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So the joint resolution was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoidably
detained and could not vote on rollcalls Nos.
544 through 552. Had I been present, I would
have voted ‘‘yea’’ for each of these measures.

f

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT
ON S. 835, ESTUARIES AND
CLEAN WATERS ACT OF 2000

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 648 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 648

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill (S.
835) to encourage the restoration of estuary
habitat through more efficient project fi-
nancing and enhanced coordination of Fed-
eral and non-Federal restoration programs,
and for other purposes. All points of order
against the conference report and against its
consideration are waived. The conference re-
port shall be considered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. GOSS) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MOAKLEY), my friend, the ranking
member of the Committee on Rules;
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume.
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During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose
of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 648 provides for
consideration of the conference report
to accompany S. 835, the Estuaries and
Clean Waters Act of 2000. The rule
waives all points of order against the
conference report and against its con-
sideration. The rule also provides that
the conference report shall be consid-
ered as read. This is a standard rule for

this type of conference report. And I
believe it is totally without con-
troversy. I strongly urge my colleagues
to support it.

Before we get a chance to vote, Mr.
Speaker, S. 835 is an excellent piece of
environmental legislation and yet an-
other addition to the fine environ-
mental legacy of the 106th Congress. S.
835 encourages partnerships between
Federal, State, and local interests for
estuary habitat restoration. Of even
greater importance is that the bill sup-
ports the development and implemen-
tation of comprehensive management
plans for the National Estuary Pro-
gram. This is of particular importance
to me because of the Charlotte Harbor
NEP, which is located in my district in
southwest Florida. I worked hard with
our local community to secure the
NEP designation for Charlotte Harbor,
and I am pleased this legislation will
ensure a comprehensive management
plan goes forward from the process.

Another key issue for my home State
of Florida is title VI of the bill, which
authorizes a pilot program to allow
States to explore alternate water sup-
ply solutions to meet critical needs.
We have always had water wars in
Florida, but given the increase in popu-
lation and the attendant demand for
water, we will surely reach a crisis
point unless we take immediate action
now. The alternate water source provi-
sions in this bill will help in that ef-
fort, and I want to thank my colleague
and good friend, the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. FOWLER), for her hard
work in particular on this issue.

S. 835 also includes other critical res-
toration efforts for areas such as Lake
Pontchartrain and the Tijuana River
Valley. I am extremely disappointed to
note the Senate refused to accept a
provision passed by the House that
would have established an EPA grant
program to improve water quality in
the Florida Keys. I am not aware of
any substantive problem on this issue,
and I remain hopeful we can adopt this
program perhaps through another leg-
islative vehicle.

Even so, this bill is a remarkable
piece of legislation, and I commend the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SHUSTER) and his Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure for their
hard work in the area and the success-
ful result. In short, Mr. Speaker, this is
a good rule, it is a good bill, and I en-
courage my colleagues to support both.

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

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague, my dear friend from
Florida (Mr. GOSS), for yielding me the
customary time; and I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
rule for the bipartisan conference re-
port. America’s estuaries are in trou-
ble. According to the national water
quality inventory, 44 percent of our es-
tuaries are not meeting their des-
ignated uses, whether they are fishing,
swimming, or supporting aquatic life.

This bill attempts to do something
about that by authorizing $275 million
over the next 5 years to help the Corps
of Engineers restore estuary habitats.

These funds will be available, Mr.
Speaker, for projects to improve de-
graded estuaries and estuary habitats
and get them to the point that they are
self-sufficient ecosystems.

Mr. Speaker, estuaries are areas
where the current of a river meets the
tide of the sea; and because such a wide
variety of life thrives there, they are
the beginning of the food chain. Estu-
aries provide the nursing grounds for
fisheries, support numerous endangered
and threatened species, and host al-
most half of the migratory birds in the
United States.

But, Mr. Speaker, estuaries are very
fragile and are suffering from increas-
ing human and environmental pres-
sures. In response to those pressures,
this bill includes a number of indi-
vidual bills that passed the House over-
whelmingly. The conference report
passed the Senate by unanimous con-
sent and is supported by State and
local governments and the business
community and the entire environ-
mental community. I urge my col-
leagues to support this rule and this
bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
KENNEDY).

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Speaker, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts for yield-
ing me this time, the honorable dean of
the Massachusetts delegation; and I
wish to thank my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle for their support of
this rule that makes in order this very
important piece of legislation, the Es-
tuary Habitat Restoration Improve-
ment Act.

For those of my colleagues who are
familiar with my State of Rhode Is-
land, we are practically one big estu-
ary. The Narragansett Bay runs right
through my State. It is a very impor-
tant part of our whole economy; and
so, therefore, this bill represents an
important step forward for our State
and also for our Nation in preserving
these fragile estuaries.

My State, as my colleagues know,
has had a long history of trying to
work to preserve its Narragansett Bay.
It goes to the importance of fishing in
our State, sailing, swimming, and our
number one industry, the tourism
economy. Of course this has a major
impact on our tourism economy. So for
all of these reasons, this Habitat and
Estuary Restoration Act is very impor-
tant for our State’s economy.

It is not only the case in Rhode Is-
land but it is also the case nationally
that our waters have not always been
treated with the respect and care that
they deserve. Estuaries are very valu-
able ecosystems in our overall environ-
ment. They nourish a wide variety of
animal and plant life, as the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY)
pointed out. They also serve to help fil-
trate pollution that comes in in the
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form of so much runoff from farms, to
oil spills, to wastewater overflow. Es-
tuaries help in that very important
part of preserving this environment by
acting as a buffer.

Recently, I read an article in our own
newspaper, the Providence Journal,
where Curt Spalding, our executive di-
rector of Save the Bay in Rhode Island,
said that we in Rhode Island have lost
over half of our salt marshes in our
State. Over 1,000 acres of eelgrass, for
example, in our State, that we once
possessed, only about 1/100th of that
still remains, depriving countless ma-
rine life from its ability to find a
source of primary food. And he writes
that the damming of these rivers and
streams has had a totally detrimental
impact on countless fish habitat as
well as other marine life.

So without immediate action on leg-
islation such as this, we might pass the
point of no return, and that is why act-
ing on this legislation right away is so
very important. That is why I urge my
colleagues to pass this Estuary Habitat
Restoration Act, making the provision
of $275 million funding for local
projects that will incent the saving of
our estuaries. I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this very valuable
and important piece of legislation to
all of our coastal ways, and especially
to our coastal ways in the Northeast,
like my State of Rhode Island.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. ACKER-
MAN).

(Mr. ACKERMAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of the bill, especially
because it contains some very strong
protection and preservation measures
for the Long Island Sound.

I also wish good luck to the New
York Mets, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong support
of S. 835, the Estuary Habitat Restoration and
Improvement Act Conference Report. This
measure authorizes $1.6 billion over five years
for various estuary conservation and restora-
tion activities, including the Long Island
Sound.

Preservation of the Long Island Sound is
not a parochial issue, but a national one. By
its inclusion as a charter member in the Na-
tional Estuaries Program, the Sound has been
designated as one of only 28 estuaries of na-
tional significance. Congress recognized the
national importance of the Sound by creating
the Long Island Sound Study (LISS), which in-
volved Federal, state, and local entities as well
as private groups. The result of this study was
the Comprehensive Conservation and Man-
agement Plan (CCMP). This report has de-
tailed the many challenges which Long Island
Sound faces including floating garbage, bio-
logical contamination, and industrial waste—in
short, all the things which plague our modern
society.

The time to act is now. The $200 million
over 5 years which is authorized under this
agreement, will be used to provide grants to
implement remedial efforts to clean up the
Long Island Sound as part of the CCMP.

I am proud to represent an area that bor-
ders the Long Island Sound. The Sound is
one of our nation’s natural treasures with im-
portant environmental, recreational, and com-
mercial benefits. Its value as an essential
habitat for one of the most diverse eco-
systems of the Northeast cannot be under-
stated. Residents and vacationers alike enjoy
the Sound for swimming and boating. And the
approximately $5 billion in revenue generated
by commerce relating to the Sound is vital to
the region and to individuals who base their
livelihood on the benefits of the Sound.

Unfortunately, the effects of millions of peo-
ple on the shore and in the Sound are evi-
denced in the deteriorated water quality. Over
the last several years, Long Island Sound has
suffered from numerous forms of pollution.
This pollution is now threatening the Sound’s
multibillion dollar a year fishing industry. The
most recent and devastating example is the
unexplained and widespread lobster die-off.
We must supply adequate resources to ad-
dress this lobster die-off and to examine pos-
sible problems in the water that could have
caused this crisis. I am confident that this leg-
islation will have a significant impact on the
ongoing efforts to improve the quality of the
Sound.

For the past seven years I have sponsored
legislation to provide funding for clean up and
pollution control programs for the Long Island
Sound. I am very pleased that today we see
legislation that will protect our beautiful Long
Island Sound, along with other important bod-
ies of water in our nation. I would like to thank
Mr. SHUSTER and Mr. OBERSTAR for their lead-
ership on this legislation and their commitment
to preserving our national estuaries. I would
also like to acknowledge the hard work and
dedication of my colleagues who represent
areas along Long Island Sound. Therefore, I
ask my colleagues to join with me today in
supporting this conference report.

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

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I believe the
gentleman from New York also en-
dorsed the rule, at least I hope he did.
I did not hear any controversy on the
rule.

I think this is yet another accom-
plishment of the do-something 106th
Congress. I see nothing except a good
debate ahead and a strong approval.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I join
my colleague on the rule as well as the
bill.

Mr. GOSS. Reclaiming my time, Mr.
Speaker, I thank my distinguished
friend, I yield back the balance of my
time, and I move the previous question
on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, pursu-

ant to House Resolution 648, I call up
the conference report on the Senate
bill (S. 835) to encourage the restora-
tion of estuary habitat through more
efficient project financing and en-

hanced coordination of Federal and
non-Federal restoration programs, and
for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 648, the con-
ference report is considered as having
been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
October 24, 2000, at page H10537.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHU-
STER) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER) each will control 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER).

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

Mr. Speaker, this legislation, this
conference report, includes several
bills which have already passed the
House. It includes the Estuaries Res-
toration Act authored by the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST); it includes the Chesapeake
Bay Restoration Act, which was guided
through the House by our late col-
league, the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. BATEMAN); it includes the bill of
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SAXTON) to reauthorize the National
Estuary Program; the bill of the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs.
JOHNSON) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. LAZIO), the Long Island
Sound Restoration Act; it includes the
bill of the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. VITTER) and the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. JEFFERSON), the Lake
Pontchartrain Basin Restoration Act;
the Alternate Water Sources Act au-
thored by the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. THURMAN) and the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. FOWLER);
the bill of the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SWEENEY) to reauthorize the
Clean Lakes Program; and the Tijuana
River Valley Estuary and Beach Sew-
age Cleanup Act of 2000, authored by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
BILBRAY) and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER).

