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phone number. The rural, local transportation
of agrichemicals under these exceptions has
allowed agribusinesses and farmers to move
product efficiently and safely during the farm-
ing season. In fact, most of these chemicals
are transferred during a short 2 to 4 week pe-
riod.

Without the same exceptions that have
been granted for the industry in the transfer of
such chemicals in the past, farmers will have
to abide by time consuming, burdensome, and
costly regulations. Such regulations will not
make our rural roads safer, but only increase
the cost of doing business, cause confusion,
and require farmers to complete useless pa-
perwork. The penalty for not abiding by the
regulations can run $2,500 to $10,000 per vio-
lation.

Our bipartisan effort believes the one-size-
fits-all approach fails to recognize the unique
seasonal and rural nature of this business.
Second, by States already allowing such ex-
ceptions, they have weighed the concerns and
found the risks to be minimal. Finally, the goal
of these efforts has been to allow States the
right to continue to provide exceptions for the
transfer of such chemicals from retail-to-farm
and from farm-to-farm if they so decide.

To farmers, this proposed regulation rep-
resents another heavyhanded Federal regula-
tion that is not needed, but inhibits farmers’
ability to produce food for our Nation and the
world. To me this is bigger—more intrusive—
government. This is a perfect example of
Washington bureaucrats not following the in-
tent of Congress. When bureaucrats who have
most likely never worked on a farm make
rules that affect the industry the result is often
bad policy.

Madam Speaker, at every step, this effort
has gotten stronger and stronger. Last week,
Congressmen EWING, POSHARD, BARCIA, and I
introduced H.R. 4102 which is legislation that
is more narrow than the original bill, H.R.
3799. Today, the language included in H.R.
3153 is a giant step in the right direction. Spe-
cifically, this bill would prohibit the final rule by
the Department of Transportation under the
rulemaking proceedings from prohibiting
States from granting exceptions for farmers
and farm-related service industries before the
enactment of HAZMAT reauthorization or until
the 180th day following the effective date of
the final rule.

This bill provides Congress the opportunity
to address this matter when Congress reau-
thorizes the HAZMAT during the 105th Con-
gress, thus, allowing Congress to write re-
sponsible legislation while prohibiting the DOT
from prohibiting farmers and those in the agri-
cultural industry from transporting such chemi-
cals if their respective States allow.

Again, I thank all those who participated in
this bipartisan effort.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. PETRI. Madam Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the previous question
is ordered on the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute and
on the bill.

The question is on the amendment in
the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
PETRI].

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and (three-
fifths having voted in favor thereof)
the bill was passed.

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ‘‘A bill to direct the Sec-
retary of Transportation to issue a
final rule relating to materials of trade
exceptions from hazardous materials
transportation requirements.’’

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PETRI. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
sert extraneous material in the RECORD
on H.R. 3153.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
f

TRAFFIC SIGNAL
SYNCHRONIZATION PROJECTS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 2988),
to amend the Clean Air Act to provide
that traffic signal synchronization
projects are exempt from certain re-
quirements of Environmental Protec-
tion Agency rules.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:
H.R. 2988

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

PROJECTS.
Section 176(c)(4) of the Clean Air Act is

amended by adding the following at the end
thereof:

‘‘(D) Traffic signal synchronization
projects shall be exempt from regional emis-
sions analysis requirements and from re-
quirements under rules of the Administrator
for determining the conformity to State or
Federal implementation plans of transpor-
tation plans, programs, and projects funded
or approved under title 23 of the United
States Code or the Federal Transit Act.’’.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A
SUBSTITUTE.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The Clerk read as follows:
Committee amendment in the nature of a

substitute: strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert:
SECTION. 1. TRAFFIC SIGNAL SYNCHRONIZATION

PROJECTS.
Section 176(c)(4) (42 U.S.C. 7506(c)(4)) of the

Clean Air Act is amended by adding the fol-
lowing at the end thereof:

‘‘(D) Compliance with the rules of the Ad-
ministrator for determining the conformity

of transportation plans, programs, and
projects funded or approved under title 23 of
the United States Code or the Federal Tran-
sit Act to State or Federal implementation
plans shall not be required for traffic signal
synchronization projects prior to the fund-
ing, approval or implementation of such
projects. The supporting regional emissions
analysis for any conformity determination
made with respect to a transportation plan,
program, or project shall consider the effect
on emissions of any such project funded, ap-
proved, or implemented prior to the con-
formity determination.’’.

