An evaluation of the programs funded 

under this title and their effectiveness in re-
ducing the incidence of juvenile delinquency, 
particularly violent crime, committed by ju-
veniles.’’, and 

(3) by redesignating such section as section 
206. 
SEC. 208. ALLOCATION. 

Section 222 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5632) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (2)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘amount, up to $400,000,’’ 

and inserting ‘‘amount up to $400,000’’, 
(II) by inserting a comma after ‘‘1992’’ the 

1st place it appears, 
(III) by striking ‘‘the Trust Territory of 

the Pacific Islands,’’, and 
(IV) by striking ‘‘amount, up to $100,000,’’ 

and inserting ‘‘amount up to $100,000’’, 
(ii) in subparagraph (B)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘(other than part D)’’, 
(II) by striking ‘‘or such greater amount, 

up to $600,000’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘section 299(a) (1) and (3)’’, 

(III) by striking ‘‘the Trust Territory of 
the Pacific Islands,’’, 

(IV) by striking ‘‘amount, up to $100,000,’’ 
and inserting ‘‘amount up to $100,000’’, and 

(V) by inserting a comma after ‘‘1992’’, 
(B) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘allot’’ and 

inserting ‘‘allocate’’, and 
(2) in subsection (b) by striking ‘‘the Trust 

Territory of the Pacific Islands,’’. 
SEC. 209. STATE PLANS. 

Section 223 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5633) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in the 2nd sentence by striking ‘‘chal-

lenge’’ and all that follows through ‘‘part E’’, 
and inserting ‘‘, projects, and activities’’, 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘, which—’’ and inserting 

‘‘that—’’, 
(ii) in subparagraph (A)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘not less’’ and all that fol-

lows through ‘‘33’’, and inserting ‘‘the attor-
ney general of the State or such other State 
official who has primary responsibility for 
overseeing the enforcement of State crimi-
nal laws, and’’, 

(II) by inserting ‘‘, in consultation with the 
attorney general of the State or such other 
State official who has primary responsibility 
for overseeing the enforcement of State 
criminal laws’’ after ‘‘State’’, 

(III) in clause (i) by striking ‘‘or the ad-
ministration of juvenile justice’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, the administration of juvenile justice, 
or the reduction of juvenile delinquency’’, 

(IV) in clause (ii) by striking ‘‘include—’’ 
and all that follows through the semicolon 
at the end of subclause (VIII), and inserting 
the following: 
‘‘represent a multidisciplinary approach to 
addressing juvenile delinquency and may in-
clude— 

‘‘(I) individuals who represent units of gen-
eral local government, law enforcement and 
juvenile justice agencies, public agencies 
concerned with the prevention and treat-
ment of juvenile delinquency and with the 
adjudication of juveniles, representatives of 
juveniles, or nonprofit private organizations, 
particularly such organizations that serve 
juveniles; and 

‘‘(II) such other individuals as the chief ex-
ecutive officer considers to be appropriate; 
and’’, and 

(V) by striking clauses (iv) and (v), 
(iii) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘jus-

tice’’ and inserting ‘‘crime control’’, 
(iv) in subparagraph (D)— 
(I) in clause (i) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the 

end, 
(II) in clause (ii) by striking ‘‘paragraphs’’ 

and all that follows through ‘‘part E’’, and 
inserting ‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), and (13)’’, 
and 

(III) by striking clause (iii), and 
(v) in subparagraph (E) by striking ‘‘title— 

’’ and all that follows through ‘‘(ii)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘title,’’, 

(C) in paragraph (5)— 
(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A) by striking ‘‘, other than’’ and inserting 
‘‘reduced by the percentage (if any) specified 
by the State under the authority of para-
graph (25) and excluding’’ after ‘‘section 222’’, 
and 

‘‘(ii) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘para-
graphs (12)(A), (13), and (14)’’ and inserting 
‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), and (13)’’, 

(D) by striking paragraph (6), 
(E) in paragraph (7) by inserting ‘‘, includ-

ing in rural areas’’ before the semicolon at 
the end, 

(F) in paragraph (8)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘for (i)’’ and all that follows 

through ‘‘relevant jurisdiction’’, and insert-
ing ‘‘for an analysis of juvenile delinquency 
problems in, and the juvenile delinquency 
control and delinquency prevention needs 
(including educational needs) of, the State’’, 

(II) by striking ‘‘justice’’ the second place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘crime control’’, 
and 

(III) by striking ‘‘of the jurisdiction; (ii)’’ 
and all that follows through the semicolon 
at the end, and inserting ‘‘of the State; and’’, 

(ii) by amending subparagraph (B) to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(B) contain— 
‘‘(i) a plan for providing needed gender-spe-

cific services for the prevention and treat-
ment of juvenile delinquency; 

‘‘(ii) a plan for providing needed services 
for the prevention and treatment of juvenile 
delinquency in rural areas; and 

‘‘(iii) a plan for providing needed mental 
health services to juveniles in the juvenile 
justice system, including information on 
how such plan is being implemented and how 
such services will be targeted to those juve-
niles in the such system who are in greatest 
need of such services services;’’, and 

(iii) by striking subparagraphs (C) and (D), 
(G) by amending paragraph (9) to read as 

follows: 
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‘‘(9) provide for the coordination and max-

imum utilization of existing juvenile delin-
quency programs, programs operated by pub-
lic and private agencies and organizations, 
and other related programs (such as edu-
cation, special education, recreation, health, 
and welfare programs) in the State;’’, 

(H) in paragraph (10)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘, specifically’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘including’’, 
(II) by striking clause (i), and 
(III) redesignating clauses (ii) and (iii) as 

clauses (i) and (ii), respectively, 
(ii) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘juve-

nile justice’’ and inserting ‘‘juvenile crime 
control’’, 

(iv) by amending subparagraph (D) to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(D) programs that provide treatment to 
juvenile offenders who are victims of child 
abuse or neglect, and to their families, in 
order to reduce the likelihood that such ju-
venile offenders will commit subsequent vio-
lations of law;’’, 

(iv) in subparagraph (E)— 
(I) by redesignating clause (ii) as clause 

(iii), and 
(II) by striking ‘‘juveniles, provided’’ and 

all that follows through ‘‘provides; and’’, and 
inserting the following: 

‘‘juveniles— 
‘‘(i) to encourage juveniles to remain in el-

ementary and secondary schools or in alter-
native learning situations; 

‘‘(ii) to provide services to assist juveniles 
in making the transition to the world of 
work and self-sufficiency; and’’, 

(v) by amending subparagraph (F) to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(F) expanding the use of probation offi-
cers— 

‘‘(i) particularly for the purpose of permit-
ting nonviolent juvenile offenders (including 
status offenders) to remain at home with 
their families as an alternative to incarcer-
ation or institutionalization; and 

‘‘(ii) to ensure that juveniles follow the 
terms of their probation;’’, 

(vi) by amending subparagraph (G) to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(G) one-on-one mentoring programs that 
are designed to link at-risk juveniles and ju-
venile offenders, particularly juveniles resid-
ing in high-crime areas and juveniles experi-
encing educational failure, with responsible 
adults (such as law enforcement officers, 
adults working with local businesses, and 
adults working with community-based orga-
nizations and agencies) who are properly 
screened and trained;’’, 

(vii) in subparagraph (H) by striking 
‘‘handicapped youth’’ and inserting ‘‘juve-
niles with disabilities’’, 

(viii) by amending subparagraph (K) to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(K) boot camps for juvenile offenders;’’, 
(ix) by amending subparagraph (L) to read 

as follows: 
‘‘(L) community-based programs and serv-

ices to work with juveniles, their parents, 
and other family members during and after 
incarceration in order to strengthen families 
so that such juveniles may be retained in 
their homes;’’, 

(x) by amending subparagraph (N) to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(N) establishing policies and systems to 
incorporate relevant child protective serv-
ices records into juvenile justice records for 
purposes of establishing treatment plans for 
juvenile offenders;’’, 

(xi) in subparagraph (O)— 

(I) in striking ‘‘cultural’’ and inserting 
‘‘other’’, and 

(II) by striking the period at the end and 
inserting a semicolon, and 

(xii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(P) programs designed to prevent and to 

reduce hate crimes committed by juveniles; 
and 

‘‘(Q) after-school programs that provide at- 
risk juveniles and juveniles in the juvenile 
justice system with a range of age-appro-
priate activities, including tutoring, men-
toring, and other educational and enrich-
ment activities.’’, 

(I) by amending paragraph (12) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(12) shall, in accordance with rules issued 
by the Administrator, provide that— 

‘‘(A) juveniles who are charged with or who 
have committed an offense that would not be 
criminal if committed by an adult, exclud-
ing— 

‘‘(i) juveniles who are charged with or who 
have committed a violation of section 
922(x)(2) of title 18, United States Code, or of 
a similar State law; 

‘‘(ii) juveniles who are charged with or who 
have committed a violation of a valid court 
order; and 

‘‘(iii) juveniles who are held in accordance 
with the Interstate Compact on Juveniles as 
enacted by the State; 
shall not be placed in secure detention facili-
ties or secure correctional facilities; and 

‘‘(B) juveniles— 
‘‘(i) who are not charged with any offense; 

and 
‘‘(ii) who are— 
‘‘(I) aliens; or 
‘‘(II) alleged to be dependent, neglected, or 

abused; 

shall not be placed in secure detention facili-
ties or secure correctional facilities;’’, 

(J) by amending paragraph (13) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(13) provide that— 
‘‘(A) juveniles alleged to be or found to be 

delinquent, and juveniles within the purview 
of paragraph (11), will not be detained or con-
fined in any institution in which they have 
regular contact, or unsupervised incidental 
contact, with adults incarcerated because 
such adults have been convicted of a crime 
or are awaiting trial on criminal charges; 
and 

‘‘(B) there is in effect in the State a policy 
that requires individuals who work with 
both such juveniles and such adults in co±- 
located facilities have been trained and cer-
tified to work with juveniles;’’, 

(K) by amending paragraph (14) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(14) provide that no juvenile will be de-
tained or confined in any jail or lockup for 
adults except— 

‘‘(A) juveniles who are accused of non-
status offenses and who are detained in such 
jail or lockup for a period not to exceed 6 
hours— 

‘‘(i) for processing or release; 
‘‘(ii) while awaiting transfer to a juvenile 

facility; or 
‘‘(iii) in which period such juveniles make 

a court appearance; 
‘‘(B) juveniles who are accused of non-

status offenses, who are awaiting an initial 
court appearance that will occur within 48 
hours after being taken into custody (exclud-
ing Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays), 
and who are detained in a jail or lockup— 

‘‘(i) in which— 
‘‘(I) such juveniles do not have regular con-

tact, or unsupervised incidental contact, 
with adults incarcerated because such adults 

have been convicted of a crime or are await-
ing trial on criminal charges; and 

‘‘(II) there is in effect in the State a policy 
that requires individuals who work with 
both such juveniles and such adults in co-lo-
cated facilities have been trained and cer-
tified to work with juveniles; and 

‘‘(ii) that— 
‘‘(I) is located outside a metropolitan sta-

tistical area (as defined by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget) and has no existing ac-
ceptable alternative placement available; 

‘‘(II) is located where conditions of dis-
tance to be traveled or the lack of highway, 
road, or transportation do not allow for 
court appearances within 48 hours (excluding 
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays) so 
that a brief (not to exceed an additional 48 
hours) delay is excusable; or 

‘‘(III) is located where conditions of safety 
exist (such as severe adverse, life-threat-
ening weather conditions that do not allow 
for reasonably safe travel), in which case the 
time for an appearance may be delayed until 
24 hours after the time that such conditions 
allow for reasonable safe travel; 

‘‘(C) juveniles who are accused of non-
status offenses and who are detained in a jail 
or lockup that satisfies the requirements of 
subparagraph (B)(i) if— 

‘‘(i) such jail or lockup— 
‘‘(I) is located outside a metropolitan sta-

tistical area (as defined by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget); and 

‘‘(II) has no existing acceptable alternative 
placement available; 

‘‘(ii) a parent or other legal guardian (or 
guardian ad litem) of the juvenile involved, 
in consultation with the counsel rep-
resenting the juvenile, consents to detaining 
such juvenile in accordance with this sub-
paragraph and has the right to revoke such 
consent at any time; 

‘‘(iii) the juvenile has counsel, and the 
counsel representing such juvenile— 

‘‘(I) consults with the parents of the juve-
nile to determine the appropriate placement 
of the juvenile; and 

‘‘(II) has an opportunity to present the ju-
venile’s position regarding the detention in-
volved to the court before the court approves 
such detention;; 

‘‘(iv) the court has an opportunity to hear 
from the juvenile before court approval of 
such placement; and 

‘‘(v) detaining such juvenile in accordance 
with this subparagraph is— 

‘‘(I) approved in advance by a court with 
competent jurisdiction that has determined 
that such placement is in the best interest of 
such juvenile; 

‘‘(II) required to be reviewed periodically 
and in the presence of the juvenile, at inter-
vals of not more than 5 days (excluding Sat-
urdays, Sundays, and legal holidays), by 
such court for the duration of detention; and 

‘‘(III) for a period preceding the sentencing 
(if any) of such juvenile, but not to exceed a 
20-day period;’’, 

(L) in paragraph (15)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘paragraph (12)(A), para-

graph (13), and paragraph (14)’’ and inserting 
‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), and (13)’’, and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘paragraph (12)(A) and 
paragraph (13)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs 
(11) and (12)’’, 

(M) in paragraph (16) by striking ‘‘men-
tally, emotionally, or physically handi-
capping conditions’’ and inserting ‘‘dis-
ability’’, 

(N) by amending paragraph (19) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(19) provide assurances that— 
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‘‘(A) any assistance provided under this 

Act will not cause the displacement (includ-
ing a partial displacement, such as a reduc-
tion in the hours of nonovertime work, 
wages, or employment benefits) of any cur-
rently employed employee; 

‘‘(B) activities assisted under this Act will 
not impair an existing collective bargaining 
relationship, contract for services, or collec-
tive bargaining agreement; and 

‘‘(C) no such activity that would be incon-
sistent with the terms of a collective bar-
gaining agreement shall be undertaken with-
out the written concurrence of the labor or-
ganization involved;’’, 

(O) in paragraph (22) by inserting before 
the semicolon, the following: 
‘‘; and that the State will not expend funds 
to carry out a program referred to in sub-
paragraph (A), (B), or (C) of paragraph (5) if 
the recipient of funds who carried out such 
program during the preceding 2-year period 
fails to demonstrate, before the expiration of 
such 2-year period, that such program 
achieved substantial success in achieving the 
goals specified in the application submitted 
such recipient to the State agency’’, 

(P) by amending paragraph (23) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(23) address juvenile delinquency preven-
tion efforts and system improvement efforts 
designed to reduce, without establishing or 
requiring numerical standards or quotas, the 
disproportionate number of juvenile mem-
bers of minority groups, who come into con-
tact with the juvenile justice system;’’, 

(Q) by amending paragraph (24) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(24) provide that if a juvenile is taken 
into custody for violating a valid court order 
issued for committing a status offense— 

‘‘(A) an appropriate public agency shall be 
promptly notified that such juvenile is held 
in custody for violating such order; 

‘‘(B) not later than 24 hours during which 
such juvenile is so held, an authorized rep-
resentative of such agency shall interview, 
in person, such juvenile; and 

‘‘(C) not later than 48 hours during which 
such juvenile is so held— 

‘‘(i) such representative shall submit an as-
sessment to the court that issued such order, 
regarding the immediate needs of such juve-
nile; and 

‘‘(ii) such court shall conduct a hearing to 
determine— 

‘‘(I) whether there is reasonable cause to 
believe that such juvenile violated such 
order; and 

‘‘(II) the appropriate placement of such ju-
venile pending disposition of the violation 
alleged;’’, 

(R) in paragraph (25) by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon, 

(S) by redesignating paragraphs (7) 
through (25) as paragraphs (6) through (24), 
respectively, and 

(T) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(25) specify a percentage (if any), not to 

exceed 5 percent, of funds received by the 
State under section 222 (other than funds 
made available to the state advisory group 
under section 222(d)) that the State will re-
serve for expenditure by the State to provide 
incentive grants to units of general local 
government that reduce the caseload of pro-
bation officers within such units, and 

‘‘(26) provide that the State, to the max-
imum extent practicable, will implement a 
system to ensure that if a juvenile is before 
a court in the juvenile justice system, public 
child welfare records (including child protec-
tive services records) relating to such juve-
nile that are on file in the geographical area 

under the jurisdiction of such court will be 
made known to such court.’’, and 

(2) by amending subsection (c) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(c) If a State fails to comply with any of 
the applicable requirements of paragraphs 
(11), (12), (13), and (23) of subsection (a) in 
any fiscal year beginning after September 30, 
1999, then the amount allocated to such 
State for the subsequent fiscal year shall be 
reduced by not to exceed 12.5 percent for 
each such paragraph with respect to which 
the failure occurs, unless the Administrator 
determines that the State— 

‘‘(1) has achieved substantial compliance 
with such applicable requirements with re-
spect to which the State was not in compli-
ance; and 

‘‘(2) has made, through appropriate execu-
tive or legislative action, an unequivocal 
commitment to achieving full compliance 
with such applicable requirements within a 
reasonable time.’’, and 

(3) in subsection (d)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘allotment’’ and inserting 

‘‘allocation’’, and 
(B) by striking ‘‘subsection (a) (12)(A), (13), 

(14) and (23)’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), (13), and (23) of 
subsection (a)’’. 
SEC. 210. JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM. 

Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611 
et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by striking parts C, D, E, F, G, and H, 
(2) by striking the 1st part I, 
(3) by redesignating the 2nd part I as part 

F, and 
(4) by inserting after part B the following: 

‘‘PART C—JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 

‘‘SEC. 241. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS. 

‘‘The Administrator may make grants to 
eligible States, from funds allocated under 
section 242, for the purpose of providing fi-
nancial assistance to eligible entities to 
carry out projects designed to prevent juve-
nile delinquency, including— 

‘‘(1) projects that provide treatment (in-
cluding treatment for mental health prob-
lems) to juvenile offenders, and juveniles 
who are at risk of becoming juvenile offend-
ers, who are victims of child abuse or neglect 
or who have experienced violence in their 
homes, at school, or in the community, and 
to their families, in order to reduce the like-
lihood that such juveniles will commit viola-
tions of law; 

‘‘(2) educational projects or supportive 
services for delinquent or other juveniles— 

‘‘(A) to encourage juveniles to remain in 
elementary and secondary schools or in al-
ternative learning situations in educational 
settings; 

‘‘(B) to provide services to assist juveniles 
in making the transition to the world of 
work and self-sufficiency; 

‘‘(C) to assist in identifying learning dif-
ficulties (including learning disabilities); 

‘‘(D) to prevent unwarranted and arbitrary 
suspensions and expulsions; 

‘‘(E) to encourage new approaches and 
techniques with respect to the prevention of 
school violence and vandalism; 

‘‘(F) which assist law enforcement per-
sonnel and juvenile justice personnel to 
more effectively recognize and provide for 
learning-disabled and other juveniles with 
disabilities; 

‘‘(G) which develop locally coordinated 
policies and programs among education, ju-
venile justice, and social service agencies; or 

‘‘(H) to provide services to juvenile with 
serious mental and emotional disturbances 
(SED) in need of mental health services; 

‘‘(3) projects which expand the use of pro-
bation officers— 

‘‘(A) particularly for the purpose of permit-
ting nonviolent juvenile offenders (including 
status offenders) to remain at home with 
their families as an alternative to incarcer-
ation or institutionalization; and 

‘‘(B) to ensure that juveniles follow the 
terms of their probation; 

‘‘(4) one-on-one mentoring projects that 
are designed to link at-risk juveniles and ju-
venile offenders who did not commit serious 
crime, particularly juveniles residing in 
high-crime areas and juveniles experiencing 
educational failure, with responsible adults 
(such as law enforcement officers, adults 
working with local businesses, and adults 
working for community-based organizations 
and agencies) who are properly screened and 
trained; 

‘‘(5) community-based projects and serv-
ices (including literacy and social service 
programs) which work with juvenile offend-
ers and juveniles who are at risk of becoming 
juvenile offenders, including those from fam-
ilies with limited English-speaking pro-
ficiency, their parents, their siblings, and 
other family members during and after in-
carceration of the juvenile offenders, in 
order to strengthen families, to allow juve-
nile offenders to be retained in their homes, 
and to prevent the involvement of other ju-
venile family members in delinquent activi-
ties; 

‘‘(6) projects designed to provide for the 
treatment (including mental health services) 
of juveniles for dependence on or abuse of al-
cohol, drugs, or other harmful substances; 

‘‘(7) projects which leverage funds to pro-
vide scholarships for postsecondary edu-
cation and training for low-income juveniles 
who reside in neighborhoods with high rates 
of poverty, violence, and drug-related 
crimes; 

‘‘(8) projects which provide for an initial 
intake screening of each juvenile taken into 
custody— 

‘‘(A) to determine the likelihood that such 
juvenile will commit a subsequent offense; 
and 

‘‘(B) to provide appropriate interventions 
(including mental health services) to prevent 
such juvenile from committing subsequent 
offenses; 

‘‘(9) projects (including school- or commu-
nity-based projects) that are designed to pre-
vent, and reduce the rate of, the participa-
tion of juveniles in gangs that commit 
crimes (particularly violent crimes), that 
unlawfully use firearms and other weapons, 
or that unlawfully traffic in drugs and that 
involve, to the extent practicable, families 
and other community members (including 
law enforcement personnel and members of 
the business community) in the activities 
conducted under such projects; 

‘‘(10) comprehensive juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention projects that meet 
the needs of juveniles through the collabora-
tion of the many local service systems juve-
niles encounter, including schools, courts, 
law enforcement agencies, child protection 
agencies, mental health agencies, welfare 
services, health care agencies, private non-
profit agencies, and public recreation agen-
cies offering services to juveniles; 

‘‘(11) to develop, implement, and support, 
in conjunction with public and private agen-
cies, organizations, and businesses, projects 
for the employment of juveniles and referral 
to job training programs (including referral 
to Federal job training programs); 
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‘‘(12) delinquency prevention activities 

which involve youth clubs, sports, recreation 
and parks, peer counseling and teaching, the 
arts, leadership development, community 
service, volunteer service, before- and after- 
school programs, violence prevention activi-
ties, mediation skills training, camping, en-
vironmental education, ethnic or cultural 
enrichment, tutoring, and academic enrich-
ment; 

‘‘(13) to establish policies and systems to 
incorporate relevant child protective serv-
ices records into juvenile justice records for 
purposes of establishing treatment plans for 
juvenile offenders; 

‘‘(14) programs that encourage social com-
petencies, problem-solving skills, and com-
munication skills, youth leadership, and 
civic involvement; 

‘‘(15) programs that focus on the needs of 
young girls at-risk of delinquency or status 
offenses; 

‘‘(16) projects which provide for— 
‘‘(A) an assessment by a qualified mental 

health professional of incarcerated juveniles 
who are suspected to be in need of mental 
health services; 

‘‘(B) the development of an individualized 
treatment plan for those incarcerated juve-
niles determined to be in need of such serv-
ices; 

‘‘(C) the inclusion of a discharge plan for 
incarcerated juveniles receiving mental 
health services that addresses aftercare serv-
ices; and 

‘‘(D) all juveniles receiving psychotropic 
medications to be under the care of a li-
censed mental health professional; 

‘‘(17) after-school programs that provide 
at-risk juveniles and juveniles in the juve-
nile justice system with a range of age-ap-
propriate activities, including tutoring, 
mentoring, and other educational and en-
richment activities; 

‘‘(18) programs related to the establish-
ment and maintenance of a school violence 
hotline, based on a public-private partner-
ship, that students and parents can use to re-
port suspicious, violent, or threatening be-
havior to local school and law enforcement 
authorities; 

‘‘(19) programs (excluding programs to pur-
chase guns from juveniles) designed to re-
duce the unlawful acquisition and illegal use 
of guns by juveniles, including partnerships 
between law enforcement agencies, health 
professionals, school officials, firearms man-
ufacturers, consumer groups, faith-based 
groups and community organizations; and 

‘‘(20) other activities that are likely to pre-
vent juvenile delinquency. 

‘‘SEC. 242. ALLOCATION. 

‘‘Funds appropriated to carry out this part 
shall be allocated among eligible States pro-
portionately based on the population that is 
less than 18 years of age in the eligible 
States. 

‘‘SEC. 243. ELIGIBILITY OF STATES. 

‘‘(a) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to re-
ceive a grant under section 241, a State shall 
submit to the Administrator an application 
that contains the following: 

‘‘(1) An assurance that the State will use— 
‘‘(A) not more than 5 percent of such grant, 

in the aggregate, for— 
‘‘(i) the costs incurred by the State to 

carry out this part; and 
‘‘(ii) to evaluate, and provide technical as-

sistance relating to, projects and activities 
carried out with funds provided under this 
part; and 

‘‘(B) the remainder of such grant to make 
grants under section 244. 

‘‘(2) An assurance that, and a detailed de-
scription of how, such grant will support, 
and not supplant State and local efforts to 
prevent juvenile delinquency. 

‘‘(3) An assurance that such application 
was prepared after consultation with and 
participation by community-based organiza-
tions, and organizations in the local juvenile 
justice system, that carry out programs, 
projects, or activities to prevent juvenile de-
linquency. 

‘‘(4) An assurance that each eligible entity 
described in section 244 that receives an ini-
tial grant under section 244 to carry out a 
project or activity shall also receive an as-
surance from the State that such entity will 
receive from the State, for the subsequent 
fiscal year to carry out such project or activ-
ity, a grant under such section in an amount 
that is proportional, based on such initial 
grant and on the amount of the grant re-
ceived under section 241 by the State for 
such subsequent fiscal year, but that does 
not exceed the amount specified for such 
subsequent fiscal year in such application as 
approved by the State. 

‘‘(5) Such other information and assur-
ances as the Administrator may reasonably 
require by rule. 

‘‘(b) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) APPROVAL REQUIRED.—Subject to para-

graph (2), the Administrator shall approve an 
application, and amendments to such appli-
cation submitted in subsequent fiscal years, 
that satisfy the requirements of subsection 
(a). 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—The Administrator may 
not approve such application (including 
amendments to such application) for a fiscal 
year unless— 

‘‘(A)(i) the State submitted a plan under 
section 223 for such fiscal year; and 

‘‘(ii) such plan is approved by the Adminis-
trator for such fiscal year; or 

‘‘(B) the Administrator waives the applica-
tion of subparagraph (A) to such State for 
such fiscal year, after finding good cause for 
such a waiver. 
‘‘SEC. 244. GRANTS FOR LOCAL PROJECTS. 

‘‘(a) GRANTS BY STATES.—Using a grant re-
ceived under section 241, a State may make 
grants to eligible entities whose applications 
are received by the State to carry out 
projects and activities described in section 
241. 

‘‘(b) SPECIAL CONSIDERATION.—For purposes 
of making grants under subsection (a), the 
State shall give special consideration to eli-
gible entities that— 

‘‘(1) propose to carry out such projects in 
geographical areas in which there is— 

‘‘(A) a disproportionately high level of seri-
ous crime committed by juveniles; or 

‘‘(B) a recent rapid increase in the number 
of nonstatus offenses committed by juve-
niles; 

‘‘(2)(A) agreed to carry out such projects or 
activities that are multidisciplinary and in-
volve more than 2 private nonprofit agencies, 
organizations, and institutions that have ex-
perience dealing with juveniles; or 

‘‘(B) represent communities that have a 
comprehensive plan designed to identify at- 
risk juveniles and to prevent or reduce the 
rate of juvenile delinquency, and that in-
volve other entities operated by individuals 
who have a demonstrated history of involve-
ment in activities designed to prevent juve-
nile delinquency; and 

‘‘(3) the amount of resources (in cash or in 
kind) such entities will provide to carry out 
such projects and activities. 
‘‘SEC. 245. ELIGIBILITY OF ENTITIES. 

‘‘(a) ELIGIBILITY.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), to be eligible to receive a 

grant under section 244, a unit of general 
purpose local government, acting jointly 
with not fewer than 2 private nonprofit agen-
cies, organizations, and institutions that 
have experience dealing with juveniles, shall 
submit to the State an application that con-
tains the following: 

‘‘(1) An assurance that such applicant will 
use such grant, and each such grant received 
for the subsequent fiscal year, to carry out 
throughout a 2-year period a project or ac-
tivity described in reasonable detail, and of a 
kind described in one or more of paragraphs 
(1) through (14) of section 241 as specified in, 
such application. 

‘‘(2) A statement of the particular goals 
such project or activity is designed to 
achieve, and the methods such entity will 
use to achieve, and assess the achievement 
of, each of such goals. 

‘‘(3) A statement identifying the research 
(if any) such entity relied on in preparing 
such application. 

‘‘(b) LIMITATION.—If an eligible entity that 
receives a grant under section 244 to carry 
out a project or activity for a 2-year period, 
and receives technical assistance from the 
State or the Administrator after requesting 
such technical assistance (if any), fails to 
demonstrate, before the expiration of such 2- 
year period, that such project or such activ-
ity has achieved substantial success in 
achieving the goals specified in the applica-
tion submitted by such entity to receive 
such grants, then such entity shall not be el-
igible to receive any subsequent grant under 
such section to continue to carry out such 
project or activity.’’. 
SEC. 211. RESEARCH; EVALUATION; TECHNICAL 

ASSISTANCE; TRAINING. 
Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611 
et seq.) is amended by inserting after part C, 
as added by section 110, the following: 

‘‘PART D—RESEARCH; EVALUATION; 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE; TRAINING 

‘‘SEC. 251. RESEARCH AND EVALUATION; STATIS-
TICAL ANALYSES; INFORMATION 
DISSEMINATION 

‘‘(a) RESEARCH AND EVALUATION.—(1) The 
Administrator may— 

‘‘(A) plan and identify, after consultation 
with the Director of the National Institute 
of Justice, the purposes and goals of all 
agreements carried out with funds provided 
under this subsection; and 

‘‘(B) make agreements with the National 
Institute of Justice or, subject to the ap-
proval of the Assistant Attorney General for 
the Office of Justice Programs, with another 
Federal agency authorized by law to conduct 
research or evaluation in juvenile justice 
matters, for the purpose of providing re-
search and evaluation relating to— 

‘‘(i) the prevention, reduction, and control 
of juvenile delinquency and serious crime 
committed by juveniles; 

‘‘(ii) the link between juvenile delinquency 
and the incarceration of members of the 
families of juveniles; 

‘‘(iii) successful efforts to prevent first- 
time minor offenders from committing sub-
sequent involvement in serious crime; 

‘‘(iv) successful efforts to prevent recidi-
vism; 

‘‘(v) the juvenile justice system; 
‘‘(vi) juvenile violence; 
‘‘(vii) appropriate mental health services 

for juveniles and youth at risk of partici-
pating in delinquent activities; 

‘‘(viii) reducing the proportion of juveniles 
detained or confined in secure detention fa-
cilities, secure correctional facilities, jails, 
and lockups who are members of minority 
groups; and 
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‘‘(ix) other purposes consistent with the 

purposes of this title and title I. 
‘‘(2) The Administrator shall ensure that 

an equitable amount of funds available to 
carry out paragraph (1)(B) is used for re-
search and evaluation relating to the preven-
tion of juvenile delinquency. 

‘‘(b) STATISTICAL ANALYSES..—The Admin-
istrator may— 

‘‘(1) plan and identify, after consultation 
with the Director of the Bureau of Justice 
Statistics, the purposes and goals of all 
agreements carried out with funds provided 
under this subsection; and 

‘‘(2) make agreements with the Bureau of 
Justice Statistics, or subject to the approval 
of the Assistant Attorney General for the Of-
fice of Justice Programs, with another Fed-
eral agency authorized by law to undertake 
statistical work in juvenile justice matters, 
for the purpose of providing for the collec-
tion, analysis, and dissemination of statis-
tical data and information relating to juve-
nile delinquency and serious crimes com-
mitted by juveniles, to the juvenile justice 
system, to juvenile violence, and to other 
purposes consist with the purposes of this 
title and title I. 

‘‘(c) COMPETITIVE SELECTION PROCESS.—The 
Administrator shall use a competitive proc-
ess, established by rule by the Adminis-
trator, to carry out subsections (a) and (b). 

‘‘(d) IMPLEMENTATION OF AGREEMENTS.—A 
Federal agency that makes an agreement 
under subsections (a)(1)(B) and (b)(2) with 
the Administrator may carry out such agree-
ment directly or by making grants to or con-
tracts with public and private agencies, in-
stitutions, and organizations. 

‘‘(e) INFORMATION DISSEMINATION.—The Ad-
ministrator may— 

‘‘(1) review reports and data relating to the 
juvenile justice system in the United States 
and in foreign nations (as appropriate), col-
lect data and information from studies and 
research into all aspects of juvenile delin-
quency (including the causes, prevention, 
and treatment of juvenile delinquency) and 
serious crimes committed by juveniles; 

‘‘(2) establish and operate, directly or by 
contract, a clearinghouse and information 
center for the preparation, publication, and 
dissemination of information relating to ju-
venile delinquency, including State and local 
prevention and treatment programs, plans, 
resources, and training and technical assist-
ance programs; and 

‘‘(3) make grants and contracts with public 
and private agencies, institutions, and orga-
nizations, for the purpose of disseminating 
information to representatives and personnel 
of public and private agencies, including 
practitioners in juvenile justice, law enforce-
ment, the courts, corrections, schools, and 
related services, in the establishment, imple-
mentation, and operation of projects and ac-
tivities for which financial assistance is pro-
vided under this title. 
‘‘SEC. 252. TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSIST-

ANCE. 
‘‘(a) TRAINING.—The Administrator may— 
‘‘(1) develop and carry out projects for the 

purpose of training representatives and per-
sonnel of public and private agencies, includ-
ing practitioners in juvenile justice, law en-
forcement, courts, corrections, schools, and 
related services, to carry out the purposes 
specified in section 102; and 

‘‘(2) make grants to and contracts with 
public and private agencies, institutions, and 
organizations for the purpose of training rep-
resentatives and personnel of public and pri-
vate agencies, including practitioners in ju-
venile justice, law enforcement, courts, cor-

rections, schools, and related services, to 
carry out the purposes specified in section 
102. 

‘‘(b) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Adminis-
trator may— 

‘‘(1) develop and implement projects for 
the purpose of providing technical assistance 
to representatives and personnel of public 
and private agencies and organizations, in-
cluding practitioners in juvenile justice, law 
enforcement, courts, corrections, schools, 
and related services, in the establishment, 
implementation, and operation of programs, 
projects, and activities for which financial 
assistance is provided under this title; and 

‘‘(2) make grants to and contracts with 
public and private agencies, institutions, and 
organizations, for the purpose of providing 
technical assistance to representatives and 
personnel of public and private agencies, in-
cluding practitioners in juvenile justice, law 
enforcement, courts, corrections, schools, 
and related services, in the establishment, 
implementation, and operation of programs, 
projects, and activities for which financial 
assistance is provided under this title. 

‘‘(c) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
TO MENTAL HEALTH PROFESSIONALS AND LAW 
ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL.—The Adminis-
trator shall provide training and technical 
assistance to mental health professionals 
and law enforcement personnel (including 
public defenders, police officers, probation 
officers, judges, parole officials, and correc-
tional officers) to address or to promote the 
development, testing, or demonstration of 
promising or innovative models, programs, 
or delivery systems that address the needs of 
juveniles who are alleged or adjudicated de-
linquent and who, as a result of such status, 
are placed in secure detention or confine-
ment or in nonsecure residential place-
ments.’’. 
SEC. 212. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS. 

Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611 
et seq.) is amended by inserting after part D, 
as added by section 111, the following: 
‘‘PART E—DEVELOPING, TESTING, AND 

DEMONSTRATING PROMISING NEW INI-
TIATIVES AND PROGRAMS 

‘‘SEC. 261. GRANTS AND PROJECTS. 
‘‘(a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.—The 

Administrator may make grants to and con-
tracts with States, units of general local 
government, Indian tribal governments, pub-
lic and private agencies, organizations, and 
individuals, or combinations thereof, to 
carry out projects for the development, test-
ing, and demonstration of promising initia-
tives and programs for the prevention, con-
trol, or reduction of juvenile delinquency. 
The Administrator shall ensure that, to the 
extent reasonable and practicable, such 
grants are made to achieve an equitable geo-
graphical distribution of such projects 
throughout the United States. 

‘‘(b) USE OF GRANTS.—A grant made under 
subsection (a) may be used to pay all or part 
of the cost of the project for which such 
grant is made. 
‘‘SEC. 262. GRANTS FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE. 

‘‘The Administrator may make grants to 
and contracts with public and private agen-
cies, organizations, and individuals to pro-
vide technical assistance to States, units of 
general local government, Indian tribal gov-
ernments, local private entities or agencies, 
or any combination thereof, to carry out the 
projects for which grants are made under 
section 261. 
‘‘SEC. 263. ELIGIBILITY. 

‘‘To be eligible to receive a grant made 
under this part, a public or private agency, 

Indian tribal government, organization, in-
stitution, individual, or combination thereof 
shall submit an application to the Adminis-
trator at such time, in such form, and con-
taining such information as the Adminis-
trator may reasonable require by rule. 
‘‘SEC. 264. REPORTS. 

‘‘Recipients of grants made under this part 
shall submit to the Administrator such re-
ports as may be reasonably requested by the 
Administrator to describe progress achieved 
in carrying the projects for which such 
grants are made.’’. 
SEC. 213. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 299 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5671) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (e), and 
(2) by striking subsections (a), (b), and (c), 

and inserting the following: 
‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR TITLE II (EXCLUDING PARTS C AND E).— 
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out this title such sums as may be 
appropriate for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002, 
and 2003. 

‘‘(2) Of such sums as are appropriated for a 
fiscal year to carry out this title (other than 
parts C and E)— 

‘‘(A) not more than 5 percent shall be 
available to carry out part A; 

‘‘(B) not less than 80 percent shall be avail-
able to carry out part B; and 

‘‘(C) not more than 15 percent shall be 
available to carry out part D. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR PART C.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out part C such sums as 
may be necessary for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 
2002, and 2003. 

‘‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR PART E.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out part E, and author-
ized to remain available until expended, such 
sums as may be necessary for fiscal years 
2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003.’’. 
SEC. 214. ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITY. 

Section 299A of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5672) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (d) by striking ‘‘as are 
consistent with the purpose of this Act’’ and 
inserting ‘‘only to the extent necessary to 
ensure that there is compliance with the spe-
cific requirements of this title or to respond 
to requests for clarification and guidance re-
lating to such compliance’’, and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(e) If a State requires by law compliance 

with the requirements described in para-
graphs (11), (12), and (13) of section 223(a), 
then for the period such law is in effect in 
such State such State shall be rebuttably 
presumed to satisfy such requirements.’’. 
SEC. 215. USE OF FUNDS. 

Section 299C of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5674) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘may be used for’’, 
(B) in paragraph (1) by inserting ‘‘may be 

used for’’ after ‘‘(1)’’, and 
(C) by amending paragraph (2) to read as 

follows: 
‘‘(2) may not be used for the cost of con-

struction of any facility, except not more 
than 15 percent of the funds received under 
this title by a State for a fiscal year may be 
used for the purpose of renovating or replac-
ing juvenile facilities.’’, 

(2) by striking subsection (b), and 
(3) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-

section (b). 
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SEC. 216. LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS. 

Part F of title II of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 210, is amended adding at the end the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 299F. LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS. 

‘‘None of the funds made available to carry 
out this title may be used to advocate for, or 
support, the unsecured release of juveniles 
who are charged with a violent crime.’’. 
SEC. 217. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Part F of title II of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 210 and amended by section 216, is 
amended adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 299G. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION. 

‘‘Nothing in this title or title I shall be 
construed— 

‘‘(1) to prevent financial assistance from 
being awarded through grants under this 
title to any otherwise eligible organization; 
or 

‘‘(2) to modify or affect any Federal or 
State law relating to collective bargaining 
rights of employees.’’. 
SEC. 218. LEASING SURPLUS FEDERAL PROP-

ERTY. 
Part F of title II of the Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 210 and amended by sections 216 and 217, 
is amended adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 299H. LEASING SURPLUS FEDERAL PROP-

ERTY. 
‘‘The Administrator may receive surplus 

Federal property (including facilities) and 
may lease such property to States and units 
of general local government for use in or as 
facilities for juvenile offenders, or for use in 
or as facilities for delinquency prevention 
and treatment activities.’’. 
SEC. 219. ISSUANCE OF RULES. 

Part F of title II or the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 210 and amended by sections 216, 217, and 
218, is amended adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 299I. ISSUANCE OF RULES. 

‘‘The Administrator shall issue rules to 
carry out this title, including rules that es-
tablish procedures and methods for making 
grants and contracts, and distributing funds 
available, to carry out this title.’’. 
SEC. 220. CONTENT OF MATERIALS. 

Part F of title II of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 210 and amended by sections 216, 217, 218, 
and 219, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 299J. CONTENT OF MATERIALS. 

‘‘Materials produced, procured, or distrib-
uted using funds appropriated to carry out 
this Act, for the purpose of preventing hate 
crimes should be respectful of the diversity 
of deeply held religious beliefs and shall 
make it clear that for most people religious 
faith is not associated with prejudice and in-
tolerance.’’. 
SEC. 221. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENTS. 
(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—The Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 202(b) by striking ‘‘prescribed 
for GS–18 of the General Schedule by section 
5332’’ and inserting ‘‘payable under section 
5376’’, 

(2) in section 221(b)(2) by striking the last 
sentence, 

(3) in section 299D by striking subsection 
(d), and 

(4) by striking titles IV and V, as origi-
nally enacted by Public Law 93–415 (88 Stat. 
1132–1143). 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section 
5315 of title 5 of the United States Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Office of Juvenile Crime Control 
and Delinquency Prevention’’. 

(2) Section 4351(b) of title 18 of the United 
States Code is amended by striking ‘‘Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’ and inserting ‘‘Office of Juvenile 
Crime Control and Delinquency Prevention’’. 

(3) Subsections (a)(1) and (c) of section 3220 
of title 39 of the United States Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘Office of Juvenile 
Crime Control and Delinquency Prevention’’. 

(4) Section 463(f) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 663(f)) is amended by striking ‘‘Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention’’ and inserting ‘‘Office of Juve-
nile Crime Control and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’. 

(5) Sections 801(a), 804, 805, and 813 of title 
I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3712(a), 3782, 
3785, 3786, 3789i) are amended by striking ‘‘Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘Office of Juvenile Crime Control and 
Delinquency Prevention’’. 

(6) The Victims of Child Abuse Act of 1990 
(42 U.S.C. 13001 et seq.) is amended— 

(A) in section 214(b(1) by striking ‘‘262, 293, 
and 296 of subpart II of title II’’ and inserting 
‘‘299B and 299E’’, 

(B) in section 214A(c)(1) by striking ‘‘262, 
293, and 296 of subpart II of title II’’ and in-
serting ‘‘299B and 299E’’, 

(C) in sections 217 and 222 by striking ‘‘Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘Office of Juvenile Crime Control and 
Delinquency Prevention’’, and 

(D) in section 223(c) by striking ‘‘section 
262, 293, and 296’’ and inserting ‘‘sections 262, 
299B, and 299E’’. 

(7) The Missing Children’s Assistance Act 
(42 U.S.C. 5771 et seq.) is amended— 

(A) in section 403(2) by striking ‘‘Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention’’ and inserting 
‘‘Crime Control and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’, and 

(B) in subsections (a)(5)(E) and (b)(1)(B) of 
section 404 by striking ‘‘section 313’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 331’’. 

(8) The Crime Control Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
13001 et seq.) is amended— 

(A) in section 217(c)(1) by striking ‘‘sec-
tions 262, 293, and 296 of subpart II of title II’’ 
and inserting ‘‘sections 299B and 299E’’, and 

(B) in section 223(c) by striking ‘‘section 
262, 293, and 296 of title II’’ and inserting 
‘‘sections 299B and 299E’’. 
SEC. 222. REFERENCES. 

In any Federal law (excluding this title 
and the Acts amended by this title), Execu-
tive order, rule, regulation, order, delegation 
of authority, grant, contract, suit, or docu-
ment— 

(1) a reference to the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention shall be 
deemed to include a reference to the Office of 
Juvenile Crime Control and Delinquency 
Prevention, and 

(2) a reference to the National Institute for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion shall be deemed to include a reference 
to Office of Juvenile Crime Control and De-
linquency Prevention. 

Subtitle B—Amendments to the Runaway and 
Homeless Youth Act 

SEC. 231. RUNAWAY AND HOMELESS YOUTH. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Section 302 of the Runaway 

and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘accurate 
reporting of the problem nationally and to 
develop’’ and inserting ‘‘an accurate national 
reporting system to report the problem, and 
to assist in the development of’’; and 

(2) by striking paragraph (8) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(8) services for runaway and homeless 
youth are needed in urban, suburban, and 
rural areas;’’. 

(b) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS FOR CEN-
TERS AND SERVICES.—Section 311 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5711) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(a) GRANTS FOR CENTERS AND SERVICES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 

make grants to public and nonprofit private 
entities (and combinations of such entities) 
to establish and operate (including renova-
tion) local centers to provide services for 
runaway and homeless youth and for the 
families of such youth. 

‘‘(2) SERVICES PROVIDED.—Services provided 
under paragraph (1)— 

‘‘(A) shall be provided as an alternative to 
involving runaway and homeless youth in 
the law enforcement, child welfare, mental 
health, and juvenile justice systems; 

‘‘(B) shall include— 
‘‘(i) safe and appropriate shelter; and 
‘‘(ii) individual, family, and group coun-

seling, as appropriate; and 
‘‘(C) may include— 
‘‘(i) street-based services; 
‘‘(ii) home-based services for families with 

youth at risk of separation from the family; 
and 

‘‘(iii) drug abuse education and prevention 
services.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands,’’; and 

(3) by striking subsections (c) and (d). 
(c) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 312 of the Run-

away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5712) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘para-

graph (6)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (7)’’; 
(B) in paragraph (10), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(C) in paragraph (11), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(D) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(12) shall submit to the Secretary an an-

nual report that includes, with respect to the 
year for which the report is submitted— 

‘‘(A) information regarding the activities 
carried out under this part; 

‘‘(B) the achievements of the project under 
this part carried out by the applicant; and 

‘‘(C) statistical summaries describing— 
‘‘(i) the number and the characteristics of 

the runaway and homeless youth, and youth 
at risk of family separation, who participate 
in the project; and 

‘‘(ii) the services provided to such youth by 
the project.’’; and 

(2) by striking subsections (c) and (d) and 
inserting the following: 

‘‘(c) APPLICANTS PROVIDING STREET-BASED 
SERVICES.—To be eligible to use assistance 
under section 311(a)(2)(C)(i) to provide street- 
based services, the applicant shall include in 
the plan required by subsection (b) assur-
ances that in providing such services the ap-
plicant will— 
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‘‘(1) provide qualified supervision of staff, 

including on-street supervision by appro-
priately trained staff; 

‘‘(2) provide backup personnel for on-street 
staff; 

‘‘(3) provide initial and periodic training of 
staff who provide such services; and 

‘‘(4) conduct outreach activities for run-
away and homeless youth, and street youth. 

‘‘(d) APPLICANTS PROVIDING HOME-BASED 
SERVICES.—To be eligible to use assistance 
under section 311(a) to provide home-based 
services described in section 311(a)(2)(C)(ii), 
an applicant shall include in the plan re-
quired by subsection (b) assurances that in 
providing such services the applicant will— 

‘‘(1) provide counseling and information to 
youth and the families (including unrelated 
individuals in the family households) of such 
youth, including services relating to basic 
life skills, interpersonal skill building, edu-
cational advancement, job attainment skills, 
mental and physical health care, parenting 
skills, financial planning, and referral to 
sources of other needed services; 

‘‘(2) provide directly, or through an ar-
rangement made by the applicant, 24-hour 
service to respond to family crises (including 
immediate access to temporary shelter for 
runaway and homeless youth, and youth at 
risk of separation from the family); 

‘‘(3) establish, in partnership with the fam-
ilies of runaway and homeless youth, and 
youth at risk of separation from the family, 
objectives and measures of success to be 
achieved as a result of receiving home-based 
services; 

‘‘(4) provide initial and periodic training of 
staff who provide home-based services; and 

‘‘(5) ensure that— 
‘‘(A) caseloads will remain sufficiently low 

to allow for intensive (5 to 20 hours per 
week) involvement with each family receiv-
ing such services; and 

‘‘(B) staff providing such services will re-
ceive qualified supervision. 

‘‘(e) APPLICANTS PROVIDING DRUG ABUSE 
EDUCATION AND PREVENTION SERVICES.—To be 
eligible to use assistance under section 
311(a)(2)(C)(iii) to provide drug abuse edu-
cation and prevention services, an applicant 
shall include in the plan required by sub-
section (b)— 

‘‘(1) a description of— 
‘‘(A) the types of such services that the ap-

plicant proposes to provide; 
‘‘(B) the objectives of such services; and 
‘‘(C) the types of information and training 

to be provided to individuals providing such 
services to runaway and homeless youth; and 

‘‘(2) an assurance that in providing such 
services the applicant shall conduct outreach 
activities for runaway and homeless youth.’’. 

(d) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.—Section 
313 of the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act 
(42 U.S.C. 5713) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 313. APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—An application by a pub-
lic or private entity for a grant under sec-
tion 311(a) may be approved by the Secretary 
after taking into consideration, with respect 
to the State in which such entity proposes to 
provide services under this part— 

‘‘(1) the geographical distribution in such 
State of the proposed services under this 
part for which all grant applicants request 
approval; and 

‘‘(2) which areas of such State have the 
greatest need for such services. 

‘‘(b) PRIORITY.—In selecting applications 
for grants under section 311(a), the Secretary 
shall give priority to— 

‘‘(1) eligible applicants who have dem-
onstrated experience in providing services to 
runaway and homeless youth; and 

‘‘(2) eligible applicants that request grants 
of less than $200,000.’’. 

(e) AUTHORITY FOR TRANSITIONAL LIVING 
GRANT PROGRAM.—Section 321 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5714–1) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by striking 
‘‘PURPOSE AND’’; 

(2) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘(a)’’; and 
(3) by striking subsection (b). 
(f) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 322(a)(9) of the 

Runaway and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5714–2(a)(9)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, and 
the services provided to such youth by such 
project,’’ after ‘‘such project’’. 

(g) COORDINATION.—Section 341 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5714–21) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 341. COORDINATION. 

‘‘With respect to matters relating to the 
health, education, employment, and housing 
of runaway and homeless youth, the Sec-
retary— 

‘‘(1) in conjunction with the Attorney Gen-
eral, shall coordinate the activities of agen-
cies of the Department of Health and Human 
Services with activities under any other Fed-
eral juvenile crime control, prevention, and 
juvenile offender accountability program 
and with the activities of other Federal enti-
ties; and 

‘‘(2) shall coordinate the activities of agen-
cies of the Department of Health and Human 
Services with the activities of other Federal 
entities and with the activities of entities 
that are eligible to receive grants under this 
title.’’. 

(h) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS FOR RE-
SEARCH, EVALUATION, DEMONSTRATION, AND 
SERVICE PROJECTS.—Section 343 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5714–23) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by inserting 
‘‘EVALUATION,’’ after ‘‘RESEARCH,’’; 

(2) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘evalua-
tion,’’ after ‘‘research,’’; and 

(3) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by striking paragraph (2); and 
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3) 

through (10) as paragraphs (2) through (9), re-
spectively. 

(i) STUDY.—Part D of the Runaway and 
Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5731 et seq.) is 
amended by adding after section 344 the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 345. STUDY 

‘‘The Secretary shall conduct a study of a 
representative sample of runaways to deter-
mine the percent who leave home because of 
sexual abuse. The report on the study shall 
include— 

‘‘(1) in the case of sexual abuse , the rela-
tionship of the assaulter to the runaway; and 

‘‘(2) recommendations on how Federal laws 
may be changed to reduce sexual assaults on 
children. 

The study shall be completed to enable the 
Secretary to make a report to the commit-
tees of Congress with jurisdiction over this 
Act, and to make such report available to 
the public, within one year of the date of the 
enactment of this section.’’ 

(j) ASSISTANCE TO POTENTIAL GRANTEES.— 
Section 371 of the Runaway and Homeless 
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714a) is amended by 
striking the last sentence. 

(k) REPORTS.—Section 381 of the Runaway 
and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5715) is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 381. REPORTS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than April 1, 
2000, and biennially thereafter, the Secretary 
shall submit, to the Committee on Education 

and the Workforce of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on the Judi-
ciary of the Senate, a report on the status, 
activities, and accomplishments of entities 
that receive grants under parts A, B, C, D, 
and E, with particular attention to— 

‘‘(1) in the case of centers funded under 
part A, the ability or effectiveness of such 
centers in— 

‘‘(A) alleviating the problems of runaway 
and homeless youth; 

‘‘(B) if applicable or appropriate, reuniting 
such youth with their families and encour-
aging the resolution of intrafamily problems 
through counseling and other services; 

‘‘(C) strengthening family relationships 
and encouraging stable living conditions for 
such youth; and 

‘‘(D) assisting such youth to decide upon a 
future course of action; and 

‘‘(2) in the case of projects funded under 
part B— 

‘‘(A) the number and characteristics of 
homeless youth served by such projects; 

‘‘(B) the types of activities carried out by 
such projects; 

‘‘(C) the effectiveness of such projects in 
alleviating the problems of homeless youth; 

‘‘(D) the effectiveness of such projects in 
preparing homeless youth for self-suffi-
ciency; 

‘‘(E) the effectiveness of such projects in 
assisting homeless youth to decide upon fu-
ture education, employment, and inde-
pendent living; 

‘‘(F) the ability of such projects to encour-
age the resolution of intrafamily problems 
through counseling and development of self- 
sufficient living skills; and 

‘‘(G) activities and programs planned by 
such projects for the following fiscal year. 

‘‘(b) CONTENTS OF REPORTS.—The Secretary 
shall include in each report submitted under 
subsection (a), summaries of— 

‘‘(1) the evaluations performed by the Sec-
retary under section 386; and 

‘‘(2) descriptions of the qualifications of, 
and training provided to, individuals in-
volved in carrying out such evaluations.’’. 

(l) EVALUATION.—Section 384 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5732) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 386. EVALUATION AND INFORMATION. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a grantee receives 
grants for 3 consecutive fiscal years under 
part A, B, C, D, or E (in the alternative), 
then the Secretary shall evaluate such 
grantee on-site, not less frequently than 
once in the period of such 3 consecutive fis-
cal years, for purposes of— 

‘‘(1) determining whether such grants are 
being used for the purposes for which such 
grants are made by the Secretary; 

‘‘(2) collecting additional information for 
the report required by section 384; and 

‘‘(3) providing such information and assist-
ance to such grantee as will enable such 
grantee to improve the operation of the cen-
ters, projects, and activities for which such 
grants are made. 

‘‘(b) COOPERATION.—Recipients of grants 
under this title shall cooperate with the Sec-
retary’s efforts to carry out evaluations, and 
to collect information, under this title.’’. 

(m) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 385 of the Runaway and Homeless 
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5751) is amended to read 
as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 388. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) AUTHORIZATION.—There is authorized 

to be appropriated to carry out this title 
(other than part E) such sums as may be nec-
essary for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002, and 
2003. 
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‘‘(2) ALLOCATION.— 
‘‘(A) PARTS A AND B.—From the amount ap-

propriated under paragraph (1) for a fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall reserve not less 
than 90 percent to carry out parts A and B. 

‘‘(B) PART B.—Of the amount reserved 
under subparagraph (A), not less than 20 per-
cent, and not more than 30 percent, shall be 
reserved to carry out part B. 

‘‘(3) PARTS C AND D.—In each fiscal year, 
after reserving the amounts required by 
paragraph (2), the Secretary shall use the re-
maining amount (if any) to carry out parts C 
and D. 

‘‘(b) SEPARATE IDENTIFICATION REQUIRED.— 
No funds appropriated to carry out this title 
may be combined with funds appropriated 
under any other Act if the purpose of com-
bining such funds is to make a single discre-
tionary grant, or a single discretionary pay-
ment, unless such funds are separately iden-
tified in all grants and contracts and are 
used for the purposes specified in this title.’’. 

(n) SEXUAL ABUSE PREVENTION PROGRAM.— 
(1) AUTHORITY FOR PROGRAM.—The Run-

away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 
et seq.) is amended— 

(A) by striking the heading for part F; 
(B) by redesignating part E as part F; and 
(C) by inserting after part D the following: 
‘‘PART E—SEXUAL ABUSE PREVENTION 

PROGRAM 
‘‘SEC. 351. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants to nonprofit private agencies 
for the purpose of providing street-based 
services to runaway and homeless, and street 
youth, who have been subjected to, or are at 
risk of being subjected to, sexual abuse, pros-
titution, or sexual exploitation. 

‘‘(b) PRIORITY.—In selecting applicants to 
receive grants under subsection (a), the Sec-
retary shall give priority to nonprofit pri-
vate agencies that have experience in pro-
viding services to runaway and homeless, 
and street youth.’’. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 388(a) of the Runaway and Homeless 
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5751), as amended by 
subsection (m) of this section, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(4) PART E.—There is authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out part E such sums as 
may be necessary for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 
2002, and 2003.’’. 

(o) CONSOLIDATED REVIEW OF APPLICA-
TIONS.—The Runaway and Homeless Youth 
Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) is amended by in-
serting after section 383 the following: 
‘‘SEC. 385. CONSOLIDATED REVIEW OF APPLICA-

TIONS. 
‘‘With respect to funds available to carry 

out parts A, B, C, D, and E, nothing in this 
title shall be construed to prohibit the Sec-
retary from— 

‘‘(1) announcing, in a single announcement, 
the availability of funds for grants under 2 or 
more of such parts; and 

‘‘(2) reviewing applications for grants 
under 2 or more of such parts in a single, 
consolidated application review process.’’. 

(p) DEFINITIONS.—The Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting after section 386, as 
amended by subsection (l) of this section, the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 387. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this title: 
‘‘(1) DRUG ABUSE EDUCATION AND PREVEN-

TION SERVICES.—The term ‘drug abuse edu-
cation and prevention services’— 

‘‘(A) means services to runaway and home-
less youth to prevent or reduce the illicit use 
of drugs by such youth; and 

‘‘(B) may include— 
‘‘(i) individual, family, group, and peer 

counseling; 
‘‘(ii) drop-in services; 
‘‘(iii) assistance to runaway and homeless 

youth in rural areas (including the develop-
ment of community support groups); 

‘‘(iv) information and training relating to 
the illicit use of drugs by runaway and 
homeless youth, to individuals involved in 
providing services to such youth; and 

‘‘(v) activities to improve the availability 
of local drug abuse prevention services to 
runaway and homeless youth. 

‘‘(2) HOME-BASED SERVICES.—The term 
‘home-based services’— 

‘‘(A) means services provided to youth and 
their families for the purpose of— 

‘‘(i) preventing such youth from running 
away, or otherwise becoming separated, from 
their families; and 

‘‘(ii) assisting runaway youth to return to 
their families; and 

‘‘(B) includes services that are provided in 
the residences of families (to the extent 
practicable), including— 

‘‘(i) intensive individual and family coun-
seling; and 

‘‘(ii) training relating to life skills and par-
enting. 

‘‘(3) HOMELESS YOUTH.—The term ‘homeless 
youth’ means an individual— 

‘‘(A) who is— 
‘‘(i) not more than 21 years of age; and 
‘‘(ii) for the purposes of part B, not less 

than 16 years of age; 
‘‘(B) for whom it is not possible to live in 

a safe environment with a relative; and 
‘‘(C) who has no other safe alternative liv-

ing arrangement. 
‘‘(4) STREET-BASED SERVICES.—The term 

‘street-based services’— 
‘‘(A) means services provided to runaway 

and homeless youth, and street youth, in 
areas where they congregate, designed to as-
sist such youth in making healthy personal 
choices regarding where they live and how 
they behave; and 

‘‘(B) may include— 
‘‘(i) identification of and outreach to run-

away and homeless youth, and street youth; 
‘‘(ii) crisis intervention and counseling; 
‘‘(iii) information and referral for housing; 
‘‘(iv) information and referral for transi-

tional living and health care services; 
‘‘(v) advocacy, education, and prevention 

services related to— 
‘‘(I) alcohol and drug abuse; 
‘‘(II) sexual exploitation; 
‘‘(III) sexually transmitted diseases, in-

cluding human immunodeficiency virus 
(HIV); and 

‘‘(IV) physical and sexual assault. 
‘‘(5) STREET YOUTH.—The term ‘street 

youth’ means an individual who— 
‘‘(A) is— 
‘‘(i) a runaway youth; or 
‘‘(ii) indefinitely or intermittently a home-

less youth; and 
‘‘(B) spends a significant amount of time 

on the street or in other areas that increase 
the risk to such youth for sexual abuse, sex-
ual exploitation, prostitution, or drug abuse. 

‘‘(6) TRANSITIONAL LIVING YOUTH PROJECT.— 
The term ‘transitional living youth project’ 
means a project that provides shelter and 
services designed to promote a transition to 
self-sufficient living and to prevent long- 
term dependency on social services. 

‘‘(7) YOUTH AT RISK OF SEPARATION FROM 
THE FAMILY.—The term ‘youth at risk of sep-
aration from the family’ means an indi-
vidual— 

‘‘(A) who is less than 18 years of age; and 

‘‘(B)(i) who has a history of running away 
from the family of such individual; 

‘‘(ii) whose parent, guardian, or custodian 
is not willing to provide for the basic needs 
of such individual; or 

‘‘(iii) who is at risk of entering the child 
welfare system or juvenile justice system as 
a result of the lack of services available to 
the family to meet such needs.’’. 

(q) REDESIGNATION OF SECTIONS.—Sections 
371, 372, 381, 382, and 383 of the Runaway and 
Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714b–5851 et 
seq.), as amended by this title, are redesig-
nated as sections 380, 381, 382, 383, and 384, re-
spectively. 

(r) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—The Runaway 
and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et 
seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 331, in the first sentence, by 
striking ‘‘With’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘the Secretary’’, and inserting ‘‘The Sec-
retary’’; and 

(2) in section 344(a)(1), by striking ‘‘With’’ 
and all that follows through ‘‘the Sec-
retary’’, and inserting ‘‘The Secretary’’. 
Subtitle C—Repeal of Title V Relating to In-

centive Grants for Local Delinquency Pre-
vention Programs 

SEC. 241. REPEALER. 
Title V of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5681 
et seq.), as added by Public Law 102–586, is 
repealed. 

