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S. 697

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the
names of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. BYRD) and the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 697, a bill to modernize
the financing of the railroad retire-
ment system and to provide enhanced
benefits to employees and bene-
ficiaries.

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. DEWINE), and the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. HELMS) were
added as cosponsors of S. 697, supra.

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. DEWINE), and the Senator
from North Carolina (Mr. HELMS) were
added as cosponsors of S. 697, supra.

S. CON. RES. 11

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the
names of the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU), the Senator from
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW), and the Sen-
ator from North Carolina (Mr. ED-
WARDS) were added as cosponsors of S.
Con. Res. 11, a concurrent resolution
expressing the sense of Congress to
fully use the powers of the Federal
Government to enhance the science
base required to more fully develop the
field of health promotion and disease
prevention, and to explore how strate-
gies can be developed to integrate life-
style improvement programs into na-
tional policy, our health care system,
schools, workplaces, families and com-
munities.

S. CON. RES. 28

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. TORRICELLI) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Con. Res. 28, a concurrent
resolution calling for a United States
effort to end restrictions on the free-
doms and human rights of the enclaved
people in the occupied area of Cyprus.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for him-
self, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. BREAUX,
and Mr. DEWINE):

S. 758. A bill to amend the Food Security
Act of 1985 to authorize the annual enroll-
ment of land in the wetlands reserve pro-
gram, to extend the wetlands reserve pro-
gram through 2005, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry.

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the legis-
lation that I am introducing today
with Senators LINCOLN, BREAUX, and
DEWINE be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 758
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. WETLANDS RESERVE PROGRAM.

(a) ANNUAL ENROLLMENT AUTHORITY.—Sec-
tion 1237(b) of the Food Security Act of 1985

(16 U.S.C. 3837(b)) is amended by striking
paragraph (1) and inserting the following:

‘‘(1) ANNUAL ENROLLMENT AUTHORITY.—For
each of calendar years 2001 through 2005, the
Secretary may enroll in the wetlands reserve
program not more than 250,000 acres.’’.

(b) EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1237(c) of the

Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837(c))
is amended by striking ‘‘2002’’ and inserting
‘‘2005’’.

‘‘(2) FUNDING.—Section 1241(a) of the Food
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3841(a)) is
amended by striking ‘‘2002’’ and inserting
‘‘2005’’.

(c) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—Section
1237F of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16
U.S.C. 3837f) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c); and

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(b) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—Notwith-
standing chapter 63 of title 31, United States
Code, for purposes of carrying out this sub-
chapter, the Secretary may enter into a co-
operative agreement with a State, a political
subdivision of a State, or any organization
or person, for the acquisition of goods or
services (including personal services) if the
Secretary determines that—

‘‘(1) the purposes of the agreement serve
wetland conservation;

‘‘(2) all parties to the agreement con-
tribute resources to the accomplishment of
the purposes; and

‘‘(3) the agreement furthers the purposes of
this subchapter.’’.

By Mr. SMITH of New Hamp-
shire:

S. 759. A bill to amend title 4 of the United
States Code to prohibit a State from impos-
ing a discriminatory tax on income earned
within such State by nonresident of such
State; to the Committee on Finance.

f

THE NONRESIDENT INCOME TAX
FREEDOM ACT OF 2001

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr.
President, I rise today to introduce a
bill called ‘‘The Nonresident Income
Tax Freedom Act of 2001.’’

My legislation would prohibit a state
from imposing income taxes on income
earned within such state by non-
residents of such state.

Simply put, my bill bans state in-
come taxes levied on nonresident work-
ers.

I am sure that every American has
studied the Boston Tea Party.

In 1776, the 13 American colonies re-
fused to pay unjust taxes and declared
their independence from Britain.

The resulting American revolution
was a revolution of ideas and together
the 13 colonies created a government
which derived its just authority from
the consent of the governed.

In 1764, Britain imposed the Sugar
Act on the American colonies, that tax
was followed by the Stamp Act and the
Townshend Revenue Act.

The Stamp Act was essentially a
paper tax of less than one cent, but
this tax inspired the formation of the
Sons of Liberty, who burned the
stamps in protest of the tax.

A tea tax was imposed on the Amer-
ican colonies of less than one cent, but
this tax motivated Bostonians to pro-
test the tax in the Boston Tea Party.

The result of these British taxes were
that Americans openly rebelled in
order to fight those unjust taxes.

I am not comparing the current situ-
ation to the American revolution, but I
am proposing legislation consistent
with the theme of the American Revo-
lution—No taxation without represen-
tation.

When a citizen from New Hampshire
goes to work in Massachusetts or
Maine or Vermont and pays their in-
come tax, it is not reciprocated. We
don’t have an income tax. We don’t tax
them. They don’t live in that State,
and, therefore, I don’t believe they
should pay that tax.

My bill will grant Federal protection
for nonresident taxpayers and prohibit
this taxation without representation.

I hope my colleagues will look care-
fully at this regardless of the tax situa-
tion in their own States. The State of
Oklahoma, or the State of New Hamp-
shire, or any other State has a perfect
right to tax its citizens in whatever
way the citizens allow their elected
representatives. But the question is,
Should the citizens of Wyoming or
some other State tell another State
what taxes they should pay on their
citizens?

The problem exists today where
workers from one State are being taxed
by others, and these taxpayers have no
vote. They have no say and no recourse
into how their income tax money is
spent. Approximately 90,000 from New
Hampshire go to Massachusetts and
work. The taxes are collected from
them for Massachusetts income taxes.
They have no recourse. They have to
pay those taxes.

As a matter of fact, New Hampshire
residents pay over $200 million in in-
come taxes to Maine, Massachusetts,
and Vermont, all of which have income
taxes. New Hampshire doesn’t. In 1999,
Vermont imposed an income tax on
10,840 New Hampshire residents and
raised $10.2 million in revenue off the
backs of New Hampshire workers who
had nothing to say about it, nor could
they do anything about it.

In 1998, Massachusetts levied an in-
come tax on 89,336 New Hampshire resi-
dents and raised $184 million, again, off
the residents of New Hampshire.

And finally, in Maine, in 1998, 8,219
New Hampshire residents were taxed
and $9.3 million was raised in revenue.

This is taxation without representa-
tion. I am not trying to start another
Revolutionary War here, but it is not
fair. I believe that whether you have an
income tax or not in your State, the
issue is really should you be able to
levy an income tax against another cit-
izen who lives in another State.

In New Hampshire, we have always
had a keen interest in taxes, as a mat-
ter of fact, a keen interest in less
taxes. One of the greatest Governors in
the history of our State, Gov. Meldrim
Thomson, passed away last Thursday
at the age of 89. Mel Thomson was a
hero to many of us in the antitax
movement. His campaign theme, when
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he ran for Governor three times, was
‘‘ax the tax.’’ And that he did. He
fought taxes and cut taxes time and
time again in our State. He helped our
State to assume that true ‘‘live free or
die’’ tradition that is so popular and so
well known.

It is a strength that New Hampshire
politicians have not allowed a State in-
come tax to be levied on the hard-
working residents of that State. People
still do not understand it. They come
to me and say: How can you do this
without an income tax? How do you get
along? We do it through frugality and
responsibility and taking care of the
hard-earned dollars of our taxpayers.

As recently as last week, my friends
in the New Hampshire State House de-
feated a sales tax proposal. I congratu-
late them for it. The Republican-led
legislature knocked down a 2.5-percent
sales tax which would have helped
Maine, Massachusetts, and Vermont to
discourage their State citizens from
coming across the border to shop be-
cause we would have begun to get our
States equalized in their taxes.

We have this great tradition in New
Hampshire of less taxes, less spending,
and fiscal responsibility. That is why I
was pleased and proud just today—and
I know the Presiding Officer’s rating is
high up in this rating; and I will check
the rating—I was pleased today to be
told the National Taxpayers Union
ranked me No. 7 in the Senate for fiscal
responsibility on cutting spending, cut-
ting taxes, and cutting regulations. It
is an award of which I am very proud.
But it is not so much me; it is tradi-
tion in New Hampshire.

If you advocate those sales taxes, if
you advocate those income taxes, if
you advocate more taxes, you won’t be
reelected. There are a lot of people who
said, let’s have a sales or income tax,
and they have been defeated and have
not been heard from since, and many of
them had to leave town.

I think it is rather unfortunate Gov-
ernor Thomson passed away at the
very time President Bush—a man who
Governor Thompson admired, and
President Bush admired Governor
Thompson as well; it was reciprocal—
but at the very time President Bush is
proposing a $1.6 trillion tax cut for the
American people, the man who led the
‘‘ax the tax’’ fight in New Hampshire
has passed away. So President Bush
has picked up the torch from Governor
Thomson, and New Hampshire is proud
of that.

I am proud of President Bush’s budg-
et proposal to provide the typical fam-
ily of four paying income taxes $1,600
in tax relief.

John Marshall said: ‘‘The power to
tax is the power to destroy.’’ Taxes
have to be used responsibly. As I said
today, when I was asked about the Na-
tional Taxpayers Union rating, it does
not mean we do not spend money. We
do spend money. We have a responsi-
bility to spend money for our military,
for those in need, or whatever. But we
have to spend it responsibly. I think
that is the key issue.

