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HONORING THE 100TH ANNIVER-

SARY OF FAMILY SERVICES OF
MONTGOMERY COUNTY, PENN-
SYLVANIA

HON. CURT WELDON
OF PENNSYLVANIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, October 2, 2000

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker,
I am pleased to congratulate Family Services
of Montgomery County for its century of ac-
complishment to be celebrated on Tuesday,
October 3, 2000. Family Services’ mission is
to strengthen the quality of life for individuals,
families, and our community, by providing pre-
ventive intervention and essential support dur-
ing times of need. Family Services of Mont-
gomery County and all of the wonderful peo-
ple associated with this fine organization are
dedicated to enhancing the quality of life for
people in our community through an innova-
tive and comprehensive range of human serv-
ices.

Family Services reached its present form
when three smaller Montgomery County non-
profit organizations merged—Family Service of
Pottstown, the Lower Montgomery County
Service Society, and the Main Line neighbor-
hood (with the earliest beginning in 1900).
Currently they have a central office in Norris-
town, three major branch offices, and several
satellite facilities.

Family Services’ formalized programs in-
clude: Foster Grandparent Program, Meals on
Wheels, Professional Counseling, Project
HEARTH (helping elderly adults remain in
their homes), Retired Senior Volunteer Pro-
gram (RSVP), Project HOPE (HIV–AIDS pre-
vention and support services, Families and
Schools Together (FAST), Plays for Living,
Parent-to-Parent Internet Support Group, Em-
ployee Assistance Programs, Student Train-
ing, Project Yes, and Safe Kids. The services
have also included helping people to access
housing, fuel and other material needs, link-
age to medicare, identifying peer support sys-
tems, and locating resources to prevent future
problems.

Throughout the last one hundred years,
Family Services and their predecessor organi-
zations have been on the ‘‘cutting edge’’ of so-
cial services in our community. They have
consistently led the way in helping people who
are experiencing a crisis in their lives to help
themselves.

Family Services continues to provide inno-
vative and timely programs in response to
community requests. Examples of recent addi-
tions to their services are the ‘‘Parent-to-Par-
ent Internet Support Group,’’ ‘‘Project Yes’’ in
Rolling Hills, ‘‘Safe Kids’’ in the Lower Merion
area, and the ‘‘New Beginnings’’ prison min-
istry. They have also recently experienced ex-
pansion of the ‘‘FAST’’ program to the Abing-
ton and Methacton School Districts, staffed
new locations in Pottstown, Phoenixville, and
Royersford with the ‘‘Foster Grandparent’’ pro-
gram, acquired a van for additional efficiency
in their ‘‘Meals on Wheels’’ program, and more
than quadrupled the size of their HIV/AIDS
‘‘Peer Prevention and Education’’ program.

There is no doubt that many people will face
difficulties during their lives. At those times, re-
sponsible assistance coupled with sensitive

caring go a long way to help ease problems.
Mark Lieberman, Executive Director of Family
Services, and all of the wonderful people as-
sociated with this fine organization can take
pride in all that they have done, and all that
they continue to do each and every day.

The continued need for Family Services is
determined by the challenges that individuals,
families and our community face. They are
moving into their second hundred years of
service by building upon community partner-
ships that will develop and provide essential
services for people who need preventive inter-
vention and essential support in order to en-
hance the quality of their lives.

Mr. Speaker, I urge you and all of our col-
leagues to join me in wishing Family Services
of Montgomery County a most joyous 100th
anniversary celebration and our appreciation
for a job well done.
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Tuesday, September 26, 2000

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, a number of com-
ments have been made about the process of
producing H.R. 5175, the Small Business Li-
ability Relief Act by opponents of the legisla-
tion. I find these comments unfair and mis-
leading. The following timeline should help set
the record straight. Contrary to the impression
that some Members imply in their statements,
Minority staff on the Transportation and Com-
merce Committees have been aware of the
basic proposal behind H.R. 5175 for months.

