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Res. 270, a resolution designating the
week of October 13, 2002, through Octo-
ber 19, 2002, as ‘‘National Cystic Fibro-
sis Awareness Week.’’

S. RES. 281

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the
names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
GRASSLEY) and the Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. ALLEN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Res. 281, a resolution
designating the week beginning August
25, 2002, as ‘‘National Fraud Against
Senior Citizens Awareness Week.’’

AMENDMENT NO. 3566

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the
names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr.
INOUYE) and the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI) were added as
cosponsors of amendment No. 3566 in-
tended to be proposed to H.R. 4775, a
bill making supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3667

At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. CAMPBELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 3667 proposed to
H.R. 4775, a bill making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2002, and for other
purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3671

At the request of Mr. REID, the name
of the Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
TORRICELLI) was added as a cosponsor
of amendment No. 3671 intended to be
proposed to H.R. 4775, a bill making
supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3672

At the request of Mr. CLELAND, the
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. THURMOND) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 3672 in-
tended to be proposed to H.R. 4775, a
bill making supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3700

At the request of Mr. SMITH of Or-
egon, the name of the Senator from Or-
egon (Mr. WYDEN) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 3700 in-
tended to be proposed to H.R. 4775, a
bill making supplemental appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3704

At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
names of the Senator from Texas (Mr.
GRAMM) and the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. SMITH) were added as cosponsors
of amendment No. 3704 proposed to
H.R. 4775, a bill making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2002, and for other
purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3727

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. HOLLINGS) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 3727 in-
tended to be proposed to H.R. 4775, a
bill making supplemental appropria-

tions for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2002, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3729

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
names of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER), the Senator from
California (Mrs. BOXER), the Senator
from South Dakota (Mr. DASCHLE), the
Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY),
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. DEWINE),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KERRY), the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. SARBANES), the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Senator
from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD),
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
LIEBERMAN), the Senator from New Jer-
sey (Mr. TORRICELLI), the Senator from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), the Senator
from New York (Mr. SCHUMER), the
Senator from Louisiana (Ms.
LANDRIEU), the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. BIDEN), and the Senator from New
Jersey (Mr. CORZINE) were added as co-
sponsors of amendment No. 3729 pro-
posed to H.R. 4775, a bill making sup-
plemental appropriations for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2002, and for
other purposes.

At the request of Mr. SMITH of Or-
egon, his name was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 3729 proposed to
H.R. 4775, supra.

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 3729 proposed to H.R.
4775, supra.

At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, her
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 3729 proposed to H.R.
4775, supra.

At the request of Mr. WELLSTONE, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 3729 proposed to H.R.
4775, supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 3732

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from New Jersey
(Mr. CORZINE) was added as a cosponsor
of amendment No. 3732 intended to be
proposed to H.R. 4775, a bill making
supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 3755

At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON,
the name of the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. CLELAND) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 3755 intended to
be proposed to H.R. 4775, a bill making
supplemental appropriations for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2002,
and for other purposes.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself
and Mr. CLELAND):

S. 2593. A bill to protect diverse and
structurally complex areas of the sea-
bed in the United States exclusive eco-
nomic zone by establishing a maximum
diameter size limit on rockhopper, roll-
er, and all other ground gear used on
bottom trawls; to the Committee on

Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, our
oceans are one of America’s most pre-
cious and valuable resources. For hun-
dreds of millions of people, our coastal
waters are a place of relaxation, recre-
ation, and rejuvenation. The oceans are
also a tremendous supply of fish and
other seafood, many caught by com-
mercial fishers and others by rec-
reational sportsmen and hobbyists.

There is a growing concern, however,
about protecting ocean habitat from
the damaging effects of some types of
commercial fishing gear. The manner
in which these concerns are presently
being handled by the National Marine
Fishery Service has led to a great deal
of confusion and litigation. Therefore,
in an effort to protect important ocean
substrates that are recognized as crit-
ical areas of marine habitat, I, with my
colleague, Senator MAX CLELAND of
Georgia, am introducing a bill today
that takes a much more direct ap-
proach.

I have received many letters from
constituents in my home State of New
Jersey who are concerned about the
use of ‘‘rock hopper’’ nets in the New
York Bight area and elsewhere. They
have chronicled the negative effects of
this gear and the damage they see oc-
curring as a result of its use. In re-
sponse to their concerns I feel com-
pelled to introduce in the Senate com-
panion legislation to Congressman
JOEL HEFLEY’s Sea Bed Protection Act
of 2002, which he introduced recently in
the House. This bill will amend the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conserva-
tion Act by reining in the use of this
damaging fishing gear.

Rock hopper nets are used in hard-
bottom areas where naturally occur-
ring vertical structures prevents the
use of more conventional trawl gear.
The rock hopper incorporates a series
of rollers that act like the drum on the
front of a steamroller. While operating,
the rollers prevent the net from becom-
ing entangled by guiding it up and over
obstructions. While it is effective at
catching fish, it is equally effective at
damaging the sea floor where it is used.

It has been clearly documented that
rock hopper nets kill clinging orga-
nisms and living corals, the very things
that attracted the fish they were de-
signed to catch in the first place. The
heavy rollers and sweeps that guide the
nets crush marine life and can even
flatten bottom topography.

When a specific piece of equipment is
demonstrated to be harmful to marine
life or the marine environment, it is
common sense to stop using it and find
a more ecosystem-friendly method of
harvesting fish for the market. It is
folly to allow the continued use of fish-
ing gear that has an uncontrollable
level of bycatch of that is damaging to
the very habitat necessary for the fish
it catches to grow and reproduce. Rock
hopper nets are clearly a threat to
fragile habitats that are particularly
important to a healthy marine eco-
system. The Sea Bed Protection Act
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will limit their use and protect critical
habitat, while highlighting our concern
for the broader issues of sustainable
fisheries and habitat protection.

By Mr. REID (for himself, Mr.
CRAPO, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. BEN-
NETT, Mr. ALLARD, and Mr.
CRAIG):

S. 2594. A bill to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to purchase sil-
ver on the open market when the silver
stockpile is depleted, to be used to
mint coins; to the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I rise today
to introduce the Support of American
Eagle Silver Bullion Program Act. The
American Eagle Silver Bullion Pro-
gram was originally created in 1985 to
provide a vehicle for investors who
wish to invest in silver, and to deplete
the Defense Logistics Agency’s Stra-
tegic and Critical Materials Stockpile.
As many investors in silver bullion
know, since its inception, the Amer-
ican Eagle Silver Bullion Coin Pro-
gram has grown to become the largest
and most successful coin program in
the United States, generating millions
of dollars in revenue each year. In fact,
between 1995 and 2001, the American
Eagle Silver Coin program has gen-
erated revenues of over $264 million,
much of which has been used to pay
down the national debt.