The taxers in New Hampshire’s
neighboring States are very clever.
They impose the income tax on New
Hampshire residents without any fear
whatsoever of any political retaliation.
It is really cowardice. The officials
there tax citizens from my State of
New Hampshire who go into Massachu-
setts to work, and they cannot vote.
They cannot vote. They do not have
any say about it. What can they do
about it? It is not fair. We ought to
change it. I say that with respect to
my colleagues no matter what the tax
status of your own State is. Tax all you
want in your State, but do not tax peo-
ple from another State. And I think
that is fair.

Today’s average taxpayer faces a
combined Federal, State, and local bur-
den of nearly 50 percent of their in-
come. I think that is a little too much.
It is time for a change. This is one
small way to help New Hampshire citi-
zens, as I know so many are trying to
help all of our citizens with tax cuts at
the national level.

So I ask my colleagues to support
George W. Bush’s tax cut and my tax
fairness initiative to give certainly
New Hampshire citizens and all Ameri-
cans a little boost for their pocket-
books, so they can spend some money
the way they would like to spend it, to
have it in their pockets. That $200 mil-
lion in the pockets of taxpayers in New
Hampshire can be used for a lot of
things they would like to use it for, in-
cluding college education, health care,
putting money away for a rainy day, or
whatever.

I close by saying, my bill amends
chapter 4 of title 4 of the U.S. Code to
add a provision that says, ‘‘a State or
political subdivision thereof may not
impose a tax on income earned within
such State or political subdivision by
non-residents of such State.’’ In other
words, if they are not your citizens,
then you cannot tax them with an in-
come tax. It explicitly allows a State,
however—and this is a very important
point—if two States want to enter into
a voluntary compact or agreement to
tax one another—if the two States
agree—they can do that. There is an
exception for that if the two States
agree.

This is consistent with the theme of
‘‘no taxation without representation’’
because residents who become angry at
politicians who vote for income tax
compacts can vote the offending politi-
cian out of office. That is why it is
good.

I look forward to pressing hard on
this and getting the attention of my
colleagues. It is my hope I can be a
part of the President’s push to restore
reason and good sense to the Federal
tax law.

I ask my colleagues to support me on
the Nonresident Income Tax Freedom
Act of 2001 to help thousands of New
Hampshire citizens who are treated un-
fairly by taxation without representa-
tion.

By Mr. CONRAD (for himself, Ms.
SNOW, Mr. REID, Mr. DEWINE,
Mr. ROCKFELLER, and Mr. JOHN-
SON):

S. 762. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a credit
against income tax for information
technology training expenses and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Finance.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, during
the final months of the 106th Congress,
the Senate and House completed action
on the American Competitiveness in
the 21st Century Act which will re-
spond to the shortage of skilled IT
workers and help ensure our nation’s
continued growth and leadership in the
information technology field. Congress
increased the cap on the number of H1B
visas available for foreign workers with
high-tech skills to fill the job vacan-
cies in information technology in the
US.

As important as action by Congress
to permit companies to hire foreign-
born skilled IT workers is, this legisla-
tion by itself will not address our long-
term IT worker needs. Throughout the
recent debate on the IT worker short-
age, I have urged that we focus our ef-
forts on IT training and partnerships
between the business and education
communities. Many excellent partner-
ships between the IT community, state
and local government, high schools,
and colleges and universities that pro-
vide individuals of all ages with edu-
cation and training opportunities in in-
formation technology are already un-
derway.

Partnerships include ExplorNet, a
non-profit organization working with
local community and school officials to
train educators and students to rebuild
computers; e-learning opportunities for
IT training through more than 100
community colleges nationwide, in-
cluding Bismarck State College; Cisco
Systems Training Academies in many
school districts; AOL/Time Warner
Foundation’s ‘‘Time to Read’’ literacy
program; Green Thumb and Microsoft
working with seniors to improve their
IT skills; Great Plains Software’s,
Fargo, ND, partnership with Valley
City State University; and Texas In-
struments sponsored training for edu-
cators to improve technology skills in
the classroom. These are excellent ex-
amples of the IT and education commu-
nities working together to meet the
growing demand for information tech-
nology skills.

Although these partnerships are
helping to train individuals to fill
many IT job vacancies, these edu-
cational opportunities cannot keep
pace with the demand for workers with
advanced technical skills—a demand
that continues for the long term de-
spite our current economic slowdown
and recent layoffs in the IT sector.
Furthermore, continuing to rely on
foreign workers who obtain H1B visas
is not the answer to our shortage of
skilled IT professionals.
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A report of 685 companies released by

the Information Technology Associa-
tion of America ITAA, on April 2, 2001,
confirms this continuing demand for
skilled IT workers. The ITAA assess-
ment of the current IT job market, al-
though reporting a significant decline
in the demand for IT workers because
of the economic slowdown, confirms
there are thousands of positions that
employers are not able to fill because
firms are unable to find workers with
the necessary technical skills. The
study estimates there are currently
425,000 vacancies in the IT field for
skilled technical positions. Harris Mil-
ler, president, of ITAA, remarked,
‘‘. . . hiring has by no means halted for
IT workers, rather, demand still far ex-
ceeds supply in this market. Miller
continues to encourage individuals to
pursue advanced technical education
programs. He remarked, ‘‘this is actu-
ally the time to prepare yourself.’’

Mr. President, in response to this
continuing long-term demand for
skilled IT workers, I am introducing
legislation, the Technology Education
and Training Act of 2001, TETA, to pro-
vide a tax credit for businesses offering
IT training and to enable individuals
enrolled in certified IT training to take
advantage of the Hope Scholarship and
Lifetime Learning Credits. This legis-
lation is similar to a bill that I intro-
duced in the 106th Congress, and I am
particularly pleased that Senator
SNOWE is joining me again in this bi-
partisan effort as the principal cospon-
sor. Also joining me as cosponsors are
Senators REID, DEWINE, ROCKEFELLER,
and JOHNSON, colleagues who have
taken leadership roles in focusing at-
tention on the importance of informa-
tion technology for our economy and
encouraging IT education and partner-
ships.

I am honored that this legislation is
also endorsed by a broad coalition of
IT, business and educational organiza-
tions, including Computing Technology
Industry Association, CompTIA, the
Technology Workforce Coalition, the
American Society for Training and De-
velopment, the Information Tech-
nology Association of America, the In-
formation Technology Training Asso-
ciation, the Career College Associa-
tion, the National Association of Com-
puter Consultant Businesses, Cisco
Systems, Novell, Compaq Computer
Corporation, Gateway and Microsoft.

Under our legislation, businesses
would receive a credit against taxes
equal to 100 percent of the first $1,500 of
information technology training ex-
penses for non-degree IT skills certifi-
cation on behalf of a current or pro-
spective employee. The credit would
increase to $2,000 if the training pro-
gram is offered in an empowerment
zone, an enterprise community, an area
declared a disaster zone, a school dis-
trict with 50 percent or more of stu-
dents participating in the school lunch
program, a tribal community, a rural
enterprise community, involves a
small business with 200 or fewer em-

ployees or involves an individual with
a disability.

Additionally, this legislation would
amend current law regarding the Hope
Scholarship and Lifetime Learning
Credits to permit individuals enrolled
in non-degree IT training programs and
not attending a Title IV institution to
be eligible to apply for the Hope Schol-
arship or Lifetime Learning Credit.
Under current law, individuals are not
eligible to take advantage of the Hope
Scholarship or the Lifetime Learning
Credits unless the programs are offered
through a Title IV higher education or
proprietary institution.

In order to qualify for the Hope
Scholarship or Lifetime Learning Cred-
it, the IT training program must lead
to certification in an IT skill similar
to programs offered by Cisco, Micro-
soft, Novell, and CompTIA. Under the
proposed changes in the Technology
Education and Training Act, the cer-
tification offered by the commercial
information technology training pro-
vider must be approved by the Sec-
retary of Treasury in consultation with
an Information Technology Training
Certification Board.

The shortage of skilled information
technology workers will continue to be
a major concern for all sectors of our
economy despite the current economic
slowdown and the recent layoffs in the
IT sector. Our continued growth and
leadership in formation technology
will depend on a sufficient number of
highly trained workers. Additionally,
as economies around the world rebound
and countries, particularly in Asia, de-
velop their own high-tech corridors, it
will be difficult to continue to recruit
high-tech workers from these countries
to meet the needs of our own economy.

Rather than continue our dependency
on the H1B program, I believe that en-
couraging partnerships between the IT
and education communities and au-
thorizing additional incentives for
businesses and individuals to take ad-
vantage of IT skills training offers a
more reasonable approach to meeting
our long-term high-tech worker needs.
The Technology Education and Train-
ing Act authorizes important initia-
tives to respond to this critical short-
age. I welcome additional cosponsors of
this legislation and urge my colleagues
on the Senate Finance Committee to
support the proposed changes in TETA
during consideration of tax legislation
in the 107th Congress.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of this legislation along with
statements of endorsement for the
Technology Education and Training
Act from the Technology Workforce
Coalition, the Information Technology
Association of America, and the Amer-
ican Society for Training and Develop-
ment be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 762
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Technology

Education and Training Act of 2001’’.
SEC. 2. CREDIT FOR INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

TRAINING PROGRAM EXPENSES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part IV of

subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by adding
at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 30B. INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY TRAIN-

ING PROGRAM EXPENSES.
‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—In the case of a tax-

payer engaged in a trade or business during
the taxable year, there shall be allowed as a
credit against the tax imposed by this chap-
ter for such taxable year an amount equal to
100 percent of information technology train-
ing program expenses of the taxpayer and
any employee of the taxpayer paid or in-
curred by the taxpayer during such taxable
year.

