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Pennsylvania (Mr. SPECTER) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
3932 intended to be proposed to S. 3217, 
an original bill to promote the finan-
cial stability of the United States by 
improving accountability and trans-
parency in the financial system, to end 
‘‘too big to fail’’, to protect the Amer-
ican taxpayer by ending bailouts, to 
protect consumers from abusive finan-
cial services practices, and for other 
purposes. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself 
and Mr. BROWN of Ohio): 

S. 3336. A bill to amend the internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide for the 
treatment of bonds issued to finance 
renewable energy resources facilities, 
conservation and efficiency facilities, 
and other specified greenhouse gas 
emission technologies; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise to introduce the Private Activity 
Renewable Energy Bonds Act, legisla-
tion to enable low-cost Private Activ-
ity Bond financing for businesses and 
local governments which seek to create 
renewable, clean and efficient sources 
of energy. 

The bill is cosponsored by Senator 
BROWN of Ohio. In the United States 
House of Representatives, Congressman 
MIKE THOMPSON has introduced a bipar-
tisan companion bill cosponsored by 
Representatives DEAN HELLER and 
MARY BONO MACK. 

The bill is supported by a host of 
business and government leaders and 
renewable energy companies including 
the Solar Energy Industries Associa-
tion, Solar Millennium, Nano Solar, 
the National Association of Energy 
Service Companies, EnLink 
GeoEnergy, Johnson Controls, A123 
Systems, the Center for Energy Effi-
ciency and Renewable Technologies, 
and the U.S. Fuel Cell Council, as well 
as California Treasurer Bill Lockyer. 

The bill provides businesses access to 
low interest tax free Private Activity 
Bonds, in order to fund projects that 
generate renewable energy; produce en-
ergy or water savings, or; develop high-
ly efficient vehicles. 

To promote such activity in a fis-
cally responsible manner, the legisla-
tion caps the value of bonds at $2.5 bil-
lion annually. This represents the in-
vestment necessary to replace at least 
one percent of U.S. electricity genera-
tion with renewable sources over the 
next ten years. 

Private Activity Bonds have long 
been used to generate private involve-
ment and investment in critically im-
portant infrastructure for our Nation— 
from wharves to airports, intercity rail 
to solid waste disposal facilities and 
hospitals. 

In this century, however, we have 
new national goals. 

Renewable, clean and efficient en-
ergy projects will produce jobs, get our 
economy back-on-track and sustain us 
as the global leader of a greener cen-
tury. 

These projects, however, require sig-
nificant front-end capital investment 
to which the federal government can-
not be the sole provider. Private Activ-
ity Bonds can prove a critical tool in 
garnering private investment, because 
their interest rates typically run a few 
percent points under commercially 
available loans. 

Investors have long responded to this 
type of incentive. According to the 
IRS, Private Activity Bond issuance in 
2007 was over $130 billion—supplying 
capital to our markets, providing the 
financing to get projects off the 
ground. 

Projects financed in part by Private 
Activity Bonds include additions to the 
San Jose and San Francisco Inter-
national Airports, the Capitol Beltway 
High Occupancy Vehicle lanes, infra-
structure improvements to the Port of 
Seattle, and upgrades to Children’s 
Hospital of Orange County, Catholic 
Healthcare West in San Francisco, and 
many, many important facilities and 
projects. 

With proper access to capital, we’ve 
already seen partnerships between 
States, municipalities and businesses 
develop into successful renewable en-
ergy programs. 

In California, Energy Financing Dis-
tricts finance residents who choose to 
install clean energy projects such as 
distributed solar panels on their 
homes. 

The cost of the solar panel installa-
tion or other device is paid back 
through an increase in property tax 
only for those property owners who 
choose to participate in the program. 

Now, going solar or installing a geo-
thermal heat pump, which once cost 
tens of thousands of dollars upfront, 
has little or no upfront cost to the 
property owner. It is no wonder why 150 
of these programs have been estab-
lished throughout the country. 