Ironically, the success of this pro-
gram threatens its future, because it
has also fulfilled its secondary purpose,
depleting the Strategic and Critical
Materials Stockpile. The authorizing
language for the American Eagle Silver
Bullion Program mandates that silver
to mint the coins may only be drawn
from the stockpile. Legislation is need-
ed to allow the program, which is so
beneficial to both investors and the
government, to continue.

The Support of American Eagle Sil-
ver Bullion Program Act will allow the
U.S. Mint to continue the American
Eagle Silver Bullion Program by au-
thorizing them to purchase silver on
the open market. Given the dual pur-
poses of the program’s birth, it is only
fitting that its rebirth will also have
two results. Not only will the program
be able to continue to serve the needs
of investors and the government, it
will also provide a needed boost to the
nation’s silver mining industry. It is
estimated that the Mint will purchase
approximately 9 million ounces of sil-
ver per year for the American Eagle
Silver Bullion Program. As the largest
silver producing state in the nation,
representing approximately 34 percent
of the United States’ silver production,
Nevada will lead the other 12 silver
producing states in supplying this suc-
cessful program.

By Mr. CAMPBELL:
S. 2595. A bill to authorize the ex-

penditure of funds on private lands and
facilities at Mesa Verde National Park,
in the State of Colorado, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President,
today, I am introducing a very simple
and important bill that will aid in our
Nation’s understanding of an ancient
time.

The 52,000 acre Mesa Verde National
Park in southwestern Colorado holds
one of the most unique archaeological
sites in the world. The culture rep-
resented at Mesa Verde reflects more
than 700 years of history. People lived
and flourished in communities in the
area from around 400 A.D. through 1300
A.D.

Eventually, the people there built
elaborate stone villages in the shel-
tered alcoves of the canyon walls that
are today regarded as ‘‘cliff dwellings.’’
The villagers lived in the cliff dwell-
ings during the last 100 to 125 years of
occupation at Mesa Verde. Within the
span of two generations, in the late
1200s, the people left their homes and
moved away. However, they left behind
a literal treasure trove of artifacts in
the ruins, artifacts that are still being
collected and studied to this day.

Our Nation’s first conservationist
and fellow Republican, President Theo-
dore Roosevelt established the Mesa
Verde National Park in 1906. Since that
time, countless artifacts have been
carefully excavated and catalogued.

Unfortunately, those priceless treas-
ures have not had a suitable home, and
instead have been housed in what effec-
tively is a tin shed built in the 1950s,
which has since become infested with
mice. The tin shed lacks proper tem-
perature and humidity controls in an
area where the humidity can swing
from seventeen to eighty percent in a
short time. A tin shed is no place to
store 800 year old corn and yucca
leaves or clay pot artifacts, especially
considering such drastic and damaging
climate changes.

My bill provides the Secretary of the
Interior with the authority to collect
and expend donated funds for the de-
sign and construction and associated
costs to build a visitors center. The
legislation provides no Federal money
for this much needed project, but al-
lows for Interior to partner with de-
voted non-profit historical and cultural
organizations, especially the Mesa
Verde Foundation.

The visitors center will be located on
land owned by the Foundation adjacent
to the entrance of the park. The prox-
imity of the cultural and visitors cen-
ter to the cliff dwellings will allow ar-
cheologists, students, and visitors an
open and accessible window to the lives
of indigenous and prehistoric people.

I am proud to follow in the footsteps
of fellow conservationist, Teddy Roo-
sevelt, and ask the Senate for quick
passage of this important bill. Thank
you, and 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. 2595
Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of

Representatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled,

The Secretary of the Interior is authorized
to collect and expend donated funds and ex-
pend appropriated funds for the design, con-
struction, maintenance, and operation of a
cultural center and related facilities to be
constructed to accommodate visitors, to pro-
tect artifacts and archival materials, and for
the administration of Mesa Verde National
Park on privately owned lands located out-
side and adjacent to the boundary of the
park.

By Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr.
CHAFEE, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr.
TORRICELLI, Mr. CORZINE, Mr.
BIDEN, and Mr. DURBIN):

S. 2596. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to extend the fi-
nancing of the Superfund; to the Com-
mittee on Finance.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today I
am pleased to introduce a bill that ad-
dresses a critical gap that now exists in
the funding for the clean-up of the Na-
tion’s most toxic waste sites. The
Toxic Clean-up Polluter Pays Renewal
Act restores the fees on oil, chemical
and other industries to ensure that the
Superfund trust fund is solvent, and
that polluters, not the American Tax-
payers, bear the burden of cleaning up
sites that pose a threat to the health
and safety of our communities.

I am also pleased to be joined in this
effort by the ranking member of the
Superfund Subcommittee, Senator
CHAFEE as well as the chairman of the
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee, Senator JEFFORDS. As Chair of
the Superfund Subcommittee, I thank
them for joining me in this effort.

Senators TORRICELLI, CORIZINE, and
BIDEN are also cosponsers.

The threats posed by Superfund sites
affect communities in every corner of
the country. One in every four Ameri-
cans lives within four miles of a Super-
fund site. That’s 70 million Americans,
including 10 million children, who are
at risk of cancer and other health prob-
lems.

My State of California has the second
highest number of Superfund sites in
the country after New Jersey. And
more than 40 percent of Californians
live within four miles of a Superfund
site.

Anyone who lives anywhere near a
Superfund site knows about the ter-
rible damage these industrial sites do
to the community. Parents worry if
their kids are safe when they find out
there is a toxic mess down the street;
real estate values go down the drain;
and major challenges must be over-
come to get the responsible parties to
own up to their responsibility.

Fortunately, after Love Canal in
1980, Congress enacted the Superfund
law to address the serious threat posed
by these sites. And this law has
worked. Great progress was made.
Since the creation of this program over
800 sites have been cleaned up. During
the last four years of the Clinton Ad-
ministration, there was an average of
87 final cleanups a year.
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Unfortunately, this program has seen

a sharp decline since the start of the
Bush Administration. The pace of
cleanups has slowed to a crawl. Instead
of 87 National Priority List sites a
year, less than half of that are now
being cleaned-up. The number is pro-
jected to drop further, to just 40 sites,
this year.