This legislation meets environmental res-
toration needs by encouraging cooperative ef-
forts at the local, state and Federal levels and
fostering public-private partnerships to identify
and address water quality problems. I would
like to assure my colleagues that this legisla-
tion does not create any new regulatory au-
thorities and requires full public participation.
In particular, the estuary habitat restoration
strategy to be developed under section 106 of
the act must be developed following public no-
tice and a meaningful opportunity for com-
ment. I expect the Estuary Habitat Restoration
Council established under section 105 to pro-
vide a period of at least 90 days to allow the
public to comment on the proposed strategy,
or any subsequent revisions. This legislation is
supported by state and local government, the
business community and the environmental
community. Every Member of Congress
should be proud to support it.

I would like to thank the sponsors of the
bills included in this conference report, the
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House conferees, and all the members of the
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee. I
would particularly like to thank Ranking Mem-
ber OBERSTAR, Subcommittee Chairman
BOEHLERT and Subcommittee Ranking Mem-
ber BORSKI, for their hard work on bringing this
legislation to the floor. Let me also congratu-
late and thank the Senate conferees, in par-
ticular Chairman SMITH and Ranking Member
BAUCUS of the Environment and Public Works
Committee, for their cooperation.

This conference report is also the result of
a lot of hard work by House and Senate staff.
Special thanks go to Susan Bodine, Carrie
Jelsma, Donna Campbell, Ben Grumbles, Ken
Kopocis, Ryan Seiger, Pam Keller, John
Rayfield, and David Jansen of the House staff
and Ann Klee, John Pemberton, Suzanne
Matwyshen, Ann Loomis, Jo-Ellen Darcy and
Peter Washburn of the Senate staff. I urge all
Members to support this comprehensive pack-
age of critically needed environmental bills.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SAXTON).

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to give my thanks to the chairman
for this great work. This is, in fact, a
major step forward for environmental
protection and estuary enhancement.
So I would like to thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER) and
the other conferees on the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure
for their great work on this bill.

The section of the bill that, of
course, I authored, H.R. 1237, allows the
authorized funding of $35 million annu-
ally through 2005. These Federal funds
can be used for implementation, in ad-
dition to the development of com-
prehensive management plans in estua-
rine areas.

Congress recognized the importance
of preserving and enhancing coastal en-
vironments with the establishment of
the National Estuary Program, NEP,
in 1987. The NEP’s purpose is to facili-
tate State and local governments’
preparation of comprehensive manage-
ment plans for threatened and im-
paired estuaries.

In support of this effort, the EPA is
authorized to make grants to States to
develop CCMPs for 30 designated estu-
aries across the country. My own State
of New Jersey has three approved sites
in the NEP, one of which is Barnegat
Bay, which lies mostly in my district.
The bay is a watershed which drains
land for approximately 550 square
miles. Over 450,000 people live in the
Barnegat Bay watershed and the popu-
lation doubles there in the summer.

Nonpoint source pollution, while dif-
fuse, is cumulatively the most impor-
tant issue in addressing adverse im-
pacts on water quality and the health
of living resources in the bay. The final
CCMP for Barnegat Bay is complete,
but without the additional funding of
this program, as well as explicitly per-
mitting NEP to use Federal funds for
the implementation of the program,
the Federal Government would have
absolved itself of the responsibility as
a partner with the States in protecting
and enhancing the Nation’s most en-
dangered habitats.

Therefore, I would like to thank my
colleagues, in particular the chairman,
for expeditiously moving this bill.

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

Mr. Speaker, I thank the chairman
and the ranking member for doing such
a fine job in bringing us this conference
report. I would like to speak on one
part of this conference report, a part
that is a win-win-win solution for the
people in San Diego, California, and all
those areas which border the country
of Mexico.

We have been dealing with the prob-
lem of Mexican sewage flowing into our
area for many decades.

b 1715
The gentleman from California (Mr.

BILBRAY) and I introduced the legisla-
tion that has the provisions in this
conference report. What we intended to
do, Mr. Speaker, is to provide a com-
prehensive solution to the problem of
Mexican sewage flowing into the
United States in our waters.

We have a unique problem, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BILBRAY)
and I. I want to thank him for working
so closely with me and for our staffs
that worked so closely together. I do
not think any other two Members of
Congress can say that we have raw sew-
age flowing through our districts from
another country onto our beaches and
onto our riverbeds. And we, I know,
jointly thank the chairman of our com-
mittee, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SHUSTER); the ranking mem-
ber, the gentleman from Minnesota
(Mr. OBERSTAR); and their staffs, espe-
cially Ken Kopocis, Ryan Sieger, and
David Heinsfeld because they worked
very hard through some problems that
we had between us and with the Sen-
ate. But once everyone realized the
magnitude of the problem and, if I may
say so, the historic opportunity to pro-
vide a comprehensive solution to it,
these fine staff members and our lead-
ership fought diligently to craft legis-
lation on which all parties could agree.
And the people of southern San Diego
owe a great deal to the chairman and
the ranking member, and I want to
thank them so much on their behalf for
their support.

We will advance, through this legisla-
tion, a common sense solution to the
problem of international sewage, the
treatment of Mexican sewage in Mex-
ico. Before the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BILBRAY) and I introduced
our legislation, plans called for treat-
ing less than half of the sewage that
fouls our beaches and estuaries.

It has taken bureaucracies 10 years
to prepare a secondary treatment farm
of the International Wastewater Treat-
ment Plant. In that time, the sewage
flows have more than doubled. Yet, the
plans have persisted for a so-called so-
lution that will really not solve the
problem but will only take us back 10
years ago. This legislation seizes the
momentum for solving the problem and
fixes the problem now and comprehen-
sively.

My colleague from San Diego and I
have been working, are working on this
problem combined for probably 35 to 40
years. When we started this, 25 million
gallons a day of sewage from Mexico
needed to be treated to protect our
water and land. Now it has reached 55
to 75 million gallons of sewage. Our
residents and particularly our children
need to be protected from this public
health nightmare.

Private investors have come forward
with an innovative public-private part-
nership to treat all of the sewage and
treat it in Mexico. Mexico has gen-
erated the sewage and under a treaty
has the right to the treated water. So
it makes the most sense not only to
treat the sewage that we have now but
to treat it where it is generated and
can be reused by that country’s agri-
cultural and industrial interest.

This is a win for the U.S. environ-
ment. It is a win for our children’s
health. It is a win for international re-
lations and a win for recycling a pre-
cious resource.

So I urge support for this comprehen-
sive solution. It is an innovative way
to approach the issue. It is a long-
standing health and environmental
problem. And it most certainly has its
own very needed place in the Estuaries
and Clean Water Act of 2000.

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

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. BOEH-
LERT), the distinguished chairman of
our subcommittee.

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

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to be a supporter of the con-
ference report on S. 835, the Estuaries
and Clean Water Act of 2000.

As my colleagues before me have
stated very eloquently, the chairman
and the gentleman from California (Mr.
Filner) and others who will be address-
ing some specifics of this bill, it is good
legislation; and it deserves to be
passed.

I am particularly pleased with the
final package because it includes a re-
authorization and an expansion of the
Long Island Sound Program. I want to
give particular praise to my col-
leagues, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. LAZIO) and the gentlewoman from
Connecticut (Mrs. JOHNSON). They and
their colleagues have worked tena-
ciously on this legislation.

Let me tell my colleagues, in my ca-
pacity as chairman of the sub-
committee, I was summoned to the of-
fice of the gentleman from New York
(Mr. LAZIO) several months ago; and
thus began a partnership with the gen-
tleman and the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON). We worked
literally hundreds of hours to put to-
gether this package.

I want to praise Governor Rowland of
Connecticut and Governor Pataki of
my home State of New York. They
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have been real leaders. This just does
not happen overnight. This required a
lot of hard work on the part of a lot of
people with vision. Let me say that the
vision of the Lazio-Johnson team has
been something very special.

There is a lot more in this bill that is
very good, and I will let my colleagues
address that. But let me say that this
is probably the last major bill of the
Shuster chairmanship of the Com-
mittee on Transportation. And let me
say, as someone who has been in this
institution for many years as a staff
member and as a Member of Congress
in my own right, that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Chairman SHU-
STER) has proven by performance that
he has been the most effective chair-
man this Congress has seen in many,
many years.

He has assembled a very able, very
capable, very professional team; and he
has provided leadership for that team.
And he has worked on a bipartisan
basis. Every member of this com-
mittee, which is the largest committee
in the history of the Congress, feels
that they are part of the historic legis-
lation, TEA–21, AIR–21; and we have
laid the foundation for Water-21.

This does not just happen by acci-
dent. We have to have a leader. And the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Chair-
man SHUSTER) has provided that lead-
ership. We have to have a very capable
staff, and he has exercised the sound
judgment to assemble a team second to
none.

So as we look back on these 6 years,
and incidentally, I think the idea of
term limiting chairmen is crazy. I
think the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE) had it right when he said it is a
dumbing down of Congress. If we have
good people in positions of major re-
sponsibility, we ought to keep them
there. I might add, I am going to be a
big beneficiary of term limits. But that
is another story for another day.

But let me say in conclusion, this is
a good bill. It came from a very produc-
tive committee that has had very able
leadership. And I, for one, want to sa-
lute our very distinguished chairman
as he brings this conference report to
the floor for our consideration.

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

Mr. Speaker, I do want to thank the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR) and many other Members in this
body. He has spent hours and hours
learning about the issues in other parts
of the country and my part of the
world. In San Diego, California, I know
how much time he has spent. He has
asked his staff to make sure they un-
derstand the problem. He had legiti-
mate questions and concerns, but he
ended up fighting with us and for us to
achieve this goal. And I thank him
from the bottom of my heart.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 minutes to the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the distinguished ranking
Democratic member of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

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

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time, and I appreciate the kind
words of the gentleman.

But, Mr. Speaker, no one has been
more persistent or vigorous in pursuit
of a goal than has the gentleman from
California (Mr. FILNER). He has dog-
gedly pursued with the determination
and with copious documentation the
goal that we achieve today on this
floor, and I compliment the gentleman
on his extremely able representation of
the people of his district. And I appre-
ciate the partnership that has resulted
also with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BILBRAY) in equally pur-
suing. Practically the first issue that
he discussed with me after his swearing
into the Congress a few years ago was
this very issue, and I have not forgot-
ten.

I concur in the remarks of the able
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Water Resources. Our distinguished
full committee chairman, on many oc-
casions I have referred to his extraor-
dinary leadership and record of accom-
plishment. But I am just a little puz-
zled. This should not be the last bill
that the chairman brings to the House
floor. We are hopeful that there will be
another that will be a fitting cap to the
chairman’s distinguished career in the
House and we finally act on the Water
Resources Development Act.