This low cost solar opportunity is 
just one example of the type of pro-
grams this bill seeks to support. In 
partnership, businesses and local gov-
ernments will develop new and innova-
tive was to create the new high quality 
jobs of the 21st century. 

This Congress and this President 
have outlined goals to ensure this 
country leads the world in the creation 
of a robust, green economy. 

This bill looks to connect that laud-
able goal with proven financing tools 
to get us there by aligning private sec-
tor investment power and job growth 
with good public policy. 

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

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

S. 3336 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Private Ac-
tivity Renewable Energy Bonds Act’’. 
SEC. 2. TREATMENT OF BONDS ISSUED TO FI-

NANCE RENEWABLE ENERGY RE-
SOURCE FACILITIES AND CON-
SERVATION AND EFFICIENCY FA-
CILITIES AND OTHER SPECIFIED 
GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION TECH-
NOLOGIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 142(a) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of paragraph (14), by 
striking the period at the end of paragraph 
(15) and inserting a comma, and by inserting 
after paragraph (15) the following new para-
graphs: 

‘‘(16) renewable energy resource facilities, 
‘‘(17) conservation and efficiency facilities 

and projects, or 
‘‘(18) high efficiency vehicles and related 

facilities or projects.’’. 
(b) RENEWABLE ENERGY RESOURCE FACIL-

ITY.—Section 142 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

‘‘(n) RENEWABLE ENERGY RESOURCE FACILI-
TIES.—For purposes of subsection (a)(16)— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘renewable en-
ergy resource facility’ means— 

‘‘(A) any facility used to produce electric 
or thermal energy (including a distributed 
generation facility) from— 

‘‘(i) solar, wind, or geothermal energy, 
‘‘(ii) marine and hydrokinetic renewable 

energy, 
‘‘(iii) incremental hydropower, 
‘‘(iv) biogas and solids produced in the 

wastewater treatment process, or 
‘‘(v) biomass (as defined in section 203(b)(1) 

of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 
15852(b)(1))), 

‘‘(B) any facility used to produce biogas, or 
‘‘(C) any facility or project used for the 

manufacture of facilities referred to in sub-
paragraph (A) or (B). 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL REQUIREMENTS FOR FACILITIES 
PRODUCING BIOGAS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A facility shall not be 
treated as described in paragraph (1)(B), un-
less the biogas produced— 

‘‘(i) is of pipeline quality and distributed 
into a vehicle for transportation or into an 
intrastate, interstate, or LDC pipeline sys-
tem, or 

‘‘(ii) is used to produce onsite electricity or 
hydrogen fuel for use in vehicular or sta-
tionary fuel cell applications and has a Brit-
ish thermal unit content of at least 500 per 
cubic foot. 

‘‘(B) PIPELINE QUALITY.—For purposes of 
subparagraph (A)(i), with respect to biogas, 
the term ‘pipeline quality’ means biogas 
with a British thermal unit content of at 
least 930 per cubic foot. 

‘‘(3) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section— 

‘‘(A) GEOTHERMAL ENERGY.—The term ‘geo-
thermal energy’ means energy derived from 
a geothermal deposit (within the meaning of 
section 613(e)(2)) or from geothermal heat 
pumps. 

‘‘(B) MARINE AND HYDROKINETIC RENEWABLE 
ENERGY.—The term ‘marine and hydrokinetic 
renewable energy’ has the meaning given 
such term in section 45(c)(10). 

‘‘(C) INCREMENTAL HYDROPOWER.—The term 
‘incremental hydropower’ means additional 
energy generated as a result of efficiency im-
provements or capacity additions to existing 
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hydropower facilities made on or after the 
date of enactment of this subsection. The 
term ‘incremental hydropower’ does not in-
clude additional energy generated as a result 
of operational changes not directly associ-
ated with efficiency improvements or capac-
ity additions. 

