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the past few months—and there are many,
many candidates for the role of accessory-be-
fore-the-fact. But with all due respect, the
United Steelworkers of America believes this
not the time to pin the tail on the donkey
for the closing of L'TV.

This is the time, perhaps the last time,
that something can be done to avoid the cat-
astrophic consequences of the closing of LTV
that you have just heard about from the
steelworker members of this panel.

I'm going to spend a few minutes to sup-
port my conclusion—that the focus now is on
the Loan Board—and then propose a course
of action—immediate action—for the Steel
Caucus to take.

Here’s where we are today.

There is pending on the desk of the Emer-
gency Steel Loan Guaranty Board an appli-
cation by the National City Bank, and Key
Bank, on behalf of LTV, for a $250 million
loan guaranty.

The application is supported by an analysis
by the big 5 Accounting Firm of Deloitte
Touche, for the Official Creditors Committee
of LTV, appointed by the Bankruptcy Court,
which states that the second, historic, labor
agreement negotiated between LTV’s credi-
tors and the Steelworkers provides the fol-
lowing—and I quote: (1) ‘‘the Company is
able to fully repay the Byrd Loan by the end
of 2005, (2) ‘‘the Company is projected to
maintain positive liquidity over the five
year period with a low point of $35M in 2002”.

Thus, the Loan Board has been told by one
of the most highly respected Accounting
firms, one of the ‘‘big 5, that its primary
concerns have been met—that, if the $250M
loan is made, it will be paid back as the law
requires; and the Company will have the li-
quidity, the cash on hand, to carry on its
business.

Until now, there has been buck passing.
From Management of LTV to its banks; from
the Byrd Bill banks to the DIP lenders; then
to the Union. And back and forth. Now, buck
passing is over, and there is one—and only
one, focus. The Loan Board has the power to
keep LTV alive, so that efforts already under
way to help the entire industry (by address-
ing the illegal dumping, by addressing legacy
costs) have a chance to click in. If the Board
fails to act, it will have pulled the plug be-
fore the doctor has had a chance to operate.

Finally, what must be done? The Steel
Caucus, and the other members of Congress,
must convey to the members of the Emer-
gency Steel Loan Guaranty Board, that the
will and intent of Congress in the Emergency
Steel Loan Guaranty Act of 1999 was that in-
stances like L'TV are precisely the instances
where guaranty should be issued. The Board
must be told, forcefully, that the time to act
is now, and that the Guaranty should be
issued forthwith.

——————

ELIGIBILITY OF CERTAIN PER-
SONS FOR BURIAL IN ARLING-
TON NATIONAL CEMETERY

SPEECH OF

HON. MICHAEL K. SIMPSON

OF IDAHO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, December 19, 2001

Mr. SIMPSON. Madam Speaker, | rise today
in support of H.R. 3423, which extends burial
eligibility at Arlington National Cemetery to
those reservists who retire before age 60—the
age at which they become eligible for retired
pay.
H.R. 3423 also makes eligible for in-ground
burial at Arlington a member of a reserve
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component who dies in the line of duty while
on active or inactive duty training. To me as
a layperson, active duty for training and inac-
tive duty training is a distinction without a dif-
ference.

Either way, a life was given to protect the
freedoms of all the rest of us.

Earlier this year, a military plane crashed in
Georgia. On board were Guardsmen returning
home from active duty for training. All on
board died. Yet none was eligible for burial at
Arlington because they were on training status
as opposed to mobilized status.

Their military classification at the time of
death made no difference to the widows and
children left without a husband and father. The
fact of the matter is that these soldiers died in
the line of duty.

Madam Speaker, this bill is yet another tes-
tament to Chairman SMITH'S commitment to
our servicemembers, veterans, and their sur-
vivors.

In the wake of the September 11 attacks on
Americans, | thank Chairman SMITH for taking
the initiative to introduce and bring this bill to
the floor before we adjourn for the year.

| urge my colleagues to support H.R. 3423.