Subtitle D—Amendments to the Missing 
Children’s Assistance Act 

SEC. 251. NATIONAL CENTER FOR MISSING AND 
EXPLOITED CHILDREN. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Section 402 of the Missing 
Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5771) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(9) for 14 years, the National Center for 

Missing and Exploited Children has— 
‘‘(A) served as the national resource center 

and clearinghouse congressionally mandated 
under the provisions of the Missing Chil-
dren’s Assistance Act of 1984; and 

‘‘(B) worked in partnership with the De-
partment of Justice, the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, the Department of the Treas-
ury, the Department of State, and many 
other agencies in the effort to find missing 
children and prevent child victimization; 

‘‘(10) Congress has given the Center, which 
is a private non-profit corporation, access to 
the National Crime Information Center of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the 
National Law Enforcement Telecommuni-
cations System; 

‘‘(11) since 1987, the Center has operated 
the National Child Pornography Tipline, in 
conjunction with the United States Customs 
Service and the United States Postal Inspec-
tion Service and, beginning this year, the 
Center established a new CyberTipline on 
child exploitation, thus becoming ‘the 911 for 
the Internet’; 

‘‘(12) in light of statistics that time is of 
the essence in cases of child abduction, the 
Director of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion in February of 1997 created a new NCIC 
child abduction (‘CA’) flag to provide the 
Center immediate notification in the most 
serious cases, resulting in 642 ‘CA’ notifica-
tions to the Center and helping the Center to 
have its highest recovery rate in history; 

‘‘(13) the Center has established a national 
and increasingly worldwide network, linking 
the Center online with each of the missing 
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children clearinghouses operated by the 50 
States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto 
Rico, as well as with Scotland Yard in the 
United Kingdom, the Royal Canadian Mount-
ed Police, INTERPOL headquarters in Lyon, 
France, and others, which has enabled the 
Center to transmit images and information 
regarding missing children to law enforce-
ment across the United States and around 
the world instantly; 

‘‘(14) from its inception in 1984 through 
March 31, 1998, the Center has— 

‘‘(A) handled 1,203,974 calls through its 24- 
hour toll-free hotline (1–800–THE–LOST) and 
currently averages 700 calls per day; 

‘‘(B) trained 146,284 law enforcement, 
criminal and juvenile justice, and healthcare 
professionals in child sexual exploitation and 
missing child case detection, identification, 
investigation, and prevention; 

‘‘(C) disseminated 15,491,344 free publica-
tions to citizens and professionals; and 

‘‘(D) worked with law enforcement on the 
cases of 59,481 missing children, resulting in 
the recovery of 40,180 children; 

‘‘(15) the demand for the services of the 
Center is growing dramatically, as evidenced 
by the fact that in 1997, the Center handled 
129,100 calls, an all-time record, and by the 
fact that its new Internet website 
(www.missingkids.com) receives 1,500,000 
‘hits’ every day, and is linked with hundreds 
of other websites to provide real-time images 
of breaking cases of missing children; 

‘‘(16) in 1997, the Center provided policy 
training to 256 police chiefs and sheriffs from 
50 States and Guam at its new Jimmy Ryce 
Law Enforcement Training Center; 

‘‘(17) the programs of the Center have had 
a remarkable impact, such as in the fight 
against infant abductions in partnership 
with the healthcare industry, during which 
the Center has performed 668 onsite hospital 
walk-throughs and inspections, and trained 
45,065 hospital administrators, nurses, and 
security personnel, and thereby helped to re-
duce infant abductions in the United States 
by 82 percent; 

‘‘(18) the Center is now playing a signifi-
cant role in international child abduction 
cases, serving as a representative of the De-
partment of State at cases under The Hague 
Convention, and successfully resolving the 
cases of 343 international child abductions, 
and providing greater support to parents in 
the United States; 

‘‘(19) the Center is a model of public/pri-
vate partnership, raising private sector funds 
to match congressional appropriations and 
receiving extensive private in-kind support, 
including advanced technology provided by 
the computer industry such as imaging tech-
nology used to age the photographs of long- 
term missing children and to reconstruct fa-
cial images of unidentified deceased chil-
dren; 

‘‘(20) the Center was 1 of only 10 of 300 
major national charities given an A+ grade 
in 1997 by the American Institute of Philan-
thropy; and 

‘‘(21) the Center has been redesignated as 
the Nation’s missing children clearinghouse 
and resource center once every 3 years 
through a competitive selection process con-
ducted by the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention of the Department 
of Justice, and has received grants from that 
Office to conduct the crucial purposes of the 
Center.’’. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 403 of the Miss-
ing Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5772) 
is amended— 

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

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

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) the term ‘Center’ means the National 

Center for Missing and Exploited Children.’’. 
(c) DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS OF THE ADMINIS-

TRATOR.—Section 404 of the Missing Chil-
dren’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5773) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and 

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(b) ANNUAL GRANT TO NATIONAL CENTER 
FOR MISSING AND EXPLOITED CHILDREN.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
annually make a grant to the Center, which 
shall be used to— 

‘‘(A)(i) operate a national 24-hour toll-free 
telephone line by which individuals may re-
port information regarding the location of 
any missing child, or other child 13 years of 
age or younger whose whereabouts are un-
known to such child’s legal custodian, and 
request information pertaining to procedures 
necessary to reunite such child with such 
child’s legal custodian; and 

‘‘(ii) coordinate the operation of such tele-
phone line with the operation of the national 
communications system referred to in part C 
of the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act (42 
U.S.C. 5714–11); 

‘‘(B) operate the official national resource 
center and information clearinghouse for 
missing and exploited children; 

‘‘(C) provide to State and local govern-
ments, public and private nonprofit agencies, 
and individuals, information regarding— 

‘‘(i) free or low-cost legal, restaurant, lodg-
ing, and transportation services that are 
available for the benefit of missing and ex-
ploited children and their families; and 

‘‘(ii) the existence and nature of programs 
being carried out by Federal agencies to as-
sist missing and exploited children and their 
families; 

‘‘(D) coordinate public and private pro-
grams that locate, recover, or reunite miss-
ing children with their families; 

‘‘(E) disseminate, on a national basis, in-
formation relating to innovative and model 
programs, services, and legislation that ben-
efit missing and exploited children; 

‘‘(F) provide technical assistance and 
training to law enforcement agencies, State 
and local governments, elements of the 
criminal justice system, public and private 
nonprofit agencies, and individuals in the 
prevention, investigation, prosecution, and 
treatment of cases involving missing and ex-
ploited children; and 

‘‘(G) provide assistance to families and law 
enforcement agencies in locating and recov-
ering missing and exploited children, both 
nationally and internationally. 

‘‘(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Administrator to carry out this subsection, 
$10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000, 2001, 
2002, and 2003. 

‘‘(c) NATIONAL INCIDENCE STUDIES.—The 
Administrator, either by making grants to 
or entering into contracts with public agen-
cies or nonprofit private agencies, shall— 

‘‘(1) periodically conduct national inci-
dence studies to determine for a given year 
the actual number of children reported miss-
ing each year, the number of children who 
are victims of abduction by strangers, the 
number of children who are the victims of 
parental kidnapings, and the number of chil-
dren who are recovered each year; and 

‘‘(2) provide to State and local govern-
ments, public and private nonprofit agencies, 

and individuals information to facilitate the 
lawful use of school records and birth certifi-
cates to identify and locate missing chil-
dren.’’. 

(d) NATIONAL CENTER FOR MISSING AND EX-
PLOITED CHILDREN.—Section 405(a) of the 
Missing Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5775(a)) is amended by inserting ‘‘the Center 
and with’’ before ‘‘public agencies’’. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 408 of the Missing Children’s Assist-
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 5777) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘1997 through 2001’’ and inserting ‘‘2000 
through 2003’’. 

Subtitle E—Studies and Evaluations 
SEC. 261. STUDY OF SCHOOL VIOLENCE. 

(a) CONTRACT FOR STUDY.—Not later than 
60 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Education shall 
enter into a contract with the National 
Academy of Sciences for the purposes of con-
ducting a study regarding the antecedents of 
school violence in urban, suburban, and rural 
schools, including the incidents of school vi-
olence that occurred in Pearl, Mississippi; 
Paducah, Kentucky; Jonesboro, Arkansas; 
Springfield, Oregon; Edinboro, Pennsylvania; 
Fayetteville, Tennessee; Littleton, Colorado; 
and Conyers, Georgia. Under the terms of 
such contract, the National Academy of 
Sciences shall appoint a panel that will— 

(1) review the relevant research about ado-
lescent violence in general and school vio-
lence in particular, including the existing 
longitudinal and cross-sectional studies on 
youth that are relevant to examining violent 
behavior, 

(2) relate what can be learned from past 
and current research and surveys to specific 
incidents of school shootings, 

(3) interview relevant individuals, if pos-
sible, such as the perpetrators of such inci-
dents, their families, their friends, their 
teachers, mental health providers, and oth-
ers, and 

(4) give particular attention to such issues 
as— 

(A) the perpetrators’ early development, 
the relationship with their families, commu-
nity and school experiences, and utilization 
of mental health services, 

(B) the relationship between perpetrators 
and their victims, 

(C) how the perpetrators gained access to 
firearms, 

(D) the impact of cultural influences and 
exposure to the media, video games, and the 
Internet, and 

(E) such other issues as the panel deems 
important or relevant to the purpose of the 
study. 
The National Academy of Sciences shall uti-
lize professionals with expertise in such 
issues, including psychiatrists, social work-
ers, behavioral and social scientists, practi-
tioners, epidemiologists, statisticians, and 
methodologists. 

(b) REPORT.—The National Academy of 
Sciences shall submit a report containing 
the results of the study required by sub-
section (a), to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, the President pro tempore 
of the Senate, the Chair and ranking minor-
ity Member of the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and the Chair and ranking mi-
nority Member of the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Sen-
ate, not later than January 1, 2001, or 18 
months after entering into the contract re-
quired by such subsection, whichever is ear-
lier. 

(c) APPROPRIATION.—Of the funds made 
available under Public Law 105-277 for the 
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Department of Education, $2.1 million shall 
be made available to carry out this section. 
SEC. 262. STUDY OF THE MENTAL HEALTH NEEDS 

OF JUVENILES IN SECURE OR NON-
SECURE PLACEMENTS IN THE JUVE-
NILE JUSTICE SYSTEM. 

(a) STUDY.—The Administrator of the Of-
fice of Juvenile Crime Control and Delin-
quency Prevention, in collaboration with the 
National Institute of Mental Health, shall 
conduct a study that includes, but is not 
limited to, all of the following: 

(1) Identification of the scope and nature of 
the mental health problems or disorders of— 

(A) juveniles who are alleged to be or adju-
dicated delinquent and who, as a result of 
such status, have been placed in secure de-
tention or confinement or in nonsecure resi-
dential placements, and 

(B) juveniles on probation after having 
been adjudicated delinquent and having re-
ceived a disposition as delinquent. 

(2) A comprehensive survey of the types of 
mental health services that are currently 
being provided to such juveniles by States 
and units of local government. 

(3) Identification of governmental entities 
that have developed or implemented model 
or promising screening, assessment, or treat-
ment programs or innovative mental health 
delivery or coordination systems, that ad-
dress and meet the mental health needs of 
such juveniles. 

(4) A review of the literature that analyzes 
the mental health problems and needs of ju-
veniles in the juvenile justice system and 
that documents innovative and promising 
models and programs that address such 
needs. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall submit to the Congress, 
and broadly disseminate to individuals and 
entities engaged in fields that provide serv-
ices for the benefit of juveniles or that make 
policy relating to juveniles, a report con-
taining the results of the study conducted 
under subsection (a) and documentation 
identifying promising or innovative models 
or programs referred to in such subsection. 
SEC. 263. EVALUATION BY GENERAL ACCOUNT-

ING OFFICE. 
(a) EVALUATION.—Not later than October 1, 

2002, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall conduct a comprehensive anal-
ysis and evaluation regarding the perform-
ance of the Office of Juvenile Justice Delin-
quency and Prevention, its functions, its 
programs, and its grants under specified cri-
teria, and shall submit the report required 
by subsection (b). In conducting the analysis 
and evaluation, the Comptroller General 
shall take into consideration the following 
factors to document the efficiency and pub-
lic benefit of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 
et seq.), excluding the Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) and the 
Missing Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5771 et seq.): 

(1) The extent to which the agency has 
complied with the provisions contained in 
the Government Performance and Results 
Act of 1993 (Pub. Law 103-62; 107 Stat. 285). 

(2) The outcome and results of the pro-
grams carried out by the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and 
those administered –through grants by Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion. 

(3) Whether the agency has acted outside 
the scope of its original authority, and 
whether the original objectives of the agency 
have been achieved. 

(4) Whether less restrictive or alternative 
methods exists to carry out the functions of 
the agency. Whether present functions or op-
erations are impeded or enhanced by exist-
ing, statutes, rules, and procedures. 

(5) The extent to which the jurisdiction of, 
and the programs administered by, the agen-
cy duplicate or conflict with the jurisdiction 
and programs of other agencies. 

(6) The potential benefits of consolidating 
programs administered by the agency with 
similar or duplicative programs of other 
agencies, and the potential for consolidating 
such programs. 

(7) The number and types of beneficiaries 
or persons served by programs carried out 
under the Act. 

(8) The extent to which any trends, devel-
opments, or emerging conditions that are 
likely to affect the future nature and the ex-
tent of the problems or needs the programs 
carried out by the Act are intended to ad-
dress. 

(9) The manner with which the agency 
seeks public input and input from State and 
local governments on the performance of the 
functions of the agency. 

(10) Whether the agency has worked to 
enact changes in the law intended to benefit 
the public as a whole rather than the specific 
businesses, institutions, or individuals the 
agency regulates or funds. 

(11) The extent to which the agency grants 
have encouraged participation by the public 
as a whole in making its rules and decisions 
rather than encouraging participation solely 
by those it regulates. 

(12) The extent to which the agency com-
plies with section 552 of title 5, United States 
Code (commonly known as the ‘‘Freedom of 
Information Act’’). 

(13) The impact of any regulatory, privacy, 
and paperwork concerns resulting from the 
programs carried out by the agency. 

(14) The extent to which the agency has co-
ordinated with state and local governments 
in performing the functions of the agency. 

(15) The extent to which changes are nec-
essary in the authorizing statutes of the 
agency in order that the functions of the 
agency can be performed in a more efficient 
and effective manner. 

(16) Whether greater oversight is needed of 
programs developed with grants made by the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. 

(b) REPORT.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall— 

(1) include recommendations for legislative 
changes, as appropriate, based on the evalua-
tion conducted under subsection (a), to be 
made to the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 
et seq.), excluding the Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) and the 
Missing Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5771 et seq.), and 

(2) shall be submitted, together with sup-
porting materials, to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the President 
pro tempore of the Senate, and made avail-
able to the public . 
SEC. 264. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE RE-

PORT. 
Not later than 1 year after the date of the 

enactment of this Act, the General Account-
ing Office shall transmit to Congress a re-
port containing the following: 

(1) For each State, a description of the 
types of after-school programs that are 
available for students in kindergarten 
through grade 12, including programs spon-
sored by the Boys and Girls Clubs of Amer-
ica, the Boy Scouts of America, the Girl 

Scouts of America, YMCAs, and athletic and 
other programs operated by public schools 
and other State and local agencies. 

(2) For 15 communities selected to rep-
resent a variety of regional, population, and 
demographic profiles, a detailed analysis of 
all of the after-school programs that are 
available for students in kindergarten 
through grade 12, including programs spon-
sored by the Boys and Girls Clubs of Amer-
ica, the Boy Scouts of America, the Girl 
Scouts of America, YMCAs, mentoring pro-
grams, athletic programs, and programs op-
erated by public schools, churches, day care 
centers, parks, recreation centers, family 
day care, community organizations, law en-
forcement agencies, service providers, and 
for-profit and nonprofit organizations. 

(3) For each State, a description of signifi-
cant areas of unmet need in the quality and 
availability of after-school programs. 

(4) For each State, a description of barriers 
which prevent or deter the participation of 
children in after-school programs. 

(5) For each State, a description of barriers 
to improving the quality and availability of 
after-school programs. 

(6) A list of activities, other than after- 
school programs, in which students in kin-
dergarten through grade 12 participate when 
not in school, including jobs, volunteer op-
portunities, and other non-school affiliated 
programs. 

(7) An analysis of the value of the activi-
ties listed pursuant to paragraph (6) to the 
well-being and educational development of 
students in kindergarten through grade 12. 
SEC. 265. BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCE RE-

SEARCH ON YOUTH VIOLENCE. 
(a) NIH RESEARCH.—The National Insti-

tutes of Health, acting through the Office of 
Behavioral and Social Sciences Research, 
shall carry out a coordinated, multi-year 
course of behavioral and social science re-
search on the causes and prevention of youth 
violence. 

(b) NATURE OF RESEARCH.—Funds made 
available to the National Institutes of 
Health pursuant to this section shall be uti-
lized to conduct, support, coordinate, and 
disseminate basic and applied behavioral and 
social science research with respect to youth 
violence, including research on 1 or more of 
the following subjects: 

(1) The etiology of youth violence. 
(2) Risk factors for youth violence. 
(3) Childhood precursors to antisocial vio-

lent behavior. 
(4) The role of peer pressure in inciting 

youth violence. 
(5) The processes by which children develop 

patterns of thought and behavior, including 
beliefs about the value of human life. 

(6) Science-based strategies for preventing 
youth violence, including school and commu-
nity-based programs. 

(7) Other subjects that the Director of the 
Office of Behavioral and Social Sciences Re-
search deems appropriate. 

(c) ROLE OF THE OFFICE OF BEHAVIORAL AND 
SOCIAL SCIENCES RESEARCH.—Pursuant to 
this section and section 404A of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 283c), the Di-
rector of the Office of Behavioral and Social 
Sciences Research shall— 

(1) coordinate research on youth violence 
conducted or supported by the agencies of 
the National Institutes of Health; 

(2) identify youth violence research 
projects that should be conducted or sup-
ported by the research institutes, and de-
velop such projects in cooperation with such 
institutes and in consultation with State 
and Federal law enforcement agencies; 
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(3) take steps to further cooperation and 

collaboration between the National Insti-
tutes of Health and the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, the Substance 
Abuse and Mental Health Services Adminis-
tration, the agencies of the Department of 
Justice, and other governmental and non-
governmental agencies with respect to youth 
violence research conducted or supported by 
such agencies; 

(4) establish a clearinghouse for informa-
tion about youth violence research con-
ducted by governmental and nongovern-
mental entities; and 

(5) periodically report to Congress on the 
state of youth violence research and make 
recommendations to Congress regarding such 
research. 

(d) FUNDING.—There is authorized to be ap-
propriated, $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
2000 through 2004 to carry out this section. If 
amount are not separately appropriated to 
carry out this section, the Director of the 
National Institutes of Health shall carry out 
this section using funds appropriated gen-
erally to the National Institutes of Health, 
except that funds expended for under this 
section shall supplement and not supplant 
existing funding for behavioral research ac-
tivities at the National Institutes of Health. 

Subtitle F—General Provisions 
SEC. 271. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICATION OF 

AMENDMENTS. 
(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Except as provided in 

subsection (b), this title and the amend-
ments made by this title shall take effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.—The 
amendments made by this title shall apply 
only with respect to fiscal years beginning 
after September 30, 1999. 

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘A bill to 
amend the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 to provide grants to en-
sure increased accountability for juvenile of-
fenders; to amend the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 to pro-
vide quality prevention programs and ac-
countability programs relating to juvenile 
delinquency; and for other purposes.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING) and a 
Member opposed each will control 45 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING). 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce has the 
responsibility in this legislative proc-
ess to provide the rehabilitative and 
the preventive efforts in relationship 
to juvenile delinquency, juvenile 
crime. The amendment I am offering 
today complements and completes H.R. 
1501, the Consequences for Juvenile Of-
fenders Act of 1999. The amendment 
provides a prevention component of a 
sound two-prong approach to address-
ing juvenile crime, accountability and 
prevention. The success of one depends 
on the success of the other. 

The amendment was based on legisla-
tion introduced by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD), the 
Juvenile Crime Control and Delin-
quency Prevention Act. This legisla-

tion was reported by the Subcommittee 
on Early Childhood, Youth and Fami-
lies on April 22, 1999. 
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Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 

Delaware (Mr. CASTLE), chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Early Childhood, 
Youth and Families, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD), 
ranking minority member, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY), the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) 
and the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) deserve a great deal of credit 
for all the time they spent in crafting 
a thoughtful bill to address a very dif-
ficult problem. 

I would also be remiss if I did not 
thank the gentlewoman from New Jer-
sey (Mrs. ROUKEMA) and the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. SCHAFFER), the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO), 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
SOUDER), the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. FORD) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. MILLER) for their 
efforts to work with us in putting to-
gether a bipartisan bill. 

Last, but not least, I would like to 
thank the gentleman from California 
(Mr. MARTINEZ), who helped craft the 
original version of H.R. 1818, which 
passed the House last Congress. And, of 
course, I would be remiss if I did not 
thank the staff on both sides for the 
hours of work that they put into this. 

As I have noted, several Members 
have played a key role in the develop-
ment of this legislation. For example, 
the amendment allowed the use of 
funds in both the formula grant pro-
gram and the prevention block grant 
program for after-school programs. 
There is also a study on after-school 
programs. 

The gentleman from Delaware (Mr. 
CASTLE), who is a strong supporter of 
after-school programs, crafted these 
provisions. Funds may be used for pro-
grams directed at preventing school vi-
olence. In addition, the Prevention 
Block Grant includes language allow-
ing local grantees to use funds for a 
toll-free school violence hotline. The 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
TANCREDO), who represents Littleton, 
Colorado, is the author of that provi-
sion. 

The amendment I am offering today 
also includes several provisions dealing 
with the delivery of mental health 
services to youth in the juvenile jus-
tice system. These provisions include 
allowing the use of funds in the for-
mula in the block grant programs for 
mental health services, training and 
technical assistance for service pro-
viders, and a study on the provision of 
mental health services to juveniles. 

The gentlewoman from New Jersey 
(Mrs. ROUKEMA) is responsible for that 
legislation, along with the gentleman 
from California (Mr. GEORGE MILLER). 

During the 105th Congress, as I indi-
cated before, we passed this legislation. 

In fact, we passed legislation twice. At 
the present time, the major purpose of 
our amendment is to prevent juvenile 
crime in the home, in our commu-
nities, and in our schools. 

The amendment offered today would 
streamline the current Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention Act, 
provide greater flexibility to States 
and local communities in meeting the 
four core requirements, and consoli-
date existing discretionary grant pro-
grams into a flexible prevention block 
grant to the States, demanding quality 
in return for that effort. 

Mr. Speaker, throughout the United 
States, communities are struggling to 
develop programs to address juvenile 
delinquency. But no two communities 
are alike, and solutions must be tai-
lored to fit the needs of local commu-
nities. And that is what we have done 
in this legislation. 

Finally, the amendment would pro-
vide for the authorization of programs 
under the Runaway and Homeless 
Youth Act and the Missing Children’s 
Assistance Act. 

I want to emphasize the fact that 
there is language here that deals with 
those who would get overzealous when 
they are writing curriculum, and it 
makes very, very clear that when they 
do that, they do not interfere with 
one’s religious beliefs. 

That language says, ‘‘Materials pro-
duced, procured, or distributed using 
funds appropriated to carry out this 
act for the purpose of preventing hate 
crimes should be respectful of the di-
versity of deeply-held religious beliefs 
and shall make it clear that for most 
people religious faith is not associated 
with prejudice and intolerance.’’ 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) seek to con-
trol the time in opposition? 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to control the time, and I ask 
unanimous consent to turn the control 
of the time over to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) after I yield my-
self 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) will control 
45 minutes. 

Without objection, the gentleman 
may yield to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) to control the 
remainder of the time. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

support of the Goodling amendment. 
This amendment reauthorizes the Ju-

venile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act of 1974. In reauthorization of 
this 25-year-old act, the amendment re-
tains the four core protections, includ-
ing the fundamental tenet of the juve-
nile justice system, that juvenile 
delinquents shall not be jailed with 
adult criminals. 

In addition to retaining the core re-
quirements, the amendment contains a 
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new juvenile delinquency prevention 
block grant program. It provides funds 
to be used for mentoring, for family 
strengthening programs, for training 
and employment programs, for mental 
health services, and other initiatives 
designed to prevent juvenile delin-
quency. 

The amendment also strengthens the 
mandate requiring States to reduce the 
disproportionate number of minorities 
confined in jails and other secure fa-
cilities. States are required to reduce 
minority overrepresentation by ad-
dressing both the lack of prevention 
programs in minority communities and 
by addressing racial bias within the ju-
venile system. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREEN-
WOOD) for their many hours of negotia-
tions and their determination to place 
substance over politics and produce 
fair and effective juvenile prevention 
legislation. 

Unfortunately, the Republican lead-
ership has short-circuited the legisla-
tive process and are shortchanging the 
American people. 

This is a good amendment, Mr. Chair-
man. It could have been better. In-
stead, to appease the right-wing family 
groups, the Republican leadership has 
insisted on weakening programs under 
the act aimed at preventing hate 
crimes. Politics again rears its ugly 
head when the Republican leadership 
prevents meaningful provisions dealing 
with juvenile gun possession. 

Mr. Chairman, despite the short-
comings, this amendment includes 
thoughtful, effective crime prevention 
measures that will give juveniles real 
alternatives. We cannot afford to toss 
our troubled juveniles into jail and 
throw away the key. We must inter-
vene first with the strong and flexible 
prevention measures that this amend-
ment provides. 

I support this amendment, and I en-
courage my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on the amendment 

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

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE), the sub-
committee chair. 

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce very 
much for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I also thank all those 
who worked on this legislation, par-
ticularly the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GREENWOOD) and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) who 
did so much good work on it. 

Just a few months ago, reports of 
school violence dominated the national 
media and focused our attention on the 
small suburban communities of Spring-
field, Paducah, Edinboro, Littleton and 
Jonesboro. 

In the wake of these tragedies, men, 
women, and children across the coun-
try joined together and called upon 
their elected officials to help stem the 
tide of violence in their schools and 
their communities. 

What followed was a rush of legisla-
tion, from guns and video games to pa-
rental involvement and school prayer. 
Everything was on the table. After 
much discussion, we came to under-
stand that no one approach would have 
prevented the episodic violence in 
these schools. 

Eventually, cooler heads prevailed, 
and we realized that a balanced ap-
proach, one that incorporated the best 
ideas of each of these proposals, was 
our greatest hope to ensure that our 
schools would never again be a place of 
death and violence. 

As part of this effort, I am pleased to 
rise in strong support of the juvenile 
crime prevention amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. GOODLING), chairman of the Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force. 

This amendment is a product of ex-
tensive negotiations between Members 
on both sides of the aisle, and I am 
pleased that it comes to the floor with 
bipartisan support, thanks in large 
part, as I already mentioned, to the ef-
forts of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GREENWOOD) and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

This amendment acknowledges that 
most successful solutions to juvenile 
crime are developed at the State and 
local levels by people who understand 
the unique qualities of the youth in 
their neighborhood. I believe it goes a 
long way toward providing State and 
localities the necessary flexibility to 
address the problems associated with 
juvenile crime in their communities. 

This amendment also acknowledges 
that intervention and prevention, such 
as educational assistance, job training, 
and employment services programs, are 
effective tools in reducing and pre-
venting juvenile crime. 

In this era of dual-income families, 
roughly 5 million kids return to an 
empty house when the school day ends. 
It is not surprising, then, that juvenile 
crime increases by 300 percent after 3 
p.m. Those that are not engaged in de-
linquent behavior are sitting, in many 
cases, in front of the television, the 
baby-sitter of choice for millions of 
latchkey kids. 

Recent studies have confirmed what 
we have intuitively known about after- 
school programs. These programs, such 
as the athletic or mentoring programs 
offered by the YMCA and Boys’ and 
Girls’ Clubs of America, give our most 
at-risk children a positive alternative 
to television, drugs, alcohol, sexual ac-
tivity and crime. 

There is no doubt about the impor-
tance of these programs. But our after- 
school providers and participants need 

better access to information about the 
current range of programs and industry 
‘‘best practices.’’ 

For this reason, I am especially 
pleased that the Goodling amendment 
incorporates my language to require 
the GAO to undertake a study to help 
us better understand the values of 
after-school programs and the barriers 
to providing these important services. 

In addition, the Goodling amendment 
underscores the importance of these 
programs by allowing the States to use 
prevention funds to extend the reach of 
our after-school programs. As we all 
know, even children who enjoy the ad-
vantages of caring parents and good 
schools can just as easily go astray as 
those that who are disadvantaged. 

For all of those reasons, I urge all of 
us in this House to support this amend-
ment for the benefit of all the children 
in our country. 

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

Mr. Chairman, the Goodling amend-
ment has been the product of over 4 
years of work between the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY), the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD-
LING), the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. SCOTT), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MARTINEZ), the gentleman 
from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE), the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREEN-
WOOD) and myself. It is a product of 
very extensive negotiation and will 
gain my support today. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will 
provide a much-needed focus on both 
protection of juveniles in the system 
and prevention aimed at reducing juve-
nile delinquency. 

The amendment strengthens the im-
portant protections provided by the 
four core mandates in the act. It main-
tains the protections of sight and 
sound separation, the reduction of dis-
proportionate minority confinement, 
and the special consideration of status 
offenders and adult jail removal, while 
at the same time deals with the real- 
life difficulties of dealing with juvenile 
offenders. 

The other critical aspect of this bill 
is the creation of the Prevention Block 
Grant, the contribution of the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT). The 
Prevention Block Grant in this legisla-
tion sends a strong message that pro-
gram funds should be used for primary 
prevention, prevention efforts for those 
who have yet to encounter the justice 
system. 

This type of focus can save so many 
of our young people from falling prey 
to the temptations of violence and de-
structive activity and is a much-needed 
component in our efforts to combat ju-
venile crime. 

In closing, I want to recognize the 
leadership of both the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREEN-
WOOD) on this legislation. I believe that 
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their efforts have taken last Congress’s 
bipartisan reauthorization bill and im-
proved what was already a good prod-
uct. I personally thank them for their 
hard work and their close cooperation. 

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

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. GILMAN), chairman of 
the Committee on International Rela-
tions. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to rise today in support of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING), the 
distinguished chairman of our Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force. I want to commend he and mem-
bers of his committee for working dili-
gently on this proposal. 

While H.R. 1501, the Consequences for 
Juvenile Offenders Act of 1999, address-
es some of the factors that contribute 
to juvenile crime, this bill does not ad-
dress ways in which we can work to-
gether to create solutions to this grow-
ing problem. 

Almost everyone agrees that the ma-
jority of juvenile crime occurs daily 
between the hours of 3 to 7 p.m., when 
schools let out and children are left un-
supervised while parents are still at 
work. Just to make ends meet, most 
parents have to have two or three jobs. 
These families need our help, and this 
amendment does just that. 

This bill mirrors my own legislation, 
H.R. 1430, the Caring for America’s 
Children Act, which provides our Na-
tion’s children with substantial after- 
school programs designed to help our 
children make a successful transition 
from child to adult life and keep at- 
risk children from choosing violent 
acts over unsupervised activities. 

b 1430 

Empty hands too often lead to crime, 
but give children something to do with 
those hands and the number of crimes 
dramatically drop when an afterschool 
program is in place, such as sports, the 
arts, delinquency prevention, tutoring 
and academic enrichment, literacy, 
counseling, drug and alcohol abuse pre-
vention, parenting skills, all keys to 
preventing juvenile crime. If parents 
are unable to supervise their children, 
schools and local youth groups that 
provide care for children during non-
school hours are the next best thing. 

This amendment also provides fund-
ing for the establishment and mainte-
nance of a school youth violence hot-
line which will provide children with a 
way in which to anonymously inform 
officials of violent crimes that may be 
committed. Many students are aware 
of criminal acts before they happen but 
too often are afraid to come forward 
for fear of being the victim of an at-
tack. 

Accordingly, I am pleased to strongly 
support passage of this amendment as 

it is one of the few amendments that 
actually focuses on true juvenile crime 
prevention. Accordingly, I urge my col-
leagues to support the Goodling 
amendment. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT) who has made an 
enormous contribution to this bill. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time. As 
many of my colleagues are well aware, 
I have been actively involved in this 
issue of juvenile crime on both the 
Committee on Education and the 
Workforce and the Committee on the 
Judiciary. From the outset of this dis-
cussion I have said that Congress has a 
decision to make in combating youth 
violence, that is, we can play politics 
or we can reduce juvenile crime. As 
someone who has spent many hours in 
this effort along with the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD), I 
am proud to say that the Goodling 
amendment reflects a fair and effective 
legislation rather than a desire to play 
politics by codifying soundbites. This 
legislation reflects the commitment to 
reducing crime by funding proven 
crime prevention programs. 

I am also proud to say that this legis-
lation is sound policy, because it is the 
result of a deliberate and intelligent 
process in which we carefully consid-
ered the evidence in search of real solu-
tions to juvenile crime. Unfortunately, 
with other amendments that we have 
already adopted, it seems that we are 
back to playing politics. What began as 
a bipartisan effort in both the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce 
has turned into a spectacle. We started 
with an intelligent, deliberate consid-
eration of the issues and now we have 
degenerated into a situation where we 
are slinging soundbites at each other. 
This is particularly disappointing be-
cause we know what works to reduce 
crime. 

We can say, however, that in this 
amendment, we have the opportunity 
to reduce crime. We know that preven-
tion works. We also know it saves more 
money than it costs. For example, 
early childhood education programs 
like Head Start not only reduce future 
crime but also save future money by 
reducing remedial education require-
ments, welfare dependency and crime. 
Job Corps programs reduce future 
crime and also save more money by in-
creasing employment, reducing welfare 
and reducing crime. Drug rehabilita-
tion programs reduce crime and save 
almost $7 to $10 for every dollar spent 
by reducing crime and health care ex-
penses. So we know what works. We 
know it works and we know it also 
saves money. This amendment encour-
ages communities to review the re-
search and develop a community crime 
prevention plan and to fund those pre-
vention plans, plans that will help 

communities fight crime and those 
that are cost effective. 

In addition to the emphasis on pre-
vention, this legislation keeps intact 
several key principles of juvenile jus-
tice. Since 1974, there has been a con-
certed effort to provide fundamental 
protections for youth who come into 
contact with the juvenile justice sys-
tem. Prior to 1974, it was common prac-
tice to lock up youth who had com-
mitted status offenses, those are non-
criminal acts like running away or cur-
few violations or being truant, acts 
which are offenses only because of the 
defendant’s status as a juvenile. These 
children who had not committed a 
crime were often in need of services 
and not punishment. In fact, frequently 
it was their families who needed serv-
ices and not the juvenile. Nevertheless, 
these children were being locked up, 
often in adult jails. As a result, they 
were increasingly at risk of assault or 
committing suicide. 

The Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 provided 
protections for these children. First, 
the Act required States to divert sta-
tus offenders from the juvenile crimi-
nal justice system and place them in 
community-based alternatives. As a re-
sult, we have seen the suicide rate 
plummet. Second, this legislation basi-
cally continues the underlying prin-
ciple that juveniles should not be 
housed with adults. Third, the Act fo-
cuses efforts to reduce, without estab-
lishing quotas or numerical standards, 
the disproportionate number of juve-
nile members of minority groups who 
come in contact with the juvenile jus-
tice system. This provision is impor-
tant because it requires that States 
look at why minority youth are over-
represented in secure facilities or re-
ceive tougher sentences or are more 
likely to be jailed for the same kinds of 
offenses than majority youth. Efforts 
to reduce the disproportion might in-
clude prevention programs, less reli-
ance on racial profiling in law enforce-
ment, or sensitivity training for juve-
nile justice personnel to ensure equal 
treatment. In sum, the Goodling 
amendment maintains the core protec-
tions for children and a preventive and 
forward-thinking approach to juvenile 
crime. 

Finally, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD-
LING) for his leadership in the develop-
ment of a bill which is serious about 
reducing juvenile crime. I also want to 
thank the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. CLAY), the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KILDEE), the gentleman from 
Delaware (Mr. CASTLE) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREEN-
WOOD) for their contributions. Also, I 
would like to thank the staff for their 
hard work, Alex Nock and Cheryl John-
son, Denise Forte, Ly Nguyen, and also 
Vic Klatt, Sally Lovejoy and Lynn 
Selmer for their hard work without 
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which this bill would not have been 
possible. 

Mr. Chairman, while I would have 
preferred this amendment to be a sepa-
rate bill, detached from the partisan 
spectacle being conducted with the rest 
of the bill, I would urge my colleagues 
to support the amendment. This is a 
vote for prevention and a vote to put 
research and analysis back in the de-
bate on crime. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania a 
question as to whether or not it is the 
legislative intent of the bill for the 
‘‘sight and sound’’ provision to provide 
some flexibility but still limit super-
vised contact between adult and juve-
nile offenders. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Yes, Mr. Chair-
man, in general there should be no con-
tact, physical or otherwise, between ju-
venile and adult offenders. However, 
this provision establishes law for the 
rare occasion where a juvenile would be 
in physical proximity to an adult of-
fender. We expect these occasions to be 
accidental and unforeseeable in nature. 
In these situations, the juvenile must 
be supervised by a corrections official. 
We would also expect that States and 
localities which exceed this authority 
by allowing these occasions to happen 
on a regular basis to be found out of 
compliance by the Office of Juvenile 
Crime Control and Delinquency Pre-
vention. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
good amendment. I would hope that it 
be adopted. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GREENWOOD), and I also ask unanimous 
consent that he control the time on 
this side. He is the other member of the 
Greenwood-Scott team that we have 
heard about quite often this morning. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 

thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING), the chairman of 
the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce for yielding control of the 
time to me and for his kind words as 
well. 

Yes, the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. SCOTT) and I are a team and as 
you will see, our words are very simi-
lar. 

Mr. Chairman, the issue before the 
House and the title of the amendment 
for which I speak is the Juvenile Crime 
Control and Delinquency Prevention 
Act. The purpose of this legislation is 
to reauthorize and to reform the 25- 
year-old law which was designed to en-
sure that juveniles, children under the 

law who are accused of breaking the 
law, are treated firmly and fairly. Its 
purpose is to ensure that to the best of 
society’s ability, these young people 
are redeemed from lives of crime and 
instead provided with opportunities to 
turn their lives around and to become 
good and productive citizens. 

To understand why Congress wrote 
this law 25 years ago, one needs to be-
come familiar with the problems Con-
gress was trying to solve back then. 
Prior to 1974, in many States, children 
were frequently imprisoned right 
alongside adults. The unfortunate ones 
were physically and often sexually 
abused. The more fortunate children 
were simply tutored by their cellmates 
into the ways of crime and converted 
into hardened criminals at a very ten-
der age. What was worse was that a 
large percentage of the incarcerated 
children had not even committed acts 
that would have been considered crimi-
nal had they been adults. Children were 
routinely locked up for running away 
from home, for truancy or for simply 
being deemed incorrigible. Before any-
one is tempted to believe that those 
were the good old days when young 
people were held accountable for their 
irresponsible conduct, it needs to be 
noted that many of these kids were 
running away from terribly dysfunc-
tional homes where they were being 
abused in the worst of ways. In the old 
days before the Juvenile Justice Act, 
alcoholic abusers could molest their 
daughters and their stepdaughters and 
then have them arrested for running 
away until they agreed to go back 
home to be subjected to more abuse. 
The sins of the parents were visited 
upon their children and then the chil-
dren were punished all over again. 

So in 1974, the Congress enacted the 
Juvenile Justice Act and offered to 
States financial carrots to reform their 
ways of dealing with the troubled chil-
dren of their States. The law estab-
lishes core requirements for State ju-
venile justice systems that States 
must adopt to qualify for Federal de-
linquency prevention funds. And since 
others have specified those core re-
quirements, I will not repeat them. 

Most of yesterday’s debate centered 
on the Committee on the Judiciary’s 
piece of juvenile justice law, the so- 
called sanctions part. The amendment 
before the House now is the work of the 
Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. It is the prevention and the 
protection part. This year I have had 
the honor of serving as the prime spon-
sor of the delinquency prevention legis-
lation. For many months, I have 
worked with my Republican and my 
Democratic colleagues to modernize 
and reform this statute so that we 
could reauthorize it for another 4 
years. 

My primary counterpart on the other 
side of the aisle has been the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT). He 

is a good man. He is a committed advo-
cate for his point of view and for the 
point of view of his party but he has al-
ways been available to my point of 
view and to the point of view of my 
party. He has consistently put the wel-
fare of children and the safety of soci-
ety above partisan advantage, and he 
has never once succumbed to ideolog-
ical rigidity. 

I also wish to commend the ranking 
member of the subcommittee the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) for 
his constant spirit of collegiality and 
bipartisanship and I want to thank the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GOODLING), the gentleman from Dela-
ware (Mr. CASTLE) and the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. CLAY) for working 
consistently in good faith to achieve a 
bipartisan bill. 

Our bipartisan work product encap-
sulated in this amendment recognizes 
that prevention is the key to reducing 
juvenile crime. It streamlines current 
law, provides appropriate flexibility for 
the States and replaces overly prescrip-
tive Federal requirements with preven-
tion block grants. The amendment also 
reauthorizes the Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act and the Missing Chil-
dren’s Assistance Act, making them 
more effective in locating missing chil-
dren and reuniting them with their 
families. 

Mr. Chairman, in the wake of the 
tragic shootings at high schools in 
places like Littleton, Colorado; Pearl, 
Mississippi; Paducah, Kentucky; 
Jonesboro, Arkansas; Springfield, Or-
egon; Edinboro, Pennsylvania and else-
where, the Congress has chosen the Ju-
venile Crime and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act to serve as the legislative ve-
hicle to debate and to enact an extraor-
dinarily wide range of proposals aimed 
at preventing youth violence and keep-
ing our children safe. From gun control 
measures to new prohibitions on sell-
ing violent entertainment to children 
to establishing the right of children to 
pray in school, it is all in the mix, Mr. 
Chairman. We will, in the herky jerky 
ways of democracy, sort our way 
through it all. But I hope it is not lost 
upon us all that in the midst of this 
emotionally and politically charged en-
vironment, Republicans and Democrats 
on the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce worked through our dif-
ferences and crafted this bipartisan 
legislation that we offer in the form of 
this amendment, convinced that within 
its 103 pages lies reliable and tested 
wisdom about how best to steer Amer-
ica’s troubled children away from 
crime and how to reclaim these young 
people who go off on the wrong track. 

As we speak in this Chamber, we 
need to remember that in every com-
munity in America, employees and vol-
unteers in juvenile probation programs 
and in detention facilities are busy at 
the hard work of reaching into the 
hearts and minds of children hardened 
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by abuse, neglect and disappointment 
and they are giving them hope and the 
esteem, the skills and the confidence 
to turn their lives around and to go 
straight. 

That is what this amendment is 
about. We think it is among the most 
important work that we will do in 
these 2 days of debate. We commend it 
to the House for its support. 

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

b 1445 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PAYNE). 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the amendment of 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GOODLING) to H.R. 1150. 

This is the first opportunity I have 
had to talk about the then Juvenile 
Justice Delinquency and Prevention 
Act of 1973, as it was being conceived 
by Senator Birch Bayh and was then 
made into law in 1974. At that time I 
was president of the YMCAs of the 
USA, and at that time young people 
were in trouble, they were on the 
roads, they were confused. At that 
time young people were incarcerated 
with adult offenders. 

We have seen many changes come 
since that time. But I am a bit dis-
appointed that partisanship has once 
again raised its ugly head, and that out 
of over 70 Democratic amendments, 
only 11 of these amendments were 
adopted by the Committee on Rules. It 
is more than apparent that politics as 
usual has prevailed again. Of course, I 
commend the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING) for moving for-
ward with this legislation, but in the 
Committee on Rules we saw the par-
tisanship come out over and over 
again. 

Let me take this opportunity to 
bring to my colleagues’ attention my 
primary prevention amendment, which 
was not adopted by the Committee on 
Rules. I called for 50 percent of the 
funds in the prevention block grant to 
go towards primary prevention pro-
grams. As my colleagues know, preven-
tion works. It works because it avoids 
young people from becoming involved 
in the criminal justice system. We 
have seen surveys continually which 
have proven that prevention works. As 
a matter of fact, old folks used to say 
a stitch in time saves nine. An ounce of 
prevention is worth a pound of cure. It 
is better to build boys than to mend 
men; that idle hands are the devil’s 
playground. 

But in spite of all of this, we were un-
able to get the funds put into preven-
tion, and we are using the Republicans’ 
method of intervention. Of course, if it 
was up to me, I would designate more 
than 50 percent of the funds for preven-
tion, as I feel that attacking crime 
prior to when it happens is the only 

true solution. Nevertheless, we were 
willing to compromise to meet the ma-
jority party halfway, but it was abun-
dantly clear that they have no inten-
tions of doing the same. 

Even the Democratic substitute that 
I and several of my colleagues sub-
mitted with the hope of including lan-
guage about school counselors was not 
adopted. This, after the horrible trag-
edy of Columbine. Elementary schools 
need counseling as well as our middle 
schools and high schools. Youngsters 
are crying out for help, but in many in-
stances there is no one there to help 
them. As a matter of fact, in a typical 
inner-city high school, we have more 
full-time military recruiters for the 
senior class than we have high school 
counselors. 

Our goal is to cut down on juvenile 
crime; thus, we must ensure our young 
people the ability to seek services that 
they need to help them cope with their 
problems so that they can be out of 
harm’s way of the escalation of vio-
lence and tragedy. The increase of 
funding and actual number of school 
counselors is a measure that must be 
taken. I must say, I am utterly baffled 
as to say why the Republican Party is 
so hesitant to actually adopt legisla-
tion that would actually produce re-
sults to help our young people in this 
country with counseling and other pre-
ventive means. 

Mr. Chairman, allow me to conclude 
by calling upon all of the Members of 
this House to support the Goodling 
amendment to H.R. 1150. It is my hope 
that in the future, our political parties 
could work more closely together, 
though, in favor of the children. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from New Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA). 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, I 
certainly rise in strong support of the 
Goodling amendment. I especially want 
to note the leadership of the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD) 
on this notable reform. 

It goes without saying that we have 
all become aware of the particular 
growth of juvenile crime and violence, 
and Littleton and Conyers, Georgia, 
and other recent developments have 
certainly burned those lessons into our 
minds, and into the conscience of the 
Congress. I believe, we must respond 
very appropriately today. 

This amendment is a needed re-
sponse, and I want to stress that it is 
prevention. If we had understood and 
applied the intention of this legisla-
tion, it is very possible that Littleton 
would not have happened. Indeed, I was 
working on the mental health compo-
nents of this bill before Littleton the 
massacre did occur. In fact, as we 
learned later, that Harris and Klebold 
had been released from parole with 
glowing reports from the probation of-
ficer just 11 weeks before the massacre 
at Littleton, while at the very time 

that they were plotting and con-
structing bombs. Littleton became ex-
hibit A of what we are trying to do in 
this bill, and particularly the mental 
health component of it. 

In fact, the statistics became real at 
that point in time. According to the 
Department of Justice, 73 percent of 
the youth in the juvenile justice sys-
tem have reported severe mental 
health problems. 

So it is obvious that this amendment 
that I was able to get into the bill is 
essential. It is a screening assessment, 
a mental health screening assessment 
and treatment that makes mental 
health treatment and assessment an al-
lowable use of funds in the Prevention 
Block Grant. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not go into all 
of the details of the amendment, but I 
will submit for the RECORD the applica-
ble legislation at this point, particu-
larly as it applies to the projects which 
would be permitted under the mental 
health needs. 

‘‘PART C—JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 

‘‘SEC. 241. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS. 
‘‘The Administrator may make grants to 

eligible States, from funds allocated under 
section 242, for the purpose of providing fi-
nancial assistance to eligible entities to 
carry out projects designed to prevent juve-
nile delinquency, including— 

‘‘(1) projects that provide treatment (in-
cluding treatment for mental health prob-
lems) to juvenile offenders, and juveniles 
who are at risk of becoming juvenile offend-
ers, who are victims of child abuse or neglect 
or who have experienced violence in their 
homes, at school, or in the community, and 
to their families, in order to reduce the like-
lihood that such juveniles will commit viola-
tions of law; 

‘‘(2) educational projects or supportive 
services for delinquent or other juveniles— 

‘‘(A) to encourage juveniles to remain in 
elementary and secondary schools or in al-
ternative learning situations in educational 
settings; 

‘‘(B) to provide services to assist juveniles 
in making transition to the world of work 
and self-sufficiency; 

‘‘(C) to assist in identifying learning dif-
ficulties (including learning disabilities); 

‘‘(D) to prevent unwarranted and arbitrary 
suspensions and expulsions; 

‘‘(E) to encourage new approaches and 
techniques with respect to the prevention of 
school violence and vandalism; 

‘‘(F) which assist law enforcement per-
sonnel and juvenile justice personnel to 
more effectively recognize and provide for 
learning-disabled and other juveniles with 
disabilities; 

‘‘(G) which develop locally coordinated 
policies and programs among education, ju-
venile justice, and social service agencies; or 

‘‘(H) to provide services to juvenile with 
serious mental and emotional disturbances 
(SED) in need of mental health services; 

‘‘(3) projects which expand the use of pro-
bation officers— 

‘‘(A) particularly for the purpose of permit-
ting nonviolent juvenile offenders (including 
status offenders) to remain at home with 
their families as an alternative to incarcer-
ation or institutionalization; and 

‘‘(B) to ensure that juveniles follow the 
terms of their probation; 
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‘‘(4) one-on-one mentoring projects that 

are designed to link at-risk juveniles and ju-
venile offenders who did not commit serious 
crime, particularly juveniles residing in 
high-crime areas and juveniles experiencing 
educational failure, with responsible adults 
(such as law enforcement officers, adults 
working with local businesses, and adults 
working for community-based organizations 
and agencies) who are properly screened and 
trained; 

‘‘(5) community-based projects and serv-
ices (including literacy and social service 
programs) which work with juvenile offend-
ers and juveniles who are at risk of becoming 
juvenile offenders, including those from fam-
ilies with limited English-speaking pro-
ficiency, their parents, their siblings, and 
other family members during and after in-
carceration of the juvenile offenders, in 
order to strengthen families, to allow juve-
nile offenders to be retained in their homes, 
and to prevent the involvement of other ju-
venile family members in delinquent activi-
ties; 

‘‘(6) projects designed to provide for the 
treatment (including mental health services) 
of juveniles for dependence on or abuse of al-
cohol, drugs, or other harmful substances; 

‘‘(15) programs that focus on the needs of 
young girls at-risk of delinquency or status 
offenses; 

‘‘(16) projects which provide for— 
‘‘(A) an assessment by a qualified mental 

health professional of incarcerated juveniles 
who are suspected to be in need of mental 
health services; 

‘‘(B) the development of an individualized 
treatment plan for those incarcerated juve-
niles determined to be in need of such serv-
ices; 

‘‘(C) the inclusion of a discharge plan for 
incarcerated juveniles receiving mental 
health services that addresses aftercare serv-
ices; and 

‘‘(D) all juveniles receiving psychotropic 
medications to be under the care of a li-
censed mental health professional; 

‘‘(17) after-school programs that provide 
at-risk juveniles and juveniles in the juve-
nile justice system with a range of age-ap-
propriate activities, including tutoring, 
mentoring, and other educational and en-
richment activities; 

‘‘(c) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
TO MENTAL HEALTH PROFESSIONALS AND LAW 
ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL.—The Adminis-
trator shall provide training and technical 
assistance to mental health professionals 
and law enforcement personnel (including 
public defenders, police officers, probation 
officers, judges, parole officials, and correc-
tional officers) to address or to promote the 
development, testing, or demonstration of 
promising or innovative models, programs, 
or delivery systems that address the needs of 
juveniles who are alleged or adjudicated de-
linquent and who, as a result of such status, 
are placed in secure detention or confine-
ment or in nonsecure residential place-
ment.’’. 
SEC. 212. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS. 

Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611 
et seq.) is amended by inserting after part D, 
as added by section 111, the following: 

(b) REPORT.—The National Academy of 
Sciences shall submit a report containing 
the results of the study required by sub-
section (a), to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, the President pro tempore 
of the Senate, the Chair and ranking minor-
ity Member of the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce of the House of Rep-

resentatives, and the Chair and ranking mi-
nority Member of the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Sen-
ate, not later than January 1, 2001, or 18 
months after entering into the contract re-
quired by such subsection, whichever is ear-
lier. 

(c) APPROPRIATION.—Of the funds made 
available under Public Law 105–277 for the 
Department of Education, $2.1 million shall 
be made available to carry out this section. 
SEC. 262. STUDY OF THE MENTAL HEALTH NEEDS 

OF JUVENILES IN SECURE OR NON-
SECURE PLACEMENTS IN THE JUVE-
NILE JUSTICE SYSTEM. 

(a) STUDY.—The Administrator of the Of-
fice of Juvenile Crime Control and Delin-
quency Prevention, in collaboration with the 
National Institute of Mental Health, shall 
conduct a study that includes, but is not 
limited to, all of the following: 

(1) Identification of the scope and nature of 
the mental health problems or disorders of— 

(A) juveniles who are alleged to be or adju-
dicated delinquent and who, as a result of 
such status, have been placed in secure de-
tention or confinement or in nonsecure resi-
dential placements, and 

(B) juveniles on probation after having 
been adjudicated delinquent and having re-
ceived a disposition as delinquent. 

(2) A comprehensive survey of the types of 
mental health services that are currently 
being provided to such juveniles by States 
and units of local government. 

(3) Identification of governmental entities 
that have developed or implemented model 
or promising screening, assessment, or treat-
ment programs or innovative mental health 
delivery or coordination systems, that ad-
dress and meet the mental health needs of 
such juveniles. 

(4) A review of the literature that analyzes 
the mental health problems and needs of ju-
veniles in the juvenile justice system and 
that documents innovative and promising 
models and programs that address such 
needs. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall submit to the Congress, 
and broadly disseminate to individuals and 
entities engaged in fields that provide serv-
ices for the benefit of juveniles or that make 
policy relating to juveniles, a report con-
taining the results of the study conducted 
under subsection (a) and documentation 
identifying promising or innovative models 
or programs referred to in such subsection. 
SEC. 263. EVALUATION BY GENERAL ACCOUNT-

ING OFFICE 
(a) EVALUATION.—Not later than October 1, 

2002, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall conduct a comprehensive anal-
ysis and evaluation regarding the perform-
ance of the Office of Juvenile Justice Delin-
quency and Prevention, its functions, its 
programs, and its grants under specified cri-
teria, and shall submit the report required 
by subsection (b). In conducting the analysis 
and evaluation, the Comptroller General 
shall take into consideration the following 
factors to document the efficiency and pub-
lic benefit of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 
et seq.), excluding the Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) and the 
Missing Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5771 et seq.): 

Mrs. ROUKEMA. For example, an as-
sessment by a qualified mental health 
professional. Had this been applied 
when Harris and Klebold were in the 
probation system, perhaps it would not 

have occurred, and people would have 
diagnosed them with their problems 
earlier. 

I must say that the reforms are long 
overdue, and they are consistent with 
everything we know about corrective 
treatment. Above all, I want to say 
that these reforms will bring greater 
security to our schools, greater safety 
to our communities, and a brighter fu-
ture for all America’s families, and 
perhaps will save the lives of countless 
victims who are at risk. 

I would also like to point out that in 
addition to the block grant provision, 
we have a mental health assessment 
and a study that I was happy to work 
with the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. GREENWOOD) on, and that study 
should give us a great deal of informa-
tion for the next round of reforms. 

Let us all pray, that our efforts here 
will be the first meaningful step on the 
way to a complete overhaul of our cul-
ture of violence—guns, videos, enter-
tainment and a system that ignores 
the mental health and educational in-
struction reforms needed for our es-
tranged and violent prone youth. Re-
member, ‘‘an ounce of prevention is 
worth a pound of cure.’’ 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER), the rank-
ing minority member of the com-
mittee. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. I want to 
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GREENWOOD) and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) for 
all of their hard work in pulling this 
legislation together. I want to thank 
them for accepting the language that 
the gentlewoman from New Jersey 
(Mrs. ROUKEMA) and I have offered on 
mental health services and the screen-
ing programs within this legislation. 

I think that this legislation is key, 
as the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. GREENWOOD) pointed out in his re-
marks, to really dealing with the long- 
term problems within our society and 
with dealing with chronic delinquency 
and our best efforts at trying to pre-
vent that behavior. We are here today 
reacting because of what 6 or 8, 10 kids 
have done across this country, killing 
dozens of young schoolchildren, but the 
fact is, 20 million children went to 
school last year, or this year, day in 
and day out and caused relatively little 
problem. 

We do now know from a great deal of 
study and research that a relatively 
small group of people contribute rather 
dramatically to the crime figures 
among young people in this country. 
But that same research and those same 
studies tell us that many of these chil-
dren come as a confluence of a series of 
events in their lives, sometimes very 
early on, because of the status of the 
mother during pregnancy, because of 
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neurological and biological factors dur-
ing birth, low verbal ability, neighbor-
hood characterized by social dis-
organization and violence, parental 
criminality, substance abuse, incon-
sistent and harsh parental practices. 
All of these combined, and the re-
searchers tell us this is a very lethal 
combination of events in a young 
child’s life. And when they come to-
gether, these children who now, in 
many instances, we are able to diag-
nose and to look at, and the question is 
will we be willing to treat them and be 
able to prevent the kind of horrible ac-
tivity that they later engage in. 

This is a complicated problem and a 
complicated issue. There is not a silver 
bullet amendment that will answer 
this. We can attack Hollywood, we can 
attack Marilyn Manson, we can attack 
video games such as Mortal Kombat. 
What we really know is those are real-
ly insignificant if a child has had 
strong bonding and strong guidance 
and strong counseling from their par-
ents, and they have a healthy relation-
ship with their parents. But if they do 
not have that, and they do not have 
these resources to call upon, and then 
they engage in that kind of, or are sub-
ject to that kind of bombardment from 
media and from entertainment, they 
are candidates for serious problems. 

So this legislation that the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee struggled 
with long and hard, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD) 
and the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) especially, I think gives our 
country one of the best hopes we have 
in dealing with juvenile delinquency 
and hopefully preventing juvenile de-
linquency, because that is really our 
goal. It is not to be here next year re-
acting to the next set of violent activi-
ties by young people, but it is to give 
our communities, our schools, and our 
juvenile justice system the tools to try 
and treat these children and to prevent 
this activity from taking place. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
our committee for working in such a 
bipartisan fashion to come to this con-
clusion. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM). 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to rise to strongly support this 
bipartisan amendment. I think it is a 
very solid piece of work out of the 
Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

A lot of folks do not understand how 
this juvenile justice legislation works 
in the House, but we have the jurisdic-
tion in the Committee on the Judiciary 
on juvenile crime matters, which are 
the base bill of H.R. 1501 here today, 
and all of the concerns that I have pre-
sented in the last few hours of yester-
day and some of today over how we 
need to put consequences back into the 
law for juveniles and how we need to 

repair our broken juvenile justice sys-
tems around the States. 

But an equally important companion 
part of that, which is what the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce 
does and is doing here today, to deal 
with those programs that are preven-
tion programs, and the Office of Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion, and today we are seeing some 
major steps in the right direction. The 
formation of a block grant program in-
stead of having it broken into many 
pieces; the idea of taking the mandates 
that are the requirements on the 
States in order to get this grant pro-
gram, there are four of them that have 
been around, core mandates, while pro-
tecting and preserving their basic prin-
ciples, modifying them so that they 
can become more flexible and manage-
able and workable in ways that have 
been criticized in meetings that I have 
been to all around the country, a major 
step in improving them in this bill 
today. 

I want to commend the gentlewoman 
from New Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA) for 
the mental health provisions in here. I 
worked long and hard with her to try 
to help encourage the change of the 
law so that we are able to see juveniles 
who have mental health problems prop-
erly attended in that regard. That is a 
major part of the causes of the juvenile 
crime, the violent crime that we are 
addressing here today. 

So I strongly support this amend-
ment, and I am very pleased to be here 
today supporting it. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
51⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Hawaii (Mrs. MINK). 

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

This legislation, which has been of-
fered by the Chair of the House Com-
mittee on Education and the Work-
force, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING), is a reconstruc-
tion, redraft of the Juvenile Crime 
Control Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974. 

b 1500 
It is a comprehensive document, 100 

pages of great effort on the part of both 
sides, the majority and the minority, 
in the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

I want to concur with all the state-
ments that have been made thus far, 
and compliment the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD) and the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) 
for their tireless efforts in putting to-
gether a bipartisan product. 

It is not often, particularly from our 
committee, where the two sides can 
come together and have such a sub-
stantial agreement on an important 
piece of legislation dealing with our 
young people and dealing specifically 
with the issue of prevention of delin-
quency. 

This is not a matter that has come 
up since Littleton and school violence, 
this is a matter that has been under 
the jurisdiction of this committee for 
25 years. These two gentlemen, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GREENWOOD) and the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) have been labor-
ing for years to put together a piece of 
legislation that will adapt from the 
previous enactment and try to com-
prehend the current circumstances 
that our young people are living under, 
the kinds of pressures that they must 
endure, and the need for a preventative 
system to be incorporated into our 
laws. 

It is regrettable, Mr. Chairman, that 
this magnificent piece of work was 
snatched away from the Committee on 
Education and the WorkForce and 
pulled away from the bill that is under 
consideration for the last 24 hours, 
child safety and protection. There is no 
way that this Congress or this Nation 
can view the matter of child safety and 
protection only from the punitive as-
pects. It has to be dealt with from the 
preventative aspects, of how do we deal 
with problems before the child has to 
come into the justice system. 

That is what this amendment does 
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. GOODLING) has offered for our con-
sideration. I am here today to rise in 
very strong support, and urge this 
House to add this very, very important 
title II to the bill that is under consid-
eration. 

If we fail to enact this title II and 
agree to the Goodling amendment, we 
will have left out a significant portion 
of what this country expects this Con-
gress to do in dealing with child safety 
and protection. That is, what can we do 
as a society to prevent our children 
from coming into harm’s way, and how 
to deal with potential juvenile crime 
issues. 

The Goodling amendment represents 
responsible, bipartisan legislation that 
has been carefully worked out by our 
committee. It passed the subcommittee 
unanimously. It was about to be re-
ported out to the floor when now we 
are faced with these circumstances of 
asking that this entire 100 pages be 
added to the pending legislation, be-
cause without it, we do not have sub-
stantial preventative measures. 

The goal of this amendment is to re-
duce crime, but primarily it is the pre-
vention elements of this legislation 
that are so important. It contains a 
block grant program that allows States 
to carry out projects designed to pre-
vent juvenile delinquency, including 
educational projects, mentoring 
projects, community-based projects, 
and many other strong prevention pro-
grams. 

It maintains the core focus of the Ju-
venile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Act of 1974, prevention over pun-
ishment. We do not need punishment if 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:33 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00046 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H17JN9.001 H17JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE13372 June 17, 1999 
we can prevent the crime in the first 
place, and prevent our young people 
from coming into the system. 

If we want to address the real prob-
lems of juvenile offenders, we need to 
put serious efforts into our prevention 
programs. 

I wanted to offer an amendment and 
went to the Committee on Rules, but I 
was not given that privilege, to talk 
about the importance of school coun-
selors. But I am pleased today that this 
main amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD-
LING) will help in this direction. 

The Goodling amendment is an excel-
lent start. It focuses on early interven-
tion, helping our youth before they get 
into trouble. The Goodling amendment 
creates a juvenile delinquency preven-
tion block grant program which will 
allow monies to be allocated for 
projects in mental health, as we heard 
our colleague, the gentlewoman from 
New Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA) explain, 
and the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MILLER) concur. 

It has educational projects, men-
toring projects, literacy social service 
programs, substance abuse, substance 
abuse, educational scholarships, job 
training, after-school programs, and a 
whole other group of programs which 
the States can pick from in order to 
deal with their own individualized pro-
grams. 

I call upon this House to give unani-
mous consent to the Goodling amend-
ment, because without it the Child 
Safety and Protection Act of 1999 will 
not address the significant ways in 
which this Congress and this country 
must deal with juvenile crime, and 
that is to have substantial prevention 
programs. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. UPTON), a very ac-
tive member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce. 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
very strong support for this amend-
ment and sharing a commitment to 
finding a comprehensive solution to 
the problem. Education, parental in-
volvement, youth activities, and ac-
countability are just a few of the very 
important elements of this challenging 
issue. 

The rate of juvenile crime, particu-
larly violent crime, is of growing con-
cern throughout the country. This 
amendment, a bipartisan amendment, 
introduced by my colleague and friend, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, ac-
knowledges that prevention is the key 
to preventing juvenile crime for most 
of our youth. 

This amendment streamlines current 
law. It reduces burdensome State re-
quirements, and it provides States and 
local providers with greater flexibility 
in addressing juvenile crime. The 
amendment acknowledges that most 
successful solutions to juvenile crime 

are developed at the State and local 
level of government by those individ-
uals who understand the very charac-
teristics of youth in that area. 

I know in my district, particularly in 
Kalamazoo, Michigan, a coalition of 
local law enforcement officials are 
working together to beef up enforce-
ment of the State’s curfew laws, to 
identify peak juvenile crime hours, and 
fight truancy from school. 

By working with existing groups 
such as the Kalamazoo public schools, 
the Ys, the boys and girls clubs, these 
groups hope to establish meaningful 
programming that in fact provide con-
structive alternatives to street activ-
ity. 

I know that the YMCA Lincoln Pro-
gram Center in Kalamazoo in the 
North Side gives hundreds of kids, and 
I have visited there, ranging from ages 
6 to 16 a safe and positive alternative 
to life on the streets. More than just a 
drop-in center, this program instills 
the values of care, honesty, respect, 
and responsibility into virtually every 
single activity. 

The prevention components of this 
amendment would go a long way to-
wards supporting similar delinquency 
programs and activities across the 
country. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, in the long 
run, our work today will have far- 
reaching effects on the quality of life 
for our neighborhoods and their chil-
dren for years to come. I am looking 
forward to continuing to be involved 
and motivated in this effort. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY), a hard-working 
and knowledgeable member of the com-
mittee. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time, and I thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD) 
and the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) for introducing the Goodling 
amendment and bringing it here today, 
which is a true bipartisan effort. 

No matter where Members stand on 
guns, no matter where they stand on 
the First Amendment, they must, they 
must stand for activities that prevent 
youth from committing crimes. If 
Members do, they will vote for the 
Goodling amendment. 

The Goodling amendment provides 
funds for the States to enact a com-
prehensive system of juvenile delin-
quency prevention. These funds can be 
used for a variety of prevention activi-
ties, such as after school programs, 
counseling services, anti-gun activity, 
mentoring, and tutoring. All of these 
programs are needed and wanted by our 
youth. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the biggest 
problems we have in this country is 
that we have too little time for our 
youth. We are not taking care of them, 
and we are not listening to them. If a 

child is lucky enough to have two par-
ents, probably both of those parents 
are in the work force. They not only 
work an 8-hour day, they probably 
commute at least 2 hours beyond that 
every single day, which results in not 
nearly enough time for our children 
and our families. 