‘‘(D) BIOGAS.—The term ‘biogas’ means a 
gaseous fuel derived from landfill, municipal 
solid waste, food waste, wastewater or bio-
solids, or biomass (as defined in section 
203(b)(1) of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 
U.S.C. 15852(b))). 

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULES FOR ENERGY LOAN TAX 
ASSESSMENT FINANCING.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any re-
newable recovery energy resource facility 
provided from the proceeds of a bond secured 
by any tax assessment loan upon real prop-
erty, the term ‘facility’ in paragraph (1) in-
cludes— 

‘‘(i) a prepayment for the principal purpose 
of purchasing electricity from renewable en-
ergy resource property, and 

‘‘(ii) a prepayment of a lease or license of 
such property, but only if the prepayment 
agreement provides that it shall not be can-
celed prior to the expiration of the tax as-
sessment loan. 

‘‘(B) TAX ASSESSMENT LOAN.—For purposes 
of subparagraph (A), the term ‘tax assess-
ment loan’ shall mean a governmental as-
sessment, special tax, or similar charge upon 
real property.’’. 

(c) CONSERVATION AND EFFICIENCY FACILITY 
OR PROJECT.—Section 142 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, as amended by sub-
section (b), is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subsection: 

‘‘(o) CONSERVATION AND EFFICIENCY FACILI-
TIES AND PROJECTS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-
section (a)(17), the term ‘conservation and 
efficiency facility or project’ means— 

‘‘(A) any facility used for the conservation 
or the efficient use of energy, including en-
ergy efficient retrofitting of existing build-
ings, or for the efficient storage, trans-
mission, or distribution of energy, including 
any facility or project designed to imple-
ment smart grid technologies (as described 
in title XIII of the Energy Independence and 
Security Act of 2007, or individual compo-
nents of such technologies as listed in sec-
tion 1301 of such Act), 

‘‘(B) any facility used for the conservation 
of or the efficient use of water, including— 

‘‘(i) any facility or project designed to— 
‘‘(I) reduce the demand for water, 
‘‘(II) improve efficiency in use and reduce 

losses and waste of water, including water 
reuse, and 

‘‘(III) improve land management practices 
to conserve water, or 

‘‘(ii) any individual component of a facility 
or project referred to in clause (i), or 

‘‘(C) any facility or project used for the 
manufacture of facilities referred to in sub-
paragraphs (A) and (B). 
For purposes of subparagraph (B)(i), facility 
or project does not include any facility or 
project that stores water. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES FOR ENERGY LOAN TAX 
ASSESSMENT FINANCING.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any con-
servation and efficiency facility or project 
provided from the proceeds of a bond secured 
by any tax assessment loan upon real prop-
erty, the term ‘facility’ in paragraph (1)(A) 
includes— 

‘‘(i) a prepayment for the principal purpose 
of purchasing electricity from conservation 
and efficiency property, and 

‘‘(ii) a prepayment of a lease or license of 
such property, but only if the prepayment 

agreement provides that it shall not be can-
celed prior to the expiration of the tax as-
sessment loan. 

‘‘(B) TAX ASSESSMENT LOAN.—For purposes 
of subparagraph (A), the term ‘tax assess-
ment loan’ shall mean a governmental as-
sessment, special tax or similar charge upon 
real property.’’. 

(d) HIGH EFFICIENCY VEHICLES AND RELATED 
FACILITIES OR PROJECTS.—Section 142 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended 
by subsections (b) and (c), is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(p) HIGH EFFICIENCY VEHICLES AND RE-
LATED FACILITIES OR PROJECTS.—For pur-
poses of subsection (a)(18)— 

‘‘(1) HIGH EFFICIENCY VEHICLES.—The term 
‘high efficiency vehicle’ means any vehicle 
that will exceed by at least 150 percent the 
average combined fuel economy for vehicles 
with substantially similar attributes in the 
model year in which the production of such 
vehicle is expected to begin at the facility. 