‘‘(b) LIMITATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of informa-

tion technology training program expenses
with respect to any individual which may be
taken into account under subsection (a) for
the taxable year shall not exceed $1,500.

‘‘(2) INCREASE IN CREDIT AMOUNT FOR PAR-
TICIPATION IN CERTAIN PROGRAMS AND FOR
CERTAIN INDIVIDUALS.—The dollar amount in
paragraph (1) shall be increased (but not
above $2,000) by the amount of information
technology training program expenses paid
or incurred by the taxpayer—

‘‘(A) with respect to a program operated—
‘‘(i) in an empowerment zone or enterprise

community designated under part I of sub-
chapter U or a renewal community des-
ignated under part I of subchapter X,

‘‘(ii) in a school district in which at least
50 percent of the students attending schools
in such district are eligible for free or re-
duced-cost lunches under the school lunch
program established under the National
School Lunch Act,

‘‘(iii) in an area designated as a disaster
area by the Secretary of Agriculture or by
the President under the Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act in the taxable
year or the 4 preceding taxable years,

‘‘(iv) in a rural enterprise community des-
ignated under section 766 of the Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 1999,

‘‘(v) in an area designated by the Secretary
of Agriculture as a Rural Economic Area
Partnership Zone,

‘‘(vi) in an area over which an Indian tribal
government (as defined in section 7701(a)(40))
has jurisdiction, or

‘‘(vii) by an employer who has 200 or fewer
employees for each business day in each of 20
or more calendar weeks in the current or
preceding calendar year, or

‘‘(B) in the case of an individual with a dis-
ability.

‘‘(c) INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY TRAINING
PROGRAM EXPENSES.—For purposes of this
section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘information
technology training program expenses’
means expenses paid or incurred by reason of
the participation of the taxpayer (or any em-
ployee of the taxpayer) in any information
technology training program if such ex-
penses lead to an industry-accepted informa-
tion technology certification for the partici-
pant. Such term shall only include includes
expenses paid for in connection with course
work and certification testing which is es-
sential to assessing skill acquisition.

‘‘(2) INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY TRAINING
PROGRAM.—The term ‘information tech-
nology training program’ means a program
for an industry-accepted information tech-
nology certification—
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‘‘(A) by any information technology trade

association or corporation, and
‘‘(B) which—
‘‘(i) is provided for the employees of such

association or corporation, or
‘‘(ii) involves—
‘‘(I) employers, and
‘‘(II) State training programs, school dis-

tricts, university systems, higher education
institutions (as defined in section 101(b) of
the Higher Education Act of 1965), or cer-
tified commercial information technology
training providers.

‘‘(3) CERTIFIED COMMERCIAL INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGY TRAINING PROVIDER.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘certified com-
mercial information technology training
provider’ means a private sector organiza-
tion providing an information technology
training program which leads to an approved
information technology industry certifi-
cation for the participants.

‘‘(B) APPROVED INDUSTRY CERTIFICATION.—
For purposes of paragraph (1), an informa-
tion technology industry certification shall
be considered approved if such certification
is approved by the Secretary, in consultation
with the Information Technology Training
Certification Advisory Board.

‘‘(d) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—No de-
duction or credit under any other provision
of this chapter shall be allowed with respect
to information technology training program
expenses taken into account for the credit
under this section.

‘‘(e) CERTAIN RULES MADE APPLICABLE.—For
purposes of this section, rules similar to the
rules of section 45A(e)(2) and subsections (c),
(d), and (e) of section 52 shall apply.

‘‘(f) APPLICATION WITH OTHER CREDITS.—
The credit allowed by subsection (a) for any
taxable year shall not exceed the excess (if
any) of—

‘‘(1) the regular tax for the taxable year re-
duced by the sum of the credits allowable
under the subpart A and the previous sec-
tions of this subpart, over

‘‘(2) the tentative minimum tax for the
taxable year.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart B of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘Sec. 30B. Information technology training
program expenses.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to amounts
paid or incurred in taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2001.
SEC. 3. INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY TRAINING

CERTIFICATION ADVISORY BOARD.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established

an Information Technology Training Certifi-
cation Advisory Board (in this section re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Board’’).

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Board shall be com-
posed of not more than 15 members ap-
pointed by the Secretary of the Treasury
from among individuals—

(1) associated with information technology
certification and training associations and
businesses; and

(2) who are not officers or employees of the
Federal Government.

(c) MEETINGS.—The Board shall meet not
less often than annually.

(d) CHAIRPERSON.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),

the Board shall elect a Chairperson from
among its members.

(2) CHAIRPERSON.—The chairperson shall be
an individual who is a member of an infor-
mation technology industry trade associa-
tion.

(e) DUTIES.—The Board shall develop a list
of information technology industry certifi-

cations, for approval by the Secretary of the
Treasury, that qualify the provider of the
certification as a certified commercial infor-
mation technology training provider under
section 30B(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986, as added by section (2)(a).

(f) SUBMISSION OF LIST.—Not later than Oc-
tober 1, 2001, and each year thereafter, the
Board shall submit the list required under
subsection (e) to the Secretary of the Treas-
ury.

(g) BOARD PERSONNEL MATTERS.—
(1) COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—Each

member of the Board shall serve without
compensation.

(2) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member of the
Board shall be allowed travel expenses, in-
cluding per diem in lieu of subsistence, at
rates authorized for employees of agencies
under subchapter I of chapter 57 of title 5,
United States Code, while away from their
homes or regular places of business in the
performance of services for the Board.

(h) TERMINATION OF THE BOARD.—Section
14(b) of the Federal Advisory Committee Act
(5 U.S.C. App.) shall not apply to the Board.
SEC. 4. HOPE SCHOLARSHIP AND LIFETIME

LEARNING CREDITS INCLUDE TECH-
NOLOGY TRAINING CENTERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 25A(f)(2) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to el-
igible educational institution) is amended to
read as follows:

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTION.—
The term ‘eligible educational institution’
means—

‘‘(A) an institution—
‘‘(i) which is described in section 101(b) of

the Higher Education Act of 1965, and
‘‘(ii) which is eligible to participate in a

program under title IV of such Act, or
‘‘(B) a certified commercial information

technology training provider (as defined in
section 30B(c)(3)).’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The second
sentence of section 221(e)(2) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 is amended by striking
‘‘section 25A(f)(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘section
25A(f)(2)(A)’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2001.

TECHNOLOGY WORKFORCE COALITION,
Arlington, VA.

For Immediate Release
SENATE INTRODUCES TAX CREDIT TO EASE IT

WORKER SHORTAGE

WASHINGTON, APRIL 24, 2001.—Help may
soon be available for companies suffering
from a shortage of skilled IT workers. On
Tuesday, the United States Senate intro-
duced the ‘‘Technology Education and Train-
ing Act (TETA) of 2001,’’ which gives individ-
uals and employers tax credits of up to $2,000
for IT training expenses. Sponsored by Sen-
ators Kent Conrad (D–ND), Olympia Snowe
(R–ME), Mike DeWine (R–OH), and Harry
Reid (D–NV), TETA works to help individ-
uals get needed IT training, thus easing
America’s IT worker shortage.

‘‘Headlines may scream out high-tech lay-
offs, but the plain fact is that IT jobs are
going empty because there are not enough
skilled people to fill them,’’ noted Grant
Mydland, Director of the Technology Work-
force Coalition. Mydland applauded the bill’s
introduction and urged Congress’ quick con-
sideration and passage of TETA.

Essentially, TETA:
Provides a tax credit of up to $1,500 for IT

training expenses paid by employers
Amends the HOPE and Lifetime Learning

tax credits so individuals can better access
IT training courses at all of the available in-
stitutions and training centers

Allows tax credits of up to $2,000 for small
businesses, as well as for people residing in

and companies operating in empowerment
zones and other qualified areas

‘‘Nearly half of all IT jobs that will be cre-
ated in 2001 will remain vacant,’’ Mydland
added. ‘‘IT drives our economy. TETA gives
individuals and companies the necessary
educational tools to meet America’s rapidly
evolving IT needs. The Senate should be con-
gratulated for its foresight in addressing a
significant challenge to U.S. prosperity and
growth.’’

SUMMARY OF THE TECHNOLOGY EDUCATION AND
TRAINING ACT (TETA) OF 2001

Introduced by Senators Kent Conrad (D–ND),
Olympia Snowe (R–ME), Mike DeWine (R–
OH), Harry Reid (D–NV), and Representa-
tives Jerry Weller (R–IL) and Jim Moran
(D–VA)
Provides a tax credit for 100% of the first

$1,500 of information technology training ex-
penses paid for by an employer.

Amends the HOPE and Lifetime Learning
tax credits to make it easier for individuals
to use these tax credits for information tech-
nology training expenses.

The training program must result in cer-
tification.

The allowed credit would be $2,000 for
small businesses and all companies or indi-
viduals in enterprise zones, empowerment
zones, and other qualified areas.

WHY THIS TAX CREDIT IS NECESSARY

According to a 1999 Comp TIA Workforce
Study, as a result of unfilled IT positions,
the U.S. economy lost $105.5 billion in spend-
ing that would have gone to salaries and
training, this reduced household income by
$37.2 billion.