At the same time, the heart of the
Superfund law is under attack: the
principle that polluters must pay for
cleanups. And that is the issue that my
bill addresses.

The Superfund trust fund, which in-
cludes funds from Superfund fees pre-
viously paid by oil, chemical, and other
industries, is nearly gone. It will be de-
pleted by 2004. Why? Because these fees
expired in 1995.

The result is that a greater and
greater share of the cost of Superfund
cleanups is being borne by taxpayers
instead of polluters. In fact, in 1995,
taxpayers contributed just 18 percent
to the Superfund trust fund. But by
next year, American taxpayers will pay
54 percent of the Superfund budget.

This trend must be reversed. We
must return to the principle of ‘‘pol-
luter pays.’’

That is what the Toxic Clean-up Pol-
luter Pays Renewal Act would do. It
would reinstate the two Superfund
fees, the excise tax on oil and chemical
companies as well as the corporate en-
vironmental income tax, as they ex-
isted from 1986 to 1995.

These fees are not large in scope. For
example, for every barrel of oil, the ex-
cise tax is only 9.7 cents. Chemical
manufacturers pay $4.45 for every ton
of arsenic or mercury they produce.
This fee varies based on the frequency
and toxicity of the chemical.

With regard to the corporate environ-
mental income tax, corporations that
have over $2 million in taxable income
pay only 0.12 percent on taxable in-
come above $2 million dollars. That
means that a company that has
$2,010,000 in taxable income would pay
only $12.

These companies make millions on
their sales. This fee is a small price to
pay for a healthy, safe environment.

And, while the fees themselves are
relatively small, the preliminary esti-
mates indicate that they would gen-
erate $15 billion to $16 billion over the
next 10 years for the Superfund Trust
Fund. And that is $16 billion that the
American taxpayer would not have to
pay.

After the Superfund fees expired in
1995, President Clinton repeatedly tried
to have them reinstated. Unfortu-
nately, the Bush Administration is not
supporting returning to the important
principle of polluters pays.

Polluters pays is fair. Polluters pays
works. And polluter pays must con-
tinue. To shift the burden to all tax-
payers is wrong, and we will fight this
Administration’s attempt to turn its
back on the health of the American
people.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, today I
join with Senator BOXER to introduce a

bill to fund the Superfund program for
the 10 years. With the Superfund Trust
Fund on the verge of insolvency and
with a large number of Superfund sites
still requiring cleanup, it is incumbent
upon us to provide a stable source of
funding for this important program. I
am pleased that the bill we introduce
today will ensure Superfund cleanups
will continue without jeopardizing
funding for other key programs.

The need for the Superfund program
dates back to the late 1970 and the dis-
covery of thousands of barrels of toxic
waste buried illegally in a New York
community outside of Buffalo. Con-
gress responded to Love Canal and
other sites by enacting Superfund. This
law was intended to address the Na-
tion’s worst sites and ensure that par-
ties are held responsible for the con-
tamination they created. Litigation
ensued throughout the 1980’s, which
slowed down the pace of cleanups. By
the 1990s, the pace of Superfund clean-
ups increased. Administrative and leg-
islative reforms in the last 10 years
have significantly improved the effec-
tiveness and pace of the Superfund pro-
gram.

Collection of excise and income taxes
to supply the Superfund ceased at the
end of 1995 and have never been rein-
stated. While spending for the Super-
fund program has remained steady, the
dependence on general revenue dollars
have grown. By fiscal year 2004, the
Superfund program will be funded vir-
tually entirely by general revenues.
Unfortunately, we are currently living
in an atmosphere of budget deficits. We
find ourselves unable to pay for key
programs due to insufficient resources
and I believe it is a mistake to make
the Superfund program compete for
those limited general revenue dollars
because we did not replenish the Super-
fund Trust Fund.

The legislation which we have intro-
duced today will reinstate the Super-
fund taxes for 10 years. It is true that
these taxes will generate less revenue
than those that expired in 1995. This is
a deliberate effort maintain balance
between the amount of money paid
into the trust fund and the amount of
money appropriated by Congress. We
do not want to create a situation in
which we are putting more money into
the trust fund than will be spent. At
the same time, we must ensure that
Superfund cleanups progress as quickly
as possible. Despite some claims that
Superfund cleanups will soon be com-
plete, the U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency testified recently before
the Environment and Public Works
Committee that the remaining Super-
fund sites are complex and costly. All
evidence points to the fact that the
Superfund program is not in jeopardy
of winding down any time soon and
that adequate funding will be needed.

In conclusion, I would like to say
that I believe this to be a reasonable
proposal. It is not perfect, because a
perfect solution would ensure that the
people responsible for the contamina-

tion pay to clean it up. In the future
we may wish to look for more equitable
ways to fund the Superfund program.
However, with the Superfund Trust
Fund on the verge of insolvency, a re-
turn to the previous funding mecha-
nism is a prudent step.

By Mr. CRAIG (for himself, Mrs.
MURRAY, Mr. BURNS, Mr.
CRAPO, Mr. MURKOWSKI, and Ms.
CANTWELL):

S. 2597. A bill to authorize a 3-year
demonstration program to recruit and
train physicians to serve in a rural set-
ting; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Rural Health
Training Incentive Act. I am pleased
that Senators PATTY MURRAY, CONRAD
BURNS, MIKE CRAPO and FRANK MUR-
KOWSKI are joining with me in this ef-
fort today.

We are all aware there is a nation-
wide shortage of health practitioners
in rural America and that this short-
age is affecting the availability of
health care in those communities. This
trend is aggravated by the upcoming
retirement of 77 million baby-boomers
and the overall aging of the rural popu-
lations. Unfortunately, there is no
quick fix for the problem, and the solu-
tion will require a long-term invest-
ment in human resources. The bill that
I am introducing today would begin
work on this long-term investment
through the regional Washington, Wyo-
ming, Alaska, Montana and Idaho,
WWAMI, program.

The WWAMI program has an excel-
lent track record in its 30 year history
of designing programs that work. It
has a regionally focused medical school
with a mission to train physicians for
the communities in Washington, Wyo-
ming, Alaska, Montana and Idaho.
With 27 percent of the land mass of the
Nation and only 3.3 percent of its popu-
lation it is truly a ready made labora-
tory for exploring the best ways to re-
cruit and train rural health care pro-
fessionals.