Mr. SCHAEFER (during the reading).
Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

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

ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Colorado [Mr. SCHAEFER] and the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN]
will each control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. SCHAEFER].

Mr. SCHAEFER. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

(Mr. SCHAEFER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHAEFER. Madam Speaker,
H.R. 2988 was introduced by the gen-
tleman from California, Congressman
MCKEON, and has been endorsed by the
Bipartisan Speaker’s Advisory Group
on Corrections. It has the support of
both the majority and minority of the
House Commerce Committee, and was
passed out of the committee on a voice
vote.

I would like to thank Mr. MCKEON for
bringing this issue to the committee’s
attention, as well as the Speaker’s Ad-
visory Group and the minority for its
work on this issue.

The issue that H.R. 2988 seeks to ad-
dress is narrow, but nonetheless impor-
tant. Currently, EPA requires that
nearly all transportation projects be
reviewed to determine if they ‘‘con-
form’’ to the State’s implementation
plan for compliance with the Clean Air
Act. This includes traffic synchroni-
zation projects, even though most, if
not all, synchronization projects lower
vehicle emissions. By requiring that
these projects be reviewed before they
can be implemented, some projects
may be delayed by a year or more, re-
sulting in an increase in vehicle emis-
sions.

H.R. 2988 would allow synchroni-
zation projects to proceed as soon as
they are approved and funded, before
conformity determinations are made.
Nothing in this bill, however, would re-
lieve a jurisdiction from its respon-
sibility to conduct a regional emissions
analysis at a later date, if one is
deemed necessary by EPA.

H.R. 2988 will streamline the ap-
proval process for traffic synchroni-
zation projects and act to speed up
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these projects. I urge the passage of
this bill, which will decrease motorist
frustration, as well as vehicle emis-
sions.

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

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of
this bill and I want to commend my
colleague, the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. MCKEON] for bringing this
issue to us.

It came first to the Corrections Day
Advisory Committee because this real-
ly is a genuine proposal to correct an
anomaly in the law. That anomaly is if
the local governments want to syn-
chronize the signals so that passengers
do not have to stop every block or so,
there seems to be a question of whether
they might be in violation of the clean
air law.

We discussed this in the context of
how to make the proposal work and
not have unintended consequences, as
far as we knew anyway, and I think we
have a good proposal. It reflects a com-
promise that we developed with the
gentleman from California [Mr.
MCKEON], and I thank him for bringing
this matter to our attention.

This bill will allow communities to
synchronize their traffic lights without
needless delay.

Under the Clean Air Act, before a
transportation project can go forward
the project must be determined to be in
conformity with State or Federal im-
plementation plans.

Because many jurisdictions make
conformity determinations only once a
year, projects can be delayed while
awaiting a conformity determination.

This bill will allow traffic light syn-
chronization projects to go forward
without first undergoing a conformity
determination.

Then the project’s effects on air pol-
lution can be fully considered when the
next conformity determinations are
made.

This is a narrow but important issue,
and it is notable as well for the process
with which it was crafted.

Representative MCKEON first brought
this bill before the Corrections Day Ad-
visory Group this spring. We engaged
in collegial discussions and have been
able to craft a bill that works toward
the goals of the Clean Air Act, but
gives local governments the flexibility
they feel they need.

In my view, this is a model way to
protect and improve our environmental
laws. Earlier in this Congress, some
proposed wholesale repeals of even our
most successful environmental laws—
all in the name of increasing flexibil-
ity.

This bill is an example of how we can
address desires for flexibility while
maintaining the integrity of our envi-
ronmental laws.

This marks the second time we have
amended the Clean Air Act through the
corrections process. Earlier this year,

we passed a bill which gave States
greater flexibility in implementing the
Clean Air Act’s employee trip reduc-
tion requirements. That bill has now
become law. This bill should become
law as well.

I urge your support for H.R. 2988 and
again want to recognize Representative
MCKEON for his outstanding efforts on
this legislation.

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

Mr. SCHAEFER. Madam Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. MCKEON].