An estimated 268,740 (10%) of IT service
and support positions went unfilled in 1999,
resulting in $4.5 billion per year in lost work-
er productivity.

ITAA study released April 2, 2001, predicts
a shortage of 425,000 of the 900,000 new IT
workers needed in 2001.

A PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP

Allows the private sector to determine
who, what, where and how to train workers.

Helps individuals seek the training they
need to enter or re-enter the IT workforce.

Fills the IT worker pipeline with thou-
sands of new and retrained skilled IT work-
ers.

Helps cities all across America fill thou-
sands of available IT jobs.

THE INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA

For Immediate Release, April 24, 2001.
ITAA PRAISES IT TRAINING TAX CREDIT BILL

ARLINGTON, VA.—The Information Tech-
nology Association of America (ITAA) today
hailed the Technology Education and Train-
ing Act of 2001 introduced by Senators Kent
Conrad, Olympia Snowe, Mike DeWine and
Harry Reid as a vital step toward a perma-
nent fix of the current high-tech workers
shortage in the U.S.

The bill would allow employers a $1500
credit against income tax for expenses in-
curred by high technology job training pro-
grams for employees, and a $2000 credit for
small businesses or all companies in enter-
prise zones or empowerment zones. ITAA be-
lieves the bill would encourage companies to
go the extra mile in training U.S. workers
for high tech jobs.

‘‘Tax credits for business to train and re-
train workers mean more high-paying, high-
tech jobs for American workers,’’ said ITAA
President Harris N. Miller. ‘‘The current
high vacancy rate for IT jobs represents
thousands of missed opportunities for Amer-
ican workers, and the impact of failing to ad-
dress this shortage can be felt as we see more
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jobs shipped overseas. This bill is sound pub-
lic policy.’’

ITAA is the industry leader in combating
the high-tech worker shortage. In its latest
study of the demand for IT workers, When
Can You Start?, ITAA found that the number
of needed IT positions in the U.S. had de-
clined to 900,000 for 2001, with an expected
vacancy rate of 425,000. While substantially
lower than in 2000, the study shows that de-
mand for approximately skilled high tech
workers persists.

The Information Technology Association
of America (ITAA) provides global public
policy, business networking, and national
leadership to promote the continued rapid
growth of the IT industry. ITAA consists of
over 500 direct corporate members through-
out the U.S., and a global network of 41
countries’ IT associations. The Association
plays the leading role in issues of IT indus-
try concern including information security,
taxes and finance policy, digital intellectual
property protection, telecommunications
competition, workforce and education, im-
migration, online privacy and consumer pro-
tection, government IT procurement, human
resources and e-commerce policy. ITAA
members range from the smallest IT start-
ups to industry leaders in the Internet, soft-
ware, IT services, ASP, digital content, sys-
tems integration, telecommunications, and
enterprise solution fields.

THE AMERICAN SOCIETY FOR
TRAINING AND DEVELOPMENT,

Alexandria, VA.
For Immediate Release
ASTD ENDORSES THE TECHNOLOGY EDUCATION

AND TRAINING ACT (TETA) OF 2001
ALEXANDRIA, VA, APRIL 24.—The American

Society for Training & Development (ASTD)
today congratulated Senator Kent Conrad
(D–ND) and other leading members of the
U.S. Senate and House of Representatives for
introducing the Technology Education &
Training Act (TETA) of 2001.

The legislation would provide a tax credit
for 100% of the first $1,500 of IT training ex-
penses paid for by an employer. It also
amends the HOPE and Lifetime Learning tax
credits to make it easier for individuals to
use these tax credits for IT training ex-
penses.

‘‘Given the shortage of skilled IT workers,
the Technology Education & Training Act of
2001 will go a long way toward filling the gap
and providing access to additional training
opportunities offered by higher education in-
stitutions and training providers,’’ said Tina
Sung, President & CEO of ASTD. ‘‘Training
is the key to preparing and maintaining a
strong workforce.’’

ASTA’s data shows that organizations that
make the investment in training are more fi-
nancially successful. In a study of 575 U.S.-
based publicly traded firms during 1996, 1997,
and 1998, ASTD found that companies that
invested $680 more in training per employee
than the average company in the study im-
proved their Total Shareholder Return (TSR)
the next year by six percentage points.

Founded in 1944, ASTD is the world’s pre-
miere professional association in the field of
workplace learning and performance.
ASTD’s membership includes more than
70,000 professionals in organizations from
every level of the field of workplace learning
and performance in more than 100 countries.
Its leadership and members work in more
than 15,000 multinational corporations, small
and medium sized businesses, government
agencies, colleges, and universities.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself,
Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mrs. MURRAY, Ms.
CANTWELL, and Mr. LIEBERMAN):

S. 764. A bill to direct the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission to im-
pose just and reasonable load-differen-
tiated demand rates or cost-of-service
based rates on sales by public utilities
of electric energy at wholesale in the
western energy market, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, by
now we know that there will not be
enough electricity supply to meet de-
mand in California this summer and
that there will be significant rolling
blackouts.

As the peak summer demand for
power in the State kicks in over the
next few months, the crisis is only
going to deepen, and we may see elec-
tricity prices in California and the
Northwest reach unprecedented levels.

And without intervention by the Fed-
eral Government, the price gouging
that has occurred over the past 6
months will almost certainly continue.

In fact, it looks like California will
spend 10 times more for power in 2001
than it spent in 1999, an increase from
$7 billion to $70 billion.

And I predict that if left unchecked,
these price spikes will spread to other
states as well.

But despite the severity and scope of
this crisis, the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission, FERC, has failed
to take necessary steps to address the
problem.

Since last August, I have called upon
FERC to impose a temporary wholesale
price cap or cost of service-based rates
on energy prices in the Western mar-
ket.

But FERC, an agency whose sole mis-
sion is to regulate the energy market,
has refused to act. Today, we introduce
this legislation to force FERC to do its
job.

Some have argued that a bill to con-
trol energy prices would remove incen-
tives for companies to build additional
energy generation, exacerbating the
situation.

While I agree that we desperately
need new supply, I believe that a price
cap would provide temporary price sta-
bility and reliability until the market
returns to normal.

And quite frankly, I think that with
prices for power 10 times more than
they were in 1999, there is more than
enough incentive for suppliers to sell
into the Western market.

With cost of service based rates, en-
ergy suppliers would generate signifi-
cant profits and be guaranteed a rea-
sonable rate of return.

With wholesale price caps, companies
would be able to decide for themselves
whether it is profitable to produce at a
given price.

In fact, the energy crisis we are now
experiencing is marked much more by
the withholding of energy supply from
the market than an unwillingness to
build additional generation.

In fact, California expects to have
20,000 additional megawatts on line by
2004, enough power for 20 million addi-
tional people.

But because it takes 2–3 years to site
new power generation, not enough en-
ergy can be brought online in time to
help the situation this summer.

Price controls, if done right, could
actually bring more power into the
market.

Indeed, the temporary cost-based
rates and/or the regional price cap that
Senator SMITH and I are proposing will
eliminate that incentive. Thus, genera-
tors would have no reason to withhold
power to the market.

With that said, let me talk briefly
about what this bill would do: The bill
requires FERC to set either a tem-
porary price cap or cost of service
based rates (with a reasonable rate of
return). And make no mistake this bill
is temporary; it is intended to get us
through two summers. In order to qual-
ify, a state must allow its utilities to
recover costs from ratepayers and a
state must pass electricity rates onto
ratepayers. Though a state regulatory
authority would still determine the
manner in which wholesale rates are
passed onto consumers. In addition, the
bill directs FERC to end the temporary
suspension of the natural gas transpor-
tation rate cap. Even today the price of
natural gas in Southern California is
about 3 times the cost in neighboring
San Juan, New Mexico, $13 Decatherm
vs. $4.50 Decatherm. The bill directs
FERC to require that anyone selling
natural gas in a bundled transaction
into California to disclose the com-
modity and transportation components
of the price. When a company pur-
chases both the transportation and
commodity components of natural gas,
there is no reporting requirement as to
the price of each transaction. The bill
also requires that all future orders to
sell natural gas or electricity to an af-
fected state must include a reasonable
assurance of payment.

I am deeply disappointed that FERC
will not do its job and protect con-
sumers and businesses in the West.

It is my hope that FERC will recon-
sider its opposition to price caps or
cost-based rates. Price caps or cost-
based rates may be the only way to
prevent the further transfer of wealth
from the Western region to energy sup-
pliers.

By Mr. BROWNBACK (for him-
self, Mr. REID, Mr. LUGAR, and
Mr. DEWINE):

S. 765. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a car-
bon sequestration investment tax cred-
it, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the text of
the bill be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 765
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Carbon Se-
questration Investment Tax Credit Act’’.
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SEC. 2. CARBON SEQUESTRATION INVESTMENT

TAX CREDIT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart D of part IV of

subchapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to business-re-
lated credits) is amended by adding at the
end the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 45E. CARBON SEQUESTRATION INVEST-

MENT CREDIT.
‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section

38, in the case of an eligible taxpayer’s in-
vestment in a carbon sequestration project
approved by the implementing panel under
section 2 of the International Carbon Con-
servation Act, the carbon sequestration in-
vestment credit determined under this sec-
tion for the taxable year is an amount equal
to—

‘‘(A) $2.50, multiplied by
‘‘(B) the number of tons of carbon the im-

plementing panel determines was seques-
trated in such project during the calendar
year ending with or within such taxable
year, multiplied by

‘‘(C) the percentage of the total investment
in such project which is represented by the
investment in such project which is attrib-
utable, directly or indirectly, to the eligible
taxpayer, as determined by the imple-
menting panel.