‘‘(2) FACILITIES RELATED TO HIGH EFFICIENCY 
VEHICLES.—A facility or project is related to 
a high efficiency vehicle if the facility is any 
real or personal property to be used in the 
design, technology transfer, manufacture, 
production, assembly, distribution, re-
charging or refueling, or service of high effi-
ciency vehicles.’’. 

(e) NATIONAL LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF RE-
NEWABLE ENERGY BONDS.—Section 142 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as amended 
by subsections (b), (c), and (d), is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(q) NATIONAL LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF 
RENEWABLE ENERGY BONDS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An issue shall not be 
treated as an issue described in paragraph 
(16), (17), or (18) of subsection (a) if the aggre-
gate face amount of bonds issued by the 
State pursuant thereto (when added to the 
aggregate face amount of bonds previously 
so issued during the calendar year) exceeds 
the amount allocated to the State by the 
Secretary under paragraph (2) for such cal-
endar year. 

‘‘(2) ALLOCATION RULES.— 
‘‘(A) ALLOCATION AMONG STATES BY POPU-

LATION.—The Secretary shall allocate au-
thority to issue bonds described in paragraph 
(16), (17), or (18) of subsection (a) to each 
State by population for each calendar year 
in an aggregate amount to all States not to 
exceed $2,500,000,000. 

‘‘(B) STATE ALLOCATION.—The State may 
allocate the amount allocated to the State 
under subparagraph (A) for any calendar 
year among facilities or projects described in 
paragraphs (16), (17), and (18) of subsection 
(a) in such manner as the State determines 
appropriate. 

‘‘(C) UNUSED RENEWABLE ENERGY BOND CAR-
RYOVER TO BE ALLOCATED AMONG QUALIFIED 
STATES.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Any unused bond alloca-
tion for any State for any calendar year 
under subparagraph (A) shall carryover to 
the succeeding calendar year and be assigned 
to the Secretary for allocation among quali-
fied States for the succeeding calendar year. 

‘‘(ii) UNUSED BOND ALLOCATION CARRY-
OVER.—For purposes of this subparagraph, 
unused bond allocations are bond allocations 
described in subparagraph (A) of any State 
which remain unused by November 1 of any 
calendar year. 

‘‘(iii) FORMULA FOR ALLOCATION OF UNUSED 
BOND ALLOCATION CARRYOVERS AMONG QUALI-
FIED STATES.—The amount allocated under 
this subparagraph to a qualified State for 

any calendar year shall bear the same ratio 
to all States from the preceding calendar 
year under subparagraph (A), excluding 
States which are not a qualified State. 

‘‘(iv) TIMING OF ALLOCATION.—The Sec-
retary shall allocate the unused bond alloca-
tion carried over from the preceding year 
among qualified States not later than March 
1 of the succeeding year. 

‘‘(v) QUALIFIED STATE.—For purposes of 
this subparagraph, the term ‘qualified State’ 
means, with respect to a calendar year, any 
State— 

‘‘(I) which allocated its entire bond alloca-
tion under subparagraph (A) for the pre-
ceding calendar year, and 

‘‘(II) for which a request is made (not later 
than August 1 of the calendar year) to re-
ceive an allocation under clause (iii). 

‘‘(vi) REPORTING.—States shall report an-
nually to the Secretary on their use of bonds 
described in paragraph (16), (17), and (18) of 
subsection (a), including description of 
projects, amount spent per project, total 
amount of unused bonds, and expected green-
house gas or water savings per project with 
a description of how such savings were cal-
culated. Such reporting shall be submitted 
not later than November 1 of any calendar 
year.’’. 

(f) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 45.—Para-
graph (3) of section 45(b) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by adding at 
the end the following new sentence: ‘‘Clause 
(ii) of subparagraph (A) shall not apply with 
respect to any facility described in para-
graph (16), (17), or (18) of section 142(a).’’. 