Mr. MCKEON. Madam Speaker, I
want to thank the chairman for yield-
ing me this time.

Madam Speaker, I rise to urge a
‘‘yes’’ vote on H.R. 2988, which corrects
a regulation in the Clean Air Act that
unnecessarily delays the implementa-
tion of traffic signal synchronization
projects.

This issue was brought to my atten-
tion last year by the city of Lancaster,
CA, which is in my congressional dis-
trict. The city had proposed a straight-
forward traffic signal synchronization
project that would improve traffic flow
and reduce congestion in the commu-
nity. The city had hoped to implement
this project in a timely manner. How-
ever, because of an EPA rule governing
the implementation of these projects
in air quality nonattainment areas, a
regional emissions analysis of the
project was required. The city became
frustrated when it learned that it could
take more than a year for the respon-
sible local agency to perform the re-
quired analysis, and contacted my of-
fice for assistance.

As written, H.R. 2988 would allow
synchronization projects to be imple-
mented before undergoing a regional
emissions analysis to determine wheth-
er the project conforms to a State or
Federal air quality implementation
plan. The signal synchronization
project would still be subject to the
traditional review process that exists
for determining the air quality impli-
cations of the project. This is a fair,
nonpartisan bill that deserves our sup-
port, and I would like to thank my
friends from Virginia, Chairman BLI-
LEY, the gentleman from Colorado,
Chairman SCHAEFER, and my friend
from California, Mr. WAXMAN, for their
support in moving this legislation for-
ward. I especially want to note that
when I discussed this legislation with
the correction’s day task force earlier
this year, Mr. WAXMAN volunteered his
help in addressing this issue, and I
have valued his involvement in bring-
ing this bill before us today.

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote.
Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I

yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
OBERSTAR].

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Madam Speaker, I have never liked
this corrections day procedure. I think

it is very much contrary to the spirit
of legislating, creating a whole new
category of majority, and because my
concern at the very outset was that
these issues would not likely be given
substantial consideration in commit-
tees.

Today we have an example of an
issue that was not given the benefit of
public hearings, either in the Commit-
tee on Commerce or in the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

I do not disagree with the intent of
the proponents of this legislation, but
it does raise very significant policy is-
sues that at least ought to have been
aired in the committee process.

The legislation would create an en-
tirely new type of exemption to the
Clean Air Act’s conformity require-
ments. That is cause in itself to have
hearings and to air this issue so the
public can have input and so Members
of Congress who have concerns about
the policy could have at least the op-
portunity to debate the issue in the
committee structure.

Meanwhile, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency is proceeding on
streamlining its transportation con-
formity rule, and specifically is review-
ing this issue of signalization in the
course of rulemaking. That public
process of rulemaking should be al-
lowed to proceed prior to any legisla-
tive action being taken by the Con-
gress, especially on a bill on which
hearings have not been held.

There is a jurisdictional concern for
me, and that is the issues raised within
the bill are clearly within the ambit of
the congestion, mitigation and air
quality provisions of ISTEA, Inter-
modal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991. Therefore, they are
within the jurisdiction of the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, to whom the bill was not even re-
ferred.

The bill affects the ability of States
and localities to use Federal transpor-
tation funds in nonattainment areas. A
change of that significance ought to be
reviewed by the committee with ge-
neric jurisdiction over transportation.

In addition, the bill specifically
amends section 176 of the Clean Air
Act. In 1990, when the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation, as it
was then known, undertook consider-
ation of ISTEA, we very clearly and ex-
tensively looked at the impact on
clean air requirements of congestion in
urbanized areas. We specifically
amended section 176, and the Speaker
of the House appointed Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure
members as conferees on this section
during consideration of ISTEA.

b 1300

The bill is properly within the juris-
diction of our committee.

Under EPA’s rules, transportation
projects that have a neutral or a very
small impact on air quality are exempt
from conformity determinations, those
determination which cover a project’s
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impact on a region’s air quality. So
when a community constructs bike and
pedestrian paths or purchases new
buses, it may use Federal transpor-
tation dollars to fund the project with-
out showing the air quality effects, in
this case benefits, or alternative trans-
portation projects.