This legislation seeks to expand upon
the existing WWAMI programs for the
recruitment and training of all health
care professionals in the five state
rural settings and to develop and
evaluate similar programs that could
be used in other regions of the country.
This legislation would be a step in pre-
paring our young people to go into the
medical professions and, importantly,
would encourage them to practice in
rural communities.

I am pleased to be able to introduce
this legislation as part of an overall
strategy to stabilize health care in
rural communities. This session, I have
introduced legislation that would pro-
vide rural health care facilities with
much needed capital to build new or re-
pair existing infrastructure and to pur-
chase medical equipment to help them
keep pace with changing technologies.
I am also pleased to have worked with
my colleague Senator HARKIN on two
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separate pieces of legislation that
would provide Medicare equity to both
providers and seniors in rural States.
The bill that I am introducing today
adds an integral element of this strat-
egy by making sure that health profes-
sionals are available to serve in rural
areas.

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. 2597

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 ‘‘Rural
Health Training Incentive Act’’.
SEC. 2. WWAMI DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.

(a) GRANT AUTHORIZED.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health

and Human Services (in this section referred
to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) is authorized to
award a grant to the Washington, Wyoming,
Alaska, Montana, and Idaho joint medical
school (in this section referred to as
‘‘WWAMI’’) to strengthen and expand pro-
grams to encourage more health profes-
sionals to practice in rural areas.

(2) DURATION.—The Secretary shall award
the grant in paragraph (1) for a period of 3
years.

(b) USE OF FUNDS.—The grant awarded pur-
suant to subsection (a) may be used for ac-
tivities including—

(1) developing new mechanisms for recruit-
ing and mentoring rural youth with respect
to all health professions;

(2) strengthening and stabilizing the sys-
tem of training for the family physicians
needed in rural areas; and

(3) expanding the network of rural training
tracks throughout WWAMI.

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 6 months after
the end of the grant period described in sub-
section (a)(2), WWAMI shall submit to the
Secretary a report evaluating the results of
programs funded with the grant authorized
under subsection (a)(1) and any recommenda-
tions regarding the effectiveness of such pro-
grams.
SEC. 3. PROJECT EXPANSION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—After submission of the
report required in section 2(c), the Secretary
is authorized to award grants to eligible en-
tities to expand the programs under section
2, and to implement the recommendations
made in such report, in other geographic
areas.

(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITY DEFINED.—As used in
this section, the term ‘‘eligible entity’’
means a partnership between a regional uni-
versity or college and the medical school as-
sociated with such university or college
where such medical school has a rural area
training track of at least 2 months.
SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to carry out this Act, except
section 2(c) and section 3, $3,400,000 for fiscal
year 2003, $4,100,000 for fiscal year 2004, and
$4,800,000 for fiscal year 2005.

(b) EVALUATION.—There is authorized to be
appropriated to carry out the report de-
scribed in section 2(c), $500,000 for fiscal year
2005.

(c) PROJECT EXPANSION.—There is author-
ized to be appropriated to carry out section
3, such sums as may be necessary beginning
in fiscal year 2006.

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr.
INOUYE, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr.
BINGAMAN, and Mrs. BOXER):

S. 2598. A bill to enhance the crimi-
nal penalties for illegal trafficking of
archaeological resources, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Enhanced Pro-
tection of Our Cultural Heritage,
EPOCH, Act of 2002. This legislation
will increase the maximum penalties
for violations of three existing statutes
that protect the cultural and archae-
ological history of the American peo-
ple, particularly Native Americans.
The United States Sentencing Commis-
sion recommended the statutory
changes contained in this bill, which
would complement the Commission’s
strengthening of Federal sentencing
guidelines to ensure more stringent
penalties for criminals who steal from
our public lands. I welcome the Com-
mission’s suggestion and am pleased
that Senators INOUYE, CLINTON, BINGA-
MAN, and BOXER have joined me as co-
sponsors.

This bill will increase the maximum
penalties for the Archaeological Re-
sources Protection Act, ARPA, 16 USC
§ 470ee, the Native American Graves
Protection and Repatriation Act,
NAGPRA, 18 USC § 1170, and for 18 USC
§ 1163, which prohibits theft from In-
dian Tribal Organizations. All three
statutes currently impose a 5-year
maximum sentence, and each includes
a lower maximum for a first offense of
the statute and/or a violation of the
statute involving property of less than
a specified value. This bill would create
a 10-year maximum sentence for each
statute, while eliminating the lower
maximums under ARPA and NAGPRA
for first offenses.

Such maximum sentences would be
consistent with similar Federal stat-
utes. For example, the 1994 law pro-
scribing museum theft carries a 10-year
maximum sentence, as do the general
statutes punishing theft and the de-
struction of government property.
Moreover, increasing the maximum
sentences will give judges and the Sen-
tencing Commission greater discretion
to impose punishments appropriate to
the amount of destruction a defendant
has done.

Making these changes will also en-
able the Sentencing Commission’s re-
cent sentencing guidelines to be fully
implemented. The Commission has in-
creased sentencing guidelines for cul-
tural heritage crimes, but the statu-
tory maximum penalties contained in
current law will prevent judges from
issuing sentences in the upper range of
the new guidelines. Those new guide-
lines have the enthusiastic support of
the Justice and Interior Departments,
the Society for American Archeology,
the National Trust for Historic Preser-
vation, numerous Native American na-
tions, and many others. Congress
should take the steps necessary to see
the guidelines take full effect.

Two of the three laws we amend with
this legislation protect Native Amer-
ican lands and property. The third,
ARPA, protects both public and Indian
lands, and provides significant protec-
tion to my State of Vermont. For ex-
ample, ARPA can be used to prosecute
those who would steal artifacts from
the wrecked military vessels at the
bottom of Lake Champlain that date to
the Revolutionary War and the War of
1812. U.S. Attorneys can also use ARPA
to prosecute criminals who take items
that are at least 100 years old from a
protected site on Vermont State prop-
erty without a permit, and then trans-
port those goods into another State. In
addition, ARPA protects artifacts
found on the approximately 5 percent
of Vermont land that is Federal prop-
erty, land that includes many ‘‘ghost
towns’’ that have long been abandoned
but are an important part of our his-
tory.