I also want to pay deserved tribute to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
BORSKI) who has devoted an enormous
amount of time to this legislation, of
course to the gentleman from New
York (Chairman BOEHLERT) for his pur-
suit of environmental protection on
our committee. I appreciate the part-
nership that we have had and the lead-
ership that he has given, Mr. Speaker.

The primary focus of this legislation
is restoration of estuaries. In the Na-
tion’s ocean coastal regions, the estu-
ary is the great meeting place of salt
and fresh water, the great meeting
place where new forms of life are cre-
ated.

All through the world, there are
about a handful of truly extraordinary
great resources, estuaries. The Chesa-
peake Bay is one of those. There are
others that we address today in this
legislation. And the reason that we
focus our attention on this legislation
is that whatever drains into the estu-
ary from the land, wherever the ocean
meets that fresh water, either we are
doing good for the generation of new
species or the maintenance of existing
species or we are doing irreparable
harm.

The legislation that we act on today
moves us in the direction of doing right
by the fish and the wildlife in these
vital transition areas between fresh
and salt water.

In the most recent national water
quality inventory, States reported that
44 percent of the Nation’s assessed es-

tuaries do not meet their designated
use, fishing, swimming, supporting
aquatic life.

In the Great Lakes, it is even more
troubling; a matter that I spent a great
deal of time on over my service in the
Congress as a Member and previously
as a member of the staff. The data on
the Great Lakes are troubling. Ninety-
six percent of the assessed shoreline
miles of the Great Lakes do not meet
one or more designated uses.

As expressed in one of the most im-
portant indicators of quality of water,
fish consumption advisors, if we live
anywhere in America, we have five
parts per billion PCBs in our body. If
we live within 25 miles of one of the
Great Lakes and eat fish once a week,
we have up to 440 parts per billion
PCBs in our body.

We need to clean those estuaries. We
need to remove the sediment on the
bottom. We need to take those perma-
nent toxins out of the bottom where
they have been deposited over decades
and remove them so that we can re-
store the health of the fishery and the
health of the people who depend upon
that beneficiary.

This bill does not address that issue,
nor do I raise an issue about that. I
just make the point that there is much
more work for us to be done.

The $275 million over the next 5 years
authorized under this bill will enable
the Secretary of the Army and the
Corps of Engineers to restore estuarine
habitat. The cost will be shared with
local sponsors to improve degraded es-
tuaries and estuarine habitat, the goal
of building a self-sustaining system in-
tegrated into the landscape sur-
rounding the estuaries.

One important aspect of this program
is the participation of nonprofit enti-
ties as local sponsors. The conference
report allows nongovernmental organi-
zations to act as local sponsors of estu-
ary restoration projects after consulta-
tion and coordination with the appro-
priate State and local officials. Unlike
the House-passed version of the bill,
the conference report does not require
the approval of the governor of a State
before a nongovernmental organization
can act as the non-Federal cosponsor.

I want to express to the chairman my
great appreciation for his cooperation
in working this matter out. It was very
important to me and to the regions
that I represent of Minnesota and those
throughout the Great Lakes to have
come to this accommodation, and I ap-
preciate the chairman’s assistance.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. GILCHREST).

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the chairman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, as previous speakers
have said, I would like to also add my
comments and praise and respect to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Chairman SHUSTER) of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.
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It has been my experience in dealing
with the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Chairman SHUSTER) that we have had
for a number of years an honorable,
professional relationship. The chair-
man has helped with this package of
restoration bills to restore a number of
problems throughout this Nation, and I
want to thank him for that.
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We are here to pass the conference
report that will do a great deal as far
as restoring America’s estuaries and
other problems throughout our coastal
regions and the Great Lakes of the
United States. We are here because our
approach to these problems has not
been the best in the past. Our approach
to deal with the Nation’s estuaries and
the Great Lakes have been the respon-
sibility of, for example, the Corps of
Engineers, Fish and Wildlife, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, EPA, National
Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Geologi-
cal Survey, and the list goes on and on
and on; and each of those Federal enti-
ties has been responsible for a certain
piece of the whole.

Now, they have also been responsible
for things like dredging, which degrade
estuaries; bulldozing; the building of
dams; draining; paving; sewage dis-
charge. The list goes on there as well.

Each of those areas, draining, bull-
dozing, sewage discharge, dredging,
damming, air pollution, all of those
things has a degrading, fragmenting ef-
fect on our estuaries. And each of the
Federal agencies has approached each
of those entities as something distinct
and separate.

What this legislation does is it brings
all of those Federal agencies and their
appropriate counterparts on the State
level, the local level, and the private
sector and it sees the estuaries as a
whole. The entire ecosystem not only
will be researched and studied, but will
be restored. The grasses will be re-
planted. The oysters, instead of oyster
bars, will have oyster reefs. The mi-
grating songbirds will have a place to
rest on the way to South America. The
migrating Canada geese or the
snowgeese or the shad or any other fish
species that we can think of will come
back because the ecosystem, instead of
being fragmented, will begin to become
whole.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘aye’’ on the conference report. I
thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SHUSTER), chairman of the
committee, once again for his help
with this legislation.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. THURMAN), my good
friend.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, the
love fest that is going on around here
obviously makes us all feel very good
about what this committee has accom-
plished over the last couple of years in
transportation and in water issues, and
so I give my congratulations to all of
my colleagues for the work that they

have done. I do not serve on the com-
mittee, so I am expressing great grati-
tude to all members who have worked
over the last several years with me.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. THURMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota.

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, she
may not serve on this committee, but
she has been so persistent in pursuit of
the issues that she and the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. FOWLER)
have both coordinated on, that this is a
better bill because of the gentle-
woman’s persistence.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman for those kind words.

I have to say that I am very excited
about the Alternative Water Sources
Act being put into this conference re-
port. For 20 years in various capacities,
whether on the city council or in the
State Senate, I have worked on alter-
native water sources because of some
particular problems in the State of
Florida. Those problems sometimes are
issues where in counties that I live and
represent, we have an abundance of
water and to the south of me, there is
not as much water. So there is always
this opportunity or problem going on
of trying to come in and pipe water
down to other areas.

So what we have tried to really do in
this piece of legislation is to work with
the technology that is available across
this country for providing alternative
water sources, because we are finding
that States and other places are actu-
ally having to hunt for this water for
drinking and agriculture and industrial
and commercial uses.

What the bill represents is the begin-
ning of a long-term, sustained effort to
meet our future water needs. Over the
years, Congress has adopted many
water programs; some deal with qual-
ity and others deal with quantity. But
the Alternative Water Sources Act will
help States meet ever-expanding de-
mands for water. This bill establishes a
3-year, $75 million program to fund
water projects that conserve, reclaim,
and reuse precious water resources in
an environmentally sustainable man-
ner.

As a result of innovative technology,
such as deep-well infusion, new meth-
ods of reusing and enhancing area
water supplies can be applied today.
And if we use or improve this tech-
nology in one part of the country, it
will help other parts of the country be-
cause it will reduce pressure to move
water from one region to another.

A quote from the Christian Science
Monitor on April 14 said, ‘‘Whether it
is desalinization, capturing rainwater,
water-saving farming methods, or
water pricing structures that impel
greater conservation, humanity should
use every tool available to safeguard
this most basic natural resource.’’

Alternative water projects provide an
important tool to safeguard this to
safeguard these resources. And I realize

that water reuse alone will not solve
coming water problems. But I do be-
lieve that a real national water policy,
that actually the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) and I talked
about on this floor, must include im-
proved conservation programs. I think
this is a great first step.

Mr. Speaker, I am looking forward to
the road that we travel next year in
the 107th Congress. The only thing that
I will miss is the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. FOWLER), who has been
steadfast, as always with tenacity, in
helping us move this legislation along
and her friendship, and her confidence
in this piece of legislation is deeply ap-
preciated. I will miss the gentlewoman,
and I know she will be with us working
right alongside of us anyway.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. FOWLER).

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, I also
rise in strong support of the conference
report on S. 835, the Estuaries and
Clean Waters Act of 2000. This bill is a
combination of eight important water-
related pieces of legislation, and it
does represent the true bipartisanship
of the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

I do also want to add my commenda-
tions to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Chairman SHUSTER) to those of
my colleagues for his tireless efforts on
this important legislation and his ef-
fectiveness as chairman, because it has
been a real pleasure and an honor for
me to serve on the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure and
as a subcommittee chairman under his
leadership for the past 6 years.

I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the gentleman from New York
(Mr. BOEHLERT), the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST), and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
BORSKI) for their work on this impor-
tant piece of legislation and all of their
assistance that they provided in get-
ting us to this point.

Mr. Speaker, I have worked on title
VI of this bill, the Alternative Water
Sources Act, with my colleague, the
gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs. THUR-
MAN), and she has worked tirelessly on
this, and she is a true friend. This
measure will create a pilot program
providing Federal matching funds
under the Clean Water Act to assist eli-
gible States with the development of
alternative water sources projects to
meet the projected water supply de-
mand for urban development, indus-
trial, agricultural, and environmental
needs.

Many will say our existing water sup-
ply is sufficient, but our children could
have an uncertain future when they
turn on the faucet. There are many
States, including Florida and New
York, where the increase in population
growth has put a significant strain on
their water supply. That is why we
need to encourage States to be forward
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thinking when it comes to water sup-
ply and alternative sources. A new Fed-
eral partnership is needed to avoid a
crisis, a partnership that will ensure
our water supply will keep pace with
population growth and protect this
natural resource.

So, I again want to thank the leader-
ship of this committee for all of their
hard work on this, and I encourage my
colleagues to support this important
legislation.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BENTSEN).

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

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, let me start by com-
mending the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SHUSTER) and the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), chair-
man and the ranking member of the
committee. I have to say, while I have
not always agreed with the chairman
and the ranking member, I have the
greatest respect for them and I think
they have been the most effective team
in the time that I have spent in the
House. And quite frankly, they have
been a model for how this House ought
to operate, and so I commend both of
them, particularly the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Chairman SHUSTER), as
well as the chairman and ranking
member of the subcommittee.

I have had the opportunity to work
with them on a number of pieces of leg-
islation, even though I do not sit on
the committee; and both the full and
subcommittee chair and ranking mem-
bers have always been helpful. If a
Member has a good idea, they are will-
ing to listen and work with them.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of the conference report on S. 835, the
Estuaries and Clean Water Act. I want
to commend our colleague, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr.
GILCHREST), for his work on this, and in
particular on the National Estuary Act
of which he is an original sponsor and
I am one of the cosponsors. This bill is
tremendously important to restore all
of our national estuaries, including
Galveston Bay, which borders my dis-
trict in Texas.