First, during the 103d, 104th, 105th, and
early 106th Congresses, the Commerce and
Transportation Committees held dozens of
hearings with hundreds of witnesses outlining
the tremendous problems with the badly bro-
ken Superfund program. Dozens of hearings
outline that Superfund is an unjust litigation
nightmare and has a devastating impact on
small businesses. The Committees held hear-
ings on a number of Superfund bills during
this time which have provisions that would
provide significant relief for small businesses.

On August 5, 1999, H.R. 1300, a com-
prehensive bill to reform Superfund, passed
the Transportation Committee by a vote of 69–
2. The bill contains a de micromis exemption,
an exemption for small businesses that pro-
vide ordinary garbage, and the de minimis and
ability to pay settlement policy—generally, all
components of the later, H.R. 5175. The Clin-
ton-Gore Administration opposes the bill even
though it now has 149 cosponsors, including
69 Democrats.

On October 13, 1999, H.R. 2580 passed in
Commerce Committee by a vote of 30 to 21.
The bill includes the same legislative language
as H.R. 1300 providing a de micromis exemp-
tion, an exemption for small businesses that
provide ordinary garbage, and the de minimis
and ability to pay settlement policy.

In early November 1999, the National Fed-
eration of Independent Businesses (NFIB)
showed both Majority and Minority staff of the

Commerce and Transportation Committee a
draft small business liability relief bill which
they claimed was the product of two weeks of
discussions with the Environmental Protection
Agency. The draft clearly had been faxed to
NFIB staff from the Office of the Administrator
at EPA. NFIB states that this version and ear-
lier versions of the draft bill had been pro-
duced at EPA and provided to them through
their discussions. NFIB further claims that Ad-
ministrator Browner was both fully aware of
the draft and found the draft bill to be accept-
able to EPA.

In June through July of this year, Majority
staff of the Commerce and Transportation
Committees gave the NFIB–EPA draft fill to
legislative counsel to put into proper legislative
drafting form. This text was provided to Minor-
ity staff. Majority and Minority staff met to dis-
cuss this and other Superfund issues.

On August 18, 2000, EPA sent a letter in re-
sponse to the request of Representative DIN-
GELL about the NFIB–EPA discussion draft bill.
EPA noted one problem concerning the pro-
spective application of the de micromis ex-
emption.

On September 14, 2000, a bipartisan group
of cosponsors introduced H.R. 5175, the Small
Business Liability Relief Act which largely re-
flects the NFIB–EPA 1999 draft bill and ad-
dresses the issue raised by EPA in August
2000. The most significant change between
the bill and the NFIB-EPA discussion draft
was to address the issue raised by EPA in its
August 2000 letter.

On September 19, 2000, NFIB staff met
with EPA and Department of Justice (DOJ)
staff to review H.R. 5175. NFIB states that
EPA and DOJ staff provided line by line com-
ments on technical concerns within the legisla-
tion. These comments were relayed to Com-
merce and Transportation Majority staff.

On September 21, 2000, Majority and Mi-
nority staff of the Commerce and Transpor-
tation Committees and representatives from
EPA and the Department of Justice met to dis-
cuss comments on H.R. 5175.

On September 24, 2000, a draft with minor
revisions was delivered to EPA and Minority
staff offices to address a number of the con-
cerns raised at the meetings of September 19
and 21.

On September 25, 2000, Majority staff in-
vited EPA and Minority staff to meet or to pro-
vide any written comments on the revised bill.
Neither EPA nor Minority staff accepted the in-
vitation.

On September 26, 2000, H.R. 5175, revised
to address certain Minority and Administration
concerns, was brought up for a vote.