Those who would pillage the rich cul-
tural heritage of this Nation and its
people are committing serious crimes.
These artifacts are the legacy of all
Americans and should not be degraded
as garage sale commodities or as fod-
der for private enrichment.

I would like to thank a number of
people for their help and advice about
this legislation. Charlie Tetzlaff, as
well as the rest of the staff at the Sen-
tencing Commission, helped us under-
stand the importance of this issue, and
made protecting our cultural heritage
a priority when he served as United
States Attorney for Vermont. Art
Cohn, the director of the Lake Cham-
plain Maritime Museum, and Giovanna
Peebles, Vermont’s State Archeologist,
were very helpful in explaining how our
laws protect the cultural heritage of
Vermont and the rest of the Nation,
and I am grateful for their support for
this bill.

Passage of this legislation would
demonstrate Congress’ commitment to
preserving our Nation’s history and our
cultural heritage. I urge my colleagues
to support this common-sense initia-
tive.

I would ask that the text of this leg-
islation be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 2598
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 ‘‘Enhanced
Protection of Our Cultural Heritage Act of
2002’’.
SEC. 2. ENHANCED PENALTIES FOR CULTURAL

HERITAGE CRIMES.
(a) ENHANCED PENALTY FOR ILLEGAL TRAF-

FICKING IN ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES.—
Section 6(d) of the Archaeological Resources
Protection Act of 1979 (16 U.S.C. 470ee(d)) is
amended by striking ‘‘not more than $10,000’’
and all that follows through the end of the
subsection, and inserting ‘‘not more than
$100,000, imprisoned not more than 10 years,
or both.’’.

(b) ENHANCED PENALTY FOR EMBEZZLEMENT
AND THEFT FROM INDIAN TRIBAL ORGANIZA-
TIONS.—Section 1163 of title 18, United States
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Code, is amended by striking ‘‘five years’’
and inserting ‘‘10 years’’.

(c) ENHANCED PENALTY FOR ILLEGAL TRAF-
FICKING IN NATIVE AMERICAN HUMAN REMAINS
AND CULTURAL ITEMS.—Section 1170 of title
18, United States Code, is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘or im-
prisoned not more than 12 months, or both,
and in the case of a second or subsequent
violation, be fined in accordance with this
title, or imprisoned not more than 5 years’’
and inserting ‘‘imprisoned not more than 10
years’’; and

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘impris-
oned not more than one year, or both, and in
the case of a second or subsequent violation,
be fined in accordance with this title, im-
prisoned not more than 5 years’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘imprisoned not more than 10 years’’.

By Mr. DOMENICI (for himself,
Mr. KYL, and Mr. CRAPO):

S. 2599. A bill to establish the Water
Supply Technologies Program within
the Office of Energy Efficiency and re-
newable Energy of the Department of
Energy, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself, Senator KYL, and Sen-
ator CRAPO, I am introducing a bill
with reference to water, water supply,
and research. We have no American
policy, no place that you can go where
the basic water issues of our land can
be metered and modeled, and where we
can find out what the real situation is
with reference to water for our growing
needs in our cities and the surrounding
areas.

If you are interested in that, I think
you will find the bill I am sending to
the desk to be an intriguing one. It has
been put together by very bright, tech-
nical people from laboratories and
similar entities, where they clearly set
forth the way we ought to go about es-
tablishing a water supply research cen-
ter for a country as important as ours,
and how we can provide research on an
annual basis in these areas for very few
dollars.

Water is the lifeblood of our South-
west. We don’t have an abundant sup-
ply and what we do have is becoming
increasingly threatened. Between pro-
viding water for people and various en-
dangered species, there just isn’t
enough water to go around.

I’m sure many of my colleagues are
seeing daily headlines like:

Winds Parch Remaining Moisture Out of
New Mexico Land,

Navajos Urged To Sell Parched Livestock,
New Mexico Going to Drought Emergency,
Drought Watch—Skies Without Hope, and
Trees Need Big Help To Survive Drought.

There is no larger problem facing our
Southwest.

This bill is part of my broad strategy
for dealing with water quality and
quantity issues. In earlier bills, I have
sought to provide grants to commu-
nities struggling to meet the new EPA
arsenic mandates. I recently intro-
duced the National Drought Prepared-
ness Act of 2002 to help communities
develop drought preparedness plans in
an effort to mitigate the effects of fu-
ture droughts.

This bill will help with short term
challenges like meeting arsenic man-
dates and longer term issues like cost-
effective desalination technologies and
better modeling to enable optimum
utilization of the water in our major
river basins.

There are good reasons for desig-
nating the Department of Energy to
create these technologies. Energy is
the second largest user of water, sec-
ond only to agriculture. Furthermore,
energy costs are a major component in
purifying and pumping drinking water
and in treating wastewater.

As scarcity of water intensifies, more
and more energy will be needed to ob-
tain and treat it. Water will be pumped
from greater depths and over greater
distances. More treatment will be
needed as we use less pure resources.
As just one example, up to half the
costs of desalination involve energy.

Removal of arsenic will be one focus
for this new program. In New Mexico,
as in much of the West, arsenic occurs
naturally in significant concentra-
tions. This, coupled with the fact that
New Mexico is not a wealthy State, has
made the recent unfunded mandate im-
posed by the EPA insurmountable.

This new standard is going to cost
New Mexico around $400 million. More
than 100 community water systems in
the State will probably have to up-
grade their water treatment facilities.
Ratepayers are likely to see monthly
rate increases averaging between $40
and $90, that’s simply unacceptable.
Other States have similar problems.

Even worse, these costs may force
people to shift from expensive treated
water to cheaper domestic wells. Since
these wells often contain even greater
amounts of arsenic and pollutants,
there may be unintended public health
consequences created by this new man-
date.

I introduced S. 1299 to provide grants
to States to help them comply with
these new standards. That will help,
but grant dollars alone aren’t the an-
swer to this issue. We also need to re-
duce the costs of arsenic removal.

This bill authorizes $8 million for re-
search and development of cost effec-
tive strategies. The program will focus
on reducing overall costs, including
those for energy and will include dem-
onstration projects in the arid south-
west.

The bill also provides for a 4 year ex-
tension in the time by which munici-
palities must comply with the new
EPA mandate, in addition to the exten-
sion that EPA has already committed
to. This extension is open to any public
water system that is in the process of
utilizing technology authorized under
this bill. Our national laboratories, es-
pecially Sandia, will be strong contrib-
utors to this program.