Galveston Bay produces two-thirds of
Texas’ oyster harvest, one-third of
Texas’ bay shrimp catch, and one-quar-
ter of Texas’ blue crab catch. Gal-
veston Bay’s watershed is heavily in-
dustrialized and densely populated.
Since the 1950s, 30,000 acres of wetlands
have been lost in this estuary. Waste-
water discharges into Galveston Bay
account for half of Texas’ total waste-
water discharges every year. Like
many of America’s beloved bays and es-
tuaries, the productivity of Galveston
Bay has declined. Local community re-
sponse, however, which is necessary, is
facilitated by this act.

The report authorizes $275 million
over 5 years in a matching grant for lo-

cally developed estuary habitat res-
toration projects. The goal of this
money is the restoration of a million
acres of estuary over the next 10 years.
Only with our help will estuaries con-
tinue producing food, water quality,
employment, and recreation benefits
along America’s coastlines.

I am also pleased that the conference
report authorizes an additional $175
million for the National Estuary Pro-
gram. These funds will be used to de-
velop and implement comprehensive
programs in estuaries of national sig-
nificance, including Galveston Bay.

As proof of the ability of local com-
munities and organizations to take on
estuary restoration, I would like to
share this about Galveston Bay. The
Galveston Bay Foundation was created
under the National Estuary Program,
and they have undertaken the ambi-
tious program of restoring 24,000 of the
30,000 estuary acres lost, habitat acres
lost in Galveston Bay. Assisted by the
National Estuary Program, the founda-
tion also monitors water quality by
training volunteers in distributing
monitoring equipment.

In addition, I would add that the Gal-
veston Bay Foundation has been the
catalyst for developing an environ-
mentally sensitive approach to the
deepening and widening of the Houston
ship channel, which was authorized
under WRDA 1996 bill. So I think from
Galveston Bay, and this is true with
the other bays around the Nation, the
Galveston Bay Foundation has proved
that the National Estuary Program
works and that the National Estuary
Act can work as well.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the chair-
man, ranking member, and the sub-
committee chairman and ranking
member for having the foresight to
move this bill; the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST) for author-
ing it; and I hope the other body will
pass it and the President will sign it.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New Orleans, Louisiana
(Mr. VITTER).

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Speaker, I too rise
in strong support of this conference re-
port on the Estuaries and Clean Water
Act of 2000. I speak with personal
knowledge of the importance of this ef-
fort, because of Lake Pontchartrain, a
lake that lies largely within my con-
gressional district. It is vital to the
health of the entire region. It is vital
to the quality of life, to the economic
health of the region, and so too with
the other estuaries we address in this
bill.

It is not a case of people versus the
environment somehow. It is people and
the environment, hand in hand. Lake
Pontchartrain is a good example; 5,000
square miles in the Pontchartrain
Basin that encompasses 16 parishes in
Louisiana as well as four counties in
Mississippi, one of the largest estuaries
in the United States. In the middle of
it, Lake Pontchartrain, 630 square
miles, the second largest lake in the

United States after the Great Lakes.
The population center, of course, for
Louisiana, being surrounded by 1.5 mil-
lion residents.

But we have had problems in that es-
tuary system over the last 60 years.
Wetlands loss, human activities, nat-
ural forces have all had adverse impact
on the basin. Wetlands around the
basin have been drained, dredged, and
filled and channeled for oil and gas de-
velopment. Storm water discharges, in-
adequate wastewater treatment, agri-
cultural activities, all of these activi-
ties have significantly degraded water
quality.

Loss of wetlands due to subsidence,
salt water intrusion, and hurricanes
have also harmed the basin wildlife
population so that 13 species are actu-
ally on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice’s threatened or endangered list.
And today, swimming is still not al-
lowed on the south shore due to high
levels of pollution.

b 1745
As a result of this, I introduced last

September the Pontchartrain Basin
Restoration Act, and that is included
in this conference report. It will create
a coordinated, technically sound pro-
gram that will truly bring restoration
of the basin to the next level.

I want to thank everyone who was so
helpful in passing this legislation in
the conference report, certainly includ-
ing the chairman, the ranking member
of the full committee and the sub-
committee and the subcommittee staff.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. BROWN), a great member
of our committee and a great advocate
for the people of Florida.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I come to the floor to express my
strong support for the conference re-
port. This bill is important to the citi-
zens of the State of Florida and it con-
tains provisions that would improve
quality of life and contribute to the
cleanup of Lake Apopka, Florida’s sec-
ond largest but most polluted lake.

For months I have worked with Sen-
ator BOB GRAHAM and the ranking
member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), along with
Members of the local community, such
as Commissioner Bob Freeman of Or-
lando and Friends of Lake Apopka
seeking to get Federal help in tackling
this problem of Lake Apopka.

Before the Second World War, Lake
Apopka was a nationally known bass
fishing and vacation spot. This 31,000
acre water body supported over two
dozen fish camps as well as numerous
hotels, restaurants and other busi-
nesses. This authorization is a well-de-
served effort that includes Lake
Apopka in a priority demonstration
program under Clean Lakes adminis-
tration by the EPA.

Regarding alternate water, I would
like to congratulate also the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN)
and the conferees for their determina-
tion in getting a new grant program
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within EPA for alternate water
sources.

I was proud to cosponsor this bill
when it was introduced in the House,
and I am very delighted it is included
in this conference report. We must ad-
dress the critical water resource needs
of our expanding communities, espe-
cially in my home State, which so hap-
pens to be the fourth largest State and
growing rapidly.

Mr. Speaker, the Water Infrastruc-
ture Network released a comprehensive
report at the Conference of Mayors’
press conference recently here at the
Capitol on the crisis facing the Na-
tion’s waste water and drinking water
systems. The report concluded that
there is an ‘‘increasing gap between the
Nation’s water infrastructure needs
and the Federal Government’s finan-
cial commitment to safe and clean
water.’’

This bill is a good start, and I want
to commend the parties involved.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHN-
SON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the chairman for
yielding me time, and I want to com-
mend the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Chairman SHUSTER) for his out-
standing leadership of the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure
in these 6 years of his chairmanship
and thank him and the gentleman from
New York (Mr. BOEHLERT) for their
thorough and careful negotiating of
this bill with the Senate and my col-
league, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. GILCHREST), who was so instru-
mental in writing this estuary bill
which will restore 1 million acres of es-
tuary habitat over the next 10 years
through a voluntary incentive-based
program. I believe it is going to serve
the Nation admirably and enable us to
do something we have long needed to
do, which is better protect our estu-
aries.

In this bill is the Long Island Sound
bill that the gentleman from New York
(Mr. LAZIO), with Republican and Dem-
ocrat backing from New York, and I,
with the same broad backing from Con-
necticut, spearheaded. It will provide
Connecticut and New York with the
help they need to restore the Long Is-
land Sound to full health so that all of
our constituents can enjoy its beaches,
its seafood and the products that come
through its ports.

As important, this bill’s provisions in
regard to the Long Island Sound pro-
vide Connecticut and New York with
the flexibility that they need to de-
velop innovative approaches to clean-
ing the Sound, while reducing costs for
small communities and impoverished
cities.

Indeed, we cannot do things in the fu-
ture in exactly the same way we have
done them in the past. We must
achieve the same goals, but we must do
it in a way that does not destroy the
taxpaying base of our small rural com-

munities with their rather set tax ca-
pability or harm our impoverished cit-
ies.

So this bill provides flexibility to
allow States like Connecticut and New
York to develop the kind of innovative
and cost-effective approaches using the
most modern technologies to address
the problems of Long Island Sound and
restore it to its health.

I thank the chairman for his leader-
ship and his support.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. HORN).

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

Mr. Speaker, the Estuary Restora-
tion Act is good for the Nation and
thus good for California. I commend
the leadership of the House and the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure for their hard work to
bring this conference report before us.

This act demonstrates congressional
commitment to restoring one million
acres of estuaries over the next decade,
while promoting a constructive part-
nership among all levels of government
and the private sector.

This conference report directs the
Secretary of the Army to give priority
consideration to the Los Cerritos wet-
lands, located in the district that I rep-
resent. Restoration of these wetlands
will help retain natural habitat in Los
Angeles County and improve the qual-
ity of life for residents throughout the
area. Los Angeles County has lost more
than 93 percent of its coastal wetlands.
Los Cerritos represents one of only
three sizable areas remaining that
could be restored and could include
nearly 400 acres when completed.

The Estuary Restoration Act pro-
vides critical help to our Nation’s envi-
ronment, and I strongly urge support
for this vital legislation.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from California
(Mr. BILBRAY)

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank the chairman for not
only this bill, for including my bill into
this package, but also all of the work
that he has done to help us with the Ti-
juana sewage problem in San Diego Im-
perial Beach area. I want to thank the
ranking member for his sensitivity to
it. I know we have been discussing this
a long time.

This bill that the gentleman from
California (Mr. FILNER) and I have been
working on that has been included in
this package is actually one that goes
back to a recognition that 20 years ago
the Federal Government of the United
States decided that the Tijuana estua-
rine area was so important environ-
mentally that 50 percent of the City of
Imperial Beach, my hometown, had to
be taken by condemnation to be able to
preserve it for future generations.

Sadly, Mr. Speaker, is the fact that
from the month that that designation
of estuarine preserve was given by the

Federal Government, the estuary has
been polluted by foreign sources of sew-
age. I want to commend the chairman
and the ranking member, because in
this bill, it is the first comprehensive,
long-term strategy to address that pol-
lution problem that has existed for all
too long.

I think it recognizes the fact that if
the Federal Government thinks that
the Tijuana estuary is so important to
preserve by taking it in possession, it
is also important enough to make sure
it is not polluted and destroyed by a
foreign government’s adverse activity
through the introduction of sewage.
This bill will finally have that com-
prehensive approach and do it in a way
that is not only not piecemeal, but ac-
tually binational as we work into it.

I think again, as we have said before,
the fact is that this bill will include a
prototype that I would ask my col-
leagues to look at, that will not only
work in Imperial Beach and San Diego
and the Tijuana estuary, but I think
will be the vanguard of environmental
strategies around the world, and that is
paying for a service done, rather than a
project built; paying for the environ-
ment to be cleaned up, not for a plan or
a project that hopefully will clean up
the problem.

This is not the end, but it is defi-
nitely the beginning of the end of ad-
dressing a problem that some of us
have worked on for over 20 years and
spent many years working on.

I want to thank everyone involved,
and the estuary and the people that
live around the estuary will thank you
for this for years to come.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York
(Mr. SWEENEY).