(g) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 45K.—Sub-
paragraph (A) of section 45K(b)(3) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by 
adding at the end the following flush sen-
tence: 
‘‘Subclause (II) of clause (i) shall not apply 
with respect to any facility described in 
paragraph (16), (17), or (18) of section 142(a).’’. 

(h) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 48.—Sub-
paragraph (A) of section 48(a)(4) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following flush sentence: 
‘‘Clause (ii) shall not apply with respect to 
any facility described in paragraph (16), (17), 
or (18) of section 142(a).’’. 

(i) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 146(g)(3).— 
Section 146(g)(3) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 is amended by striking ‘‘or (15)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘(15), (16), (17), or (18)’’. 

(j) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to obliga-
tions issued after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico: 
S. 3340. A bill to create jobs, increase 

energy efficiency, and promote tech-
nology transfer, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
President, I rise today to introduce the 
NIST GREEN JOBS Act, to provide 
NIST Grants for green jobs, improved 
energy efficiency, and small business 
growth. 

It has never been easy to be an entre-
preneur or small business owner, and 
this is especially true since the reces-
sion began 2 years ago. Many small 
firms in the manufacturing sector, in 
particular, have struggled during a 
time of tight credit markets and re-
duced consumer demand. In the last 2 
years, the manufacturing sector lost 
over 2 million jobs. 
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Twenty years ago, when Americans 

worried about how our small compa-
nies would compete globally in the face 
of stiff competition from Asia, Con-
gress established the Hollings Manu-
facturing Extension Partnership, MEP, 
Program to assist small manufactur-
ers. 

The MEP program has since helped 
thousands of small- and medium-sized 
manufacturers across the nation in-
crease their profit-lines and streamline 
their business processes through lean 
manufacturing techniques. The Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology, NIST, is the Federal steward 
for the nationwide MEP network, 
which has MEP Centers in all 50 
States. 

The New Mexico Manufacturing Ex-
tension Partnership in Albuquerque 
was one of the first such centers, and it 
provides small- and medium-sized man-
ufacturers with the tools they need to 
grow, improve productivity and expand 
capacity. Since its creation, the New 
Mexico MEP has helped create or 
maintain more than 2,600 jobs in the 
State and achieve $24 million in annual 
cost savings for partner companies. 

Today, as the U.S. continues to 
emerge from the worst recession since 
the Great Depression, the resources 
and expertise MEP provides manufac-
turers are more valuable than ever. 
Our MEP Centers do great work—and I 
believe they can do even more as com-
panies look for ways to take advantage 
of new opportunities in a clean energy 
economy that promotes energy effi-
ciency and independence for our coun-
try. 

Since manufacturing now plays an 
increasingly important role in the con-
struction industry, there is an impor-
tant opportunity for the MEP program 
to strengthen its support of small man-
ufacturers while also promoting green 
jobs and energy independence. 

Builders today already rely on manu-
factured components and sub-assem-
blies. Manufacturing will become even 
more important to construction as 
homes are increasingly ‘‘assembled’’ on 
site from components made in a fac-
tory. Now that lean, high-quality man-
ufacturing is applicable to construc-
tion, it is not a stretch for MEP Cen-
ters to teach the same skills to the 
construction industry, where small 
firms are the norm. 

Technologies exist today for green 
building construction and retrofitting 
that can reduce energy use and green-
house gas emissions. Yet many small 
firms, especially in the construction 
sector, do not have the skills or exper-
tise to take advantage of new tech-
nologies to improve the energy effi-
ciency. Moreover, NIST researchers at 
the Buildings and Fire Research Lab 
already help develop standards and 
technologies to improve buildings. 
Buildings today consume 73 percent of 
electricity and 40 percent of overall en-
ergy. 

These companies would benefit from 
the type of training and business anal-
ysis activities that MEP Centers al-
ready provide to manufacturers. The 
MEP system could thus be a powerful 
and transformational force to create 
green jobs, increase energy efficiency, 
and promote technological transfer in 
the construction industry. 