‘‘(2) AGGREGATE DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The
credit determined under paragraph (1) for
any taxable year, when added to any credit
allowed to the eligible taxpayer with respect
to the such project in any preceding taxable
year, shall not exceed 50 percent of the in-
vestment attributable to the eligible tax-
payer with respect to such project through
such taxable year.

‘‘(b) ANNUAL LIMITATION ON AGGREGATE
CREDIT ALLOWABLE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the car-
bon sequestration investment credit deter-
mined under subsection (a) for any taxable
year, when added to all such credits allowed
to all eligible taxpayers with respect to the
such project for such taxable year shall not
exceed the credit dollar amount allocated to
such project under this subsection by the im-
plementing panel for the calendar year end-
ing with or within such taxable year.

‘‘(2) TIME FOR MAKING ALLOCATION.—An al-
location shall be taken into account under
paragraph (1) only if it is made not later
than the close of the calendar year in which
the carbon sequestration project proposal
with respect to such project is approved by
the implementing panel under section 2 of
the International Carbon Conservation Act.

‘‘(3) AGGREGATE CREDIT DOLLAR AMOUNT.—
The aggregate credit dollar amount which
the implementing panel may allocate for any
calendar year is equal to $200,000,000.

‘‘(e) ELIGIBLE TAXPAYER; IMPLEMENTING
PANEL.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) ELIGIBLE TAXPAYER.—A taxpayer is eli-
gible for the credit under this section with
respect to a carbon sequestration project if
such taxpayer has not elected the applica-
tion of sections 3 and 4 of the International
Carbon Conservation Act with respect to
such project.

‘‘(2) IMPLEMENTING PANEL.—The term ‘im-
plementing panel’ means the implementing
panel established under section 2 of such
Act.

‘‘(f) RECAPTURE OF CREDIT IN CERTAIN
CASES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If, at any time during
the 30-year period of a carbon sequestration
project, there is a recapture event with re-
spect to such project, then the tax imposed
by this chapter for the taxable year in which
such event occurs shall be increased by the
credit recapture amount.

‘‘(2) CREDIT RECAPTURE AMOUNT.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1)—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The credit recapture
amount is an amount equal to the recapture
percentage of all carbon sequestration in-
vestment credits previously allowable to an
eligible taxpayer with respect to any invest-
ment in such project that is attributable to
such taxpayer.

‘‘(B) RECAPTURE PERCENTAGE.—The recap-
ture percentage shall be 100 percent if the re-
capture event occurs during the first 10 years
of the project, 662⁄3 percent if the recapture
event occurs during the second 10 years of
the project, 331⁄3 percent if the recapture
event occurs during the third 10 years of the
project, and 0 percent if the recapture event
occurs at any time after the 30th year of the
project.

‘‘(3) RECAPTURE EVENT.—For purposes of
paragraph (1), there is a recapture event with
respect to a carbon sequestration project if—

‘‘(A) the eligible taxpayer violates a term
or condition of the approval of the project by
the implementing panel at any time,

‘‘(B) the eligible taxpayer adopts a practice
which the implementing panel has specified
in its approval of the project as a practice
which would tend to defeat the purposes of
the carbon sequestration program, or

‘‘(C) the eligible taxpayer disposes of any
ownership interest arising out of its invest-
ment that the implementing panel has deter-
mined is attributable to the project, unless
the implementing panel determines that
such disposition will not have any adverse
effect on the carbon sequestration project.
If an event which otherwise would be a re-
capture event is outside the control of the el-
igible taxpayer, as determined by the imple-
menting panel, such event shall not be treat-
ed as a recapture event with respect to such
taxpayer.

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(A) TAX BENEFIT RULE.—The tax for the

taxable year shall be increased under para-
graph (1) only with respect to credits allowed
by reason of this section which were used to
reduce tax liability. In the case of credits
not so used to reduce tax liability, the
carryforwards and carrybacks under section
39 shall be appropriately adjusted.

‘‘(B) NO CREDITS AGAINST TAX.—Any in-
crease in tax under this subsection shall not
be treated as a tax imposed by this chapter
for purposes of determining the amount of
any credit under this chapter or for purposes
of section 55.

‘‘(g) DISALLOWANCE OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—
‘‘(1) BASIS REDUCTION.—The basis of any in-

vestment in a carbon sequestration project
shall be reduced by the amount of any credit
determined under this section with respect
to such investment.

‘‘(2) CHARITABLE DEDUCTION DISALLOWED.—
No deduction shall be allowed to an eligible
taxpayer under section 170 with respect to
any contribution which the implementing
panel certifies pursuant to section 2 of the
International Carbon Conservation Act to
the Secretary constitutes an investment in a
carbon sequestration project that is attrib-
utable to such taxpayer.

‘‘(h) CERTIFICATION TO SECRETARY.—The
implementing panel shall certify to the Sec-
retary before January 31 of each year with
respect to each eligible taxpayer which has
made an investment in a carbon sequestra-
tion project—

‘‘(1) the amount of the carbon sequestra-
tion investment credit allowable to such tax-
payer for the preceding calendar year,

‘‘(2) whether a recapture event occurred
with respect to such taxpayer during the pre-
ceding calendar year, and

‘‘(3) the credit recapture amount, if any,
with respect to such taxpayer for the pre-
ceding calendar year.

‘‘(i) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall
prescribe such regulations as may be appro-

priate to carry out this section, including
regulations—

‘‘(1) which limit the credit for investments
which are directly or indirectly subsidized by
other Federal benefits,

‘‘(2) which prevent the abuse of the provi-
sions of this section through the use of re-
lated parties, and

‘‘(3) which impose appropriate reporting re-
quirements.’’.

(b) CREDIT MADE PART OF GENERAL BUSI-
NESS CREDIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section
38 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is
amended by striking ‘‘plus’’ at the end of
paragraph (12), by striking the period at the
end of paragraph (13) and inserting ‘‘, plus’’,
and by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(14) the carbon sequestration investment
credit determined under section 45E(a).’’.

(2) LIMITATION ON CARRYBACK.—Subsection
(d) of section 39 of such Code is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

‘‘(10) NO CARRYBACK OF CARBON SEQUESTRA-
TION INVESTMENT CREDIT BEFORE JANUARY 1,
2002.—No portion of the unused business cred-
it for any taxable year which is attributable
to the credit under section 45E may be car-
ried back to a taxable year ending before
January 1, 2002.’’.

(c) DEDUCTION FOR UNUSED CREDIT.—Sub-
section (c) of section 196 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by striking
‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph (7), by strik-
ing the period at the end of paragraph (8) and
inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(9) the carbon sequestration investment
credit determined under section 45E(a).’’.

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for subpart D of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended by adding at
the end the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 45E. Carbon sequestration investment
credit.’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to invest-
ments made after December 31, 2001.

By Mr. HUTCHINSON:
S. 766. A bill to impose notification

and reporting requirements in connec-
tion with grants of waivers of the limi-
tation on certain procurements of the
Department of Defense that is known
as the Berry amendment, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the bill I
am introducing today be printed in the
RECORD.

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

S. 766
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. NOTIFICATION AND REPORTING RE-

QUIREMENTS REGARDING WAIVER
OF THE BERRY AMENDMENT LIMITA-
TION.

(a) ANNUAL REPORT.—(1) After the end of
each fiscal year, the Secretary of Defense
shall submit to Congress a report on the
waivers of the limitation on use of funds set
forth in section 9005 of Public Law 102–396
(popularly known as the ‘‘Berry amend-
ment’’) that were granted under any provi-
sion of law during that fiscal year for pro-
curements made by the Defense Logistics
Agency for the military departments.
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(2) The report for a fiscal year shall include

the following:
(A) The number of waivers.
(B) For each waiver—
(i) the reasons for the waiver;
(ii) the date of the notification of the mili-

tary department concerned under subsection
(b); and

(iii) a description of the items procured
pursuant to the waiver, together with the
amount of the procurement.

(C) The number of instances in which the
Secretary of Defense waived the notification
requirement under subsection (b).

(b) NOTIFICATION.—(1) Not later than 14
days before granting a waiver of the limita-
tion referred to in subsection (a)(1) for a pro-
curement to be made by the Defense Logis-
tics Agency for a military department, the
Secretary of Defense shall transmit to the
Secretary of the military department a noti-
fication of the determination to waive the
limitation.

(2) The Secretary of Defense may waive the
applicability of the notification requirement
under paragraph (1) in any case in which the
Secretary determines that a delay of the pro-
curement to satisfy the requirement is not
consistent with a need to expedite the pro-
curement in the national security interests
of the United States.

(c) SYSTEM FOR DATA COLLECTION.—The
Secretary of Defense shall establish a system
for—

(1) monitoring the granting of waivers of
the limitation referred to in subsection
(a)(1); and

(2) recording the waivers and the reasons
for the waivers.