———

PUBLIC HEALTH SECURITY AND
BIOTERRORISM RESPONSE ACT
OF 2001

HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR

OF OHIO
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 20, 2001

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, as Chairman of
the Environment and Hazardous Materials
Subcommittee of the House Energy and Com-
merce Committee, which has jurisdiction over
the Safe Drinking Water Act, | am taking this
opportunity to elaborate on and clarify the pro-
visions of the legislative text of Title IV of H.R.
3448, the Public Health Security and Bioter-
rorism Response Act of 2001. Because this
legislation was considered under suspension
of the Rules and without the filing of a report
by the House Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee, | want to provide and more detailed ex-
planation of Title IV for the RECORD.

SECTION 401: AMENDMENT TO SAFE DRINKING
WATER ACT

Title IV of the Public Health Security and
Bioterrorism Response Act of 2001 requires
community water systems serving over 3,300
individuals to conduct vulnerability assess-
ments and to prepare or revise emergency re-
sponse plans which incorporate the results of
the vulnerability assessment. The legisla-
tion, however, also recognizes that many
community water systems have conducted or
will be in the process of conducting vulner-
ability assessments at the time of enact-
ment. Title IV is thus explicitly drafted not
to create a regulatory program which could
slow down ongoing efforts or to require sys-
tems that have completed vulnerability as-
sessments to undertake another such assess-
ment. The title only requires that systems
certify that an assessment has been com-
pleted by a specific date, not that the assess-
ment was initiated and/or completed before
or after the date of enactment.

Title IV does not create a regulatory role
for the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) in defining what is or is not an ‘‘ac-
ceptable’” vulnerability assessment. EPA is
provided no regulatory authority in this re-
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gard; instead, the Agency is only to provide
information once to community water sys-
tems (by March 1, 2002) regarding what kinds
of terrorist attacks are probable threats.
EPA is to coordinate its efforts with other
agencies and departments of government
who have expertise in this area, to compile
information readily available or already de-
veloped, and to promptly distribute this in-
formation. The statute does not provide a
continuing duty for EPA in this area past
the date specified in the legislation.

In this regard, vulnerability assessments
are defined in statute only to the extent that
they include a review of certain specified
items. These items are those which make up
the physical structure of a public water sys-
tem (as defined in section 1401 of the Safe
Drinking Water Act (SDWA)), electronic,
computer or other automated systems, phys-
ical barriers, the use, storage, or handling of
various chemicals and the operation and
maintenance of a drinking water system.
Title IV recognizes that there are many dif-
ferent types and sizes of community water
systems (CWS) and gives CWS wide discre-
tion to devise and conduct a vulnerability
assessment. EPA is not given any rule-
making or other authority to define further
what is or is not a vulnerability assessment
meeting the requirements of section 1433.
Nor does Title IV require that a community
water system utilize any particular vulner-
ability assessment tool, or conduct any spe-
cific type of analysis. Community water sys-
tems are not required to determine the con-
sequences of intentional acts or terrorist
acts, analyze their use of specific chemicals,
including chlorine, as opposed to other
chemicals, or to characterize the risk of any
offsite impacts. Further, the term ‘‘physical
barriers’” does not necessarily include ‘‘buff-
er zones’’ or any other area around physical
structures.

Title IV does not contain any requirement
that the EPA or any other governmental
body receive for review vulnerability assess-
ments conducted by water systems. Nor does
Title IV contain any requirement that com-
munity water systems provide such informa-
tion to EPA or to any other person or gov-
ernmental entity. It only requires that com-
munity water systems certify that they have
completed an assessment. Community water
systems are to coordinate with local emer-
gency planning committees (LEPCs) in the
preparation or revision of emergency re-
sponse plans for the purpose of avoiding du-
plication of effort and taking advantage of
previous information developed by the
LEPCs for first responders and local govern-
ment response. There is no requirement that
community water systems disclose any of
the information developed by the wvulner-
ability assessments to the LEPCs.

Vulnerability assessments could contain
very sensitive information about a drinking
water system which would be of assistance
to a terrorist or an individual contemplating
an attack. Therefore, Title IV was explicitly
and intentionally drafted to avoid triggering
any requirement under the Freedom of Infor-
mation Act (FOIA) (Section 552 of Title 5,
United States Code) to disclose any informa-
tion developed in connection with a vulner-
ability assessment. The President should
carefully consider whether assessments and
related materials should be exempted from
the FOIA by executive order.