When youth are ignored, Mr. Chair-
man, that neglect turns into frustra-
tion, which turns into anger, which of-
tentimes results in violence. This bi-
partisan amendment expands our com-
munity’s resources to correct this 
problem, to work with our youth, to 
provide needed programs and support 
for them. It helps juveniles before they 
get into trouble. It uses Federal funds 
to prevent juvenile crime, rather than 
spending money to punish juvenile of-
fenders. 

The Goodling amendment invests in 
our children, and that is the soundest 
investment this country can make. 
Stand for our children and vote for this 
bipartisan amendment. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO). (Mr. 
TANCREDO asked and was given permis-
sion to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment. I 
want to also say that, although there 
have been times when I have disagreed 
with my colleague, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD), his 
commitment to address the problems 
of youth, the youth in our country, is 
extremely commendable. I just want to 
tell him that I sincerely appreciate his 
efforts on this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to specifically 
support that provision of the amend-
ment which deals with giving the abil-
ity to schools to use funds for the es-
tablishment of safe school hotlines. 

It was shortly after the incident in 
Colorado, after a brief discussion with 
a colleague of mine, the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON) was telling 
me about the safe school hotline pro-
gram that was operating in Georgia. He 
was telling me of the success of the 
program. I endeavored to replicate it in 
Colorado, and was able to do so with 
the help and participation of a number 
of organizations, including the State 
Department of Education and the CBI 
and AT&T. 

I want to speak about the specific 
issue that I know to be a very positive 
step in prevention. This is one thing 
that in fact does give us some ability 
to control the environment. It gives 
children the ability to control their 
own environment and to go back into 
schools. They are so afraid, and I get 
many, many calls from parents who 
talk about the fact that their kids were 
afraid to go back into schools after this 
event. This gives children and parents 
some degree of control over that envi-
ronment. For that, I say it is the best 
possible thing that we can do. 
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I heard many references to Colorado 

and to specifically Columbine during 
the debate on this bill. I must say that 
although I sincerely hope and pray 
that anything we do in this bill would 
work to prevent a replication of that 
incident, that it is also my sincere be-
lief that, frankly, what these two gen-
tlemen were talking about in Colorado, 
it was not necessarily more counseling 
they needed, as they had plenty of 
that, it was an exorcist. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say that I 
sincerely support the amendment. 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, I enthusiastically rise 
to support this legislation, and I thank 
the gentleman, I thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOODLING), the 
gentleman from Missouri (Mr. CLAY), 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GREENWOOD), the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT), for the very fine 
work that has been done. 

If this has been said already, let me 
just simply repeat it: Prevention, pre-
vention, prevention. That is really 
what we should be discussing today and 
over the period of time. That is what 
this unfortunate crisis of school vio-
lence and troubled children should 
have gotten us to do, and that is to em-
phasize the need for doing something 
on behalf of our children. 

I am delighted to have joined my col-
league, the gentleman from New Jer-
sey, as a member of the Committee on 
the Judiciary to add the language that 
talks about mental health resources 
and risk assessment for our children, 
so that we are not always looking to 
lock them up, but we are intervening 
and trying to provide school coun-
selors, social workers, guidance coun-
selors, school nurses, to ensure that 
troubled children have somewhere to 
go; that someone is listening. When I 
visit my schools, that is what they em-
phasize, can someone simply listen to 
us? 

The urban scouting program in many 
of our cities, as I am a member of the 
Boy Scout Board in our community, 
they go into inner cities and develop 
scouting programs there as well, 
youngsters going into scouting as op-
posed to going into gangs. The Fifth 
Ward in Richmond program that takes 
inner city boys, it takes them and tells 
them there is more to do in life, they 
can be what they want to be. The PAL 
program, boys and girls clubs, these 
are the emphasis we should have. We 
should be fighting against gun vio-
lence, but attempt giving our children 
something to do. 

In my own school and community, in 
my own county, these particularly core 
values are going to be very important, 
and removing juveniles from jails with 

adults, because when you put them 
there, they become murderers, rapists, 
other things we want our children not 
to be. 

Lastly, let me say that we have a ter-
rible problem in this country. That is 
the overrepresentation of minorities in 
the juvenile justice system. It happens 
every day in Harris County, Texas, 
that the largest numbers of those going 
through the juvenile system and being 
incarcerated are from the minority 
community. 

It is a shame that our juvenile judges 
in that community only have that to 
do. With this legislation, we will be 
able to give them alternatives, pre-
ventative programs, programs that 
give children an opportunity. That is 
all parents are asking, hard-working 
parents that work every day that are 
really trying to monitor their chil-
dren’s behavior, but they have respon-
sibilities that sometimes overwhelm 
them. 

b 1515 

We in the community do not have to 
take over the parenting but we can cer-
tainly emphasize the preventive meas-
ures that so many great organizations 
are doing in our community, and they 
simply need the incentive in the juve-
nile justice system and in the edu-
cational system to be able to offer al-
ternatives. 

I am hoping that Harris County juve-
nile justice system and the judges in 
particular in my community will stop 
locking up our juveniles, stop locking 
up minorities in an over-percentage as 
they do, and take advantage of the leg-
islation that has been so wonderfully 
drafted and provide prevention, preven-
tion, prevention. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. DEMint), a mem-
ber of the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for this opportunity to 
rise and speak in favor of keeping the 
youth of America safe and secure and 
out of the juvenile justice system. I 
know the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Chairman GOODLING) and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GREENWOOD), the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT), many Republicans 
and Democrats have worked many long 
hours for many years to put this good 
legislation together. 

The Goodling amendment contains 
important core principles, such as 
maintaining the separation of juveniles 
and adult criminals when they are held 
at the same facility. But the most es-
sential thing of this amendment ad-
dresses how to keep youth out of the 
juvenile justice system. 

How does this amendment do this? 
We enable schools and community or-
ganizations to identify the needs of at- 
risk youth and to give these organiza-

tions the resources they need to craft 
solutions which best address these spe-
cific needs. 

This requires communities to work 
together on behalf of their children. 
Parents, teachers, schools, community 
leaders, businesses can band together 
to address the unique challenges pre-
sented to their teams. We should not 
live in a society in which schools are 
separated from the communities 
around them. The most important pre-
vention programs, whether in schools, 
community centers or other locations, 
should take into consideration the 
needs of the youth in the communities. 

We already know the best deterrent 
to youth violence: family involvement. 
The National Longitudinal Study on 
Adolescent Health has some amazing 
but predictable findings. One of the 
most stabilizing factors in a youth’s 
development is strong family involve-
ment. It keeps them from getting into 
troublesome activities such as drugs, 
alcohol, sex or violent behavior. 

Some of the programs that commu-
nities can put into place as a result of 
the Goodling amendment encourages 
family involvement and provides a 
positive role model as well as positive 
activities for youth in our Nation. I 
support and trust parents, school offi-
cials, and local community leaders to 
craft strong juvenile delinquency pre-
vention programs and, as I stated ear-
lier, the primary goal of this amend-
ment is to keep teens out of the juve-
nile justice system. 

Again, I support the adoption of the 
Goodling amendment, which returns 
dollars and decisions to communities. 

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

Mr. Chairman, let me say at this 
time we have before us an excellent bi-
partisan bill, and our special gratitude 
should go out to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD) and to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT). Both of them have brought not 
only their expertise to this bill but 
their deep concern. 

That is extremely important, and I 
deeply appreciate it myself. I know 
this House appreciates it. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD), another mem-
ber of the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, my 
thanks go to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD) and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) and 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL-
DEE) and the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING) for offering this 
amendment, which is much like a past 
bill we have debated many times. I am 
delighted we are going to have the op-
portunity to vote on it today. 

The fact is much of what we really 
have been hearing in the last couple of 
days, in my opinion, is a lot of political 
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posturing. Many of the bills being of-
fered are offered in order to secure po-
litical points, not to really deal with 
the problem of juvenile violence and vi-
olence in our schools. 

Well, this amendment actually does. 
This amendment actually deals with 
some of the problems and the causes of 
youth violence and offers, I think, 
some real help toward solutions of 
these problems. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment at-
tempts to encourage prevention activi-
ties. I think we all recognize that pre-
vention programs can be very helpful 
with juvenile crime. I do not, for exam-
ple, for one moment, believe that pre-
vention programs are the solution 
within themselves. That is not the 
whole answer. We do need very strong 
disciplinary actions and we have done 
so in other parts of this bill, but pre-
vention programs are a part of the mix, 
a vital part of the mix, especially if we 
allow our States and cities and local-
ities the time and space in their life to 
implement those most successful solu-
tions that occur at home. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe we do just 
that with the Goodling amendment, 
and I want to urge all of our Members 
to support this. 

I would like to remind our Members 
that on July 15, 1997, most of my col-
leagues voted for H.R. 1818. That was 
legislation that is very, very similar to 
this amendment today, and those that 
have been around for awhile, I will re-
mind them that the vote was 413 to 14. 
So they have every good reason to con-
tinue their good work from 1997 and 
vote for this amendment today. 

I urge all of our Members to support 
the Goodling amendment, and again I 
thank my friends on both sides over 
here for making this opportunity pos-
sible. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, we have spent much of 
yesterday and today trying rather des-
perately to devise a wide range of re-
sponses to the school shootings. Some 
of those we have supported; some of 
those we have rejected. One other com-
ponent of the amendment that is before 
us, that I would like to mention, is the 
effort of the committee to actually try 
to understand precisely what happened 
in each of these terrible school shoot-
ing tragedies. 

This language before us contains 
funding, a nominal amount of funding, 
to get to the National Academy of 
Sciences, which will put together a 
group of the country’s greatest experts 
on child development and on the im-
pact of media on the development of 
children; other specialities in the so-
cial services. They will travel to each 
of the towns where these terrible 
school shootings have taken place, and 
they will interview, where possible, the 
shooters. 

They will interview their siblings, 
their parents, their teachers, their 
friends, their neighbors. They will pay 
particular attention to trying to un-
derstand the perpetrators’ early devel-
opment, the relationships with their 
families, community and school experi-
ence; the relationship between the per-
petrators and their victims; how the 
perpetrators gained access to firearms; 
the impact of cultural influences and 
exposure to the media, video games and 
the Internet; and other issues that the 
panel deems important. 

What we hope, Mr. Chairman, is that 
at the conclusion of that study we will 
have a report that will be useful not 
only to our committee and to the Con-
gress but to every community and 
school in the country, as every commu-
nity tries to grapple with those issues 
that trouble our youth and to make 
sure that our children are safe and well 
nurtured. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCKEON). 

Mr. MCKEON. Mr. Chairman, for the 
last 2 days we have heard from many of 
our colleagues talking about what 
Washington can do to combat crime on 
our streets. The amendment that I rise 
in support of goes a long way to achiev-
ing this very goal. However, it accom-
plishes it in a way that combats the 
crime but leaves Washington out of the 
combat. 

I support this amendment because in-
stead of a Washington-knows-best ap-
proach, States and local leadership are 
given the resources they need to design 
solutions best suited to combat vio-
lence in their streets. 

It accomplishes this by streamlining 
current law, reducing burdensome 
State regulations and providing States 
and local communities greater flexi-
bility in addressing juvenile crime. 

The Goodling amendment begins 
with a basic acknowledgment that pre-
vention is the key to stopping juvenile 
crime for most youth. It also puts 
teeth into this statement by combining 
current discretionary programs into a 
prevention block grant to States and 
local authorities allowing them broad 
discretion in how they use these funds. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
based on a bipartisan bill, H.R. 1150, 
that I am a proud cosponsor of. This 
legislation and now this amendment 
will provide States and local govern-
ments the ability to be flexible in their 
approach while still maintaining a 
strong preventive record against juve-
nile crime. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment, and I thank the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Chair-
man GOODLING) and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD) 
for their leadership and for bringing 
this amendment to the floor. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. WATT), in yet an-

other demonstration of the bipartisan 
nature of this work. 

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD) for 
yielding the time, and I apologize for 
being late to get into the debate. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment I am 
sure is going to pass almost unani-
mously, and I intend to vote for it. I 
think it is a good idea, but I did want 
to point out that this approach is just 
absolutely inconsistent with what we 
did yesterday under the McCollum 
amendment, when we federalized juve-
nile crime on the punishment side, and 
I rose on the floor yesterday to say, 
look, these are issues that are better 
dealt with at the local level. 

We should not be federalizing juve-
nile justice. We ought to be localizing 
juvenile justice. It is ironic that a 
number of the same people who will be 
voting for this amendment, which is a 
good amendment, and recognizing the 
fact that juvenile justice and preven-
tion is best done at the local level, 
many of those same people were the 
folks who voted for the McCollum 
amendment yesterday, which essen-
tially substantially federalized juvenile 
justice on the penalty side. 

I think that amendment was short-
sighted and counterproductive and I 
think this amendment is a good 
amendment and is worthy of support. I 
just wish that more of my colleagues 
had had this same kind of States’ 
rights spirit and local initiative spirit 
yesterday when we were debating the 
McCollum amendment, which should 
have failed and should have failed by 
the same margin that this amendment 
deserves to pass by. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, let me add one word of 
personal thanks. Members on both 
sides of the aisle have congratulated 
our staff on both sides of the aisle on 
the committee and personal staff, and I 
would like to take that opportunity as 
well. Judy Borger, my legislative direc-
tor, has worked day and night on this 
issue for many months, not only this 
year but last year. 

So often the American public has 
negative thoughts about what happens 
here in Washington, and I only wish 
they had a fuller understanding of the 
gargantuan and Herculean efforts that 
our staff make when they devote their 
long evenings, well past midnight and 
often their weekends, and Judy Borger 
on my staff has been as instrumental 
as anyone in the process of perfecting 
this legislation, and I want to person-
ally thank her. 

Mr. Chairman, not only have we pro-
vided a bipartisan product but we have 
done it in less than the time allotted to 
the debate. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD-
LING). 

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

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, further proceedings on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GOOD-
LING) will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 37 printed in part A of House 
Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 37 OFFERED BY MR. ROEMER 
Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 37 offered by Mr. 

ROEMER: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 

SEC. 3. AMENDMENTS TO JUVENILE JUSTICE 
AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
ACT OF 1974. 

Section 223(a)(10) of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5633(a)(10)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (N) by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end, 

(2) in subparagraph (O) by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’, and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(P) programs that provide for improved 

security at schools and on school grounds, 
including the placement and use of metal de-
tectors and other deterrent measures.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. ROEMER), and a Member op-
posed each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER). 
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Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, first of all, I want to 
thank our leaders, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) and 
also acknowledge the very important 
work of the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. GOODLING) and the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREEN-
WOOD). 

I want to thank the Committee on 
Rules for allowing this amendment to 
be considered on the House floor. I 
want to thank the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ROTHMAN), my cosponsor, 
who is continually and constantly con-
cerned about school safety and chil-
dren’s issues. I want to thank him for 
his help and his dedication in helping 
put together this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very easy 
amendment. I am going to ask, hope-
fully, that both sides accept it. The 

language in this amendment simply 
states that, under the bill’s juvenile de-
linquency prevention block grants, 
that they permit as an allowable use 
certain school security improvement 
projects, including the placement and 
use of metal detectors. 

I say this for three or four reasons, 
Mr. Chairman. First of all, I think all 
of us agree that the local community 
and the local school is the best place to 
decide how to use, in hopefully preven-
tive, in proactive ways, these monies. 
That is what this amendment says. Let 
us give the flexibility to the local 
school to decide if the placement and 
use of metal detectors is helpful and 
appropriate. 

Secondly, metal detectors have been 
an effective deterrent in schools. They 
have worked for the most part effec-
tively in airports. A lot of schools want 
to use them. Let us have that be an al-
lowable expense. 

Thirdly, we have seen from Littleton 
to Jonesboro, Springfield, Paducah, 
Pearl, and Conyers, Georgia, that 
many parents are saying in national 
polls and in our town meetings they do 
not feel like our schools are safe 
enough. This amendment helps provide 
some of that safety and maintains the 
local use, the local flexibility to deter-
mine that. 

Lastly, although this is not sci-
entific, I recently received a letter 
from 30 of my students back home in 
South Bend, Indiana. Every single one 
of those students advocated that we 
have the option to use metal detectors. 
So I would hope that, in a bipartisan 
way, with bipartisan spirit, that this 
body would accept the Roemer-Roth-
man amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield the remaining 
time to the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. ROTHMAN), the cosponsor of 
the amendment. 

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
ROEMER) for yielding me this time. It 
has been a great privilege and pleasure 
to have worked with the gentleman 
from Indiana on this amendment. He 
has been a leader on so many issues of 
concern to parents and schoolchildren, 
and his expertise and his dedication to 
the area of education is unparalleled in 
this House, and it has been an honor to 
work with him. I thank the gentleman 
from Indiana for allowing me to join 
with him as a cosponsor of this amend-
ment. I thank the Committee on Rules 
for allowing our amendments to be 
joined together. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
Roemer-Rothman amendment. It is 
very straightforward. This amendment 
would allow a State or a local govern-
ment to use this Federal grant money 
to purchase or lease metal detectors 
for their public elementary or sec-
ondary schools if they so choose. 

It is a terrible reality today that our 
schools are not as safe as they once 

were. Many children are afraid to go to 
school because they are afraid they are 
going to be shot. Tragically, these 
fears are not unfounded. The school 
shootings in Conyers, Littleton, 
Jonesboro, Springfield, Paducah, and 
Pearl have taught us that children are 
bringing guns to school. Worse, they 
are using them to shoot and kill other 
children. 

The schools in America are trying 
their best to deal with this problem in 
a variety of ways, but I believe that 
the only way to ensure that guns are 
kept out of schools is to install metal 
detectors. 

But as the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. ROEMER) said, not every school 
will wish to exercise this option, and 
that is their right and their judgment 
as a local school district making this 
kind of local decision. But other school 
districts may feel that metal detectors 
are the way to go and are necessary for 
their districts. 

One thing we have learned is that 
metal detectors work. They have 
worked in the airports for the last 25 
years. When the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, in response to a horrific 
wave of terrorism that terrorized our 
Nation, decided to install metal detec-
tors in our airports, they have worked. 
The amount of guns and terrorism 
brought on our airplanes has declined 
dramatically. We can and should have 
the same result for our schools and 
schoolchildren. 

Did they eliminate terrorism? No. 
Did they address the root causes of air-
plane hijackings? No. And so metal de-
tectors in schools will not on their own 
address all the problems of gun vio-
lence or eliminate the root causes of 
juvenile crime. They will not even 
force parents or compel parents to 
spend more time with their children or 
to take more of an interest in their 
children’s lives, or even to find ways to 
keep guns out of the hands of their 
children in the first place. But what 
metal detectors will do is keep guns 
out of our schools. 

We have, as a body, and as a Demo-
cratic Party, tried to address the whole 
host of reasons for gun violence and ju-
venile crime. But this amendment 
deals with keeping guns out of schools. 

I will just tell my colleagues a little 
bit about Elizabeth, New Jersey, my 
State, where 4 years ago they decided 
to install metal detectors in the middle 
schools and the high school. There has 
not been one single gun brought into 
those schools since metal detectors 
were installed. 

Why has every school in America 
that has wished to install metal detec-
tors not done so? Because it is expen-
sive. Walk-through metal detectors can 
cost up to $8,000 apiece. Hand-held 
metal detectors can cost several hun-
dred dollars. 

Now, as the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. ROEMER) says, this is not a Fed-
eral mandate. It is an option for local 
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school districts to make the choice 
whether to use this Federal grant 
money for metal detectors or some 
other safety devices in their own judg-
ment for their own school need. 

Some schools will not apply for 
metal detectors, but those who will 
should know that they will then have 
the ability to get some of this Federal 
grant money for metal detectors which 
will be effective in keeping guns out of 
their schools. 

Metal detectors are one effective way 
to make our schools safer, and local 
school districts should have this 
choice. I urge the adoption of this 
amendment. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to claim the 
time otherwise reserved for a Member 
in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
GREENWOOD) is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself 1 minute. 
Mr. Chairman, I simply rise to sup-

port the amendment of the two gentle-
men. It is consistent with the flexible 
provisions and with the other provi-
sions that encourage cooperation be-
tween communities and schools. We 
support it heartily and look forward to 
its passage. 

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

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

Mr. Chairman, I just would conclude 
by thanking again the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD) for his 
helpful suggestions during the course 
of the last couple of weeks when our 
bill made its way to the floor. I again 
thank the Committee on Rules and the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. ROTH-
MAN) for his hard work on this issue. 

I encourage the body to show their 
bipartisan support for this amendment. 
It is not going to be a panacea for 
school violence everywhere. Our fami-
lies are going to do that. Parental in-
volvement in schools are going to help 
with that. Some preventive school safe-
ty measures in this bill might help. 
Some measures forward on video vio-
lence might help. But this is a step in 
the right direction. I would appeal to 
both sides to support this amendment. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 38 printed in 
part A of House Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 38 OFFERED BY MRS. WILSON 
Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A amendment No. 38 offered by Mrs. 
WILSON: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 
SEC. 3. AMENDMENTS TO JUVENILE JUSTICE 

AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
ACT OF 1974. 

Section 223(a)(10) of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5633(a)(10)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (N) by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end, 

(2) in subparagraph (O) by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’, and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(P)(i) one-on-one mentoring programs 

that are designed to link at-risk juveniles 
and juvenile offenders, particularly juveniles 
residing in high-crime areas and juveniles 
experiencing educational failure, with re-
sponsible adults (such as law enforcement of-
ficers, adults working with local businesses, 
and adults working with community-based 
organizations and agencies) who are properly 
screened and trained; or 

‘‘(ii) programs to promote or develop part-
nerships with established mentoring pro-
grams, including programs operated by non-
profit, faith-based, business, or community 
organizations to provide positive adult role 
models and meaningful activities for juve-
niles offenders, including violent juvenile of-
fenders.’’. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentlewoman from 
New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New Mexico (Mrs. WIL-
SON). 

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

Mr. Chairman, I have listened to the 
debate over the last 2 days, and we 
have read the underlying bills and the 
amendments. They do a lot of the 
things that government does well. We 
have enhanced sanctions and built pris-
ons. We have authorized States to use 
this $1.5 billion in block grant money 
to hire judges, more probation and pa-
role officers and prosecutors, and buy 
metal detectors and buy computers and 
computer systems and all of the things 
that government is pretty good at. 

But for all the talk about litigation 
and gun control, there is one very sim-
ple thing that I think we overlooked; 
and that is the essence of this amend-
ment. 

The amendment that I am proposing 
authorizes States and local commu-
nities to use monies for mentorship in 
partnership with organizations that 
have established programs for 
mentorship, whether they be non-
profits or business organizations or 
faith-based communities, to reach out 
to kids who are in trouble with the 
law. 

It is not a very glamorous thing, 
mentorship. It takes a lot of time and 
a lot of commitment. But it is really 
the only thing that helps a child turn 
their life around. 

I used to be the cabinet secretary of 
the State of New Mexico responsible 
for the juvenile justice system. I want 
to share with my colleagues some 
things about the kids that I met there. 

Most juvenile delinquents have lives 
that are outside of our experience. I 
know a boy who was 14 years old. We 
used to have a program, and we still do 
in New Mexico, where kids who are 
about to be paroled go to dinner with a 
business person from the community 
just before they get paroled. They usu-
ally go to a steak house or someplace 
nice for dinner, and the business person 
buys their dinner, and dinner usually 
for a boy. Ninety percent of our juve-
nile delinquents are boys. 

A friend of mine went to this dinner 
and was with a 14-year-old boy from 
eastern New Mexico. He watched him 
struggle with a steak. Most of our kids 
have never had steak before, and he 
had not. But the thing he was strug-
gling with was how to use a knife and 
a fork. 

I was at the New Mexico Boys School 
in Springer in one of my many visits 
there and was being toured around by 
one of the boys, as I often did. He was 
a member of a gang, and I asked him 
about it at the end. He had a 2-year-old 
son. 

I said, ‘‘When you leave here, are you 
going back to the gang?’’ He said, yes, 
he was. He explained that his father 
had been in the gang, and he was in the 
gang, and it was part of his life. I said, 
‘‘What about your son?’’ He said, ‘‘No, 
it has to stop somewhere.’’ 

But the father is the role model for 
the son. Seventy percent of the kids 
who are incarcerated in this country 
have little or no contact with their fa-
thers. We would all hope that the par-
ent is the positive role model that they 
need, that one caring adult in their 
lives. But so many of these kids do not 
have that, and it is up to us to find 
those positive adult role models who 
can teach a child how to use a knife 
and a fork, how to become a good man, 
even if maybe they were not such a 
good boy. 

That is what this amendment is 
about, Mr. Chairman, is authorizing 
those kind of programs that bond a 
community with young people so that 
they do not throw their lives away and 
send all of us the bill. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I support 
the amendment, and I ask unanimous 
consent to claim the time in opposition 
to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle-

woman from New Mexico (Mrs. WILSON) 
for this excellent amendment. Because 
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of her extensive background in juvenile 
justice, she knows what works and 
what does not work. We know that edu-
cation works. Giving young people con-
structive things to do with their time 
also works, but also the adult inter-
action that is embodied in this amend-
ment. 

b 1545 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
perfectly consistent with the amend-
ment that we just adopted and could 
probably be funded under one of those 
provisions. But I think it is important 
to highlight the successes and what the 
studies have shown about these par-
ticular kinds of programs, and for that 
reason I want to thank the gentle-
woman from New Mexico for this excel-
lent amendment and urge the Members 
of Congress and Members of the House 
to approve it. 

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

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and conclude by saying that I believe 
we will turn the corner on juvenile 
crime in this country when organiza-
tions like Methodist Youth, or the Bap-
tist Choir, or the Boy Scouts of Amer-
ica start growing exponentially in the 
neighborhoods where my colleagues 
and I are afraid to go at night. We will 
turn this country around one kid at a 
time, and that is what this amendment 
offers. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New Mexico (Mrs. WIL-
SON). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 36 OFFERED BY MR. GOODLING 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, proceedings will now 
resume on the Goodling amendment, 
No. 36, on which further proceedings 
were postponed. 

The pending business is the demand 
for a recorded vote on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GOODLING) on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed and 
on which the ayes prevailed by voice 
vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has 
been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 424, noes 2, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 226] 

AYES—424 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 

Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 

Armey 
Bachus 
Baird 

Baker 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 

Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kennedy 

Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, George 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Owens 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 

Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salmon 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 

Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 

Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—2 

Bereuter Paul 

NOT VOTING—8 

Brown (CA) 
Carson 
Evans 

Houghton 
Miller, Gary 
Shays 

Thomas 
Waxman 

b 1609 

Messrs. JACKSON of Illinois, UDALL 
of New Mexico, and GUTIERREZ 
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall 

No. 226, the Goodling amendment, I inadvert-
ently pushed the ‘‘no’’ button on the voting 
box; it was my intention to vote ‘‘aye’’ and I 
want the RECORD to reflect my intent. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider Amendment No. 39 printed in 
Part A of House Report 106–186. 

AMENDMENT NO. 39 OFFERED BY MR. NORWOOD 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Part A Amendment No. 39 offered by Mr. 
NORWOOD: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 
SEC. ll. AMENDMENTS TO THE INDIVIDUALS 

WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION 
ACT. 

(a) PLACEMENT IN ALTERNATIVE EDU-
CATIONAL SETTING.—Section 615(k) of the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 1415(k)) is amended— 
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(1) by redesignating paragraph (10) as para-

graph (11); and 
(2) by inserting after paragraph (9) the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(10) DISCIPLINE WITH REGARD TO WEAP-

ONS.— 
‘‘(A) AUTHORITY OF SCHOOL PERSONNEL.— 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Act, school personnel may discipline (includ-
ing expel or suspend) a child with a dis-
ability who carries or possesses a weapon to 
or at a school, on school premises, or to or at 
a school function, under the jurisdiction of a 
State or a local educational agency, in the 
same manner in which such personnel may 
discipline a child without a disability. Such 
personnel may modify the disciplinary ac-
tion on a case-by-case basis. 

‘‘(B) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
subparagraph (A) shall be construed to pre-
vent a child with a disability who is dis-
ciplined pursuant to the authority provided 
under subparagraph (A) from asserting a de-
fense that the carrying or possession of the 
weapon was unintentional or innocent. 

‘‘(C) FREE APPROPRIATE PUBLIC EDU-
CATION.— 

‘‘(i) CEASING TO PROVIDE EDUCATION.—Not-
withstanding section 612(a)(1)(A), a child ex-
pelled or suspended under subparagraph (A) 
shall not be entitled to continue educational 
services, including a free appropriate public 
education, under this title, during the term 
of such expulsion or suspension, if the State 
in which the local educational agency re-
sponsible for providing educational services 
to such child does not require a child with-
out a disability to receive educational serv-
ices after being expelled or suspended. 

‘‘(ii) PROVIDING EDUCATION.—Notwith-
standing clause (i), the local educational 
agency responsible for providing educational 
services to a child with a disability who is 
expelled or suspended under subparagraph 
(A) may choose to continue to provide edu-
cational services to such child. If the local 
educational agency so chooses to continue to 
provide the services— 

‘‘(I) nothing in this title shall require the 
local educational agency to provide such 
child with a free appropriate public edu-
cation, or any particular level of service; and 

‘‘(II) the location where the local edu-
cational agency provides the services shall 
be left to the discretion of the local edu-
cational agency. 

‘‘(D) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER REQUIRE-
MENTS.— 

‘‘(i) PLAN REQUIREMENTS.—No agency shall 
be considered to be in violation of section 612 
or 613 because the agency has provided dis-
cipline, services, or assistance in accordance 
with this paragraph. 

‘‘(ii) PROCEDURE.—Actions taken pursuant 
to this paragraph shall not be subject to the 
provisions of this section, other than this 
paragraph.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section 
615(f)(1) of the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1415(f)(1)) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘Whenever’’ and inserting the 
following: ‘‘Except as provided in section 
615(k)(10), whenever’’. 

(2) Section 615(k)(1)(A)(ii) of the Individ-
uals with Disabilities Education Act (20 
U.S.C. 1415(k)(1)(A)(ii)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘but for not more than 45 days if—’’ and 
all that follows through ‘‘(II) the child know-
ingly possesses or uses illegal drugs’’ and in-
serting ‘‘but for not more than 45 days if the 
child knowingly possesses or uses illegal 
drugs’’. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from 

Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD) and a Member 
opposed each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD). 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, to the 
chagrin of some of my colleagues, I 
yield myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I say that because I 
have had so much help in support of 
this amendment from the gentleman 
from Missouri (Mr. TALENT) the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARR) the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. PETRI) 
the gentleman from Montana (Mr. 
HILL) the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
SHADEGG) the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. NUSSLE) the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON) and the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. BRYANT) 
and the list goes on. I thank them 
greatly for their support and help in 
bringing this to the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to begin 
the debate on a very important reform 
that will help ensure safety in our 
school classrooms. When I talk to 
teachers and principals and super-
intendents at home, and I talk to them 
a lot, just like many of my colleagues 
do, I find that school safety is one of 
the greatest topics of concern. They 
are very, very concerned for the safety 
of themselves and the students, and 
they are very specific with me about 
one of the ways we can help them im-
prove school safety at home. 

Schools must be allowed to have a 
consistent policy for disciplining chil-
dren who bring weapons to school. As it 
stands now, Federal law requires 
schools to have two different discipline 
policies for those who do bring a weap-
on into the classroom, one policy for 
disabled students and another policy 
for non-disabled students. 

Current Federal law requires the stu-
dent who brings a gun to school be sus-
pended from school for a year. We 
rightly and should have a zero-toler-
ance policy for guns at school. How-
ever, for disabled children, that rule 
simply does not apply. Schools are not 
allowed to have the same discipline 
rule for disabled students. 

A disabled student receives pref-
erential treatment when it comes to 
being punished for bringing weapons to 
school. For all practical purposes, a 
disabled student would be suspended 
for no longer than 55 days and even 
then must be provided educational 
services. 

My amendment begins the change. It 
allows schools to have a consistent dis-
cipline policy for students who bring 
weapons into the classroom. It allows 
students with disabilities who bring a 
weapon to school to be disciplined 
under the same policy as a non-dis-
abled student in the exact same situa-
tion. It ends the two-tiered discipline 
policy that is in current law. It sends a 
message that weapons at school will 
not be tolerated. 

Additionally, this amendment clari-
fies that school personnel may modify 
any disciplinary action on a case-by- 
case basis. 
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Let me repeat that. This amendment 
clarifies that school personnel may 
modify any disciplinary action on a 
case-by-case basis. I doubt that there 
can be a more important job in Amer-
ica today than teaching our children. 
This is especially true for special edu-
cation teachers. Education for those 
with disabilities allow all of our chil-
dren to have the opportunity to learn 
and succeed. We are for that. We all are 
for that. But at the same time, Mr. 
Chairman, we need to make sure that 
our teachers and students are pro-
tected. We need to be sure they are safe 
in schools. We need to ensure that our 
children, disabled and nondisabled 
alike, have a safe learning environ-
ment in their school. Learning itself 
will soon become a casualty if we do 
not do this. Make no mistake, a vote 
for the Norwood-Talent amendment is 
a vote for school safety. A vote against 
the Norwood-Talent amendment is a 
vote against school safety. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I rise to 
claim the time in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) is recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to this amendment. This amend-
ment guts an historic bipartisan legis-
lative act which was signed into law 
just 2 years ago. When this very issue 
was considered after months of delib-
eration, it was rejected by a majority 
of witnesses at legislative hearings and 
rejected by Congress. The current pol-
icy of providing educational services to 
suspended and expelled disabled stu-
dents prevailed as part of that historic 
bicameral, bipartisan legislation when 
we reauthorized the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act, known as 
IDEA. And so under current law, a 
child with a disability who is sus-
pended or expelled from the regular 
classroom for any reason is still enti-
tled to continued educational services. 
Now, those services may be provided at 
home, in an alternative school or even 
in prison. But, Mr. Chairman, I know of 
no public policy benefit which can be 
achieved by sending these children into 
the street without any educational 
services even if they are being involved 
with weapons. 

I would point out in this amendment, 
the definition of ‘‘weapon’’ is so vague 
and unworkable and overbroad that it 
would include a baseball bat, bringing 
a baseball bat to school. But that being 
aside, in fact, I see no public benefit of 
depriving any child of an education, 
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whether they have a disability or not. 
It is difficult for any student who is ex-
pelled to ever catch up and graduate 
from school. We learned during hear-
ings on youth crime that the link be-
tween crime and dropping out of school 
is very strong. For example, studies re-
port that 82 percent of State and local 
prisoners are high school dropouts. For 
children with disability, the correla-
tion is even stronger. Research shows 
that children with disabilities who are 
put out of school without educational 
services are much less likely than 
other children to ever catch up, much 
less likely to graduate from high 
school, less likely to be employed, and 
substantially more likely to be in-
volved in crime. 

Some support cessation of services 
because they think it has a deterrent 
effect. But those who put any thought 
into that issue know that threatening 
a child with a 1-year vacation from 
school will not serve as a deterrent 
from misconduct. In fact we have heard 
from several law enforcement organiza-
tions who oppose the policy embodied 
in this amendment because they recog-
nize that it will not make our commu-
nities safer. 

For example, a national coalition of 
police chiefs, prosecutors and crime 
victims wrote us a letter which said, in 
part, ‘‘giving a gun-toting kid an ex-
tended vacation from school and from 
all responsibility is soft on offenders 
and dangerous for everyone else. Please 
don’t give those kids who need adult 
supervision the unsupervised time to 
rob, become addicted to drugs and get 
their hands on other guns to threaten 
students when the school bell rings.’’ 

Mr. Chairman, some have suggested 
that students with disabilities who are 
disciplined for involvement in weapons 
should be treated just like other stu-
dents involved in weapons. In fact, 
they can be treated like anybody else 
with weapons. They can be removed 
from the classroom. But you must con-
tinue their education. The IDEA pro-
gram is premised on the recognition 
that children with disabilities need 
more support than other students in 
order to maintain an education. There 
is nothing to suggest that less support 
is needed when they have disciplinary 
problems, even if there are serious dis-
ciplinary problems. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no reason to 
make matters worse by passing the 
problem on to other agencies. An alter-
native education is certainly cheaper 
than jail or prison and the phenomenal 
success of some States in preventing 
serious discipline problems from devel-
oping in the first place suggests that 
there are much better approaches to 
school safety and discipline than expul-
sions without educational services. Yet 
despite these successes and over-
whelming evidence that interventions 
can reduce disciplinary problems, it is 
difficult to understand the rationale 

behind this amendment because it 
strips away some of the very provisions 
in IDEA that most experts would agree 
are the prudent things to do in order to 
prevent future disciplinary problems, 
provisions such as implementing an 
intervention plan in order to address 
the behavior that got the student in 
trouble in the first place. 

Even more disturbing about this 
amendment is the fact that it would 
cease educational services to students 
even when the behavior is directly re-
lated to the child’s disability. This 
amendment would prevent vital edu-
cational services to be taken away 
from profoundly disabled students who 
did not even know what they were 
doing was wrong. 

Now, over the course of several years 
in which we have extensively debated 
the discipline provisions in IDEA, no 
one has ever suggested taking away 
services from children with disabilities 
where the behavior was determined to 
be related to the child’s disability. In 
fact, the original Republican IDEA 
bills from the 104th and 105th Congress 
did not propose such an extreme provi-
sion. It has never been discussed in any 
of the hearings that we have had in 
IDEA. 

Mr. Chairman, for these reasons, I 
strongly urge my colleagues to reject 
this amendment. 

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

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. All of us up 
here know that anybody is an expert 
that agrees with you. There are experts 
on both sides of this issue. I want to 
just point out this business about the 
definition that they are complaining 
about, the definition of a weapon. 
Members really should have voted 
against that in 1997 if they did not like 
that definition. The current definition, 
they have already voted for at least 
once, in 1997, when that definition 
passed through the IDEA bill by 420–3. 
Now is a little late to be concerned 
about that. We have things in our bill 
that take care of that. 

Mr. Chairman, it is a great pleasure 
and also a great honor for me to yield 
4 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. TALENT), a good friend of 
mine who has worked very diligently 
on this. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. I want to say to the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), I know we 
have worked a long time on this issue. 
I am on the committee, too. It is a 
hard issue. I worked on that com-
promise we passed 2 years ago. We have 
had some events since that compromise 
passed 2 years ago. We have had some 
tragedies. 

When I talk to my teachers back 
home, my superintendents, my prin-
cipals, my experts, the ones on the 
ground who are doing the teaching, and 

I talked to a group of them a couple of 
weeks ago, I said, ‘‘What are you doing 
in response to these problems?’’ They 
said, ‘‘The same thing we have been 
doing. We network with the kids, we 
have security, we try and stop this vio-
lence before it occurs.’’ I said, ‘‘What 
do you need from the Federal Govern-
ment?’’ They did not mention a lot of 
the things that we have been working 
on the last 2 days and some of which I 
voted for. What they said is what they 
have been telling me year after year 
after year, ‘‘Look, give us the author-
ity to get violent kids out of the class-
room.’’ They do not have that author-
ity now where the child is considered 
to be disabled under the IDEA pro-
gram. 

That is what this amendment is de-
signed to do. It is not an extreme 
amendment. Seventy-four members of 
the Senate voted for a very similar 
amendment. That covered guns, this 
covers all weapons. That is the only 
difference between them. Now, the rea-
son we need to do this is first and fore-
most for the direct safety of the chil-
dren involved and not just the other 
kids in the classroom but the child who 
is threatening them with a weapon or 
has a weapon and could threaten them. 
They are in danger, too. We need to get 
them out of that environment. This 
amendment allows the schools to do 
that as long as they treat that child 
the same way they would treat a child 
who is not disabled under the IDEA 
program. 

The other reason why it is so impor-
tant and it may be even more impor-
tant, because we have to promote a re-
spect in the schools for the basic rules 
that allow all of us to live together. We 
have to send a consistent message to 
the students that this is the priority of 
the adult world, protecting the kids 
against violence, adhering to a basic, 
rudimentary standard that is the guar-
antor of all safety and order, particu-
larly in the schools. 

We cannot have one group of kids, 
and one of 12 kids in the country are in 
this group. We cannot say to them, 
look, for whatever reason, maybe it is 
a good reason, but for whatever rea-
sons, you can do these things, you can 
bring a knife to school, you can bring 
a gun to school and we really cannot do 
anything about it and you will be back 
in the classroom in a maximum of 45 
days. We cannot say that anymore. 

I have examples coming from the 
State of Missouri. Everybody else here 
does. A child who brought a knife on a 
school bus and threatened the other 
kids, 45 days later she was back in the 
classroom and back on that school bus. 
What would you do if you were a par-
ent of one of the other children after 
what has happened in Columbine? You 
know what you would do. 

Mr. Chairman, to close, what we have 
done with this amendment is what the 
Senate did except instead of applying 
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it just to firearms, it applies to weap-
ons. The gentleman from Georgia 
talked about what that is. It is knives, 
it is bombs, it is things that we would 
ordinarily and commonly understand 
as a weapon. The safeguard for the 
IDEA child is they have to be treated 
the same as everybody else. You can-
not single them out. Other than that, 
we adopted the Senate amendment 
which got 74 votes. 

I urge the House to approve this. We 
are going to have the K through 12 re-
authorization bill coming up later in 
the year. We will be able to address 
other aspects of it then, but in the 
meantime, let us give our superintend-
ents and our principals and our teach-
ers what they have been telling us all 
for years that they really need and 
they really have to have, and which the 
parents in our districts as a matter of 
common sense expect to have. Give the 
schools the opportunity to deal with 
weapons and violence in the class-
rooms. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 30 seconds. 

I will just read the definition that 
has been cross-referenced. The term 
‘‘dangerous weapon’’ means a weapon, 
device, instrument, material or sub-
stance, animate or inanimate, that is 
used for or readily capable of causing 
death or serious bodily injury, except 
that such term does not include a 
pocketknife with a blade of less than 
21⁄2 inches in length. 

That would include a baseball bat, 
Mr. Chairman, and Members know it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 6 minutes to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER). 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the Norwood amendment. I have come 
to have a great deal of affection for the 
gentleman from Georgia because of his 
rough and tumble style and his 
straightforwardness, but on this 
amendment I must disagree with him. 

I guess I have been here a long time. 
I was here long enough to write the 
education for all handicapped chil-
dren’s act along with other Members of 
Congress. I wrote the language that 
said that these children were entitled 
to a free and appropriate education and 
they were entitled to an education in a 
least restrictive environment. Many 
years later, I also wrote the first Fed-
eral gun-free school legislation that 
was passed several years ago which 
said if you bring a gun to school, you 
are out for a year, because I thought 
we needed very clear and bright lines. 
Then when we rewrote the education 
for handicapped children, what is now 
known as IDEA, the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act, we pon-
dered and discussed this problem and 
had hearings and went around and 
around in our committee and this bill 

passed, I think he said, 400 something 
to 3, or unanimously in both Houses. 
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And we recognized that there were 
two distinct populations. There were 
children with disabilities, and there 
were children who we call normal, if 
you will, and those children with dis-
abilities, children with Down’s Syn-
drome, retarded children, children who 
have cerebral palsy, with conduct dis-
orders, with multiple sclerosis, with at-
tention deficit disorder, those children 
were different, and yes, there is a dif-
ferent policy. But if either of those 
children bring a weapon to school, they 
can both be immediately suspended 
from school or expelled from school. If 
you are a child with disabilities, you 
can be suspended for 10 days, and then 
we have to sit down and figure out why 
did you bring this weapon to school. 
Was it because of your disability? Is 
this something you understood or you 
did not understand? 

One can be out for 45 days. There is 
no requirement that one go back to 
that school, one go back to that class-
room. One can be put in an alternative 
setting. And in that alternative set-
ting, those schools in Florida and Iowa, 
and those districts, California and oth-
ers, in Iowa, after adopting a program 
to deal with children who act out in 
class, who present a threat, not with 
guns and knives, but because of their 
own behavior, because of their dis-
ability, these are children who are 
trapped with a disability. They have 
cerebral palsy, they act out, they flail 
around. They have multiple sclerosis, 
they have Down’s Syndrome, they 
bump into other kids, they threaten 
and they say things. You do not think 
they would give up that disability in a 
minute, in a minute? But they cannot, 
they cannot. 

But in Iowa, after adopting model 
management programs, they took the 
suspensions of disabled children from 
220 a year to zero, to zero. We can work 
with these children, we can help these 
children. 

But what does this amendment do? It 
says, if you bring a weapon to school, 
you go out on the streets, and that is 
why the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) told us, police chiefs and pros-
ecutors and victims of crime have said 
do not do this. Work with these chil-
dren. 

What do we know about how we can 
do this? We can do this because we un-
derstand the disabilities, and we sit 
down with the parents and we work out 
a plan to deal with this violence. This 
is not some kid who knows what he is 
doing and cavalierly, recklessly walks 
in with a gun in school or a knife in 
school: You are out. That is a law I 
wrote. We should have zero tolerance. 
But with a child where that may be as 
a result of their disability, we ought to 
know that before we have them pay 

that kind of price. Because again, as 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) pointed out, when we throw 
these children out of school, they do 
much worse, and as the police chiefs 
have pointed out to us, they engage in 
one heck of a lot of activity. Some 
have suggested when we throw them 
out, give them back a gun and a mask, 
because they certainly show up in the 
crime statistics after they are out of 
here. 

But we should not be doing this. We 
should not be doing this to these young 
kids. 

Mr. Chairman, there is two distinct 
populations. Let me just say, 20 million 
children went to school day in and day 
out this school year, and a dozen of 
those children, for what reasons we 
have not yet to fathom, engaged in vio-
lence against their schoolmates and 
killed and injured their schoolmates. 
Not one of those children was an IDEA 
child. 

This is the equivalent of hitting the 
Chinese Embassy. This is the equiva-
lent of bombing the Chinese Embassy. 
We are trying to deal with those chil-
dren who are shooting other children, 
who are engaging in that kind of vio-
lence against other children in schools, 
and now we have chosen to target in 
some ways the most vulnerable popu-
lation in those schools, those children 
with disabilities, those children with 
disabilities. 

If we want consistency, let us not 
take the child that has a disability and 
have them pay a greater price, al-
though I think we can deal with them 
in the same way in terms of suspension 
and expulsion, as long as they have 
some educational services. Here we 
have children that are targeted. The 
kid in Oregon that shot his school-
mates was suspended with no services, 
no education, no nothing; came back to 
school later and shot them. We now 
have kids who are crying for them, and 
your answer is to throw them out of 
school with no requirement to engage 
them in a plan. That does not sound to 
me very encouraging for parents who 
are worried about school safety, and it 
certainly does not deal with these chil-
dren as we know we must under the 
laws of this land. We must deal with 
them with respect to their civil rights 
and make sure that we are not dis-
criminating against them. Mr. NOR-
WOOD said these children have pref-
erences. I want to meet the child with 
Down’s Syndrome who has a preference 
or cerebral palsy that has a preference, 
or a child with serious attention dis-
order, that has a preference? No, they 
have a disability. 

Mr. Chairman, because they have the 
courage and their parents have the 
courage and school districts have the 
courage, they have an opportunity to 
possibly get a decent education and be-
come productive members of this soci-
ety, and this Norwood amendment 
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would throw this all out. It should be 
rejected out of hand. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
would need probably an hour and a half 
to respond to that diatribe, but I will 
take 30 seconds, if I could. 

Let me just simply point out, we are 
not throwing anybody out in the 
streets, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MILLER) knows that. We are 
saying that you have to be treated 
equally, and that the paramount issue 
in schools is the safety for 99 percent of 
the children. We are saying they are 
treated equally. They are suspended for 
10 days, that is true, and then another 
45 days, but the reality of the fact is 
that many of them are getting back in 
school. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
BARR). 

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank my friend and colleague from 
the great State of Georgia for yielding 
me this time. 

As the gentleman on the other side 
just said, there are two distinct popu-
lations. Well, he was right. There are, 
indeed, two distinct populations that 
bring us to this point, that this legisla-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD) and myself and 
others today bring us. There is the pop-
ulation of students who do not bring 
guns to school, and there is the popu-
lation of those students that do bring 
guns to school. That is the essence of 
the problem here, equipping our teach-
ers, our school administrators, and our 
parents with the tools to remove that 
second population: students that bring 
weapons to schools for whatever rea-
son, for whatever reason. 

One has to question, of course, if a 
parent would send a child with cerebral 
palsy to a school with a weapon to 
wave around. Very frankly, it would 
make me perhaps even somewhat more 
concerned if we started seeing that sort 
of thing in our schools. It does not 
really matter to those parents who 
have children who have been shot, 
wounded and killed with weapons that 
the bringing of that weapon to the 
school might have been a manifesta-
tion of anger or a manifestation of a 
disability. Their son or their daughter 
is just as injured, is just as dead as if 
the weapon that did that damage were 
brought to school by a child without a 
disability. 

This is fair; this is common sense. 
By the way, Mr. Chairman, why are 

we not hearing those two terms, fair-
ness and common sense, from the other 
side today? All day yesterday, all day 
the day before, all morning today we 
hear about common-sense approaches 
to gun control. We hear about fairness. 

Well, there is something that the 
American public perceives as very fair, 
and that is treating all students who 
pose a danger to their sons and daugh-
ters and their teachers by bringing a 

weapon to school, treating them the 
same. There is something that strikes 
the American public, although not the 
folks on the other side, as common 
sense, and that is any student who 
brings a weapon, a gun, to a school 
poses a danger to the other students 
and ought to be, if, in the judgment of 
the local school officials, which is what 
the Norwood-Barr amendment does, if 
they believe that the student poses a 
danger, they may, they may, not they 
shall, but they may expel that student, 
remove that student for whatever 
length of time they believe is nec-
essary to ensure the safety of the other 
students. 

This amendment to the IDEA legisla-
tion is the most fair, the most com-
mon-sense approach imaginable, be-
cause it simply tells our parents that 
when they send their sons and daugh-
ters to schools, that if there is another 
student who brings a weapon and 
thereby endangers their sons and 
daughters, they will be treated the 
same as other students. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of 
the Norwood-Barr amendment. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, these children have disabil-
ities. These children are the kind of 
children that years ago we used to put 
in institutions and take the key and 
throw it away. These are the kinds of 
children that parents would come to 
the school districts and cry and plead, 
do something for us. These children are 
treated unequally, and we have tried to 
treat them equally by providing serv-
ices for them. 

I do not know where we are going 
with this. We do not want violence in 
our schools. We do not want to have 
children in classes intimidated by 
those with weapons. But we are talking 
about disabled children. 

The gentleman from California (Mr. 
MILLER) made it clear. This is not 
something that has been going on for 
years. We have only been able to deal 
with Down’s Syndrome, the child with 
cerebral palsy, the child that is men-
tally disabled; only in recent years 
have we given them opportunity for 
education. We need to come to the 
floor of the House; no matter what the 
Senate rushed to do, let us be delibera-
tive. 

I would just ask my good friend from 
Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD), listening to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MILLER), would the gentleman from 
Georgia accept a friendly amendment 
that says that what we will do with 
these children is to provide them with 
the alternative services that they need, 
such as other types of educational fa-
cilities; that the gentleman amend his 
amendment to provide for not the, if 
you will, the expulsion for a year, but 
to provide and refer them to services 

that they might need? Would the gen-
tleman take a friendly amendment 
right now? 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield 
to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
would have considered it 3 days ago, 
but I will not consider it right now on 
the House floor. I will tell the gentle-
woman, though, that one can offer 
services. Nothing in this bill says that 
the schools back home cannot offer 
services. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, reclaiming my time, I thank 
the gentleman. I was hoping that the 
gentleman would come in a bipartisan 
way and recognize that expelling a 
mentally or physically disabled child 
does nothing for the parent or the child 
but create havoc. I wish the gentleman 
had accepted that friendly amendment. 

Yes, they can have services after 
they are expelled, and maybe the serv-
ices will not last long. We are talking 
about children whose civil rights will 
be denied. That is why we have the 
IDEA, because we knew that these chil-
dren are different. They are different, 
they are in need. Their parents are 
frustrated, their parents are crying. 

The question is on the record today: 
What will we do for America’s chil-
dren? Will we throw them to the wolves 
and let them be at your door with a 
gun because they are physically chal-
lenged or mentally challenged, or will 
we say that whatever the Senate 
rushed to do, we know that they are 
different, not because they desire to be 
different, but because God made them 
different, and if God made them dif-
ferent, then why do we not do some-
thing to help them with their dis-
ability as opposed to destroying them 
and not letting them be contributing 
adults? 

I think this is an incredulous amend-
ment. I wish I could come here and 
have accepted the willingness of the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
WOOD) to say we will forget about ex-
pulsion and we will make sure that 
they are expelled, if you will, to a year- 
long set of services where they can be 
taken care of. That is not the case. The 
gentleman is telling me that they are 
expelled. 

I would just simply thank the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) and 
the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce for having the wisdom to 
provide for our disabled children in 
America. Vote this amendment down, 
because it discriminates against people 
who cannot do for themselves. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. BRYANT) 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of this amendment. 
With all due respect to my good friends 
and colleagues who oppose this amend-
ment, this is not the end of the world. 
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Let us think about this a minute. We 

have a school somewhere in America 
where in most instances there is a zero 
tolerance policy if one brings a gun or 
weapon to school. That means one gets 
kicked out of school, because people 
have looked at this and weighed the in-
terest of public education or an edu-
cation versus the physical safety of 
other students. If one student brings a 
gun to school, that student forfeits 
that right to an education for that 
year, in the interest of the other stu-
dents’ safety there. That is good pol-
icy. 

Now, we are not talking about every 
student that might, could have been 
sent to an institution at one time. 
Right now, the statistics show that 
anywhere from 11 to 12 percent of our 
student population in America right 
now would be covered by this bill. They 
have some sort of disability. Very 
many of them are marginal, and very 
many of them know the extent that 
they can push these laws that they 
cannot be sent out of school. And pri-
marily, it is to those that we are talk-
ing about, although there is an equal 
application. 

So if one has two students in that 
school that has a zero tolerance policy, 
and one of those students is part of the 
88 percent who are not covered by this 
act and gets caught with a gun, this 
student gets kicked out for a year. But 
if we have another student, his friend, 
who is part of that 12 percent that is 
covered by the disabilities act, he gets 
caught with another gun, he does not 
suffer that same type of punishment. 

Now, in Washington and in society 
and in courts and in our system of jus-
tice, very often we have to deal with 
competing, competing good values. The 
IDEA bill is a good bill. We ought to 
ensure people with special disabilities 
have an education. But there is that 
competing value of safety for our other 
children, and I urge my colleagues to 
stand up and support this amendment 
for all of the students, and equal treat-
ment for all of the students. 

b 1645 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MARTINEZ). 

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

Here we go again, make a deal and 
break it. They want us to work in a bi-
partisan way. We did work in a bipar-
tisan way on IDEA. IDEA had this de-
bate. We had this debate fully in the 
last Congress. We came to a resolution 
on it. There are protections in the bill 
that provide for the principals and 
teachers and everybody else to take 
care of situations as the gentleman is 
trying to take care of here, but in a 
very deleterious way. 

The fact is the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. TANNER) says treat them 

like everybody else. They were not 
treated like everybody else until the 
law was passed to force the local school 
districts to treat them like everyone 
else and give them an equitable edu-
cation. But they have not been. 

Let me tell the Members, if they 
really believe these children are a 
threat to the rest of our children by 
guns and knives, these particular kinds 
of children, then I have some ocean- 
front property in Arizona I will sell to 
the Members. That is the biggest balo-
ney I have ever heard. 

What we are trying to do here is cir-
cumvent a program we all voted on, 
and it passed overwhelmingly in the 
House and Senate and was signed into 
law by the President. We all went to 
the White House, both Republicans and 
Democrats, to see this consensus bill 
signed into law. Now here in the next 
session of Congress we are trying to 
break the agreements that we made in 
that Congress. I find that very 
unlikable. 

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

Mr. MARTINEZ. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I did 
not make any agreement in the last 
Congress never to come back and try to 
make this better. 

Mr. MARTINEZ. I take back my 
time, Mr. Chairman. The gentleman 
was part of the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce that passed 
that out. The gentleman was also part 
of this Congress that voted on it. I do 
not know how the gentleman voted be-
cause I did not look up the record, but 
the gentleman was part of that Con-
gress. 

That Congress agreed that we would 
take care of these situations in a very 
definite way. Most of the States have 
already figured out that kids with spe-
cial disabilities who get into this kind 
of a problem need some kind of alter-
native schooling, not being kicked out 
of school, not being denied education. 

We held a hearing before that mark-
up of that bill. In that hearing some 
very conservative people testified that 
it was the most stupid idea in the 
world not to continue these children’s 
education. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, it is a 
great pleasure to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Montana (Mr. HILL), 
who has been so very helpful in helping 
us put this together. 

Mr. HILL of Montana. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding me 
the time. 

Mr. Chairman, one of the overriding 
concerns that has been debated 
through many amendments on this 
floor over the last 2 days is that we 
want to have zero tolerance of violence 
in our schools. That is an admirable 
goal. I think everybody that has come 
here has been working to try to 
achieve this. 

A parent who is sending their child 
to school this morning wants to know 
one thing: that there are not going to 
be any guns at school when their child 
gets there. This amendment is prob-
ably the most commonsense way to 
help achieve that. 

Under current Federal law, local 
schools do not have the authority to 
establish a single universal standard 
for disciplining kids who would bring a 
gun to school. But beyond that, schools 
can be required to incur incredible 
costs, legal fees, extraordinary edu-
cation costs, special placement costs 
for kids who would bring a gun to 
school and threaten their fellow stu-
dents or their teachers. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a very con-
fusing, complicated, and difficult prob-
lem. But what this amendment simply 
says is that schools can hold all the 
students in that school to the same 
standard. If students bring a gun to 
school, there is going to be a con-
sequence. That consequence is going to 
apply to everybody. It does not dictate 
what those local school standards 
ought to be. It leaves that up to the 
local school board. It is narrowly draft-
ed. It applies only to weapons. 

We need to make clear, this amend-
ment does not prohibit schools from 
providing special services to those chil-
dren who have special needs. This Con-
gress has gone on record time and 
again, repeatedly stating that it sup-
ports greater flexibility, more em-
powerment for local decision-makers, 
reducing red tape, cutting unnecessary 
and wasteful regulations. This amend-
ment continues that effort. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I want to 
point out that this amendment is en-
dorsed by my Montana School Board 
Association, the National School Board 
Association. I urge my colleagues to 
vote for this amendment. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. OWENS). 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
very surprised and disappointed that 
this amendment is being introduced 
today. What this action represents is a 
kind of back-door ambush of children 
with disabilities. It is a violation of a 
covenant of the community of people 
with disabilities, because we had a 
lengthy dialogue with them. We had 
hearings, we had long discussions when 
we were considering the refunding of 
IDEA. 

At that time we took it through the 
process of conference committees with 
the Senate and House together. We 
voted on the floor. We all came to the 
conclusion finally that we did not want 
this provision in the legislation. 

So here we are today, unprepared. 
The community of people with disabil-
ities certainly did not know this am-
bush was going to take place. The ma-
jority party, which always appears or 
wants to appear to be in harmony with 
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the goals of the community with dis-
abilities, comes through the back door 
with this kind of amendment. 

The call that I have heard from the 
other side to get violent children out of 
schools implies that children with dis-
abilities are violent. Where does that 
information come from? Generally 
children with disabilities are not vio-
lent and do not deserve to be labeled as 
being violent. The equation of this 
being a move to make schools safer by 
getting violent children out, when the 
amendment is addressed, it is getting 
out children with disabilities. 

The evidence is that the violence is 
originating from those who are not dis-
abled. All of the most dramatic inci-
dents that have taken place recently 
do not involve children who have been 
identified as being children with dis-
abilities. Some might have disabilities, 
but they were not identified as such. 
They would not have come under the 
purview of this amendment, anyhow. 

Why have a special rule for children 
with disabilities, I have heard the ques-
tion asked. That is what the legislation 
was all about that we developed years 
ago. We said they need special atten-
tion, that they are vulnerable. All chil-
dren are vulnerable, but children with 
disabilities are more vulnerable, and 
because of the way they have been 
treated in this country, we had to have 
a Federal law to make sure that they 
were getting equal treatment. 

Equal treatment required they had to 
have some kind of special attention. 
This is accepted generally when chil-
dren have physical disabilities. It is ac-
cepted you are not going to require a 
child with a physical disability to go to 
the same physical education classes. It 
is accepted that they can use certain 
kinds of procedures in entering and 
exiting schools. 

A lot of things are accepted. The 
problem is that there is a great preju-
dice against children who do not have 
physical disabilities being put in the 
category of children with disabilities. 
That is what this is really all about. 
The mentally retarded, the mentally 
ill, they look physically normal. Some-
body has just described them on the 
other side as being marginal. That is 
the source of the great controversy. 
There is a great pressure from school 
boards and pressure from people who 
appropriate money at every level to get 
rid of all of these children who have 
non-physical disabilities which are ob-
vious, get them out of the situation 
where they require extra funding. 

If that were not so, then the solution 
to this would be that if Members are 
really fearful of children with disabil-
ities in the regular classroom setting, 
and we remove them from the class-
room setting for some reason, then we 
provide an alternative. 

But no, this amendment will not ac-
cept or mandate that there be an alter-
native. We agreed in the committee 

that all right, if you have to do this, 
you must provide alternative education 
for children with disabilities. But that 
does not solve the problem they are 
really after. They want to cut costs, 
the costs of providing alternatives, 
which would be even greater than leav-
ing the child in the classroom, so they 
do not have the cleansing operation for 
the so-called mentally retarded and the 
mentally ill and those who are mar-
ginal. We are always questioning 
whether they really belong there or 
not. 

We have said children with disabil-
ities are vulnerable. All children are 
vulnerable. We have special rules and 
we make special rules at the Federal 
level and other levels for children for 
that reason. These are the most vulner-
able children, and these are children 
who should be treated with great care. 

The mission and thrust of the Fed-
eral law is to deal with the special situ-
ations. The fact that so much of it hap-
pens to be mental and not physical is 
something we are going to have to live 
with and be able to pay the cost for. 

Fairness and common sense was men-
tioned a few minutes ago. Fairness and 
common sense demand that we have 
more evidence that there is really a 
problem. I have not heard the evidence 
that our schools are under siege by 
children with disabilities bringing 
weapons to school. Where is the evi-
dence? I have heard the statement 
made, but there is no evidence. We do 
not have a problem. This amendment is 
fixing a problem that does not exist. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

Let me just say that special needs 
children are treated differently. Every-
body who is sponsoring this amend-
ment totally agrees in that, that they 
deserve special attention. But when it 
comes to weapons and when it comes to 
guns, everybody in school must be 
treated the same, so that we can pro-
tect the 99 percent of the other stu-
dents. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG). 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong 
support of the Norwood amendment. I 
do so with personal experience in my 
own life, and with now 5 years service 
in this Congress, where I have talked 
to teachers, I have talked to principals, 
I have talked to school administrators, 
and I have talked to State legislators 
about this issue. 

I want to make it very clear, IDEA is 
a well-intended law. Indeed, it does a 
great deal of good. No one on this side 
of this issue would argue that there are 
not disabled children who deserve pro-
tection, that there are not seriously 
disabled children who need the protec-
tion of this law, children with Downs 

syndrome, children with cerebral palsy, 
children with other severe disabilities. 

My friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MILLER) is right to say we 
need to fight to protect those children, 
and fight to protect the parents of 
those children who are trying to take 
care of them. 

But the sad truth is that there are 
other children who are misusing the 
law, who are corrupting IDEA to pro-
tect their disruptive conduct. These 
are not Downs syndrome children, 
these are not cerebral palsy children. 
These children are not severely dis-
abled. 

Such children do understand the 
rules of conduct. Their disabilities do 
not prevent them from complying with 
the rules of conduct. They understand 
those rules and they can conform. But 
my colleagues, the sad fact is, some of 
these children are gaming the system. 
They game the system by saying, ‘‘I 
am disabled,’’ and getting a psychia-
trist or psychologist to say they are 
disabled, to protect their disruptive be-
havior in class. 

If my colleagues on the other side do 
not recognize that there are people in 
our system today, kids, aided by their 
parents, using IDEA to shield them 
from their discipline misconduct, 
which allows them to disrupt the class-
room, prevents schools from having ap-
propriate learning atmospheres, and 
destroys the education of other chil-
dren. If Members do not understand 
that there are children and parents 
perverting the system, and that they 
are disrupting the education of every 
child, then Members are not talking to 
the teachers in their districts, they are 
not talking to the principals in their 
districts, and they are not talking to 
parents in their districts, or the admin-
istrators in their districts. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a commonsense 
amendment, but we need to go much 
further. This is closing the barn door 
after the horse is out. We need to give 
parents, teachers, and principals the 
ability to control schools when chil-
dren corrupt a good law to use it to 
their benefit. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Norwood amendment. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. OWENS). 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, in re-
sponse to the gentleman who has just 
spoken, I would like to say that I 
would be happy to join the gentleman 
in perfecting an amendment similar to 
one that I offered in the committee, 
which was not accepted, which would 
deal with the problem of mislabeled 
children. If that is what the gentleman 
wants to deal with, that children are 
labeled as being disabled who are not 
disabled, do not have disabilities, that 
is another kind of problem which is a 
serious problem. 