The small business liability relief issue has
had extensive process going back years. The
basic NFIB–EPA discussion draft bill had been
provided to Minority staff as far back as No-
vember 1999. Mr. DINGELL received responses
from EPA to his questions concerning the draft
in August 2000. The substantive arguments
being made by certain Members against the
bill—such as those concerning the burden of
proof or the size definition of small busi-
nesses—are arguments over language that is
in these early drafts. There was more than
enough time to provide specific written com-
ments to improve the bill.
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Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, under cur-
rent law, infants who have been born, and are
alive, are indeed persons. Therefore, these in-
fants have the same rights as all humans, in-
cluding receiving the best of care, comfort,
food, and shelter. No one on either side of the
aisle would dispute this fact. This is why I find
it odd that Representatives HYDE and CANADY
feel it is necessary to introduce a bill which
appears only to restate the current law.

I question the motives behind the introduc-
tion of this bill. Of course I will vote for any
legislation that I believe will help our children,
but I am afraid that the motives for introducing
this bill are based more on politics than on
how to best serve our children. I think it is an
underhanded attempt to trick pro-choice Mem-
bers. This bill was brought before the Judiciary
Committee as one that would serve to protect
infants and ensure that they receive the best
care possible. Based on this, all but one Mem-
ber of the Committee voted in favor of the bill.
The fact that pro-choice Members supported
this bill, forced the bill sponsors to declare
their intention to offer a Manager’s Amend-
ment. This amendment would have attacked
the Supreme Court’s rulings on abortion and
mischaracterized the current state of abortion
rights law. The inclusion of this amendment
would have forced pro-choice Members to
vote against the bill. In turn, this would have
given our colleagues on the other side of this
issue the opportunity to say that the pro-
choice Members did not support a bill that pro-
tects infants, when in reality we would have
been forced to vote against such a bill due to
its attack on the reproductive rights of women.

I must give credit to my colleague from
North Carolina, Representative WATT, for rais-
ing the issue of how fast this bill was rushed
through the Judiciary Committee. This bill will
amend the U.S. Code by defining the terms
‘‘person,’’ ‘‘human being,’’ ‘‘child,’’ and ‘‘indi-
vidual’’ to include ‘‘every infant member of the
species homo sapiens who is born alive at
any stage of development.’’ According to the
Congressional Research Service, these terms
appear in more than 72,000 sections of the
U.S. Code and the Code of Federal Regula-
tions alone. While I would hope that the spon-
sors of this bill would not have included this
change in the language if it would cause a
change in the law or in the way the law would
be interpreted by the Supreme Court, since
the bill was presented as one that did not
change current law, I am not totally convinced.
As Representative WATT said in the Com-
mittee Report on H.R. 4292, this change in
language opens the door for many unintended
interpretations of the law.

I know that there are many neonatologists
who fear that this bill would affect the deci-
sions made by doctors and parents when
treating newborns. They are confused, as am
I, as to whether this bill would mandate that
doctors provide care beyond what they would
normally deem to be appropriate for newborns
who have no possibility of survival. Doctors
are currently obligated to perform procedures

that will help a baby to live if there is any
chance for survival. Sadly, there are babies
who are born with no hope of surviving past
the first few moments of live. Doctors should
not be forced to perform procedures that will
only prove to be futile in prolonging the life of
a child. Rather, the rights of the infant should
be protected by allowing the infant to spend
his few precious moments of life in the arms
of his parents.

The Committee Report states that ‘‘H.R.
4292 would not mandate medical treatment
where none is currently indicated’’ and ‘‘would
not affect the applicable standard of care.’’
Once again, I am concerned that this bill will
open up current law to be interpreted in an un-
intended manner. Therefore, I think we should
spend more time addressing how this bill will
affect the current law with respect to doctors,
women, and children.

There is already a common law ‘‘born alive’’
rule that mandates the prosecution of anyone
who harms a person who has been ‘‘born’’
and was ‘‘alive’’ at the time of the harmful act.
In addition, thirty-seven states have already
passed explicit statutory laws relating to the
treatment of infants who are ‘‘born alive,’’ and
perhaps most relevant, there is a federal stat-
ue known as the ‘‘Baby Doe Law’’ that re-
quires appropriate care be provided to a new-
born. Therefore, why is this bill necessary?
What is the true intent of this proposed legisla-
tion? If in fact the true intent is to restate the
law which protects our infants, then I will sup-
port it. However, if it is being used as a vehi-
cle to attack the Supreme Court’s rulings on
the reproductive rights of women, I will have to
oppose it.
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PEACE BY PEACE

HON. STEVEN T. KUYKENDALL
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, October 2, 2000
Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today to honor and recognize several local or-
ganizations for their involvement in the fight
against domestic violence. In recognition of
Domestic Violence Awareness Month, a coali-
tion of local service agencies has launched
Peace by Peace, a campaign to increase
awareness of this terrible crime.