Under current rules, traffic signaliza-
tion projects which are not regionally
significant may be funded without a
new regional emissions analysis but re-
gion-wide traffic signalization and syn-
chronization projects that affect hun-
dreds of intersections are not exempt
from the Clean Air Act’s conformity
determination. Those projects are like-
ly to affect traffic on a regional level,
and the impacts may be positive; they
may be negative, depending on the pol-
lutant involved and the speeds on the
roads and the impact of traffic flow at
the regional level.

Improved traffic flow and increases
in traffic speed may reduce carbon
monoxide emissions. They may also in-
crease nitrogen oxide emissions in cer-
tain speed ranges; particulate matter,
PM–10. Those emissions may also in-
crease under certain conditions. These
pollutant effects, together with the af-
fected projects, are best considered as
part of a community’s conformity plan.

Under this legislation, region-wide
traffic signal synchronization projects
are prospectively exempted from the
Clean Air Act’s required conformity de-
termination. So States and localities
can use Federal funds to adopt region-
wide synchronization projects without
considering the Clean Air Act effects of
the projects before they undertake
them. Subsequently States and local-
ities will look back at the effects of
these projects in their next conformity
determination.

So the bill creates an entirely new
category of exemption: projects not re-
quired to show conformity with air
quality controls prior to funding, but
projects that have to look back to see
what good or harm they did after they
have been done. Now, that is an inher-
ent conflict, and it should have been
aired, should have been extensively dis-
cussed, and it was not, unfortunately.

So I just do not think in the waning
hours of the Congress we should pass
something so hastily, albeit in re-
sponse to a wide range of concern. I do
not question at all the concerns based
on real circumstances, but their is an-
other forum, the rulemaking process in
which this should be considered. There
is another forum, the committee hear-
ing process, in which this should be
considered.

We should have taken this matter up
in our committee against the backdrop
of 2 years of hearings prior to enact-
ment of ISTEA, against the backdrop
of regional transportation institutes
that are studying and developing syn-
chronization projects under scientific
conditions, and given this a full, thor-
ough in-depth consideration. That is
what troubles me about this process.
That is why I oppose the legislation
and urge Members to oppose the bill.

Mr. SCHAEFER. Madam Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI].

Mr. PETRI. Madam Speaker, I thank
my colleague from Colorado for yield-
ing me this time.

Madam Speaker, this bill, which
amends the Clean Air Act Amendments
of 1990, would allow States to avoid
delay and implement traffic signal syn-
chronization projects prior to dem-
onstrating that such projects are in
conformity with State and Federal im-
plementation plans. Instead, States
would be required to consider the effect
on emissions of such projects in subse-
quent conformity determinations. As a
result, this bill does not waive any
Clean Air Act conformity require-
ments.

Although I do not object to the bill
today, I note for the record that the
subject matter of H.R. 2988 does fall
within the jurisdiction of the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture as well as the Committee on Com-
merce. When Congress was considering
the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990,
members of the Committee on Public
Works and Transportation were named
as conferees on various provisions of
the bill that impacted transportation,
including the very provision being
amended.

While not ceding our committee’s
shared jurisdiction on conformity pro-
visions within the Clean Air Act, I do
applaud this bill which seeks to speed
project delivery and enhance air qual-
ity and traffic congestion.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

I think we have a good example of
why the Corrections Day Calendar was
needed. Here we have a commonsense
proposal by the Representative from
California, Mr. MCKEON, to say that, if
a local government wants to syn-
chronize their traffic signals, they
should be able to do it.

The question that we had before us is
whether that is going to interfere with
environmental standards under the
Clean Air Act. Our committee, which is
the primary committee on the Clean
Air Act, I looked at that issue and
made sure we are not going to add to
pollution. That was really not a factor.
If it added to air pollution, it would be
considered later.

That is why this thing has been
worked out, and now this bill is being
presented to the full House for consid-
eration on the Corrections Day Cal-
endar.

The argument by my good friends
and colleagues, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. PETRI] and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. OBERSTAR]
was they should have had jurisdiction.
They should have been able to look at
this bill. They should have considered
it within a couple of years of hearings.