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I have had the privilege
and the pleasure of serving on the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure for the past 2 years. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Chairman
SHUSTER) and the ranking member, the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), have disproven an old thought
or an old perception that you cannot
have it both ways, you cannot rebuild
America’s infrastructure and at the
same time improve the environmental
conditions here, and this is one of the
best examples of that. I want to thank
them for all of their hard work.

Earlier this year, this House passed
the Clean Lakes Act by an overwhelm-
ingly bipartisan vote of 420 to 5. I in-
troduced the Clean Lakes bill because I
have a strong belief that we can make
a difference in preserving the environ-
ment for future generations. I am
pleased to see the Clean Lakes bill in-
cluded as amendment to S. 835, and I
am proud of the hard work that went
into the conference report, and strong-
ly support its passage today.

This single bill encompasses eight ex-
cellent programs that will advance
clean water initiatives across the coun-
try and will benefit the generations to

VerDate 25-OCT-2000 05:09 Oct 26, 2000 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00052 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K25OC7.139 pfrm02 PsN: H25PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H10863October 25, 2000
come by cleaning up and restoring
many of our estuaries, sounds, beaches,
bays, basins, keys and lakes.

I just want to take a moment to
focus specifically on the Clean Lakes
Program. Where I am from, which in-
cludes the Catskill and Adirondack
mountain ranges in upstate New York,
the very lives of our lakes are threat-
ened. This bill forwards a number of
initiatives that will allow us and give
us the resources to fight the fight that
we need to, to ensure that their pris-
tine nature and the way of life that
many of my constituents know today
can be preserved.

Again I want to thank both the
chairman and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR) for their terrific
work.

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

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, again I
want to thank the chairman and his
staff, particularly Carrie Jelsma, was
very helpful to us and worked so hard;
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
OBERSTAR) and his staff, they worked
overtime to help the people I know in
my area; and I am sure throughout the
Nation. I want to thank the staff of the
gentleman from California (Mr.
BILBRAY), Dave Schroeder, and my own
staff member, Mary Niez, who worked
tirelessly on this bill.

Mr. Speaker, thanks from many
parts of the Nation.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, while we are hopeful
that we might have legislation to bring
to this floor in the waning days of the
Congress, that may well not be the
case, so this could well be the last leg-
islation that we will have before the
body during my stewardship over the
past 6 years as chairman of Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure,
the largest committee of the Congress,
75 members, as well as the most pro-
ductive.

I want to thank all of my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle for their tre-
mendous support in working to pass as
much legislation as we have indeed
passed to build America. The extraor-
dinary bipartisanship of our committee
is the reason why we were able to be so
productive.

My dear friend, the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), and I have
worked shoulder to shoulder with all
the members on both sides of the aisle.
Over these past 6 years, this committee
has passed through this House 265 bills,
of which 109 pieces of legislation have
been signed into law, an unparalleled
record. Indeed, not only have there
been a large number of bills come
through our committee, but, as a re-
sult of the bipartisan effort in the com-
mittee and in this House, historic leg-
islation as well.

We have put finally, after many
years of battle, trust back into the
transportation trust funds, in TEA–21,

a $218 billion transportation to rebuild
America, the largest transportation
bill in the history not only of the
United States but of the world, and yet
no tax increase, because we simply un-
locked the trust fund so the money the
American people pay into that trust
fund for transportation could be used.

Likewise, with AIR–21, a $40 billion
bill to not only invest in building our
aviation system, but to reform it as
well. And, goodness knows, we need
that investment and that reform in our
aviation system. AIR–21 takes effect
October 1, so it has just been in effect
for a few weeks now. But in the months
and years ahead, I am sure the Amer-
ican people will see the positive impact
of that legislation.

We passed major environmental leg-
islation to clean up our lakes and our
waters, our water and sewer systems.
We passed economic development legis-
lation to create jobs and stimulate the
economy. The committee indeed is the
building committee of the Congress,
and that is what that committee has
been about for the past 6 years, on a to-
tally bipartisan basis.

b 1800

Mr. Speaker, I insert for the RECORD
a report entitled ‘‘Building a Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure Legacy, Ac-
complishments of the House Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure in the 104th, 105th, and 106th
Congresses.’’
BUILDING A TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-

STRUCTURE LEGACY, ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF
THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION
AND INFRASTRUCTURE, 104TH, 105TH, 106TH
CONGRESSES

INTRODUCTION

The House Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture Committee has been a Committee of ac-
complishment. During the past six years,
under the bipartisan leadership of Chairman
Bud Shuster (R–PA) and Ranking Members
Norm Mineta (D-CA) and James Oberstar (D-
MN), the Committee has been a driving force
in renewing America’s commitment to build-
ing assets and promoting safety in all modes
of transportation and key aspects of environ-
mental protection. The T&I Committee suc-
ceeded in restoring integrity to the Highway
and Aviation Trust Funds after nearly three
decades of fiscal abuse, enabling us to make
much-needed improvements to our roads,
bridges, transit systems, airports, and air
traffic control system in a fiscally respon-
sible manner and without increasing taxes.
In the spirit of Teddy Roosevelt’s leadership
on the Panama Canal and Dwight Eisen-
hower’s on the Interstate Highway System,
the Transportation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee has renewed the country’s commit-
ment to our national transportation network
as the cornerstone of a strong economy. It is
a legacy that will last well into the 21st Cen-
tury.

Whether it be a renewed investment in
highways and transit systems contained in
the ‘‘Transportation Equity Act for the 21st
Century’’ (‘‘TEA 21’’), a commitment to mod-
ernization and expanding our aviation sys-
tem found in the ‘‘Aviation Investment and
Reform Act for the 21st Century’’ (‘‘AIR 21’’),
a reform package to help the financially
troubled national passenger railroad Amtrak
achieve solvency, changes to our inter-
national ocean shipping regulations to en-

courage competition and increase U.S. ex-
ports, or assistance for water and wastewater
infrastructure and hazardous waste cleanup,
the T&I Committee has worked in a bipar-
tisan fashion to address the needs of Amer-
ica’s communities.

In addition, the Committee has worked
hard to make sure that—both through proper
investment and appropriate federal over-
sight—the public safety is protected in all
modes of transportation. Through its six
subcommittees—Aviation; Coast Guard and
Maritime Transportation; Economic Devel-
opment, Public Buildings, Hazardous Mate-
rials, and Pipeline Safety; Ground Transpor-
tation; Water Resources and Environment;
and Oversight, Investigations and Emer-
gency Management—significant time was de-
voted to safety oversight of aviation, rail-
roads, motor carrier and truck safety, pipe-
lines, commercial vessel and recreational
boating safety, and public buildings, includ-
ing increased federal security in the wake of
the bombing of the Alfred P. Murrah Federal
Building in Oklahoma City.

An equally important Committee responsi-
bility is that of protecting our environment.
The Subcommittee on Water Resources and
Environment has led the effort to increase
assistance for community water infrastruc-
ture systems and to protect and restore de-
graded or threatened waters and watersheds.
The results have been landmark laws, such
as Water Resource Development Acts, other
bipartisan, broadly supported bills as well as
probing oversight hearings that have ushered
in significant administrative reforms for
controversial Superfund and Clean Water
programs. The Coast Guard and Maritime
Transportation Subcommittee also devel-
oped legislation to help the Coast Guard im-
prove the enforcement of Federal laws pro-
tecting the marine environment, including
the reduction of solid waste pollution and oil
spills from vessels. The Subcommittee also
conducted extensive oversight hearings on
marine environmental protection.

During the six years that the T&I Com-
mittee was led by Chairman Shuster, it grew
from a 61-Member panel to a 75-Member
panel—the largest in the history of Congress.
To carry out its broad responsibilities, the
Committee held 314 hearings, passed 265 bills
through the House, of which 109 have been
enacted into law to date.

RESTORING TRUST TO THE TRANSPORTATION
TRUST FUNDS

When the Highway Trust Fund was estab-
lished in 1956, the principle was simple: mo-
torists would pay a tax that would be put
into a Trust Fund dedicated to improving
the nation’s roadways. In 1970, the same
framework was applied to the establishment
of the Aviation Trust Fund. Unfortunately,
the principle was compromised. For three
decades, more money was collected than was
actually spent on road improvements. Each
year, the unified budget ‘‘borrowed’’ money
from the trust fund to offset other federal
spending. In 1995, the Highway, Aviation and
two smaller water infrastructure trust funds
had a combined balance of about $30 billion
that, under the Administration’s proposal,
was expected to balloon to $77 billion by 2002.

Under Chairman Shuster’s leadership, the
T&I Committee launched a successful cam-
paign that released billions of dollars in
highway, transit and aviation funds and es-
tablished permanent budget reforms that re-
stored integrity to the Highway and Avia-
tion Trust Funds and provided a precedent
for unlocking the water trust funds.

Beginning with the introduction of H.R.
842, the ‘‘Truth in Budgeting Act’’ in the
104th Congress, which had 224 cosponsors and
passed the House by an overwhelming vote of
284–143, and a subsequent amendment to the
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FY 1998 Budget Resolution that again dem-
onstrated the strong support for unlocking
the trust funds, the foundation was paved for
passage of critical budget reforms in the
105th Congress with the enactment of TEA 21
(Public Law 105–178). This landmark legisla-
tion reauthorized the nation’s highway and
transit programs and changed the budget
treatment of the Highway Trust Fund, there-
by permanently protecting it from budgetary
abuse.

In the 106th Congress, the Committee fo-
cused its effort on unlocking the Aviation
Trust Fund. Again, budget reforms were in-
stituted as part of the AIR 21 (Public Law
106–181), that are just now resulting in sig-
nificant increases in funding for much-need-
ed airport expansion and air traffic control
system modernization.

INVESTING IN AMERICA AND OUR COMMUNITIES

One of the oldest responsibilities of the
federal government is the establishment and
maintenance of our transportation and infra-
structure system. Beginning with ocean
ports and waterways, then later roads, rail-
ways, and airports, the government made the
necessary investments and the nation pros-
pered. In today’s increasingly global market-
place, the need for an efficient transpor-
tation network is more important than ever
before. Moreover, assuring modern environ-
mental and water infrastructure is both a
quality of life issue and, for many commu-
nities, an economic necessity.

The T&I Committee’s flagship achieve-
ment was the 1998 enactment of TEA 21,
which reauthorized the nation’s highway,
transit, motor carrier, and highway safety
programs for fiscal years 1998–2003. This his-
toric legislation created, for the first time, a
statutory link between highway and transit
investment and the fuel excise taxes paid by
motorists and deposited into the Highway
Trust Fund.

