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One exists today, already, to give to
those families and the men and women
who paid the ultimate sacrifice in such
a brave way on 9/11.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the amendment. My
dad was a policeman in the city of
Philadelphia over 28 years. We will,
one, accept the amendment, and what
we will do is try to do more than that.
We will try to work with the gen-
tleman and his office and call down to
the Justice Department.

I will personally place a call to see, I
mean, why should we wait until this
bill gets signed? Why should we not do
something next month, do something
in September, do something quickly?

So, one, we will accept the amend-
ment, so it is accepted; but, two, we
will make a call and work with the
gentleman’s office, if he can work with
our staff, and we will try to see if we
can make a call by the end of this week
so he will get some sense of relief.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the chairman’s demonstration
of desire to make this a reality by
what he has just said on the floor, and
I too am the son and the grandson of a
police officer. And I think most people
know that my first cousin was Kkilled
on 9/11, John Moran, as well as numer-
ous friends of mine who were police of-
ficers and fire fighters. So there is a
personal element to this issue as well.

I do appreciate the gentleman’s offer
to verbally contact the administration
and the Attorney General’s Office, and
I hope, again, that something can be
done after 2% years of really, if noth-
ing else that I can describe, just drag-
ging feet. I wish I had a better answer
as to why this has not taken place al-
ready. It is not the Senate. It certainly
is not you, Mr. Chairman, or anyone in
this House.

We have spoken unanimously in the
past, and as I said before, this is the
third time on the floor that we will
have spoken. So I appreciate the gen-
tleman’s advice and his counsel on
what he will do on his side to make
this a reality before this goes any fur-
ther.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, my fa-
ther’s badge number was 3990, and we
will get the gentleman an answer by
Friday if we can.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
commend the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CROWLEY), my friend and
colleague, for this effort. Our eyes do
not deceive us. It is not $50 million. It
is not $50 billion. It is $560,000. But in so
many ways it is trillions, because it af-
fects people who have been hurt. And
while the gentleman from New York
(Mr. CROWLEY) is not to wear this on
his sleeve, I happen to know that, as
we all do, his family was touched by
this tragedy. And so the support that
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he continues to give the victims and
the families is one that makes a lot of
sense to all of us.

Again, we have done so much to
honor those folks who have served and
who gave their lives and the families
that were touched; and yet this little
symbol, and it is little in the sense of
what it costs and yet gigantic in what
it means to people, is something that
should move ahead.

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. CROWLEY)
and commend the chairman for doing
this. There is nothing that can bring
back those brave heroes from Sep-
tember 11, but clearly for so many who
lost their lives from Staten Island,
Brooklyn, and throughout the city and
region, this is one way that our coun-
try continues to honor them. I think it
is fitting, appropriate and overdue.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. CROWLEY).

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) that
the report accompanying this bill calls
for an external review of the NOAA
laboratories and of the management of
NOAA’s research activities. As the gen-
tleman knows, these issues have been
of great interest to the Committee on
Science, and indeed are addressed in an
NOAA Organic Act that I recently in-
troduced.

Our committees have worked to-
gether on these issues of research man-
agement, and I would like some assur-
ance from the chairman that our com-
mittees will continue to work together
on this matter. I would not want to see
any directive coming from the Com-
mittee on Appropriations in this or any
other bill regarding the management
and structuring of science at NOAA
that did not reflect agreement between
our respective committees.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOEHLERT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, we thank
the gentleman for his comments. I ap-
preciate our cooperative relationship,
particularly since I have known the
gentleman since he was a staffer for
Mr. Pirnie and I was a staffer for Mr.
Biester a long time ago. Absolutely, I
can assure the gentleman we will not
direct NOAA to make any changes in
the structure of its science programs
that the gentleman’s committee would
not approve.

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for that coopera-
tion and assurance.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. KING
of Iowa) having assumed the chair, Mr.
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HASTINGS of Washington, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 4754) making
appropriations for the Departments of
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Ju-
diciary, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2005,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.