That is why I ask for the support of 
my Senate colleagues for the NIST 
GREEN JOBS Act, to fund MEP Center 
pilot projects for green jobs related to 
energy efficiency. This proposal builds 
on provisions already authorized by 
America COMPETES legislation. 

My bill simply broadens this existing 
competitive grant program for MEP 
pilot projects to include activities re-
lated to energy efficiency. It also al-
lows MEP Centers to extend services to 
companies in the construction industry 
working in these areas. Awarded on a 
competitive basis, these pilot projects 
could last up to 3 years and would be 
located in each region of the country. 
The pilot projects would thus create 
models for new MEP activities and 
services that could be replicated at 
MEP Centers regionally or nationwide. 

The NIST GREEN JOBS Act author-
izes $7 million in annual funding for 3 
years. This funding would allow at 
least one MEP Center in each region to 
conduct a pilot project. The MEP Cen-
ters would not need to provide local 
matching funds for these competitively 
awarded pilot projects. 

I believe this modest proposal would 
be a positive step toward both helping 
create and retain jobs in the manufac-
turing sector and improving our Na-
tion’s energy independence. 

I therefore urge the support of all my 
colleagues for this legislation. 

By Mr. DURBIN: 
S. 3342. A bill to amend the Richard 

B. Russell National School Lunch Act 
to establish a demonstration project to 
promote collaborations to improve 
school nutrition; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, child-
hood obesity is a growing concern in 
the U.S. and I am pleased that the 
President and First Lady have decided 
to tackle this issue with the goal of 
solving the problem in a generation. 
Today, one in three children is over-
weight or obese, which means that 
they are at a greater risk of developing 
diabetes, heart disease and cancer over 
the course of their lives. We are spend-
ing nearly $150 billion a year to treat 
obesity-related medical conditions, and 
this problem will only become worse if 
we don’t do something about it now. 

One way that the Federal Govern-
ment can play an important role in ad-
dressing this problem is by helping to 
make schools healthier. Students spend 
an average of nearly 7 hours a day at 
school, and it is one of the places where 
kids formally learn and then can prac-

tice healthy habits related to nutrition 
and physical activity. While education 
is primarily funded by the states, the 
Federal government plays a significant 
role in this issue as well because of its 
funding of the National School Lunch 
Program. This year, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, USDA, will spend 
$10.2 billion on the school lunch pro-
gram, which serves 31 million children 
across the country every day. In my 
home State of Illinois, 1.1 million stu-
dents in over 4,000 schools participate. 

The National School Lunch Program 
was started after World War II, because 
our leaders then understood the impor-
tance of investing in good nutrition to 
ensure that the country’s youth were 
well nourished and healthy. When 
President Harry Truman signed the 
National School Lunch Act, he said 
that ‘‘in the long view, no nation is 
healthier than its children.’’ 

Today, we know that the program is 
making a real difference in millions of 
kids’ lives, by ensuring they don’t go 
hungry during the school day and are 
ready to learn. We also know that 
there are some clear nutritional bene-
fits of the program. USDA reports that 
research on the school lunches consist-
ently shows that participants consume 
more milk and vegetables at lunch; 
have higher vitamin intakes; and con-
sume fewer sweets, sweetened bev-
erages, and snack foods than non-
participants. 

However, much of the difference in 
vegetable consumption may be due to a 
higher consumption of French fries and 
other potato products, and many 
lunches contain a higher percentage of 
calories from fat than currently rec-
ommended. USDA’s current nutrition 
standards for school meals have not 
been updated since 1995 and are not in 
line with the most recent Dietary 
Guidelines for Americans. I think we 
need to take President Truman’s words 
to heart, and make long-term invest-
ments in this program to ensure that 
kids are eating healthy meals. 

I support the President’s goal of in-
creased funding, so that schools can af-
ford to purchase healthier ingredients 
to make school lunches. However I 
know that the nutritional quality of 
school meals varies greatly across the 
country, and providing every school 
with adequate funding to improve their 
meals will be challenging. Some 
schools have already shown that even 
with limited resources they can make 
real improvements in the nutritional 
quality of their school meals, and 
make other changes to make school en-
vironments healthier. 