Well, how many years of hearings do
we need on the idea that cities and
communities ought to be able to syn-
chronize their traffic signals? Why
should this be held up for a long period

of time? I think the idea of the Correc-
tions Day Calendar was not to let com-
mittee jurisdictions become an impedi-
ment for doing something that is sen-
sible.

Now, if the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure should have
had jurisdiction, they should have gone
to the Speaker and said: Refer this bill
to us. You referred it to Commerce. We
think we have jurisdiction, refer it to
us as well.

Presumably they did. If they did not,
they should have. But if they did and
the Speaker looked at it and said this
is something that has been reviewed
sufficiently, and it is his decision to
end it to the House floor, it is now be-
fore us.

Madam Speaker, I do not think we
ought to let jurisdictional concerns
hold up a commonsense proposal that
has been reviewed by the committee
that has primary, maybe exclusive ju-
risdiction over the Clean Air Act.

I respect the fact that the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure
has areas of the law that might also
impact on this. That issue should have
been taken up with the Speaker. But I
would hope we would not hold up some-
thing interminably that is so small and
makes so much sense.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WAXMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding. I
want to offer a correction of my own.

In my statement I said we held 2
years of hearings on ISTEA before
bringing the legislation to the House
floor. I felt this provision should at
least have had hearing, not 2 years of
hearings.

The gentleman may have confused
something I said earlier with my sug-
gestion that we have hearings. At least
a half day of hearing, at least an hour
of hearing the issue would have been
sufficient.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself 1 minute.

I appreciate what the gentleman is
saying, and that is a correction, but
the point I would still make is we
looked at it with our majority and mi-
nority staff on the Committee on Com-
merce. We talked about ways to make
this legislation work. We did not feel a
hearing would be particularly produc-
tive because I do not know what any-
body would have to say about the idea
that a community should be able to
synchronize their traffic signals.

But I respect the fact the gentleman
feels there should have been a jurisdic-
tional claim, and in exercising his ju-
risdiction he might have held a hearing
and might not have. But I would hope
now we will pass this bill forward to
the other body. I hope it becomes law.

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

Mr. SCHAEFER. Madam Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. DREIER].
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(Mr. DREIER asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Madam Speaker, I
thank my very good friend, the sub-
committee chairman, for yielding me
this time. I rise in strong support of
this effort that the gentleman from
California [Mr. MCKEON] is moving
ahead with under this corrections day
procedure.

I am here to not only support Mr.
MCKEON’s efforts but to support what
we are doing with this corrections day
procedure. I want to begin as we sit
here just 42 days before the election to
congratulate wholeheartedly my fellow
Angelino, Mr. WAXMAN, for his excel-
lent statement and his assessment that
the has provided of not only this effort
of Mr. MCKEON’s but also the correc-
tions day procedure.

I also want to congratulate Mr. WAX-
MAN for the terrific testimony that he
gave to our Committee on Rules about
10 days ago, I guess it was on Septem-
ber 12, when he looked at the issue of
corrections day and said, and I am
going to quote his testimony here, he
said: When corrections day was first
proposed over a year ago, I had serious
reservations about instituting such a
process. I was concerned that the cor-
rections procedure would become a fast
track for special interest legislation.

I think that was a justifiable concern
he raised at that point, but we have
worked in a bipartisan way to do ev-
erything possible to ensure that the
Corrections Day Calendar would be
used as it was intended, to deal with
preposterous situations like Mr.
MCKEON’s attempt to synchronize traf-
fic lights when we have a bureaucracy
in Washington that is blocking that.

The assessment that Mr. WAXMAN
went on to make was that he believes
the process has worked basically as in-
tended, and I quote, the bills that were
placed on the Corrections Day Calendar
were for the most part noncontrover-
sial and appropriate for the abbre-
viated legislative process of correc-
tions day. The corrections day process
has proved an opportunity to expedi-
tiously legislate. We have been able to
repeal duplicative laws, act to increase
flexibility and even make bipartisan
policy changes.

The speech that my friend, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. WAXMAN],
just gave is one that I think more often
than not emanates from this side of the
aisle. I would like to congratulate
HENRY WAXMAN for his vision in being
so strongly committed in dealing with
a preposterous situation like this.

Madam Speaker, I thank my friend
for yielding and appreciate his efforts
for moving this forward. I strongly
want to support the gentleman from
California [Mr. MCKEON] in his efforts.