——

REPORT ON H.R. 4766, AGRI-
CULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2005

Mr. BONILLA, from the Committee
on Appropriations, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 108-584) on the
bill (H.R. 4766) making appropriations
for Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2005, and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the Union Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule XXI, all points of
order are reserved on the bill.

———

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2005

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KiING of Iowa). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 701 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the further consideration of
the bill, H.R. 4754.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
4754) making appropriations for Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2005, and for other purposes,
with Mr. HASTINGS of Washington in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose earlier today,
the bill was open for amendment from
page 2, line 6, through line 22.

Are there further amendments to
this paragraph?

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

JOINT AUTOMATED BOOKING SYSTEM

For expenses necessary for the nationwide
deployment of a Joint Automated Booking
System including automated capability to
transmit fingerprint and image data,
$20,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2006.
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INTEGRATED AUTOMATED FINGERPRINT
IDENTIFICATION SYSTEM

For necessary expenses for the planning,
development, and deployment of an inte-
grated fingerprint identification system, in-
cluding automated capability to transmit
fingerprint and image data, $5,054,000, to re-
main available until September 30, 2006.

LEGAL ACTIVITIES OFFICE AUTOMATION

For necessary expenses related to the de-
sign, development, engineering, acquisition,
and implementation of office automation
systems for the organizations funded under
the headings ‘‘Salaries and Expenses, Gen-
eral Legal Activities”, and ‘‘General Admin-
istration, Salaries and Expenses’”, and the
United States Attorneys, the United States
Marshals Service, the Antitrust Division, the
United States Trustee Program, the Execu-
tive Office for Immigration Review, the
Community Relations Service, the Bureau of
Prisons, the Office of Justice Programs, and
the United States Parole Commission,
$50,000,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2006.

NARROWBAND COMMUNICATIONS

For the costs of conversion to narrowband
communications, including the cost for oper-
ation and maintenance of Land Mobile Radio
legacy systems, $100,000,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2006: Provided, That
the Attorney General shall transfer to the
“Narrowband Communications” account all
funds made available to the Department of
Justice for the purchase of portable and mo-
bile radios: Provided further, That any trans-
fer made under the preceding proviso shall be
subject to section 605 of this Act.

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW AND APPEALS

For expenses necessary for the administra-
tion of pardon and clemency petitions and
immigration-related activities, $202,518,000.

DETENTION TRUSTEE

For necessary expenses of the Federal De-
tention Trustee, $938,810,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That the
Trustee shall be responsible for managing
the Justice Prisoner and Alien Transpor-
tation System and for overseeing housing re-
lated to such detention: Provided further,
That any unobligated balances available in
prior years from the funds appropriated
under the heading ‘‘Federal Prisoner Deten-
tion” shall be transferred to and merged
with the appropriation under the heading
“Detention Trustee’ and shall be available
until expended. Provided further, That the
Trustee, working in consultation with the
Bureau of Prisons, shall submit a plan for
collecting information related to evaluating
the health and safety of Federal prisoners in
non-Federal institutions no later than 180
days following the enactment of this Act.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General, $63,813,000, including not to
exceed $10,000 to meet unforeseen emer-
gencies of a confidential character.

UNITED STATES PAROLE COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For mnecessary expenses of the United
States Parole Commission as authorized,
$10,650,000.