Why do we not address that problem, 
instead of addressing the problem 
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through the back door this way, saying 
that those who do have disabilities, 
that is what this amendment says; 
those who do have disabilities, bona 
fide disabilities, those who have been 
through a certification process and, 
there is no question. You are saying 
that they should be kicked out. 

If the gentleman wants to raise ques-
tions after the incident occurs, if there 
is a weapon and a student has been 
charged with not being really a dis-
abled student, let us have a process by 
which they are again reviewed and 
there is another recertification proc-
ess. Those are things we need. We need 
to wade into that. I would be happy to 
join the gentleman in an amendment 
for that effect. 

b 1700 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 15 seconds to the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG), to respond to 
that question. 

Mr. SHADEGG. Mr. Chairman, one, I 
am happy to join with the gentleman 
on his amendment in ESEA reform 
which is coming later this year. 

Number two, I offered such an 
amendment in the Committee on Rules 
and it was rejected. Number three, I 
think the flaw in the gentleman’s logic 
is the flaw in the logic of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MILLER) 
when he argued the language says 
‘‘may discipline,’’ not ‘‘must kick 
out.’’ May discipline; not, must kick 
out. It does not say they must be 
kicked out. It says they may be dis-
ciplined. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire how much time is remaining on 
each side? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD) has 103⁄4 
minutes remaining. The gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) has 61⁄2 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. SCOTT. I am the last speaker 
and we have the right to close, I be-
lieve. 

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

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to my good friend, the 
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. WICK-
ER). 

Mr. WICKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
WOOD) and congratulate him on a very 
measured and reasonable amendment, 
which I certainly support. 

Let me tell a story that actually hap-
pened in my home State. Four students 
were caught passing a gun among 
themselves at a school-sponsored 
event. Three of these students were ex-
pelled. The student who actually 
brought the gun to the school-spon-
sored event was not expelled. Why was 
he not expelled? Because he was identi-
fied as a special needs child under the 
IDEA program and was only put in an 
alternative program. 

This actually happened and is hap-
pening across the United States of 
America. Unfair, unequal justice and I 
think we should all agree, Mr. Chair-
man, that even juvenile justice should 
be equal and consistent. 

When I go back home to my district 
and talk about education, it is not just 
the parents who want safety in schools. 
Talk to the teachers, talk to the ad-
ministrators and they tell me, Con-
gressman, if you want to do something 
about education, to help us at the local 
level, give us the flexibility and au-
thority to impose fair discipline and 
equal discipline in our schools. 

Actually, Mr. Chairman, they wish 
we would go farther and extend this 
not only to weapons but to other forms 
of school safety. 

Yesterday I voted against an amend-
ment that sounded good. It sounded 
like we would have zero tolerance on 
drugs in our schools, but it imposed a 
new Federal mandate on local govern-
ment and local school districts. This 
Norwood amendment takes a different 
approach. It gives school districts and 
local governments more flexibility. It 
provides more flexibility to educators 
and allows local school boards and ad-
ministrators to impose fair, equal and 
consistent discipline across the board. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. ISAKSON), our newest 
Member from Georgia. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the time yielded from my col-
league, the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. NORWOOD), and I appreciate the 
opportunity to speak. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say a 
couple of things to my colleagues on 
the other side. 

I am married to a wonderful lady for 
31 years, a special speech and hearing, 
special child teacher. I was in the State 
legislature and helped to implement 
42–194, which Mr. Miller coauthored in 
this House in the 1970s, and I am 
pleased the last 2 years to chair the 
Georgia Board of Education, where 
1,368,000 kids are in school, taught by 
87,000 teachers. 

I want to make one thing real clear. 
There have been some misstatements, 
not intentionally I am sure, but I want 
to clarify. Number one, I would say to 
my dear friend, the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD), it is not 1 in 
100. It is 13 in 100. It is a number of stu-
dents who fall in this category. 

Number two, this bill does not have 
the word ‘‘shall’’ in it. This bill has the 
word ‘‘may’’ in it. 

Number three, with regard to the 
civil rights, I am committed to the 
civil rights of every child in the class-
rooms of America. They are God’s gift 
to us, regardless of their special need 
or their gift. 

I would submit that there may be an 
occasion, may, where a special needs 
child may threaten the life in a self- 

contained environment of another spe-
cial needs child, or in a mainstream en-
vironment, which Mr. Miller passed 
and I support, where we ensure that 
those that may have an infirmity or 
disability or a special need are 
mainstreamed with our most gifted. 

This does not say they will not get an 
education. It does not say they must be 
suspended. It does not stigmatize them. 
Nor does it violate their rights, but it 
says that every child, every gift of God 
to us, has the right to expect that if 
the need is there, that we can apply the 
discipline to ensure a safe environment 
in our schools. 

I know of no educator cavalier 
enough or no one brazen enough to 
take advantage of a disadvantaged 
child all because the word says ‘‘may.’’ 

If the time were available, I could 
quote case after case where had the 
school system had the flexibility at the 
time, they could have treated the civil 
rights of every child equally and maybe 
turned around the life of a special 
needs child rather than otherwise hav-
ing to have their discipline governed by 
an external act not close to the situa-
tion. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Kentucky (Mr. WHITFIELD), a good 
friend who has been so helpful on this. 

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to congratulate the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD) 
for taking this important amendment 
forward. This is not a mandate. It is 
discretionary with local school boards. 
There is not any issue in education 
today that is more controversial than 
the IDEA program. Every time I go to 
the district, school teachers, prin-
cipals, board of education members are 
complaining about this program and 
the fact that individual students are 
treated differently. I think that this 
amendment will be a vital step in try-
ing to restore some order into our 
schools. 

I would like to read a statement from 
one of the principals. I could bring 
forth many statements like this, but it 
simply says that students under the 
IDEA umbrella cannot be disciplined 
like other students. Students who have 
discipline problems in school know 
their limits and generally push until 
they have gone beyond the limits. This 
is where the problem starts. 

What do schools do with the ever-in-
creasing number of students who have 
exceeded their disciplinary limits and 
know that the school can do nothing 
about it? 

We can only wait until the school is 
totally overwhelmed and then the law-
makers will be forced to act. So I sup-
port the Norwood amendment. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. BLUNT). 

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
join with my colleagues here in encour-
aging the efforts of the gentleman from 
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Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD) in dealing with 
this question. It does give school dis-
tricts, school boards, school adminis-
trators the flexibility they do not have 
right now. As the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. WHITFIELD) just said, when 
we talk to people in schools, whether 
they are teachers, whether they are ad-
ministrators, whether they are school 
board members and say, what is the 
single biggest problem with the Fed-
eral Government, we really do not even 
need to ask that question. 

I now ask what their second biggest 
problem is with the Federal Govern-
ment because they all have the same 
single biggest problem. It relates to 
this topic. It makes evenhanded, fair 
discipline at school impossible. It cre-
ates an atmosphere that leads to all 
kinds of situations. It needs to be part 
of this legislation. It is an important 
addition to this legislation. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for it. 
Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE). 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
WOOD) for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I join with my co-au-
thors to this amendment in thanking 
them for their support on behalf of so 
many school districts, school board 
members, principals, superintendents 
back in Iowa, teachers and even par-
ents, that are concerned that for some 
reason people out here in Washington, 
as soon as they cross the Beltway, 
think that they know how to do every-
thing with regard to discipline back 
home in schools. 

First of all, we think one size fits all, 
that every child and every situation 
deserves the exact same approach and 
so we mandate down to the local levels 
exactly how discipline ought to be 
taken care of. We should not really do 
that. 

I happen to be the parent of a child 
with a special need. Let me just invite 
my colleagues to be concerned. Let me 
invite my colleagues to advocate on be-
half of her needs. Let me invite my col-
leagues to worry about her education. 
But please, let her mom and me, let her 
teachers, let her school board members 
and her community leaders and their 
principals and superintendents worry 
about how to make sure she gets the 
best education possible and make sure 
she behaves while she is there and 
make sure that it is appropriate when 
she misbehaves. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment, the 
Norwood, the Talent, the Barr, the 
Petri, the Hill, the Shadegg, the 
Nussle, the Hutchinson, the Bryant 
amendment is about safety and secu-
rity in the classroom for all the stu-
dents, special needs and not special 
needs. 

It is about allowing these individuals 
charged with the awesome responsi-
bility of providing for the education of 
our youngsters, the authority to take 
the necessary steps, absent bureau-
cratic barriers from Washington, D.C., 
to secure that classroom for all stu-
dents. 

Having special needs can mean many 
things. It can mean emotionally or 
mentally disturbed. It can mean blind-
ness or deafness. It can mean many 
other types of behavioral problems, 
even a learning disability like a poor 
reader or language skills. Too often the 
fact that someone has some type of 
problem that might lead them to bring 
weapons to school in the first place be-
comes the very license to get them 
back in the school room, despite the 
fact that they brought a weapon into 
the room. 

I cannot, to save me, understand 
that. The very problem that they have 
allows them to come back into the 
classroom 8 months later with a weap-
on. That is wrong, Mr. Chairman. If a 
child has a special need that causes 
him to bring a gun to school, that child 
should not be in the classroom. It does 
not mean the child should not be edu-
cated, if at all possible, but not in a 
situation that endangers the lives of 
the other children in the classroom, in-
cluding the other special needs chil-
dren. 

Our primary concern, Mr. Chairman, 
has to be for the safety, for the safety, 
of the 99 percent of our children in the 
classroom; 85 percent without special 
needs, 14 percent with special needs. 

Now, the effect of this amendment is 
that all children are treated equally 
when it comes to weapons and safety in 
the classroom. Special needs children 
are not treated the same. They are 
given special privileges, but when it 
comes to guns, all are treated equally. 
The 14th amendment recognizes that 
there should be equality under the law 
and equal application of the law, and 
we do not do that now. 

This amendment expresses the sense 
of Congress that all students, disabled, 
nondisabled, special needs, nonspecial 
needs, are entitled to a free and appro-
priate public education. My goodness, 
who can disagree with that? 

The word ‘‘appropriate’’ must mean 
safety first, and there must be a zero 
tolerance for guns in our schools. Ap-
propriate, being alive is more impor-
tant than appropriate learning. We 
have lost 27 people over the last few 
years, students and teachers, in school 
rooms. We must say to the world, no 
one may, under any circumstances, 
bring a gun or a weapon to our class-
rooms in the United States of America; 
period, the end. 

This amendment is supported by the 
National Association of Secondary 
School Principals. I submit that for the 
record. It is supported by the American 
Association of School Administrators, 
and I submit that for the record. 

It is supported by the 95,000 local 
school board members. Vote for this 
amendment, for goodness sakes. 

Mr. Chairman, I include the following 
letters for the Record: 

THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
SECONDARY SCHOOL PRINCIPALS, 

Reston, VA, June 16, 1999. 
Hon. CHARLES NORWOOD, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE NORWOOD: The Na-
tional Association of Secondary School Prin-
cipals (NASSP)—the nation’s largest school 
administrator organization—thanks you for 
introduction of an amendment to the Violent 
and Repeat Juvenile Offender, Account-
ability and Rehabilitation Act of 1999 (H.R. 
1501) which amends the Individuals with Dis-
abilities Education Act (IDEA). For several 
years, principals have vocalized the tremen-
dous difficulties created by a ‘‘dual dis-
cipline’’ system that requires certain stu-
dents be disciplined differently than others. 
This legislation will finally allow schools to 
discipline all students equally in relation to 
possession of a weapon. 

While we support the amendment, we are 
very concerned about language in the meas-
ure relating to cessation of educational serv-
ices for suspended or expelled youth. As ad-
vocates for students, NASSP believes that 
all children should have alternative edu-
cation options available to them if the gen-
eral education classroom is not the most ap-
propriate setting for learning. If we do not 
address the educational needs of those chil-
dren who are most vulnerable by providing a 
‘‘safety net’’ of services for rehabilitation 
purposes, the costs to society will be greater 
in the future—both monetarily and in hu-
manistic terms. We encourage Congress to 
provide additional funding for alternative 
education options to address these needs. 

Thank you for recognizing the inequities 
related to discipline which are created under 
differing sets of laws, and for taking action 
to remove these legislative and regulatory 
barriers. We also thank you for taking under 
consideration the need for alternative edu-
cational services and the financial resources 
needed to accommodate this goal. 

Sincerely, 
GERALD TIROZZI, Ph.D., 

Executive Director. 

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF 
SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS, 

Arlington, VA, June 15, 1999. 
Hon. CHARLES NORWOOD, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE NORWOOD: The 
American Association of School Administra-
tors would like to thank you for your effort 
to address the issue of school safety and con-
tradictions in current law. All children 
should be safe at school. Teachers cannot 
teach, and students cannot learn in an at-
mosphere of fear and disruption. Yet Con-
gress and the federal regulations have tied 
the hands of teachers and administrators to 
fulfill this responsibility to all children. 
Your amendment to H.R. 1501 responsibly ad-
dresses these issues in a consistent manner. 

Although well intended, provisions of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA) mandate a double standard for vio-
lent and disruptive behavior in our schools. 
We know what works to improve school safe-
ty and discipline; clear discipline codes that 
are fairly and consistently enforced. IDEA, 
as currently written, makes that impossible. 

Schools should be able to adopt a simple, 
fair system of discipline. Your amendment 
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would allow them to do just that. Students 
committing identical infractions should not 
be treated differently depending on whether 
or not they are identified as disabled. As 
schools and parents work to include special 
education students to the general cur-
riculum, the disparate treatment of students 
misbehaving in the same way in the same 
classroom aggravates this problem. 

The top priority of public school parents 
regarding public schools is students’ safety 
and classroom discipline. This was made 
abundantly clear by the tragic incidents of 
the last school year. Parents are genuinely 
frightened for the safety of their children 
and are demanding, appropriately, that 
schools respond by ensuring a safe learning 
environment. We are in danger of losing the 
public’s trust, if we do not address the issues 
of discipline, including disciplining students 
with disabilities. 

Effective education for citizenship and 
achievement is not possible when students 
either feel that they are exempt from pun-
ishment or that the punishments are unfair. 
The objective must be to treat students the 
same and to keep them all safe. The chal-
lenge is to reach that objective, fairly, and 
efficiently. The prohibition against total 
cessation of services should be maintained 
and states should be required to develop al-
ternative settings for students who commit 
infractions that merit expulsion or long 
term suspensions. 

When students are punished, it is AASA’s 
position that every state should implement a 
system of alternative schooling for dan-
gerous students administered by juvenile au-
thorities that are experienced in serving 
such students. In this setting, students 
would continue their education, but other 
students would not be imperiled. This sys-
tem should be administered by an agency 
skilled at working with incarcerated and 
dangerous youth, where dangerous students 
can be schooled until they are able to rejoin 
their peers in a regular public school or com-
plete their education in safety. The public 
concern for safety and the issue of fairness 
calls for action now. 

Some may say that the states cannot af-
ford a system of alternative schools. That is 
simply wrong. The states are awash with sur-
pluses from the strong economy. Even if 
state coffers were not overflowing, the num-
ber of dangerous students is so small (about 
6,000) that the cost would be negligible when 
spread across 50 states. For example, 6000 
students could receive an education funded 
at the national per pupil average of $6,700 for 
only $40 million, a tiny fraction of current 
state surpluses. Moreover, this amount rep-
resents a diminutive portion of the funds 
states receive from the federal government 
through the crime bill, the juvenile justice 
bill and the safe and drug free schools act. 

Thank you again for your leadership on 
this important issue. 

Sincerely, 
BRUCE HUNTER, 

Director of Public Affairs. 

NATIONAL SCHOOL BOARDS ASSOCIATION, 
Alexandria, VA, June 16, 1999. 

Re support for the IDEA safety amendment 
to the juvenile justice bill. 

Hon. CHARLIE NORWOOD, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE NORWOOD: On behalf 
of the nation’s 95,000 local school board 
members, the National School Boards Asso-
ciation wishes to express its full support for 
your school safety amendment to the Con-

sequences for Juvenile Offenders Act of 1999 
(H.R. 1501). Your amendment would allow 
school officials to treat students receiving 
special education services in the same man-
ner as other students when guns or weapons 
are involved. This amendment will help local 
schools and communities better address the 
serious safety issues involved when a student 
brings a gun to school. 

By giving school officials a broader range 
of options, your amendment will better en-
able them, on a case-by-case basis, to bal-
ance the needs of a particular child with the 
goal to keep schools safer and more conduc-
tive to learning for all. Further, your amend-
ment sends an important message to all stu-
dents that carrying or possessing firearms on 
school grounds will not be tolerated. That 
message is not clear under the dual system, 
currently created by the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 

At the same time, your amendment carries 
three important protections relating to the 
rights of children with disabilities. First, the 
amendment only authorizes disciplinary ac-
tion if it is provided in the same manner as 
the discipline for other children who bring 
weapons to schools. Second, students would 
be able to assert the defense that their ac-
tions were unintentional or innocent. Third, 
during their suspension or expulsion, stu-
dents served by IDEA can only be denied 
services if state law permits the denial of 
education services to other students during 
their suspension or expulsion. Additionally, 
local school officials could, if they chose, 
provide services. 

Under current practice, school systems 
across the United States (consistent with the 
federal Gun-Free Schools Act) maintain poli-
cies authorizing the removal of students who 
bring firearms to school. Federal law very 
substantially limits that option if a child is 
served under the IDEA. Currently school of-
ficials may only assign students to an alter-
native placement for up to 45 days. In prac-
tice, this may not result in the removal of an 
unsafe student. 

In sum, your amendment creates a very 
narrow exception—with appropriate protec-
tions—to the IDEA discipline system in 
order to cover a very important safety issue. 
School officials needs this case-by-case dis-
cretion to ensure that America’s school-
children and school employees are not sub-
ject to unnecessary risks or occurrences of 
students bringing firearms to schools. 

If you have any questions, please call Mi-
chael A. Resnick, associate executive direc-
tor. 

Sincerely, 
ANNE L. BRYANT, 

Executive Director. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to con-
gratulate the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. NORWOOD) for making a great 
speech. 

Mr. NORWOOD. Say it again. 
Mr. SCOTT. I will say again, I would 

like to congratulate the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD) for mak-
ing a great speech. 

Unfortunately, when we consider 
measures like this we ought to focus on 
deliberation, not great speeches at the 
last minute. 

The fact is that we considered this 
very proposal for over a year in the de-
liberations in the reauthorization of 
the Individuals With Disabilities Edu-

cation Act. We had numerous hearings. 
Teachers, educators, police officers, ev-
erybody had their say; advocates; every 
view was considered. We considered 
this proposal for over a year. In fact, it 
was one of the major provisions. 

b 1715 
It was a provision that, in fact, got 

most of the attention in the reauthor-
ization. 

This proposal was rejected after that 
deliberative process. Now without de-
liberation, we are subjected to great 
speeches, and we are trying to change 
the law on the floor of the House. This 
did not even go through committee. 
Here it is on the floor. 

Now, we heard a lot of talk about 
may and shall, what happens if they 
may, and what happens if they shall. 
Let us go back to where the Individuals 
with Disabilities Act was passed in the 
first place. When it was passed, dis-
abled students got no education. Mil-
lions of students were given no edu-
cational services, and now they get 
educational services because the law 
makes them provide it. 

Now, they talk about a big problem. 
There is a big problem, Mr. Chairman, 
and that is because school systems 
want to stop serving disabled children. 
They want to kick them out of the 
classroom and fail to provide any serv-
ices at all. So of course it is a big prob-
lem. They do not want to provide. They 
do not want to abide by the law. They 
want to stop serving children. 

Now, let us get a couple of facts on 
the table. First of all, the schools can 
remove the students for public safety. 
They can take them right out of the 
classroom just like everybody else, 
same penalty as everybody else, get 
them out of the classroom. But they 
must continue educational services, 
which may be provided in an alter-
native school, may be provided at 
home, might even be provided in pris-
on. They can get the student out of the 
regular classroom for safety, but they 
have to continue educational services. 

Now, everybody knows that stopping 
the services to children is a bad idea, 
that the crime rate will go up if we just 
suspend people without any services. 
Now, if we are interested in equality, 
what we ought to be doing is con-
tinuing services for everybody else in 
addition to those under IDEA. 

Let me remind my colleagues what I 
said in my opening remarks, a letter 
from ‘‘Fight Crime/Invest in Kids,’’ the 
National Coalition of Police Chiefs, 
Prosecutors and Crime Victims said, 
‘‘Giving a gun-toting kid an extended 
vacation from school, and from all re-
sponsibility, is soft on offenders and 
dangerous for everyone else. Please 
don’t give those kids, who most need 
adult supervision, the unsupervised 
time to rob, become addicted to drugs, 
and get their hands on other guns to 
threaten students when the school bell 
rings.’’ 
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But if we insist on a bad policy for 

some, please do not change the law to 
inflict that bad policy on disabled chil-
dren. The fact is that the children will 
not disappear when they are suspended 
from school without services. They re-
main in the community without sup-
port and are more likely to endanger 
the public. Then what happens after 
the end of the year, when they come 
back a year later, further behind than 
they left? Obviously the schools will 
not be any safer in that situation. 

But, finally, Mr. Chairman, this is a 
juvenile crime bill. We ought to get se-
rious. If this amendment is adopted, 
the crime rate will go up. 

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support, as one of the cosponsors of 
the Norwood, Barr, Talent IDEA amendment 
which will allow schools to enforce a uniform 
discipline policy for all students who bring 
weapons into the schools. 

Mr. Chairman, after the tragic incidence at 
Columbine High School I met privately with 
superintendents from around my district. I was 
interested in finding out what they were doing 
to combat violence in their schools, and what 
the federal government could do to help. They 
are already quite active in trying to stop this 
violence before it starts, chiefly by keeping in 
close touch with students. They had one, con-
crete, urgent request. They wanted the author-
ity to discipline violent students, even students 
classified as disabled, under the Individuals 
with Disabilities Act (IDEA). In fact, their re-
quest was consistent with what I have been 
hearing from parents, teachers, principals, 
school boards and superintendents from 
across the state of Missouri for years. 

Currently, schools are forced to administer 
two separate and conflicting discipline codes 
for dealing with dangerous or violent behavior 
in schools—one for non-disabled students and 
one for disabled students. Nationwide, of the 
45.6 million students—5.8 million students 
were covered by IDEA in 1996–1997. In other 
words 12%—or 1 in 8 students nationwide and 
1 in 7 in Missouri are subject to more permis-
sive discipline rules under IDEA. 

The parents, teachers, principals, school 
boards and superintendents in my district are 
telling me that the federal government is send-
ing a mixed message to students on the issue 
of weapons in the schools. An IDEA student 
who possesses a weapon in school is subject 
to an entirely different discipline standard than 
other students simply because of his disability. 

For example in a school in Missouri a non- 
disability student gave a weapon to an IDEA 
student. The IDEA student was caught in pos-
session of the weapon. The IDEA student was 
removed from the classroom and placed for 
45 days in an alternative education setting. On 
the other hand, the non-disability student, who 
gave the IDEA student the weapon, but was 
not actually caught in possession of the weap-
on—received a one year suspension and no 
alternative education services. 

One school district in Missouri had 9 inci-
dents of weapons in the middle and high 
school this school year—2 cases involving ex-
plosives and 7 cases involving knives. Of 
these 9 cases 6 were IDEA students and as 
such the schools could only remove these stu-

dents from the classroom for up to 45 days. In 
addition, the school district was required to 
provide alternative service to these students at 
either their suspension school off campus or 
through personal instruction at home. On the 
other hand, the 3 general education students 
were either expelled or suspended for the year 
and the school district was not required to pro-
vide alternative services to these students. 
What sort of message does this send to the 
students of this district? 

In Southwest Missouri an IDEA student 
brought a knife on the school bus and threat-
ened to kill specific students. The school dis-
trict’s hands were tied—all that could be done 
was remove the student from the classroom 
and place in an alternative education setting 
for 45 days. Pending the outcome of a mani-
festation determination review, and due to 
IDEA’s stay put provision, this violent student 
returned to the classroom after only 45 days. 
The parents of the other students were very 
upset about the school’s inability to keep this 
dangerous student out of the classroom and 
threatened to pull their children out of school. 

This amendment is very simple, Mr. Speak-
er—it gives school authorities at the local level 
the ability to remove from the classroom any 
student who brings a weapon—regardless of 
whether or not they are a disability student. 
This amendment will allow school personnel to 
discipline, including expel or suspend a stu-
dent with a disability who intentionally carries 
or possesses a weapon at school—just as 
they would for a regular student. School dis-
tricts would then have the discretion to decide 
whether or not to provide alternative services 
to the IDEA student removed from the class-
room, provided that they treated that student 
the same as other students in similar cir-
cumstances. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD). 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 300, noes 128, 
not voting 6, as follows: 

[Roll No. 227] 

AYES—300 

Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 

Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 

Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Capuano 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clement 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 

Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 

Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Maloney (CT) 
Manzullo 
Mascara 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Minge 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paul 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 

Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Upton 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—128 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Baldwin 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Berman 
Blagojevich 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Cardin 
Clay 

Clayton 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gejdenson 
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Gephardt 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Green (TX) 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jones (OH) 
Kennedy 
Kilpatrick 
Knollenberg 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Lee 
Lewis (GA) 
Lowey 
Luther 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 

McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Mink 
Moakley 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roybal-Allard 

Rush 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Slaughter 
Souder 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (NM) 
Velázquez 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Woolsey 

NOT VOTING—6 

Brown (CA) 
Carson 

Houghton 
Salmon 

Shays 
Thomas 

b 1740 
Mr. DIAZ-BALART and Mr. 

BLAGOJEVICH changed their vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. VENTO and Mr. WYNN changed 
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 

LAHOOD). It is now in order to consider 
amendment No. 40 printed in part A of 
House Report 106–186. 
AMENDMENT NO. 40 OFFERED BY MR. FLETCHER 
Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 40 offered by Mr. 

FLETCHER: 
Page 4, line 18, strike, ‘‘and’’. 
Page 4, line 21, strike the period and insert 

a semicolon. 
Page 4, after line 21, insert the following: 
‘‘(14) establishing partnerships between 

State educational agencies and local edu-
cational agencies for the design and imple-
mentation of character education and train-
ing programs that reflect the values of par-
ents, teachers, and local communities, and 
incorporate elements of good character, in-
cluding honesty, citizenship, courage, jus-
tice, respect, personal responsibility, and 
trustworthiness; and 

‘‘(15) implementing other activities that 
foster strong character development in at- 
risk juveniles and juveniles in the juvenile 
justice system. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 209, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. FLETCHER) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 15 minutes. 

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

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, today we are address-
ing a growing problem that has 
stemmed from a cultural change that 
has robbed some of our youth of their 
moral pinnings. We have often failed to 
give our children the guidance nec-
essary to understand the difference be-
tween right and wrong and the real-life 
consequences of violent behavior. 
While we can and should hold our 
youth more accountable for their be-
havior, I believe we should foster fami-
lies, schools and communities that en-
gender character. 

The recent rash of school violence 
stuns us all and raises the question, 
‘‘Where have we gone wrong?’’ Noted 
criminologist James Q. Wilson says his 
studies have all led to the same conclu-
sion: Crime begins when children are 
not given adequate moral training and 
when they do not develop internal re-
straints on impulsive behavior. Foren-
sic psychologist Shawn Johnson says 
the killings reflect ‘‘A deterioration of 
moral teaching’’ and of the social 
structure that traditionally imparted 
that teaching. Chuck Colson said, 
‘‘We’re experiencing the death of con-
science in this generation of young 
Americans.’’ 

There is no question that loving, car-
ing parents are primary in building our 
children’s character, but with latchkey 
kids, the prevalence of violence and ob-
scenity in popular culture, and the de-
terioration of the family, teachers are 
assuming a role of growing importance. 
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Children spend the majority of their 
day in the classroom, and too often 
many lessons taught fail to emphasize 
the importance of citizenship and re-
spect in our shared community. 

The Founding Fathers believed that 
education serves a dual purpose, to pre-
pare children academically as students 
and ethically as citizens. They ac-
knowledge the importance of individ-
uality without ignoring the fact that 
the freedom to exercise their rights as 
an individual is a privilege afforded to 
responsible members of a democratic 
society. 

Thomas Jefferson said, ‘‘The govern-
ment is best which governs least be-
cause its people discipline themselves.’’ 

Personal liberties are the product of 
personal responsibility. In the event 
that individuals do not keep up their 
part of the social contract, we have the 
judicial system, which is rooted in a 
system of absolutes where people are 
deemed law-abiding or law-breaking. 

To some, the idea of moral absolutes 
is outdated, and some believe it is too 
controversial to teach. It is no wonder 
that we have seen an increase in juve-
nile crime, especially crime based on 
prejudice, hatred, and anger. 

Former Secretary of Education Wil-
liam Bennett had this to offer: ‘‘We 
should not use the fact that there are 
indeed many difficult and controversial 

moral questions as an argument 
against basic instruction in this sub-
ject. We do not argue against teaching 
biology or chemistry because gene 
splicing and cloning are complex and 
controversial.’’ 

Especially in light of the recent 
school tragedies, I believe that the 
time has come to emphasize character 
education in our schools. We need to 
encourage the work that is already 
being done in some States. For exam-
ple, my own State, Kentucky, has de-
veloped a character education cur-
riculum which is being used in many 
schools, and many school districts 
across the country are using the Char-
acter Counts program successfully. 
This grant from this amendment would 
be available for such programs. 

That is why I am offering an amend-
ment to the Consequences of Juvenile 
Offenders Act of 1999 that will allow 
local education agencies to form part-
nerships designed to implement char-
acter education programs that reflect 
the values of parents, teachers, and 
local communities and incorporate ele-
ments of good character, including 
honesty, citizenship, courage, justice, 
respect, personal responsibility, and 
trustworthiness. Surely no one could 
oppose these. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to support this amendment. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
in opposition although I may be sup-
porting the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 

the sponsor of the amendment a ques-
tion. Several people have asked a ques-
tion as to whether or not it is the in-
tent of the sponsor and the legislative 
intent to read the amendment in light 
of the Supreme Court cases inter-
preting the establishment of free exer-
cise clauses of the Constitution. The 
question is whether or not they are 
trying to overturn those cases or 
whether this should be read in light of 
the existing law. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, I say 
to the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT), there is nothing in this amend-
ment that would impose anything 
against the Constitution and that 
amendment. It clearly supports the 
local character education curriculum, 
which is already being conducted. It 
will provide grants for the instruction, 
as well as activities. And these are 
things that have withstood constitu-
tional muster so far. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I would like to thank the 
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gentleman for that answer, because if 
it is to be read in light of the Supreme 
Court cases, then it is obviously the 
kind of amendment that is perfectly 
consistent with the underlying bill. In 
fact, I think it probably could be fund-
ed under some of the provisions of 1150 
that we have already adopted. But it is 
the kind of partnership and kind of 
education that can help our young peo-
ple stay out of trouble in the first 
place. 

With that answer, Mr. Chairman, I 
would heartily endorse the amend-
ment. 

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

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. HAYES). 

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to join my friend and colleague 
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
FLETCHER) in co-sponsoring this 
amendment. I appreciate the remarks 
of the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT). 

Our amendment will allow local 
schools to go to work with their com-
munities to develop character-based 
education programs that will com-
plement their current coursework. I be-
lieve that we need to give local schools 
the resources to teach character-based 
education and deal honestly with 
forces in our culture that are dimin-
ishing the family. 

I visited two elementary schools in 
the 8th District of North Carolina over 
the Memorial Day work period. At East 
Washington Street Elementary School 
in Rockingham, the principal specifi-
cally asked me to speak to the stu-
dents about the importance of char-
acter and citizenship. 

The second school I am especially 
proud of. Shiloh Elementary in Monroe 
was recognized as a Blue Ribbon School 
by the Department of Education. In 
fact, Shiloh Elementary has also been 
nominated for an award by the Depart-
ment of Education for its character 
education programs. I will insert their 
efforts at the end of my remarks. 

The school’s administration has in-
corporated parent and local commu-
nity groups to help instill the values of 
honesty and good citizenship into the 
everyday lives of their students. They, 
too, asked me to speak about character 
and citizenship, and I was glad to do 
that for them. 

‘‘Shiloh Elementary School is where 
it all comes together,’’ states the De-
partment of Education Blue Ribbon 
School Report. This simple statement 
speaks volumes about Shiloh’s vision, 
caring adults who lead by example to 
share what stewardship for our world is 
about. 

Students come here and meet parents 
who only want the best for their chil-
dren. The local Kiwanis Club in Monroe 
sponsors the Terrific Kids awards pro-
gram, which puts emphasis on char-

acter education not only in school, but 
throughout the community. Great sat-
isfaction comes from cooperation 
among all the stakeholders in the com-
munity. 

Volunteers frequent the halls of Shi-
loh, adding extra support where need-
ed. Administrators and teachers search 
for creative means of enabling the 
school to fulfill its vision. This kind of 
commitment makes Shiloh stand out. 
Through this team effort, the result is 
predictable: Students who practice car-
ing and sharing and kindness. 

Shiloh, unfortunately, is the excep-
tion to the rule. Most schools do not 
have a successful character education 
program. 

This amendment provides the resources for 
schools across the country to develop a local 
character and value based program, like Shi-
loh Elementary, without having to divert the re-
sources for their other essential needs, like 
books, teacher pay, and supplies. 

Parents today are faced with incredible chal-
lenges in raising children. We need to give our 
schools leadership, resources, and flexibility to 
help parents meet these challenges. We need 
to empower our local teachers and families to 
work with their communities to incorporate the 
timeless aspects of character, honesty, integ-
rity, citizenship, courage, respect, personal re-
sponsibility and trustworthiness. Let’s send a 
strong message home that we want to help 
our students blossom into responsible citizens 
and are willing to do whatever it takes to help 
them accomplish their goals. 

SPECIAL EMPHASIS AREA 
CHARACTER EDUCATION 

Strolling through the halls of Shiloh Ele-
mentary School is a delight—much care has 
been taken to create a nurturing learning 
environment and emphasize the importance 
of character education in the life of the 
school and the children. In effective ways, 
the Bullseye Class of the Month is 
spotlighted (complete with the class’ pic-
ture), keywords (e.g., honesty, loyalty, and 
respect) are displayed in many innovative 
ways: Incorporated into the gymnasium red, 
white and blue theme, in classrooms hanging 
from the ceiling, and on TV monitors in the 
cafeteria. Blaze the Bulldog (the school’s 
mascot) displays the Bullseye words for each 
month. It was interesting that March’s word 
(honesty) was also posted in Spanish. In the 
interview with students (individually and as 
a group) they were very proud of wearing a 
badge for being one of Shiloh’s Best Behav-
ing Bulldogs—a program which awards 
badges to wear on Monday for displaying ex-
cellent behavior. (The site visitor toured the 
building on Monday, and it was rewarding to 
see so many buttons!) 

An effective recognition initiative tied 
very closely to the schoolwide emphasis on 
character education is the Terrific Kids Pro-
gram sponsored by the local Kiwanis Club. 
Students from each classroom are honored 
monthly for displaying good citizenship, im-
proved behavior, and/or improved academics 
by posting their pictures and celebrating 
this recognition in a breakfast (provided by 
the PTA) with parents invited as well. 
(Again, on the site visit it was heartening to 
so proud parents of Terrific Kids enjoy the 
before-school celebration with their Terrific 
Kids. In summary, this overall category fo-
cusing on Character Education came alive 

through reading Cathy Frailey’s newspaper 
article about the success of the Bullseye 
class published in the local newspaper, The 
Enquirer Journal, and, above all, the respect 
demonstrated by the students and teachers. 
When students open the door for adults (like 
the site visitor) and respect school and class-
room rules, these are evidence that char-
acter education is an integral part of the 
total school program, and decisionmaking is 
based on the core values necessary to create 
a caring and democratic community. 

(1) Shiloh Elementary School clearly puts 
into practice restitution (along with using 
consequences) for violations. For example, 
when students do not complete homework, 
the principle of restitution comes to the 
forefront by assigning homework hall ac-
cording to school guidelines. For students 
who do not demonstrate appropriate behav-
ior (and these are absolutely minimal), 
schoolwide discipline policy takes over with 
described restitution (e.g., fulfilling a cafe-
teria responsibility if that was the violation 
site). Respect and responsibility go hand-in- 
hand at Shiloh. 

(2) Developing an intrinsic commitment to 
values begins the first day students begin 
school. Pride, honesty, and loyalty are in-
stilled in children in the early grades as 
verified by an entire school building (halls, 
classrooms, common areas like the cafeteria, 
gymnasium, and restrooms) and grounds 
which are immaculate and cared for as a re-
sult of students’ making responsible deci-
sions. Children in this school community fol-
low school rules because it is the right thing 
to do—without any fanfare or rewards in-
volved. When new students enter Shiloh, 
present students, as well as the entire staff, 
model respectful behavior which serves as in-
trinsic teaching tools. Keywords reflecting 
the basis of character education are dis-
cussed in the classroom, for example, 
through literature and are on display 
throughout the building in creative ways 
(e.g., TV monitors in the cafeteria)—all of 
which develop an intrinsic commitment to 
values. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
ETHERIDGE). 

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support this 
amendment to help put character edu-
cation in our Nation’s schools. 

As the former superintendent of my 
State’s schools, I know firsthand that 
character education can make a dif-
ference to teach our children values 
and make our students well-rounded 
and prepare them for good citizenship. 
We installed character education in the 
schools of North Carolina in the 1992– 
1993 school year. 

Across my congressional district 
today, school leaders have developed 
character education initiatives that 
are making a difference for stronger 
schools and better communities. 

Wake County, our capital county, 
has become a leader through its inno-
vative effort called ‘‘Uniting for Char-
acter.’’ In Johnston County, the prin-
cipal of Selma Elementary School di-
rectly attributes 59 fewer suspensions 
between the 1995–1996 school year to 
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their character education program. 
And CBS News in the last couple of 
weeks has profiled the successful char-
acter education program on their na-
tional program in the Nash-Rocky 
Mount school system. 

Mr. Chairman, character education 
works because it teaches our children 
to see the world through a moral lens. 
Children learn that their actions have 
consequences. Teachers work with par-
ents and the entire community to in-
still the spirit of shared responsibility. 

Character education emphasizes val-
ues such as courage, good judgment, in-
tegrity, kindness, perseverance, re-
spect, and self-discipline. 

As the father of two public school 
teachers, my heart aches for the vic-
tims of the recent violence in our pub-
lic schools. Character education will 
help build solid citizens and safe 
schools. 

This amendment will allow State and 
local educational agencies to form 
partnerships designed to implement 
character education. These programs 
will reflect the values of parents, 
teachers, and local communities. They 
will incorporate elements of good char-
acter, as I have said, which include 
honesty, citizenship, courage, respect, 
personal responsibility, and trust-
worthiness. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA). 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, char-
acter counts. At least, it should count. 
Children are not born with good char-
acter. It is learned through direct 
teaching and through observation. 

I, consequently, rise in very strong 
support of the Fletcher-Hayes amend-
ment to allow State and local edu-
cational agencies to work together to 
develop character education programs. 

Children make up about 27 percent of 
the population, but they are 100 per-
cent of our future. We must help them 
develop habits of good character that 
are essential to the well-being of Amer-
ica. 

I want to point out that I am very 
proud that within my congressional 
district, the city of Gaithersburg, 
Maryland, is a ‘‘character counts’’ city. 
Gaithersburg first embraced this ethics 
education program in 1996, and it does 
work. A commitment was made to 
bring the program to every child in the 
city, and it even incorporated ‘‘char-
acter counts’’ into the mission state-
ment and vision of the city. 

The city is guided by six pillars of 
ethics. They are responsibility, respect, 
caring, fairness, trustworthiness, and 
citizenship. 

The city tries to set a model example 
for other cities to follow by addressing 
citizen needs with a caring attitude, 
promoting a spirit of fairness, trust-
worthiness, and respect among city of-
ficials. 

The city advocates good citizenship 
and feels it has a responsibility to its 

citizens to strive for excellence in all 
of their endeavors. As a matter of fact, 
it has the school, the business commu-
nities, the religious organizations, the 
social organizations all using the same 
motto and the same six pillars of char-
acter. 

The Fletcher-Hayes amendment will 
help other communities implement 
character education programs that re-
flect the standards of their citizens. 
The amendment will encourage com-
munity leaders, school systems, non-
profit organizations, business groups, 
youth groups, and individuals to join 
together to take a stand for values in 
American society. 

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the Fletcher- 
Hayes amendment. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN). 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my friend from Kentucky (Mr. 
FLETCHER) for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Chairman, I like this amendment 
because I think it will empower and en-
courage parents. There is discussion 
going on all around this country fol-
lowing the tragic Columbine shootings. 
The discussions we have had on the 
House floor over the last 2 days is only 
one place that is happening. It is hap-
pening in school board meetings. It is 
happening, very importantly, around 
kitchen tables. It is happening in State 
legislatures. 

I think the one thing that all of us 
need to focus on is that despite a lot of 
ideas that have been put forward that 
are meant to address the problem of 
youth violence and what happened in 
Columbine, none are going to work un-
less we focus on character and I think 
unless we focus on family and parents. 

We might feel better having passed 
some of the legislation we are going to 
pass here in the next day, but I really 
do not believe it is going to change the 
root causes of youth violence. That is 
why I like this amendment, because it 
gets parents engaged, it empowers 
them to get involved. 

If we are going to solve the problems 
in our society of youth violence, sub-
stance abuse, all the data shows, as 
James T. Wilson says, and I am glad 
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
FLETCHER) quoted him earlier, we have 
got to get our family back engaged 
with our children. 

As a parent, a father of three young 
children, I know that, and I think most 
of my constituents know that. And I 
think they believe that anything we 
can do here in the U.S. Congress to en-
courage our families to go stay to-
gether, to encourage families to pro-
vide guidance, to encourage families to 
give children a sense of right and 
wrong, that that will make the most 
fundamental difference in terms of 
avoiding future tragedies like the one 
that occurred in Columbine. 

So again, Mr. Chairman, I am de-
lighted to support this amendment, 
and I urge its passage. 

The tragic shootings at Columbine High 
School have started a national discussion on 
what we can do to prevent such violent acts 
in the future. The debate we had here in the 
House of Representatives over the past 2 
days has taken place across the country in 
state legislatures, town halls—and, more im-
portantly, in school board meeting rooms, at 
the workplace and around the kitchen table. 

There’s been a lot of soul-searching—and 
some of the ideas that have been put for-
ward—including those aimed at cleaning up 
our popular culture—are helpful and should be 
adopted. Other proposals may make us feel 
as though we’re doing something, but I don’t 
believe they will change the root causes of 
youth violence. 

Throughout this national dialogue, I hope we 
do not overlook what I view, as a legislator— 
but, more importantly, as a father of three 
young children—as the most important factor 
in preventing these shocking and senseless 
acts of violence. There is no more powerful in-
fluence on a young person’s life than a family, 
particularly an engaged, concerned and caring 
parent—and, where there is not a parent in 
the home, then a caregiver, a role model, who 
takes on the solemn responsibilities of parent-
hood. 

I’ve seen it firsthand in my work on the 
problem of reducing teenage substance abuse 
and have read it in many studies on drug 
abuse and reshaping adolescent behavior. In 
fact, based on sound surveys, researchers be-
lieve we could reduce teenage drug use by as 
much as 50 percent if parents would simply 
engage and talk to their kids about the dan-
gers of drugs. That’s a remarkable statistic, 
and a true testament to the power of family, 
and to the dangers of disengagement and ap-
athy. 

Unfortunately, we’ve seen too many exam-
ples of problems that arise when parents 
aren’t actively involved in their children’s lives. 
A recent Letter to the Editor in one of my local 
papers—the Cincinnati Post—put it well, ‘‘Par-
ents are so involved in their own activities and 
life that they have forgotten . . . how much 
the children look to them as the example.’’ 

Children look to us—their parents—as role 
models, and they also look to us for guidance. 
I hope the Columbine tragedy and the dia-
logue it has spawned leads us; as parents, to 
do a better job of setting boundaries for our 
kids. 

I thought Cincinnati Enquirer columnist 
Laura Pulfer described our challenge as par-
ents in a recent column she wrote: ‘‘Right and 
wrong. Good and bad. Yes and no. We can 
say these words, especially to our children. In 
fact, it is our duty.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, let’s keep our eye on the ball. 
The best way to get at the root cause of youth 
violence is for all of us to take a more active 
role in the lives of our young people. Amer-
ica’s future depends on it. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. MORAN). 

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of this amend-
ment. So much of the debate today has 
been either/or, either we do gun control 
or we do character programs, or we put 
more religion in the schools and so on. 
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For the most part, all of the above is 
the right answer. We ought not suggest 
that doing one thing enables us to ex-
clude the other. Values do matter. 
Character counts. And schools are in-
creasingly the one place where we can 
really get kids’ attention. It is a cap-
tive audience. Unfortunately, as we 
have more and more families both of 
whose parents are in the work force, 
schools may present the best oppor-
tunity to instill an appreciation and 
respect for the values that, in fact, 
have made this country great, and en-
able us to live within a civil society. 
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I have seen this Character Counts 
program. I was impressed with it. I did 
not think I would be as impressed as I 
was. It works, the amendment is a good 
idea, let us include it. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS). 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Fletcher-Hayes char-
acter education amendment. Our chil-
dren spend at least 7 hours a day, 5 
days a week in their schools. It is a 
large part of their day away from their 
parents. When parents entrust their 
sons and daughters to our Nation’s 
schools, they hope that their children 
will continue to be taught things like 
honesty, citizenship, courage, respect, 
personal responsibility and trust-
worthiness. That is what this amend-
ment attempts to ensure, by giving 
local communities the freedom to de-
velop a character education program 
consistent with local values. 

I have with me an example of the 
type of character education that could 
be taught to our children. This is a les-
son on attentiveness. The goal is to 
teach children to look at people when 
they speak to them, ask questions if 
they do not understand, sit or stand up 
straight, not draw attention to them-
selves, keep their eyes, ears, hands, 
feet and mouth from distractions. 
These sound like good lessons for all of 
us. 

In April of this year, the Florida leg-
islature passed a law requiring char-
acter development in elementary 
schools. One of the supporters of that 
law said, ‘‘This is Florida’s answer to 
the tragedy in Littleton, Colorado.’’ 

While I do not believe that character 
education will solve all the problems of 
our Nation’s youth, I do believe that 
the character of our Nation’s youth is 
worth investing in. I urge support for 
the amendment 

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

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. I really appreciate the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) and 
the others that have spoken in bipar-
tisan support for this bill. I think it is 
just crucial as we look at what has 

happened recently with these tragedies 
in the schools that we have a national 
focus on character education. What 
this amendment does is provide for 
grants that can be used for character 
education curriculum and for other ac-
tivities. For those students also that 
are identified as having problems, trou-
bled students, that they can provide 
activities that build character for 
them, also. 

I think with this national attention, 
and let me make the point this is not 
a mandate and this is not a national 
curriculum. This gives the flexibility 
and the resources and the encourage-
ment of local communities, schools, 
with parents and teachers and a part-
nership that they can implement char-
acter education, have the resources to 
implement that program to certainly 
encourage the character of our youths. 

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

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. FLETCHER). 

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

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 209, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
FLETCHER) will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 41 printed in part A of House 
Report 106–186. 
AMENDMENT NO. 41 OFFERED BY MR. FRANKS OF 

NEW JERSEY 
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Amendment No. 41 offered by Mr. FRANKS 

of New Jersey: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 

TITLE ll—CHILDREN’S INTERNET 
PROTECTION 

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Children’s 

Internet Protection Act’’. 
SEC. ll02. NO UNIVERSAL SERVICE FOR 

SCHOOLS OR LIBRARIES THAT FAIL 
TO IMPLEMENT A FILTERING OR 
BLOCKING TECHNOLOGY FOR COM-
PUTERS WITH INTERNET ACCESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 254 of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 254) is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

‘‘(l) IMPLEMENTATION OF AN INTERNET FIL-
TERING OR BLOCKING TECHNOLOGY.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An elementary school, 
secondary school, or library that fails to pro-
vide the certification required by paragraph 
(2) or (3), respectively, is not eligible to re-
ceive or retain universal service assistance 
provided under subsection (h)(1)(B). 

‘‘(2) CERTIFICATION FOR SCHOOLS.—To be eli-
gible to receive universal service assistance 

under subsection (h)(1)(B), an elementary or 
secondary school shall certify to the Com-
mission that it has— 

‘‘(A) selected a technology for computers 
with Internet access to filter or block— 

‘‘(i) child pornographic materials, which 
shall have the meaning of that term as used 
in sections 2252, 2252A, 2256 of title 18, United 
States Code; 

‘‘(ii) obscene materials, which shall have 
the meaning of that term as used in section 
1460 of title 18, United States Code; and 

‘‘(iii) materials deemed to be harmful to 
minors, which shall have the meaning of 
that term as used in section 231 of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 231); and 

‘‘(B) installed, or will install, and uses or 
will use, as soon as it obtains computers 
with Internet access, a technology to filter 
or block such material. 

‘‘(3) CERTIFICATION FOR LIBRARIES.—To be 
eligible to receive universal service assist-
ance under subsection (h)(1)(B),a library 
shall certify to the Commission that it has— 

‘‘(A) selected a technology for computers 
with Internet access to filter or block— 

‘‘(i) child pornographic materials, which 
shall have the meaning of that term as used 
in sections 2252, 2252A, 2256 of title 18, United 
States Code; 

‘‘(ii) obscene materials, which shall have 
the meaning of that term as used in section 
1460 of title 18, United States Code; and 

‘‘(iii) materials deemed to be harmful to 
minors, which shall have the meaning of 
that term as used in section 231 of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 231); and 

‘‘(B) installed, or will install, and uses or 
will use, as soon as it obtains computers 
with Internet access, a technology to filter 
or block such material. 

‘‘(4) TIME FOR CERTIFICATION.—The certifi-
cation required by paragraph (2) or (3) shall 
be made within 30 days of the date that rules 
are promulgated by the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, or, if later, within 10 days 
of the date on which any computer with ac-
cess to the Internet is first made available in 
the school or library for its intended use. 

‘‘(5) NOTIFICATION OF CESSATION; ADDI-
TIONAL INTERNET-ACCESSING COMPUTER.— 

‘‘(A) CESSATION.—A school or library that 
has filed the certification required by para-
graph (3)(A) shall notify the Commission 
within 10 days after the date on which it 
ceases to use the filtering or blocking tech-
nology to which the certification related. 

‘‘(B) ADDITIONAL INTERNET-ACCESSING COM-
PUTER.—A school or library that has filed the 
certification required by paragraph (3)(B) 
that adds another computer with Internet 
access intended for use by the public (includ-
ing minors) shall make the certification re-
quired by paragraph (3)(A) within 10 days 
after that computer is made available for use 
by the public. 

‘‘(6) POSTING OF NOTICE.—A school or li-
brary that has filed a certification under 
paragraph (2) or (3) shall post within view of 
the computers which are the subject of that 
certification a notice that contains— 

‘‘(A) a copy of the filter or block certifi-
cation; 

‘‘(B) a statement of such school’s or li-
brary’s filtering or block policy; and 

‘‘(C) information on the specific block 
technology in use. 

‘‘(7) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO COMPLY.—A 
school or library that fails to meet the re-
quirements of this subsection is liable to 
repay immediately the full amount of all 
universal service assistance the school or li-
brary received under subsection (h)(1)(B) 
after the date the failure began. 
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‘‘(8) LOCAL DETERMINATION OF MATERIAL TO 

BE FILTERED.—For purposes of paragraphs (2) 
and (3), the determination of what material 
is to be deemed harmful to minors shall be 
made by the school, school board, library or 
other authority responsible for making the 
required certification. No agency or instru-
mentality of the United States Government 
may— 

‘‘(A) establish criteria for making that de-
termination; 

‘‘(B) review the determination made by the 
certifying school, school board, library, or 
other authority; or 

‘‘(C) consider the criteria employed by the 
certifying school, school board, library, or 
other authority in the administration of sub-
section (h)(1)(B). 

‘‘(9) NO PREEMTION OR OTHER EFFECT.— 
Nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued— 

‘‘(A) to preempt, supersede, or limit any 
requirements that imposed by a school or li-
brary, or by a political authority for a school 
or library, that are more stringent than the 
requirements of this subsection; or 

‘‘(B) to supersede or limit otherwise appli-
cable Federal or State child pornography or 
obscenity laws.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING CHANGE.—Section 
254(h)(1)(B) of the Communications Act of 
1934 (47 U.S.C. 254(h)(1)(B)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘All telecommunications’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Except as provided by subsection 
(l), all telecommunications’’. 
SEC. ll3. FCC TO ADOPT RULES WITHIN 4 

MONTHS. 
The Federal Communications Commission 

shall adopt rules implementing section 254(l) 
of the Communications Act of 1934 (as added 
by this Act) within 120 days after the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 209, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS) 
and the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS). 

MODIFICATION TO AMENDMENT NO. 41 OFFERED 
BY MR. FRANKS OF NEW JERSEY 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be modified by the 
modification placed at the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the modification. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Modification to amendment No. 41 offered 

by Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey: 
On page 2 of the amendment on line 18 be-

fore the word ‘‘materials’’ insert ‘‘during use 
by minors,’’ and on page 3 of the amendment 
on line 17 before the word ‘‘materials’’ insert 
‘‘during use by minors,’’. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. With-
out objection, the amendment is modi-
fied. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 

Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. The Internet has 
opened up an exciting world of dis-
covery for our children. Today across 
America an estimated 15 million kids 
have access to the Internet. According 
to the Department of Education, more 
than half the classrooms in the Nation 
are now wired to the net. Within sec-
onds, our children can find up-to-date 

information on every conceivable topic 
that they are studying in school. 

But this extraordinarily powerful 
learning tool can also have a dark and 
threatening side. Pedophiles and other 
criminals are using the Internet to 
contact our children in those places 
where we want to believe they are most 
secure, in our homes, our schools and 
our libraries. The reality is that mate-
rials breeding hate, violence, child por-
nography and even personal danger can 
be waiting only a few clicks away. 

The group Cyber Angels, a computer 
savvy affiliate of the Guardian Angels, 
has documented more than 17,000 Inter-
net sites devoted to child pornography 
and pedophilia. Moreover, the FBI re-
ports that pornography sites are now 
the most frequently accessed sites on 
the Internet. 

And our children do not have to be 
actively looking for pornographic web 
sites to be exposed to adult-only mate-
rial. For example, a child researching 
the presidency of the United States for 
a school report would probably turn to 
the White House web site, 
whitehouse.gov, but if they mistakenly 
typed in whitehouse.com, they would 
find themselves exposed to hard-core 
pornography. In fact, a recent study 
conducted by the Internet monitoring 
group Cyvelliance found that operators 
of pornographic sites frequently use 
brand names that are popular with kids 
in an effort to draw unsuspecting chil-
dren to their web sites. The most pop-
ular names invoked by the pornog-
raphy industry relate to Disney, 
Nintendo and Barbie. 

Yet in spite of all these potential 
dangers, I believe every child in Amer-
ica should have access to these amaz-
ing learning tools, provided we take 
special precautions to protect our 
youngest, most vulnerable citizens. 

The amendment that I am offering 
would require schools and libraries to 
use filtering technology if they accept 
Federal subsidies to connect to the 
Internet. Filtering technology, which 
many parents have already installed on 
their home computers, would keep ma-
terials designed for adults only out of 
the reach of our children. 

I recognize that some in the edu-
cational community, including some in 
the American Library Association, be-
lieve that all Americans, regardless of 
age, should have unlimited, unfettered 
access to all the material on the Inter-
net. But the concept of placing restric-
tions on the kind of information avail-
able to our children is nothing new. 
For generations, schools and libraries 
have routinely decided what books are 
appropriate for our children to read. 

This amendment would merely re-
quire that these institutions use that 
same standard of care when it comes to 
the latest advances of the Information 
Age. 

Lastly, it is important to note that 
while this amendment requires schools 

and libraries to use blocking tech-
nology, it leaves it up to the local 
school district and library board to de-
termine the type of filtering tech-
nology to use. It is important that par-
ents and educators in our local commu-
nities set their own standards. In light 
of the Federal Government’s important 
continuing role in supporting Internet 
access to schools and libraries, this 
amendment is prudent and necessary. 
It will ensure that our children can 
take advantage of this revolutionary 
learning tool without being assaulted 
by materials that are not only inappro-
priate but dangerous for our children. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2– 
3⁄4 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER). 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, 
we all want to protect children and 
provide them with safe communities in 
which to grow. To achieve this worthy 
goal, we must work with local govern-
ments, schools and libraries. The 
amendment before us is not helpful. A 
new mandate would set regulations 
that would be nearly impossible to 
meet and would deprive schools of sore-
ly needed funds. 

The most important action Congress 
has taken to promote both the goal of 
quality education and connections to 
the broader world through the Internet 
is to be found in the Telecommuni-
cations Act of 1996. This special edu-
cation rate, known as the E-rate, was 
part of the Federal Universal Service 
Fund providing important discounts of 
20 to 90 percent on telecommunications 
services, Internet access and internal 
communications for public schools, 
public and private, as well as our li-
brary systems. It enjoys broad bipar-
tisan support. 

No one advocates allowing children 
access to pornographic materials, but 
this amendment is simply too draco-
nian. Assuring that the children’s 
Internet activity is safe is most appro-
priately made at the local level, not 
one by a new Federal mandate. There 
is no need for the amendment. We 
should recognize that students access-
ing the Internet from their local li-
brary or schools typically are receiving 
as much or more supervision than what 
occurs commonly in some homes. 

This amendment imposes extraor-
dinary financial and administrative 
burdens on schools and libraries as well 
as the risk of liability for the technical 
and constitutional shortcomings of fil-
tering technology. The purchasing, in-
stalling and maintenance of this soft-
ware is expensive and administratively 
burdensome at a time when most 
schools and libraries are struggling 
just to connect to the Internet. It al-
lows only 30 days for districts and li-
braries to comply with the law after 
the FCC has promulgated the rules. 
With every State setting different pro-
curement laws, there is no possible way 
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schools and libraries all across the 
country could come up to speed, write 
an RFP, wait the allotted time for in-
coming bids, choose a provider, install 
the software, and provide the training, 
all within 30 days. 

After giving us an impossible dead-
line, the amendment requires schools 
that fail to meet the requirements 
repay the full amount of universal 
service assistance back to the date the 
failure began. Retroactive repayment 
of universal service support for non-
compliance is unrealistic. 

Across the Nation, communities are 
already working to assure that chil-
dren’s Internet access is properly guid-
ed. They are utilizing all the options 
available to them and choosing those 
that best meet the needs of those local 
communities. We ought to trust our 
local library boards and school boards. 
Imposing a Federal mandate is inap-
propriate and unnecessary. 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. PICK-
ERING), my original cosponsor. 

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Chairman, I am 
proud and pleased to rise in support of 
the amendment as an original cospon-
sor with the gentleman from New Jer-
sey. 

I would like to take a second to ad-
dress some of the issues raised by the 
gentleman from Oregon. In 1996, the 
Telecommunications Act was passed 
that set up the E-rate that is now pro-
viding $1.6 billion in subsidies to link 
our schools and libraries to the Inter-
net. Now, this opens up educational 
and discovery opportunities and learn-
ing opportunities as a tool for our 
teachers. It is a zone of discovery but it 
is also a danger zone. 

The gentleman from Oregon said that 
this is costly and difficult to do. What 
is the cost of not protecting our chil-
dren? Let me share one example that I 
have learned of today. An 11-year-old 
boy went to a public library and began 
viewing a pornographic site. He re-
turned to his neighborhood where there 
was a 5-year-old little girl next door 
and he molested her, acting out the 
scenes he saw at the public library. He 
was arrested. Pornography destroys 
families, as it destroyed the youth and 
the innocence of this little girl. The 
gentleman from Oregon mentioned 
cost, most of these filtering products 
are $25 to $50. Is that too high of a cost 
to protect our children from pornog-
raphy? Each school district has the op-
portunity to decide which technology 
is best. It is flexible, it is workable, it 
is the right thing to do to protect our 
children. It is constructed in a con-
stitutionally sound way. The Littleton 
violence that we saw, the young, vio-
lent offenders of Littleton were look-
ing at Internet sites to see how to con-
struct a bomb, hate-filled sites. 

b 1815 
With these commonsense filters, we 

can protect our children from access to 

violent, hate-filled sites, to porno-
graphic sites, to obscene sites, which 
then lead them to act out very destruc-
tive behaviors. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask the Members of 
this body to support this amendment, 
to protect our children, and to do what 
is right. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. RUSH). 

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today against the Franks-Pickering 
amendment. The Franks-Pickering 
amendment would terminate the E- 
rate benefits for schools and libraries 
that fail to implement filtering tech-
nology for computers with Internet 
servers and Internet access. While I 
agree with this premise, I feel that this 
amendment goes much too far. 

The amendment would require 
schools and libraries to return their E- 
rate funds within 30 days if the schools 
do not comply with FCC rules. This re-
quirement will financially and admin-
istratively burden schools and libraries 
that have to purchase and install this 
filtering software. 

Most schools that receive E-rate 
funding are located in inner-city and 
rural areas. These schools are strug-
gling to connect with the Internet, and 
this amendment would be an imposi-
tion that would set them back even 
more so. 

Mr. Chairman, let us not widen the 
digital divide that already exists 
among our children. I urge my col-
leagues to vote against this amend-
ment. 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, could I inquire of the Chair 
how much time remains on each side? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. FRANKS) has 31⁄2 minutes 
remaining; and the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) has 61⁄4 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN). 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Chairman, if my 
colleagues were given a choice today as 
to whether or not to pass a bill that 
would provide Federal funds for the in-
stallation of Internet services and con-
nections to our schools and libraries in 
a fashion that allowed the spending of 
that money without filters so that 
children could, in fact, access porno-
graphic sites in those schools and li-
braries, if my colleagues had a choice 
of doing that, or they had a choice of 
passing a bill that provided Federal 
funds to schools and libraries which in-
cluded filtering devices to make sure 
that the kids in those schools and li-
braries use the Internet for good rea-
sons and not to access these sites, 
which would my colleagues choose? 

Is there any doubt they would choose 
the latter? Is there any doubt that my 
colleagues would tell the FCC in this 

case, which is spending this money, 
that give to the schools only on condi-
tion that they put these filters in. 

These filters are inexpensive, they 
are easy to install. The government is 
putting up the money anyhow, and if 
Federal dollars collected by the FCC 
are being spent to install these sys-
tems, is it so draconian to say that we 
ought to spend 50 of those dollars to 
make sure that that computer system 
has such a filtering device? 

If the filters were not available, if 
the technology was not readily and 
cheaply available on the marketplace, 
my colleagues might have an argu-
ment. But this technology is abun-
dantly available, it is inexpensive, and 
it is inexcusable for our Federal Gov-
ernment to be spending money, putting 
in Internet systems into schools and li-
braries without it. 

What the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. FRANKS) and the gentleman from 
Mississippi (Mr. PICKERING) are saying 
is that when this money is spent by the 
Federal Government to assist our 
schools and libraries in connecting our 
children to the Internet, we have this 
simple little requirement that they in-
clude in their plan a filtering device, 
cheap, inexpensive, easily installed. 
Not to pass this would be a crime. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this is unfortunate 
that we are coming here without any 
hearings. We do not know how much 
these things cost, whether they are ef-
fective or not. We do know that there 
have been complaints that the filters 
filter out some stuff that we might not 
want filtered, like AIDS education; or 
even the Society of Friends, the Quak-
ers, or the Heritage Foundations have 
had their sites blocked by this kind of 
filter. Many pornographic sites are not 
blocked because they fail to use the 
magic words. 

Mr. Chairman, we have not had any 
hearings, so we cannot get coherent an-
swers to these questions. But we know 
that the measure is opposed by the Na-
tional Education Association, the Edu-
cation and Library Networks Coalition, 
the United States Catholic Conference, 
and the American Library Association, 
and the International Society for Tech-
nology in Education. 

But if we are going to be serious 
about crime, we ought to use a delib-
erate process, enact those measures 
that will actually work to reduce 
crime, and stop coming up at the last 
minute with amendments for which we 
have had no hearings. 

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

Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield the remainder of our 
time to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
OXLEY). 

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

I want to commend my friends from 
Mississippi and New Jersey for their 
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foresight. Many of us who worked on 
the Child On-Line Protection Act and 
voted for it, which means virtually ev-
erybody within the sound of my voice 
who has a vote in this Chamber, as well 
as those on the floor who have worked 
on this issue understand the issue. 