Peace by Peace is a cooperative project of:
Beach Cities Health District, 1736 Family Cri-
sis Center, Little Company of Mary Health
Services, Redondo Beach Police Department’s
Domestic Violence Advocacy Program, Na-
tional Network to End Domestic Violence, Jo-
Ann etc., and the NCADD/South Bay Men’s
Domestic Violence Treatment Program.

Domestic violence can no longer be ig-
nored. Programs like Peace by Peace bring
this issue to the forefront. Through the various
workshops that will be held this month, South
Bay residents will be able to learn more about
domestic violence. It is because of organiza-
tions like the Beach Cities Health District and
the Little Company of Mary Health Services
that the women of the South Bay have access
to quality health services in time of need.

I commend these agencies in their fight
against domestic violence. The support that
they provide is unparalleled. I appreciate their
work and the services they provide. They have
touched the lives of many throughout the
South Bay.

A TRIBUTE TO CHARLES R.
TRIMBLE

HON. ZOE LOFGREN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, October 2, 2000
Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to

recognize the achievements of Charles R.
Trimble, the founder of Trimble Navigation
Limited and Chairman of the United States
Global Positioning System Industry Council.
Mr. Trimble is this year’s recipient of the
American Electronics Association’s Medal of
Achievement. Recipients of this award are rec-
ognized for their significant contributions to the
high-tech industry and for distinguished serv-
ice to the community, the industry and human-
kind.

Charles Trimble has shown vision and dedi-
cation in managing one of America’s premier
technology companies; his leadership by ex-
ample has helped mold the success of the
U.S. technology industry. Under Mr. Trimble’s
careful direction, Trimble Navigation Limited
grew from a startup housed in a reconstructed
theater to the first publicly held company en-
gaged solely in providing GPS solutions.
Trimble now has 23 offices in 15 countries; its
products are distributed in 150 countries
worldwide.

Charles Trimble holds four patents in signal
processing and several in GPS. He was a
member of the Vice President’s Space Policy
Advisory Board’s task group on the future of
U.S. Space Industrial Base for the National
Space Council. In 1991, he received INC Mag-
azine’s ‘‘Entrepreneur of the Year’’ award.
Throughout his career, he has published arti-
cles in the field of signal processing, elec-
tronics, and GPS; he has contributed to a
number of technology initiatives in the San
Francisco Bay Area, the Silicon Valley, and
Washington, D.C.

His interests and influence reach far beyond
the scope of the high-tech industry. Charles
Trimble was a Member of the Board of Gov-
ernors for the National Center for Asia-Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC) and a Member
of the Council on Foreign Relations. In 1999
he was elected to the National Academy of
Engineering.

I wish to thank Charles Trimble for his dedi-
cated leadership in the high-tech industry and
commend him on his admirable accomplish-
ments. I offer my warmest congratulations on
being awarded the American Electronics Asso-
ciation’s 2000 Medal of Achievement. Further-
more, he has my personal thanks for his many
courtesies to me—from sharing his in-depth
knowledge of science and technology to step-
ping forward to advocate intelligent science
and technology policies. Charles Trimble is not
only a great scientist and industrialist; he is a
great human being. My life is richer for having
had the chance to know him.
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THOUGHTS ON THE
APPROPRIATIONS

HON. MARSHALL ‘‘MARK’’ SANFORD
OF SOUTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, October 2, 2000

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
share the thoughts of Mr. Roy Parker of
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