LEGAL ACTIVITIES
SALARIES AND EXPENSES, GENERAL LEGAL
ACTIVITIES

For expenses necessary for the legal activi-
ties of the Department of Justice, not other-
wise provided for, including not to exceed
$20,000 for expenses of collecting evidence, to
be expended under the direction of, and to be
accounted for solely under the certificate of,
the Attorney General; and rent of private or
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Government-owned space in the District of
Columbia, $639,314,000, of which not to exceed
$10,000,000 for litigation support contracts
shall remain available until expended: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds made available
in this Act shall be used in any way whatso-
ever to support or justify the use of torture
by any official or contract employee of the
United States Government: Provided further,
That of the total amount appropriated, not
to exceed $1,000 shall be available to the
United States National Central Bureau,
INTERPOL, for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses: Provided further, That
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
upon a determination by the Attorney Gen-
eral that emergent circumstances require
additional funding for litigation activities of
the Civil Division, the Attorney General may
transfer such amounts to ‘‘Salaries and Ex-
penses, General Legal Activities” from avail-
able appropriations for the current fiscal
year for the Department of Justice, as may
be necessary to respond to such cir-
cumstances: Provided further, That any
transfer pursuant to the previous proviso
shall be treated as a reprogramming under
section 605 of this Act and shall not be avail-
able for obligation or expenditure except in
compliance with the procedures set forth in
that section.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KING OF IOWA

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KING of Iowa:

Page 5, line 22, strike ‘“‘expended:” and in-
sert ‘‘expended, and of which $1,000,000 shall
be available for enforcing subsections (a) and
(b) of section 642 of the Illegal Immigration
Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of
1996 (8 U.S.C. 1373):".

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a
point of order.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I
offer this amendment today to enforce
existing Federal law that prohibits lo-
calities from refusing to allow their of-
ficers to report aliens who commit
crimes to the immigration authorities.
My amendment would provide funding
for the Department of Justice to en-
force current law, which is section 642
of the Illegal Immigration Reform and
Immigration Responsibility Act of 1996.

Section 642 of the Illegal Immigra-
tion Reform and Immigration Respon-
sibility Act of 1996 does not allow local-
ities to prevent their police officers
from reporting immigration informa-
tion to the Federal Government. How-
ever, some cities have continued to
refuse to allow their officers to provide
information to the Federal Govern-
ment. Without this information, the
Federal immigration authorities can-
not take steps to remove these crimi-
nal illegal aliens from American
streets. Under these so-called sanc-
tuary policies in certain cities, the po-
lice cannot report the illegal aliens
who commit crimes to the immigration
authorities for deportation.

As a result, taxpayers pay to incar-
cerate illegal alien prisoners who are
later released back on to the streets
rather than being deported. This sanc-
tuary policy has disastrous con-
sequences for future victims.

Repeat offenses by criminal illegal
aliens are preventable crimes. These
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offenders should have been removed
from the United States as soon as their
first crime was discovered. Their
prompt removal prevents  future
crimes. We can act to prevent crime by
funding enforcement of section 642 by
the Department of Justice.

An unfortunate situation that oc-
curred in New York City, a crime that
could have been prevented by enforce-
ment of section 642, indicates the ur-
gent need for our action. On December
19, 2002, a 42-year-old mother of two
was seized and brutally assaulted in a
shanty near railroad tracks in Queens.
She and her boyfriend were robbed by a
group who then took the woman to the
woods, leaving her boyfriend uncon-
scious. During the 2-hour attack, she
was abused and her life was threatened.
A police canine unit rescued her before
her attackers could carry out their
deadly threats. In response, the New
York Police Department arrested five
aliens, four of whom had illegally en-
tered the country and three with ex-
tensive arrest warrants in New York
City.

This crime could have been pre-
vented. Four of the five suspects had
entered the country illegally. Three of
these had prior arrests and convictions,
and always they were released. Even
so, the INS was never contacted about
these individuals prior to the 2002 at-
tack. New York City’s sanctuary policy
prohibited a New York police officer
from contacting information authori-
ties about these attackers when they
committed their previous crimes or
were discovered to be in the United
States illegally. As a result, the immi-
gration authorities could not remove
these aliens because they did not know
that they were illegally present in the
United States.

Sanctuary policies tie the hands of
local law enforcement officers and keep
illegal aliens who commit crimes in
our country rather than deporting
these criminals according to U.S. law.