TEA 21 puts the financial resources of the
Highway Trust Fund to work rebuilding and
improving the nation’s infrastructure, which
had suffered from anemic under-funding dur-
ing the past several decades. The overall au-
thorized levels of $218 billion represents a 43
percent increase in funding for roads,
bridges, and transit systems nationwide.
These increases were accomplished without
increasing taxes by simply unlocking the
money already being collected from system
users. Moreover, the budget reforms mean
that, if Trust Fund receipts increase in the
future, the amount available to maintain
and improve our roads and transit systems
will increase. It also included a greatly ex-
panded, $3.5 billion rail infrastructure re-
volving loan program to help communities
address serious transportation choke points
at major port, transloading facilities, pas-
senger terminals and other intermodal facili-
ties.

TEA 21 directly addressed equity concerns
of ‘‘donor’’ states by ensuring a fair return
on each state’s Highway Trust Fund con-
tributions. On an average annual basis, each
state will receive more in real dollars than it
did in ISTEA, TEA 21’s predecessor, and each
state will receive a ‘‘Minimum Guarantee’’
of 90.5 percent return on what its motorists
contributed. The minimum guarantee re-
places the myriad equity programs that ex-
isted under ISTEA. TEA 21 also eliminated
the donor state ‘‘penalty’’ that counted allo-
cations of discretionary grants against the
state’s return.

In response to a growing concern over our
aviation system’s ability to handle the in-
creased demand for air travel since deregula-
tion of the airline industry, the Aviation
Subcommittee sponsored and the House
passed H.R. 2276, ‘‘The Aviation Revitaliza-
tion Act,’’ to help the Federal Aviation Ad-

ministration address some of the barriers to
system improvements. These include
changes to cumbersome personnel rules so
the agency can move its most experienced
air traffic controllers to areas of greatest
needs and a simplification of procurement
requirements in order to more quickly ac-
quire advanced technology. The most signifi-
cant of these reforms were ultimately en-
acted in the DOT appropriations bill.

In H.R. 3539, the ‘‘Federal Aviation Author-
ization Act’’ (Public Law 104–264), the Com-
mittee went further, increasing funding to
enable FAA to hire and train additional
maintenance and flight inspectors to achieve
a higher level of safety for the flying public.
It was in this legislation that Congress es-
tablished the National Civil Aviation Review
Commission to make recommendations on
long-term actions to address increased de-
mand.

In 1997, the National Civil Aviation Review
Commission’s report said that, ‘‘Without
prompt action, the United States’ aviation
system is headed toward gridlock shortly
after the turn of the century. If this gridlock
is allowed to happen, it will result in a dete-
rioration of aviation safety, harm the effi-
ciency and growth of our domestic economy,
and hurt our position in the global market-
place. Lives may be endangered; the profit-
ability and strength of the aviation sector
could disappear; and jobs and business oppor-
tunities far beyond aviation could be fore-
gone.’’

In response to these findings and ever-
growing frustration on the part of passengers
across the country, the Committee success-
fully passed the AIR 21. Significant increases
in funding for air traffic control moderniza-
tion and airport expansion are just now
being realized as a result of this landmark
legislation. While the effects will not be im-
mediate. FAA will now have the resources to
modernize the air traffic control system and
expand airport capacity, thereby reducing
chronic delays, which have crippled the avia-
tion system and frustrated passengers.

The T&I Committee continued to cham-
pion the Economic Development Administra-
tion (EDA) and the Appalachian Regional
Commission (ARC), both founded in 1965 to
address the chronic poverty in economically
distressed regions of the country. Through
highway and safe drinking water invest-
ments, as well as investments in technical
and vocational schools and health care fa-
cilities, the Appalachian region has seen its
poverty rates cut in half and its employment
rate and number of high school graduates
double. It is a dramatic example of how in-
vestment in roads and other public infra-
structure can spur economic growth and re-
duce poverty. The 105th Congress reauthor-
ized these programs (Public Law 105–393),
providing $1.8 billion over 5 years to EDA
and $207 million for three years to ARC. In
the case of EDA, it was the first time in sev-
enteen years that the agency’s mission was
formally reauthorized, so agency reforms
were also instituted to better direct its ac-
tivities to the most distressed communities.

The T&I Committee also maintains juris-
diction over the nation’s water infrastruc-
ture, including ports, inland waterways,
drinking and wastewater infrastructure, and
dams and other water management infra-
structure developed by the Army Corps of
Engineers. The Committee has sought to
provide significant increases in funding for
this infrastructure to help communities
meet their ever-growing needs.

The Water Resources Development Act
(WRDA) of 1996 (Public Law 104–303), author-
izing $5.4 billion in various Corps of Engi-
neers projects and programs, successfully re-
turned Congress and the nation to the two-
year cycle for enacting water projects and

policy changes. On a bipartisan basis, the
Committee authorized 44 major projects for
navigation, flood control, shore protection,
environmental restoration, hydropower pro-
duction, water supply, and recreation, as
well as scores of other projects and project
modifications. WRDA of 1999 (Public Law
106–53), authorizing $6.1 billion in various
Corps projects and programs, signified yet
another bipartisan success in meeting the
nation’s water resource needs on a timely
basis. Among the highlights: 45 major
project authorizations, including a con-
troversial flood control project for the Amer-
ican River in California, a new program for
flood control and ecosystem restoration, and
modified or additional authorities for crit-
ical projects and regional programs for envi-
ronmental restoration and related infra-
structure. WRDA 2000 authorized the Army
Corps of Engineers to begin an historic 20-
year project to restore the natural water
flow in the Florida Everglades as well as au-
thorizing $5.1 billion in flood control, naviga-
tion improvements, environmental protec-
tion and restoration, and other national
water infrastructure projects. The House
passed WRDA 2000 on October 19, 2000, by a
vote of 394–14.

In addition, the Committee has also ap-
proved 200 survey resolutions since 1995, di-
recting the Corps of Engineers to study po-
tential solutions to water-related infrastruc-
ture problems throughout the country, as
well as four ‘‘small watershed program’’
projects directing the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS), formerly the
Soil Conservation Service, to construct
projects in rural areas for flood control,
water supply, and environmental restora-
tion.

The ‘‘Safe Drinking Water Act Amend-
ments of 1996’’ (Public Law 104–182) included
key provisions championed by the T&I Com-
mittee. It established a new $1 billion per
year state revolving fund (SRF) for drinking
water assistance, modeled on and integrated
with the Clean Water Act’s existing SRF,
and included a new $350 million authoriza-
tion for grants to States for drinking water
infrastructure and watershed protection. It
also included financial and technical assist-
ance for the District of Columbia’s drinking
water treatment system and for sanitation
needs in Alaska and along the U.S.-Mexico
border.

Clean Water infrastructure also has been a
major focus of the Committee over the last 6
years, including the development and pas-
sage of comprehensive legislation, over a
dozen legislative and oversight hearings, and
countless discussions with appropriators and
members of the Executive Branch. The Com-
mittee has consistently sought to help com-
munities and state and local water officials
in their campaign to win more funding for
core programs under the Clean Water Act,
such as the SRF, and for grants to hardship
communities, rural areas, and states for
wastewater treatment, combined sewer and
sanitary sewer overflows, and nonpoint
source pollution. For example, the House-
passed Clean Water Amendments of 1995 au-
thorized over $11 billion for the SRF and $1
billion for nonpoint source grants.

In the 106th Congress, the Committee suc-
cessfully moved important regional and na-
tional infrastructure and water quality bills
through the House. For example, the ‘‘Estu-
aries and Clean Waters Act of 2000’’ author-
ized approximately $1.6 billion for various
coastal and inland projects and infrastruc-
ture programs for the country. The House
passed the conference report on this legisla-
tion (S. 835) on October 25, 2000, clearing the
bill for the President.
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PROMOTING TRANSPORTATION SAFETY

A key Committee responsibility is over-
sight of our Federal programs that protect
the safety of the traveling public and our
communities. The Committee took a number
of steps to improve the public safety on
board aircraft and marine vessels, and on our
nation’s roads, railroads, and pipeline trans-
portation network.

Aviation safety played a prominent role
during the past six years. In response to Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board rec-
ommendations and at least seven accidents
where pilot error was the cause and the pilot
had a previous record of poor performance,
Aviation Subcommittee Chairman Duncan
sponsored the ‘‘Airline Pilot Hiring and Safe-
ty Act.’’ The legislation, enacted as part of
the Federal Aviation Reauthorization Act of
1996, requires airlines to request and receive
records of an individual’s performance as a
pilot before hiring that individual as a com-
mercial pilot. In the 1995 reauthorization of
the National Transportation Safety Board
(Public Law 104–291), the Committee made
changes to facilitate voluntary reporting of
safety data. In this year’s NTSB reauthoriza-
tion, the Committee clarified the role of the
Safety Board in accident investigations and
strengthened the protection of information
obtained from voice and flight data record-
ers.

The Aviation Subcommittee also re-
sponded to reports that more people die from
heart attacks aboard aircraft than die as a
result of aircraft accidents. The Committee
enacted the ‘‘Aviation Medical Assistance
Act’’ (Public Law 105–170) directing the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration to gather data
and develop a rule to require that
defibrillators be installed on aircraft. Since
then, airlines have begun installing
defibrillators and many lives have been
saved.

Promoting safety of motor carrier oper-
ations on our Nation’s highways has always
been one of the Committee’s top priorities.
In 1999, in an effort to ensure that motor car-
rier safety issues were given their due atten-
tion and funding with the U.S. Department
of Transportation, the Ground Transpor-
tation Subcommittee held a series of four
hearings to examine the effectiveness of the
Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s)
oversight of this ever-expanding industry.
The Committee found that motor carrier
safety functions were hampered by competi-
tion for resources at FHWA.

The Motor Carrier Safety Act of 1999 (Pub-
lic Law 106–159) transferred motor carrier
safety functions and oversight of the motor
carrier safety program (MCSAP) out of
FHWA and created a new Administration to
take over those responsibilities. The Act also
equipped the new Federal Motor Carrier
Safety Administration with an increase in
funding for the MCSAP program and tighter,
more demanding commercial drivers’ licens-
ing requirements.

In April 1995, a home-made bomb exploded
outside the Murrah Federal Building in
Oklahoma City, killing 168 people, including
several preschool children enrolled in the
building’s child care center, and causing $500
million in damages to 320 buildings in the vi-
cinity. This tragedy illustrated the vulner-
ability of federal employees and facilities to
random acts of violence. The Committee re-
sponded by calling on the General Services
Administration to undertake an assessment
of security at all federal buildings. In July
1995, the Administration submitted its secu-
rity assessment and requested over $240 mil-
lion for upgrades at the nation’s federal
buildings. For FY 1997, the Committee ap-
proved $40 million to ensure that all newly
authorized federal buildings, courthouses,

and border stations received these security
enhancements. The Committee also spon-
sored the House-passed Baylee’s Law, requir-
ing GSA to notify parents enrolling children
in child care centers in federal buildings of
the current federal agencies occupying the
building and the level of security of the
building.