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself 1 minute to thank the
gentleman from California for his kind
statements. I think the Corrections
Day Calendar has worked well for the
most part. It can work well. We always

have to be vigilant it is not used for
improper purposes. Under the leader-
ship of our chairman, the gentlewoman
from Nevada, BARBARA VUCANOVICH,
who has been exceedingly fair, I think
the committee has lived up to the rep-
resentations of those who called for it
claimed and those of us who were wary
and skeptical have been proved wrong.

I thank the gentleman for his state-
ments in support of this legislation as
well.

Madam Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. SCHAEFER. Madam Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may
consume to again say to the gentlemen
from California, Mr. WAXMAN and Mr.
MCKEON, that this is excellent legisla-
tion, and I think it is going to cer-
tainly speed up the process and be good
for the American people.

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Speaker, I rise in
support of H.R. 2988.

This bill, which amends the Clear Air Act
Amendments of 1990, would allow States to
implement traffic signal synchronization
projects without first having to make a deter-
mination that such projects are in conformity
with State and Federal implementation plans.

It is important to note that this bill does not
waive Clean Air Act conformity requirements,
but requires States to consider the emissions
effect of these projects in subsequent con-
formity determinations.

The Transportation Committee shares juris-
diction with the Commerce Committee over
the transportation conformity provisions of the
Clean Air Act. During consideration of the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, members
of the Committee on Public Works and Trans-
portation were conferees on the transportation
conformity provisions and worked closely with
the Commerce Committee to resolve these is-
sues.

We on the Transportation Committee have
closely followed the implementation of the
transportation conformity rules because of
their direct impact on transportation programs.
The conformity rules are often determinative of
whether transportation projects can be built in
urban areas.

The bill before us today is a constructive
proposal that will facilitate completion of
projects that will decrease traffic congestion
and improve air quality and I therefore urge
support of the bill.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Madam Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 2988, the Traffic Signal Syn-
chronization Act.

Under section 176 of the Clean Air Act,
transportation plans, programs and projects
must conform to a State’s air quality imple-
mentation plan [SIP]. Conformity to a SIP
means that transportation activities will not
produce new air quality violations, worsen ex-
isting violations, or delay timely attainment of
the national ambient air quality standards.

EPA requires that nearly all transportation
projects be reviewed to ‘‘conform’’ to the
State’s implementation plan for attaining or
maintaining the national ambient air quality
standards. This includes traffic synchronization
projects, even though most, if not all, synchro-
nization projects lower vehicle emissions. By
requiring that these projects be reviewed be-
fore they can be implemented, some projects

may be delayed by a year or more, resulting
in an increase in vehicle emissions.

Clearly, this situation is contrary to the origi-
nal intent of the Clean Air Act. As chairman of
the Commerce Health and Environment Sub-
committee, which has jurisdiction over the
Clean Air Act, I would like to thank Represent-
ative MCKEON, who introduced H.R. 2988, for
bringing this matter to the attention of the
Commerce Committee. I would also like to
thank Representative WAXMAN, the ranking mi-
nority member of the Health and Environment
Subcommittee, for his willingness to seek a bi-
partisan solution to this problem.

During our markup, the Commerce Commit-
tee unanimously approved an amendment in
the nature of a substitute which allows syn-
chronization projects to proceed at the earliest
opportunity while a regional emissions analy-
sis or other conformity determinations are
made. However, nothing in the bill, as amend-
ed, would relieve a jurisdiction from its respon-
sibility to conduct a regional emissions analy-
sis at a later date, if one is deemed necessary
by EPA. It is the purpose of the legislation that
traffic light synchronization projects be ap-
proved and that any emissions increase or de-
crease caused by such synchronization be
credited or made up in the overall SIP.

Altogether, H.R. 2988, as amended, will
streamline the approval process for traffic syn-
chronization projects and act to speed up
these projects—resulting in lower emissions.

I believe H.R. 2988 is consistent with cor-
rection’s day and would urge my colleagues to
support passage of this important legislation.

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Madam Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of H.R. 3153 and H.R.
2988, the two bills we are considering on the
Corrections Day Calendar. This will be the last
time this session that we call upon the Correc-
tions Day Calendar as the 104th Congress
comes to a close. I believe that we have had
significant success and the corrections day
process will be looked upon as a useful and
productive means to make commonsense
changes in current law.