(d) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘‘waiver’’, with respect to the limitation re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(1), means a deter-
mination authorized under section 9005 of
Public Law 102–396 that a particular procure-
ment is covered by an exception provided in
that section.

By Mr. REED (for himself, Mr.
CORZINE, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs.
CLINTON, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs.
FEINSTEIN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
TORRICELLI, Mr. KERRY, Mr.
CHAFEE, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
INOUYE, Mr. CARPER, Mr.
WYDEN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr.
AKAKA, and Mr. HOLLINGS):

S. 767. A bill to extend the Brady
background checks to gun shows, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I rise to in-
troduce the Gun Show Background
Check Act of 2001. Along with twenty
of my colleagues, I am offering this
legislation to renew the process of
bringing some sense to our nation’s
gun laws by closing a loophole that has
allowed criminals to buy firearms at
gun shows for far too long.

The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms reported to Congress last
year that gun shows are a major gun
trafficking channel responsible for
more than 26,000 illegal firearms sales
during an 18-month period. The FBI
and ATF tell us again and again that
convicted felons, domestic abusers, and
other prohibited purchasers are taking
advantage of the gun show loophole to
acquire firearms.

Two years ago, after Eric Harris and
Dylan Klebold killed 13 people at Col-

umbine High School with weapons pur-
chased from a private seller at a gun
show, the United States Senate passed
the Lautenberg amendment to close
the gun show loophole. The legislation
I am introducing today is identical to
that Senate-passed amendment.

Under federal law, Federal Firearms
Licensees are required to maintain
careful records of their sales, and under
the Brady Act, to check a purchaser’s
background with the National Instant
Criminal Background Check System
before transferring any firearm. How-
ever, a person does not need a federal
firearms license, and the Brady Act
does not apply, if the person is not ‘‘en-
gaged in the business’’ of selling fire-
arms pursuant to federal law. These
nonlicensees make up one quarter or
more of the sellers of firearms at thou-
sands of gun shows in America each
year. Consequently, felons and other
prohibited persons who want to avoid
Brady Act checks and records of their
purchases buy firearms at gun shows.

My legislation incorporates rec-
ommendations made by the Depart-
ment of Justice and the Department of
the Treasury in their 1999 report on
gun shows. The legislation would take
several steps to make gun show trans-
actions safer for all Americans:

Definition of gun shows: Gun shows
are defined to include any event at
which 50 or more firearms are offered
or exhibited for sale. This definition in-
cludes not only those events where
firearms are the main commodity sold,
but also other events where a signifi-
cant number of guns are sold, such as
flea markets or swap meets.

Gun show promoters: Gun show pro-
moters would be required to register
with the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,
and Firearms, maintain a list of ven-
dors at all gun shows, and ensure that
all vendors acknowledge receipt of in-
formation about their legal obliga-
tions.

Background checks for all trans-
actions: The bill requires that all fire-
arms sales at gun shows go through a
Federal Firearms Licensee. If a non-
licensed person is selling a weapon,
they would use an FFL at the gun show
to complete the transaction. The FFL
would be responsible for conducting a
Brady check on the purchaser and
maintaining records of the trans-
actions.

Improved firearm tracing: FFLs
would be required to submit informa-
tion necessary to trace all firearms
transferred at gun shows to the ATF’s
National Tracing Center, including the
manufacturer/importer, model, and se-
rial number of the firearms. However,
no personal information about either
the seller or the purchaser would be
given to the government. Instead, as
under current law, FFLs would main-
tain this information in their files. The
NTC would request this information
from an FFL only in the event that a
firearm subsequently becomes the sub-
ject of a law enforcement trace re-
quest.

Some will say that this legislation is
an attempt to end gun shows, but the
experience of states that have closed
the gun show loophole proves other-
wise. California, for example, requires
not only background checks at gun
shows but a 10-day waiting period for
all gun sales, yet gun shows continue
to thrive there. No, we’re not trying to
end gun shows. What we are trying to
end is the free pass we’re giving to con-
victed felons when they can walk into
a gun show, find a private dealer, buy
whatever weapons they want and walk
out without a Brady background
check.

In overwhelming numbers, the Amer-
ican people believe that background
checks should be required for all gun
show sales. The people of Colorado and
Oregon confirmed this last fall when
they approved ballot initiatives to
close the gun show loophole. I urge my
colleagues to support the Gun Show
Background Check Act of 2001 so that
we can finally close this loophole in
every state and make sure that con-
victed felons, domestic abusers, and
other prohibited persons do not use gun
shows to purchase firearms without a
Brady background check.

By Mr. WARNER:
S. 768. A bill to amend section 8339(p)

of title 5, United States Code, to clarify
the method for computing certain an-
nuities under the Civil Service Retire-
ment System which are based (in whole
or in part) on part-time service, and for
other purposes, to the Committee on
Governmental Affairs.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleague in the
House of Representatives, Congressman
JIM MORAN, in introducing legislation
to correct an error in the retirement
benefits calculation for certain part-
time federal employees.

In 1986, Congress passed legislation to
reform the retirement system for the
federal workforce, establishing the
Federal Employees Retirement System
to replace the Civil Service Retirement
System.

Provisions in this legislation also re-
vised the formula used to determine re-
tirement benefits for employees with
full time and part time service in the
federal government. Congress did not
intend this change to impact the exist-
ing workers who remained under the
Civil Service Retirement System.

Implementation of the provision,
however, was misinterpreted by the Of-
fice of Personnel Management. Af-
fected employees are losing hundreds,
and in some cases thousands, of dollars
every year of the retirement benefits
they earned.

Many employees only became aware
as they were about to retire that they
would not receive all of the benefits
they were expecting. The impacted fed-
eral workers had full-time service be-
fore 1986, and changed to part-time
service for the end of their civil service
career. Often these employees cut back
their hours to care for their families,
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or even delayed retirement and worked
part-time to help an office during a
transition period.

The revised retirement formula cal-
culates benefits for a federal part-time
worker based on a full-time equivalent
basis which is scaled accordingly. Ben-
efits are based on a worker’s high-three
average salary during his or her career.
This could occur during an employee’s
part-time service.

Civil service employees with pre-1986
full-time work and some part-time
work after 1986 do not receive the prop-
er credit for their full-time work, how-
ever, because full-time and part-time
work are broken into two parts. The
full-time equivalent pay for the high-
three years should apply to an employ-
ees entire career. Instead, for the af-
fected employees, their pre-1986 full-
time benefits are based on actual sal-
ary. This two-step approach under-
values the worker’s full-time service.

The bill I am introducing today will
correct this error by allowing an em-
ployee’s full-time equivalent salary for
their high-three years apply to their
entire careers, including pre-1986 serv-
ice.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this legislation and these federal em-
ployees for their dedicated service by
ensuring they receive the retirement
benefits they have earned.

I ask consent that the text of the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 768
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. COMPUTATION OF CERTAIN ANNU-

ITIES BASED ON PART-TIME SERV-
ICE.

Section 8339(p) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(3) In the administration of paragraph
(1)—

‘‘(A) subparagraph (A) of such paragraph
shall apply with respect to any service per-
formed on a part-time basis before, on, or
after April 7, 1986;

‘‘(B) subparagraph (B) of such paragraph
shall apply with respect to all service per-
formed on or after April 7, 1986 (whether on
a part-time basis or otherwise); and

‘‘(C) any service performed on a part-time
basis before April 7, 1986, shall be credited as
service performed on a full-time basis.’’.
SEC. 2. APPLICABILITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subsection (b), the amendment made by this
Act shall apply only with respect to an annu-
ity entitlement that is based on a separation
occurring on or after the date of enactment
of this Act.

(b) RECOMPUTATION OF CERTAIN ANNU-
ITIES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any indi-
vidual who—

(A) before April 7, 1986, performed any serv-
ice creditable under subchapter III of chap-
ter 83 of title 5, United States Code, and

(B) was separated from the service on or
after April 7, 1986, and before the date of en-
actment of this Act,
any annuity under subchapter III of chapter
83 of title 5, United States Code (or under

chapter 84 of that title, to the extent of any
portion of such annuity which is computed
under subchapter III of such chapter 83)
based on the service of such individual shall
be recomputed to take into account the
amendment made by this Act, if application
therefor is made within 18 months after the
date of enactment of this Act.

(2) AMOUNTS TO WHICH APPLICABLE.—Any
change in an annuity resulting from a re-
computation under paragraph (1) shall be ef-
fective with respect to amounts accruing for
months beginning after the date on which
application for such recomputation is made.

(c) NOTICE REQUIREMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Office of Personnel

Management shall take such action as may
be necessary and appropriate to inform indi-
viduals entitled to have any annuity recom-
puted under subsection (b) of their entitle-
ment to such recomputation.

(2) ASSISTANCE.—The Office shall, on re-
quest, assist any individual referred to in
paragraph (1) in obtaining from any depart-
ment, agency, or other instrumentality of
the United States such information in the
possession of such instrumentality as may be
necessary—

(A) to verify the entitlement of such indi-
vidual to have an annuity recomputed under
subsection (b); or

(B) to carry out any such recomputation.
(3) INFORMATION.—Any department, agen-

cy, or other instrumentality of the United
States which possesses any information with
respect to part-time service performed by an
individual shall, at the request of the Office,
furnish such information to the Office.