To address one of our nation’s most dire
public health problems, the nation’s failure
to reduce illegal drug use among America’s
youth, the Committee moved to tighten the
noose around illegal narcotics smugglers.
While the Administration has relied on pro-
grams to treat and retreat hard-core drug
addicts, the T&I Committee has consistently
supported Coast Guard drug interdiction ef-
forts, which raise the street price of illegal
drugs to deter casual drug users, especially
teenagers. The ‘‘Western Hemisphere Drug
Elimination Act’’ (Public Law 105–277), rep-
resented a bold move by Congress to address
the increase in illicit drug use by teenagers
over the last eight years. It provided the
Coast Guard with an additional $151 million
annually to expand its drug interdiction ef-
forts. In addition, the House-passed ‘‘Coast
Guard Authorization Act of 1999’’ provides
$550 million in additional funding for Coast
Guard drug interdiction above the level re-
quested by the President for fiscal year 2001.

In order to strengthen and improve our na-
tion’s efforts to combat drunk driving, the
T&I Committee adopted a number of broad
programs in TEA 21 to reduce drunk driving
and accidents and fatalities. These included:
a $500 million incentive grant program for
states which enact .08 Blood Alcohol Content
(BAC) laws; increased funding of $219 million
for the impaired driving grant program along
with programmatic reforms to include per-
formance-based factors and to target those
drunk drivers who pose the highest risk on
the roads; and provisions to encourage states
to enact open container laws and minimum
penalties for repeat offenders.

The T&I Committee has sought, through a
number of vehicles, to improve maritime
safety. The ‘‘Sportfishing and Boating Safe-
ty Act of 1998,’’ (enacted as part of Public
Law 105–178) increased state funding for rec-
reational boating safety programs. The
Coast Guard Authorization Acts of 1996, 1998,
and 2000 included provisions to improve mar-
itime drug and alcohol testing programs,
provide penalties for interfering with the
safe operation of a vessel, and require a more
prompt development of the Coast Guard’s
new National Distress and Response System.
The Coast Guard and Maritime Transpor-
tation Subcommittee held numerous over-
sight hearings that highlighted the impor-
tance of safety in the maritime environment,
including the Coast Guard’s vessel traffic
systems, commercial vessel safety mission,
search and rescue mission, and icebreaking
mission, as well as cruise ship safety, and
recreational boating safety.

Lastly, the Committee has continued its
oversight of the Pipeline Safety Program ad-
ministered by the Department of Transpor-
tation. In the 104th Congress, the Committee
reauthorized the pipeline safety program for
a four-year term, introducing reform into
the burdensome regulatory framework. In
the 106th Congress,the Committee again
sought to reauthorize the program, as well
as address specific concerns raised by serious
pipeline incident, which occurred in Bel-
lingham, Washington, and Carlsbad, New
Mexico. Towards this end, Chairman SHU-
STER brought to the House for consideration
S. 2438, a strong, bipartisan pipeline safety
bill that passe the Senate 99–0. While the leg-
islation received the support of a majority of
House Members, it failed to gain the 2/3 vote
required under ‘‘suspension,’’ with only 51
Democrats supporting the bill. Some of the

major reforms sought by this comprehensive
bill included: mandates for periodic testing
of pipelines and for training and evaluating
safety personnel; significantly increased pen-
alties for safety violators; a lower reporting
threshold to require reporting of smaller
hazardous liquid spills; an increased state
role in the oversight of interstate pipelines;
and increased funding for safety efforts. The
legislation also included a number of provi-
sions on ‘‘right to know’’ to broaden public
access to information on pipeline operations
and hazards, whistle blower protection, and
establishment of a formal research and de-
velopment program to develop pipeline in-
spection and safety technology. It is hoped
that Congress will revisit this issue early in
the next Congress.

MAKING TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMS WORK
MORE EFFICIENTLY

The T&I Committee has jurisdiction over
federal agencies that regulate transpor-
tation. In 1995, the Committee began looking
at ways to make many of the federal regu-
latory functions perform better. Two early
efforts were the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (ICC), which had economic oversight
over the trucking and railroad industries,
and the Federal Maritime Commission,
which had oversight over ocean shipping.
These two agencies, both envisioned as small
entities charged with preventing monopo-
listic practices in their respective industries,
had failed to evolve with the changing mar-
ketplace.

In the case of the ICC, established more
than a century ago to oversee the railroad
industry at the start of the industrial revo-
lution, it had become archaic in the modern,
global economy. The Interstate Commerce
Commission Termination Act (Public Law
104–88) addressed these problems by elimi-
nating the ICC and transferring nearly all of
the remaining motor carrier regulatory over-
sight functions to the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration. The remaining rail functions
were transferred to a 3-member autonomous
Surface Transportation Board within DOT.
The legislation saved taxpayers money and
established a regulatory framework that bet-
ter ensures competition and smooth func-
tioning of our $320 billion surface transpor-
tation industry.

The Federal Maritime Commission was
subject to similar criticisms, where tariff fil-
ing requirements had saddled shippers and
vessel operators with enormous administra-
tive costs and strengthened foreign shipping
cartels by providing them with access to the
private shipping agreements of their U.S.
competitors. In the 104th Congress, the T&I
Committee put forward sweeping legislation
to provide U.S. shippers and vessel operators
with a level playing field in the global ship-
ping industry. The legislation, H.R. 2149, re-
ceived strong House support. Although the
Senate failed to act on that legislation in
the 104th Congress, it put forward com-
promise legislation in the 105th that incor-
porated many key elements of H.R. 2149. The
House accepted the Senate’s version and en-
acted the ‘‘Ocean Shipping Reform Act of
1998 (OSRA)’’ (Public Law 105–258). The most
important provision of OSRA allows for
‘‘confidential contracts’’ for ocean transpor-
tation. At an oversight hearing a year after
enactment, witnesses from the Federal Mari-
time Commission, international ocean car-
riers, U.S. shippers, and U.S. labor all re-
ported that the new system was a success.
The new system has increased competition
in the international ocean shipping markets
while allowing individual shippers and car-
riers to pursue private contracts that pro-
vide for the most efficient international
ocean transportation arrangements.

The National Highway Designation Act of
1995 (Public Law 104–59) approved the des-
ignation of 160,000 miles of U.S. roadway as
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the National Highway System, and provided
$13 billion in Interstate Maintenance and
NHS highway funds to the states in 1996–97.
The legislation also eliminated a number of
federal sanctions that had been imposed on
the states in the past, including penalties for
states that fail to enforce a national max-
imum speed limit or compulsory motorcycle
helmet laws, and streamlined the delivery of
highway and transit programs.

In TEA 21, the Committee remained com-
mitted to making Federal highway and tran-
sit programs more efficient, working to
streamline program delivery and cut red
tape. The bill contained a landmark provi-
sion to streamline environmental reviews for
highway and transit projects, which was
backed by the Administration, state and
local government groups and environmental
constituencies.

Following the ValuJet and TWA airplane
crashes in 1996, families who lost loved ones
complained about their ill treatment at the
hands of both government and airline offi-
cials. The Aviation Subcommittee held hear-
ings that resulted in the introduction of the
Aviation Disaster Family Assistance Act,
which was included in the Federal Aviation
Reauthorization Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–
264). The law requires airlines to develop
plans to handle these situations in the future
and gives the National Transportation Safe-
ty Board responsibility for coordinating
these efforts. As a result, more recent crash-
es have not given rise to the sort of com-
plaints experienced in 1996. In 1999, the Com-
mittee sought to apply a similar framework
to rail accidents in the Rail Passenger Dis-
aster Family Assistance Act of 1999, which
passed the House but was not enacted.

Under T&I Committee leadership, the 105th
Congress enacted the Amtrak Reform and
Accountability Act (Public Law 105–134). The
bipartisan reforms contained in the Act re-
move Amtrak from a crippling statutory
straight jacket. At the time, Amtrak was
headed toward bankruptcy. Similar to legis-
lation the T&I Committee successfully
passed through the House in the 104th Con-
gress but which the Senate declined to con-
sider, this Act gave Amtrak the opportunity
to operate in a more business-like fashion.
Significantly, the Act allowed Amtrak for
the first time to contract work (other than
food service) with third parties and to evalu-
ate routes based upon profitability rather
than a congressionally determined route
structure. It also eliminated statutory labor
protections that required Amtrak to pay dis-
placed workers a year of severance for each
year of service (maximum of six years). Fi-
nally, the Act established a new, seven-mem-
ber Reform Board filled with qualified pro-
fessionals to provide a much-needed fresh
start for Amtrak.

While the reform law provided Amtrak
with many new tools, in addition to author-
izing vastly increased funding, it did not and
could not guarantee a successful outcome.
The T&I Committee continues to conduct
oversight of Amtrak operations and Reform
Board actions. Recent reports from the Gen-
eral Accounting Office and the DOT Inspec-
tor General are that Amtrak is not taking
advantage of the new law. The decisions it
makes in the coming months will determine
whether the goals of the reform law are real-
ized.

In the 106th Congress, the T&I Committee
worked with railroad labor groups and man-
agement to craft a reform package for the fi-
nancially ailing Railroad Retirement pro-
gram. The ‘‘Railroad Retirement and Sur-
vivors Improvement Act’’ provided long-
term solvency to the federally-managed rail-
road pension fund by allowing limited trust
fund resources to be privately invested. It
also improved employee benefits by lowering

the retirement age to 60 (with 30 years of
service), increasing benefits for widows, and
reducing the vesting period from 10 to 5
years.

Finally, the T&I Committee introduced
and passed as part of AIR 21, an amendment
to the ‘‘Death on the High Seas Act.’’ The
Act ensures that families will be treated the
same regardless of whether an aircraft crash-
es on land or at sea. Prior to the enactment
of this legislation, families were unable to
recover damages for the death of a child as a
result of an aircraft accident on the high
seas.

ENSURING A CLEAN, SAFE ENVIRONMENT

Over the last five years, the Committee
has led the debate on innovative and effec-
tive environmental protection for the 21st
Century. Legislative achievements and over-
sight initiatives have translated into clean-
er, safer communities, more deference to
state and local decision making, and greater
emphasis on cost-effective, science-based
regulations.

The Committee’s bipartisan ‘‘Clean Water
Act Amendments of 1995,’’ strongly sup-
ported by state and local officials, offered a
comprehensive, commonsense approach to
reauthorization and reform of the Clean
Water Act. The House-passed legislation has
served as a catalyst for regulatory reform in
many ways including: more flexibility for
water quality standards to reflect regional
and seasonal variations; greater flexibility
in the pretreatment and stormwater pro-
grams; increased focus on watershed-based
effluent trading; greater emphasis on fed-
eral-state funding partnerships; increased
funding for voluntary approaches to man-
aging agricultural runoff and pilot projects
to allow companies and communities regu-
latory flexibility to achieve environmental
goals in more cost-effective ways.