The legislation authorizes EPA to provide
financial assistance to CWS for several speci-
fied purposes. EPA may provide assistance
for vulnerability assessments, for developing
or revising emergency response plans and for
expenses and contracts designed to address
basic security enhancements of critical im-
portance and significant threats to public
health. Title IV does not define either ‘‘basic
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security enhancements of critical impor-
tance’” or ‘‘significant threats to public
health.” However, existing SDWA programs
which provide assistance to water systems
have not provided assistance for continuing
expenses such as operations and mainte-
nance or personnel expenses. This legislation
does not change this long-established public
policy.

Finally, Title IV clarifies that EPA has
discretion to act under Part D, Emergency
Powers, of the Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA) when the Agency has received infor-
mation about a specific threatened terrorist
attack or when the Agency has received in-
formation concerning a potential terrorist
attack (but not necessarily a specific, identi-
fied threat) at a drinking water facility. In
exercising this discretion, the EPA should
only rely upon substantial, credible informa-
tion. EPA should not interpret ‘‘potential
terrorist attack’ to mean that there is
merely some possibility or statistical prob-
ability of a terrorist attack. Neither should
EPA interpret a general warning, general an-
nouncement or general condition to be suffi-
cient information of a threatened or poten-
tial terrorist attack. Specific, credible infor-
mation is required, and all other elements of
section 1431 must be met, including the ex-
istence of an imminent and substantial
endangerment to the health of persons, that
appropriate State and local authorities have
not acted to protect the health of persons
served by the drinking water system, and
that the EPA Administrator has consulted
with State and local authorities regarding
the correctness of the information regarding
both the specific threat and the actions
which the State or local authorities have
taken. The authority granted to EPA in sec-
tion 1431 is a limited, case-by-case, contin-
gent emergency power.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE,

Washington, DC, December 11, 2001.

Hon. DON YOUNG,

Chairman, Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure, Rayburn House Office
Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Committee on
Energy and Commerce has requested that
the House take up the Public Health Secu-
rity and Bioterrorism Response Act of 2001,
H.R. 3448. While the bill primarily contains
provisions related to the matters in the ju-
risdiction of the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, I recognize that section 135,
which amends the Stafford Act (42 U.S.C.
§§5121, et seq.), to require release of emer-
gency plans, falls under the jurisdiction of
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

Allowing this bill to move forward in no
way impairs your jurisdiction over that pro-
vision, and I would be pleased to place this
letter and any response you may have in the
Congressional Record when the bill is consid-
ered on the floor. In addition, if a conference
is necessary on this bill, I recognize your
right to request that the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure be rep-
resented on the conference with respect to
the provision amending the Stafford Act.

Sincerely,
W.J. “BILLY” TAUZIN,
Chairman.

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND

INFRASTRUCTURE,

Washington, DC, December 11, 2001.
Hon. W.J. BILLY TAUZIN,
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
recent letter regarding The Public Health
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Security and Bioterrorism Response Act of
2001, H.R. 3448. As you know, this bill con-
tains a provision related to matters in the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrasturcture. Specifically, Sec-
tion 135 of the bill amends the Stafford Act
(42 U.S.C. §§5121, et seq.), which is under the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

In the interest of expediting consideration
of the bill, the Committee will not seek a re-
ferral of this legislation and will support
your request to schedule floor action on the
bill. This action should not, however, be con-
strued as waiving the Committee’s jurisdic-
tion over future legislation of a similar na-
ture.

Thank you for your cooperation on this
matter.

Sincerely,
DON YOUNG,
Chairman.

———

TRIBUTE TO BISHOP SAMUEL C.
MADISON ON THE 75TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE UNITED HOUSE OF
PRAYER FOR ALL PEOPLE’S
CONVOCATION, HIS 61ST ANNI-
VERSARY AS MINISTER, AND
10TH ANNIVERSARY AS BISHOP
AND CHURCH LEADER

HON. MELVIN L. WATT

OF NORTH CAROLINA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 20, 2001

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today to honor an exemplary leader,
Bishop S.C. Madison, who is celebrating the
75th anniversary of the United House of Pray-
er for All People’s Convocation, his 61st anni-
versary as minister and his 10th anniversary
as bishop of the United House of Prayer.
Bishop Madison is an exceptional leader who
has championed the causes of eliminating
poverty, inadequate and unaffordable housing,
unemployment, illiteracy, economic disparities
and spiritual depravation. The magnitude,
depth and substance of his contributions to
improve human welfare and social reform
have brought him national acclaim.