By Mr. BROWNBACK (for him-
self, Mr. REID, Mr. LUGAR, and
Mr. DEWINE):

S. 769. A bill to establish a carbon se-
questration program and an imple-
menting panel within the Department
of Commerce to enhance international
conservation, to promote the role of
carbon sequestration as a means of
slowing the buildup of greenhouse
gases in the atmosphere, and to reward
and encourage voluntary, pro-active
environmental efforts on the issue of
global climate change; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the text of
the bill be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 769
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Inter-
national Carbon Conservation Act’’.
SEC. 2. CARBON SEQUESTRATION PROGRAM.

(a) CARBON SEQUESTRATION PROGRAM.—
Within 180 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the implementing panel
shall establish a carbon sequestration pro-
gram to permit project sponsors to make
carbon sequestration project proposals to the
implementing panel.

(b) IMPLEMENTING PANEL.—There is estab-
lished within the National Institute of
Standards and Technology of the Depart-
ment of Commerce an implementing panel
consisting of—

(1) the Director of the National Institute of
Standards and Technology,

(2) the Secretary of Agriculture,

(3) the Secretary of State,
(4) the Secretary of Energy,
(5) the Chief of the Forest Service, and
(6) representatives of nongovernmental or-

ganizations who have an expertise and expe-
rience in carbon sequestration practices, ap-
pointed by the Secretary of Agriculture.
The Chief of the Forest Service shall act as
chairperson of the implementing panel.

(c) CARBON SEQUESTRATION PROJECT.—For
purposes of this section—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘carbon seques-
tration project’’ means a project—

(A) which is located outside the United
States,

(B) the duration of which is not less than
30 years,

(C) which is designed to increase the se-
questration of carbon, and

(D) which is accepted by the implementing
panel under the carbon sequestration pro-
gram.

(2) ACCEPTANCE OF PROJECT PROPOSALS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Under the carbon seques-

tration program, the implementing panel
shall accept a proposal for a carbon seques-
tration project from a project sponsor only
if—

(i) the proposal includes a needs assess-
ment described in subparagraph (B),

(ii) the proposal identifies the benefits of
carbon sequestration practices of the spon-
sored project under criteria developed to
evaluate such benefits under subsection (d)
and under guidelines instituted to quantify
such benefits under subsection (e) and in-
cludes an agreement by the sponsor to carry
out such practices as described in subpara-
graph (C), and

(iii) the proposal includes an agreement to
provide verification of compliance with an
approved project as described in subpara-
graph (D) under standards established under
subsection (f).

(B) NEEDS ASSESSMENT.—A needs assess-
ment described in this subparagraph is an as-
sessment of the need for the carbon seques-
tration project described in a proposal and
the ability of the project sponsor to carry
out the carbon sequestration practices re-
lated to such project. The assessment shall
be developed by the project sponsor, in co-
operation with the Agency for International
Development, nongovernmental organiza-
tions, and independent third-party verifiers.

(C) CARBON SEQUESTRATION PRACTICES.—
Under a carbon sequestration project pro-
posal, the project sponsor shall agree to con-
tract with other entities, including organiza-
tions based in the country in which the spon-
sored carbon sequestration project is lo-
cated, to carry out carbon sequestration
practices proposed by the project sponsor
which (as determined by the implementing
panel)—

(i) provide for additional carbon sequestra-
tion beyond that which would be provided in
the absence of such project, and

(ii) contribute to a positive reduction of
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere through
carbon sequestration over at least a 30-year
period.

(D) VERIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH AP-
PROVED CARBON SEQUESTRATION PROJECT.—
Under a carbon sequestration project pro-
posal, the project sponsor shall agree to pro-
vide the implementing panel with
verification through a third party that such
project is sequestering carbon in accordance
with the proposal approved by the imple-
menting panel, including an annual audit of
the project, an actual verification of the
practices at the project site every 5 years,
and such random inspections as are nec-
essary.

(d) CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING BENEFITS OF
CARBON SEQUESTRATION PRACTICES.—
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Under the carbon seques-

tration program the Chief of the Forest
Service, in consultation with other members
of the implementing panel, shall develop cri-
teria for prioritizing, determining the ac-
ceptability of, and evaluating, the benefits of
the carbon sequestration practices proposed
in projects for the purpose of determining
the acceptability of project proposals.

(2) CONTENT.—The criteria shall ensure
that carbon sequestration investment credits
under section 45E of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 are not allocated to projects the
primary purpose of which is to grow timber
for commercial harvest or to projects which
replace native ecological systems with com-
mercial timber plantations. Projects should
be prioritized according to—

(A) native forest preservation, especially
with respect to land which would otherwise
cease to be native forest land,

(B) reforestation of former forest land
where such land has not been forested for at
least 10 years,

(C) biodiversity enhancement,
(D) the prevention of greenhouse gas emis-

sions through the preservation of carbon
storing plants and trees,

(E) soil erosion management,
(F) soil fertility restoration, and
(G) the duration of the project, including

any project under which other entities are
engaged to extend the duration of the project
beyond the minimum carbon sequestration
project term.

(e) GUIDELINES FOR QUANTIFYING BENE-
FITS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Under the carbon seques-
tration program, the Chief of the Forest
Service, in consultation with other members
of the implementing panel, shall institute
guidelines for the development of methodolo-
gies for quantifying the amount of carbon se-
questered by particular projects for the pur-
poses of determining the acceptability of
project proposals. These guidelines should
set standards for project sponsors with re-
gard to—

(A) methodologies for measuring the car-
bon sequestered,

(B) measures to assure the duration of
projects sponsored,

(C) criteria that verifies that the carbon
sequestered is additional to the sequestra-
tion which would have occurred without the
sponsored project,

(D) reasonable criteria to evaluate the ex-
tent to which the project displaces activity
that causes deforestation in another loca-
tion, and

(E) the extent to which the project pro-
motes sustainable development in a project
area, particularly with regard to protecting
the traditional land tenure of indigenous
people.

(2) BASIS.—In developing the guidelines,
the Chief of the Forest Service shall—

(A) consult with land grant universities
and entities which specialize in carbon stor-
age verification and measurement, and

(B) use information reported to the Sec-
retary of Energy from projects carried out
under the voluntary reporting program of
the Energy Information Administration
under section 1605 of the Energy Policy Act
of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 13385).

(f) VERIFICATION STANDARDS.—Under the
carbon sequestration program, the Director
of the National Institute of Standards and
Technology, in consultation with other
members of the implementing panel and the
National Science Foundation, shall establish
verification standards for purposes of sub-
section (c)(2)(D).

(g) PROGRAM REPORTING.—The Adminis-
trator of the Energy Information Adminis-
tration, in consultation with the Secretary
of Agriculture, shall develop forms to mon-

itor carbon sequestration improvements
made as a result of the program established
under this section and the implementing
panel shall use such forms to report to the
Administrator on—

(1) carbon sequestration improvements
made as a result of the program,

(2) carbon sequestration practices of
project sponsors enrolled in the program,
and

(3) compliance with the terms of the imple-
menting panel’s approval of projects.

(h) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated such
sums as are necessary to carry out the pro-
gram established under subsection (a).
SEC. 3. EXPORT-IMPORT BANK FINANCING.

An owner or operator of property that is
located outside of the United States and that
is used in a carbon sequestration project ap-
proved by the implementing panel under sec-
tion 2 may enter into a contract for an ex-
tension of credit from the Export-Import
Bank of the United States of up to 75 percent
of the cost of carrying out the carbon seques-
tration practices specified in the carbon se-
questration project proposal to the extent
that the Export-Import Bank determines
that the cost sharing is appropriate, in the
public interest, and otherwise meets the re-
quirements of the Export-Import Bank Act
of 1945.
SEC. 4. EQUITY INVESTMENT INSURANCE.

An owner or operator of property that is
located outside of the United States and that
is used in a carbon sequestration project ap-
proved by the implementing panel under sec-
tion 2 may enter into a contract for invest-
ment insurance issued by the Overseas Pri-
vate Investment Corporation pursuant to
section 234 of the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2194) if the Corporation deter-
mines that issuance of the insurance is con-
sistent with the provisions of such section
234.

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself and
Mr. JEFFORDS):

S. 770. A bill to amend part A of title
IV of the Social security Act to allow
up to 24 months of vocational edu-
cational training to be counted as a
work activity under the temporary as-
sistance to needy families program; to
the Committee on Finance.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be joined by Senator JEF-
FORDS, Chairman of the Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions Committee
in introducing legislation that seeks to
add an important measure of flexibility
to a provision of the Temporary Assist-
ance for Needy Families program,
TANF, under the Personal Responsi-
bility and Work Opportunity Reconcili-
ation Act of 1996. The legislation we
are introducing increases from 12 to 24
months the limit on the amount of vo-
cational education training that a
state can count towards meeting its
work participation rate.

Under the pre-1996 Aid to Families
with Dependent Children program, re-
cipients could participate in post-sec-
ondary vocational training or commu-
nity college programs for up to 24
months. While I support the new law’s
emphasis on moving welfare recipients
more quickly into jobs, I am troubled
by the law’s restriction on post-sec-
ondary education training, limiting it
to 12 months. One year of vocational
education is an approved work activ-

ity, the second year of post-secondary
education study is not.