Let me just tell my colleagues what 
is at stake. The ACLU is sending out 
information trying to get Members to 
vote against this legislation, just the 
same kind of thing they did when they 
opposed the Child On-Line Protection 
Act, which passed unanimously in this 
body just less than a year ago. 

Let me tell my colleagues about the 
ACLU and what they are telling us 
about children’s exposure to graphic 
content. This is from a Communica-
tions Daily article where ACLU attor-
ney Ann Beson is arguing against our 
Child On-Line Protection Act and is 
quoted as saying that there is, quote, 
‘‘no real harm,’’ end quote, to children 
in viewing sexually graphic material, 
and that it will not, quote, ‘‘turn kids 
into sexual deviants.’’ Since repression 
turns kids into deviants, that is the 
kind of opposition we are getting from 
common-sense legislation and amend-
ments that are put forward by our 
friends from New Jersey and Mis-
sissippi, and why I was proud to join 
these two gentlemen as a cosponsor. 
That is the real crux of the issue. Is it 
too much to ask that those filtering 
processes be there? I think not. Let us 
support this amendment. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. MEEKS). 

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today to express my strong 
opposition to the amendment of the 
gentleman from New Jersey. As a fa-
ther of two children attending public 
school systems in New York, and with 
another child on the way, I am for find-
ing sensible approaches to address 
what our children are exposed to with-
out infringing on any individual’s con-
stitutional rights. 

Assuring that children’s Internet ac-
tivity is safe is a goal that we all strive 
to achieve. However, this amendment 
is not about addressing child safety at 
all. What it really is about is an at-
tempt by those Members who fun-
damentally disagree with the E-rate 
program and want to eliminate it. This 
amendment imposes extraordinary fi-
nancial and administrative burdens on 
schools and libraries as well as the risk 
of liability for the technical and con-
stitutional shortcomings of filtering 
technology. 

Before this body looks to find ways 
to eliminate the E-rate program, let us 
examine how this program benefits 
communities across this country, and 
in schools and libraries in low-income 
and urban and rural areas. They qual-
ify for the highest discounts to assure 
that every American, regardless of age, 
income or location, has access to essen-
tial tools of the information age. 

In the first year of the E-rate pro-
gram, 47 percent of the dollars re-
quested of the E-rate program were for 
schools and libraries serving economi-
cally disadvantaged students and li-
brary patrons. In addition, discount re-
quests were received from all 50 States 
and several special jurisdictions, in-
cluding the District of Columbia, Puer-
to Rico, the American Samoa, and the 
Virgin Islands. 

This program benefits everyone: chil-
dren, adults, lifelong learners, every-
one. Communities across this country 
are already working to ensure that 
children’s Internet access is properly 
guided. They are utilizing every avail-
able option and choosing those that 
conform to local needs and standards. 

This amendment is unnecessary. 
What this technology does, it levels the 
playing field for the first time in the 
history of this country. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the balance of our time to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. FRANKS) and the gentleman from 
Mississippi (Mr. PICKERING). The 
amendment would eliminate E-rate 
benefits for schools and libraries that 
fail to implement filtering or blocking 
technology for computers with Inter-
net access. 

Let me be clear. I do not advocate al-
lowing schoolchildren access to porno-
graphic materials, but the scope of this 
amendment is too broad and undefined. 
For example, it would require repay-
ment of E-rate funds within 30 days if 
the school district is unable to comply 
with FCC rules. Procurement rules for 
individual school districts make it 
highly unlikely that schools will be 
able to comply, even though many are 
already seeking to do so. 

Mr. Chairman, the strange thing 
about all of this is this: The Congres-
sional Black Caucus went over to the 
FCC when the vote was taken for E- 
rate. The only people who voted 
against it were Republicans, despite 
the fact we made a lot of pleas with our 
colleagues about the digital divide, be-
tween the haves and the have-nots, and 
some of the same ones who spoke on 
this floor today who are against E-rate 
for poor children, for children who do 
not have access, are now here trying to 
set up another roadblock. 

The E-rate program is instrumental 
in closing the digital divide that exists 
between the haves and the have-nots. 
The reality is that only 27 percent of 
America’s classrooms are linked to the 
Internet. In poor and minority commu-
nities, only 13 percent of the class-
rooms are linked to the Internet. 
Schools in high-minority enrollment 
areas are almost three times less likely 
to have Internet access in the class-
rooms than predominantly white 
schools. While 78 percent of schools 

have at least one Internet connection, 
that connection is often only in the ad-
ministrative office. 

It is for these reasons, among others, 
that I have been an ardent supporter of 
the E-rate program. I am among the 74 
percent of Americans who recognize 
that computers improve the quality of 
education. Let us not sacrifice the ac-
cess to technology that our children in 
poor districts need so badly by suc-
cumbing to the rhetoric of this poorly 
drafted amendment. I urge a vote of no. 

Let me just say this: For all of those 
Members who forever talk about how 
families should raise their children, let 
me just tell them something. I have a 
grandson who is a whiz, loves the com-
puter, knows it backwards and for-
wards. I said to my daughter, do not 
block anything. You tell your son, my 
grandchild, what he is to do and what 
he is not to do, and you discipline him 
if, in fact, he violates the rules of your 
house. 

For those people who want the gov-
ernment to take over the rearing of 
their children by dictating, by cen-
suring, where is their ability to raise 
their children? Where is their will to 
discipline? Where is their desire to 
have some faith in their ability to in-
struct, to rear, and provide the kind of 
parenting that we all need to see in 
America, rather than thinking some-
body else is going to do it for us? 

My grandson will not be censured, 
and guess what? He is going to do what 
his mama tells him and what his 
grandmother tells him, and that is 
what is going to be the order of the day 
in their house. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex-
pired. 

The question is on the amendment, 
as modified, offered by the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. FRANKS). 

The amendment, as modified, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 
consider Amendment No. 42 printed in 
part A of House Report 106–186. 
AMENDMENT NO. 42 OFFERED BY MR. MCINTOSH 
Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-

ignate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 42 offered by Mr. 

MCINTOSH: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 

TITLE ll—TEACHER LIABILITY 
PROTECTION 

SEC. ll01. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Teacher Li-

ability Protection Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. ll02. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) The ability of teachers, principals and 
other school professionals to teach, inspire 
and shape the intellect of our Nation’s ele-
mentary and secondary school students is 
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deterred and hindered by frivolous lawsuits 
and litigation. 

(2) Each year more and more teachers, 
principals and other school professionals 
face lawsuits for actions undertaken as part 
of their duties to provide millions of school 
children quality educational opportunities. 

(3) Too many teachers, principals and 
other school professionals face increasingly 
severe and random acts of violence in the 
classroom and in schools. 

(4) Providing teachers, principals and other 
school professionals a safe and secure envi-
ronment is an important part of the effort to 
improve and expand educational opportuni-
ties. 

(5) Clarifying and limiting the liability of 
teachers, principals and other school profes-
sionals who undertake reasonable actions to 
maintain order, discipline and an appro-
priate educational environment is an appro-
priate subject of Federal legislation be-
cause— 

(A) the scope of the problems created by 
the legitimate fears of teachers, principals 
and other school professionals about frivo-
lous, arbitrary or capricious lawsuits against 
teachers is of national importance; and 

(B) millions of children and their families 
across the Nation depend on teachers, prin-
cipals and other school professionals for the 
intellectual development of children. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this title is 
to provide teachers, principals and other 
school professionals the tools they need to 
undertake reasonable actions to maintain 
order, discipline and an appropriate edu-
cational environment. 
SEC. ll03. PREEMPTION AND ELECTION OF 

STATE NONAPPLICABILITY. 
(a) PREEMPTION.—This title preempts the 

laws of any State to the extent that such 
laws are inconsistent with this title, except 
that this title shall not preempt any State 
law that provides additional protection from 
liability relating to teachers. 

(b) ELECTION OF STATE REGARDING NON-
APPLICABILITY.—This title shall not apply to 
any civil action in a State court against a 
teacher in which all parties are citizens of 
the State if such State enacts a statute in 
accordance with State requirements for en-
acting legislation— 

(1) citing the authority of this subsection; 
(2) declaring the election of such State 

that this title shall not apply, as of a date 
certain, to such civil action in the State; and 

(3) containing no other provisions. 
SEC. ll04. LIMITATION ON LIABILITY FOR 

TEACHERS. 
(a) LIABILITY PROTECTION FOR TEACHERS.— 

Except as provided in subsections (b) and (c), 
no teacher in a school shall be liable for 
harm caused by an act or omission of the 
teacher on behalf of the school if— 

(1) the teacher was acting within the scope 
of the teacher’s employment or responsibil-
ities related to providing educational serv-
ices; 

(2) the actions of the teacher were carried 
out in conformity with local, state, or fed-
eral laws, rules or regulations in furtherance 
of efforts to control, discipline, expel, or sus-
pend a student or maintain order or control 
in the classroom or school; 

(3) if appropriate or required, the teacher 
was properly licensed, certified, or author-
ized by the appropriate authorities for the 
activities or practice in the State in which 
the harm occurred, where the activities were 
or practice was undertaken within the scope 
of the teacher’s responsibilities; 

(4) the harm was not caused by willful or 
criminal misconduct, gross negligence, reck-

less misconduct, or a conscious, flagrant in-
difference to the rights or safety of the indi-
vidual harmed by the teacher; and 

(5) the harm was not caused by the teacher 
operating a motor vehicle, vessel, aircraft, 
or other vehicle for which the State requires 
the operator or the owner of the vehicle, 
craft, or vessel to— 

(A) possess an operator’s license; or 
(B) maintain insurance. 
(b) CONCERNING RESPONSIBILITY OF TEACH-

ERS TO SCHOOLS AND GOVERNMENTAL ENTI-
TIES.—Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to affect any civil action brought by 
any school or any governmental entity 
against any teacher of such school. 

(c) EXCEPTIONS TO TEACHER LIABILITY PRO-
TECTION.—If the laws of a State limit teacher 
liability subject to one or more of the fol-
lowing conditions, such conditions shall not 
be construed as inconsistent with this sec-
tion: 

(1) A State law that requires a school or 
governmental entity to adhere to risk man-
agement procedures, including mandatory 
training of teachers. 

(2) A State law that makes the school or 
governmental entity liable for the acts or 
omissions of its teachers to the same extent 
as an employer is liable for the acts or omis-
sions of its employees. 

(3) A State law that makes a limitation of 
liability inapplicable if the civil action was 
brought by an officer of a State or local gov-
ernment pursuant to State or local law. 

(d) LIMITATION ON PUNITIVE DAMAGES 
BASED ON THE ACTIONS OF TEACHERS.— 

(1) GENERAL RULE.—Punitive damages may 
not be awarded against a teacher in an ac-
tion brought for harm based on the action of 
a teacher acting within the scope of the 
teacher’s responsibilities to a school or gov-
ernmental entity unless the claimant estab-
lishes by clear and convincing evidence that 
the harm was proximately caused by an ac-
tion of such teacher which constitutes will-
ful or criminal misconduct, or a conscious, 
flagrant indifference to the rights or safety 
of the individual harmed. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Paragraph (1) does not 
create a cause of action for punitive damages 
and does not preempt or supersede any Fed-
eral or State law to the extent that such law 
would further limit the award of punitive 
damages. 

(e) EXCEPTIONS TO LIMITATIONS ON LIABIL-
ITY.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The limitations on the li-
ability of a teacher under this title shall not 
apply to any misconduct that— 

(A) constitutes a crime of violence (as that 
term is defined in section 16 of title 18, 
United States Code) or act of international 
terrorism (as that term is defined in section 
2331 of title 18, United States Code) for which 
the defendant has been convicted in any 
court; 

(B) involves a sexual offense, as defined by 
applicable State law, for which the defend-
ant has been convicted in any court; 

(C) involves misconduct for which the de-
fendant has been found to have violated a 
Federal or State civil rights law; or 

(D) where the defendant was under the in-
fluence (as determined pursuant to applica-
ble State law) of intoxicating alcohol or any 
drug at the time of the misconduct. 

(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection shall be construed to effect sub-
section (a)(3) or (d). 
SEC. ll05. LIABILITY FOR NONECONOMIC LOSS. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.—In any civil action 
against a teacher, based on an action of a 
teacher acting within the scope of the teach-

er’s responsibilities to a school or govern-
mental entity, the liability of the teacher for 
noneconomic loss shall be determined in ac-
cordance with subsection (b). 

(b) AMOUNT OF LIABILITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Each defendant who is a 

teacher, shall be liable only for the amount 
of noneconomic loss allocated to that de-
fendant in direct proportion to the percent-
age of responsibility of that defendant (de-
termined in accordance with paragraph (2)) 
for the harm to the claimant with respect to 
which that defendant is liable. The court 
shall render a separate judgment against 
each defendant in an amount determined 
pursuant to the preceding sentence. 

(2) PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSIBILITY.—For 
purposes of determining the amount of non-
economic loss allocated to a defendant who 
is a teacher under this section, the trier of 
fact shall determine the percentage of re-
sponsibility of that defendant for the claim-
ant’s harm. 
SEC. ll06. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this title: 
(1) ECONOMIC LOSS.—The term ‘‘economic 

loss’’ means any pecuniary loss resulting 
from harm (including the loss of earnings or 
other benefits related to employment, med-
ical expense loss, replacement services loss, 
loss due to death, burial costs, and loss of 
business or employment opportunities) to 
the extent recovery for such loss is allowed 
under applicable State law. 

(2) HARM.—The term ‘‘harm’’ includes 
physical, nonphysical, economic, and non-
economic losses. 

(3) NONECONOMIC LOSSES.—The term ‘‘non-
economic losses’’ means losses for physical 
and emotional pain, suffering, inconven-
ience, physical impairment, mental anguish, 
disfigurement, loss of enjoyment of life, loss 
of society and companionship, loss of consor-
tium (other than loss of domestic service), 
hedonic damages, injury to reputation and 
all other nonpecuniary losses of any kind or 
nature. 

(4) SCHOOL.—The term ‘‘school’’ means a 
public or private kindergarten, a public or 
private elementary school or secondary 
school (as defined in section 14101 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801)), or a home school. 

(5) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means each 
of the several States of the United States, 
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, the United States Virgin Is-
lands, Guam, American Samoa, the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
any other territory or possession of the 
United States, or any political subdivision of 
any such State, territory, or possession. 

(6) TEACHER.—The term ‘‘teacher’’ means a 
teacher, instructor, principal, administrator, 
or other educational professional that works 
in a school, a local school board and any 
member of such board, and a local edu-
cational agency and any employee of such 
agency. 
SEC. ll07. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—This title shall take ef-
fect 90 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(b) APPLICATION.—This title applies to any 
claim for harm caused by an act or omission 
of a teacher where that claim is filed on or 
after the effective date of this Act, without 
regard to whether the harm that is the sub-
ject of the claim or the conduct that caused 
the harm occurred before such effective date. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. MCINTOSH) and a Member 
opposed each will control 15 minutes. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Indiana (Mr. MCINTOSH). 
Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself 3 minutes. 
I rise today in strong support of this 

important school safety amendment, 
and I am pleased to be joined in by my 
colleagues, the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. BRYANT) and the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BRADY) in this effort. 

Mr. Chairman, it is apparent from 
the debate over the last 2 days that 
many different lessons are being drawn 
from the recent school shooting trage-
dies that have staggered our Nation. 
However, I think there is one lesson 
that is clear to each and every one of 
us in this body. America’s teachers 
must be freed up to use and to keep dis-
cipline in the classroom. 

b 1830 

It is about time that Congress plays 
its part in protecting our teachers. I 
have traveled across Indiana and 
talked to teachers from all parts of 
that State. They tell me over and over 
again, they do their job but they do it 
in fear. They fear physical harm in the 
classroom from unruly students who 
may be violent, and educators equally 
fear lawsuits being brought against 
them by overzealous trial lawyers, law-
suits filed because a teacher breaks up 
a fight or because a teacher hugs a 
child who has fallen on the playground. 

In Texas we have a report of a law-
suit of that type. What happened here 
was a student was throwing fruit in the 
classroom and being extremely disrup-
tive. The teacher went over to this 
young student and repeatedly asked 
him to stop. That is inappropriate be-
havior. The student began yelling ob-
scenities, including the F word at the 
teacher, and continued his behavior. 

So the teacher took the student, 
took him out of the room, took him 
down to the principal’s office for appro-
priate discipline. Later the student and 
his family sued that teacher, saying 
that they had acted inappropriately. 
This case fortunately was dismissed, 
but it sent a pall throughout the class-
rooms in America when teachers can be 
subject to that type of lawsuit. 

Frankly, it is just plain wrong to put 
our teachers in this predicament. We 
need to take lawsuits out of the class-
room. Teachers should not fear losing 
their jobs, their livelihood, and their 
life savings as a result of those types of 
frivolous lawsuits. 

That is why I have joined today with 
my colleagues to introduce this amend-
ment, which takes an important first 
step toward protecting our teachers 
from unfair lawsuits. This amendment 
provides limited immunity from civil 
liability for teachers who are attempt-
ing to maintain order, control, or dis-
cipline in the classroom or in the 
school. It allows principals and admin-
istrators to take charge and provide 
leadership. It allows them to do so 

without fear of being subject to a law-
suit because some lawyer sees an op-
portunity to make a fast buck. 

In fact, I want to share with the 
Members a letter from Bobby Fields, 
who is a teacher and assistant prin-
cipal from LaPel High School, in my 
district. Mr. Fields wrote to me telling 
me of this real problem. I will quote 
from his letter: 

‘‘In recent years the threat of law-
suits have really hampered my ability 
to enforce adequate discipline in the 
classroom.’’ We have no discipline in 
the classroom, and when that happens, 
there is no learning going on. Perhaps 
the most important benefit of this 
amendment is that teachers will be 
able to teach, not only the subject of 
the class, but a more general lesson, 
that there are limits, certain behavior 
is unacceptable, and that there are 
consequences when children do some-
thing that is wrong. 

These more subtle yet very profound 
lessons will do more to ensure that our 
young people grow up with the values 
they need to be responsible. Frankly, I 
think it will help to ensure that we do 
not see a future Columbine or Spring-
field, Oregon, or Paducah, Kentucky. 

Let me state emphatically what this 
amendment does not do. It does not 
provide protection if the professionals 
act inappropriately, act illegally, use 
drugs or are on alcohol. Second, it does 
not override State laws that provide 
for greater relief or immunity. 

I would also like to remind my col-
leagues that the Senate passed a nearly 
identical amendment by voice vote 
when they addressed this view. So I ask 
my colleagues today to join me to free 
teachers from the threat of unneces-
sary lawsuits. Our teachers need and 
deserve our help. We can think of many 
of them who have influenced our lives. 
Let us give something back to them. 
Let us give them the freedom to teach 
again. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment, and am pleased to be here 
with my colleagues, the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. BRYANT) and the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY) as 
cosponsors. 

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

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Is the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT) opposed to the 
amendment? 

Mr. SCOTT. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) is 
recognized for the time in opposition. 

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment pro-
vides that a teacher acting within the 
scope of his or her employment, acting 
within conformity with local, State, 
and Federal laws, rules, and regula-
tions would have immunity. But it 
seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that they 

would not need immunity because they 
would not be liable in that situation. 

To the extent that that provision 
gives comfort and aid to teachers, it 
would be appropriate. Unfortunately, 
Mr. Chairman, it does not just provide 
immunity, it changes the laws on joint 
and several liability, and provides new 
standards for punitive damages which 
are well established in State law. 

We ought not be trying to change 
State law. States have the capability 
of doing their own laws in liability 
cases, and we should not be changing 
them. The joint and several liability 
and punitive damage issues have been 
before us on other bills. It just seems 
to me that this is a matter for States 
to decide. They have been doing this 
for hundreds of years, and they can 
continue. 

For that reason, I think the bill is ei-
ther unnecessary or goes into areas it 
should not be going into. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to make the gentleman 
aware of section B, that gives the 
States an opt out provision for the en-
tire bill. If they want to pass a dif-
ferent law, they can. So what we are 
doing really by this amendment is fill-
ing in the blanks when the States have 
not acted to provide that type of relief. 

Mr. SCOTT. Reclaiming my time, Mr. 
Chairman, the States also have the op-
tion of passing whatever law they 
want. They should not have to act be-
cause we tell them to act, they ought 
to be able to act and do what they want 
to do. 

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

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to my colleague, the 
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. BRY-
ANT), who is also a cosponsor of this 
amendment. 

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my colleague, the gentleman from In-
diana, for yielding time to me. I thank 
my other colleague, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. BRADY) for joining in 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, as I sat here and lis-
tened to the debate about what is going 
on, I hope those that are viewing this 
debate from the audience can under-
stand that we are about constructing a 
bill that would be effective in combat-
ting what we see and read about every 
day in the newspaper and hear about on 
the radio and television, this culture of 
violence that we have come into in this 
country, particularly among our 
youth. 

We are trying to do this as a reaction 
to an action that we believe has carried 
this country too far one way. We are 
reacting bit by bit, piece by piece 
today, in trying to build a very solid 
constitutional measure that will give 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 15:33 Oct 02, 2004 Jkt 069102 PO 00000 Frm 00071 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\H17JN9.002 H17JN9



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE 13397 June 17, 1999 
parents and society, schoolteachers, 
administrators, some ability to react. 

We are doing this in a way that we 
have done because we are listening to 
the people out there. We are going into 
the schools and talking to the prin-
cipals and teachers. That is why we 
had an amendment just a couple of 
amendments ago that said we do not 
want guns in schools, no matter who 
brings those guns to school. We just 
had an amendment before this where 
we said, we do not want all sorts of 
trash and terrible information coming 
through the Internet into the schools 
that we would not let into our own 
homes. 

I was certainly persuaded by the ar-
gument of one of my colleagues on the 
other side from California about how 
she is a good grandparent and how her 
daughter is a good parent. It sounds 
like that is a great situation. I admire 
that. It is not her grandchild, it is not 
necessarily my children or anyone 
else’s children here or children of good 
parents that we worry about, it is 
those children out there who do not 
have these positive influences around 
them, and that yet are subject to these 
negative influences through the Inter-
net or through whatever source of in-
fluence they are subject to. 

In the instance of this amendment, it 
is children who come to school and 
misbehave in a terrible way, that cre-
ate an environment in our classroom 
where nobody can learn; that the 
teacher feels unsafe, and that the fel-
low students feel unsafe. When some 
action is taken, the next thing we 
know, the people in charge are drug 
into court to defend themselves over 
that. 

All this bill simply does is establish 
some parameters, some limited liabil-
ity for teachers, to give them some 
confidence, some security that they 
need to properly enforce the discipline 
and keep the order in the classroom 
which, in the end, everybody wins. So 
it is for that reason and on that basis 
and with that logic that I submit that 
this is good legislation, an amendment 
that I urge my colleagues to support. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. MANZULLO). 

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise reluctantly in opposition to this 
amendment offered by my good friend, 
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
MCINTOSH). 

I have one question I would like to 
ask the gentleman: Where in the Con-
stitution does the Federal government 
have the authority to interfere, to gov-
ern, to establish rules of civil liability 
in areas involving local school dis-
tricts, especially in light of the gentle-
man’s philosophy, which is the same as 
mine, that the Federal government 
should stay as far away from local edu-
cation as possible? 

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

Mr. MANZULLO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
will give the gentleman a short answer. 
Essentially I think it comes as an an-
cillary of our spending programs in the 
area of education, which this body has 
decided repeatedly to continue and to 
amplify. It is not possible for that 
spending to be wisely spent if we do not 
have order in the classroom. 

As I mentioned, we have been very 
mindful of the Federalism concern. We 
have allowed States to opt out if they 
disagree. We have not preempted when 
the States had additional protections 
for the teachers. 

Mr. MANZULLO. Reclaiming my 
time, Mr. Chairman, the fact that the 
Federal government gives about 6 per-
cent of the total school budget allows 
the Federal government the authority 
under the Constitution to establish 
State rules of tort liability? 

The gentleman has not answered my 
question because there is no answer to 
it. What we have here is the Federal 
government, and I think this is a very 
dangerous piece of legislation, though 
it is well-intended. If I were a member 
of the State legislature, I would vote 
for it. But what this is saying is that 
Congress knows best; that Congress is 
here with a great idea on tort liability. 

The problem here is every State, in-
cluding my State of Illinois, has a tort 
immunity act involving teachers, peo-
ple working. Every State in this Na-
tion has its own body of laws dealing 
with State and local governments. 
What we are doing here is attempting 
to have a one-size-fits-all plan, though 
it looks good on its face, imposed upon 
the States. That sets a very dangerous 
trend. It is the same trend that we set 
for voluntary organizations. 

I was one of five members, I believe, 
of this House that voted against that 
law that imposed a Federal standard on 
voluntary organizations. This is a 
usurping of the power of the States to 
concern and to regulate their own tort 
laws. I would suggest to my good 
friend, the gentleman from Indiana, 
that this is not a conservative meas-
ure, this is not an anti-Federalist 
measure, which goes along with our 
conservative opinions, but this goes 
way beyond what our Constitution en-
visions is the proper role for the Fed-
eral government with regard to local 
State claims. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the com-
ments of the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. MANZULLO). We disagree. I think 
we have the constitutional power to 
enact this as a Federal standard, par-
ticularly with the safeguards for allow-
ing the States to choose to do other-
wise as they see fit. 

But I appreciate the gentleman’s 
dedication to that Federalism prin-

ciple, and reluctantly reach a different 
conclusion from him. I wanted to say, 
although we disagree on this, I do ap-
preciate the concern. We have thought 
a great deal about it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY), 
my colleague and the other cosponsor 
of this bill. 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding 
time to me. 

Mr. Chairman, it happens every 
school day, every afternoon. A mom 
waits at home, watches nervously for 
the school bus. Another mom at work 
keeps looking at the phone, awaiting a 
phone call. One is hoping her child re-
turns home safely that day. The other 
breathes a silent sigh of relief when the 
phone rings and a small voice utters 
three very magic words, ‘‘I’m home, 
mom.’’ 

Schools are becoming more and more 
dangerous. Teachers tell me they do 
not feel safe in their schools. Too many 
tell me that they are afraid to dis-
cipline unruly students, and for good 
reason: They may face an expensive 
and a career-ending frivolous lawsuit 
by overzealous lawyers. 

Worse yet, they stand a good chance 
of being humiliated again when they 
are not backed up in their decision for 
discipline in their school. They are not 
backed up by principals in school dis-
tricts who try their best but are in-
timidated with constant threats of ex-
pensive and very unfair litigation. 

It is time to take the lawyers out of 
our classrooms. It is time to shield re-
sponsible educators from frivolous law-
suits so our children have a safe school 
we can learn in. Responsible teachers 
should not be afraid of violent bullies 
with intimidating attorneys. 

I will tell the Members what, when 
we maintain order in the classroom, 
the first call a teacher makes should 
not be to her attorney, it ought to be 
the parents that of that unruly stu-
dent. School boards should not have to 
choose between doing what is right for 
their kids or risking their local tax 
dollars to fight an empty, frivolous 
lawsuit where even if they win, the 
children lose. 

b 1845 
This measure shields educators when 

they do the right thing to maintain 
order. Some States have recognized the 
role discipline plays. They have passed 
some laws, but most have not. We need 
to shield, and what this does is it en-
sures that each State can adopt this 
law, opt out or choose whatever 
version they feel safe with, but we are 
going to shield our educators. 

So who opposes restoring order and 
discipline to our schools? The same 
people who believe that when a burglar 
breaks into someone’s home, slips and 
falls, he ought to be able to sue; the 
same person who says a Good Samari-
tan who races to the aid of a stranger 
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and things do not turn out perfectly, he 
ought to have a right to take every-
thing they possess. 

It is those who place the rights of the 
destructive student who does not want 
to learn over the rights of the good 
kids who do want to learn. The teacher 
liability protection amendment by the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
MCINTOSH) and the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. BRYANT) offers a clear 
choice: good kids, responsible teachers 
and safe schools versus violent bullies 
and their reckless attorneys. 

I choose the children. 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, the so-
lution that is being proposed here in 
this amendment is far-reaching. I do 
not think any parent in America would 
like to give immunity to all of the 
school personnel and send their kids off 
to school with personnel that may or 
may not go beyond their duties in dis-
ciplining. 

Now, if there is a student that is act-
ing out in the ways that have been de-
scribed, no teacher should have the re-
sponsibility of disciplining a violent 
student. That teacher should be able to 
call the appropriate persons and have 
that student removed. Do not put the 
teacher in the position of limiting li-
ability, or eliminating liability, so 
that they are responsible for handling 
or taking care of a violent student. 
They should not have to do that under 
any circumstances. 

So as my colleagues reach into the 
States to dictate to the States and to 
the school districts how they should 
handle violent students, they really are 
doing violence to the Constitution of 
the United States of America, and that 
should not be done. 

As a matter of fact, it is safer for the 
students and the families to have the 
liability responsibilities, and it is safer 
for the teachers not to have to con-
front it. I would ask that my col-
leagues vote no on this amendment. 

In closing, let me just say, if anyone 
knows of a teacher who was acting 
within their framework for doing their 
job and they have been sued and they 
have to pay out of their own pockets, 
tell them to see me. I am not a lawyer 
and I will get their money back for 
them. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire how much time is remaining in 
the debate? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. MCINTOSH) has 41⁄2 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. SCOTT) has 81⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 21⁄2 minutes to my colleague, the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON). 

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in full support of the 
McIntosh amendment. The value and 

overwhelming good that will amount 
from this amendment certainly justi-
fies its approval here now. 

I have met with teachers in my Con-
gressional district in Florida and have 
listened carefully to what problems 
they have in their classrooms. In fact, 
my mother was a teacher, so I am very 
aware of how important this amend-
ment is for teachers and other edu-
cational professionals. 

They must be empowered to assume 
full leadership in the classroom, with-
out the anxiety of facing frivolous law-
suits. 

The McIntosh amendment protects 
our teachers from just that: excessive 
and frivolous lawsuits. There is abso-
lutely no reason why our public school 
teachers should walk into their class-
rooms day after day and fear lawsuits, 
all because they are exercising their 
right, in fact their duty, to maintain 
order and discipline in their class-
rooms. 

The idea that teachers in my district 
are even restrained from exercising au-
thority over students, better yet un-
ruly and disruptive students, is an out-
rage. Our teachers should be empow-
ered to maintain control of the class-
room, without fearing the backlash of 
liability lawsuits. 

This amendment will help protect 
the majority of students and it will en-
hance the learning environment. The 
McIntosh amendment is carefully 
crafted to protect our teachers from 
lawsuits when they are taking steps to 
maintain order in the classroom. It 
creates a standard for education profes-
sionals by giving them limited immu-
nity from civil liability. 

Now we are not talking about pro-
tecting teachers when they are part of 
a criminal activity or violations of 
State or Federal civil rights laws. I am 
talking about when a teacher is unable 
to take necessary disciplinary action 
against an unruly student just because 
they are nervous or fearful about a po-
tential lawsuit from parents or over-
zealous attorneys. 

Mr. Chairman, we need to pass this 
amendment, and I want to conclude by 
pointing out that this amendment does 
not preempt State laws when those 
State laws provide the teachers with 
greater liability protections than the 
language in this amendment. It sets a 
minimum standard, and I believe this 
is an appropriate action for us. I en-
courage its approval. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to ask the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. MCINTOSH) what percentage of 
teachers have been sued under the con-
ditions that he has described in the 
last 5 years? 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. WATERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. There have not been 
a large percentage of teachers who 
have been sued, but what we have 
seen—— 

Ms. WATERS. Reclaiming my time. 
Mr. MCINTOSH. Well, the gentle-

woman only let me answer half of the 
question. 

Ms. WATERS. Reclaiming my time, 
the gentleman said he does not know, 
and there has not been a large percent-
age. I am sorry, that is precisely what 
I needed to know. 

Secondly, what teachers does the 
gentleman know that have been sued 
that have not had their defense paid for 
by the school district or the State in 
which the suit took place? 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Ms. WATERS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. By the way, there 
has been a 200 percent increase in law-
suits involving teachers in the last dec-
ade, which is to me phenomenal. 

Ms. WATERS. Does that mean that 
there are 4 instead of 2? 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Those teachers who 
are sued are the ones that ultimately 
risk having to defend themselves be-
cause the State is not required in every 
circumstance to defend them. Plus, 
there are memos going out to teachers 
that say do not touch the children; do 
not hug them if they fall down on the 
playground because they might get 
sued and the school might have to take 
taxpayer money to defend them. 

Ms. WATERS. Reclaiming my time, 
the gentleman has just admitted that, 
number one, they do not have any data. 
They do not have any information that 
shows that there is a rash or increase 
in lawsuits. There is not that informa-
tion available; he is absolutely correct. 
It is minuscule. That is number one. 

Number two, the gentleman is not 
able to represent that anybody that 
may have been sued, and the few that 
may have taken place, have not been 
protected by their school districts or 
their States. They do not know of any-
body who are out-of-pocket because 
they have been sued, they have been 
ruined because they have been sued. 

This is a fallacious argument. It is 
one that does not deserve the attention 
of this floor. I would ask my colleagues 
to disregard it and vote no. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), who I un-
derstand will give a real-life cir-
cumstance in which these lawsuits are 
wreaking devastating havoc upon the 
school system in his State. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I 
would appeal to my good friend, the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), 
who has always been fair, and say that 
in San Diego our new superintendent is 
Alan Bersin. He was a Clinton ap-
pointee, prior on the border. I have met 
with him many times and his number 
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one problem is the IDEA program. The 
lawyers are suing the teachers, and 
most of this was happening before Sec-
retary Riley, who is a good friend, put 
out the guidelines for IDEA. 

It is not just that they are getting 
sued. We are losing good teachers. All 
they had to do is help special education 
children, but yet because of the cottage 
organizations and the lawsuits and 
them having to go before the courts, 
we are losing good teachers. 

This is an area where my friend and 
I and the committee should work to-
gether to protect those teachers, be-
cause they are going through tremen-
dous harassment. It is a difficult envi-
ronment in the first place and when 
they are subjected to those kinds of 
ridicule and abuse by lawyers in the 
field, I would give the gentleman Alan 
Bersin’s phone number and let him 
talk to the gentleman. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, am I 
correct that I have 1 remaining 
minute? 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman is correct. 

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself the remaining 1 minute. 

Mr. Chairman, let me close on our 
side and say simply, I would ask my 
colleagues to think about in their own 
lives, the 2 or 3 people, other than their 
family members, who have influenced 
them the most. I will bet in almost 
every case they will think of a teacher. 

Now, think about that teacher who is 
subject to a chilling effect of being 
threatened with a lawsuit and had to 
hold back and could not motivate 
them, could not challenge them to do 
the best in school, could not have in-
spired them to go on and be successful 
and be men and women who represent 
the United States in this body of Con-
gress. That is what we have to put an 
end to, that chilling effect that these 
lawsuits are causing, that does not 
allow the teachers to inspire our chil-
dren to be the next generation of lead-
ers, of Congressmen and Congress-
women. 

I urge all of my colleagues to vote 
yes on this amendment so we may free 
up the teachers to be a great influence 
in the next generation of Americans. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, the problem with this 
amendment is we have not had any 
hearings. This has profound edu-
cational implications; no hearings in 
the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. Profound litigation impli-
cations; no hearings in the Committee 
on the Judiciary. So it sounds good. It 
might be a good idea; it might not. We 
do not know because we have not had 
any hearings. We do not have any con-
crete evidence of the experience across 
the country with hundreds of thou-
sands of teachers. 

How many have been sued? What 
were the conditions? Who had to pay? 
We do not know. 

We have constitutional implications, 
and whether or not we have the author-
ity to impose this situation on the 
States, we have not had an opportunity 
to consider that. There are significant 
and profound changes in the law in 
terms of punitive damages, and the 
burden of proof, joint and several li-
ability. The preponderance of the evi-
dence, the burden of proof that is need-
ed. We have not had the opportunity to 
propose amendments to clarify which 
might be good ideas and which may 
not. We do not know. 

Mr. Chairman, with all the unan-
swered questions, I think we would be 
ill-advised to adopt this amendment. 
We should vote no and have hearings, 
and if it is a good idea it will survive 
the normal legislative process. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
MCINTOSH). 

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

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 209, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
MCINTOSH) will be postponed. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment 43 printed in part A of House Re-
port 106–186. 
AMENDMENT NO. 43 OFFERED BY MR. SCHAFFER 
Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

Clerk will designate the amendment. 
The text of the amendment is as fol-

lows: 
Part A amendment No. 43 offered by Mr. 

SCHAFFER: 
At the end of the bill, add the following 

(and make such technical and conforming 
changes as may be appropriate): 
SEC. 3. EVALUATION BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING 

OFFICE. 
(a) EVALUATION.—Not later than October 1, 

2002, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall conduct a comprehensive anal-
ysis and evaluation regarding the perform-
ance of the Office of Juvenile Justice Delin-
quency and Prevention, its functions, its 
programs, and its grants under specified cri-
teria, and shall submit the report required 
by subsection (b). In conducting the analysis 
and evaluation, the Comptroller General 
shall take into consideration the following 
factors to document the efficiency and pub-
lic benefit of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 
et seq.), excluding the Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) and the 
Missing Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5771 et seq.): 

(1) The outcome and results of the pro-
grams carried out by the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and 
those administered –through grants by Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion. 

(2) The extent to which the agency has 
complied with the provisions contained in 
the Government Performance and Results 
Act of 1993 (Pub. Law 103-62; 107 Stat. 285). 

(3) The extent to which the jurisdiction of, 
and the programs administered by, the agen-
cy duplicate or conflict with the jurisdiction 
and programs of other agencies. 

(4) The potential benefits of consolidating 
programs administered by the agency with 
similar or duplicative programs of other 
agencies, and the potential for consolidating 
such programs. 

(5) Whether the agency has acted outside 
the scope of its original authority, and 
whether the original objectives of the agency 
have been achieved. 

(6) Whether less restrictive or alternative 
methods exists to carry out the functions of 
the agency. Whether present functions or op-
erations are impeded or enhanced by exist-
ing, statutes, rules, and procedures. 

(7) The number and types of beneficiaries 
or persons served by programs carried out 
under the Act. 

(8) The extent to which any trends or 
emerging conditions that are likely to affect 
the future nature and the extent of the prob-
lems or needs the programs carried out by 
the Act are intended to address. 

(9) The manner with which the agency 
seeks public input and input from State and 
local governments on the performance of the 
functions of the agency. 

(10) Whether the agency has worked to 
enact changes in the law intended to benefit 
the public as a whole rather than the specific 
businesses, institutions, or individuals the 
agency regulates or funds. 

(11) The extent to which the agency grants 
have encouraged participation by the public 
as a whole in making its rules and decisions 
rather than encouraging participation solely 
by those it regulates. 

(12) The extent to which the agency com-
plies with section 552 of title 5, United States 
Code (commonly known as the ‘‘Freedom of 
Information Act’’). 

(13) The impact of any regulatory, privacy, 
and paperwork concerns resulting from the 
programs carried out by the agency. 

(14) The extent to which the agency has co-
ordinated with state and local governments 
in performing the functions of the agency. 

(15) Whether greater oversight is needed of 
programs developed with grants made by the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. 

(16) The extent to which changes are nec-
essary in the authorizing statutes of the 
agency in order that the functions of the 
agency can be performed in a more efficient 
and effective manner. 

(b) REPORT.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall— 

(1) include recommendations for legislative 
changes, as appropriate, based on the evalua-
tion conducted under subsection (a), to be 
made to the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 
et seq.), excluding the Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) and the 
Missing Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5771 et seq.), and 

(2) shall be submitted, together with sup-
porting materials, to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the President 
pro tempore of the Senate, and made avail-
able to the public, not later than October 1, 
2003. 
SEC. 4. CONTINGENT WIND-DOWN AND REPEAL 

OF JUVENILE JUSTICE AND DELIN-
QUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 1974. 

If funds are not authorized before October 
1, 2004, to be appropriated to carry out title 
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II of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611–5676) 
for fiscal year 2005, then— 

(1) effective October 1, 2004— 
(A) sections 205, 206, and 299, and 
(B) parts B, C, D, E, F, G, H, and I, 

of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974 are repealed, and 

(2) effective October 1, 2005— 
(A) the 1st section, and 
(B) titles I and II, 

of the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974 are repealed. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 209, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. SCHAFFER) 
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. SCHAFFER). 

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I am truly moved by 
Members here who have participated in 
the debate over the last couple of days 
on youth violence and juvenile crime 
prevention. I am persuaded by the ar-
guments by all individuals who have 
come to the floor that we all care deep-
ly about youth violence and wish to 
sincerely see a resolution to the crisis 
that confronts the country, and war-
rants our attention. 

b 1900 

We focused a lot on all of the amend-
ments, amendments of all sorts. But I 
am here to remind the Members that 
there is an underlying bill that com-
pels us to come here on the floor in the 
first place, and that is a reauthoriza-
tion process in which we are scheduled 
to consider in ordinary fashion the con-
tinuation of existing programs that are 
already on the book. 

The purpose of my amendment, Mr. 
Chairman, is to ask Members to con-
sider the $4.5 billion that is spent on 
various juvenile justice programs and 
youth crime prevention programs pres-
ently under current law and ask the 
question, the most fundamental ques-
tion, I believe, in all of this debate, is 
the money we are already spending 
being spent in a way that yields real 
results? 

Just a month or so ago, the Justice 
Department appeared before one of the 
education subcommittees and offered 
in the course of their testimony this 
report, this report published by the 
Center for the Study and Prevention of 
Violence. The report, when I took a 
look at it, has some pretty scathing 
comments that suggests that the 
amendment I offer here today is some-
thing we ought to adopt. 

I am quoting from the report, ‘‘To 
date, most of the resources committed 
to the prevention and control of youth 
violence, at both the national and local 
levels, has been invested in untested 
programs based on questionable as-
sumptions and delivered with little 
consistency or quality control. Fur-

ther, the vast majority of these pro-
grams are not being evaluated. This 
means we will never know which (if 
any) of them have had some significant 
deterrent effect; we will learn nothing 
from our investment in these programs 
to improve our understanding of the 
causes of violence or to guide our fu-
ture efforts to deter violence; and there 
will be no real accountability for the 
expenditures of scarce community re-
sources. Worse yet, some of the most 
popular programs have actually been 
demonstrated in careful scientific stud-
ies to be ineffective, and yet we con-
tinue to invest huge sums of money in 
them for largely political reasons.’’ 

The amendment I offer, Mr. Chair-
man, is one that proposes a comprehen-
sive review by the Government Ac-
counting Office, asking several specific 
questions about the performance of the 
programs we adopt today by amend-
ment and those we renew by reauthor-
ization in the underlying bills. 

Finally, it sets up a mechanism 
whereby this Congress must act affirm-
atively in its next reauthorization 
process in order for these programs to 
be continued; and that decision would, 
of course, be made based on the results 
of the report that is rendered and sub-
mitted to Congress. 

That, Mr. Chairman, is the amend-
ment, and I urge its adoption. 

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

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Does the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) claim the time in 
opposition to the amendment? 

Mr. SCOTT. I do, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend 
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
SCHAFFER) for offering studies. We do 
not have enough studies. We end up 
doing a lot of things that we ought not 
do because we do not know what we are 
talking about. We think things on the 
fly, like we have been taking a lot of 
these amendments. So more study, we 
cannot be hurt by more studies. 

The problem with this amendment, 
however, Mr. Chairman, is the sunset 
provision, because not only would it 
sunset some funding, it would sunset 
some protection for juveniles if we are 
late in reauthorizing the bill 4 years 
from now. We are always late in reau-
thorizing it. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, we ought 
not have the sunset provision in there. 
For that reason, I oppose the amend-
ment. 

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

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, the sunset provision is 
an essential part. I am persuaded by 

the abundance of compassion and con-
cern for youth violence exhibited on 
the floor here today that, in 2004, when 
it is time for Congress to reauthorize 
these programs again under the mecha-
nism and vision in this amendment, 
that those programs which truly result 
in beneficial outcomes for our Nation’s 
youth will, in fact, be reauthorized and 
renewed. 

So I am banking on the success of the 
programs proposed and believe this 
Congress will act responsibly at that 
point in time. 

To fail to enact that portion of the 
amendment would simply allow the 
current mechanism that allows these 
programs to run on and on and on with-
out any accountability or without any 
real challenge as to the efficiency of 
the dollars spent. Four and a half bil-
lion is a lot of money. I think we ought 
to make sure that these dollars actu-
ally work. 

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER). 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the amend-
ment that the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. SCHAFFER) is offering. I 
would hope that it would not be nec-
essary, and maybe he can withdraw it. 

I say it for this reason. The study 
that he cites from the Center on the 
Prevention of Violence, and I think it 
is actually in Denver, Colorado, has 
gone through a number of these pro-
grams that we have authorized and ap-
propriated money for over the last sev-
eral years. 

I think the study draws the right 
conclusions. We are spending a lot of 
money on a lot of programs that have 
not been properly tested, that politi-
cally are quite popular. 

The DARE program, every politician, 
every police department loves it, it 
just does not happen to do much good. 
In fact, I think the Center for the 
Study of Violence found that it was 
probably, in many cases, at the lower 
grades counterproductive. Either it 
kind of made icons out of some drug 
dealers, or the kids could not assimi-
late the information. 

Because of the Center study, DARE is 
now being reformulated and, appar-
ently with some success, being offered 
in the middle school as opposed to with 
very young children. 

I do not think we need the GAO. I 
think what we need is, when the appro-
priations bill comes to this floor later 
this year, we ought to ask whether or 
not there is any proof of efficacy of 
some of the programs. 

Now, a lot of our colleagues are going 
to get upset about that, but we should 
forget the GAO, do not pay for the 
GAO, take that study the gentleman 
from Colorado has in his hand, and 
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what he will find out is, when he is 
talking about youth violence and he is 
really talking about the problems of 
serious delinquency and chronic delin-
quency, there is probably about four or 
five programs in the Nation that are 
really doing this in a comprehensive 
fashion. 

Most of them are things that politi-
cians do not want to hear about. They 
are dealing with very young children in 
a very comprehensive fashion who have 
very serious problems. But in some 
cases, it is 7, 8, 10 percent of the kids 
who are 61 percent of the crimes; in 
other words, 20 percent of the kids are 
70 percent of the crimes. 

So we are able to identify many of 
these kids, but when we do, it requires 
the kind of help that most politicians 
do not want to deliver. They would 
rather cut a ribbon. They would rather 
have a grant. They would rather lean 
on our appropriators to fund these pro-
grams. 

But as the Center properly points 
out, in most cases, these are not ter-
ribly effective programs. For this kind 
of money, the taxpayers ought to get a 
bigger bang for the buck. 

I would hope that the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. SCHAFFER) would 
withdraw his amendment, but I think 
he raises a very important point. I am 
concerned about the sunset, because 
the unintended consequences of Con-
gress, as the gentleman knows, can be 
rather dramatic. 

I think that we ought to make sure, 
and I know that the gentleman knows 
we did this with some of the education 
programs, we want nationally tested, 
effective programs, and that is what we 
ought to be funding and not every pilot 
program that walks through the door 
that politically sounds great because it 
involves the police department or in-
volves somebody else, but has no effect 
in terms of the outcomes of violence. 

So I would oppose the amendment if 
the gentleman continues, but I would 
hope that, instead of spending money 
on a GAO study, we take the work of 
the National Center and put it up 
against the appropriations process and 
then ask our colleagues, is this what 
they really want to spend money on? I 
think they would have trouble answer-
ing, in light of that study and other 
studies that the Center has sponsored, 
answering in the affirmative if they 
really want to deal with the problems 
of youth violence. 

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

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, let me read one more 
passage from the report that we have 
been talking about today. ‘‘When rig-
orous evaluations have been conducted, 
they often reveal that such programs 
are ineffective and can even make mat-
ters worse.’’ 

That is the underlying motivation 
for this amendment. It gives the Con-
gress in the year 2000 substantial lever-
age to do a better job of evaluating 
these programs and making sure that 
the $2.4 billion spread across 117 dif-
ferent programs and 15 different agen-
cies actually help children. 

This is, in my opinion, the most im-
portant and the best thing we can do in 
this whole entire debate, to make sure 
the money we are spending actually 
works. 

Mr. Chairman, I include for the 
RECORD the summary of the Center for 
the Study and Prevention of Violence, 
as follows: 

EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION 
INTRODUCTION 

The demand for effective violence and 
crime prevention programs has never been 
greater. As our communities struggle to deal 
with the violence epidemic of the 1990s in 
which we have seen the juvenile homicide 
rate double and arrests for serious violent 
crimes increase 50 percent between 1984 and 
1994,1 the search for some effective ways to 
prevent this carnage and self-destructiveness 
has become a top national priority. To date, 
most of the resources committed to the pre-
vention and control of youth violence, at 
both the national and local levels, has been 
invested in untested programs based on ques-
tionable assumptions and delivered with lit-
tle consistency or quality control. Further, 
the vast majority of these programs are not 
being evaluated. This means we will never 
know which (if any) of them have had some 
significant deterrent effect; we will learn 
nothing from our investment in these pro-
grams to improve our understanding of the 
causes of violence or to guide our future ef-
forts to deter violence; and there will be no 
real accountability for the expenditures of 
scarce community resources. Worse yet, 
some of the most popular programs have ac-
tually been demonstrated in careful sci-
entific studies to be ineffective, and yet we 
continue to invest huge sums of money in 
them for largely political reasons. 

There are several reasons for this situa-
tion. First, there is little political or even 
program support for evaluation. Federal and 
state violence prevention initiatives rarely 
allocate additional evaluation dollars for the 
programs they fund. Given that the invest-
ment in such programs is relatively low, it is 
argued that every dollar available should go 
to the delivery of program services, i.e., to 
helping youth avoid involvement in violent 
or criminal behavior. Further, the cost of 
conducting a careful outcome evaluation is 
prohibitive for most individual programs, ex-
ceeding their entire annual budget in many 
cases. Finally, many program developers be-
lieve they know intuitively that their pro-
grams work, and thus they do not think a 
rigorous evaluation is required to dem-
onstrate this. 

Unfortunately, this view and policy is very 
shortsighted. When rigorous evaluations 
have been conducted, they often reveal that 
such programs are ineffective and can even 
make matters worse.2 Indeed, many pro-
grams fail to even address the underlying 
causes of violence, involve simplistic ‘‘silver 
bullet’’ assumptions (e.g., I once had a coun-
selor tell me there wasn’t a single delinquent 
youth he couldn’t ‘‘turn around’’ with an 

hour of individual counseling), and allocate 
investments of time and resources that are 
far too small to counter the years of expo-
sure to negative influences of the family, 
neighborhood, peer group, and the media. 
Violent behavior is a complex behavior pat-
tern which involves both individual disposi-
tions and social contexts in which violence is 
normative and rewarded. Most violence pre-
vention programs focus only on the indi-
vidual dispositions and fail to address the re-
inforcements for violence in the social con-
texts where youth live, with the result that 
positive changes in the individual’s behavior 
achieved in the treatment setting are quick-
ly lost when the youth returns home to his 
or her family, neighborhood, and old friends. 

Progress in our ability to effectively pre-
vent and control violence requires evalua-
tion. A responsible accounting to the tax-
payers, private foundations, or businesses 
funding these programs requires that we jus-
tify these expenditures with tangible results. 
No respectable business or corporation would 
invest millions of dollars in an enterprise 
without checking to see if it is profitable. 
Our failure to provide this type of evidence 
has seriously undermined the public con-
fidence in prevention efforts generally, and 
is at least partly responsible for the current 
public support for building more prisons and 
incapacitating youth—the public knows they 
are receiving some protection for this ex-
penditure, even if it is temporary. 

The prospects for effective prevention pro-
grams and a national prevention initiative 
have improved greatly during the past dec-
ade. We now have a substantial body of re-
search on the causes and correlates of crime 
and violence. There is general consensus 
within the research community about the 
specific individual dispositions, contextual 
(family, school, neighborhood, and peer 
group) conditions, and interaction dynamics 
which lead to involvement in violent behav-
ior. These characteristics, which have been 
linked to the onset, continuity, and termi-
nation of violence, are commonly referred to 
as ‘‘risk’’ and ‘‘protective’’ factors for vio-
lence. Risk factors are those personal at-
tributes and contextual conditions which in-
crease the likelihood of violence. Protective 
factors are those which reduce the likelihood 
of violence, either directly or by virtue of 
buffering the individual from the negative 
effects of risk factors.3 Programs which can 
alter these conditions, reducing or elimi-
nating risk factors and facilitating protec-
tive factors, offer the most promise as vio-
lence prevention programs. 

While our evaluation of these programs is 
quite limited, we have succeeded in dem-
onstrating that some of these programs are 
effective in deterring crime and violence. 
This breakthrough in prevention program-
ming has yet to be reflected in national or 
state funding decisions, and is admittedly 
but a beginning point for developing the 
comprehensive set of prevention programs 
necessary for developing a national preven-
tion initiative. 

Each of these proven programs is described 
in this series of Blueprints for Violence Pre-
vention. To date, we have identified ten such 
programs. These Blueprints (which will be 
described later in this Editor’s Introduction) 
are designed to be practical documents 
which will allow interested persons, agen-
cies, and communities to make an informed 
judgment about a program’s appropriateness 
for their local situation, needs, and available 
resources. 

BACKGROUND 
The violence epidemic of the 1990s pro-

duced a dramatic shift in the public’s percep-
tion of the seriousness of violence. In 1982, 
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only three percent of adults identified crime 
and violence as the most important problem 
facing this country; by August of 1994, more 
than half thought crime and violence was 
the nation’s most important problem. 
Throughout the ’90s violence has been indi-
cated as a more serious problem than the 
high cost of living, unemployment, poverty 
and homelessness, and health care. Again, in 
1994, violence (together with a lack of dis-
cipline) was identified as the ‘‘biggest prob-
lem’’ facing the nation’s public schools.4 
Among America’s high school seniors, vio-
lence is the problem these young people 
worry about most frequently—more than 
drug abuse, economic problems, poverty, 
race relations, or nuclear war.5 

The critical question is, ‘‘How will we as a 
society deal with this violence problem?’’ 
Government policies at all levels reflect a 
punitive, legalistic approach, an approach 
which does have broad public support. At 
both the national and state levels, there 
have been four major policy and program ini-
tiatives introduced as violence prevention or 
control strategies in the 1990s: (1) the use of 
judicial waivers, transferring violent juve-
nile offenders as young as age ten into the 
adult justice system for trial, sentencing, 
and adult prison terms; (2) legislating new 
gun control policies (e.g., the Brady Handgun 
Violence Prevention Act, 1993); (3) the cre-
ation of ‘‘boot camps’’ or shock incarcer-
ation programs for young offenders, in order 
to instill discipline and respect for author-
ity; and (4) community policing initiatives 
to create police-community partnerships 
aimed at more efficient community problem 
solving in dealing with crime, violence, and 
drug abuse. 

Two of these initiatives are purely reac-
tive: they involve ways of responding to vio-
lent acts after they occur; two are more pre-
ventive in nature, attempting to prevent the 
initial occurrence of violent behavior. The 
primary justification for judicial waivers 
and boot camps is a ‘‘just desserts’’ philos-
ophy, wherein youthful offenders need to be 
punished more severely for serious violent 
offenses. But there is no research evidence to 
suggest either strategy has any increased de-
terrent effect over processing these juveniles 
in the juvenile justice system or in tradi-
tional correctional settings. In fact, al-
though the evidence is limited, it suggests 
the use of waivers and adult prisons results 
in longer processing time and longer pretrial 
detention, racial bias in the decision about 
which youth to transfer into the adult sys-
tem, a lower probability of treatment or re-
mediation while in custody, and an increased 
risk of repeated offending when released.6 
The research evidence on the effectiveness of 
community policing and gun control legisla-
tion is very limited and inconclusive. We 
have yet to determine if these strategies are 
effective in preventing violent behavior. 

There are some genuine prevention efforts 
sponsored by federal and state governments, 
by private foundations, and by private busi-
nesses. At the federal level, the major initia-
tive involves the Safe and Drug-Free Schools 
and Communities Act (1994). This act pro-
vided $630 million in federal grants during 
1995 to the states to implement violence (and 
drug) prevention programs in and around 
schools. State Departments of Education and 
local school districts are currently devel-
oping guidelines and searching for violence 
prevention programs demonstrated to be ef-
fective. But there is no readily available 
compendium of effective programs described 
in sufficient detail to allow for an informed 
judgment about their relevance and cost for 

a specific local application. Under pressure 
to do something, schools have implemented 
whatever programs were readily available. 
As a result, most of the violence prevention 
programs currently being employed in the 
schools, e.g., conflict resolution, peer medi-
ation, individual counseling, metal detec-
tors, and locker searchers and sweeps have 
either not been evaluated or the evaluations 
have failed to establish any significant, sus-
tained deterrent effects.7 

Nationally, we are investing far more re-
sources in building and maintaining prisons 
than in primary prevention programs.8 We 
have put more emphasis on reacting to vio-
lent offenders after the fact and investing in 
prisons to remove them from our commu-
nities, than on preventing our children from 
becoming violent offenders in the first place 
and retaining them in our communities as 
responsible, productive citizens. Of course, if 
we have no effective prevention strategies or 
programs, there is no choice. 

This is the central issue facing the nation 
in 1997: Can we prevent the onset of serious 
violent behavior? If we cannot, then we have 
no choice but to build, fill, and maintain 
more prisons. Yet if we know how to prevent 
the onset of violence, can we mount an effi-
cient and effective prevention initiative? 
There is, in fact, considerable public support 
for violence prevention programming for our 
children and adolescents.9 How can we de-
velop, promote, and sustain a violence pre-
vention initiative in this country? 

VIOLENCE PREVENTION PROGRAMS—WHAT 
WORKS? 

Fortunately, we are past the ‘‘nothing has 
been demonstrated to work’’ era of program 
evaluation.10 During the past five years more 
than a dozen scholarly reviews of delin-
quency, drug, and violence prevention pro-
grams have been published, all of which iden-
tify programs they claim have been success-
ful in deterring crime and violence.11 

However, a careful review of these reports 
suggests some caution and a danger of over-
stating the claim that research has dem-
onstrated the effectiveness of many different 
violence or delinquency prevention pro-
grams. First, very few of these recommended 
programs involve reductions in violent be-
havior as the outcome criteria. For the most 
part, reductions in delinquent behavior or 
drug use in general or arrests/revocations for 
any offense have been used as the outcome 
criteria. This is probably not a serious 
threat to the claim that we have identified 
effective violence prevention programs, as 
research has established that delinquent 
acts, violence, and substance use are inter-
related and involvement in any one is associ-
ated with involvement in the others. Fur-
ther, they have a common set of causes, and 
serious forms of violence typically occur 
later in the developmental progression, sug-
gesting that a program that is effective in 
reducing earlier forms of delinquency or 
drug use should be effective in deterring seri-
ous violent offending.12 Still, some caution is 
required, given that very few studies have 
actually demonstrated a deterrent or mar-
ginal deterrent effect for serious violent be-
havior. 

Second, the methodological standards vary 
greatly across these reviews. A few actually 
score each program evaluation reviewed on 
its methodological rigor,13 but for most the 
standards are variable and seldom made ex-
plicit. If the judgment on effectiveness were 
restricted to individual program evaluations 
employing true experimental designs and 
demonstrating statistically significant de-
terrent (or marginal deterrent) effects, the 

number of recommended programs would be 
cut by two-thirds or more. An experimental 
(or good quasi-experimental) design and sta-
tistically significant results should be min-
imum criteria for recommending program ef-
fectiveness. Further, very few of the pro-
grams recommended have been replicated at 
multiple sites or demonstrated that their de-
terrent effect has been sustained for some 
period of time after leaving the program, two 
additional criteria that are important. In a 
word, the standard for the claims of program 
effectiveness in these reviews is very low. 
Building a national violence prevention ini-
tiative on this collective set of recommended 
programs would be very risky indeed. 

BLUEPRINTS FOR VIOLENCE PREVENTION 

In 1996, the Center for the Study and Pre-
vention of Violence at the University of Col-
orado at Boulder, working with William 
Woodward, Director of the Colorado Division 
of Criminal Justice (CDCJ), who played the 
primary role in securing funding from the 
Colorado Division of Criminal Justice, the 
Centers of Disease Control and Prevention, 
and the Pennsylvania Council on Crime and 
Delinquency, initiated a project to identify 
ten violence prevention programs that met a 
very high scientific standard of program ef-
fectiveness—programs that could provide an 
initial nucleus for a national violence pre-
vention initiative. Our objective was to iden-
tify truly outstanding programs, and to de-
scribe these interventions in a series of 
‘‘Blueprints.’’ Each Blueprint describes the 
theoretical rationale for the intervention, 
the core components of the program as im-
plemented, the evaluation designs and find-
ings, and the practical experiences the pro-
gram staff encountered while implementing 
the program at multiple sites. The Blue-
prints are designed to be very practical de-
scriptions of effective programs which allow 
states, communities, and individual agencies 
to: (1) determine the appropriateness of each 
intervention for their state, community, or 
agency; (2) provide a realistic cost estimate 
for each intervention; (3) provide an assess-
ment of the organizational capacity required 
to ensure its successful start-up and oper-
ation over time; and (4) give some indication 
of the potential barriers and obstacles that 
might be encountered when attempting to 
implement each type of intervention. In 1997, 
additional funding was obtained from the Di-
vision of Criminal Justice, allowing for the 
development of the ten Blueprint programs. 

BLUEPRINT PROGRAM SELECTION CRITERIA 

In consultation with a distinguished Advi-
sory Board,14 we established the following 
set of evaluation standards for the selection 
of Blueprint programs: (1) an experimental 
design, (2) evidence of a statistically signifi-
cant deterrent (or marginal deterrent) effect, 
(3) replication at multiple sites with dem-
onstrated effects, and (4) evidence that the 
deterrent effect was sustained for at least 
one year post-treatment. This set of selec-
tion criteria establishes a very high stand-
ard; one that proved difficult to meet. But it 
reflects the level of confidence necessary if 
we are going to recommend that commu-
nities replicate these programs with reason-
able assurances that they will prevent vio-
lence. Given the high standards set for pro-
gram selection, the burden for communities 
mounting an expensive outcome evaluation 
to demonstrate their effectiveness is re-
moved; this claim can be made as long as the 
program is implemented well. Dem-
onstrating in a process evaluation that a 
program is implemented well is relatively in-
expensive, but critical to the claim that a 
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program known to be effective is having 
some deterrent effect. 

Each of the four evaluation standards is 
described in more detail as follows: 
1. Strong Research Design 

Experimental designs with random assign-
ment provide the greatest level of confidence 
in evaluation findings, and this is the type of 
design required to fully meet this Blueprint 
standard. Two other design elements are also 
considered essential for the judgment that 
the evaluation employed a strong research 
design: low rates of participant attrition and 
adequate measurement. Attrition may be in-
dicative of problems in program implementa-
tion; it can compromise the integrity of the 
randomization process and the claim of ex-
perimental-control group equivalence. Meas-
urement issues include the reliability and 
validity of study measures, including the 
outcome measure, and the quality, consist-
ency, and timing of their administration to 
program participants. 
2. Evidence of Significant Deterrence Effects 

This is an obvious minimal criterion for 
claiming program effectiveness. As noted, 
relatively few programs have demonstrated 
effectiveness in reducing the onset, preva-
lence, or individual offend-ing rates of vio-
lent behavior. We have accepted evidence of 
deterrent effects for delinquency (including 
childhood aggression and conduct disorder), 
drug use, and/or violence as evidence of pro-
gram effectiveness. We also accepted pro-
gram evaluations using arrests as the out-
come measure. Evidence for a deterrent ef-
fect on violent behavior is certainly pref-
erable, and programs demonstrating this ef-
fect were given preference in selection, all 
other criteria being equal. 