I would like to build on that concept, 
which is why I am pleased today to in-
troduce the Healthy School Partner-
ships Act of 2010. This bill will create a 
competitive grant program at USDA to 
allow public schools to explore innova-
tive, sustainable programs that im-
prove the nutritional profile of school 
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meals and make other improvements 
to make school environments 
healthier. The bill authorizes $2 mil-
lion per year for 5 years to fund col-
laborations of academic experts, dieti-
cians and nutrition professionals, com-
munity partners, and local schools to 
implement and evaluate innovative 
models to improve food quality, stu-
dent choices in food, and healthy 
school environments. This could in-
clude starting programs to improve the 
nutritional content of school meals; 
providing more nutrition education; 
changing school policies to promote 
greater access to healthier foods and 
physical activity; training teachers, 
school administrators and nurses; or 
making other changes to make school 
environments healthier. We need grass 
roots involvement and real-world mod-
els to solve the childhood obesity prob-
lem going forward, and this bill pro-
vides the funding to develop those. 

Childhood obesity is a complex prob-
lem, and to effectively tackle it we will 
need the commitment of the public and 
private sectors. The Healthy Schools 
Partnerships Act of is one part of the 
solution. By tapping local resources 
and expertise, we can promote collabo-
rations and develop sustainable and 
replicable models for making systemic 
changes that promote good nutrition 
and healthy living among students. 

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

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

S. 3342 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Healthy 
Schools Partnerships Act of 2010’’. 
SEC. 2. HEALTHY SCHOOLS PARTNERSHIPS DEM-

ONSTRATION PROGRAM. 
Section 18 of the Richard B. Russell Na-

tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1769) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(j) HEALTHY SCHOOLS PARTNERSHIPS DEM-
ONSTRATION PROGRAM.— 

‘‘(1) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In 
this section, the term ‘eligible entity’ means 
a school food authority that demonstrates 
that the school food authority has collabo-
rated, or will collaborate, with 1 or more 
local partner organizations (including aca-
demic experts, registered dietitians or other 
nutrition professionals, community partners, 
or non-profit organizations) to achieve the 
purposes described in paragraph (2). 

‘‘(2) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the dem-
onstration project established under this 
subsection are— 

‘‘(A) to assist schools in improving the nu-
tritional standards of school meals and the 
overall school environment; and 

‘‘(B) to use local resources and expertise to 
promote collaborations and develop sustain-
able and replicable models for making sys-
temic changes that promote good nutrition 
and healthy living among students. 

‘‘(3) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 
establish a demonstration project under 

which the Secretary shall make grants to el-
igible entities to fund collaborations of aca-
demic experts, nonprofit organizations, reg-
istered dietitians or other nutrition profes-
sionals, community partners, and local 
schools to test and evaluate innovative mod-
els to improve nutrition education, student 
decision making, and healthy school envi-
ronments. 

‘‘(4) APPLICATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—An eligible entity shall 

submit to the Secretary an application at 
such time, in such manner, and containing 
such information as the Secretary may re-
quire. 

‘‘(B) CONTENTS.—In addition to any other 
requirements of the Secretary, each applica-
tion shall— 

‘‘(i) identify the 1 or more problems that 
the eligible entity will address; 

‘‘(ii) identify the activity that the grant 
will be used to fund; 

‘‘(iii) describe the means by which the ac-
tivity will improve the health and nutrition 
of the school environment; 

‘‘(iv) list the partner organizations that 
will participate in the activity funded by the 
grant; and 

‘‘(v) describe the metrics used to measure 
success in achieving the stated goals. 