The ‘‘Beaches Environmental Assessment
and Coastal Health Act of 2000’’ authorized
$150 million for EPA assistance to states to
establish monitoring programs to provide
the public with information about the qual-
ity of coastal recreational waters. This act
also strengthens the science behind and ef-
fectiveness of water quality standards for
coastal recreational waters. Comparable leg-
islation had been pending, and languishing,
in Congress for almost a decade. The ‘‘Estu-
aries and Clean Water Act of 2000,’’ com-
prising 10 separate House-passed bills, au-
thorized $1.6 billion in non-regulatory, fed-
eral assistance for Clean Water Act and re-
lated programs. Such efforts will help re-
store and protect estuaries, coastal waters
and publicly owned lakes.

Efforts in the 104th and 105th Congresses to
enact Superfund reform and address
brownfields highlighted the glaring defi-
ciencies of the Superfund toxic waste pro-
gram: cleanups that are costly, delayed, and
ineffective and a liability system that re-
wards litigation and rejects fairness. The
‘‘Reform of Superfund Act,’’ the ‘‘Superfund
Acceleration, Fairness, and Efficiency Act,’’
and Committee hearings helped push the Ad-
ministration towards modest reforms to
make Superfund cleanups ‘‘faster, fairer, and
more effective.’’

In 1996 and 1998, in the annual Department
of Defense Authorization bills, the Com-
mittee participated in the development of
language to encourage the redevelopment of
closed bases. Also in the FY 1997 Omnibus
Consolidated Appropriations bill, the Com-
mittee participated in the development of
language to protect lenders from Superfund
liability.

The push for administrative reform and
legislative overhaul of Superfund continued
in the 106th Congress. In an historic vote of
69 to 2, the Committee approved the ‘‘Recy-

cle America’s Land Act of 1999,’’ reforming
key aspects of Superfund liability and revi-
talizing brownfields. The legislation, which
included liability for small businesses and
incentives for voluntary cleanups, helped to
initiate another round of modest administra-
tive reforms.

With the enactment of the ‘‘National
Invasive Species Act of 1996’’ (Public Law
104–332), the Committee expanded and im-
proved efforts to combat problems from
invasive, non-indigenous aquatic species
(such as zebra mussels), including ballast
water exchange procedures and Federal re-
search and demonstration projects. Result-
ing efforts have benefited municipal, indus-
trial and agricultural water supplies, mari-
time transportation, and the environment.

Finally, the National Parks Air Tour Man-
agement Act, sponsored by Aviation Sub-
committee Chairman Duncan, helps mini-
mize aircraft noise over national parks. The
legislation, enacted as part of AIR 21, re-
quires the FAA Administrator to prescribe
operating conditions and limitations for
each commercial air tour operator and, in
cooperation with the Director of the Na-
tional Park Service (NPS), develop a plan be-
fore air tours can be conducted over national
parks.

Mr. Speaker, indeed, in closing, I
want to give my heartfelt thanks to all
my colleagues for their tremendous
support, because without that support
we would not have any accomplish-
ments to insert in the RECORD today
or, more importantly, to provide to the
American people in the years ahead.

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

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

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, just
briefly, although I have commented
many times in committee and on the
several bills that we have had, since
the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Chairman SHUSTER) is sounding a note
this may, indeed, may be our last
major bill on the floor, I just want to
emphasize for our colleagues that in an
era of rancor and divisiveness publicly
in the body politic and between the
parties and between the two bodies of
Congress, this Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure has stood as
a model of legislative achievement, as
an example of how we can advance the
commonweal of the Nation by working
together in a relationship of trust and
of understanding and of mutual re-
spect.

Mr. Speaker, that is the bond that
draws us together and the bond of re-
spect that I hold for the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHUSTER), our
chairman, and for his leadership, stead-
fast throughout these 6 years of hold-
ing an ideal and working to achieve it.

Together we have accomplished
something of lasting value for Amer-
ica, and I compliment the chairman on
his leadership, his distinguished con-
tribution to America. That will stand
for all time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), my
dear friend, and the key word, I think,
is together. We have stood together,
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and so it is with heartfelt thanks that
I thank the gentleman, the ranking
member of the committee, as well as
all of my colleagues for their tremen-
dous support so that our stewardship of
this committee could indeed be one in
which we could be proud.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, the decline of estuary habitats—es-
pecially in the San Francisco Bay estuary—
has been well-documented in the scientific
and resource management literature for over
30 years. Tragically, San Francisco Bay has
lost over 95% of its tidal wetlands and con-
tinues to be besieged by invasive and aquatic
nuisance species.

Fortunately, S. 835, the Estuaries and Clean
Water Act, will provide a reasonable, balanced
approach to both preserve remaining estuarine
habitats and to facilitate effective, locally-driv-
en estuary restoration in estuaries like San
Pablo Bay and Suisun Bay in my district.

I am particularly pleased that non-govern-
mental organizations (NGOs) will be eligible to
participate in this new program. NGOs, such
as Save the Bay and The Bay Institute in the
Bay Area, embody the locally driven focus of
this legislation and provide local expertise and
support.

Amendments agreed to in conference also
enhance the role of the Estuary Habitat Res-
toration Council in the selection of projects
and the delegation of oversight responsibilities
for project implementation. This will bring addi-
tional expertise and provide direct ties to other
successful Federal-State partnership programs
for protecting the estuaries, such as the Na-
tional Estuary Program, the National Estuarine
Research Reserve Program, and the National
Marine Fisheries Service’s Fishery Habitat
Restoration program.

This conference report is good environ-
mental legislation and I encourage my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to support
its passage.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I strongly sup-
port the Conference Report on Estuaries and
Clean Waters Act. This bill provides critical re-
lief to the Long Island Sound and estuaries
across the country.

Estuaries are an integral part of our environ-
ment, as well as our economy. They give live
to and provide a habitat for many important
species, they naturally cleanse our water, they
provide protection against floods and storm
damage, and serve as a playground for chil-
dren and families during the summer months.
The health of our nation’s estuaries are critical
to the protection of our natural heritage, and to
those who make their lives off these waters.

The Long Island Sound, in particular, is one
of the most complex estuaries in the country—
10 percent of the U.S. population lives within
50 miles of the Sound and millions more flock
to it for recreation every year. It brings in more
than $5 billion annually to the regional econ-
omy from various activities—all of which re-
quire clean water.

However, these natural jewels are in danger
of being lost forever, Estuaries are suffering
from severe water quality problems, declining
habitat quality, and, in some areas, total habi-
tat loss. More than 50 percent of wetlands in
coastal states have been destroyed—an
amount equal in size to six Grand Canyons.

If you don’t want to take my word on how
important an estuary can be to our commu-
nities and our economy, I invite you to visit

with the lobstermen in my district. Walk the
docks with them, and listen to their stories.
We are suffering a massive lobster die-off in
the Long Island Sounds that has virtually
wiped out an industry. While we are still
searching for the specific cause of the die-off,
we do know that a safer, cleaner Sound would
mean that incidents like this would be less
likely to occur in the future.

This bill provides a sensible approach to a
problem that has plagued efforts to clean up
our estuaries—the lack of a reliable, steady
funding source for implementing conservation
and management plans. Cleaning up estuaries
cannot be piecemeal effort. This conference
report takes a step in the right direction by au-
thorizing the Long Island Sound Program at
$200 million over five years—a significant in-
crease over the $3 million a year it currently
receives. It takes a comprehensive approach
to fix such a complex problem.

That is why I have fought alongside Nita
Lowey to pass the Water Pollution Control and
Estuary Restoration Act, which we first intro-
duced nearly eight years ago, and which we
fought for again in the current Congress. I
want to thank all of my colleagues that have
supported this effort over the years, especially
my colleagues from Connecticut and New
York, who have worked together to bring relief
to the Sound. Thank you for working together
on a bipartisan approach to fixing a non-par-
tisan problem.

We have an obligation to protect and pre-
serve the Sound for future generations. It is
the right thing to do for our children and for
our economy, and for men and women—like
the Long Island Sound’s lobstermen that are
still struggling to stay afloat. I urge the House
to pass this important legislation.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of S. 835, the Estuary Habitat
and Chesapeake Bay Restoration Act.

I would like to thank Mr. GILCHREST for all
his efforts in bringing this bill forward.

I am thrilled that we are recognizing the crit-
ical importance of estuaries—the diverse,
thriving habitats where fresh and salt water
mix—and that this legislation will strengthen
the all-important partnerships between federal,
state, and local interests for estuary habitat
restoration.

As a co-chair with NITA LOWEY of the Long
Island Sound Caucus, I am particularly
pleased that this legislation includes a title on
Long Island Sound Restoration.

All of us who live in the Long Island Sound
region owe a debt of gratitude to NANCY JOHN-
SON, and RICK LAZIO for their sponsorship and
stewardship of the Long Island Sound Res-
toration Act.

Repubicans and Democrats alike have
worked for years on the ongoing local-state-
federal effort to restore the Sound, and know
just how important this important body of
water is.

The Sound contributed over $5.5 billion to
our regions economy in 1994—and obviously
contributes even more today—through water-
dependent activities such as commercial and
recreational fishing, boating, and tourism.

The $40 million annual authorization for the
Sound in this legislation will make it possible
to continue the progress begun six years ago
when New York and Connecticut first signed
the Comprehensive Conservation and Man-
agement Plan (CCMP) for long Island Sound,
which in itself was the culmination of 10 years
of effort.

Since the implementation of the CCMP, our
states have spent an extraordinary amount on
Long Island Sound. The federal government
has played a small, though vital role.

Today we have the opportunity to back up
the promise of the CCMP with a commitment
to fund Long Island Sound restoration in line
with the Sound’s place as the center of a wa-
tershed region encompassing 8 million people,
with over 15 million living within 50 miles of
the Sound’s shores.

This is truly an estuary of national signifi-
cance and one which deserves the support of
this body. I urge my colleague to vote for this
excellent bill.

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the con-
ference report.

The previous question was ordered.
The conference report was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report on S.
835.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
OSE). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

f

FEDERAL COURTS IMPROVEMENT
ACT OF 2000

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to take from the Speak-
er’s table the Senate bill (S. 2915) to
make improvements in the operation
and administration of the Federal
courts, and for other purposes, and ask
for its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I would ask the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
COBLE) to explain the procedure and
what he is offering.

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, the purpose
of the request is to take S. 2915, which
improves the Federal Court System by
improving its administration and pro-
cedures, eliminating operational ineffi-
ciencies, and reducing operating ex-
penses, and not to pass the whole bill
but to offer an amendment which will
make technical corrections, strike sec-
tion 103, and make modifications to
section 309.
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