The limitation on post-secondary
education training raises a number of
concerns, not the least of which is
whether individuals may be forced into
low-paying, short-term employment
that will lead them back onto public
assistance because they are unable to
support themselves or their families.
According to recent studies, this is ex-
actly what has happened in far too
many cases. According to a March 13,
2001 report of the Congressional Re-
search Service, which is based on re-
search published in the 2000 Edition of
the House Committee on Ways and
Means Green Book, although the ma-
jority of recipients who have left the
welfare rolls left because they became
employed, most remained poor. The re-
search also revealed that the average
hourly wage for these former welfare
recipients ranged from $5.50 to $8.80 per
hour.

Study after study indicates that
short-term training programs raise the
income of workers only marginally,
while completion of at least a two-year
associate degree has the potential of
breaking the cycle of poverty for wel-
fare recipients. According to the U.S.
Census Bureau, the median earnings of
adults with an associate degree are 30
percent higher than adults who have
not achieved such a degree.

A majority of the members of the
Senate has previously cast their vote
in favor of making 24 months of post-
secondary education a permissible
work activity under TANF The Levin-
Jeffords amendment to the 1997 Rec-
onciliation bill, permitting up to 24
months of post-secondary education,
received 55 votes—falling five votes
short of the required procedural vote of
60. The amendment had the support of
the National Governors Association,
NGA, and NGA’s support continues
with the legislation Senator JEFFORDS
and I are introducing today. I would
also like to make note of Senator
WELLSTONE’s efforts on this issue. He
subsequently proposed several modi-
fications to TANF, including raising
the 12 month limit to 24 months, in an
amendment to the 1998 Higher Edu-
cation reauthorization bill. The amend-
ment passed the Senate but was de-
leted during conference negotiations.

It is my hope that the Senate will
again act favorably and expeditiously
on this legislation and that the House
will support this much-needed State
flexibility. We must do what is nec-
essary to achieve TANF’s intended goal
of getting families permanently off of
welfare and onto self-sufficiency.

In closing, I would like to present to
my colleagues some examples of the
earnings that can be made upon com-
pletion of two years of training in a
structured vocational or community
college program. The following are jobs
that an individual could prepare for in
a two-year community college pro-
gram, including the average starting
salary for each nationwide.
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Average Starting Salary Nationwide

Dental Hygiene ............................ $31,750
Physical Therapy Assistant ......... 28,782
Computer Programing ................. 28,000
Occupational Therapy Assistant 27,624
Respiratory Therapy ................... 26,877
Computer Assisted Design ........... 26,890
Drafting and Design ..................... 24,800
Electronic Technology ................ 24,255
Culinary Arts ............................... 22,500
Early Childhood Development As-

sistant ....................................... 18,000

Again, I urge my colleagues to act
with haste. The modification embodied
in this legislation can give the states
the flexibility they need to help im-
prove the economic status of families
across America.

By Mr. WARNER (for himself and
Mr. ALLEN):

S.J. Res. 13. A joint resolution con-
ferring honorary citizenship of the
United States on Paul Yves Roch Gil-
bert du Motier, also known as the Mar-
quis de Lafayette; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a bill that will
make General Lafayette an honorary
United States Citizen. This honor has
been bestowed on four other individ-
uals including Winston Churchill and
Mother Teresa.

Marie Joseph Paul Yves Roch Gilbert
du Motier, Marquis de La Fayette
(1757–1834) was born in France and was
a wealthy French youth blessed with
every advantage offered by Europe’s ar-
istocracy. Although he was wealthy
and among France’s aristocracy, he
risked his wealth and status to aid the
Americans in their revolution against
Great Britain.

At the age of 19, determined to dedi-
cate himself to the cause of our liberty,
he bought a ship and sailed to the
American colonies to volunteer his
services. In early summer of 1777, soon
after his arrival, Congress voted him
the rank and commission of Major Gen-
eral. Just two months later, Lafayette
was wounded at the battle of Brandy-
wine, forever endearing himself to the
American soldiers.

Throughout the American Revolu-
tion, Lafayette acted as a liaison be-
tween France and the American colo-
nies. He urged influential policy mak-
ers to have France make the decisive
military, naval and financial commit-
ment to the colonists. His tireless ef-
forts, both as a liaison and a general,
aided America in her time of need.

As a general, his military tactics
lured British General Cornwallis and
his army to Yorktown, Virginia. The
American Army, led by General Wash-
ington, along with French forces led by
Rochambeau, came south and trapped
Cornwallis and his troops at Yorktown.
As a result, the British were forced to
surrender.

Lafayette’s services to America ex-
tended beyond the battlefront. He
worked diligently as an advisor, help-
ing win concessions from Britain dur-
ing the Treaty negotiations. At
Versailles, when negotiating with the

French government, our representa-
tives Franklin and Jefferson found him
invaluable. Moreover, his impartial
friendship was extended to the first
eight U.S. presidents.

Despite his commitment to our Coun-
try, America did not recognize his
United States’ citizenship in his time
of need. While crossing the French bor-
der into the Netherlands to escape ar-
rest from the Revolutionary French
Government, the Austrians captured
and arrested General Lafayette. De-
spite his claim that he was an Amer-
ican citizen being illegally detained,
the Austrians disagreed. General La-
fayette appealed to American min-
isters for help, but his calls for inter-
vention were not answered. Lafayette
clearly felt that he was an America cit-
izen, and technically he may have been
under the blanket naturalization
granted all citizens of each state when
the Constitution was ratified. The U.S.
government, however, failed to ac-
knowledge his claim, and he spent the
next five years in prison.

Although General Lafayette was
made an honorary citizen by Virginia
and Maryland before the United States
Constitution was ratified, the United
States failed to recognize his citizen-
ship while he was imprisoned. I feel
that we must set the record straight
and honor General Lafayette for his
commitment to the United States by
making him an honorary United States
citizen. I ask unanimous consent that
the text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the joint
resolution was ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

S. J. RES. 13

Whereas the United States has conferred
honorary citizenship on four other occasions
in more than 200 years of its independence,
and honorary citizenship is and should re-
main an extraordinary honor not lightly
conferred nor frequently granted;

Whereas Paul Yves Roch Gilbert du
Motier, also known as the Marquis de Lafay-
ette or General Lafayette, voluntarily put
forth his own money and risked his life for
the freedom of Americans;

Whereas the Marquis de Lafayette, by an
Act of Congress, was voted to the rank of
Major General;

Whereas, during the Revolutionary War,
General Lafayette was wounded at the Bat-
tle of Brandywine, demonstrating bravery
that forever endeared him to the American
soldiers;

Whereas the Marquis de Lafayette secured
the help of France to aid the United States’
colonists against Great Britain;

Whereas the Marquis de Lafayette was con-
ferred the honor of honorary citizenship by
the Commonwealth of Virginia and the State
of Maryland;

Whereas the Marquis de Lafayette was the
first foreign dignitary to address Congress,
which honor was accorded him upon his re-
turn to the United States in 1824;

Whereas, upon his death, both the House of
Representatives and the Senate draped their
chambers in black as a demonstration of re-
spect and gratitude for his contribution to
the independence of the United States;

Whereas an American flag has flown over
his grave in France since his death and has
not been removed, even while France occu-

pied by Nazi Germany during World War II;
and

Whereas the Marquis de Lafayette gave aid
to the United States in time need and is for-
ever a symbol of freedom: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That Paul Yves Roch Gil-
bert du Motier, also known as the Marquis de
Lafayette, is proclaimed to be an honorary
citizen of the United States of America.

f

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 72—DESIG-
NATING THE MONTH OF APRIL
AS ‘‘NATIONAL SEXUAL AS-
SAULT AWARENESS MONTH’’

Mr. SPECTER (for himself, Mrs.
BOXER, Mr. CRAPO, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr.
JEFFORDS, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. GREGG, Mr.
DODD, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. BIDEN, Mr.
INHOFE, Mr. REID, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr.
FEINGOLD, Mr. KERRY, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Ms. STABENOW, Mr.
DASCHLE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. BAUCUS, Mrs.
CLINTON, Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. FEINSTEIN,
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr.
CORZINE, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr.
WELLSTONE, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr.
BAYH) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

S. RES. 72

Whereas non-stranger and stranger rape
and sexual assault affects women, children,
and men of all racial, cultural, and economic
backgrounds;

Whereas women, children, and men suffer
multiple types of sexual violence;

Whereas the Department of Justice reports
that a sexual assault occurs every 90 sec-
onds;

Whereas it is estimated by the Bureau of
Justice Statistics that over 70 percent of
rapes are never reported to the police;

Whereas in addition to the immediate
physical and emotional costs, sexual assault
may also have associated consequences of
post-traumatic stress disorder, substance
abuse, major depression, homelessness, eat-
ing disorders, and suicide;

Whereas it is important to recognize the
compassion and dedication of the individuals
who provide services to survivors and work
to increase the public understanding of this
significant problem;

Whereas State coalitions and local rape
crisis centers across the Nation are com-
mitted to increasing public awareness of sex-
ual violence and its prevalence and to elimi-
nating it through education;

Whereas important partnerships have been
formed among criminal and juvenile justice
agencies, allied professionals, and victim
services;

Whereas the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention have identified sexual as-
sault as a significant, costly, and prevent-
able health issue; and

Whereas the United States Government
has expressed a commitment to eliminating
sexual violence in society with various legis-
lative actions and appropriations, including
the Violence Against Women Act, Grants to
Combat Violence Against Women on Cam-
pus, and through projects of the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—
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