My amendment will ensure enforce-
ment of the Federal law that can pre-
vent additional heinous crimes by ille-
gal aliens with criminal records. We
must not allow criminal illegal aliens
whose presence was never reported to
Federal immigration authorities due to
illegal sanctuary policies to continue
to commit brutal crimes.

We must not provide sanctuary to
criminals. Please support my amend-
ment, which funds enforcement of sec-
tion 642 and reestablishes and supports
current law.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

My concern is on the germaneness of
the amendment. The function that this
is involved with has been transferred to
Homeland Security, and so I rise in op-
position to it. It would earmark fund-
ing for litigation support contracts,
really earmarking just the Department
of Litigation Support Contracts, but I
believe all this function has been trans-
ferred also to the Department of Home-
land Security out of the Justice De-
partment.
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Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I
looked into this argument; and to
transfer this authority to Homeland
Security, there is no existing precedent
for enforcement of this law by Home-
land Security. It is a legitimate func-
tion of the Department of Justice to
enforce Federal law; and, in fact, this
would be bringing an action against
local government. And that is some-
thing that there is a precedent for
under the Department of Justice, but
no precedent for that under Homeland
Security. So if this were all transferred
to Homeland Security, we would not
have action that could be brought by
the Department of Justice in many
other cases as well as this.

I thank the chairman for yielding to

me.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I continue
to reserve a point of order.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

As I understand this amendment,
this brings us into an area that we
have discussed before, and it is this
whole issue of local law enforcement
involved in immigration activities.

This is interesting. When we took
this up before on different occasions,
we were able through this amendment
to unite law enforcement throughout
the Nation because local police depart-
ments continue to tell us that it is in
their best interest not to appear to the
immigrant population to be involved in
enforcing immigration law. In other
words, what the police departments at
a local level want more than anything
else is to be able to speak to residents
of that community, be they citizens,
legal residents, or undocumented
aliens, mneeding their information,
needing their support, in dealing with
crime in the community.

There are many things that are
wrong with this amendment. But the
one that I single out is that one be-
cause what that does is immediately
create a wall between local law en-
forcement and the immigrant commu-
nity, saying if I go to him to tell him
I know who stole that car, if I go to
him to tell him I know who robbed the
local grocery store, I am then being
faced by a local official who has to by
law, in these cases, if these amend-
ments are approved, has to turn me in
on my immigration status. And that is
totally unacceptable.

So if anything else, I would hope that
we fully understand that this does not
enjoy the support of local law enforce-
ment and should not be a burden. It is,
in fact, and I cannot believe I am actu-
ally going to say this in one of my con-
servative moments, it is, in fact, an un-
funded mandate because we are telling
them to engage in activities that we
are not paying for.

For that reason, I rise in strong oppo-
sition and hope the amendment is de-
feated.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

I will not take the full 5 minutes. I
just want to join the leaders of the
communities in expressing strong op-
position to this amendment. This is
not an academic issue in New York
City. We had a circumstance after Sep-
tember 11 where FBI agents fanned out
into the neighborhoods doing inter-
views at corner stores in Arab Amer-
ican communities. And the FBI was re-
quired to notify the INS anytime they
found anything untoward. The word
spread within hours, and I think the
gentleman from the Bronx would ac-
knowledge this, spread within hours,
do not cooperate, do not give the infor-
mation. The FBI in the City of New
York turned to the NYPD and said
since they have a trustful relationship
with many of these recent immigrants,
can they go conduct these interviews.

And a lot of the information that was
gathered, including some about threats
to blow up the Brooklyn Bridge, was
gathered that way. So from a law en-
forcement perspective, this amendment
has no merit. Proof of that is I can
read a list as long as my arm of police
departments and police organizations
who are opposed to this type of initia-
tive. As the gentleman from New York
said, they do not want their officers in
the position of breaking down what is
often years and years of trust because
of this type of thing. It is demagogi-
cally very appealing to say the minute
they find out someone has violated the
immigration laws, let us turn them in.
But from a realistic, real life, particu-
larly antiterror amendment, one could
not imagine a worse amendment.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to withdraw
my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
the amendment is withdrawn.