The leadership of Bishop C.M. Grace,
Bishop W. McCollough and Bishop S.C. Madi-
son has had a positive impact on the growth
of the United House of Prayer since its earliest
existence in tents and storefront locations.
Currently, under the leadership of Bishop
Madison, there has been expansion to 135
congregations in 26 states. The church’s mas-
sive, nationwide building program has resulted
in construction of over 800 units of low and
moderate income housing. These housing
complexes are located in New Haven, CT;
Washington, DC; Norfolk, VA; Charlotte, NC;
Augusta, GA; Savannah, GA; and Los Ange-
les, CA. More than 100 units have been devel-
oped for senior citizens.

The extraordinary success of Bishop Madi-
son has led to numerous honors and awards
from national, state, and local organizations.
Academic institutions have presented honorary
degrees to him acknowledging his outstanding
achievements in helping to overcome deplor-
able conditions that plagued people and cities.
He has received Doctor of Humane Letters
from the Saturday College of Washington, DC
and Bowie State University of Bowie, MD.

Bishop Madison continues to demonstrate
outstanding leadership, dispense an abun-
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dance of love and philanthropy and support
causes for young people and the elderly.
Bishop Madison’s ministry promotes higher
education, exercises business acumen, im-
proves the spiritual fiber of society and main-
tains the United House of Prayer as a beacon
of light for those who need inspiration and a
safe haven from the harsh realities of life.

It is my pleasure to stand before the House
to pay tribute to Bishop S.C. Madison as he
marks 61 years in the ministry and 10 years
of service as the outstanding role model and
leader of the United House of Prayer for all
people.

DEBT-FOR-NATURE AGENDA OF
BANK REGULATORS AT THE
FDIC AND OTS

HON. JOHN T. DOOLITTLE

OF CALIFORNIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, December 20, 2001

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, in the 106th
Congress, | chaired a Task Force formed by
then-Chairman DON YOUNG to examine wheth-
er bank regulators at the FDIC and OTS used
their powers to leverage privately owned red-
wood trees, known as the Headwaters Forest
in California, from an individual.

The task force, which included Representa-
tives PomMBO, THORNBERRY, BRADY, and
RADANOVICH, undertook an 8 month review of
the debt-for-redwoods matter. We held one
terribly long hearing on the subject on Decem-
ber 12, 2000.

In the 107th Congress, Chairman HANSEN
continued work on the subject and dedicated
staff to draft a staff report to summarize the
evidence of the FDIC and OTS redwoods
debt-for-nature scheme and conclusions
drawn from the oversight work. The report ex-
poses how banking regulators took on an un-
authorized, political agenda of leveraging red-
wood trees.

A member of the Task Force, Representa-
tive POMBO, inserted the text of the staff report
into the RECORD on June 14, 2001. Just as
important as the report itself, is the collection
of evidence and documents, appended to the
report. Those documents validate the accu-
racy of information presented in the report.
Today, for the benefit of my colleagues, | have
put those appendices into the RECORD. The
Financial Services Committee should review
this information as they deal with re-author-
izing the FDIC and the OTS. These entities
are clearly out of control, and | want to sum-
marize why this is so.

Bank regulators at the FDIC and OTS have
very specific statutory charges. They are to re-
cover money from the owners of banks and
thrifts when the institutions fail. This system
keeps depositors whole through federally-
backed insurance funds and collects money
from the banks’ owners if they failed to prop-
erly manage the bank. | emphasize, bank reg-
ulators are to recover money.

We found boxes of evidence that clearly
showed that the bank regulators at the FDIC
and OTS deviated from their statutory charge
and actually concocted a scheme, in concert
with the Office of the Secretary of the Interior,
to obtain redwood trees from an owner of the
failed bank. The scheme was initiated, pro-
moted, and lobbied by radical EarthFirst!
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