I want to commend the Speaker for his cre-
ativity in working to make our lives less cum-
bersome and less intrusive, and I especially
want to thank him for giving me the oppor-
tunity to chair this innovative and effective cor-
rections day advisory group. It has also been
an honor and a privilege to serve with my co-
chairs, Mr. ZELIFF and Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr.
WAXMAN, and the other eight members of the
advisory group in making this process a suc-
cess. As we all know, change is never easy to
implement, especially in the legislative proc-
ess. However, I believe corrections day has
worked and I am very pleased with what we
have accomplished this Congress.

Since the commencement of corrections
day, 10 bills have been signed into law by the
President, and 8 bills have passed the House
and are waiting further action in the Senate.
The American people are demanding a more
responsive Government, and corrections day
is a key part in meeting their demands.

H.R. 3153, the Small Business Transport
Correction Advancement Act, directs the Sec-
retary of Transportation to issue a final rule
concerning the ‘‘materials of trade’’ exception
by December 31, 1996. This bill would provide
an exception for small businesses such as
farming, plumbing, and painting to transport
relatively small quantities of certain hazardous
materials. Also, H.R. 2988, the Traffic Signal
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Synchronization Act, allows States to quickly
implement traffic light synchronization projects,
which would likely lower vehicle emissions.
The bill also requires the EPA to examine the
effects of traffic synchronization projects in all
subsequent conformity reviews.

I believe that the two bills we are consider-
ing today are good examples of how the cor-
rections day process works well in a bipartisan
manner with the agency and committees of ju-
risdiction. I want to recognize the Committees
on Transportation and Commerce, Chairman
SHUSTER and Chairman BLILEY, and their
staffs for the expedient and hard work they did
to get these bills to the floor. I am hopeful that
the Senate will recognize the need for quick
action and send these bills to the President
without delay.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Speaker, I also rise
in support of this measure as amended by the
Commerce Committee. It will clarify our intent
that traffic signal synchronization projects
should go forward without delay while still pre-
serving the overall duty of regional authorities
to monitor the air quality impacts of transpor-
tation projects. In this way, the bill promotes
local flexibility while ensuring that air quality
will not be harmed.

I do regret that we must even take up this
amendment to the Clean Air Act. It is my
strong view that there should never have been
an issue as to whether traffic light projects that
ease congestion are subject to the Clean Air
Act’s conformity requirements. However, EPA
failed to reach this common sense conclusion
so we are forced to act.

I thank Chairman BLILEY, Mr. MCKEON—the
author of the measure—and Mr. WAXMAN for
their work on this bill.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on the
measure.

Mr. SCHAEFER. Madam Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
GREENE of Utah). Pursuant to the rule,
the previous question is ordered on the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute and the bill.

The question is on the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and (three-
fifths having voted in favor thereof)
the bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. SCHAEFER. Madam Speaker, I

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and that I may be permitted to
insert extraneous material in the
RECORD on the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule I,
the Chair announces that she will post-
pone further proceedings today on each
motion to suspend the rules on which a
recorded vote or the yeas are nays are
ordered, or on which the vote is ob-
jected to under clause 4 of rule XV.

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will
be taken after debate has concluded on
all motions to suspend the rules but
not before 5 p.m. today.
f

GOVERNMENT-SPONSORED ENTER-
PRISE PRIVATIZATION ACT OF
1996

Mr. MCKEON. Madam Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 1720) to amend the Higher
Education Act of 1965 to provide for the
cessation of Federal sponsorship of two
Government-sponsored enterprises, and
for other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 1720

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

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Government-Sponsored Enterprise Pri-
vatization Act of 1996’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE I—REORGANIZATION AND
PRIVATIZATION

Sec. 101. Reorganization of the Student
Loan Marketing Association
through the formation of a
holding company.

Sec. 102. Connie Lee privatization.
Sec. 103. Eligible institution.

TITLE II—MUSEUMS AND LIBRARIES
Sec. 201. Museum and library services.
Sec. 202. National Commission on Libraries

and Information Science.
Sec. 203. Transfer of functions from Insti-

tute of Museum Services.
Sec. 204. Service of individuals serving on

date of enactment.
Sec. 205. Consideration.
Sec. 206. Transition and transfer of funds.