Both primary and secondary prevention ef-
fects, i.e., reductions in the onset of vio-
lence, delinquency, or drug use compared to 
control groups and pre-post reductions in 
these offending rates, could meet this cri-
terion. Demonstrated changes in the tar-
geted risk and protective factors, in the ab-
sence of any evidence of changes in delin-
quency, drug use, or violence, was not con-
sidered adequate to meet this criterion. 
3. Sustained Effects 

Many programs have demonstrated initial 
success in deterring delinquency, drug use, 
and violence during the course of treatment 
or over the period during which the interven-
tion was being delivered and reinforcements 
controlled. This selection criterion requires 
that these short-term effects be sustained 
beyond treatment or participation in the de-
signed intervention. For example, if a pre-
school program designed to offset the effects 
of poverty on school performance (which in 
turn effects school bonding, present and fu-
ture opportunities, and later peer group 
choice/selection, which in turn predicts de-
linquency) demonstrates its effectiveness 
when children start school, but these effects 
are quickly lost during the first two to three 
years of school, there is little reason to ex-
pect this program will prevent the onset of 
violence during the junior or senior high 

school years when the risk of onset is at its 
peak. Unfortunately, there is clear evidence 
that the deterrent effects of most prevention 
programs deteriorate quickly once youth 
leave the program and return to their origi-
nal neighborhoods, families, and peer groups 
(e.g., gangs). 
4. Multiple Site Replication 

Replication is an important element in es-
tablishing program effectiveness. It estab-
lishes the robustness of the program and its 
prevention effects; it exportability to new 
sites. This criterion is particularly relevant 
for selecting Blueprint programs for a na-
tional prevention initiative where it is no 
longer possible for a single program designer 
to maintain personal control over the imple-
mentation of his or her program. Adequate 
procedures for monitoring the quality of im-
plementation must be in place, and this can 
be established only through actual experi-
ence with replications. 
Other Criteria 

In the selection of model programs, we 
considered several additional factors. We 
looked for evidence that change in the tar-
geted risk or protective factor(s) mediated 
the change in violent behavior. This evi-
dence clearly strengthens the claim that par-
ticipation in the program was responsible for 
the change in violent behavior, and it con-
tributes to our theoretical understanding of 
the casual processes involved. We were sur-
prised to discover that many programs re-
porting significant deterrent effects (main 
effects) had not collected the necessary data 
to do this analysis or, if they had the nec-
essary data, had not reported on this anal-
ysis. 

We also looked for cost data for each pro-
gram as this is a critical element in any de-
cision to replicate one of these Blueprint 
programs, and we wanted to include this in-
formation in each Blueprint. Evaluation re-
ports, particularly those found in the profes-
sional journals, rarely report program costs. 
Even when asked to provide this informa-
tion, many programs are unable (or unwill-
ing) to provide the data. In many cases pro-
gram costs are difficult to separate from re-
search and evaluation costs. Further, when 
these data are available, they typically in-
volve conditions or circumstances unique to 
a particular site and are difficult to gener-
alize. There are no standardized cost criteria 
and it is very difficult to compare costs 
across programs. It is even more difficult to 
obtain reliable cost-benefit estimates. A few 
programs did report both program costs and 
cost-benefit estimates. 

Finally, we considered each program’s 
willingness to work with the Center in devel-
oping a Blue-print for national dissemina-
tion and the program’s organizational capac-
ity to provide technical assistance and moni-
toring of program implementation on the 
scale that would be required if the program 
was selected as a Blueprint program and be-
came part of a national violence prevention 
initiative. 

Programs must be willing to work with the 
Center in the development of the Blueprint. 

This involves a rigorous review of program 
evaluations with questions about details not 
covered in the available publications; the 
preparation of a draft Blueprint document 
following a standardized outline; attending a 
conference with program staff, staff from 
replication sites, and Center staff to review 
the draft document; and making revisions to 
the document as requested by Center staff. 
Each Blueprint is further reviewed at a sec-
ond conference in which potential users— 
community development groups, prevention 
program staffs, agency heads, legislators, 
and private foundations—‘‘field test’’ the 
document. They read each Blueprint docu-
ment carefully and report on any difficulties 
in understanding what the program requires, 
and on what additional information they 
would like to have if they were making a de-
cision to replicate the program. Based on 
this second conference, final revisions are 
made to the Blueprint document and it is 
sent back to the Program designer for final 
approval. 

In addition, the Center will be offering 
technical assistance to sites interested in 
replicating a Blueprint program and will be 
monitoring the quality of program imple-
mentation at these sites (see the ‘‘Technical 
Assistance and Monitoring of Blueprint Rep-
lications’’ section below). This requires that 
each selected program work with the Center 
in screening potential replication sites, cer-
tifying persons qualified to deliver technical 
assistance for their program, delivering high 
quality technical assistance, and cooper-
ating with the Center’s monitoring and eval-
uation of the technical assistance delivered 
and the quality of implementation achieved 
at each replication site. Some programs are 
already organized and equipped to do this, 
with formal written guidelines for imple-
mentation, training manuals, instruments 
for monitoring implementation quality, and 
a staff trained to provide technical assist-
ance; others have few or none of these re-
sources or capabilities. Participation in the 
Blueprint project clearly involves a substan-
tial demand on the programs. To date, all 
ten programs selected have agreed to partici-
pate as a Blueprint program. 

BLUEPRINT PROGRAMS: AN OVERVIEW 

We began our search for Blueprint pro-
grams by examining the set of programs rec-
ommended in scholarly reviews. We have 
since expanded our search to a much broader 
set of programs and continue to look for pro-
grams that meet the selection standards set 
forth previously. To date, we have reviewed 
more than 400 delinquency, drug, and vio-
lence prevention programs. As noted, ten 
programs have been selected thus far, based 
upon a review and recommendation of the 
Advisory Board. These programs are identi-
fied in Table A. 

The standard we have set for program se-
lection is very high. Not all of the ten pro-
grams selected meet all of the four indi-
vidual standards, but as a group they come 
the closest to meeting these standards 

TABLE A.—BLUEPRINT PROGRAMS 

PROJECT TARGET POPU-
LATION 

EVID. 
OF 
EF-

FECT 

MULTISITE COST/BEN-
EFIT SUSTAINED EFFECT GENERAL-

IZABLE TYPE OF PROGRAM 

Nurse Home Visita-
tion (Dr. David 
Olds).

Pregnant women at 
risk of preterm 
delivery and low 
birth weight in-
fant.

X Current replication 
in Denver and 
Memphis.

X ............ Through age 15 ...... X ............ Prenatal and 
postpartum nurse 
home visitation. 
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TABLE A.—BLUEPRINT PROGRAMS—Continued 

PROJECT TARGET POPU-
LATION 

EVID. 
OF 
EF-

FECT 

MULTISITE COST/BEN-
EFIT SUSTAINED EFFECT GENERAL-

IZABLE TYPE OF PROGRAM 

Bullying Prevention 
Program (Dr. Dan 
Olueus).

Primary and sec-
ondary school 
children (uni-
versal interven-
tion).

X England and Can-
ada; South Caro-
lina.

............... 2 years post-treat-
ment.

Gen-
erality 
to US 
un-
known; 
initial 
S.C. re-
sults 
positive.

School anti-bul-
lying program to 
reduce victim/ 
bully problems. 

Promoting Alter-
native Thinking 
Strategies (Dr. 
Mark Greenberg).

Primary school 
children (uni-
versal interven-
tion).

X X ............................ ............... 2 years post-treat-
ment.

X ............ School-based pro-
gram designed to 
promote emo-
tional com-
petence. 

Big Brothers Big 
Sisters of America 
(Ms. Dagmar 
McGill).

Youth 6 to 18 years 
of age from single 
parent homes.

X Multisite Single 
Design, 8 sites.

............... ............................... X ............ Mentoring pro-
gram. 

Quanturn Opportu-
nities (Mr. Ben 
Latimore).

At-risk, disadvan-
taged, high 
school students.

X Multisite Single 
Design, 5 sites; 
current replica-
tion by Dept. of 
Labor.

X ............ Age 20 .................... ............... Educational incen-
tives. 

Multisystemic Ther-
apy (Dr. Scott 
Henggeler).

Serious, violent, or 
substance abus-
ing juvenile of-
fenders and their 
families.

X X ............................ X ............ 4 years post-treat-
ment.

X ............ Family ecological 
systems ap-
proach. 

Functional Family 
Therapy (Dr. Jim 
Alexander).

At-risk, disadvan-
taged, adju-
dicated youth.

X X ............................ X ............ 30 months post- 
treatment.

Status 
and 
hard- 
core 
delinq-
uents.

Behavioral systems 
family therapy. 

Midwestern Preven-
tion Project (Dr. 
Mary Ann Pentz).

Middle/junior 
school (6th/7th 
grade).

X X ............................ ............... Through high 
school.

X ............ Drug use preven-
tion (social re-
sistance skills 
training) w/se-
quential compo-
nents that in-
volve parents, 
media, and com-
munity. 

Life Skills Training 
(Dr. Gilbert 
Botvin).

Middle/junior 
school (6th/7th 
grade).

X X ............................ ............... Through high 
school.

X ............ Drug use preven-
tion (social skills 
and general life 
skills training). 

Treatment Foster 
Care (Dr. Patrica 
Chamberlain).

Adjudicated serious 
and chronic 
delinquents.

X X ............................ Some 
info. 
Avail.

1 year post-treat-
ment.

............... Temporary foster 
care with treat-
ment. 

that we could find. As indicated in 
Table A, with one exception they have 
all demonstrated significant deterrent 
effects with experimental designs using 
random assignment to experimental 
and control groups (the Bullying Pre-
vention Program involved a quasi-ex-
perimental design). All involve mul-
tiple sites and thus have information 
on replications and implementation 
quality, but not all replication sites 
have been evaluated as independent 
sites (e.g., the Big Brothers Big Sisters 
mentoring program was implemented 
at eight sites, but the evaluation was a 
single evaluation involving all eight 
sites in a single aggregated analysis). 
Again, with one exception (Big Broth-
ers Big Sisters), all the selected pro-
grams have demonstrated sustained ef-
fects for at least one year post-treat-
ment. 

It is anticipated that the first two Blue-
prints will be published and disseminated in 
the fall of 1997: the Big Brothers Big Sisters 
Program and the Midwestern Prevention 
Project. The other Blueprints will be pub-
lished during 1998—two in the winter, two in 
the spring, two in the summer, and the final 
two in the fall. 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND MONITORING OF 
BLUEPRINT REPLICATIONS 15 

The Blueprint project includes plans for a 
technical assistance and monitoring compo-
nent to assist interested communities, agen-
cies and organizations in their efforts to im-
plement one or more of the Blueprint pro-
grams. Communities should not attempt to 
replicate a Blueprint without technical as-
sistance from the program designers. If fund-
ed, technical assistance for replication will 
be available through the Center for the 
Study and Prevention of Violence at a very 
modest cost. Technical assistance can also 
be obtained directly from the Blueprint pro-
grams with costs for consulting fees, travel, 
and manuals negotiated directly with each 
program. 

There are three common problems encoun-
tered by communities when attempting to 
develop and implement violence prevention 
interventions. First, there is a need to iden-
tify the specific risk and protective factors 
to be addressed by the intervention and the 
most appropriate points of intervention to 
address these conditions. In some instances, 
communities have already completed a risk 
assessment and know their communities’ 
major risk factors and in which context to 
best initiate an intervention. In other cases 
this has not been done and the community 
may require some assistance in completing 
this task. We anticipate working with com-
munities and agencies to help them evaluate 
their needs and resources in order to select 
an appropriate Blueprint program to imple-
ment. This may involve some initial on-site 
work assisting the community in completing 
some type of risk assessment as a pre-
paratory step to selecting a specific Blue-
print program for implementation. 

Second, assuming the community has iden-
tified the risk and protective factors they 
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want to address a critical problem is in lo-
cating prevention interventions which are 
appropriate to address these risk factors and 
making an informed decision about which 
one(s) to implement. Communities often be-
come lost in the maze of programs claiming 
they are effective in changing identified risk 
factors and deterring violence. More often, 
they are faced with particular groups push-
ing their own programs or an individual on 
their advisory board recommending a pet 
project, without no factual information or 
evidence available to provide some rational 
comparison of available options. Commu-
nities often need assistance in making an in-
formed selection of programs to implement. 

Third, there are increasingly strong pres-
sures from funders, whether the U.S. Con-
gress, state legislatures, federal or state 
agencies, or private foundations and busi-
nesses, for accountability. The current trend 
is toward requiring all programs to be mon-
itored and evaluated. This places a tremen-
dous burden on most programs which do not 
have the financial resources or expertise to 
conduct a meaningful evaluation. A rigorous 
outcome evaluation typically would cost 
more than the annual operating budget of 
most prevention programs; the cumulative 
evaluations of our Blueprint programs, for 
example, average more than a million dollar 
each. The selection of a Blueprint program 
eliminates the need for an outcome evalua-
tion, at least for an initial four or five 
years.16 Because these programs have al-
ready been rigorously evaluated, the critical 
issue for a Blueprint program is the quality 
of the implementation; if the program is im-
plemented well, we can assume it is effec-
tive. To ensure a quality implementation, 
technical assistance and monitoring of the 
implementation (a process evaluation) are 
essential. 

LIMITATIONS 
Blueprint program are presented as com-

plete programs as it is the program that has 
been evaluated and demonstrated to work. 
Ideally, we would like to be able to present 
specific intervention components, e.g., aca-
demic tutoring, mentoring of at-risk youth, 
conflict resolution training, work experi-
ence, parent effectiveness training, etc., as 
proven intervention strategies based upon 
evaluations of many different programs 
using these components. We do not yet have 
the research evidence to support a claim 
that specific components are effective for 
specific populations under some specific set 
of conditions. Most of the Blueprint program 
(and prevention programs generally) involve 
multiple components. and their evaluations 
do not establish the independent effects of 
each separate component, but only the com-
bination of comparison as a single ‘‘pack-
age.’’ It is the ‘‘package’’ which has been 
demonstrated to work for specific popu-
lations under given conditions. The claim 
that one is using an intervention that has 
been demonstrated to work applies only if 
the entire Blueprint program, as designed, 
implemented, and evaluated, it being rep-
licated; this claim is not warranted if only 
some specific subcomponent is being imple-
mented or if a similar intervention strategy 
is being used, but with different staff train-
ing, or different populations of at-risk youth, 
or some different combination of compo-
nents. It is for this reason that we rec-
ommend that communities desiring to rep-
licate one of the Blueprint programs contact 
this program or the Center for the Study and 
Prevention of Violence for technical assist-
ance. 

Our knowledge about these programs and 
the specific conditions under which they are 

effective will certainly change over time. Al-
ready there are extensions and modifications 
to these programs which are being imple-
mented and carefully evaluated. Over the 
next three to five years it may be necessary 
to revise our Blueprint of a selected pro-
gram. Those modifications currently under-
way typically involve new at-risk popu-
lations, changes in the delivery systems, 
changes in staff selection criteria and train-
ing, and in the quantity or intensity of the 
intervention delivered. Many of these 
changes are designed to reduce costs and in-
crease the inclusiveness and generality of 
the program. It is possible that additional 
evaluation may undermine the claim that a 
particular Blueprint program is effective, 
however it is far more likely they will im-
prove our understanding of the range of con-
ditions and circumstances under which these 
programs are effective. In any event, we will 
continue to monitor the evaluation of these 
programs and make necessary revisions to 
their Blueprints. Most of these evaluations 
are funded at the federal level and they will 
provide ongoing evidence of the effectiveness 
of Blueprint programs, supporting (or not) 
the continued use of these programs without 
the need for local outcome evaluations. 

The cost-benefit data presented in the 
Blueprints are those estimated by the re-
spective programs. We have not undertaken 
an independent validation of these estimates 
and are not certifying their accuracy. Be-
cause they involve different comparison 
groups, different cost assumptions, and con-
siderable local variation in costs for specific 
services, it is difficult to compare this aspect 
of one Blueprint program with another. Po-
tential users should evaluate these claims 
carefully. We believe these cost-benefit esti-
mates are useful, but they are not the most 
important consideration in selecting a vio-
lence prevention program or intervention. 

It is important to note that the size of the 
deterrent effects of these Blueprint programs 
is modest. There are no ‘‘silver bullets,’’ no 
programs that prevent the onset of violence 
for all youth participating in the interven-
tion. Good prevention programs reduce the 
rates of violence by 20–25 percent.17 We have 
included a section in each Blueprint pre-
senting the evaluation results so that poten-
tial users can have some idea of how strong 
the program effect is likely to be and can 
prepare their communities for a realistic set 
of expectations. It is important that we not 
oversell violence prevention programs; it is 
also the case that programs with a 20 percent 
reduction in violence can have a fairly dra-
matic effect if sustained over a long period 
of time. 

Finally, we are not recommending that 
communities invest all of their available re-
sources in Blueprint programs. We need to 
develop and evaluate new programs to ex-
pand our knowledge of what works and to 
build an extensive repertoire of programs 
that work if we are ever to mount a com-
prehensive prevention initiative in this 
country. At the same time, given the costs of 
evaluating programs, it makes sense for 
communities to build their portfolio of pro-
grams around interventions that have been 
demonstrated to work, and to limit their in-
vestment in new programs to those they can 
evaluate carefully. Our Blueprint series is 
designed to help communities adopt this 
strategy. 

SUMMARY 
As we approach the 21st Century, the na-

tion is at a critical crossroad: Will we con-
tinue to react to youth violence after the 
fact, becoming increasingly punitive and 

locking more and more of our children in 
adult prisons? Or will we bring a more 
healthy balance to our justice system by de-
signing and implementing an effective vio-
lence prevention initiative as a part of our 
overall approach to the violence problem? 
We do have a choice. 

To mount an effective national violence 
prevention initiative in this country, we 
need to find and/or create effective violence 
prevention programs and implement them 
with integrity so that significant reductions 
in violent offending can be realized. We have 
identified a core set of programs that meet 
very high scientific standards for being effec-
tive prevention programs. These programs 
could constitute a core set of programs in a 
national violence prevention initiative. 
What remains is to ensure that communities 
know about these programs and, should they 
desire to replicate them, have assistance in 
implementing them as designed. That is our 
objective in presenting this series of Blue-
prints for Violence Prevention. They con-
stitute a complete package of both programs 
and technical assistance made available to 
states, communities, schools, and local agen-
cies attempting to address the problems of 
violence, crime, and substance abuse in their 
communities. 

DELBERT S. ELLIOTT, 
Series Editor. 

ENDNOTES 

1. Cook and Laub, 1997; Fox, 1996; and Snyder and 
Sickmund, 1995 for an analysis of trends in juvenile 
arrests for violent crimes. 

2. Lipsey, 1992, 1997; Sherman et al., 1997; and 
Tolan and Guerra, 1994. 

3. The technical definition of a protective factor is 
an attribute or condition that buffers one from the 
expected effect of one or more risk factors, but 
many use the term more generally to refer to any-
thing that reduces the likelihood of violence, wheth-
er that effect is direct or indirect. 

4. Maguire and Pastore, 1996. 
5. Johnson et al., 1996. 
6. Fagan, 1996; Frazier, Bishop and Lanza-Kaduce, 

1997; Lipsey, 1997; MacKenzie et al., 1992; Podkopaz 
and Feld, 1996; and Shaw and McKenzie, 1992. 

7. Gottfredson, 1997; Lipsey, 1992. Sherman et al., 
1997; Tolan and Guerra, 1994; and Webster, 1993. 

8. Gottfredson, 1997. 
9. Gallop, 1994. 
10. Lipton, Martinson, and Wilks, 1975; Martinson, 

1974; Sechrest et al., 1979; and Wright and Dixon, 
1977. 

11. Davis and Tolan, 1993; Dusenbury and Falco, 
1995; Farrington, 1994; Greenwood et al., 1996; Haw-
kins, Catalano and Miller, 1992; Howell, 1995; Howell 
et al., 1995; Krisberg and Onek, 1994; Lipsey and Wil-
son, 1997; Loeber and Farrington, 1997; McGuire, 1995; 
National Research Council, 1993; Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention, 1995; Powell 
and Hawkins, 1996; Sherman et al., 1997; and Tolan 
and Guerra, 1994. 

12. Elliott, 1993, 1994; Jessor and Jessor, 1977; 
Kandel et al., 1986; Osgood et al., 1988, and White et 
al., 1985. 

13. Gottfredson, 1997; Lipsey, 1992; Osgood et al., 
1988; and Sherman et al., 1997. 

14. Advisory Board members included: Denise 
Gottfredson, University of Maryland; Mark Lipsey, 
Vanderbilt University; Hope Hill, Howard Univer-
sity; Peter Greenwood, the Rand Corporation; and 
Patrick Tolan, University of Illinois. 

15. The Center has submitted a proposal to the Of-
fice of Juvenile, Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
to fund this component of the Blueprint project. 

16. At some point it will be necessary to reassess 
each Blueprint program to ensure that it continues 
to demonstrate deterrent effects and to test its 
generalizabity to other populations. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
SCHAFFER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 
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Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Chairman, I de-

mand a recorded vote. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 209, further 
proceedings on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
SCHAFFER) will be postponed. 

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 
OF THE WHOLE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 209, pro-
ceedings will now resume on those 
amendments on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed in the fol-
lowing order: 

Amendment No. 40 offered by the 
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
FLETCHER); 

Amendment No. 42 offered by the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
MCINTOSH); and 

Amendment No. 43 offered by the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. SCHAF-
FER). 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote in this series. 
AMENDMENT NO. 40 OFFERED BY MR. FLETCHER 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is a demand for a re-
corded vote on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 
FLETCHER) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 422, noes 1, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No, 228] 

AYES—422 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 

Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clay 

Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 

Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Owens 
Oxley 

Packard 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 

Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Vento 

Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watkins 
Watt (NC) 
Watts (OK) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 

Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—1 

Capuano 

NOT VOTING—11 

Barcia 
Brown (CA) 
Carson 
Houghton 

Johnson, Sam 
Minge 
Northup 
Radanovich 

Salmon 
Shays 
Thomas 

b 1933 

Messrs. CONYERS, STARK, KLINK 
and Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon changed 
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO 

TEMPORE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 209, the Chair 
announces that he will reduce to a 
minimum of 5 minutes the period of 
time within which a vote by electronic 
device will be taken on each amend-
ment on which the Chair has postponed 
further proceedings. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MCINTOSH 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is the demand for a 
recorded vote on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. MCINTOSH) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the ayes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This 

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

vice, and there were—ayes 300, noes 126, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 229] 

AYES—300 

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berry 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 

Bishop 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 

Camp 
Canady 
Cannon 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
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Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 

Johnson (CT) 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Klink 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pascrell 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 

Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Towns 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Visclosky 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—126 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barrett (WI) 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 

Biggert 
Blagojevich 
Bonior 
Bono 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Campbell 
Capps 
Capuano 
Clay 

Clayton 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 

Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Ehrlich 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foley 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gejdenson 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hoeffel 
Holt 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kennedy 
Kilpatrick 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
LaHood 

Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Mink 
Moakley 
Morella 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 

Pickett 
Porter 
Rangel 
Rivers 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sanders 
Scarborough 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Slaughter 
Snyder 
Stark 
Strickland 
Thompson (CA) 
Tierney 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Vitter 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Woolsey 

NOT VOTING—8 

Brown (CA) 
Carson 
Houghton 

Johnson, Sam 
Minge 
Salmon 

Shays 
Thomas 

b 1942 

Mr, HOEFFEL and Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SCHAFFER 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
pending business is the demand for a 
recorded vote on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. SCHAFFER) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which 
the noes prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. A re-
corded vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. This 

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

vice, and there were—ayes 364, noes 60, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 230] 

AYES—364 

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 

Bass 
Bateman 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 

Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 

Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 

Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lucas (KY) 
Luther 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Martinez 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Oxley 

Packard 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Schakowsky 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
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Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 

Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 

Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—60 

Ackerman 
Allen 
Becerra 
Berman 
Boehlert 
Castle 
Clay 
Conyers 
Coyne 
Cummings 
Davis (IL) 
Deutsch 
Dingell 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Greenwood 

Hastings (FL) 
Hinchey 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jones (OH) 
Kennedy 
Kilpatrick 
Klink 
Kucinich 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lowey 
Maloney (CT) 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Mink 

Morella 
Nadler 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Porter 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sanchez 
Scott 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Towns 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 

NOT VOTING—10 

Brown (CA) 
Carson 
Houghton 
Johnson, Sam 

Lucas (OK) 
Menendez 
Minge 
Salmon 

Shays 
Thomas 

b 1952 

The CHAIRMAN (during the voting). 
The Chair is aware that one of the dis-
play panels is not functioning properly. 
The tally clerk advises the Chair that 
those Members are being recorded. 
However, of course, any Member can 
check that their vote is recorded by 
checking with their card in another 
machine. 

Messrs. HASTINGS of Florida, 
DEUTSCH, TOWNS, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD and Mr. ALLEN changed their 
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. MORAN of Virginia and Ms. 
DANNER changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ 
to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. It is now in order to 

consider amendment No. 44 printed in 
the RECORD. The Chair’s understanding 
is that the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. CONYERS) does not choose to offer 
amendment No. 44. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, it is 
our decision not to offer the substitute 
amendment in order to complete busi-
ness in a more expeditious manner. I 
am going to offer a motion to recom-
mit instead. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
motion to recommit be permitted to 
allow 10 minutes on each side in lieu of 
the substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s re-
quest will have to be made in the 
House. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of Congresswoman EMERSON’s 
amendment that simply states our entertain-
ment industry does not act responsibly to-

wards our children. I support this amendment 
because it is true. By the time a child has 
reached their majority, they have seen 
200,000 acts of violence on television and 
16,000 of these acts are murders. It appears 
the industry believes that sex and violence 
sells, and they abandoned all restraint. Even, 
in light of current events, the entertainment in-
dustry refuses to accept they might have 
some responsibility towards the communities 
they serve in America. 

As a society we recognize that children are 
susceptible to their environment and that they 
learn from what they are exposed to. This is 
true in Hollywood and on Chicago’s West 
Side. Children learn what they see as they 
grow up. Now we have video games where 
the sole purpose is to murder and kill other 
people. We have movies that depict only vio-
lence. We have music that vividly describes 
crime and murder. Our children are being ex-
posed to this from an early age. I believe the 
entertainment industry has been derelict in its 
duty to provide more enriching entertainment. 
I believe we, as Members of Congress, must 
raise this issue with the entertainment industry 
and challenge them to do better! Today I rise 
to challenge the entertainment industry to 
produce a better product, a better movie, a 
better record. A product that enables us, as 
parents, to navigate the difficult task of raising 
our children more effectively. I am not laying 
the blame for our nation’s problems at the feet 
of the entertainment industry, but I challenge 
them to do better. 

Mr. SHOWS. Mr. Chairman, Congress de-
bated throughout the night a bill that further 
punishes those who commit crimes against 
our young. Congress also passed amend-
ments that would stiffen criminal penalties 
against juveniles that commit violent crimes. 
The House also passed amendments that 
would grant assistance to states to combat 
youth violence and close the revolving doors 
at our penitentiaries. Today, the House will de-
bate gun control legislation. 

I stand here today to call for more mental 
health professionals in our schools. It has 
been said that an ounce of prevention is worth 
a pound of cure. Those kids in Littleton, 
Springfield, Jonesboro, and Pearl were not 
members of street gangs and, to my knowl-
edge, they did not have violent criminal 
records. They were emotionally disturbed kids 
suffering from depression and alienation. 

Rather than passing more gun laws, we 
must focus on getting more mental health pro-
fessionals into our schools. Background 
checks at gun shows won’t prevent a kid from 
thinking he has nothing to lose from shooting 
himself or his classmates. But mental 
healthcare professionals in the schools can. 

Imagine if more schools had a mental health 
care professional for every metal detector. Mr. 
Chairman, we need to focus on our children 
before they commit crimes. We need mental 
health professionals to catch them before they 
fall into the hands of the criminal justice sys-
tem. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
gravely concerned about today’s youth and 
the challenges they face growing up in con-
temporary society. If we do not restore values, 
morals, and principles to our schools and 
communities for our children, our great nation 

will continue to sink further into the cultural 
state of emergency we are mired in today. We 
should vote to empower parents so that they 
may in turn protect their children, our future 
leaders. 

I recognize that many children face terrific 
difficulties as they grow up—deteriorating 
schools, broken homes, and crumbling neigh-
borhoods. A culture of gratuitous violence, 
sexual irresponsibility, and illegal drug abuse. 
erodes the fundamental values that keep our 
families and our country strong. 

In the wake of several tragedies involving 
school violence, it is appropriate that we focus 
on addressing youth violence and the prob-
lems which face our kids. 

First let me say that we should not under-
mine our Bill of Rights, the cornerstone of our 
freedom which spells out the underlying prin-
ciples of our nation. More laws that target and 
restrict the freedoms of law-abiding citizens 
are not the answer to addressing cultural 
problems that face our nation. 

We must strengthen and enforce our current 
laws, we must effectively prosecute, and we 
must punish criminals who violate the law. But 
we must also restore sensible community val-
ues to our schools and communities. A com-
mon set of shared values is the fabric that has 
held American society together for over two 
centuries. Unfortunately, this fabric is fraying 
at the edges before our very eyes. I believe 
public figures should show strong leadership 
by setting good examples. I believe that 
through restoring prayer and religious values 
to the classroom, teaching character based 
education, and shielding our children from por-
nography and violent and sexually explicit ma-
terial, our children and families can flourish in 
safer more secure communities. 

Additionally, I am encouraged that many ex-
isting youth organizations and recreation clubs 
are right now promoting leadership, teamwork, 
and confidence in our younger generations. 
Groups like the Boys and Girls Clubs, Pop 
Warner Football, the National Council of Youth 
Sports, the Georgia Parks and Recreation As-
sociation, and the Sporting Goods Manufactur-
ers Association are working hard to make a 
positive difference in our children’s lives. 

There are many steps that we can take to 
reach out to our children to guide them in the 
right direction. I believe that the actions Con-
gress will take today to hold criminals account-
able for their own behavior, to improve the en-
forcement of our current laws, to bolster sup-
port for programs that combat juvenile crime, 
and to prohibit the sale of explicitly violent or 
sexual material to children will go a long way 
in addressing some of the difficult issues 
which confront children in today’s world. 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
vehement and stringent opposition to H.R. 
1501, the Republican Juvenile Justice Act. 
This bill will not solve the perplexing problem 
of juveniles and crime; it is an absurd waste 
of taxpayers’ dollars and the precious time of 
this august body. It is a shame that while the 
Senate was able to forge a bipartisan juvenile 
justice bill, the House has been unable to do 
so. This is a bipartisan problem that needs, 
deserves and requires a bipartisan solution. 

My initial objection to H.R. 1501 is that it 
was not considered in the House Judiciary 
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Committee. No hearings were held, no testi-
mony was received and there is no CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD on this bill. As an elected 
Members in the great State of Michigan and 
the U.S. House of Representatives for almost 
a quarter century, I respect the due process 
that the State Constitution of Michigan and the 
Constitution of the United States establishes 
for the legislative process. We have all taken 
an oath to protect and defend our Constitution, 
and I abhor the lack of due process that this 
important issue deserves. 

I also oppose this bill because this bill is a 
waste of taxpayers dollars. The Wall Street 
Journal (March 21, 1996) points out that high 
risk youths who are kept out of trouble through 
intervention programs could save society as 
much as $2 million per youth over a lifetime. 
This bill puts more money into police and pris-
ons, mandatory minimum sentences, and 
other tactics that simply do not work without 
adequate prevention programs. As a matter of 
fact, only six percent of juvenile arrests in 
1992 were for violent crimes. With one excep-
tion, the level of juvenile crime has declined 
over the past 20 years. There are only 197 ju-
veniles currently serving Federal sentences. 
Juvenile crime is almost exclusively a State 
and local issue. This bill is just posturing for 
political points, not an effective means for pub-
lic safety. The acknowledged experts in this 
field—the police chiefs of our nation—believe 
that prevention programs are the most effec-
tive crime reduction strategy versus hiring ad-
ditional police officers. This bill spares not one 
thin dime for before- or after-school prevention 
programs—programs that have been proven 
to work. 

Let me illustrate a program that does work. 
Renaissance High School, a public school in 
Detroit, Michigan, will send all of its grad-
uates—183 students—to college. According to 
an article in the June 17, 1999 edition of the 
Detroit News, Renaissance High School’s prin-
cipal, Irma Hamilton, says that ‘‘Renaissance’s 
success is dependent upon three different lev-
els: students, parents and staff. It takes those 
three areas working together to provide a net-
work of support for our students.’’ It is only by 
working together that Renaissance High 
School achieved a 100 percent college ac-
ceptance rate. I challenge any of my col-
leagues to the superb work that is epitomized 
by Renaissance High School. Not only that, 
Renaissance High School’s teamwork is an 
example that is sorely lacking in the debate on 
the juvenile justice bill. 

My colleagues, we do have a chance to 
make this right. It is in the amendment, offered 
as a motion to recommit, by my fellow Detroit 
colleague, Congressman JOHN CONYERS, Jr. 
This amendment is a balanced, fair and com-
prehensive package that addresses both pre-
vention and punishment. This bill provides 
grants to ensure increased accountability for 
juvenile offenders; provides funding for pre-
vention programs; places 20,000 crisis preven-
tion counselors in our nation’s schools; en-
sures that there are more police officers on 
the beat; prevents juvenile delinquents from 
being jailed with adults; and requires states to 
address the issue of minority confinement. 
While minority children are one-third of the 
youth population, they are two-thirds of the 
children in long-term detention facilities. Stud-

ies indicate that minorities not only receive 
tougher sentences, but are more likely to be 
put in jail than non-minority youth for the same 
offenses. This is patently unfair and, I would 
add, criminal. 

As a member of the House Appropriations 
Committee, I am one of the guardians of the 
purse of America. I abhor the wanton waste of 
the people’s money, and my fellow appropri-
ators and I have to make tough decisions with 
the few funds we have available. We need to 
put our scarce resources into programs and 
projects that work. The taxpayers of America 
demand that we do so. The Democratic alter-
native to H.R. 1501 gives us that chance. It is 
a balanced approach to fighting juvenile crime 
that includes enforcement, intervention and 
prevention. Anything less is an injustice to our 
youth, their parents, and all taxpaying citizens. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Chairman, as we consider 
prevention measures during this debate, we 
must acknowledge that our schools face a se-
rious problem in their ability to provide preven-
tion services. 

Let me make it clear from the onset that I 
support bringing young people who commit 
crimes to justice; they must recognize the con-
sequences of their actions. Yet, at the same 
time, we cannot be content with only punish-
ment, we must endeavor to take all the nec-
essary steps to prevent youth at-risk from en-
tering the juvenile justice system. If we fail to 
do so, the current situation of gun-toting 
youths will only get worse. Our correctional fa-
cilities, which are already operating at full ca-
pacity, will not be able to handle housing 
scores of more juveniles. And once they are 
released, they will be no better off than when 
they entered. Therefore, prevention is a pref-
erable path to follow. 

That is why I am supporting the school anti- 
violence provision contained in the Democratic 
substitute, which would significantly bolster 
prevention efforts by mandating that some of 
our appropriations are directed towards mental 
health services for our young people. 

Counseling is one of several resources that 
could prove valuable if only we used it, rather 
than neglect it. What I mean by this statement 
is that for counselors to be effective, we have 
to ensure that they are working in a proper en-
vironment. 

A counselor’s duties may vary by jurisdic-
tion, but in general one would have some of 
the following responsibilities: conflict resolu-
tion, career guidance, administrative duties, 
and school activities coordinator. 

It is rather reckless on our part to expect 
that counselors can be really effective in coun-
seling and guiding students when they are 
saddled with an absurdly high student-to-coun-
selor ratio and are also tagged with doing ad-
ministrative chores. 

Here are some statistics that indicate how 
thinly stretched our school counselors are. 
The recommended student-to-counselor ratio, 
as indicated by the American Counseling As-
sociation and other professional groups, is 250 
to 1. The average national caseload is a little 
over 500 students per counselor, with some of 
the more extreme cases being in California, 
with a ratio of nearly 1,000 to 1, and Min-
nesota, at 925 to 1. 

Counselors also should not have to juggle 
scheduling and other administrative work in 

tandem with their counseling duties because 
this detracts from their primary duties. They 
are a necessary part of our prevention strat-
egy, and there is no way that they can accom-
plish their goals when they are doing every-
thing but counseling. 

It seems that the only time there are calls 
for more counselors is after tragedies, such as 
the one at Columbine High School. Yet there 
is no reason that we respond with counselors 
only after a tragic event occurs. They should 
be there in the first place, and this bill pro-
vides the funds to do so. 

Counselors can benefit us by helping us to 
identify those children who are potentially at 
risk, and by doing so, would aid us in devising 
a solution to intervene and potentially get to 
the root of the youth’s problems. Yet there is 
no way that this can work if one has to mon-
itor 1,000 students. Students will fall through 
the cracks since the resources which were de-
signed to help them were not available when 
they were needed. The investment that we 
make now will pay off in the future with reduc-
tions in chronic problem behaviors and poten-
tially improved results in the areas of attend-
ance, test scores, and conflict management. 

It is vital that we act now. The school popu-
lation is projected to increase over the next 
few years, and if we are to have any chance 
of reducing the student to counselor ratio so 
that qualified mental health professionals can 
be of use to our students, we should pass this 
substitute. Prevention is the key, and improv-
ing mental health services is a big step to-
wards strengthening our prevention efforts. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today to tell the American people that the 
Conyers-Scott amendment in the nature of a 
substitute is the true bipartisan approach to 
address the problems of violence and crime 
that face our children. The school shootings in 
Oregon, Colorado and most recently in Geor-
gia and the daily violence that our children are 
subject to while playing and living in our com-
munities is evidence that society has placed 
our country under fire and the victims are our 
kids. 

I agree that commonsense approaches 
need to be considered in helping to strengthen 
our juvenile justice system and I am dis-
appointed in the manner form which H.R. 
1501 reached the floor of the House. 

However, the Conyers-Scott proposal is 
what we should be supporting because it’s 
what the American people want. It incor-
porates the bipartisan agreements reached in 
the Senate addressing media violence, reau-
thorizes the ‘‘Cops on the Beat’’ program and 
authorizes the ‘‘School Anti-Violence Em-
powerment Act.’’ Most importantly, it includes 
the bipartisan agreements on the juvenile jus-
tice bill and the reauthorization of the Office of 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention 
programs. 

In our attempt to enhance our justice pro-
grams, however, I need to point out that there 
are discrepancies as to how U.S. Territories 
are considered in the administration of this ju-
venile justice program and express hope that 
we can resolve these discrepancies if this leg-
islation goes to conference. 

Though Guam and the other territories are 
defined as ‘‘States’’ in H.R. 1501 and the Con-
yers-Scott amendment, there is a discrepancy 
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in the equal distribution of these funds. For no 
apparent reason Guam shares its state share 
with American Samoa and the Commonwealth 
of the Northern Mariana Islands. The U.S. Vir-
gin Islands, the District of Columbia, and Puer-
to Rico all receive full state shares. 

There is no rational justification for three 
U.S. territories in the Pacific to split while 
other territories be treated as states. I believe 
such a decision was arbitrary and unfair. 
There was never any consultation with my of-
fice or any other Territorial office to my knowl-
edge. 

Mr. Chair, the children in the Territories are 
also subject to the influences of the mass 
media and school violence and we must be 
fair in our treatment that programs meant to 
help saving childrens lives are distributed 
equally to them as well. I am hopeful that con-
siderations can be made in the conference of 
juvenile justice legislation to clarify and correct 
the full funding allocation to all the territories. 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the Conyers/Scott/Waters 
Democratic substitute to H.R. 1501 and in op-
position of the Republican sponsored juvenile 
justice bill which has let down children and 
American families by putting the interest of op-
ponents of jug safety legislation above the 
safety and well-being of all children. 

I want to draw your attention, Mr. Chairman 
and my colleagues, to the importance of time. 
In the time that I have been allotted to make 
this statement another child would have been 
shot or killed and another child would have 
been incarcerated in an adult facility which will 
do them more harm than good. As we sit here 
in this plush secure environment, it is easy to 
lose sight of how many children’s lies could be 
saved through the enactment of sound gun 
control measures. 

Mr. Chairman, we should enact the Demo-
cratic substitute which includes: the bipartisan 
House Judiciary Committee juvenile justice 
bill; the bipartisan House Education and Work-
force Committee bill to reauthorize the Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion Programs; two Senate-passed media vio-
lence provisions; the extension of the ‘‘Cops 
on the Beat’’ program with an emphasis on 
cooperative school-police partnerships to 
place safety officers in school; and a School 
Anti-violence Empowerment (SAVE) initiative 
that provides funding for crisis prevention 
counselors and crisis prevention programs in 
schools. 

Any effective juvenile legislation must in-
clude measures that are in the best interest of 
our children. Extremely important in this re-
gard, is the protection of our children from 
abuse in adult facilities. We must assure that 
the health and welfare of our children are not 
being jeopardized in an adult prison. Although 
serious crimes are being committed by young 
adults, emphasis must be placed on preven-
tion and corrective measures and not solely 
on adult conviction of very young offenders. 
Where we must put juveniles in adult prisons, 
they should be placed out of sight and sound 
of adult inmates. Prevention is the only key 
element in the proactive approach to teen vio-
lence. All other legislation approaches should 
complement prevention methods, just as the 
juvenile delinquency prevention block grant 
has aided in the reduction of juvenile crime. 

Mr. Chairman, I was very disappointed that 
the amendment of my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, Mr. OBEY, which 
would have authorized an initiative to attempt 
to prevent tragic incidents of school violence 
by improving mental health and education 
services to troubled children and youth who 
are at risk of committing violent acts was not 
made in order by the Rules Committee. The 
Obey amendment would have authorized the 
National Academy of Sciences to conduct a 
study to identify barriers that prevent school- 
aged children and youth in need of mental 
health or substance abuse treatment services 
from receiving appropriate counseling and 
treatment services financed through Medicaid, 
the State Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram, and other public health and mental pro-
grams. 

It is a shame that this body is willing to send 
a 13- or 14-year-old to an adult prison but isn’t 
willing to authorize a program which could 
have prevented the kid from committing the 
crime in the first place. 

I urge my colleagues to support the Demo-
cratic substitute to H.R. 1501 and reject the 
destructive Republican juvenile bill which 
would no nothing other than prosecute chil-
dren as adults, house juveniles with adult fel-
ons where they are more likely to be abused 
by adult prisoners, and impose numerous 
mandatory sentencing measures—which have 
been shown to exacerbate long-term crime 
problems. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, in Chi-
cago during 1996, 789 homicides were com-
mitted, 597 with firearms, in 1997, 759 homi-
cides, 570 with firearms. Firearms were over-
whelmingly the weapon of choice for mur-
derers. Almost half of the known offenders in 
1997 were under 21 years of age and about 
a third were between 21 and 30. The percent-
age of murders in which firearms were used 
was 75 percent in 1997, approximately the 
same percent as in the previous four years. 
More than 85 percent of firearm murders were 
handgun murders in both 1996 and 1997. In 
almost two out of every three 1997 murders in 
which the relationship could be determined, 
the offender and the victim knew each other. 

In many cases, just imagine, no gun, no 
murder, no gun, no murder. 

Let’s make guns harder for murderers to 
get. Support the McCarthy amendment. 

There being no further amendments, 
under the rule the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
THORNBERRY, Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 1501) to provide grants to 
ensure increased accountability for ju-
venile offenders, pursuant to House 
Resolution 209, he reported the bill 
back to the House with sundry amend-
ments adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a separate vote on the so-called Emer-
son amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is a sep-
arate vote demanded on any other 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put 
them en gros. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the amendment on 
which a separate vote has been de-
manded. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment: 
Add at the end the following: 

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS WITH RE-
GARD TO VIOLENCE AND THE EN-
TERTAINMENT INDUSTRY. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Incidents of tragic school violence have 
risen over the past few years. 

(2) Our children are being desensitized by 
the increase of gun violence shown on tele-
vision, movies, and video games. 

(3) According to the American Medical As-
sociation, by the time an average child 
reaches age 18, he or she has witnessed more 
than 200,000 acts of violence on television, in-
cluding 16,000 murders. 

(4) Children who listen to explicit music 
lyrics, play video ‘‘killing’’ games, or go to 
violent action movies get further brain-
washed into thinking that violence is so-
cially acceptable and without consequence. 

(5) No industry does more to glorify gun vi-
olence than some elements of the motion 
picture industry. 

(6) Children are particularly susceptible to 
the influence of violent subject matter. 

(7) The entertainment industry uses wan-
ton violence in its advertising campaigns di-
rected at young people. 

(8) Alternatives should be developed and 
considered to discourage the exposure of 
children to violent subject matter. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
the Congress that the entertainment indus-
try— 

(1) has been irresponsible in the develop-
ment of its products and the marketing of 
those products to America’s youth; 

(2) must recognize the power and influence 
it has over the behavior of our Nation’s 
youth; and 

(3) must do everything in its power to stop 
these portrayals of pointless acts of bru-
tality by immediately eliminating gratu-
itous violence in movies, television, music, 
and video games. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment. 

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

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 355, nays 68, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 231] 

YEAS—355 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Andrews 
Archer 
Armey 

Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldacci 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 

Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bentsen 
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Bereuter 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Capps 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Clayton 
Clement 
Coble 
Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 

Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind (WI) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaFalce 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Lantos 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Maloney (NY) 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Mascara 
Matsui 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 

Menendez 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pickett 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 

Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 

Toomey 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weiner 

Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—68 

Baldwin 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Blumenauer 
Bono 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cummings 
Delahunt 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Foley 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gephardt 

Hastings (FL) 
Hulshof 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jones (OH) 
Kennedy 
Kilpatrick 
Klink 
Kucinich 
Lee 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Martinez 
McCarthy (MO) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Napolitano 

Olver 
Ose 
Owens 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Rangel 
Rogan 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Stupak 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Towns 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—11 

Brown (CA) 
Carson 
Chenoweth 
Cox 

Houghton 
Hutchinson 
Minge 
Salmon 

Shays 
Spence 
Thomas 

b 2013 

Mr. SERRANO changed his vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. GOODLATTE and Ms. 
STABENOW changed their vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LAHOOD). The question is on the en-
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is the gentleman 
opposed to the bill? 

Mr. CONYERS. Yes, I am. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-

port the motion to recommit. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CONYERS moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 1501 to the Committee on the Judiciary 
with instructions to report the same back to 
the House forthwith with the following 
amendment: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 
TITLE I—GRANTS TO ENSURE INCREASED 

ACCOUNTABILITY FOR JUVENILE OF-
FENDERS 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Con-

sequences for Juvenile Offenders Act of 
1999’’. 

SEC. 102. GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part R of title I of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796 et seq.) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘PART R—JUVENILE ACCOUNTABILITY 
BLOCK GRANTS 

‘‘SEC. 1801. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General is 
authorized to provide grants to States, for 
use by States and units of local government, 
and in certain cases directly to specially 
qualified units. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.—Amounts 
paid to a State or a unit of local government 
under this part shall be used by the State or 
unit of local government for the purpose of 
strengthening the juvenile justice system, 
which includes— 

‘‘(1) developing, implementing, and admin-
istering graduated sanctions for juvenile of-
fenders; 

‘‘(2) building, expanding, renovating, or op-
erating temporary or permanent juvenile 
correction, detention, or community correc-
tions facilities; 

‘‘(3) hiring juvenile court judges, probation 
officers, and court-appointed defenders and 
special advocates, and funding pretrial serv-
ices for juvenile offenders, to promote the ef-
fective and expeditious administration of the 
juvenile justice system; 

‘‘(4) hiring additional prosecutors, so that 
more cases involving violent juvenile offend-
ers can be prosecuted and case backlogs re-
duced; 

‘‘(5) providing funding to enable prosecu-
tors to address drug, gang, and youth vio-
lence problems more effectively and for tech-
nology, equipment, and training to assist 
prosecutors in identifying and expediting the 
prosecution of violent juvenile offenders; 

‘‘(6) establishing and maintaining training 
programs for law enforcement and other 
court personnel with respect to preventing 
and controlling juvenile crime; 

‘‘(7) establishing juvenile gun courts for 
the prosecution and adjudication of juvenile 
firearms offenders; 

‘‘(8) establishing drug court programs for 
juvenile offenders that provide continuing 
judicial supervision over juvenile offenders 
with substance abuse problems and the inte-
grated administration of other sanctions and 
services for such offenders; 

‘‘(9) establishing and maintaining a system 
of juvenile records designed to promote pub-
lic safety; 

‘‘(10) establishing and maintaining inter-
agency information-sharing programs that 
enable the juvenile and criminal justice sys-
tem, schools, and social services agencies to 
make more informed decisions regarding the 
early identification, control, supervision, 
and treatment of juveniles who repeatedly 
commit serious delinquent or criminal acts; 

‘‘(11) establishing and maintaining ac-
countability-based programs designed to re-
duce recidivism among juveniles who are re-
ferred by law enforcement personnel or agen-
cies; 

‘‘(12) establishing and maintaining pro-
grams to conduct risk and need assessments 
of juvenile offenders that facilitate the effec-
tive early intervention and the provision of 
comprehensive services, including mental 
health screening and treatment and sub-
stance abuse testing and treatment to such 
offenders; and 

‘‘(13) establishing and maintaining ac-
countability-based programs that are de-
signed to enhance school safety. 
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‘‘SEC. 1802. GRANT ELIGIBILITY. 

‘‘(a) STATE ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to 
receive a grant under this section, a State 
shall submit to the Attorney General an ap-
plication at such time, in such form, and 
containing such assurances and information 
as the Attorney General may require by rule, 
including assurances that the State and any 
unit of local government to which the State 
provides funding under section 1803(b), has in 
effect (or shall have in effect, not later than 
1 year after the date that the State submits 
such application) laws, or has implemented 
(or shall implement, not later than 1 year 
after the date that the State submits such 
application) policies and programs, that pro-
vide for a system of graduated sanctions de-
scribed in subsection (c). 

‘‘(b) LOCAL ELIGIBILITY.— 
‘‘(1) SUBGRANT ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible 

to receive a subgrant, a unit of local govern-
ment, other than a specially qualified unit, 
shall provide such assurances to the State as 
the State shall require, that, to the max-
imum extent applicable, the unit of local 
government has in effect (or shall have in ef-
fect, not later than 1 year after the date that 
the unit submits such application) laws, or 
has implemented (or shall implement, not 
later than 1 year after the date that the unit 
submits such application) policies and pro-
grams, that provide for a system of grad-
uated sanctions described in subsection (c). 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—The requirements of 
paragraph (1) shall apply to a specially quali-
fied unit that receives funds from the Attor-
ney General under section 1803(e), except 
that information that is otherwise required 
to be submitted to the State shall be sub-
mitted to the Attorney General. 

‘‘(c) GRADUATED SANCTIONS.—A system of 
graduated sanctions, which may be discre-
tionary as provided in subsection (d), shall 
ensure, at a minimum, that— 

‘‘(1) sanctions are imposed on juvenile of-
fenders for each delinquent offense; 

‘‘(2) sanctions escalate in intensity with 
each subsequent, more serious delinquent of-
fense; 

‘‘(3) there is sufficient flexibility to allow 
for individualized sanctions and services 
suited to the individual juvenile offender; 
and 

‘‘(4) appropriate consideration is given to 
public safety and victims of crime. 

‘‘(d) DISCRETIONARY USE OF SANCTIONS.— 
‘‘(1) VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION.—A State or 

unit of local government may be eligible to 
receive a grant under this part if— 

‘‘(A) its system of graduated sanctions is 
discretionary; and 

‘‘(B) it demonstrates that it has promoted 
the use of a system of graduated sanctions 
by taking steps to encourage implementa-
tion of such a system by juvenile courts. 

‘‘(2) REPORTING REQUIREMENT IF GRADUATED 
SANCTIONS NOT USED.— 

‘‘(A) JUVENILE COURTS.—A State or unit of 
local government in which the imposition of 
graduated sanctions is discretionary shall re-
quire each juvenile court within its jurisdic-
tion— 

‘‘(i) which has not implemented a system 
of graduated sanctions, to submit an annual 
report that explains why such court did not 
implement graduated sanctions; and 

‘‘(ii) which has implemented a system of 
graduated sanctions but has not imposed 
graduated sanctions in 1 or more specific 
cases, to submit an annual report that ex-
plains why such court did not impose grad-
uated sanctions in each such case. 

‘‘(B) UNITS OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—Each 
unit of local government, other than a spe-

cially qualified unit, that has 1 or more juve-
nile courts that use a discretionary system 
of graduated sanctions shall collect the in-
formation reported under subparagraph (A) 
for submission to the State each year. 

‘‘(C) STATES.—Each State and specially 
qualified unit that has 1 or more juvenile 
courts that use a discretionary system of 
graduated sanctions shall collect the infor-
mation reported under subparagraph (A) for 
submission to the Attorney General each 
year. A State shall also collect and submit 
to the Attorney General the information col-
lected under subparagraph (B). 

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion: 

‘‘(1) The term ‘discretionary’ means that a 
system of graduated sanctions is not re-
quired to be imposed by each and every juve-
nile court in a State or unit of local govern-
ment. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘sanctions’ means tangible, 
proportional consequences that hold the ju-
venile offender accountable for the offense 
committed. A sanction may include coun-
seling, restitution, community service, a 
fine, supervised probation, or confinement. 
‘‘SEC. 1803. ALLOCATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF 

FUNDS. 
‘‘(a) STATE ALLOCATION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with regu-

lations promulgated pursuant to this part 
and except as provided in paragraph (3), the 
Attorney General shall allocate— 

‘‘(A) 0.25 percent for each State; and 
‘‘(B) of the total funds remaining after the 

allocation under subparagraph (A), to each 
State, an amount which bears the same ratio 
to the amount of remaining funds described 
in this subparagraph as the population of 
people under the age of 18 living in such 
State for the most recent calendar year in 
which such data is available bears to the 
population of people under the age of 18 of all 
the States for such fiscal year. 

‘‘(2) PROHIBITION.—No funds allocated to a 
State under this subsection or received by a 
State for distribution under subsection (b) 
may be distributed by the Attorney General 
or by the State involved for any program 
other than a program contained in an ap-
proved application. 

‘‘(3) INCREASE FOR STATE RESERVE.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(B), if a State demonstrates and certifies to 
the Attorney General that the State’s law 
enforcement expenditures in the fiscal year 
preceding the date in which an application is 
submitted under this part is more than 25 
percent of the aggregate amount of law en-
forcement expenditures by the State and its 
eligible units of local government, the per-
centage referred to in paragraph (1)(A) shall 
equal the percentage determined by dividing 
the State’s law enforcement expenditures by 
such aggregate. 

‘‘(B) LAW ENFORCEMENT EXPENDITURES OVER 
50 PERCENT.—If the law enforcement expendi-
tures of a State exceed 50 percent of the ag-
gregate amount described in subparagraph 
(A), the Attorney General shall consult with 
as many units of local government in such 
State as practicable regarding the State’s 
proposed uses of funds. 

‘‘(b) LOCAL DISTRIBUTION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subsection (a)(3), each State which receives 
funds under subsection (a)(1) in a fiscal year 
shall distribute not less than 75 percent of 
such amounts received among units of local 
government, for the purposes specified in 
section 1801. In making such distribution the 
State shall allocate to such units of local 
government an amount which bears the same 

ratio to the aggregate amount of such funds 
as— 

‘‘(A) the sum of— 
‘‘(i) the product of— 
‘‘(I) three-quarters; multiplied by 
‘‘(II) the average law enforcement expendi-

ture for such unit of local government for 
the 3 most recent calendar years for which 
such data is available; plus 

‘‘(ii) the product of— 
‘‘(I) one-quarter; multiplied by 
‘‘(II) the average annual number of part 1 

violent crimes in such unit of local govern-
ment for the 3 most recent calendar years for 
which such data is available, bears to— 

‘‘(B) the sum of the products determined 
under subparagraph (A) for all such units of 
local government in the State. 

‘‘(2) EXPENDITURES.—The allocation any 
unit of local government shall receive under 
paragraph (1) for a payment period shall not 
exceed 100 percent of law enforcement ex-
penditures of the unit for such payment pe-
riod. 

‘‘(3) REALLOCATION.—The amount of any 
unit of local government’s allocation that is 
not available to such unit by operation of 
paragraph (2) shall be available to other 
units of local government that are not af-
fected by such operation in accordance with 
this subsection. 

‘‘(c) UNAVAILABILITY OF DATA FOR UNITS OF 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—If the State has reason 
to believe that the reported rate of part 1 
violent crimes or law enforcement expendi-
tures for a unit of local government is insuf-
ficient or inaccurate, the State shall— 

‘‘(1) investigate the methodology used by 
the unit to determine the accuracy of the 
submitted data; and 

‘‘(2) if necessary, use the best available 
comparable data regarding the number of 
violent crimes or law enforcement expendi-
tures for the relevant years for the unit of 
local government. 

‘‘(d) LOCAL GOVERNMENT WITH ALLOCATIONS 
LESS THAN $5,000.—If under this section a 
unit of local government is allocated less 
than $5,000 for a payment period, the amount 
allotted shall be expended by the State on 
services to units of local government whose 
allotment is less than such amount in a 
manner consistent with this part. 

‘‘(e) DIRECT GRANTS TO SPECIALLY QUALI-
FIED UNITS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If a State does not qual-
ify or apply for funds reserved for allocation 
under subsection (a) by the application dead-
line established by the Attorney General, the 
Attorney General shall reserve not more 
than 75 percent of the allocation that the 
State would have received under subsection 
(a) for such fiscal year to provide grants to 
specially qualified units which meet the re-
quirements for funding under section 1802. 

‘‘(2) AWARD BASIS.—In addition to the qual-
ification requirements for direct grants for 
specially qualified units the Attorney Gen-
eral may use the average amount allocated 
by the States to units of local government as 
a basis for awarding grants under this sec-
tion. 
‘‘SEC. 1804. REGULATIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 
shall issue regulations establishing proce-
dures under which a State or unit of local 
government that receives funds under sec-
tion 1803 is required to provide notice to the 
Attorney General regarding the proposed use 
of funds made available under this part. 

‘‘(b) ADVISORY BOARD.—The regulations re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall include a re-
quirement that such eligible State or unit of 
local government establish and convene an 
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advisory board to review the proposed uses of 
such funds. The board shall include represen-
tation from, if appropriate— 

‘‘(1) the State or local police department; 
‘‘(2) the local sheriff’s department; 
‘‘(3) the State or local prosecutor’s office; 
‘‘(4) the State or local juvenile court; 
‘‘(5) the State or local probation officer; 
‘‘(6) the State or local educational agency; 
‘‘(7) a State or local social service agency; 

and 
‘‘(8) a nonprofit, religious, or community 

group. 
‘‘SEC. 1805. PAYMENT REQUIREMENTS. 

‘‘(a) TIMING OF PAYMENTS.—The Attorney 
General shall pay to each State or unit of 
local government that receives funds under 
section 1803 that has submitted an applica-
tion under this part not later than— 

‘‘(1) 90 days after the date that the amount 
is available, or 

‘‘(2) the first day of the payment period if 
the State has provided the Attorney General 
with the assurances required by subsection 
(c), 
whichever is later. 

‘‘(b) REPAYMENT OF UNEXPENDED 
AMOUNTS.— 

‘‘(1) REPAYMENT REQUIRED.—From amounts 
awarded under this part, a State or specially 
qualified unit shall repay to the Attorney 
General, or a unit of local government shall 
repay to the State by not later than 27 
months after receipt of funds from the Attor-
ney General, any amount that is not ex-
pended by the State within 2 years after re-
ceipt of such funds from the Attorney Gen-
eral. 

‘‘(2) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO REPAY.—If 
the amount required to be repaid is not re-
paid, the Attorney General shall reduce pay-
ment in future payment periods accordingly. 

‘‘(3) DEPOSIT OF AMOUNTS REPAID.— 
Amounts received by the Attorney General 
as repayments under this subsection shall be 
deposited in a designated fund for future 
payments to States and specially qualified 
units. 

‘‘(c) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—A State or 
unit of local government that receives funds 
under this part may use not more than 5 per-
cent of such funds to pay for administrative 
costs. 

‘‘(d) NONSUPPLANTING REQUIREMENT.— 
Funds made available under this part to 
States and units of local government shall 
not be used to supplant State or local funds 
as the case may be, but shall be used to in-
crease the amount of funds that would, in 
the absence of funds made available under 
this part, be made available from State or 
local sources, as the case may be. 

‘‘(e) MATCHING FUNDS.—The Federal share 
of a grant received under this part may not 
exceed 90 percent of the costs of a program 
or proposal funded under this part. 
‘‘SEC. 1806. UTILIZATION OF PRIVATE SECTOR. 

‘‘Funds or a portion of funds allocated 
under this part may be used to contract with 
private, nonprofit entities, or community- 
based organizations to carry out the pur-
poses specified under section 1801(a)(2). 
‘‘SEC. 1807. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—A State or specially 
qualified unit that receives funds under this 
part shall— 

‘‘(1) establish a trust fund in which the 
government will deposit all payments re-
ceived under this part; 

‘‘(2) use amounts in the trust fund (includ-
ing interest) during a period not to exceed 2 
years from the date the first grant payment 
is made to the State or specially qualified 
unit; 

‘‘(3) designate an official of the State or 
specially qualified unit to submit reports as 
the Attorney General reasonably requires, in 
addition to the annual reports required 
under this part; and 

‘‘(4) spend the funds only for the purposes 
under section 1801(b). 

‘‘(b) TITLE I PROVISIONS.—Except as other-
wise provided, the administrative provisions 
of part H shall apply to this part and for pur-
poses of this section any reference in such 
provisions to title I shall be deemed to in-
clude a reference to this part. 
‘‘SEC. 1808. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘For purposes of this part: 
‘‘(1) The term ‘unit of local government’ 

means— 
‘‘(A) a county, township, city, or political 

subdivision of a county, township, or city, 
that is a unit of local government as deter-
mined by the Secretary of Commerce for 
general statistical purposes; and 

‘‘(B) the District of Columbia and the rec-
ognized governing body of an Indian tribe or 
Alaskan Native village that carries out sub-
stantial governmental duties and powers. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘specially qualified unit’ 
means a unit of local government which may 
receive funds under this part only in accord-
ance with section 1803(e). 

‘‘(3) The term ‘State’ means any State of 
the United States, the District of Columbia, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Vir-
gin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and the 
Northern Mariana Islands, except that Amer-
ican Samoa, Guam, and the Northern Mar-
iana Islands shall be considered as 1 State 
and that, for purposes of section 1803(a), 33 
percent of the amounts allocated shall be al-
located to American Samoa, 50 percent to 
Guam, and 17 percent to the Northern Mar-
iana Islands. 

‘‘(4) The term ‘juvenile’ means an indi-
vidual who is 17 years of age or younger. 

‘‘(5) The term ‘law enforcement expendi-
tures’ means the expenditures associated 
with prosecutorial, legal, and judicial serv-
ices, and corrections as reported to the Bu-
reau of the Census for the fiscal year pre-
ceding the fiscal year for which a determina-
tion is made under this part. 

‘‘(6) The term ‘part 1 violent crimes’ means 
murder and nonnegligent manslaughter, 
forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated as-
sault as reported to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation for purposes of the Uniform 
Crime Reports. 
‘‘SEC. 1809. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS. 
‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this part— 

‘‘(1) $500,000,000 for fiscal year 2000; 
‘‘(2) $500,000,000 for fiscal year 2001; and 
‘‘(3) $500,000,000 for fiscal year 2002. 
‘‘(b) OVERSIGHT ACCOUNTABILITY AND AD-

MINISTRATION.—Not more than 3 percent of 
the amount authorized to be appropriated 
under subsection (a), with such amounts to 
remain available until expended, for each of 
the fiscal years 2000 through 2002 shall be 
available to the Attorney General for evalua-
tion and research regarding the overall effec-
tiveness and efficiency of the provisions of 
this part, assuring compliance with the pro-
visions of this part, and for administrative 
costs to carry out the purposes of this part. 
The Attorney General shall establish and 
execute an oversight plan for monitoring the 
activities of grant recipients. 

‘‘(c) FUNDING SOURCE.—Appropriations for 
activities authorized in this part may be 
made from the Violent Crime Reduction 
Trust Fund.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—The table of 
contents of title I of the Omnibus Crime Con-
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 is amended 
by striking the item relating to part R and 
inserting the following: 
‘‘PART R—JUVENILE ACCOUNTABILITY BLOCK 

GRANTS 
‘‘Sec. 1801. Program authorized. 
‘‘Sec. 1802. Grant eligibility. 
‘‘Sec. 1803. Allocation and distribution of 

funds. 
‘‘Sec. 1804. Regulations. 
‘‘Sec. 1805. Payment requirements. 
‘‘Sec. 1806. Utilization of private sector. 
‘‘Sec. 1807. Administrative provisions. 
‘‘Sec. 1808. Definitions. 
‘‘Sec. 1809. Authorization of appropria-

tions.’’. 
TITLE II—JUVENILE CRIME CONTROL 

AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 
SEC. 200. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This title may be cited 
as the ‘‘Juvenile Crime Control and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1999’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this title is as follows: 

TITLE II—JUVENILE CRIME CONTROL 
AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

Sec. 200. Short title; table of contents. 
SUBTITLE A—AMENDMENTS TO JUVENILE JUS-

TICE AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT OF 
1974 

Sec. 201. Findings. 
Sec. 202. Purpose. 
Sec. 203. Definitions. 
Sec. 204. Name of office. 
Sec. 205. Concentration of Federal effort. 
Sec. 206. Coordinating Council on Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention. 