Another part of the bill deals with
the challenges of providing adequate
supplies of fresh water for the growing
populations of our southwest. These
States face severe water shortages,
which impact both our urban commu-

nities and our rural agricultural ones.
Our fresh water supply will not in-
crease, unless we take steps today and
invest in new approaches to water sup-
ply and management.

To achieve this, my bill provides au-
thority for the program director, in co-
operation with the Commissioner of
Reclamation, to coordinate desalina-
tion research for improved tech-
nologies. This program is authorized at
$6 million.

The program will focus on develop-
ment and demonstration of tech-
nologies appropriate for desalinating
brackish water and encourages the use
of renewable energy. Part of these
funds will enable completion of a na-
tional desalination research center in
the Tularosa Basin of New Mexico.

The bill also provides $7 million to
implement programs to examine the
relationships between water supplies
and energy needs. It will focus on the
availability of water and on opportuni-
ties for increasing our supplies. Hope-
fully, with this research we can turn
our water future into something other
than a ‘‘zero sum’’ game.

The program will develop comprehen-
sive models to assess and manage com-
peting demands for water by energy,
agriculture and other sectors. To ac-
complish this, models will include a
range of physical phenomena and a
complete set of the major water uses.
The bill provides for the development
of these models for up to 3 domestic
river basins, one of which addresses an
international border.

Many Americans are under the illu-
sion that water will always flow out of
their tap each time it is turned on. And
they continue to believe that there will
always be an adequate supply of good
quality water to meet all needs, en-
ergy, agriculture and domestic. I fear
this may not always be the case. Un-
less we develop a long-term strategy
for dealing with impending water
shortages it could be too late.

I hope this bill starts us down the
path of conquering water challenges in
the 21st Century.

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. 2599
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 ‘‘Water Sup-
ply Technologies Act of 2002’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—
(1) the understanding, use, and protection

of water resources are matters of national
and global security;

(2) increasing demand for water supply
may dramatically alter population patterns
and strain international relations;

(3) the remediation of many sites of the
Department of Energy and the treatment of
domestic water supplies require cost-effec-
tive, efficient removal of contaminants from
water supplies;
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(4) such remediation frequently involves

knowledge and modeling of water transport
at the surface and subsurface levels;

(5)(A) energy costs—
(i) are a major factor in the extraction,

storage, treatment, and delivery of water;
and

(ii) are particularly high in the case of de-
salination processes; and

(B) increased efficiencies in energy use, or
use of renewable energy sources in treatment
processes, can result in large cost savings;

(6)(A) most energy production technologies
are highly water intensive;

(B) the energy industry is the second larg-
est water user after agriculture;

(C) energy production requires a reliable,
predictable water supply; and

(D) the limited availability of water is be-
ginning to constrain construction of new
powerplants;

(7) having strong expertise in geosciences,
hydrology, chemistry, energy options, sys-
tem modeling, and security technologies, the
Department of Energy is well positioned to
contribute to national efforts relating to
water issues;

(8) modeling and simulation of water cy-
cles on at least the scale of river basins can
guide strategies affecting—

(A) site cleanup;
(B) agricultural use of land;
(C) industrial use of land;
(D) protection of the environment; and
(E) population expansion;
(9) municipal water systems are facing un-

funded Federal mandates to remove heavy
metals and other contaminants from water
supplies;

(10) in the future, as water supplies are fur-
ther stressed, municipal water systems may
be forced to use water supplies that cannot,
using existing technologies, be cost-effec-
tively purified to meet clean water stand-
ards;

(11) many components of technologies used
in the remediation of heavy metals and other
contaminants at sites of the Department
would aid municipal water systems in water
purification;

(12) for municipal water systems, 2 of the
most economically and technically chal-
lenging treatment processes are—

(A) reduction of arsenic levels; and
(B) desalination;
(13)(A) the security of water supplies is a

growing concern; and
(B) there is an emerging need for real-time

sensing, and reporting systems for early
warnings to the public, of potentially haz-
ardous contaminants in the drinking water
supply;

(14) major water shortages along the
United States-Mexico border—

(A) are projected to occur in the future;
and

(B) could contribute to many issues affect-
ing the border region; and

(15) research and development of the De-
partment must be coordinated with research
and development of other Federal agencies,
each of which has responsibilities, interests,
and capabilities to contribute to solving the
important problems described in this sec-
tion.
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
(1) ARSENIC REMOVAL PROGRAM.—The term

‘‘arsenic removal program’’ means the pro-
gram carried out under section 4(d).

(2) DEPARTMENT.—The term ‘‘Department’’
means the Department of Energy.

(3) DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY.—The
term ‘‘Deputy Assistant Secretary’’ means
the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Water
Supply Technologies in the Office of Energy
Efficiency and Renewable Energy of the De-
partment appointed under section 4(a)(2).

(4) DESALINATION PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘de-
salination program’’ means the program car-
ried out under section 4(e).

(5) FOUNDATION.—The term ‘‘Foundation’’
means the American Water Works Associa-
tion Research Foundation.

(6) INDIAN TRIBE.—The term ‘‘Indian tribe’’
has the meaning given the term in section 4
of the Indian Self-Determination and Edu-
cation Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 450b).

(7) PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘Program’’ means
the Water Supply Technologies Program es-
tablished by section 4(a)(1).

(8) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of Energy.

(9) WATER AND ENERGY SUSTAINABILITY PRO-
GRAM.—The term ‘‘water and energy sustain-
ability program’’ means the program carried
out under section 4(f).

(10) WATER SUPPLY SECURITY PROGRAM.—
The term ‘‘water supply security program’’
means the program carried out under section
4(g).
SEC. 4. WATER SUPPLY TECHNOLOGIES PRO-

GRAM.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established with-

in the Office of Energy Efficiency and Re-
newable Energy of the Department a pro-
gram to be known as the ‘‘Water Supply
Technologies Program’’.

(2) DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY.—The
Secretary shall establish, and appoint an in-
dividual to fill, the position of Deputy As-
sistant Secretary for Water Supply Tech-
nologies.

(b) DUTIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Deputy Assistant

Secretary shall carry out the Program, con-
sisting of—

(A) the arsenic removal program under
subsection (d);

(B) the desalination program under sub-
section (e);

(C) the water and energy sustainability
program under subsection (f); and

(D) the water supply security program
under subsection (g).