‘‘(5) PRIORITY.—In making grants under 
this subsection, the Secretary shall give pri-
ority to eligible entities that demonstrate— 

‘‘(A) a severe need to improve the school 
environment, as demonstrated by high num-
bers of students receiving free or reduced 
price lunches, high levels of obesity or other 
indicators of poor health status, and health 
disparities in the community served by the 
school; 

‘‘(B) a commitment by community part-
ners to make in-kind or cash contributions; 
and 

‘‘(C) the ability to measure results. 
‘‘(6) USE OF FUNDS.—An eligible entity 

shall use a grant received under this sub-
section— 

‘‘(A) to assess the problem of childhood 
obesity and poor nutrition in the school en-
vironment; 

‘‘(B) to develop an innovative plan or inter-
vention to address specific causes of the 
problem in coordination with outside part-
ners, including by developing and testing in-
novative models to improve student health 
and nutrition as measured by— 

‘‘(i) changes that result in healthier school 
environments, including more nutritious 
food being served in cafeterias and available 
a la carte; 

‘‘(ii) increased nutrition education; 
‘‘(iii) improved ability of students to iden-

tify healthier choices; 
‘‘(iv) changes in attitudes of students to-

wards healthier food; 
‘‘(v) student involvement in making school 

environments healthier; 
‘‘(vi) increased access to physical activity, 

physical education, and recess; 
‘‘(vii) professional development and con-

tinuing education opportunities for school 
administrators, teachers, and school nurses; 
and 

‘‘(viii) changes in school policies that pro-
mote access to healthier food and physical 
activity; 

‘‘(C) to implement the plan or intervention 
in partnership with outside partners; 

‘‘(D) to measure and evaluate effectiveness 
of the intervention; or 

‘‘(E) to assess the sustainability and 
replicability of this model. 

‘‘(7) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 

carry out this subsection $2,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2011 through 2015.’’. 
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 3938. Mr. DODD submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 3739 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. DODD 
(for himself and Mrs. LINCOLN)) to the bill S. 
3217, to promote the financial stability of the 
United States by improving accountability 
and transparency in the financial system, to 
end ‘‘too big to fail’’, to protect the Amer-
ican taxpayer by ending bailouts, to protect 
consumers from abusive financial services 
practices, and for other purposes. 

SA 3939. Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself and 
Mr. LEVIN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 3739 
proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. DODD (for him-
self and Mrs. LINCOLN)) to the bill S. 3217, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 3940. Mr. BARRASSO (for himself and 
Mr. ENZI) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 3217, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 3941. Mrs. McCASKILL (for herself and 
Mr. KOHL) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed to amendment SA 3739 
proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. DODD (for him-
self and Mrs. LINCOLN)) to the bill S. 3217, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 3942. Mr. REED submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 3739 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. DODD 
(for himself and Mrs. LINCOLN)) to the bill S. 
3217, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 3943. Mr. REED (for himself and Mr. 
BROWN of Massachusetts) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 3739 proposed by Mr. REID 
(for Mr. DODD (for himself and Mrs. LINCOLN)) 
to the bill S. 3217, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 3944. Mr. CORKER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 3739 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. DODD 
(for himself and Mrs. LINCOLN)) to the bill S. 
3217, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 3945. Mr. CORKER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 3739 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. DODD 
(for himself and Mrs. LINCOLN)) to the bill S. 
3217, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 3946. Mr. CORKER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 3739 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. DODD 
(for himself and Mrs. LINCOLN)) to the bill S. 
3217, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

SA 3947. Mr. HATCH submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3217, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 3948. Mr. HATCH submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill S. 3217, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 3949. Mr. CARPER (for himself, Mr. 
CORKER, Mr. BAYH, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. JOHNSON, 
and Mr. WARNER) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed to amendment SA 
3739 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. DODD (for 
himself and Mrs. LINCOLN)) to the bill S. 3217, 
supra; which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 3950. Ms. CANTWELL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 3739 proposed by Mr. REID 
(for Mr. DODD (for himself and Mrs. LINCOLN)) 
to the bill S. 3217, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 
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