There was no objection.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

I rise to strike the requisite number
of words because I want to thank the
chairman and the ranking member for
the funding that they put into the MEP
program, the Manufacturing Extension
Partnership program, and I was not
able to be here earlier.

The Members of the House talk con-
stantly about how important manufac-
turing is to a strong economy, that in-
deed we cannot have a strong economy
if we do not have a strong manufac-
turing sector. Mr. Chairman, we cannot
have a strong manufacturing sector if
we do not have strong small manufac-
turers. The big global manufacturers
simply cannot compete if they do not
have U.S. small suppliers who are ISO
9000 certified, who are lean and mean,
who are high quality, who are high pro-
ductivity. And if you are one of those
small manufacturers like I represent,
and so many of the rest that my col-
leagues represent throughout the coun-
try, that have 25 to 60 employees who
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are struggling hard to meet payroll
every single month and facing health
care costs increases of 20 percent, who
are out there finding customers and or-
ders and dealing with delivery prob-
lems, those people just cannot mobilize
the time, the focus, the expertise to
improve productivity and quality at
the pace that our modern economy de-
mands it.

So these Manufacturing Extension
Partnership programs are located
throughout all 50 States. There are
about 400 locations. In Connecticut
they are called CONNSTEP. They are
one third Federal, one third State, and
one third fee based. Our program in
Connecticut now is even more fee
based. But nationally they have cre-
ated 35,000 jobs over the year 2002, in-
creased sales by $953 million, retained
sales of almost $2 billion, realized cost
savings of almost $700 million; and in-
vested $940 million in plant equipment,
workforce training, extremely impor-
tant, and information management
systems.

In fact, experts from these centers
simply come into a plant, onto the
floor with the owner, and help that
owner understand, whether he needs to
rearrange equipment or make other
changes. Does he need to buy new
equipment? Is it new manufacturing
equipment? Is it new information tech-
nology? Is it new energy efficiency ca-
pability? Is it a different communica-
tions system? And, in fact, they ana-
lyze what that small plant can do to do
one of two things: improve the quality
of the product they are making, im-
prove the productivity.

Without them, the infrastructure
that our global manufacturers depend
on in America would have disappeared
a number of years ago. Without them,
lean manufacturing would not have
been able to permeate those small
manufacturers who day in and day out
are struggling to meet payroll in a way
that none of us here have to take re-
sponsibility for.

So they are important to our very ex-
istence as a strong economy. They are
important to our global competitive-
ness. In manufacturing we have devel-
oped this remarkable partnership capa-
bility to bring to the service of the
small manufacturing the engineering
expertise, the machinery and equip-
ment expertise, the systems expertise,
the ISO 9000 certification expertise,
certain expertise in getting European
certifications so the small guy can ex-
port.
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All together, this partnership pro-
gram has acted exactly like the part-
nership program we have through our
great agricultural extension programs
at our Land Grant colleges to help ag-
ricultural producers, that is, the farm
community, have the expertise they
need to develop conservation plans,
deal with waste management issues
and improve quality of product and
productivity in the agricultural area.
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We have done very well in agri-
culture, we have done very well in
manufacturing, but we do not know it
about ourselves. So this program is al-
ways under fire. That is why I have
come to the floor to talk about it and
to congratulate my friend, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) for
standing up for it.

I see my friend, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. EHLERS), who knows a
lot about it and represents a manufac-
turing community in Grand Rapids, is
here to speak also.

This is as important a program, it is
as important a partnership, as any sin-
gle partnership the Federal Govern-
ment is a part of, bar none, because it
not only does the things I have de-
scribed, but it has helped train workers
on more sophisticated machinery, it
has helped train workers in language
skills, on systems issues and all kinds
of things.