(2) CONTRACTUAL AUTHORITY.—In carrying
out the duties of the Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary, the Deputy Assistant Secretary may
enter into contracts with—

(A) private industries;
(B) colleges and universities;
(C) national laboratories; and
(D) nonprofit organizations.
(c) OVERSIGHT.—The Secretary shall ensure

that the results of research and development
conducted by the Department that are rel-
evant to the Program are communicated to
the Deputy Assistant Secretary.

(d) ARSENIC REMOVAL PROGRAM.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable

after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Deputy Assistant Secretary shall offer to
enter into a contract with the Foundation
under which the Foundation shall carry out
a research program to develop and dem-
onstrate innovative arsenic removal tech-
nologies.

(2) TYPES OF RESEARCH.—In carrying out
the arsenic removal program, the Founda-
tion shall, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, conduct research on means of—

(A) reducing energy costs incurred in using
arsenic removal technologies;

(B) minimizing materials costs, operating
costs, and maintenance costs incurred in
using arsenic removal technologies; and

(C) minimizing any quantities of waste (es-
pecially hazardous waste) that result from
use of arsenic removal technologies.

(3) WATER PURIFICATION TECHNOLOGIES.—In
carrying out the arsenic removal program,
the Foundation shall carry out peer-reviewed
projects (including research projects and
cost-shared demonstration projects in con-
junction with municipal water systems) to

develop and demonstrate water purification
technologies.

(4) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—
(A) ARID SOUTHWESTERN UNITED STATES.—In

carrying out the arsenic removal program,
the Foundation shall carry out at least 3
demonstration projects to demonstrate the
applicability of innovative arsenic removal
technologies to the arid southwestern United
States.

(B) RURAL COMMUNITIES AND INDIAN
TRIBES.—Not less than 40 percent of the
funds of the Department used for demonstra-
tion projects under the arsenic removal pro-
gram shall be expended in partnership with
rural communities or Indian tribes.

(5) EVALUATION OF COST EFFECTIVENESS.—In
carrying out the arsenic removal program,
the Foundation shall use WERC, A Consor-
tium for Environmental Education and Tech-
nology Development, to evaluate the cost ef-
fectiveness of arsenic removal technologies
used in the program.

(6) EDUCATION AND TRAINING.—In carrying
out the arsenic removal program, the Deputy
Assistant Secretary shall provide a mecha-
nism for education, training, and technology
transfer to be developed and implemented by
WERC, A Consortium for Environmental
Education and Technology Development.

(7) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROGRAMS.—
The Deputy Assistant Secretary, in conjunc-
tion with the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, shall ensure that
activities under the arsenic removal pro-
gram are coordinated with appropriate pro-
grams of the Environmental Protection
Agency.

(8) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of commencement of the arsenic re-
moval program, and annually thereafter, the
Secretary shall submit to Congress a report
on the results of the arsenic removal pro-
gram.

(e) DESALINATION PROGRAM.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Deputy Assistant

Secretary, in cooperation with the Commis-
sioner of Reclamation, shall carry out a de-
salination program in accordance with the
desalination technology progress plan devel-
oped under the matter under the heading
‘‘WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES’’ under the
heading ‘‘BUREAU OF RECLAMATION’’ in title
II of the Energy and Water Development Ap-
propriations Act, 2002 (115 Stat. 498), and de-
scribed in Senate Report 107–39.

(2) DESALINATION RESEARCH.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Under the desalination

program, Sandia National Laboratories and
the Bureau of Reclamation shall coordinate
desalination research for next-generation de-
salination technology.

(B) REQUIRED RESEARCH ELEMENTS.—In con-
ducting research under the desalination pro-
gram, Sandia National Laboratories and the
Bureau of Reclamation shall—

(i) focus on research relating to, and devel-
opment and demonstration of, technologies
that are appropriate for use in desalinating
brackish groundwater and other saline water
supplies; and

(ii) consider the use of renewable energy.
(3) CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS.—Under the de-

salination program, funds made available to
carry out activities in the Tularosa Basin,
New Mexico, may be used for construction
projects, including completion of the Na-
tional Desalination Research Center.

(4) STEERING COMMITTEE.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Deputy Assistant

Secretary and the Commissioner of Reclama-
tion shall jointly establish a steering com-
mittee for the desalination program.

(B) CHAIRPERSONS.—The steering com-
mittee shall be jointly chaired by 1 rep-
resentative from the Program and 1 rep-
resentative from the Bureau of Reclamation.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 01:21 Jun 08, 2002 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00054 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A06JN6.119 pfrm15 PsN: S06PT2



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5213June 6, 2002
(f) WATER AND ENERGY SUSTAINABILITY

PROGRAM.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Deputy Assistant

Secretary shall carry out a program to en-
sure that sufficient quantities of water are
available for the energy sector through de-
velopment of modeling and analysis tools to
assess and manage—

(A) competing demands for water by the
energy sector and other categories of water
users, including the agriculture sector, the
energy sector, industry, domestic users, and
the environment; and

(B) the impacts of energy production on
the availability of water.

(2) REQUIRED ELEMENTS.—Under the water
and energy sustainability program, the Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary shall—

(A) in accordance with paragraph (3), de-
velop a coordinated strategy to identify
technology development and improved mod-
eling capabilities needed to achieve the goal
of continued water and energy sustain-
ability;

(B) in accordance with paragraph (4), de-
velop such advanced modeling and decision
analysis tools as are necessary to assess and
manage competing demands for water by
various categories of water users specified in
paragraph (1)(A); and

(C) in accordance with paragraph (5), carry
out demonstration projects to test the mod-
els and tools developed under subparagraph
(B).

(3) WATER AND ENERGY SUSTAINABILITY
STRATEGY.—In developing the strategy under
paragraph (2)(A), the Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary shall—

(A) collaborate with water management
agencies, universities, industry, and stake-
holder groups to define issues and needs; and

(B) develop a coordinated science and tech-
nology strategy to support future water use
decisions that include issues of energy sus-
tainability.

(4) ADVANCED MODELING AND DECISION ANAL-
YSIS TOOLS.—

(A) APPLICABLE SCALES.—Modeling and de-
cision analysis tools developed under para-
graph (2)(B) shall address water and energy
availability issues—

(i) physically, on the scale of river basins;
and

(ii) temporally, on scales ranging from sea-
sons to decades.

(B) COORDINATION.—Modeling and decision
analysis tools developed under paragraph
(2)(B) shall be coordinated with global cli-
mate change predictive capabilities sup-
ported by the Federal Government.