Sec. 207. Annual report. 
Sec. 208. Allocation. 
Sec. 209. State plans. 
Sec. 210. Juvenile delinquency prevention 

block grant program. 
Sec. 211. Research; evaluation; technical as-

sistance; training. 
Sec. 212. Demonstration projects. 
Sec. 213. Authorization of appropriations. 
Sec. 214. Administrative authority. 
Sec. 215. Use of funds. 
Sec. 216. Limitation on use of funds. 
Sec. 217. Rule of construction. 
Sec. 218. Leasing surplus Federal property. 
Sec. 219. Issuance of Rules. 
Sec. 220. Content of materials. 
Sec. 221. Technical and conforming amend-

ments. 
Sec. 222. References. 
SUBTITLE B—AMENDMENTS TO THE RUNAWAY 

AND HOMELESS YOUTH ACT 
Sec. 231. Runaway and homeless youth. 
SUBTITLE C—REPEAL OF TITLE V RELATING TO 

INCENTIVE GRANTS FOR LOCAL DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION PROGRAMS 

Sec. 241. Repealer. 
SUBTITLE D—AMENDMENTS TO THE MISSING 

CHILDREN’S ASSISTANCE ACT 
Sec. 251. National center for missing and ex-

ploited children. 
SUBTITLE E—STUDIES AND EVALUATIONS 

Sec. 261. Study of school violence. 
Sec. 262. Study of mental health needs of ju-

veniles in secure and nonsecure 
placements in the juvenile jus-
tice system. 

Sec. 263. Evaluation by General Accounting 
Office. 

Sec. 264. General Accounting Office Report. 
Sec. 265. Behavioral and social science re-

search on youth violence. 
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SUBTITLE F—GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Sec. 271. Effective date; application of 
amendments. 

Subtitle A—Amendments to Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 

SEC. 201. FINDINGS. 
Section 101 of the Juvenile Justice and De-

linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5601) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘FINDINGS 
‘‘SEC. 101. (a) The Congress finds the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(1) There has been a dramatic increase in 

juvenile delinquency, particularly violent 
crime committed by juveniles. Weapons of-
fenses and homicides are 2 of the fastest 
growing crimes committed by juveniles. 
More than 1⁄2 of juvenile victims are killed 
with a firearm. Approximately 1⁄5 of the indi-
viduals arrested for committing violent 
crime are less than 18 years of age. The in-
crease in both the number of youth below 
the age of 15 and females arrested for violent 
crime is cause for concern. 

‘‘(2) This problem should be addressed 
through a 2-track common sense approach 
that addresses the needs of individual juve-
niles and society at large by promoting— 

‘‘(A) quality prevention programs that— 
‘‘(i) work with juveniles, their families, 

local public agencies, and community-based 
organizations, and take into consideration 
such factors as whether or not juveniles have 
been the victims of family violence (includ-
ing child abuse and neglect); and 

‘‘(ii) are designed to reduce risks and de-
velop competencies in at-risk juveniles that 
will prevent, and reduce the rate of, violent 
delinquent behavior; and 

‘‘(B) programs that assist in holding juve-
niles accountable for their actions, including 
a system of graduated sanctions to respond 
to each delinquent act, requiring juveniles to 
make restitution, or perform community 
service, for the damage caused by their de-
linquent acts, and methods for increasing 
victim satisfaction with respect to the pen-
alties imposed on juveniles for their acts. 

‘‘(b) Congress must act now to reform this 
program by focusing on juvenile delinquency 
prevention programs, as well as programs 
that hold juveniles accountable for their 
acts. Without true reform, the criminal jus-
tice system will not be able to overcome the 
challenges it will face in the coming years 
when the number of juveniles is expected to 
increase by 30 percent.’’. 
SEC. 202. PURPOSE. 

Section 102 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5602) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘PURPOSES 
‘‘SEC. 102. The purposes of this title and 

title II are— 
‘‘(1) to support State and local programs 

that prevent juvenile involvement in delin-
quent behavior; 

‘‘(2) to assist State and local governments 
in promoting public safety by encouraging 
accountability for acts of juvenile delin-
quency; and 

‘‘(3) to assist State and local governments 
in addressing juvenile crime through the pro-
vision of technical assistance, research, 
training, evaluation, and the dissemination 
of information on effective programs for 
combating juvenile delinquency.’’. 
SEC. 203. DEFINITIONS. 

Section 103 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5603) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘to help 
prevent juvenile delinquency’’ and inserting 

‘‘designed to reduce known risk factors for 
juvenile delinquent behavior, provides ac-
tivities that build on protective factors for, 
and develop competencies in, juveniles to 
prevent, and reduce the rate of, delinquent 
juvenile behavior’’, 

(2) in paragraph (4) by inserting ‘‘title I of’’ 
before ‘‘the Omnibus’’ each place it appears, 

(3) in paragraph (7) by striking ‘‘the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands,’’, 

(4) in paragraph (9) by striking ‘‘justice’’ 
and inserting ‘‘crime control’’, 

(5) in paragraph (12)(B) by striking ‘‘, of 
any nonoffender,’’, 

(6) in paragraph (13)(B) by striking ‘‘, any 
non-offender,’’, 

(7) in paragraph (14) by inserting ‘‘drug 
trafficking,’’ after ‘‘assault,’’, 

(8) in paragraph (16)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A) by adding ‘‘and’’ at 

the end, and 
(B) by striking subparagraph (C), 
(9) by striking paragraph (17), 
(10) in paragraph (22)— 
(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (i), (ii), 

and (iii) as subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C), 
respectively, and 

(B) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end, 
(11) in paragraph (23) by striking the period 

at the end and inserting a semicolon, 
(12) by redesignating paragraphs (18), (19), 

(20), (21), (22), and (23) as paragraphs (17) 
through (22), respectively, and 

(13) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(23) the term ‘boot camp’ means a resi-

dential facility (excluding a private resi-
dence) at which there are provided— 

‘‘(A) a highly regimented schedule of dis-
cipline, physical training, work, drill, and 
ceremony characteristic of military basic 
training. 

‘‘(B) regular, remedial, special, and voca-
tional education; and 

‘‘(C) counseling and treatment for sub-
stance abuse and other health and mental 
health problems; 

‘‘(24) the term ‘graduated sanctions’ means 
an accountability-based, graduated series of 
sanctions (including incentives and services) 
applicable to juveniles within the juvenile 
justice system to hold such juveniles ac-
countable for their actions and to protect 
communities from the effects of juvenile de-
linquency by providing appropriate sanctions 
for every act for which a juvenile is adju-
dicated delinquent, by inducing their law- 
abiding behavior, and by preventing their 
subsequent involvement with the juvenile 
justice system; 

‘‘(25) the term ‘violent crime’ means— 
‘‘(A) murder or nonnegligent man-

slaughter, forcible rape, or robbery, or 
‘‘(B) aggravated assault committed with 

the use of a firearm; 
‘‘(26) the term ‘co-located facilities’ means 

facilities that are located in the same build-
ing, or are part of a related complex of build-
ings located on the same grounds; and 

‘‘(27) the term ‘related complex of build-
ings’ means 2 or more buildings that share— 

‘‘(A) physical features, such as walls and 
fences, or services beyond mechanical serv-
ices (heating, air conditioning, water and 
sewer); or 

‘‘(B) the specialized services that are al-
lowable under section 31.303(e)(3)(i)(C)(3) of 
title 28 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 
as in effect on December 10, 1996.’’. 
SEC. 204. NAME OF OFFICE. 

Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611 
et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by amending the heading of part A to 
read as follows: 

‘‘PART A—OFFICE OF JUVENILE CRIME 
CONTROL AND DELINQUENCY PREVENTION’’, 

(2) in section 201(a) by striking ‘‘Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention’’ and inserting 
‘‘Crime Control and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’, and 

(3) in subsections section 299A(c)(2) by 
striking ‘‘Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’ and inserting ‘‘Crime Control and De-
linquency Prevention’’. 
SEC. 205. CONCENTRATION OF FEDERAL EFFORT. 

Section 204 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5614) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1) by striking the last 
sentence, 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘and of the 

prospective’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘administered’’, 

(B) by striking paragraph (5), and 
(C) by redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7) 

as paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively, 
(3) in subsection (c) by striking ‘‘and re-

ports’’ and all that follows through ‘‘this 
part’’, and inserting ‘‘as may be appropriate 
to prevent the duplication of efforts, and to 
coordinate activities, related to the preven-
tion of juvenile delinquency’’, 

(4) by striking subsection (i), and 
(5) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub-

section (f). 
SEC. 206. COORDINATING COUNCIL ON JUVENILE 

JUSTICE AND DELINQUENCY PRE-
VENTION. 

Section 206 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5616) is repealed. 
SEC. 207. ANNUAL REPORT. 

Section 207 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5617) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘and’’ after ‘‘priorities,’’, 

and 
(B) by striking ‘‘, and recommendations of 

the Council’’, 
(2) by striking paragraphs (4) and (5), and 

inserting the following: 
‘‘(4) An evaluation of the programs funded 

under this title and their effectiveness in re-
ducing the incidence of juvenile delinquency, 
particularly violent crime, committed by ju-
veniles.’’, and 

(3) by redesignating such section as section 
206. 
SEC. 208. ALLOCATION. 

Section 222 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5632) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (2)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘amount, up to $400,000,’’ 

and inserting ‘‘amount up to $400,000’’, 
(II) by inserting a comma after ‘‘1992’’ the 

1st place it appears, 
(III) by striking ‘‘the Trust Territory of 

the Pacific Islands,’’, and 
(IV) by striking ‘‘amount, up to $100,000,’’ 

and inserting ‘‘amount up to $100,000’’, 
(ii) in subparagraph (B)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘(other than part D)’’, 
(II) by striking ‘‘or such greater amount, 

up to $600,000’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘section 299(a) (1) and (3)’’, 

(III) by striking ‘‘the Trust Territory of 
the Pacific Islands,’’, 

(IV) by striking ‘‘amount, up to $100,000,’’ 
and inserting ‘‘amount up to $100,000’’, and 

(V) by inserting a comma after ‘‘1992’’, 
(B) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘allot’’ and 

inserting ‘‘allocate’’, and 
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(2) in subsection (b) by striking ‘‘the Trust 

Territory of the Pacific Islands,’’. 
SEC. 209. STATE PLANS. 

Section 223 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5633) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in the 2nd sentence by striking ‘‘chal-

lenge’’ and all that follows through ‘‘part E’’, 
and inserting ‘‘, projects, and activities’’, 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘, which—’’ and inserting 

‘‘that—’’, 
(ii) in subparagraph (A)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘not less’’ and all that fol-

lows through ‘‘33’’, and inserting ‘‘the attor-
ney general of the State or such other State 
official who has primary responsibility for 
overseeing the enforcement of State crimi-
nal laws, and’’, 

(II) by inserting ‘‘, in consultation with the 
attorney general of the State or such other 
State official who has primary responsibility 
for overseeing the enforcement of State 
criminal laws’’ after ‘‘State’’, 

(III) in clause (i) by striking ‘‘or the ad-
ministration of juvenile justice’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, the administration of juvenile justice, 
or the reduction of juvenile delinquency’’, 

(IV) in clause (ii) by striking ‘‘include—’’ 
and all that follows through the semicolon 
at the end of subclause (VIII), and inserting 
the following: 
‘‘represent a multidisciplinary approach to 
addressing juvenile delinquency and may in-
clude— 

‘‘(I) individuals who represent units of gen-
eral local government, law enforcement and 
juvenile justice agencies, public agencies 
concerned with the prevention and treat-
ment of juvenile delinquency and with the 
adjudication of juveniles, representatives of 
juveniles, or nonprofit private organizations, 
particularly such organizations that serve 
juveniles; and 

‘‘(II) such other individuals as the chief ex-
ecutive officer considers to be appropriate; 
and’’, and 

(V) by striking clauses (iv) and (v), 
(iii) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘jus-

tice’’ and inserting ‘‘crime control’’, 
(iv) in subparagraph (D)— 
(I) in clause (i) by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the 

end, 
(II) in clause (ii) by striking ‘‘paragraphs’’ 

and all that follows through ‘‘part E’’, and 
inserting ‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), and (13)’’, 
and 

(III) by striking clause (iii), and 
(v) in subparagraph (E) by striking ‘‘title— 

’’ and all that follows through ‘‘(ii)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘title,’’, 

(C) in paragraph (5)— 
(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A) by striking ‘‘, other than’’ and inserting 
‘‘reduced by the percentage (if any) specified 
by the State under the authority of para-
graph (25) and excluding’’ after ‘‘section 222’’, 
and 

‘‘(ii) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘para-
graphs (12)(A), (13), and (14)’’ and inserting 
‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), and (13)’’, 

(D) by striking paragraph (6), 
(E) in paragraph (7) by inserting ‘‘, includ-

ing in rural areas’’ before the semicolon at 
the end, 

(F) in paragraph (8)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘for (i)’’ and all that follows 

through ‘‘relevant jurisdiction’’, and insert-
ing ‘‘for an analysis of juvenile delinquency 
problems in, and the juvenile delinquency 
control and delinquency prevention needs 
(including educational needs) of, the State’’, 

(II) by striking ‘‘justice’’ the second place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘crime control’’, 
and 

(III) by striking ‘‘of the jurisdiction; (ii)’’ 
and all that follows through the semicolon 
at the end, and inserting ‘‘of the State; and’’, 

(ii) by amending subparagraph (B) to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(B) contain— 
‘‘(i) a plan for providing needed gender-spe-

cific services for the prevention and treat-
ment of juvenile delinquency; 

‘‘(ii) a plan for providing needed services 
for the prevention and treatment of juvenile 
delinquency in rural areas; and 

‘‘(iii) a plan for providing needed mental 
health services to juveniles in the juvenile 
justice system, including information on 
how such plan is being implemented and how 
such services will be targeted to those juve-
niles in the such system who are in greatest 
need of such services services;’’, and 

(iii) by striking subparagraphs (C) and (D), 
(G) by amending paragraph (9) to read as 

follows: 
‘‘(9) provide for the coordination and max-

imum utilization of existing juvenile delin-
quency programs, programs operated by pub-
lic and private agencies and organizations, 
and other related programs (such as edu-
cation, special education, recreation, health, 
and welfare programs) in the State;’’, 

(H) in paragraph (10)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘, specifically’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘including’’, 
(II) by striking clause (i), and 
(III) redesignating clauses (ii) and (iii) as 

clauses (i) and (ii), respectively, 
(ii) in subparagraph (C) by striking ‘‘juve-

nile justice’’ and inserting ‘‘juvenile crime 
control’’, 

(iv) by amending subparagraph (D) to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(D) programs that provide treatment to 
juvenile offenders who are victims of child 
abuse or neglect, and to their families, in 
order to reduce the likelihood that such ju-
venile offenders will commit subsequent vio-
lations of law;’’, 

(iv) in subparagraph (E)— 
(I) by redesignating clause (ii) as clause 

(iii), and 
(II) by striking ‘‘juveniles, provided’’ and 

all that follows through ‘‘provides; and’’, and 
inserting the following: 
‘‘juveniles— 

‘‘(i) to encourage juveniles to remain in el-
ementary and secondary schools or in alter-
native learning situations; 

‘‘(ii) to provide services to assist juveniles 
in making the transition to the world of 
work and self-sufficiency; and’’, 

(v) by amending subparagraph (F) to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(F) expanding the use of probation offi-
cers— 

‘‘(i) particularly for the purpose of permit-
ting nonviolent juvenile offenders (including 
status offenders) to remain at home with 
their families as an alternative to incarcer-
ation or institutionalization; and 

‘‘(ii) to ensure that juveniles follow the 
terms of their probation;’’, 

(vi) by amending subparagraph (G) to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(G) one-on-one mentoring programs that 
are designed to link at-risk juveniles and ju-
venile offenders, particularly juveniles resid-
ing in high-crime areas and juveniles experi-
encing educational failure, with responsible 
adults (such as law enforcement officers, 
adults working with local businesses, and 
adults working with community-based orga-

nizations and agencies) who are properly 
screened and trained;’’, 

(vii) in subparagraph (H) by striking 
‘‘handicapped youth’’ and inserting ‘‘juve-
niles with disabilities’’, 

(viii) by amending subparagraph (K) to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(K) boot camps for juvenile offenders;’’, 
(ix) by amending subparagraph (L) to read 

as follows: 
‘‘(L) community-based programs and serv-

ices to work with juveniles, their parents, 
and other family members during and after 
incarceration in order to strengthen families 
so that such juveniles may be retained in 
their homes;’’, 

(x) by amending subparagraph (N) to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(N) establishing policies and systems to 
incorporate relevant child protective serv-
ices records into juvenile justice records for 
purposes of establishing treatment plans for 
juvenile offenders;’’, 

(xi) in subparagraph (O)— 
(I) in striking ‘‘cultural’’ and inserting 

‘‘other’’, and 
(II) by striking the period at the end and 

inserting a semicolon, and 
(xii) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(P) programs designed to prevent and to 

reduce hate crimes committed by juveniles; 
and 

‘‘(Q) after-school programs that provide at- 
risk juveniles and juveniles in the juvenile 
justice system with a range of age-appro-
priate activities, including tutoring, men-
toring, and other educational and enrich-
ment activities.’’, 

(I) by amending paragraph (12) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(12) shall, in accordance with rules issued 
by the Administrator, provide that— 

‘‘(A) juveniles who are charged with or who 
have committed an offense that would not be 
criminal if committed by an adult, exclud-
ing— 

‘‘(i) juveniles who are charged with or who 
have committed a violation of section 
922(x)(2) of title 18, United States Code, or of 
a similar State law; 

‘‘(ii) juveniles who are charged with or who 
have committed a violation of a valid court 
order; and 

‘‘(iii) juveniles who are held in accordance 
with the Interstate Compact on Juveniles as 
enacted by the State; 

shall not be placed in secure detention facili-
ties or secure correctional facilities; and 

‘‘(B) juveniles— 
‘‘(i) who are not charged with any offense; 

and 
‘‘(ii) who are— 
‘‘(I) aliens; or 
‘‘(II) alleged to be dependent, neglected, or 

abused; 

shall not be placed in secure detention facili-
ties or secure correctional facilities;’’, 

(J) by amending paragraph (13) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(13) provide that— 
‘‘(A) juveniles alleged to be or found to be 

delinquent, and juveniles within the purview 
of paragraph (11), will not be detained or con-
fined in any institution in which they have 
regular contact, or unsupervised incidental 
contact, with adults incarcerated because 
such adults have been convicted of a crime 
or are awaiting trial on criminal charges; 
and 

‘‘(B) there is in effect in the State a policy 
that requires individuals who work with 
both such juveniles and such adults in co±- 
located facilities have been trained and cer-
tified to work with juveniles;’’, 
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(K) by amending paragraph (14) to read as 

follows: 
‘‘(14) provide that no juvenile will be de-

tained or confined in any jail or lockup for 
adults except— 

‘‘(A) juveniles who are accused of non-
status offenses and who are detained in such 
jail or lockup for a period not to exceed 6 
hours— 

‘‘(i) for processing or release; 
‘‘(ii) while awaiting transfer to a juvenile 

facility; or 
‘‘(iii) in which period such juveniles make 

a court appearance; 
‘‘(B) juveniles who are accused of non-

status offenses, who are awaiting an initial 
court appearance that will occur within 48 
hours after being taken into custody (exclud-
ing Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays), 
and who are detained in a jail or lockup— 

‘‘(i) in which— 
‘‘(I) such juveniles do not have regular con-

tact, or unsupervised incidental contact, 
with adults incarcerated because such adults 
have been convicted of a crime or are await-
ing trial on criminal charges; and 

‘‘(II) there is in effect in the State a policy 
that requires individuals who work with 
both such juveniles and such adults in co-lo-
cated facilities have been trained and cer-
tified to work with juveniles; and 

‘‘(ii) that— 
‘‘(I) is located outside a metropolitan sta-

tistical area (as defined by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget) and has no existing ac-
ceptable alternative placement available; 

‘‘(II) is located where conditions of dis-
tance to be traveled or the lack of highway, 
road, or transportation do not allow for 
court appearances within 48 hours (excluding 
Saturdays, Sundays, and legal holidays) so 
that a brief (not to exceed an additional 48 
hours) delay is excusable; or 

‘‘(III) is located where conditions of safety 
exist (such as severe adverse, life-threat-
ening weather conditions that do not allow 
for reasonably safe travel), in which case the 
time for an appearance may be delayed until 
24 hours after the time that such conditions 
allow for reasonable safe travel; 

‘‘(C) juveniles who are accused of non-
status offenses and who are detained in a jail 
or lockup that satisfies the requirements of 
subparagraph (B)(i) if— 

‘‘(i) such jail or lockup— 
‘‘(I) is located outside a metropolitan sta-

tistical area (as defined by the Office of Man-
agement and Budget); and 

‘‘(II) has no existing acceptable alternative 
placement available; 

‘‘(ii) a parent or other legal guardian (or 
guardian ad litem) of the juvenile involved, 
in consultation with the counsel rep-
resenting the juvenile, consents to detaining 
such juvenile in accordance with this sub-
paragraph and has the right to revoke such 
consent at any time; 

‘‘(iii) the juvenile has counsel, and the 
counsel representing such juvenile— 

‘‘(I) consults with the parents of the juve-
nile to determine the appropriate placement 
of the juvenile; and 

‘‘(II) has an opportunity to present the ju-
venile’s position regarding the detention in-
volved to the court before the court approves 
such detention;; 

‘‘(iv) the court has an opportunity to hear 
from the juvenile before court approval of 
such placement; and 

‘‘(v) detaining such juvenile in accordance 
with this subparagraph is— 

‘‘(I) approved in advance by a court with 
competent jurisdiction that has determined 
that such placement is in the best interest of 
such juvenile; 

‘‘(II) required to be reviewed periodically 
and in the presence of the juvenile, at inter-
vals of not more than 5 days (excluding Sat-
urdays, Sundays, and legal holidays), by 
such court for the duration of detention; and 

‘‘(III) for a period preceding the sentencing 
(if any) of such juvenile, but not to exceed a 
20-day period;’’, 

(L) in paragraph (15)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘paragraph (12)(A), para-

graph (13), and paragraph (14)’’ and inserting 
‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), and (13)’’, and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘paragraph (12)(A) and 
paragraph (13)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs 
(11) and (12)’’, 

(M) in paragraph (16) by striking ‘‘men-
tally, emotionally, or physically handi-
capping conditions’’ and inserting ‘‘dis-
ability’’, 

(N) by amending paragraph (19) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(19) provide assurances that— 
‘‘(A) any assistance provided under this 

Act will not cause the displacement (includ-
ing a partial displacement, such as a reduc-
tion in the hours of nonovertime work, 
wages, or employment benefits) of any cur-
rently employed employee; 

‘‘(B) activities assisted under this Act will 
not impair an existing collective bargaining 
relationship, contract for services, or collec-
tive bargaining agreement; and 

‘‘(C) no such activity that would be incon-
sistent with the terms of a collective bar-
gaining agreement shall be undertaken with-
out the written concurrence of the labor or-
ganization involved;’’, 

(O) in paragraph (22) by inserting before 
the semicolon, the following: 

‘‘; and that the State will not expend funds 
to carry out a program referred to in sub-
paragraph (A), (B), or (C) of paragraph (5) if 
the recipient of funds who carried out such 
program during the preceding 2-year period 
fails to demonstrate, before the expiration of 
such 2-year period, that such program 
achieved substantial success in achieving the 
goals specified in the application submitted 
such recipient to the State agency’’, 

(P) by amending paragraph (23) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(23) address juvenile delinquency preven-
tion efforts and system improvement efforts 
designed to reduce, without establishing or 
requiring numerical standards or quotas, the 
disproportionate number of juvenile mem-
bers of minority groups, who come into con-
tact with the juvenile justice system;’’, 

(Q) by amending paragraph (24) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(24) provide that if a juvenile is taken 
into custody for violating a valid court order 
issued for committing a status offense— 

‘‘(A) an appropriate public agency shall be 
promptly notified that such juvenile is held 
in custody for violating such order; 

‘‘(B) not later than 24 hours during which 
such juvenile is so held, an authorized rep-
resentative of such agency shall interview, 
in person, such juvenile; and 

‘‘(C) not later than 48 hours during which 
such juvenile is so held— 

‘‘(i) such representative shall submit an as-
sessment to the court that issued such order, 
regarding the immediate needs of such juve-
nile; and 

‘‘(ii) such court shall conduct a hearing to 
determine— 

‘‘(I) whether there is reasonable cause to 
believe that such juvenile violated such 
order; and 

‘‘(II) the appropriate placement of such ju-
venile pending disposition of the violation 
alleged;’’, 

(R) in paragraph (25) by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon, 

(S) by redesignating paragraphs (7) 
through (25) as paragraphs (6) through (24), 
respectively, and 

(T) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(25) specify a percentage (if any), not to 

exceed 5 percent, of funds received by the 
State under section 222 (other than funds 
made available to the state advisory group 
under section 222(d)) that the State will re-
serve for expenditure by the State to provide 
incentive grants to units of general local 
government that reduce the caseload of pro-
bation officers within such units, and 

‘‘(26) provide that the State, to the max-
imum extent practicable, will implement a 
system to ensure that if a juvenile is before 
a court in the juvenile justice system, public 
child welfare records (including child protec-
tive services records) relating to such juve-
nile that are on file in the geographical area 
under the jurisdiction of such court will be 
made known to such court.’’, and 

(2) by amending subsection (c) to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(c) If a State fails to comply with any of 
the applicable requirements of paragraphs 
(11), (12), (13), and (23) of subsection (a) in 
any fiscal year beginning after September 30, 
1999, then the amount allocated to such 
State for the subsequent fiscal year shall be 
reduced by not to exceed 12.5 percent for 
each such paragraph with respect to which 
the failure occurs, unless the Administrator 
determines that the State— 

‘‘(1) has achieved substantial compliance 
with such applicable requirements with re-
spect to which the State was not in compli-
ance; and 

‘‘(2) has made, through appropriate execu-
tive or legislative action, an unequivocal 
commitment to achieving full compliance 
with such applicable requirements within a 
reasonable time.’’, and 

(3) in subsection (d)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘allotment’’ and inserting 

‘‘allocation’’, and 
(B) by striking ‘‘subsection (a) (12)(A), (13), 

(14) and (23)’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘paragraphs (11), (12), (13), and (23) of 
subsection (a)’’. 
SEC. 210. JUVENILE DELINQUENCY PREVENTION 

BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM. 

Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611 
et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by striking parts C, D, E, F, G, and H, 
(2) by striking the 1st part I, 
(3) by redesignating the 2nd part I as part 

F, and 
(4) by inserting after part B the following: 

‘‘PART C—JUVENILE DELINQUENCY 
PREVENTION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 

‘‘SEC. 241. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS. 

‘‘The Administrator may make grants to 
eligible States, from funds allocated under 
section 242, for the purpose of providing fi-
nancial assistance to eligible entities to 
carry out projects designed to prevent juve-
nile delinquency, including— 

‘‘(1) projects that provide treatment (in-
cluding treatment for mental health prob-
lems) to juvenile offenders, and juveniles 
who are at risk of becoming juvenile offend-
ers, who are victims of child abuse or neglect 
or who have experienced violence in their 
homes, at school, or in the community, and 
to their families, in order to reduce the like-
lihood that such juveniles will commit viola-
tions of law; 

‘‘(2) educational projects or supportive 
services for delinquent or other juveniles— 
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‘‘(A) to encourage juveniles to remain in 

elementary and secondary schools or in al-
ternative learning situations in educational 
settings; 

‘‘(B) to provide services to assist juveniles 
in making the transition to the world of 
work and self-sufficiency; 

‘‘(C) to assist in identifying learning dif-
ficulties (including learning disabilities); 

‘‘(D) to prevent unwarranted and arbitrary 
suspensions and expulsions; 

‘‘(E) to encourage new approaches and 
techniques with respect to the prevention of 
school violence and vandalism; 

‘‘(F) which assist law enforcement per-
sonnel and juvenile justice personnel to 
more effectively recognize and provide for 
learning-disabled and other juveniles with 
disabilities; 

‘‘(G) which develop locally coordinated 
policies and programs among education, ju-
venile justice, and social service agencies; or 

‘‘(H) to provide services to juvenile with 
serious mental and emotional disturbances 
(SED) in need of mental health services; 

‘‘(3) projects which expand the use of pro-
bation officers— 

‘‘(A) particularly for the purpose of permit-
ting nonviolent juvenile offenders (including 
status offenders) to remain at home with 
their families as an alternative to incarcer-
ation or institutionalization; and 

‘‘(B) to ensure that juveniles follow the 
terms of their probation; 

‘‘(4) one-on-one mentoring projects that 
are designed to link at-risk juveniles and ju-
venile offenders who did not commit serious 
crime, particularly juveniles residing in 
high-crime areas and juveniles experiencing 
educational failure, with responsible adults 
(such as law enforcement officers, adults 
working with local businesses, and adults 
working for community-based organizations 
and agencies) who are properly screened and 
trained; 

‘‘(5) community-based projects and serv-
ices (including literacy and social service 
programs) which work with juvenile offend-
ers and juveniles who are at risk of becoming 
juvenile offenders, including those from fam-
ilies with limited English-speaking pro-
ficiency, their parents, their siblings, and 
other family members during and after in-
carceration of the juvenile offenders, in 
order to strengthen families, to allow juve-
nile offenders to be retained in their homes, 
and to prevent the involvement of other ju-
venile family members in delinquent activi-
ties; 

‘‘(6) projects designed to provide for the 
treatment (including mental health services) 
of juveniles for dependence on or abuse of al-
cohol, drugs, or other harmful substances; 

‘‘(7) projects which leverage funds to pro-
vide scholarships for postsecondary edu-
cation and training for low-income juveniles 
who reside in neighborhoods with high rates 
of poverty, violence, and drug-related 
crimes; 

‘‘(8) projects which provide for an initial 
intake screening of each juvenile taken into 
custody— 

‘‘(A) to determine the likelihood that such 
juvenile will commit a subsequent offense; 
and 

‘‘(B) to provide appropriate interventions 
(including mental health services) to prevent 
such juvenile from committing subsequent 
offenses; 

‘‘(9) projects (including school- or commu-
nity-based projects) that are designed to pre-
vent, and reduce the rate of, the participa-
tion of juveniles in gangs that commit 
crimes (particularly violent crimes), that 

unlawfully use firearms and other weapons, 
or that unlawfully traffic in drugs and that 
involve, to the extent practicable, families 
and other community members (including 
law enforcement personnel and members of 
the business community) in the activities 
conducted under such projects; 

‘‘(10) comprehensive juvenile justice and 
delinquency prevention projects that meet 
the needs of juveniles through the collabora-
tion of the many local service systems juve-
niles encounter, including schools, courts, 
law enforcement agencies, child protection 
agencies, mental health agencies, welfare 
services, health care agencies, private non-
profit agencies, and public recreation agen-
cies offering services to juveniles; 

‘‘(11) to develop, implement, and support, 
in conjunction with public and private agen-
cies, organizations, and businesses, projects 
for the employment of juveniles and referral 
to job training programs (including referral 
to Federal job training programs); 

‘‘(12) delinquency prevention activities 
which involve youth clubs, sports, recreation 
and parks, peer counseling and teaching, the 
arts, leadership development, community 
service, volunteer service, before- and after- 
school programs, violence prevention activi-
ties, mediation skills training, camping, en-
vironmental education, ethnic or cultural 
enrichment, tutoring, and academic enrich-
ment; 

‘‘(13) to establish policies and systems to 
incorporate relevant child protective serv-
ices records into juvenile justice records for 
purposes of establishing treatment plans for 
juvenile offenders; 

‘‘(14) programs that encourage social com-
petencies, problem-solving skills, and com-
munication skills, youth leadership, and 
civic involvement; 

‘‘(15) programs that focus on the needs of 
young girls at-risk of delinquency or status 
offenses; 

‘‘(16) projects which provide for— 
‘‘(A) an assessment by a qualified mental 

health professional of incarcerated juveniles 
who are suspected to be in need of mental 
health services; 

‘‘(B) the development of an individualized 
treatment plan for those incarcerated juve-
niles determined to be in need of such serv-
ices; 

‘‘(C) the inclusion of a discharge plan for 
incarcerated juveniles receiving mental 
health services that addresses aftercare serv-
ices; and 

‘‘(D) all juveniles receiving psychotropic 
medications to be under the care of a li-
censed mental health professional; 

‘‘(17) after-school programs that provide 
at-risk juveniles and juveniles in the juve-
nile justice system with a range of age-ap-
propriate activities, including tutoring, 
mentoring, and other educational and en-
richment activities; 

‘‘(18) programs related to the establish-
ment and maintenance of a school violence 
hotline, based on a public-private partner-
ship, that students and parents can use to re-
port suspicious, violent, or threatening be-
havior to local school and law enforcement 
authorities; 

‘‘(19) programs (excluding programs to pur-
chase guns from juveniles) designed to re-
duce the unlawful acquisition and illegal use 
of guns by juveniles, including partnerships 
between law enforcement agencies, health 
professionals, school officials, firearms man-
ufacturers, consumer groups, faith-based 
groups and community organizations; and 

‘‘(20) other activities that are likely to pre-
vent juvenile delinquency. 

‘‘SEC. 242. ALLOCATION. 
‘‘Funds appropriated to carry out this part 

shall be allocated among eligible States pro-
portionately based on the population that is 
less than 18 years of age in the eligible 
States. 
‘‘SEC. 243. ELIGIBILITY OF STATES. 

‘‘(a) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to re-
ceive a grant under section 241, a State shall 
submit to the Administrator an application 
that contains the following: 

‘‘(1) An assurance that the State will use— 
‘‘(A) not more than 5 percent of such grant, 

in the aggregate, for— 
‘‘(i) the costs incurred by the State to 

carry out this part; and 
‘‘(ii) to evaluate, and provide technical as-

sistance relating to, projects and activities 
carried out with funds provided under this 
part; and 

‘‘(B) the remainder of such grant to make 
grants under section 244. 

‘‘(2) An assurance that, and a detailed de-
scription of how, such grant will support, 
and not supplant State and local efforts to 
prevent juvenile delinquency. 

‘‘(3) An assurance that such application 
was prepared after consultation with and 
participation by community-based organiza-
tions, and organizations in the local juvenile 
justice system, that carry out programs, 
projects, or activities to prevent juvenile de-
linquency. 

‘‘(4) An assurance that each eligible entity 
described in section 244 that receives an ini-
tial grant under section 244 to carry out a 
project or activity shall also receive an as-
surance from the State that such entity will 
receive from the State, for the subsequent 
fiscal year to carry out such project or activ-
ity, a grant under such section in an amount 
that is proportional, based on such initial 
grant and on the amount of the grant re-
ceived under section 241 by the State for 
such subsequent fiscal year, but that does 
not exceed the amount specified for such 
subsequent fiscal year in such application as 
approved by the State. 

‘‘(5) Such other information and assur-
ances as the Administrator may reasonably 
require by rule. 

‘‘(b) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) APPROVAL REQUIRED.—Subject to para-

graph (2), the Administrator shall approve an 
application, and amendments to such appli-
cation submitted in subsequent fiscal years, 
that satisfy the requirements of subsection 
(a). 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—The Administrator may 
not approve such application (including 
amendments to such application) for a fiscal 
year unless— 

‘‘(A)(i) the State submitted a plan under 
section 223 for such fiscal year; and 

‘‘(ii) such plan is approved by the Adminis-
trator for such fiscal year; or 

‘‘(B) the Administrator waives the applica-
tion of subparagraph (A) to such State for 
such fiscal year, after finding good cause for 
such a waiver. 
‘‘SEC. 244. GRANTS FOR LOCAL PROJECTS. 

‘‘(a) GRANTS BY STATES.—Using a grant re-
ceived under section 241, a State may make 
grants to eligible entities whose applications 
are received by the State to carry out 
projects and activities described in section 
241. 

‘‘(b) SPECIAL CONSIDERATION.—For purposes 
of making grants under subsection (a), the 
State shall give special consideration to eli-
gible entities that— 

‘‘(1) propose to carry out such projects in 
geographical areas in which there is— 

‘‘(A) a disproportionately high level of seri-
ous crime committed by juveniles; or 
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‘‘(B) a recent rapid increase in the number 

of nonstatus offenses committed by juve-
niles; 

‘‘(2)(A) agreed to carry out such projects or 
activities that are multidisciplinary and in-
volve more than 2 private nonprofit agencies, 
organizations, and institutions that have ex-
perience dealing with juveniles; or 

‘‘(B) represent communities that have a 
comprehensive plan designed to identify at- 
risk juveniles and to prevent or reduce the 
rate of juvenile delinquency, and that in-
volve other entities operated by individuals 
who have a demonstrated history of involve-
ment in activities designed to prevent juve-
nile delinquency; and 

‘‘(3) the amount of resources (in cash or in 
kind) such entities will provide to carry out 
such projects and activities. 
‘‘SEC. 245. ELIGIBILITY OF ENTITIES. 

‘‘(a) ELIGIBILITY.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), to be eligible to receive a 
grant under section 244, a unit of general 
purpose local government, acting jointly 
with not fewer than 2 private nonprofit agen-
cies, organizations, and institutions that 
have experience dealing with juveniles, shall 
submit to the State an application that con-
tains the following: 

‘‘(1) An assurance that such applicant will 
use such grant, and each such grant received 
for the subsequent fiscal year, to carry out 
throughout a 2-year period a project or ac-
tivity described in reasonable detail, and of a 
kind described in one or more of paragraphs 
(1) through (14) of section 241 as specified in, 
such application. 

‘‘(2) A statement of the particular goals 
such project or activity is designed to 
achieve, and the methods such entity will 
use to achieve, and assess the achievement 
of, each of such goals. 

‘‘(3) A statement identifying the research 
(if any) such entity relied on in preparing 
such application. 

‘‘(b) LIMITATION.—If an eligible entity that 
receives a grant under section 244 to carry 
out a project or activity for a 2-year period, 
and receives technical assistance from the 
State or the Administrator after requesting 
such technical assistance (if any), fails to 
demonstrate, before the expiration of such 2- 
year period, that such project or such activ-
ity has achieved substantial success in 
achieving the goals specified in the applica-
tion submitted by such entity to receive 
such grants, then such entity shall not be el-
igible to receive any subsequent grant under 
such section to continue to carry out such 
project or activity.’’. 
SEC. 211. RESEARCH; EVALUATION; TECHNICAL 

ASSISTANCE; TRAINING. 
Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611 
et seq.) is amended by inserting after part C, 
as added by section 110, the following: 

‘‘PART D—RESEARCH; EVALUATION; 
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE; TRAINING 

‘‘SEC. 251. RESEARCH AND EVALUATION; STATIS-
TICAL ANALYSES; INFORMATION 
DISSEMINATION 

‘‘(a) RESEARCH AND EVALUATION.—(1) The 
Administrator may— 

‘‘(A) plan and identify, after consultation 
with the Director of the National Institute 
of Justice, the purposes and goals of all 
agreements carried out with funds provided 
under this subsection; and 

‘‘(B) make agreements with the National 
Institute of Justice or, subject to the ap-
proval of the Assistant Attorney General for 
the Office of Justice Programs, with another 
Federal agency authorized by law to conduct 
research or evaluation in juvenile justice 

matters, for the purpose of providing re-
search and evaluation relating to— 

‘‘(i) the prevention, reduction, and control 
of juvenile delinquency and serious crime 
committed by juveniles; 

‘‘(ii) the link between juvenile delinquency 
and the incarceration of members of the 
families of juveniles; 

‘‘(iii) successful efforts to prevent first- 
time minor offenders from committing sub-
sequent involvement in serious crime; 

‘‘(iv) successful efforts to prevent recidi-
vism; 

‘‘(v) the juvenile justice system; 
‘‘(vi) juvenile violence; 
‘‘(vii) appropriate mental health services 

for juveniles and youth at risk of partici-
pating in delinquent activities; 

‘‘(viii) reducing the proportion of juveniles 
detained or confined in secure detention fa-
cilities, secure correctional facilities, jails, 
and lockups who are members of minority 
groups; and 

‘‘(ix) other purposes consistent with the 
purposes of this title and title I. 

‘‘(2) The Administrator shall ensure that 
an equitable amount of funds available to 
carry out paragraph (1)(B) is used for re-
search and evaluation relating to the preven-
tion of juvenile delinquency. 

‘‘(b) STATISTICAL ANALYSES..—The Admin-
istrator may— 

‘‘(1) plan and identify, after consultation 
with the Director of the Bureau of Justice 
Statistics, the purposes and goals of all 
agreements carried out with funds provided 
under this subsection; and 

‘‘(2) make agreements with the Bureau of 
Justice Statistics, or subject to the approval 
of the Assistant Attorney General for the Of-
fice of Justice Programs, with another Fed-
eral agency authorized by law to undertake 
statistical work in juvenile justice matters, 
for the purpose of providing for the collec-
tion, analysis, and dissemination of statis-
tical data and information relating to juve-
nile delinquency and serious crimes com-
mitted by juveniles, to the juvenile justice 
system, to juvenile violence, and to other 
purposes consist with the purposes of this 
title and title I. 

‘‘(c) COMPETITIVE SELECTION PROCESS.—The 
Administrator shall use a competitive proc-
ess, established by rule by the Adminis-
trator, to carry out subsections (a) and (b). 

‘‘(d) IMPLEMENTATION OF AGREEMENTS.—A 
Federal agency that makes an agreement 
under subsections (a)(1)(B) and (b)(2) with 
the Administrator may carry out such agree-
ment directly or by making grants to or con-
tracts with public and private agencies, in-
stitutions, and organizations. 

‘‘(e) INFORMATION DISSEMINATION.—The Ad-
ministrator may— 

‘‘(1) review reports and data relating to the 
juvenile justice system in the United States 
and in foreign nations (as appropriate), col-
lect data and information from studies and 
research into all aspects of juvenile delin-
quency (including the causes, prevention, 
and treatment of juvenile delinquency) and 
serious crimes committed by juveniles; 

‘‘(2) establish and operate, directly or by 
contract, a clearinghouse and information 
center for the preparation, publication, and 
dissemination of information relating to ju-
venile delinquency, including State and local 
prevention and treatment programs, plans, 
resources, and training and technical assist-
ance programs; and 

‘‘(3) make grants and contracts with public 
and private agencies, institutions, and orga-
nizations, for the purpose of disseminating 
information to representatives and personnel 

of public and private agencies, including 
practitioners in juvenile justice, law enforce-
ment, the courts, corrections, schools, and 
related services, in the establishment, imple-
mentation, and operation of projects and ac-
tivities for which financial assistance is pro-
vided under this title. 
‘‘SEC. 252. TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSIST-

ANCE. 
‘‘(a) TRAINING.—The Administrator may— 
‘‘(1) develop and carry out projects for the 

purpose of training representatives and per-
sonnel of public and private agencies, includ-
ing practitioners in juvenile justice, law en-
forcement, courts, corrections, schools, and 
related services, to carry out the purposes 
specified in section 102; and 

‘‘(2) make grants to and contracts with 
public and private agencies, institutions, and 
organizations for the purpose of training rep-
resentatives and personnel of public and pri-
vate agencies, including practitioners in ju-
venile justice, law enforcement, courts, cor-
rections, schools, and related services, to 
carry out the purposes specified in section 
102. 

‘‘(b) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—The Adminis-
trator may— 

‘‘(1) develop and implement projects for 
the purpose of providing technical assistance 
to representatives and personnel of public 
and private agencies and organizations, in-
cluding practitioners in juvenile justice, law 
enforcement, courts, corrections, schools, 
and related services, in the establishment, 
implementation, and operation of programs, 
projects, and activities for which financial 
assistance is provided under this title; and 

‘‘(2) make grants to and contracts with 
public and private agencies, institutions, and 
organizations, for the purpose of providing 
technical assistance to representatives and 
personnel of public and private agencies, in-
cluding practitioners in juvenile justice, law 
enforcement, courts, corrections, schools, 
and related services, in the establishment, 
implementation, and operation of programs, 
projects, and activities for which financial 
assistance is provided under this title. 

‘‘(c) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 
TO MENTAL HEALTH PROFESSIONALS AND LAW 
ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL.—The Adminis-
trator shall provide training and technical 
assistance to mental health professionals 
and law enforcement personnel (including 
public defenders, police officers, probation 
officers, judges, parole officials, and correc-
tional officers) to address or to promote the 
development, testing, or demonstration of 
promising or innovative models, programs, 
or delivery systems that address the needs of 
juveniles who are alleged or adjudicated de-
linquent and who, as a result of such status, 
are placed in secure detention or confine-
ment or in nonsecure residential place-
ments.’’. 
SEC. 212. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS. 

Title II of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5611 
et seq.) is amended by inserting after part D, 
as added by section 111, the following: 
‘‘PART E—DEVELOPING, TESTING, AND 

DEMONSTRATING PROMISING NEW INI-
TIATIVES AND PROGRAMS 

‘‘SEC. 261. GRANTS AND PROJECTS. 
‘‘(a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS.—The 

Administrator may make grants to and con-
tracts with States, units of general local 
government, Indian tribal governments, pub-
lic and private agencies, organizations, and 
individuals, or combinations thereof, to 
carry out projects for the development, test-
ing, and demonstration of promising initia-
tives and programs for the prevention, con-
trol, or reduction of juvenile delinquency. 
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The Administrator shall ensure that, to the 
extent reasonable and practicable, such 
grants are made to achieve an equitable geo-
graphical distribution of such projects 
throughout the United States. 

‘‘(b) USE OF GRANTS.—A grant made under 
subsection (a) may be used to pay all or part 
of the cost of the project for which such 
grant is made. 
‘‘SEC. 262. GRANTS FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE. 

‘‘The Administrator may make grants to 
and contracts with public and private agen-
cies, organizations, and individuals to pro-
vide technical assistance to States, units of 
general local government, Indian tribal gov-
ernments, local private entities or agencies, 
or any combination thereof, to carry out the 
projects for which grants are made under 
section 261. 
‘‘SEC. 263. ELIGIBILITY. 

‘‘To be eligible to receive a grant made 
under this part, a public or private agency, 
Indian tribal government, organization, in-
stitution, individual, or combination thereof 
shall submit an application to the Adminis-
trator at such time, in such form, and con-
taining such information as the Adminis-
trator may reasonable require by rule. 
‘‘SEC. 264. REPORTS. 

‘‘Recipients of grants made under this part 
shall submit to the Administrator such re-
ports as may be reasonably requested by the 
Administrator to describe progress achieved 
in carrying the projects for which such 
grants are made.’’. 
SEC. 213. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

Section 299 of the Juvenile Justice and De-
linquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 
5671) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (e), and 
(2) by striking subsections (a), (b), and (c), 

and inserting the following: 
‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR TITLE II (EXCLUDING PARTS C AND E).— 
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to carry out this title such sums as may be 
appropriate for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002, 
and 2003. 

‘‘(2) Of such sums as are appropriated for a 
fiscal year to carry out this title (other than 
parts C and E)— 

‘‘(A) not more than 5 percent shall be 
available to carry out part A; 

‘‘(B) not less than 80 percent shall be avail-
able to carry out part B; and 

‘‘(C) not more than 15 percent shall be 
available to carry out part D. 

‘‘(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR PART C.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out part C such sums as 
may be necessary for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 
2002, and 2003. 

‘‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR PART E.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out part E, and author-
ized to remain available until expended, such 
sums as may be necessary for fiscal years 
2000, 2001, 2002, and 2003.’’. 
SEC. 214. ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITY. 

Section 299A of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5672) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (d) by striking ‘‘as are 
consistent with the purpose of this Act’’ and 
inserting ‘‘only to the extent necessary to 
ensure that there is compliance with the spe-
cific requirements of this title or to respond 
to requests for clarification and guidance re-
lating to such compliance’’, and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(e) If a State requires by law compliance 

with the requirements described in para-
graphs (11), (12), and (13) of section 223(a), 

then for the period such law is in effect in 
such State such State shall be rebuttably 
presumed to satisfy such requirements.’’. 
SEC. 215. USE OF FUNDS. 

Section 299C of the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5674) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘may be used for’’, 
(B) in paragraph (1) by inserting ‘‘may be 

used for’’ after ‘‘(1)’’, and 
(C) by amending paragraph (2) to read as 

follows: 
‘‘(2) may not be used for the cost of con-

struction of any facility, except not more 
than 15 percent of the funds received under 
this title by a State for a fiscal year may be 
used for the purpose of renovating or replac-
ing juvenile facilities.’’, 

(2) by striking subsection (b), and 
(3) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-

section (b). 
SEC. 216. LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS. 

Part F of title II of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 210, is amended adding at the end the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 299F. LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS. 

‘‘None of the funds made available to carry 
out this title may be used to advocate for, or 
support, the unsecured release of juveniles 
who are charged with a violent crime.’’. 
SEC. 217. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Part F of title II of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 210 and amended by section 216, is 
amended adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 299G. RULES OF CONSTRUCTION. 

‘‘Nothing in this title or title I shall be 
construed— 

‘‘(1) to prevent financial assistance from 
being awarded through grants under this 
title to any otherwise eligible organization; 
or 

‘‘(2) to modify or affect any Federal or 
State law relating to collective bargaining 
rights of employees.’’. 
SEC. 218. LEASING SURPLUS FEDERAL PROP-

ERTY. 
Part F of title II of the Juvenile Justice 

and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 210 and amended by sections 216 and 217, 
is amended adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 299H. LEASING SURPLUS FEDERAL PROP-

ERTY. 
‘‘The Administrator may receive surplus 

Federal property (including facilities) and 
may lease such property to States and units 
of general local government for use in or as 
facilities for juvenile offenders, or for use in 
or as facilities for delinquency prevention 
and treatment activities.’’. 
SEC. 219. ISSUANCE OF RULES. 

Part F of title II or the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-
tion 210 and amended by sections 216, 217, and 
218, is amended adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 299I. ISSUANCE OF RULES. 

‘‘The Administrator shall issue rules to 
carry out this title, including rules that es-
tablish procedures and methods for making 
grants and contracts, and distributing funds 
available, to carry out this title.’’. 
SEC. 220. CONTENT OF MATERIALS. 

Part F of title II of the Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 
U.S.C. 5671 et seq.), as so redesignated by sec-

tion 210 and amended by sections 216, 217, 218, 
and 219, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 299J. CONTENT OF MATERIALS. 

‘‘Materials produced, procured, or distrib-
uted using funds appropriated to carry out 
this Act, for the purpose of preventing hate 
crimes should be respectful of the diversity 
of deeply held religious beliefs and shall 
make it clear that for most people religious 
faith is not associated with prejudice and in-
tolerance.’’. 
SEC. 221. TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-

MENTS. 
(a) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—The Juvenile 

Justice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 
1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 202(b) by striking ‘‘prescribed 
for GS–18 of the General Schedule by section 
5332’’ and inserting ‘‘payable under section 
5376’’, 

(2) in section 221(b)(2) by striking the last 
sentence, 

(3) in section 299D by striking subsection 
(d), and 

(4) by striking titles IV and V, as origi-
nally enacted by Public Law 93–415 (88 Stat. 
1132–1143). 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section 
5315 of title 5 of the United States Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention’’ and in-
serting ‘‘Office of Juvenile Crime Control 
and Delinquency Prevention’’. 

(2) Section 4351(b) of title 18 of the United 
States Code is amended by striking ‘‘Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’ and inserting ‘‘Office of Juvenile 
Crime Control and Delinquency Prevention’’. 

(3) Subsections (a)(1) and (c) of section 3220 
of title 39 of the United States Code is 
amended by striking ‘‘Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘Office of Juvenile 
Crime Control and Delinquency Prevention’’. 

(4) Section 463(f) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 663(f)) is amended by striking ‘‘Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention’’ and inserting ‘‘Office of Juve-
nile Crime Control and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’. 

(5) Sections 801(a), 804, 805, and 813 of title 
I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3712(a), 3782, 
3785, 3786, 3789i) are amended by striking ‘‘Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘Office of Juvenile Crime Control and 
Delinquency Prevention’’. 

(6) The Victims of Child Abuse Act of 1990 
(42 U.S.C. 13001 et seq.) is amended— 

(A) in section 214(b(1) by striking ‘‘262, 293, 
and 296 of subpart II of title II’’ and inserting 
‘‘299B and 299E’’, 

(B) in section 214A(c)(1) by striking ‘‘262, 
293, and 296 of subpart II of title II’’ and in-
serting ‘‘299B and 299E’’, 

(C) in sections 217 and 222 by striking ‘‘Of-
fice of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention’’ each place it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘Office of Juvenile Crime Control and 
Delinquency Prevention’’, and 

(D) in section 223(c) by striking ‘‘section 
262, 293, and 296’’ and inserting ‘‘sections 262, 
299B, and 299E’’. 

(7) The Missing Children’s Assistance Act 
(42 U.S.C. 5771 et seq.) is amended— 

(A) in section 403(2) by striking ‘‘Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention’’ and inserting 
‘‘Crime Control and Delinquency Preven-
tion’’, and 

(B) in subsections (a)(5)(E) and (b)(1)(B) of 
section 404 by striking ‘‘section 313’’ and in-
serting ‘‘section 331’’. 
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(8) The Crime Control Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 

13001 et seq.) is amended— 
(A) in section 217(c)(1) by striking ‘‘sec-

tions 262, 293, and 296 of subpart II of title II’’ 
and inserting ‘‘sections 299B and 299E’’, and 

(B) in section 223(c) by striking ‘‘section 
262, 293, and 296 of title II’’ and inserting 
‘‘sections 299B and 299E’’. 
SEC. 222. REFERENCES. 

In any Federal law (excluding this title 
and the Acts amended by this title), Execu-
tive order, rule, regulation, order, delegation 
of authority, grant, contract, suit, or docu-
ment— 

(1) a reference to the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention shall be 
deemed to include a reference to the Office of 
Juvenile Crime Control and Delinquency 
Prevention, and 

(2) a reference to the National Institute for 
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion shall be deemed to include a reference 
to Office of Juvenile Crime Control and De-
linquency Prevention. 
Subtitle B—Amendments to the Runaway and 

Homeless Youth Act 
SEC. 231. RUNAWAY AND HOMELESS YOUTH. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Section 302 of the Runaway 
and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘accurate 
reporting of the problem nationally and to 
develop’’ and inserting ‘‘an accurate national 
reporting system to report the problem, and 
to assist in the development of’’; and 

(2) by striking paragraph (8) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(8) services for runaway and homeless 
youth are needed in urban, suburban, and 
rural areas;’’. 

(b) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS FOR CEN-
TERS AND SERVICES.—Section 311 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5711) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(a) GRANTS FOR CENTERS AND SERVICES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 

make grants to public and nonprofit private 
entities (and combinations of such entities) 
to establish and operate (including renova-
tion) local centers to provide services for 
runaway and homeless youth and for the 
families of such youth. 

‘‘(2) SERVICES PROVIDED.—Services provided 
under paragraph (1)— 

‘‘(A) shall be provided as an alternative to 
involving runaway and homeless youth in 
the law enforcement, child welfare, mental 
health, and juvenile justice systems; 

‘‘(B) shall include— 
‘‘(i) safe and appropriate shelter; and 
‘‘(ii) individual, family, and group coun-

seling, as appropriate; and 
‘‘(C) may include— 
‘‘(i) street-based services; 
‘‘(ii) home-based services for families with 

youth at risk of separation from the family; 
and 

‘‘(iii) drug abuse education and prevention 
services.’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands,’’; and 

(3) by striking subsections (c) and (d). 
(c) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 312 of the Run-

away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5712) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘para-

graph (6)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (7)’’; 
(B) in paragraph (10), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 

the end; 
(C) in paragraph (11), by striking the period 

at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(12) shall submit to the Secretary an an-

nual report that includes, with respect to the 
year for which the report is submitted— 

‘‘(A) information regarding the activities 
carried out under this part; 

‘‘(B) the achievements of the project under 
this part carried out by the applicant; and 

‘‘(C) statistical summaries describing— 
‘‘(i) the number and the characteristics of 

the runaway and homeless youth, and youth 
at risk of family separation, who participate 
in the project; and 

‘‘(ii) the services provided to such youth by 
the project.’’; and 

(2) by striking subsections (c) and (d) and 
inserting the following: 

‘‘(c) APPLICANTS PROVIDING STREET-BASED 
SERVICES.—To be eligible to use assistance 
under section 311(a)(2)(C)(i) to provide street- 
based services, the applicant shall include in 
the plan required by subsection (b) assur-
ances that in providing such services the ap-
plicant will— 

‘‘(1) provide qualified supervision of staff, 
including on-street supervision by appro-
priately trained staff; 

‘‘(2) provide backup personnel for on-street 
staff; 

‘‘(3) provide initial and periodic training of 
staff who provide such services; and 

‘‘(4) conduct outreach activities for run-
away and homeless youth, and street youth. 

‘‘(d) APPLICANTS PROVIDING HOME-BASED 
SERVICES.—To be eligible to use assistance 
under section 311(a) to provide home-based 
services described in section 311(a)(2)(C)(ii), 
an applicant shall include in the plan re-
quired by subsection (b) assurances that in 
providing such services the applicant will— 

‘‘(1) provide counseling and information to 
youth and the families (including unrelated 
individuals in the family households) of such 
youth, including services relating to basic 
life skills, interpersonal skill building, edu-
cational advancement, job attainment skills, 
mental and physical health care, parenting 
skills, financial planning, and referral to 
sources of other needed services; 

‘‘(2) provide directly, or through an ar-
rangement made by the applicant, 24-hour 
service to respond to family crises (including 
immediate access to temporary shelter for 
runaway and homeless youth, and youth at 
risk of separation from the family); 

‘‘(3) establish, in partnership with the fam-
ilies of runaway and homeless youth, and 
youth at risk of separation from the family, 
objectives and measures of success to be 
achieved as a result of receiving home-based 
services; 

‘‘(4) provide initial and periodic training of 
staff who provide home-based services; and 

‘‘(5) ensure that— 
‘‘(A) caseloads will remain sufficiently low 

to allow for intensive (5 to 20 hours per 
week) involvement with each family receiv-
ing such services; and 

‘‘(B) staff providing such services will re-
ceive qualified supervision. 

‘‘(e) APPLICANTS PROVIDING DRUG ABUSE 
EDUCATION AND PREVENTION SERVICES.—To be 
eligible to use assistance under section 
311(a)(2)(C)(iii) to provide drug abuse edu-
cation and prevention services, an applicant 
shall include in the plan required by sub-
section (b)— 

‘‘(1) a description of— 
‘‘(A) the types of such services that the ap-

plicant proposes to provide; 
‘‘(B) the objectives of such services; and 
‘‘(C) the types of information and training 

to be provided to individuals providing such 
services to runaway and homeless youth; and 

‘‘(2) an assurance that in providing such 
services the applicant shall conduct outreach 
activities for runaway and homeless youth.’’. 

(d) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.—Section 
313 of the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act 
(42 U.S.C. 5713) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 313. APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—An application by a pub-
lic or private entity for a grant under sec-
tion 311(a) may be approved by the Secretary 
after taking into consideration, with respect 
to the State in which such entity proposes to 
provide services under this part— 

‘‘(1) the geographical distribution in such 
State of the proposed services under this 
part for which all grant applicants request 
approval; and 

‘‘(2) which areas of such State have the 
greatest need for such services. 

‘‘(b) PRIORITY.—In selecting applications 
for grants under section 311(a), the Secretary 
shall give priority to— 

‘‘(1) eligible applicants who have dem-
onstrated experience in providing services to 
runaway and homeless youth; and 

‘‘(2) eligible applicants that request grants 
of less than $200,000.’’. 

(e) AUTHORITY FOR TRANSITIONAL LIVING 
GRANT PROGRAM.—Section 321 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5714–1) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by striking 
‘‘PURPOSE AND’’; 

(2) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘(a)’’; and 
(3) by striking subsection (b). 
(f) ELIGIBILITY.—Section 322(a)(9) of the 

Runaway and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5714–2(a)(9)) is amended by inserting ‘‘, and 
the services provided to such youth by such 
project,’’ after ‘‘such project’’. 

(g) COORDINATION.—Section 341 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5714–21) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 341. COORDINATION. 

‘‘With respect to matters relating to the 
health, education, employment, and housing 
of runaway and homeless youth, the Sec-
retary— 

‘‘(1) in conjunction with the Attorney Gen-
eral, shall coordinate the activities of agen-
cies of the Department of Health and Human 
Services with activities under any other Fed-
eral juvenile crime control, prevention, and 
juvenile offender accountability program 
and with the activities of other Federal enti-
ties; and 

‘‘(2) shall coordinate the activities of agen-
cies of the Department of Health and Human 
Services with the activities of other Federal 
entities and with the activities of entities 
that are eligible to receive grants under this 
title.’’. 

(h) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS FOR RE-
SEARCH, EVALUATION, DEMONSTRATION, AND 
SERVICE PROJECTS.—Section 343 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5714–23) is amended— 

(1) in the section heading, by inserting 
‘‘EVALUATION,’’ after ‘‘RESEARCH,’’; 

(2) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘evalua-
tion,’’ after ‘‘research,’’; and 

(3) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by striking paragraph (2); and 
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3) 

through (10) as paragraphs (2) through (9), re-
spectively. 

(i) STUDY.—Part D of the Runaway and 
Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5731 et seq.) is 
amended by adding after section 344 the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 345. STUDY 

‘‘The Secretary shall conduct a study of a 
representative sample of runaways to deter-
mine the percent who leave home because of 
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sexual abuse. The report on the study shall 
include— 

‘‘(1) in the case of sexual abuse , the rela-
tionship of the assaulter to the runaway; and 

‘‘(2) recommendations on how Federal laws 
may be changed to reduce sexual assaults on 
children. 
The study shall be completed to enable the 
Secretary to make a report to the commit-
tees of Congress with jurisdiction over this 
Act, and to make such report available to 
the public, within one year of the date of the 
enactment of this section.’’ 

(j) ASSISTANCE TO POTENTIAL GRANTEES.— 
Section 371 of the Runaway and Homeless 
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714a) is amended by 
striking the last sentence. 

(k) REPORTS.—Section 381 of the Runaway 
and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5715) is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 381. REPORTS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than April 1, 
2000, and biennially thereafter, the Secretary 
shall submit, to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on the Judi-
ciary of the Senate, a report on the status, 
activities, and accomplishments of entities 
that receive grants under parts A, B, C, D, 
and E, with particular attention to— 

‘‘(1) in the case of centers funded under 
part A, the ability or effectiveness of such 
centers in— 

‘‘(A) alleviating the problems of runaway 
and homeless youth; 

‘‘(B) if applicable or appropriate, reuniting 
such youth with their families and encour-
aging the resolution of intrafamily problems 
through counseling and other services; 

‘‘(C) strengthening family relationships 
and encouraging stable living conditions for 
such youth; and 

‘‘(D) assisting such youth to decide upon a 
future course of action; and 

‘‘(2) in the case of projects funded under 
part B— 

‘‘(A) the number and characteristics of 
homeless youth served by such projects; 

‘‘(B) the types of activities carried out by 
such projects; 

‘‘(C) the effectiveness of such projects in 
alleviating the problems of homeless youth; 

‘‘(D) the effectiveness of such projects in 
preparing homeless youth for self-suffi-
ciency; 

‘‘(E) the effectiveness of such projects in 
assisting homeless youth to decide upon fu-
ture education, employment, and inde-
pendent living; 

‘‘(F) the ability of such projects to encour-
age the resolution of intrafamily problems 
through counseling and development of self- 
sufficient living skills; and 

‘‘(G) activities and programs planned by 
such projects for the following fiscal year. 

‘‘(b) CONTENTS OF REPORTS.—The Secretary 
shall include in each report submitted under 
subsection (a), summaries of— 

‘‘(1) the evaluations performed by the Sec-
retary under section 386; and 

‘‘(2) descriptions of the qualifications of, 
and training provided to, individuals in-
volved in carrying out such evaluations.’’. 

(l) EVALUATION.—Section 384 of the Run-
away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5732) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 386. EVALUATION AND INFORMATION. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a grantee receives 
grants for 3 consecutive fiscal years under 
part A, B, C, D, or E (in the alternative), 
then the Secretary shall evaluate such 
grantee on-site, not less frequently than 
once in the period of such 3 consecutive fis-
cal years, for purposes of— 

‘‘(1) determining whether such grants are 
being used for the purposes for which such 
grants are made by the Secretary; 

‘‘(2) collecting additional information for 
the report required by section 384; and 

‘‘(3) providing such information and assist-
ance to such grantee as will enable such 
grantee to improve the operation of the cen-
ters, projects, and activities for which such 
grants are made. 

‘‘(b) COOPERATION.—Recipients of grants 
under this title shall cooperate with the Sec-
retary’s efforts to carry out evaluations, and 
to collect information, under this title.’’. 

(m) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 385 of the Runaway and Homeless 
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5751) is amended to read 
as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 388. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) AUTHORIZATION.—There is authorized 

to be appropriated to carry out this title 
(other than part E) such sums as may be nec-
essary for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002, and 
2003. 