TITLE III—EXTENSION OF PROGRAMS
Sec. 301. Extension of National Literacy Act

of 1991.
Sec. 302. Adult Education Act Amendments.
Sec. 303. Extension of Carl D. Perkins Voca-

tional and Applied Technology
Education Act.

TITLE IV—REPEALS AND CONFORMING
AMENDMENTS

Sec. 401. Repeals.
Sec. 402. Conforming amendments.

TITLE I—REORGANIZATION AND
PRIVATIZATION

SEC. 101. REORGANIZATION OF THE STUDENT
LOAN MARKETING ASSOCIATION
THROUGH THE FORMATION OF A
HOLDING COMPANY.

(a) AMENDMENT.—Part B of title IV of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1071
et seq.) is amended by inserting after section
439 (20 U.S.C. 1087–2) the following new sec-
tion:

‘‘SEC. 440. REORGANIZATION OF THE STUDENT
LOAN MARKETING ASSOCIATION
THROUGH THE FORMATION OF A
HOLDING COMPANY.

‘‘(a) ACTIONS BY THE ASSOCIATION’S BOARD
OF DIRECTORS.—The Board of Directors of the
Association shall take or cause to be taken
all such action as the Board of Directors
deems necessary or appropriate to effect,
upon the shareholder approval described in
subsection (b), a restructuring of the com-
mon stock ownership of the Association, as
set forth in a plan of reorganization adopted
by the Board of Directors (the terms of
which shall be consistent with this section)
so that all of the outstanding common
shares of the Association shall be directly
owned by a Holding Company. Such actions
may include, in the Board of Director’s dis-
cretion, a merger of a wholly owned subsidi-
ary of the Holding Company with and into
the Association, which would have the effect
provided in the plan of reorganization and
the law of the jurisdiction in which such sub-
sidiary is incorporated. As part of the re-
structuring, the Board of Directors may
cause—

‘‘(1) the common shares of the Association
to be converted, on the reorganization effec-
tive date, to common shares of the Holding
Company on a one for one basis, consistent
with applicable State or District of Colum-
bia law; and

‘‘(2) Holding Company common shares to
be registered with the Securities and Ex-
change Commission.

‘‘(b) SHAREHOLDER APPROVAL.—The plan of
reorganization adopted by the Board of Di-
rectors pursuant to subsection (a) shall be
submitted to common shareholders of the
Association for their approval. The reorga-
nization shall occur on the reorganization ef-
fective date, provided that the plan of reor-
ganization has been approved by the affirma-
tive votes, cast in person or by proxy, of the
holders of a majority of the issued and out-
standing shares of the Association common
stock.

‘‘(c) TRANSITION.—In the event the share-
holders of the Association approve the plan
of reorganization under subsection (b), the
following provisions shall apply beginning on
the reorganization effective date:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as specifically
provided in this section, until the dissolution
date the Association shall continue to have
all of the rights, privileges and obligations
set forth in, and shall be subject to all of the
limitations and restrictions of, section 439,
and the Association shall continue to carry
out the purposes of such section. The Hold-
ing Company and any subsidiary of the Hold-
ing Company (other than the Association)
shall not be entitled to any of the rights,
privileges, and obligations, and shall not be
subject to the limitations and restrictions,
applicable to the Association under section
439, except as specifically provided in this
section. The Holding Company and any sub-
sidiary of the Holding Company (other than
the Association or a subsidiary of the Asso-
ciation) shall not purchase loans insured
under this Act until such time as the Asso-
ciation ceases acquiring such loans, except
that the Holding Company may purchase
such loans if the Association is merely con-
tinuing to acquire loans as a lender of last
resort pursuant to section 439(q) or under an
agreement with the Secretary described in
paragraph (6).

‘‘(2) TRANSFER OF CERTAIN PROPERTY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

this section, on the reorganization effective
date or as soon as practicable thereafter, the
Association shall use the Association’s best
efforts to transfer to the Holding Company
or any subsidiary of the Holding Company
(or both), as directed by the Holding Com-
pany, all real and personal property of the
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