(C) MODELING TOOLS.—Modeling tools de-
veloped under paragraph (2)(B) shall include
tools for modeling the effects of—

(i) atmospheric, surface, and subsurface
phenomena;

(ii) rural and urban populations and land
use changes;

(iii) energy, agriculture, and other indus-
trial demands;

(iv) energy impacts on water quality and
quantity; and

(v) changing marketplace behaviors and
other economic forces.

(D) DECISION ANALYSIS TOOLS.—Decision
analysis tools developed under paragraph
(2)(B) shall include tools to support water
and energy resources planning through—

(i) provision of direct support for policy
and planning decisions;

(ii) optimization of water use for the en-
ergy sector and other categories of water
users specified in paragraph (1)(A); and

(iii) assessment of the potential benefits of
new technologies to improve water and en-
ergy sustainability.

(5) DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—Demonstra-
tion projects carried out under paragraph
(2)(C) shall—

(A) test water and energy modeling and de-
cision analysis tools for 3 river basins, at
least 1 of which includes an international
border;

(B) focus on assessing water resources and
managing competing demands for, and im-
pacts on, water by the energy sector and
other categories of water users specified in
paragraph (1)(A); and

(C) be conducted in collaboration with
water resources management organizations
in the basins described in subparagraph (A).

(6) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Dep-
uty Assistant Secretary shall submit to the
Secretary and Congress a report on the
water and energy sustainability program
that—

(A) describes the elements required under
paragraph (2); and

(B) makes recommendations for a manage-
ment structure and research and develop-
ment plan for the water and energy sustain-
ability program that optimizes use of Fed-
eral resources and programs.

(g) WATER SUPPLY SECURITY PROGRAM.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable

after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Deputy Assistant Secretary shall offer to
enter into a contract with the Foundation
under which the Foundation shall carry out
a research program, in coordination with the
Assistant to the President for Homeland Se-
curity, with the goal of developing low-cost,
mass-produced, micro-analytical systems to
provide early warning of potentially haz-
ardous contaminants in municipal water sys-
tems.

(2) REQUIRED ELEMENTS.—In carrying out
the water supply security program, the
Foundation shall, to the maximum extent
practicable, develop—

(A) means of reducing monitoring costs, in-
cluding technologies to replace expensive
sampling and analysis used, as of the date of
enactment of this Act, for routine regulatory
compliance;

(B) innovative, cost-effective monitoring
technologies for detection of—

(i) chemical and biological threats; and
(ii) chemicals and pharmaceuticals subject

to current or potential future regulation;
and

(C) rapid and effective methodologies to
transform monitoring data into information
for decisionmaking and automated response.

(3) MONITORING TECHNOLOGIES.—In carrying
out the water supply security program, the
Foundation, in conjunction with municipal
water systems, shall carry out peer-reviewed
projects to develop and demonstrate moni-
toring technologies.

(4) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of implementation of the water sup-
ply security program, and annually there-
after, the Secretary shall submit to Congress
a report on the results of the water supply
security program.

(h) COST SHARING.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), each demonstration project
carried out under the Program shall be car-
ried out on a cost-shared basis, as deter-
mined by the Secretary.

(2) IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS; WAIVERS.—With
respect to a demonstration project, the Sec-
retary may—

(A) accept in-kind contributions; and
(B) waive the cost-sharing requirement in

appropriate circumstances.
(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section—

(1) $25,000,000 for fiscal year 2003, of which—
(A) $8,000,000 shall be used to carry out sub-

section (d);
(B) $6,000,000 shall be used to carry out sub-

section (e);

(C) $7,000,000 shall be used to carry out sub-
section (f); and

(D) $4,000,000 shall be used to carry out sub-
section (g); and

(2) such sums as are necessary for each fis-
cal year thereafter.
SEC. 5. EXTENSIONS OF COMPLIANCE DEAD-

LINES FOR SMALL PUBLIC WATER
SYSTEMS.

Section 1412(b)(10) of the Safe Drinking
Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300g–1(b)(10)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘A national primary’’ and
inserting the following:

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), a national primary’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) EXTENSIONS.—
‘‘(A) SMALL PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with the

report submitted to Congress by the Admin-
istrator entitled ‘Small System Arsenic Im-
plementation Issues’, in addition to any 2-
year extension described in paragraph (1),
the Administrator (or a State, in the case of
an individual system) may provide to a pub-
lic water system that serves a population of
not more than 10,000 an extension of 3 years
in which to comply with a maximum con-
taminant level or treatment technique de-
scribed in that paragraph.

‘‘(ii) RENEWAL OF EXTENSIONS.—The Admin-
istrator (or a State, in the case of an indi-
vidual system) may renew an extension
granted to a small public water system
under clause (i) if—

‘‘(I) the small public water system serves a
population of not more than 3,300; and

‘‘(II) the small public water system dem-
onstrates, to the satisfaction of the Adminis-
trator (or the State), that the small public
water system is taking all practicable steps
to meet the requirements of this title.

‘‘(B) ALL PUBLIC WATER SYSTEMS.—In addi-
tion to any 2-year extension received under
paragraph (1), the Administrator (or a State,
in the case of an individual system) may pro-
vide to any public water system an extension
of 4 years in which to comply with a max-
imum contaminant level or treatment tech-
nique described in that paragraph if the pub-
lic water system is in the process of imple-
menting arsenic removal technology devel-
oped under section 4(d) of the Water Supply
Technologies Act of 2002.’’.

f

STATEMENTS ON SUBMITTED
RESOLUTIONS

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 119—HONORING THE UNITED
STATES MARINES KILLED IN AC-
TION DURING WORLD WAR II
WHILE PARTICIPATING IN THE
1942 RAID ON MAKIN ATOLL IN
THE GILBERT ISLANDS AND EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF CON-
GRESS THAT A SITE IN ARLING-
TON NATIONAL CEMETERY,
NEAR THE SPACE SHUTTLE
‘‘CHALLENGER’’ MEMORIAL AT
THE CORNER OF MEMORIAL AND
FARRAGUT DRIVES, SHOULD BE
PROVIDED FOR A SUITABLE
MONUMENT TO THE MARINE
RAIDERS
Mr. BURNS (for himself and Mr.

INOUYE) submitted the following con-
current resolution; which was referred
to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs:

S. CON. RES. 119

Whereas Congress remembers with pro-
found sorrow, gratitude, and respect the
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