‘‘(2) ALLOCATION.— 
‘‘(A) PARTS A AND B.—From the amount ap-

propriated under paragraph (1) for a fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall reserve not less 
than 90 percent to carry out parts A and B. 

‘‘(B) PART B.—Of the amount reserved 
under subparagraph (A), not less than 20 per-
cent, and not more than 30 percent, shall be 
reserved to carry out part B. 

‘‘(3) PARTS C AND D.—In each fiscal year, 
after reserving the amounts required by 
paragraph (2), the Secretary shall use the re-
maining amount (if any) to carry out parts C 
and D. 

‘‘(b) SEPARATE IDENTIFICATION REQUIRED.— 
No funds appropriated to carry out this title 
may be combined with funds appropriated 
under any other Act if the purpose of com-
bining such funds is to make a single discre-
tionary grant, or a single discretionary pay-
ment, unless such funds are separately iden-
tified in all grants and contracts and are 
used for the purposes specified in this title.’’. 

(n) SEXUAL ABUSE PREVENTION PROGRAM.— 
(1) AUTHORITY FOR PROGRAM.—The Run-

away and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 
et seq.) is amended— 

(A) by striking the heading for part F; 
(B) by redesignating part E as part F; and 
(C) by inserting after part D the following: 
‘‘PART E—SEXUAL ABUSE PREVENTION 

PROGRAM 
‘‘SEC. 351. AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants to nonprofit private agencies 
for the purpose of providing street-based 
services to runaway and homeless, and street 
youth, who have been subjected to, or are at 
risk of being subjected to, sexual abuse, pros-
titution, or sexual exploitation. 

‘‘(b) PRIORITY.—In selecting applicants to 
receive grants under subsection (a), the Sec-
retary shall give priority to nonprofit pri-
vate agencies that have experience in pro-
viding services to runaway and homeless, 
and street youth.’’. 

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 388(a) of the Runaway and Homeless 
Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5751), as amended by 
subsection (m) of this section, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(4) PART E.—There is authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out part E such sums as 
may be necessary for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 
2002, and 2003.’’. 

(o) CONSOLIDATED REVIEW OF APPLICA-
TIONS.—The Runaway and Homeless Youth 
Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) is amended by in-
serting after section 383 the following: 

‘‘SEC. 385. CONSOLIDATED REVIEW OF APPLICA-
TIONS. 

‘‘With respect to funds available to carry 
out parts A, B, C, D, and E, nothing in this 
title shall be construed to prohibit the Sec-
retary from— 

‘‘(1) announcing, in a single announcement, 
the availability of funds for grants under 2 or 
more of such parts; and 

‘‘(2) reviewing applications for grants 
under 2 or more of such parts in a single, 
consolidated application review process.’’. 

(p) DEFINITIONS.—The Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) is 
amended by inserting after section 386, as 
amended by subsection (l) of this section, the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 387. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this title: 
‘‘(1) DRUG ABUSE EDUCATION AND PREVEN-

TION SERVICES.—The term ‘drug abuse edu-
cation and prevention services’— 

‘‘(A) means services to runaway and home-
less youth to prevent or reduce the illicit use 
of drugs by such youth; and 

‘‘(B) may include— 
‘‘(i) individual, family, group, and peer 

counseling; 
‘‘(ii) drop-in services; 
‘‘(iii) assistance to runaway and homeless 

youth in rural areas (including the develop-
ment of community support groups); 

‘‘(iv) information and training relating to 
the illicit use of drugs by runaway and 
homeless youth, to individuals involved in 
providing services to such youth; and 

‘‘(v) activities to improve the availability 
of local drug abuse prevention services to 
runaway and homeless youth. 

‘‘(2) HOME-BASED SERVICES.—The term 
‘home-based services’— 

‘‘(A) means services provided to youth and 
their families for the purpose of— 

‘‘(i) preventing such youth from running 
away, or otherwise becoming separated, from 
their families; and 

‘‘(ii) assisting runaway youth to return to 
their families; and 

‘‘(B) includes services that are provided in 
the residences of families (to the extent 
practicable), including— 

‘‘(i) intensive individual and family coun-
seling; and 

‘‘(ii) training relating to life skills and par-
enting. 

‘‘(3) HOMELESS YOUTH.—The term ‘homeless 
youth’ means an individual— 

‘‘(A) who is— 
‘‘(i) not more than 21 years of age; and 
‘‘(ii) for the purposes of part B, not less 

than 16 years of age; 
‘‘(B) for whom it is not possible to live in 

a safe environment with a relative; and 
‘‘(C) who has no other safe alternative liv-

ing arrangement. 
‘‘(4) STREET-BASED SERVICES.—The term 

‘street-based services’— 
‘‘(A) means services provided to runaway 

and homeless youth, and street youth, in 
areas where they congregate, designed to as-
sist such youth in making healthy personal 
choices regarding where they live and how 
they behave; and 

‘‘(B) may include— 
‘‘(i) identification of and outreach to run-

away and homeless youth, and street youth; 
‘‘(ii) crisis intervention and counseling; 
‘‘(iii) information and referral for housing; 
‘‘(iv) information and referral for transi-

tional living and health care services; 
‘‘(v) advocacy, education, and prevention 

services related to— 
‘‘(I) alcohol and drug abuse; 
‘‘(II) sexual exploitation; 
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‘‘(III) sexually transmitted diseases, in-

cluding human immunodeficiency virus 
(HIV); and 

‘‘(IV) physical and sexual assault. 
‘‘(5) STREET YOUTH.—The term ‘street 

youth’ means an individual who— 
‘‘(A) is— 
‘‘(i) a runaway youth; or 
‘‘(ii) indefinitely or intermittently a home-

less youth; and 
‘‘(B) spends a significant amount of time 

on the street or in other areas that increase 
the risk to such youth for sexual abuse, sex-
ual exploitation, prostitution, or drug abuse. 

‘‘(6) TRANSITIONAL LIVING YOUTH PROJECT.— 
The term ‘transitional living youth project’ 
means a project that provides shelter and 
services designed to promote a transition to 
self-sufficient living and to prevent long- 
term dependency on social services. 

‘‘(7) YOUTH AT RISK OF SEPARATION FROM 
THE FAMILY.—The term ‘youth at risk of sep-
aration from the family’ means an indi-
vidual— 

‘‘(A) who is less than 18 years of age; and 
‘‘(B)(i) who has a history of running away 

from the family of such individual; 
‘‘(ii) whose parent, guardian, or custodian 

is not willing to provide for the basic needs 
of such individual; or 

‘‘(iii) who is at risk of entering the child 
welfare system or juvenile justice system as 
a result of the lack of services available to 
the family to meet such needs.’’. 

(q) REDESIGNATION OF SECTIONS.—Sections 
371, 372, 381, 382, and 383 of the Runaway and 
Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5714b–5851 et 
seq.), as amended by this title, are redesig-
nated as sections 380, 381, 382, 383, and 384, re-
spectively. 

(r) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—The Runaway 
and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et 
seq.) is amended— 

(1) in section 331, in the first sentence, by 
striking ‘‘With’’ and all that follows through 
‘‘the Secretary’’, and inserting ‘‘The Sec-
retary’’; and 

(2) in section 344(a)(1), by striking ‘‘With’’ 
and all that follows through ‘‘the Sec-
retary’’, and inserting ‘‘The Secretary’’. 
Subtitle C—Repeal of Title V Relating to In-

centive Grants for Local Delinquency Pre-
vention Programs 

SEC. 241. REPEALER. 
Title V of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-

quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5681 
et seq.), as added by Public Law 102–586, is 
repealed. 

Subtitle D—Amendments to the Missing 
Children’s Assistance Act 

SEC. 251. NATIONAL CENTER FOR MISSING AND 
EXPLOITED CHILDREN. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Section 402 of the Missing 
Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5771) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in paragraph (8), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(9) for 14 years, the National Center for 

Missing and Exploited Children has— 
‘‘(A) served as the national resource center 

and clearinghouse congressionally mandated 
under the provisions of the Missing Chil-
dren’s Assistance Act of 1984; and 

‘‘(B) worked in partnership with the De-
partment of Justice, the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, the Department of the Treas-
ury, the Department of State, and many 
other agencies in the effort to find missing 
children and prevent child victimization; 

‘‘(10) Congress has given the Center, which 
is a private non-profit corporation, access to 

the National Crime Information Center of 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the 
National Law Enforcement Telecommuni-
cations System; 

‘‘(11) since 1987, the Center has operated 
the National Child Pornography Tipline, in 
conjunction with the United States Customs 
Service and the United States Postal Inspec-
tion Service and, beginning this year, the 
Center established a new CyberTipline on 
child exploitation, thus becoming ‘the 911 for 
the Internet’; 

‘‘(12) in light of statistics that time is of 
the essence in cases of child abduction, the 
Director of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion in February of 1997 created a new NCIC 
child abduction (‘CA’) flag to provide the 
Center immediate notification in the most 
serious cases, resulting in 642 ‘CA’ notifica-
tions to the Center and helping the Center to 
have its highest recovery rate in history; 

‘‘(13) the Center has established a national 
and increasingly worldwide network, linking 
the Center online with each of the missing 
children clearinghouses operated by the 50 
States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto 
Rico, as well as with Scotland Yard in the 
United Kingdom, the Royal Canadian Mount-
ed Police, INTERPOL headquarters in Lyon, 
France, and others, which has enabled the 
Center to transmit images and information 
regarding missing children to law enforce-
ment across the United States and around 
the world instantly; 

‘‘(14) from its inception in 1984 through 
March 31, 1998, the Center has— 

‘‘(A) handled 1,203,974 calls through its 24- 
hour toll-free hotline (1–800–THE–LOST) and 
currently averages 700 calls per day; 

‘‘(B) trained 146,284 law enforcement, 
criminal and juvenile justice, and healthcare 
professionals in child sexual exploitation and 
missing child case detection, identification, 
investigation, and prevention; 

‘‘(C) disseminated 15,491,344 free publica-
tions to citizens and professionals; and 

‘‘(D) worked with law enforcement on the 
cases of 59,481 missing children, resulting in 
the recovery of 40,180 children; 

‘‘(15) the demand for the services of the 
Center is growing dramatically, as evidenced 
by the fact that in 1997, the Center handled 
129,100 calls, an all-time record, and by the 
fact that its new Internet website 
(www.missingkids.com) receives 1,500,000 
‘hits’ every day, and is linked with hundreds 
of other websites to provide real-time images 
of breaking cases of missing children; 

‘‘(16) in 1997, the Center provided policy 
training to 256 police chiefs and sheriffs from 
50 States and Guam at its new Jimmy Ryce 
Law Enforcement Training Center; 

‘‘(17) the programs of the Center have had 
a remarkable impact, such as in the fight 
against infant abductions in partnership 
with the healthcare industry, during which 
the Center has performed 668 onsite hospital 
walk-throughs and inspections, and trained 
45,065 hospital administrators, nurses, and 
security personnel, and thereby helped to re-
duce infant abductions in the United States 
by 82 percent; 

‘‘(18) the Center is now playing a signifi-
cant role in international child abduction 
cases, serving as a representative of the De-
partment of State at cases under The Hague 
Convention, and successfully resolving the 
cases of 343 international child abductions, 
and providing greater support to parents in 
the United States; 

‘‘(19) the Center is a model of public/pri-
vate partnership, raising private sector funds 
to match congressional appropriations and 
receiving extensive private in-kind support, 

including advanced technology provided by 
the computer industry such as imaging tech-
nology used to age the photographs of long- 
term missing children and to reconstruct fa-
cial images of unidentified deceased chil-
dren; 

‘‘(20) the Center was 1 of only 10 of 300 
major national charities given an A+ grade 
in 1997 by the American Institute of Philan-
thropy; and 

‘‘(21) the Center has been redesignated as 
the Nation’s missing children clearinghouse 
and resource center once every 3 years 
through a competitive selection process con-
ducted by the Office of Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention of the Department 
of Justice, and has received grants from that 
Office to conduct the crucial purposes of the 
Center.’’. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.—Section 403 of the Miss-
ing Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5772) 
is amended— 

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

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

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) the term ‘Center’ means the National 

Center for Missing and Exploited Children.’’. 
(c) DUTIES AND FUNCTIONS OF THE ADMINIS-

TRATOR.—Section 404 of the Missing Chil-
dren’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5773) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and 

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(b) ANNUAL GRANT TO NATIONAL CENTER 
FOR MISSING AND EXPLOITED CHILDREN.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
annually make a grant to the Center, which 
shall be used to— 

‘‘(A)(i) operate a national 24-hour toll-free 
telephone line by which individuals may re-
port information regarding the location of 
any missing child, or other child 13 years of 
age or younger whose whereabouts are un-
known to such child’s legal custodian, and 
request information pertaining to procedures 
necessary to reunite such child with such 
child’s legal custodian; and 

‘‘(ii) coordinate the operation of such tele-
phone line with the operation of the national 
communications system referred to in part C 
of the Runaway and Homeless Youth Act (42 
U.S.C. 5714–11); 

‘‘(B) operate the official national resource 
center and information clearinghouse for 
missing and exploited children; 

‘‘(C) provide to State and local govern-
ments, public and private nonprofit agencies, 
and individuals, information regarding— 

‘‘(i) free or low-cost legal, restaurant, lodg-
ing, and transportation services that are 
available for the benefit of missing and ex-
ploited children and their families; and 

‘‘(ii) the existence and nature of programs 
being carried out by Federal agencies to as-
sist missing and exploited children and their 
families; 

‘‘(D) coordinate public and private pro-
grams that locate, recover, or reunite miss-
ing children with their families; 

‘‘(E) disseminate, on a national basis, in-
formation relating to innovative and model 
programs, services, and legislation that ben-
efit missing and exploited children; 

‘‘(F) provide technical assistance and 
training to law enforcement agencies, State 
and local governments, elements of the 
criminal justice system, public and private 
nonprofit agencies, and individuals in the 
prevention, investigation, prosecution, and 
treatment of cases involving missing and ex-
ploited children; and 
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‘‘(G) provide assistance to families and law 

enforcement agencies in locating and recov-
ering missing and exploited children, both 
nationally and internationally. 

‘‘(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Administrator to carry out this subsection, 
$10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000, 2001, 
2002, and 2003. 

‘‘(c) NATIONAL INCIDENCE STUDIES.—The 
Administrator, either by making grants to 
or entering into contracts with public agen-
cies or nonprofit private agencies, shall— 

‘‘(1) periodically conduct national inci-
dence studies to determine for a given year 
the actual number of children reported miss-
ing each year, the number of children who 
are victims of abduction by strangers, the 
number of children who are the victims of 
parental kidnapings, and the number of chil-
dren who are recovered each year; and 

‘‘(2) provide to State and local govern-
ments, public and private nonprofit agencies, 
and individuals information to facilitate the 
lawful use of school records and birth certifi-
cates to identify and locate missing chil-
dren.’’. 

(d) NATIONAL CENTER FOR MISSING AND EX-
PLOITED CHILDREN.—Section 405(a) of the 
Missing Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5775(a)) is amended by inserting ‘‘the Center 
and with’’ before ‘‘public agencies’’. 

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 408 of the Missing Children’s Assist-
ance Act (42 U.S.C. 5777) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘1997 through 2001’’ and inserting ‘‘2000 
through 2003’’. 

Subtitle E—Studies and Evaluations 
SEC. 261. STUDY OF SCHOOL VIOLENCE. 

(a) CONTRACT FOR STUDY.—Not later than 
60 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of Education shall 
enter into a contract with the National 
Academy of Sciences for the purposes of con-
ducting a study regarding the antecedents of 
school violence in urban, suburban, and rural 
schools, including the incidents of school vi-
olence that occurred in Pearl, Mississippi; 
Paducah, Kentucky; Jonesboro, Arkansas; 
Springfield, Oregon; Edinboro, Pennsylvania; 
Fayetteville, Tennessee; Littleton, Colorado; 
and Conyers, Georgia. Under the terms of 
such contract, the National Academy of 
Sciences shall appoint a panel that will— 

(1) review the relevant research about ado-
lescent violence in general and school vio-
lence in particular, including the existing 
longitudinal and cross-sectional studies on 
youth that are relevant to examining violent 
behavior, 

(2) relate what can be learned from past 
and current research and surveys to specific 
incidents of school shootings, 

(3) interview relevant individuals, if pos-
sible, such as the perpetrators of such inci-
dents, their families, their friends, their 
teachers, mental health providers, and oth-
ers, and 

(4) give particular attention to such issues 
as— 

(A) the perpetrators’ early development, 
the relationship with their families, commu-
nity and school experiences, and utilization 
of mental health services, 

(B) the relationship between perpetrators 
and their victims, 

(C) how the perpetrators gained access to 
firearms, 

(D) the impact of cultural influences and 
exposure to the media, video games, and the 
Internet, and 

(E) such other issues as the panel deems 
important or relevant to the purpose of the 
study. 

The National Academy of Sciences shall uti-
lize professionals with expertise in such 
issues, including psychiatrists, social work-
ers, behavioral and social scientists, practi-
tioners, epidemiologists, statisticians, and 
methodologists. 

(b) REPORT.—The National Academy of 
Sciences shall submit a report containing 
the results of the study required by sub-
section (a), to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, the President pro tempore 
of the Senate, the Chair and ranking minor-
ity Member of the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and the Chair and ranking mi-
nority Member of the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions of the Sen-
ate, not later than January 1, 2001, or 18 
months after entering into the contract re-
quired by such subsection, whichever is ear-
lier. 

(c) APPROPRIATION.—Of the funds made 
available under Public Law 105-277 for the 
Department of Education, $2.1 million shall 
be made available to carry out this section. 
SEC. 262. STUDY OF THE MENTAL HEALTH NEEDS 

OF JUVENILES IN SECURE OR NON-
SECURE PLACEMENTS IN THE JUVE-
NILE JUSTICE SYSTEM. 

(a) STUDY.—The Administrator of the Of-
fice of Juvenile Crime Control and Delin-
quency Prevention, in collaboration with the 
National Institute of Mental Health, shall 
conduct a study that includes, but is not 
limited to, all of the following: 

(1) Identification of the scope and nature of 
the mental health problems or disorders of— 

(A) juveniles who are alleged to be or adju-
dicated delinquent and who, as a result of 
such status, have been placed in secure de-
tention or confinement or in nonsecure resi-
dential placements, and 

(B) juveniles on probation after having 
been adjudicated delinquent and having re-
ceived a disposition as delinquent. 

(2) A comprehensive survey of the types of 
mental health services that are currently 
being provided to such juveniles by States 
and units of local government. 

(3) Identification of governmental entities 
that have developed or implemented model 
or promising screening, assessment, or treat-
ment programs or innovative mental health 
delivery or coordination systems, that ad-
dress and meet the mental health needs of 
such juveniles. 

(4) A review of the literature that analyzes 
the mental health problems and needs of ju-
veniles in the juvenile justice system and 
that documents innovative and promising 
models and programs that address such 
needs. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator shall submit to the Congress, 
and broadly disseminate to individuals and 
entities engaged in fields that provide serv-
ices for the benefit of juveniles or that make 
policy relating to juveniles, a report con-
taining the results of the study conducted 
under subsection (a) and documentation 
identifying promising or innovative models 
or programs referred to in such subsection. 
SEC. 263. EVALUATION BY GENERAL ACCOUNT-

ING OFFICE. 
(a) EVALUATION.—Not later than October 1, 

2002, the Comptroller General of the United 
States shall conduct a comprehensive anal-
ysis and evaluation regarding the perform-
ance of the Office of Juvenile Justice Delin-
quency and Prevention, its functions, its 
programs, and its grants under specified cri-
teria, and shall submit the report required 
by subsection (b). In conducting the analysis 

and evaluation, the Comptroller General 
shall take into consideration the following 
factors to document the efficiency and pub-
lic benefit of the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 
et seq.), excluding the Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) and the 
Missing Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5771 et seq.): 

(1) The extent to which the agency has 
complied with the provisions contained in 
the Government Performance and Results 
Act of 1993 (Pub. Law 103-62; 107 Stat. 285). 

(2) The outcome and results of the pro-
grams carried out by the Office of Juvenile 
Justice and Delinquency Prevention and 
those administered –through grants by Office 
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Preven-
tion. 

(3) Whether the agency has acted outside 
the scope of its original authority, and 
whether the original objectives of the agency 
have been achieved. 

(4) Whether less restrictive or alternative 
methods exists to carry out the functions of 
the agency. Whether present functions or op-
erations are impeded or enhanced by exist-
ing, statutes, rules, and procedures. 

(5) The extent to which the jurisdiction of, 
and the programs administered by, the agen-
cy duplicate or conflict with the jurisdiction 
and programs of other agencies. 

(6) The potential benefits of consolidating 
programs administered by the agency with 
similar or duplicative programs of other 
agencies, and the potential for consolidating 
such programs. 

(7) The number and types of beneficiaries 
or persons served by programs carried out 
under the Act. 

(8) The extent to which any trends, devel-
opments, or emerging conditions that are 
likely to affect the future nature and the ex-
tent of the problems or needs the programs 
carried out by the Act are intended to ad-
dress. 

(9) The manner with which the agency 
seeks public input and input from State and 
local governments on the performance of the 
functions of the agency. 

(10) Whether the agency has worked to 
enact changes in the law intended to benefit 
the public as a whole rather than the specific 
businesses, institutions, or individuals the 
agency regulates or funds. 

(11) The extent to which the agency grants 
have encouraged participation by the public 
as a whole in making its rules and decisions 
rather than encouraging participation solely 
by those it regulates. 

(12) The extent to which the agency com-
plies with section 552 of title 5, United States 
Code (commonly known as the ‘‘Freedom of 
Information Act’’). 

(13) The impact of any regulatory, privacy, 
and paperwork concerns resulting from the 
programs carried out by the agency. 

(14) The extent to which the agency has co-
ordinated with state and local governments 
in performing the functions of the agency. 

(15) The extent to which changes are nec-
essary in the authorizing statutes of the 
agency in order that the functions of the 
agency can be performed in a more efficient 
and effective manner. 

(16) Whether greater oversight is needed of 
programs developed with grants made by the 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 
Prevention. 

(b) REPORT.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall— 

(1) include recommendations for legislative 
changes, as appropriate, based on the evalua-
tion conducted under subsection (a), to be 
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made to the Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5601 
et seq.), excluding the Runaway and Home-
less Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 5701 et seq.) and the 
Missing Children’s Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 
5771 et seq.), and 

(2) shall be submitted, together with sup-
porting materials, to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the President 
pro tempore of the Senate, and made avail-
able to the public . 

SEC. 264. GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE RE-
PORT. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the General Account-
ing Office shall transmit to Congress a re-
port containing the following: 

(1) For each State, a description of the 
types of after-school programs that are 
available for students in kindergarten 
through grade 12, including programs spon-
sored by the Boys and Girls Clubs of Amer-
ica, the Boy Scouts of America, the Girl 
Scouts of America, YMCAs, and athletic and 
other programs operated by public schools 
and other State and local agencies. 

(2) For 15 communities selected to rep-
resent a variety of regional, population, and 
demographic profiles, a detailed analysis of 
all of the after-school programs that are 
available for students in kindergarten 
through grade 12, including programs spon-
sored by the Boys and Girls Clubs of Amer-
ica, the Boy Scouts of America, the Girl 
Scouts of America, YMCAs, mentoring pro-
grams, athletic programs, and programs op-
erated by public schools, churches, day care 
centers, parks, recreation centers, family 
day care, community organizations, law en-
forcement agencies, service providers, and 
for-profit and nonprofit organizations. 

(3) For each State, a description of signifi-
cant areas of unmet need in the quality and 
availability of after-school programs. 

(4) For each State, a description of barriers 
which prevent or deter the participation of 
children in after-school programs. 

(5) For each State, a description of barriers 
to improving the quality and availability of 
after-school programs. 

(6) A list of activities, other than after- 
school programs, in which students in kin-
dergarten through grade 12 participate when 
not in school, including jobs, volunteer op-
portunities, and other non-school affiliated 
programs. 

(7) An analysis of the value of the activi-
ties listed pursuant to paragraph (6) to the 
well-being and educational development of 
students in kindergarten through grade 12. 

SEC. 265. BEHAVIORAL AND SOCIAL SCIENCE RE-
SEARCH ON YOUTH VIOLENCE. 

(a) NIH RESEARCH.—The National Insti-
tutes of Health, acting through the Office of 
Behavioral and Social Sciences Research, 
shall carry out a coordinated, multi-year 
course of behavioral and social science re-
search on the causes and prevention of youth 
violence. 

(b) NATURE OF RESEARCH.—Funds made 
available to the National Institutes of 
Health pursuant to this section shall be uti-
lized to conduct, support, coordinate, and 
disseminate basic and applied behavioral and 
social science research with respect to youth 
violence, including research on 1 or more of 
the following subjects: 

(1) The etiology of youth violence. 
(2) Risk factors for youth violence. 
(3) Childhood precursors to antisocial vio-

lent behavior. 
(4) The role of peer pressure in inciting 

youth violence. 

(5) The processes by which children develop 
patterns of thought and behavior, including 
beliefs about the value of human life. 

(6) Science-based strategies for preventing 
youth violence, including school and commu-
nity-based programs. 

(7) Other subjects that the Director of the 
Office of Behavioral and Social Sciences Re-
search deems appropriate. 

(c) ROLE OF THE OFFICE OF BEHAVIORAL AND 
SOCIAL SCIENCES RESEARCH.—Pursuant to 
this section and section 404A of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 283c), the Di-
rector of the Office of Behavioral and Social 
Sciences Research shall— 

(1) coordinate research on youth violence 
conducted or supported by the agencies of 
the National Institutes of Health; 

(2) identify youth violence research 
projects that should be conducted or sup-
ported by the research institutes, and de-
velop such projects in cooperation with such 
institutes and in consultation with State 
and Federal law enforcement agencies; 

(3) take steps to further cooperation and 
collaboration between the National Insti-
tutes of Health and the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, the Substance 
Abuse and Mental Health Services Adminis-
tration, the agencies of the Department of 
Justice, and other governmental and non-
governmental agencies with respect to youth 
violence research conducted or supported by 
such agencies; 

(4) establish a clearinghouse for informa-
tion about youth violence research con-
ducted by governmental and nongovern-
mental entities; and 

(5) periodically report to Congress on the 
state of youth violence research and make 
recommendations to Congress regarding such 
research. 

(d) FUNDING.—There is authorized to be ap-
propriated, $5,000,000 for each of fiscal years 
2000 through 2004 to carry out this section. If 
amount are not separately appropriated to 
carry out this section, the Director of the 
National Institutes of Health shall carry out 
this section using funds appropriated gen-
erally to the National Institutes of Health, 
except that funds expended for under this 
section shall supplement and not supplant 
existing funding for behavioral research ac-
tivities at the National Institutes of Health. 

Subtitle F—General Provisions 

SEC. 271. EFFECTIVE DATE; APPLICATION OF 
AMENDMENTS. 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), this title and the amend-
ments made by this title shall take effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) APPLICATION OF AMENDMENTS.—The 
amendments made by this title shall apply 
only with respect to fiscal years beginning 
after September 30, 1999. 

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘A bill to 
amend the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 to provide grants to en-
sure increased accountability for juvenile of-
fenders; to amend the Juvenile Justice and 
Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974 to pro-
vide quality prevention programs and ac-
countability programs relating to juvenile 
delinquency; and for other purposes.’’. 

TITLE III—REAUTHORIZATION OF COPS 
PROGRAM 

SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Public 
Safety and Community Policing Grants Re-
authorization Act of 1999’’. 

SEC. 302. REAUTHORIZATION OF PUBLIC SAFETY 
AND COMMUNITY POLICING (COPS 
ON THE BEAT) GRANTS. 

Section 1001(a)(11) of title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 3793) is amended— 

(1) in clause (vi) by striking ‘‘268,000,000 for 
fiscal year 2000’’ and inserting ‘‘500,000,000 
each of fiscal years 2000 through 2005.’’. 
SEC. 303. RENEWAL OF GRANTS. 

Section 1703 of title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 3796dd–2) is amended by amended 
subsection (b) to read as follows— 

‘‘(b) GRANTS FOR HIRING.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Grants made for hiring 

or rehiring additional career law enforce-
ment officers or to promote redeployment of 
officers by hiring civilians may be renewed 
for an additional 3 year period beginning the 
fiscal year after the last fiscal year during 
which a recipient receives its initial grant. 
The Attorney General may use, at her dis-
cretion, a portion of the funding for coopera-
tive partnerships between schools and State 
and local police departments to provide for 
the use of police officers in schools. 

‘‘(2) INITIAL PERIOD EXPIRED.—In a case in 
which a recipient’s initial grant has expired 
prior to the date of the enactment of the 
Public Safety and Community Policing 
Grants Reauthorization Act of 1999, grants 
made for hiring or rehiring additional career 
law enforcement officers may be renewed for 
an additional 3 year period beginning the fis-
cal year after the date of the enactment of 
such Act. 

‘‘(3) AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out the 
provisions of this subsection. In a case in 
which a recipient receives a grant for an ad-
ditional 3 year period, the amount for any 
additional years shall be increased by 3 per-
cent to reflect a cost of living adjustment.’’. 
SEC. 304. MATCHING FUNDS. 

Section 1701(i) of title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 3796dd(i)) is amended by striking 
‘‘up to 5 years’’ and inserting ‘‘each 3 year 
grant period’’. 
SEC. 305. HIRING COSTS. 

Section 1704 of title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 3796dd–3) is amended by repealing 
subsection (c). 

TITLE IV—SCHOOL ANTI-VIOLENCE 
EMPOWERMENT ACT 

SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘School 

Anti-Violence Empowerment Act’’. 
Subtitle A—School Safety Programs 

SEC. 411. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 
The Secretary of Education is authorized 

to provide grants to local educational agen-
cies to establish or enhance crisis interven-
tion programs, including the hiring of school 
counselors and to enhance school safety pro-
grams for students, staff, and school facili-
ties. 
SEC. 412. GRANT AWARDS. 

(a) LOCAL AWARDS.—The Secretary shall 
award grants to local educational agencies 
on a competitive basis. 

(b) GRANT PROGRAMS.—From the amounts 
appropriated under section 416, the Secretary 
shall reserve— 

(1) 50 percent of such amount to award 
grants to local educational agencies to hire 
school counselors; and 

(2) 50 percent of such amount to award 
grants to local educational agencies to en-
hance school safety programs for students, 
staff, and school facilities. 
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(c) PRIORITY.—Such awards shall be based 

on one or more of the following factors: 
(1) Quality of existing or proposed violence 

prevention program. 
(2) Greatest need for crisis intervention 

counseling services. 
(3) Documented financial need based on 

number of students served under part A of 
title I of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 1965. 

(d) EQUITABLE DISTRIBUTION.—In awarding 
grants under this subtitle, the Secretary 
shall ensure, to the extent practicable, an 
equitable geographic distribution among the 
regions of the United States and among 
urban, suburban, and rural areas. 

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—The Secretary 
may reserve not more than 1 percent from 
amounts appropriated under section 416 for 
administrative costs. 

(f) ELIGIBILITY.—A local educational agen-
cy that meets the requirements of this sub-
title shall be eligible to receive a grant to 
hire school counselors and a grant to en-
hance school safety programs for students, 
staff, and school facilities. 
SEC. 413. APPLICATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each local educational 
agency desiring a grant under this subtitle 
shall submit an application to the Secretary 
at such time, in such manner, and accom-
panied by such information as the Secretary 
may require. 

(b) CONTENTS.—Such application shall in-
clude a plan that contains the following: 

(1) In the case of a local educational agen-
cy applying for a grant to enhance school 
safety programs— 

(A) a description of any existing violence 
prevention, safety, and crisis intervention 
programs; 

(B) proposed changes to any such programs 
and a description of any new programs; and 

(C) documentation regarding financial 
need. 

(2) In the case of a local educational agen-
cy applying for a grant to hire school coun-
selors— 

(A) a description of the need for a crisis 
intervention counseling program; and 

(B) documentation regarding financial 
need. 
SEC. 414. REPORTING. 

Each local educational agency that re-
ceives a grant under this subtitle shall pro-
vide an annual report to the Secretary. In 
the case of a local educational agency that 
receives a grant to enhance school safety 
programs, such report shall describe how 
such agency used funds provided under this 
subtitle and include a description of new 
school safety measures and changes imple-
mented to existing violence prevention, safe-
ty, and crisis intervention programs. In the 
case of a local educational agency that re-
ceives a grant to hire school counselors, such 
report shall describe how such agency used 
funds provided under this subtitle and in-
clude the number of school counselors hired 
with such funds. 
SEC. 415. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this subtitle: 
(1) The terms ‘‘elementary school’’, ‘‘local 

educational agency’’, and ‘‘secondary 
school’’ have the same meanings given the 
terms in section 14101 of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
8801). 

(2) The term ‘‘school counselor’’ means an 
individual who has documented competence 
in counseling children and adolescents in a 
school setting and who— 

(A) possesses State licensure or certifi-
cation granted by an independent profes-
sional regulatory authority; 

(B) in the absence of such State licensure 
or certification, possesses national certifi-
cation in school counseling or a specialty of 
counseling granted by an independent profes-
sional organization; or 

(C) holds a minimum of a master’s degree 
in school counseling from a program accred-
ited by the Council for Accreditation of 
Counseling and Related Educational Pro-
grams or the equivalent. 

(3) The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-
retary of Education. 

(4) the term ‘‘school safety’’ means the 
safety of students, faculty, and school facili-
ties from acts of violence. 
SEC. 416. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this SUBtitle $700,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2000 through 2004. 

Subtitle B—21st Century Learning 
SEC. 421. AFTER-SCHOOL AND LIFE SKILLS PRO-

GRAMS FOR AT-RISK YOUTH. 
Section 10907 of part I of title X of the Ele-

mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 8247) is amended by striking 
‘‘appropriated’’ and all that follows before 
the period and inserting the following: ‘‘ap-
propriated to carry out this part— 

‘‘(1) such sums as may be necessary for fis-
cal year 1999; and 

‘‘(2) $250,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000 
through 2004’’. 

Subtitle C—Model Program And 
Clearinghouse 

SEC. 431. MODEL PROGRAM. 
Not later than 120 days after the date of 

the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Education, in consultation with the Attor-
ney General, shall develop a model violence 
prevention program to be made available to 
local educational agencies. 
SEC. 432. CLEARINGHOUSE. 

The Secretary of Education shall establish 
and maintain a national clearinghouse to 
provide technical assistance regarding the 
establishment and operation of alternative 
violence prevention programs. The national 
clearinghouse shall make information re-
garding alternative violence prevention pro-
grams available to local educational agen-
cies. 

TITLE V—CHILDREN’S DEFENSE ACT OF 
1999 

SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Children’s 

Defense Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 502. STUDY OF EFFECTS OF ENTERTAIN-

MENT ON CHILDREN. 
(a) REQUIREMENT.—The National Institutes 

of Health shall conduct a study of the effects 
of video games and music on child develop-
ment and youth violence. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The study under subsection 
(a) shall address— 

(1) whether, and to what extent, video 
games and music affect the emotional and 
psychological development of juveniles; and 

(2) whether violence in video games and 
music contributes to juvenile delinquency 
and youth violence. 
SEC. 503. TEMPORARY ANTITRUST IMMUNITY TO 

PERMIT THE ENTERTAINMENT IN-
DUSTRY TO SET GUIDELINES TO 
HELP PROTECT CHILDREN FROM 
HARMFUL MATERIAL. 

(b) PURPOSES; CONSTRUCTION.— 
(1) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this section 

are to permit the entertainment industry— 
(A) to work collaboratively to respond to 

growing public concern about television pro-
gramming, movies, video games, Internet 
content, and music lyrics, and the harmful 

influence of such programming, movies, 
games, content, and lyrics on children; 

(B) to develop a set of voluntary program-
ming guidelines similar to those contained 
in the Television Code of the National Asso-
ciation of Broadcasters; and 

(C) to implement the guidelines in a man-
ner that alleviates the negative impact of 
television programming, movies, video 
games, Internet content, and music lyrics on 
the development of children in the United 
States and stimulates the development and 
broadcast of educational and informational 
programming for such children. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—This section may not 
be construed as— 

(A) providing the Federal Government with 
any authority to restrict television program-
ming, movies, video games, Internet content, 
or music lyrics that is in addition to the au-
thority to restrict such programming, mov-
ies, games, content, or lyrics under law as of 
the date of the enactment of this Act; or 

(B) approving any action of the Federal 
Government to restrict such programming, 
movies, games, content, or lyrics that is in 
addition to any actions undertaken for that 
purpose by the Federal Government under 
law as of such date. 

(c) EXEMPTION OF VOLUNTARY AGREEMENTS 
ON GUIDELINES FOR CERTAIN ENTERTAINMENT 
MATERIAL FROM APPLICABILITY OF ANTITRUST 
LAWS.— 

(1) EXEMPTION.—Subject to paragraph (2), 
the antitrust laws shall not apply to any 
joint discussion, consideration, review, ac-
tion, or agreement by or among persons in 
the entertainment industry for the purpose 
of developing and disseminating voluntary 
guidelines designed— 

(A) to alleviate the negative impact of 
telecast material, movies, video games, 
Internet content, and music lyrics con-
taining— 

(i) violence, sexual content, criminal be-
havior; or 

(ii) other subjects that are not appropriate 
for children; or 

(B) to promote telecast material, movies, 
video games, Internet content, or music 
lyrics that are educational, informational, or 
otherwise beneficial to the development of 
children. 

(2) LIMITATION.—The exemption provided in 
paragraph (1) shall not apply to any joint 
discussion, consideration, review, action, or 
agreement that— 

(A) results in a boycott of any person; or 
(B) concerns the purchase or sale of adver-

tising, including restrictions on the number 
of products that may be advertised in a com-
mercial, the number of times a program may 
be interrupted for commercials, and the 
number of consecutive commercials per-
mitted within each interruption. 

(3) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
(A) ANTITRUST LAWS.—The term ‘‘antitrust 

laws’’— 
(i) has the meaning given it in subsection 

(a) of the first section of the Clayton Act (15 
U.S.C. 12(a)), except that such term includes 
section 5 of the Federal Trade Commission 
Act (15 U.S.C. 45) to the extent such section 
5 applies to unfair methods of competition; 
and 

(ii) includes any State law similar to the 
laws referred to in subparagraph (A). 

(B) INTERNET.—The term ‘‘Internet’’ means 
the combination of computer facilities and 
electromagnetic transmission media, and re-
lated equipment and software, comprising 
the interconnected worldwide network of 
computer networks that employ the Trans-
mission Control Protocol/Internet Protocol 
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or any successor protocol to transmit infor-
mation. 

(C) MOVIES.—The term ‘‘movies’’ means 
theatrical motion pictures. 

(D) PERSON IN THE ENTERTAINMENT INDUS-
TRY.—The term ‘‘person in the entertain-
ment industry’’ means a television network, 
any person that produces or distributes tele-
vision programming (including theatrical 
motion pictures), the National Cable Tele-
vision Association, the Association of Inde-
pendent Television Stations, Incorporated, 
the National Association of Broadcasters, 
the Motion Picture Association of America, 
each of the affiliate organizations of the tel-
evision networks, the Interactive Digital 
Software Association, any person that pro-
duces or distributes video games, the Record-
ing Industry Association of America, and 
any person that produces or distributes 
music, and includes any individual acting on 
behalf of any of the above. 

(E) TELECAST.—The term ‘‘telecast mate-
rial’’ means any program broadcast by a tel-
evision broadcast station or transmitted by 
a cable television system. 

(d) SUNSET.—Subsection (d) shall apply 
only with respect to conduct that occurs in 
the period beginning on the date of the en-
actment of this Act and ending 3 years after 
such date. 

Mr. CONYERS (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the motion be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that this motion to 
recommit on behalf of myself, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT); the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. STU-
PAK); the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
GREEN); and the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. BONIOR), be extended to a 
total of 71⁄2 minutes on each side. 

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

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, re-
serving the right to object, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) 
and I have discussed this, and in light 
of the fact that he agreed not to offer 
his amendment that he had that would 
have taken up 60 minutes, and this is a 
very complex motion to recommit; and 
the gentleman has also agreed to cut 
the time he was initially going to ask 
for from 5 minutes more per side to 21⁄2 
minutes, I think we should let the gen-
tleman have that additional time in 
comity under those circumstances. The 
gentleman has already saved us time 
this evening. 

b 2015 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) for 71⁄2 min-
utes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I will 
first begin by thanking the Chair of the 
subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) for allowing 
us to move directly to a motion to re-
commit, instead of a substitute motion 
that I had which would have taken con-
siderably longer. 

But my motion to recommit is every 
bit as important as the substitute 
would have been. It returns us to a 
commonsense approach to juvenile jus-
tice. 

Here is what it does. In addition to 
including the bipartisan Committee on 
the Judiciary and Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce bill that have 
already been approved in those com-
mittees, my motion reauthorizes the 
COPS on the Beat program, authorizes 
funds for school resource officers, 
school safety programs, and after- 
school programs. 

It also provides for a study of the ef-
fects of media violence, and grants an 
antitrust immunity to permit the en-
tertainment industry to set voluntary 
guidelines on violence. Unless my sub-
stitute is accepted, the House will have 
taken no action which allows members 
of the entertainment industry to work 
to develop these guidelines. 

Finally, unlike the McCollum amend-
ment passed last night, my motion 
contains no gun-related provisions 
whatsoever. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the Conyers motion to re-
commit. It includes the bipartisan H.R. 
1501, as was introduced, which re-
sponded to judges, advocates, and re-
searchers who told us what we needed 
from the judiciary point of view, and it 
includes the Goodling amendment, 
which we adopted a little earlier today 
by an overwhelming majority that pro-
vides prevention funds, and protects 
children, and the other programs the 
gentleman from Michigan mentioned. 

For the past 2 days we have consid-
ered amendments on issues without 
any hearings, and we have been rel-
egated to codifying sound bites, many 
of which will actually increase the 
crime rate. 

This motion to recommit is a focused 
attempt to actually reduce crime. 
These provisions have gone through 
the regular legislative process and are 
supported by those who know what 
they are talking about. Anyone who 
had an adverse opinion had the oppor-
tunity to present that opinion. 

Let us get serious about reducing 
crime and adopt the motion to recom-
mit. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
STUPAK). 

Mr. STUPAK. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, as to juvenile justice, at 
one time we did have a bipartisan plan 
between Democrats and Republicans. 
Those bills did not contain any gun 
provisions. If we put back the bipar-
tisan plan, we will go back to putting 
Cops on the Beat, we will authorize 
funds for school resource officers, 
school safety programs, and we will au-
thorize after-school programs. 

Unfortunately, tonight and in the 
last few days we got away from the 
proposals, and we are back to trying 13- 
year-olds as adults. We are back to 
housing kids with adult criminals and 
imposing new mandatory minimums 
and death penalties. 

It is great to get tough on juveniles. 
As a cop, I know they do not work. We 
have to get to the root of the problem. 
Let us get back to the programs that 
bring some sanity back to the homes, 
the communities, and our schools. 

We do not need all kinds of gun pro-
visions to do that. I ask the Members, 
I implore them, to support the motion 
to recommit. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
GREEN). 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
also rise in support of the motion to re-
commit. 

Having looked at the motion to re-
commit, my goal in trying to deal with 
the violence that is in our schools and 
in our country from our juveniles is 
not obviously necessarily more gun 
control. We will debate that this 
evening and tomorrow. 

But what this amendment would do, 
if we vote for the recommital, it will 
provide more cops on the street, it will 
provide school resource officers and 
guidance counselors and after-school 
care and block grants for prevention. 

My wife is a high school teacher in a 
very urban district in Houston. What 
we have seen today is teachers and 
counselors do not have the time to get 
to know those students. What we need 
is some additional assistance for our 
local schools and our States to be able 
to help. We need counselors who coun-
sel and not just schedulers for classes. 
That is what this will do. 

That is why I think we need to deal 
with the prevention programs, and let 
us leave gun control to the next de-
bate. That is why I think this provision 
is so important. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask for a yes vote on 
the motion to recommit so we can deal 
with prevention and get the tools that 
our teachers and our parents and our 
school administrators need. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. BONIOR), the minority 
whip. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for yielding to me, and I 
would echo the comments made by my 
friends who have just spoken. 
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Our school officials struggled might-

ily and still are struggling to finish 
this school year. They are going to be 
working to restore the confidence of 
the community when the children and 
the teachers and the administrators go 
back in the fall. 

But they need some help. We all un-
derstand they need help. Everyone here 
goes to schools and they talk to stu-
dents, and they understand the dire 
need. 

The bill, as suggested, the substitute 
we are talking about, adds guidance 
counselors. In my State, we have one 
guidance counselor per 500 students. It 
is not fair, it is not right. Children can-
not get the attention they need with 
those kinds of ratios. Kids fall between 
the cracks. When they fall between the 
cracks, they engage in problems we 
have seen in so many communities 
across the country. 

We also need more police officers or 
school resource officers in the schools. 
It is a good program. It is working 
across America. The program is run-
ning out of funds. It is running out of 
money. This will help restore the 
money and add additional money for 
school resource officers. 

Third and very importantly, it will 
provide a safe haven for after-school 
programs for our children. As an old 
probation officer who worked with ju-
venile delinquents for many years, 
Members all know these figures, the 
teen pregnancies, the alcohol abuse, 
the drug abuse, they occur between the 
hours of 3 and 6, when no one is home. 

If our kids can be in a safe place, in 
a school environment with adults, with 
grandparents, where they get this syn-
ergy and mixture of people coming to-
gether, mentoring, teaching each 
other, loving each other, caring for 
each other, we have an environment 
that we can be proud of and that can do 
something for our communities. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to applaud 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) for suggesting 
this substitute. I ask my colleagues to 
vote for it. It is reasonable, it is fair. 
There are not any gun provisions in 
this substitute. It is the least we can 
do to help our communities get back 
on track this fall. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOL-
LUM) opposed to the motion to recom-
mit? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I am, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) 
is recognized for 71⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong opposition to this motion to 
recommit. 

Quite simply, the Conyers substitute 
is a poison pill to everything we have 
done out here the last couple of days. 

Mr. Speaker, the Conyers motion 
guts almost every single one of these 
amendments that this House approved 

yesterday and today, by wide bipar-
tisan majorities, in most cases. 

If the Conyers motion gets approved, 
we will have undone all of our bipar-
tisan work here on the floor over the 
last 24 hours to protect our children 
and our schools and our communities. 

I appreciate that the motion contains 
and leaves alone the base bill, H.R. 
1501, as introduced, but it is quickly 
downhill after that. Yesterday this 
Chamber sent a message: Our children 
are the most precious treasure we 
have, and we intend to protect them. If 
individuals harm our children, we will 
punish them and punish them severely. 
The Conyers motion repudiates that. 

Consider all the ways in which this 
motion undoes the work of this Cham-
ber over the last day or so. 

First, the motion would eliminate all 
of the bipartisan amendments approved 
on the underlying text of H.R. 1501. 

It eliminates the Hutchinson amend-
ment, that permits States and local-
ities to use their accountability incen-
tive grant funds to support restorative 
juvenile justice programs, an ex-
tremely successful approach that em-
phasizes moral accountability of an of-
fender to his victim and the affected 
community. 

It eliminates the Dreier amendment, 
that allows States and localities to use 
their accountability incentive grant 
funds to support anti-gang programs 
developed by law enforcement agencies 
to combat juvenile crime. 

It eliminates the Wise amendment, 
that allows States and localities to use 
their accountability incentive grants 
to develop school safety hot lines, al-
lowing the early warning signs of 
school violence to be reported to the 
authorities. 

The Conyers motion also guts the nu-
merous additions to H.R. 1501, dramati-
cally strengthened in the bill, and in-
creased the protections for our chil-
dren. It does so by eliminating the 
Latham amendment that requires drug 
traffickers to compensate their victims 
for the harm of their poisonous trade. 

The Conyers motion eliminates the 
Salmon amendment, Aimee’s Law, an 
extremely important effort to ensure 
that convicted murderers, rapists, 
child molesters are held accountable. 

The Conyers motion eliminates the 
Cunningham amendment, Matthew’s 
law, which increases penalties for 
criminals who commit a Federal crime 
of violence against children under the 
age of 13. 

It eliminates the Green amendment, 
which requires life imprisonment for 
repeat sex offenders who prey on our 
children. 

It eliminates the DeLay amendment, 
which limits the ability of activist 
Federal judges to take over State and 
local prison systems by preventing 
judges from being able to force the 
early release of convicted criminals. 

It eliminates the Tancredo amend-
ment, which passed by a wide bipar-

tisan margin, and simply declared that 
a fitting memorial on public school 
campuses may contain religious speech 
without violating the U.S. Constitu-
tion, and was specifically addressing 
the Columbine High School matter. 

There are numerous additional 
amendments Republicans and Demo-
crats alike offered that this House 
passed in the last 24 hours that would 
be eliminated. 

The motion does not just vitiate good 
additions to the bill, it also guts all 
kinds of things that are here. It elimi-
nates the minimum mandatory sen-
tence for making false statements to a 
licensed dealer in order to illegally ob-
tain a firearm if it was to enable a ju-
venile to use it in the commission of a 
serious violent felony. 

The motion eliminates the tough sen-
tences directed against gang violence 
and drug trafficking to minors. 

His motion eliminates the mandatory 
minimum penalty directed against 
adults who use minors to distribute 
drugs. 

It eliminates the mandatory min-
imum penalty directed against adults 
convicted of distributing drugs to mi-
nors. 

It eliminates the mandatory min-
imum penalties for the knowing dis-
charge of a firearm in a school zone re-
sulting in physical harm, and it strips 
the provision providing for the death 
penalty if someone uses a gun to kill in 
a school zone. 

It eliminates the mandatory penalty 
for discharging a firearm during a Fed-
eral crime of violence or a Federal drug 
trafficking crime, and eliminates the 
mandatory minimum penalty if the 
firearm is used to injure another per-
son. 

The Conyers amendment strips out 
the directive to the Justice Depart-
ment that requires the Department to 
make the prosecution of Federal fire-
arms violations a priority. 

The Conyers amendment says to the 
administration, your feeble enforce-
ment of current law is fine with us. 
The Conyers amendment says, all talk 
and no action is okay. 

It eliminates the mandatory penalty 
directed against any person convicted 
of distributing, possessing, with the in-
tent to distribute, or manufacturing 
drugs in or within 100 feet of a school 
zone. 

The Conyers motion eliminates the 
death penalty for those who travel in 
interstate commerce and kill a witness 
in a criminal proceeding to keep them 
from testifying. 

Finally, the Conyers motion would 
reauthorize the COPS program. This 
program, as attractive as it may sound 
at first blurb, is a flawed and problem-
atic program. 

Who is not for more community- 
based policing? But that should be a 
State and local funding matter. The 
COPS program is coming under in-
creasing criticism for being expensive, 
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inefficient, and ineffective. It has 
failed to come anywhere near pro-
ducing its promise of putting 100,000 
new police on the beat. 

A recent audit by the Justice Depart-
ment’s Inspector General found that 
within 1 year, with 1 year to go on the 
President’s program in his 6-year 
pledge to put an additional 100,000 po-
lice on the streets, only 50,139 officers 
have been hired and put on the beat. 
That is barely one-half of the total 
that was promised, with only a year to 
go. 

I might add, the fact is that the local 
communities, in community after com-
munity around the country, are finding 
that they cannot afford to continue to 
pay the cops after the expiration of the 
subsidy in this bill that only lasts for 2 
or 3 years. 

This is no time to reauthorize a pro-
gram that, while lending itself to nice 
sound bites, has been ineffective and 
poorly managed, and reauthorize it 
without even any debate on the floor of 
the House, not to mention the com-
mittee lack of debate, which Mr. CON-
YERS has criticized us for up to this 
point; no debate at all, just put it in 
the motion to recommit and we pass it 
tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, over the last 24 hours, 
the House has responded to the com-
plex mix of threats to our children by 
adding smart, balanced, and tough pro-
visions to the underlying bill, H.R. 
1501. 

b 2030 
That underlying bill, which goes to 

improve our juvenile justice system, to 
rebuild the broken systems, because we 
do not have enough resources, not 
enough judges, not enough probation 
officers, not enough diversion pro-
grams, we are seeing that kids do not 
receive the consequences they should 
because they are not being punished for 
their misdemeanor crimes. 

At this point in time, the reality of 
this is that we have a problem that is 
severe, that needs to be addressed, and 
the Conyers motion plainly rejects the 
additional provisions added to this bill. 
Our children, frankly, deserve nothing 
but the fullest efforts to protect them 
at home, on the playground, on the 
streets of this country, and the Con-
yers motion to recommit would just 
strip all of this stuff out that we did 
the last 2 days. So I strongly urge a no 
vote on it. 

I yield to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DELAY), the majority whip. 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
congratulate this House. For the last 2 
days, we have stood up in a bipartisan 
way and looked at the problems out of 
Columbine High School and recognized 
what those problems were and ad-
dressed them in many different ways. I 
am really proud of this House for doing 
so. 

What this motion to recommit does 
is undoes all of that and reasserts the 

notion that it takes a village to raise a 
child; add more cops, add more pro-
grams, add more counselors. 

It does not take a village to raise a 
child. It takes a mother and a father to 
raise a child. It takes a mother and a 
father that live in a village that is con-
ducive to raising a child. 

The lesson from Columbine High 
School is that we have created a cul-
ture that raises children that kill chil-
dren. We do not need more counselors. 

In fact, in Columbine High School, 
they sent the village to the high 
school. They sent counselors. They 
sent psychiatrists. They sent people 
from the village. What did the kids do? 
They went to church. The kids went to 
church. They rejected the village. 

What this bill does now is recognize 
that, and recognizes that there has to 
be structure and limits and con-
sequences. There has to be enforcement 
of the existing laws. People have to be 
allowed freedom to exercise their reli-
gion. Barriers have to be removed to 
allow us to raise a culture that hope-
fully some day will eliminate kids kill-
ing kids. 

So if my colleagues vote for the mo-
tion to recommit, they undo some won-
derful work that has been done these 
last 2 days in a bipartisan way. Vote no 
on the motion to recommit. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, par-

liamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LAHOOD). The gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. STUPAK) will state his par-
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, after the 
third time, I appreciate recognizing the 
fact that I had a parliamentary in-
quiry. 

I would ask that the House be given 
an additional 5 minutes on each side. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan? 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, then let 
me try 30 seconds, an additional 30 sec-
onds. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A Mem-
ber must stand to object. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Michigan? 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard. 

The question is on the motion to re-
commit. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I de-

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

ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes 
the period of time within which a vote 
by electronic device, if ordered, will be 

taken on the question of passage of the 
bill. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 191, noes 233, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 232] 

AYES—191 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barcia 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bentsen 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Condit 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Dooley 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 
Green (TX) 
Gutierrez 

Hall (OH) 
Hastings (FL) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

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

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 

Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Pickett 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roemer 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanchez 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sisisky 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thurman 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Weygand 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—233 

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

Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bono 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canady 
Cannon 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Coble 

Coburn 
Collins 
Combest 
Cook 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Cubin 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dingell 
Doolittle 
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Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 
Granger 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Horn 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kasich 
Kelly 
King (NY) 

Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaHood 
Largent 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McKeon 
Metcalf 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Paul 
Pease 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 

Ros-Lehtinen 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sanford 
Saxton 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Spence 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Tiahrt 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Turner 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—10 

Boucher 
Brown (CA) 
Carson 
Ewing 

Fletcher 
Houghton 
Minge 
Salmon 

Shays 
Thomas 

b 2051 
So the motion to recommit was re-

jected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given 

permission to speak out of order for 1 
minute.) 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, after final 

passage of H.R. 1501, the Consequences 
for Juvenile Offenders Act, we will 
begin 1 hour of general debate on H.R. 
2122, the Mandatory Gun Show Back-
ground Check Act. 

We will then proceed with 40 minutes 
of debate on the Dingell amendment 
immediately followed by a vote. Mem-
bers should note that there will be ap-
proximately 2 hours between the vote 
on final passage of H.R. 1501 and the 
vote on the Dingell amendment. 

Mr. Speaker, after the vote on the 
Dingell amendment, we will debate the 

McCarthy amendment for about 30 
minutes and then vote immediately 
thereafter. That will be our last vote 
for the evening. 

Mr. Speaker, we will continue, by the 
good graces of the committee, to de-
bate two or three other amendments, 
but any recorded votes ordered will be 
rolled until tomorrow. 

The House will meet at 9 a.m. tomor-
row and immediately resume consider-
ation of amendments to H.R. 2122. One 
minutes will be at the end of the day. 

Mr. Speaker, we will probably begin 
debate tomorrow with the Davis of Vir-
ginia amendment with 30 minutes of 
debate. We will then have a series of 
three to four votes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The question is on the pas-
sage of the bill. 

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

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

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

vice, and there were—yeas 287, nays 
139, not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 233] 

YEAS—287 

Aderholt 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barcia 
Barr 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bass 
Bateman 
Bentsen 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilbray 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Bliley 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonior 
Bono 
Borski 
Boswell 
Boyd 
Brady (TX) 
Bryant 
Burr 
Burton 
Buyer 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Capps 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chambliss 
Chenoweth 
Clement 
Coble 
Collins 
Combest 
Condit 

Cook 
Cooksey 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crowley 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (VA) 
Deal 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Ehrlich 
Emerson 
English 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Fowler 
Franks (NJ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Ganske 
Gekas 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Graham 

Granger 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hansen 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hill (IN) 
Hill (MT) 
Hilleary 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hooley 
Horn 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Istook 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kaptur 
Kasich 
Kelly 
Kildee 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuykendall 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Largent 
Larson 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lazio 

Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Luther 
Maloney (CT) 
Manzullo 
Mascara 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McIntosh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller, Gary 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nussle 
Ortiz 
Ose 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pascrell 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Phelps 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 

Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Riley 
Roemer 
Rogan 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rothman 
Roukema 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sanchez 
Sandlin 
Scarborough 
Schaffer 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shows 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sisisky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Souder 
Spence 

Spratt 
Stabenow 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Sununu 
Sweeney 
Talent 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thompson (CA) 
Thornberry 
Thune 
Toomey 
Traficant 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watkins 
Watts (OK) 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Weygand 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Wu 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—139 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baldacci 
Baldwin 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Berman 
Blagojevich 
Blumenauer 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Campbell 
Cannon 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Coburn 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
Cummings 
Danner 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doggett 
Edwards 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gejdenson 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 

Gutierrez 
Hastings (FL) 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoeffel 
Holt 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E.B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kennedy 
Kilpatrick 
Kind (WI) 
Kleczka 
Klink 
Kucinich 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren 
Maloney (NY) 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Metcalf 
Millender- 

McDonald 
Miller, George 
Mink 
Moakley 
Mollohan 

Moran (KS) 
Morella 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pease 
Pelosi 
Pickett 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Rivers 
Rodriguez 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sanford 
Sawyer 
Schakowsky 
Scott 
Serrano 
Slaughter 
Stark 
Stupak 
Thompson (MS) 
Thurman 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Towns 
Velázquez 
Vento 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watt (NC) 
Waxman 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
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Brown (CA) 
Carson 
Cubin 

Houghton 
Minge 
Salmon 

Saxton 
Shays 
Thomas 
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So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

233, I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’ 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, earlier today, I 
was in Connecticut participating in the com-
mencement ceremony at Greenwich High 
School and, therefore, missed eight recorded 
votes. 

I take my voting responsibility very seri-
ously, having missed only 4 votes in my al-
most 12 years in Congress. 

I would like to say for the RECORD that had 
I been present I would have voted ‘‘yes’’ on 
recorded vote number 226, ‘‘yes’’ on recorded 
vote number 227, ‘‘yes’’ on recorded vote 228, 
‘‘yes’’ on recorded vote 229, ‘‘yes’’ on re-
corded vote 230, ‘‘yes’’ on recorded vote 231, 
‘‘no’’ on recorded vote 232, and ‘‘yes’’ on re-
corded vote 233. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING 
AMENDMENT PROCESS FOR H.R. 
1658, CIVIL ASSET FORFEITURE 
REFORM ACT 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, the Com-
mittee on Rules is expected to meet on 
Tuesday June 22, 1999, to grant a rule 
for the consideration of the bill H.R. 
1658, the Civil Asset Forfeiture Reform 
Act. 

The Committee on Rules may grant a 
rule which would require that amend-
ments be preprinted in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. In this case, amend-
ments to be preprinted would need to 
be signed by the Member and sub-
mitted to the Speaker’s table no later 
than the close of business Tuesday, 
June 22. 

Amendments should be drafted to the 
version of the bill ordered reported by 
the Committee on the Judiciary, a 
copy of which may be obtained from 
the committee. 

Members should use the Office of 
Legislative Counsel to ensure that 
their amendments are properly drafted, 
and should check with the Office of the 
Parliamentarian to be certain their 
amendments comply with the rules of 
the House. 

f 

MANDATORY GUN SHOW 
BACKGROUND CHECK ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 209 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of 

the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 2122. 

b 2103 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2122) to 
require background checks at gun 
shows, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
THORNBERRY in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) 
each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM). 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, the 
legislation we are about to consider be-
fore us this evening is here because all 
of us are concerned with the safety of 
our children in school, at home, on the 
playground, and on the street. That is 
the same reason we were considering 
the bill we just passed a moment ago. 

In America, every child should have 
an opportunity to get a full education, 
to excel in the workplace to the best of 
his or her ability, to raise a family and 
to enjoy the high standard of living 
that the genius of the Founding Fa-
thers of this great free Nation allowed 
us to develop. No child should have his 
or her life cut short in a suicidal mas-
sacre such as happened at Columbine 
High School or by any other violent 
criminal act. 

We cannot address adequately by leg-
islation all of the causes of violent 
crime in our society, but over the last 
2 days we have crafted legislation in 
H.R. 1501 which, if enacted, will greatly 
assist our States and local commu-
nities in reducing the torrent of violent 
youth crime afflicting this Nation. The 
grant program in this legislation will 
help repair the broken juvenile justice 
systems in our 50 States and send a 
message to teenagers that there are 
consequences for their criminal mis-
behavior at every level, and that if 
they continue to engage in a course of 
criminal conduct there will be ever 
more severe punishment. I believe the 
experts that this legislation will make 
a difference. 

Now we must turn our attention to 
the loopholes in the gun laws of this 
Nation that have become very apparent 
in the aftermath of the tragedy at Col-
umbine. Over the last several weeks, 
there has been much debate over the 
issue of guns; debate in public, debate 
in the press, debate in this House. And 
despite all the differing views of those 
on all sides, there is one thing that I 
believe everyone agrees upon. We need 
to keep guns out of the hands of chil-
dren, convicted felons and those who 
use them to harm our families. 

Existing law prohibits a convicted 
felon, a fugitive from justice, a drug 
addict, an illegal alien, a minor, and 
several other categories of people from 
buying a gun. Several years ago an in-
stant check background system was 
phased in specifically for the purpose 
of screening out convicted felons and 
other disqualified persons who at-
tempted to buy guns from a gun dealer. 
This is a name check system. 

The name check system has its weak-
nesses, one of them being that while 
the names of persons arrested for fel-
ony crimes are computerized in a cen-
tral bank at the FBI, the conviction or 
acquittal records are not. Some States 
have computerized the disposition 
records showing conviction or acquit-
tal but many have not. So when the 
name of a gun purchaser is entered in 
the instant check system and a hit is 
made, it is frequently only known that 
the person has an arrest record for a 
felony, not whether there was a convic-
tion. 

Once there is a hit of someone’s name 
in the instant check system, there has 
to be contact made by someone work-
ing in that system to the county court-
house in the county and the State 
where the arrest was made to find out 
if the person was convicted of a felony 
crime on the charges that show up on 
the arrest record in the computer, or 
whether that person was acquitted, or 
maybe the charges were pled to a lesser 
offense, or, who knows. 

If the sale is made over the weekend, 
and I think this is very important to 
note, if the sale was made over the 
weekend and the instant check turns 
up an arrest hit on the purchaser’s 
name, the county courthouse is not 
open for business and the records can-
not be checked to find out if there was 
a felony conviction that would dis-
qualify the purchaser until Monday, 
when the courthouse opens. 

This is the principal reason why cur-
rent law provides that if an arrest hit 
occurs on a name in an instant check, 
law enforcement has up to 3 business 
days to determine whether there was a 
felony conviction before the sale can be 
completed. If it is determined there is 
a felony conviction, there can be no 
sale. If it does not make a determina-
tion, the sale may proceed at the end of 
the 3 days. 

Now, when somebody buys a gun at a 
gun show from a dealer, under current 
law the instant check system works ex-
actly the same as it does if somebody 
goes to the gun store and buys the gun 
from the gun dealer. However, if the 
purchase is made by an individual non-
dealer citizen at a gun show, if that is 
the one who is selling the gun, an indi-
vidual nondealer citizen, there is no 
background check to see if the person 
is a convicted felon who is attempting 
to make the purchase. This is a big 
loophole. This is the loophole that the 
bill before us, H.R. 2122, closes. 
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