I am very proud that our free Nation
has understood there is a public-pri-
vate partnership that strengthens the
entrepreneurial manufacturing com-
munity and enables us to make good on
that promise to our kids, that they will
have an economic opportunity equal or
better than that of my generation.

This, combined with the Department
of Commerce’s recent in-depth study
on the problems of manufacturing and
the issues they are addressing, are
going to assure that we will be com-
petitive and strong in the global econ-
omy, because we will have a strong
manufacturing sector.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle-
woman from Connecticut for her astute
comments on the Manufacturing Ex-
tension Partnership and the role it
plays. I have worked extensively on
this issue, because it is under my juris-
diction as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Environment, Tech-
nology and Standards of the Com-
mittee on Science. We have spent a
considerable amount of time over this
past year working on this issue and
have developed a bill which will be on
the floor tomorrow which will deal
with this.

Everything that the gentlewoman
from Connecticut has observed about
the program is absolutely true, and it
has always puzzled me why there is
some opposition to this program.

Just to give an example of the bene-
fits of this type of program, I think one
of the finest programs we have had in
the Agriculture Department for a num-
ber of years is the Cooperative Exten-
sion Program, which has been invalu-
able in getting research out of the lab-
oratory and into the field. It has al-
ways amazed me that we have an amaz-
ing technology transfer rate in the ag-
riculture arena, because of that pro-
gram. A laboratory researcher at a uni-
versity can discover something new
one year and the farmers are actually
using it in the field the next year, a
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tremendous accomplishment in terms
of transferring technology from the lab
to actual operations. We certainly do
not do that well in most other fields.
We do not do that well in manufac-
turing.

I find it interesting that we, as a
Federal Government, spend $441 mil-
lion per year for the Agriculture Coop-
erative Extension Program, and yet we
seem to fuss and muss a lot about $100
or $110 million for essentially the same
program for manufacturers. At the
same time, there are only about 1.5
percent of Americans employed in
farming, and there are roughly 14 per-
cent employed in manufacturing. So
clearly our priorities are wrong if we
think we are spending too much in as-
sisting manufacturers.

The MEP program, Manufacturing
Extension Program, is designed to help
small- and medium-sized businesses,
and particularly provides technology
transfer from the lab to the market-
place. In addition to that, it also pro-
vides business expertise, as the gentle-
woman from Connecticut observed, to
assist in exporting, and to assist in get-
ting permits from other countries to
export. The MEP program has been a
very, very valuable program for small-
and middle-sized businesses and, in
many cases, has allowed them to in-
crease and become large businesses. So
it is an excellent program.

I certainly want to support what the
gentlewoman has said. This is a good
program for us to do, and I hope that
tomorrow we will have the support of a
large number of Members as we con-
sider the bill which will reauthorize
the program. I certainly support what
the chairman of this Appropriations
subcommittee has done in allocating
money for that program.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, earlier today the
Committee on House Administration,
which I chair, along with our ranking
member the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. LARSON) and our mem-
bers, held a hearing on electronic vot-
ing system security. A diverse group of
technology specialists and election ad-
ministrators testified before the com-
mittee regarding issues relating to the
reliability of electronic and computer-
based voting systems and discussed
what is needed to ensure the integrity
of the latest generation of voting sys-
tems.

Though a wide range of opinions were
offered throughout the course of the
hearing, everyone agreed that well-
written standards and a rigorous test-
ing and certification process are abso-
lutely necessary for maintaining the
integrity of electronic voting systems
under the Help America Vote Act of
2002, known as HAVA, of which I am
proud to have been a principal author
with the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. HOYER) and also the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT) and others
in the House. That bill is an important
bill for voting in the United States,
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and again, I am proud that that bill has
passed.

In that bill, NIST plays a crucial role
in both the standards setting and test-
ing and certification processes. First of
all, HAVA tasks the director of NIST
with chairing the Technical Guidelines
Development Committee, known as
TGDC, which HAVA created to assist
the Election Assistance Commission,
known as EAC, in crafting standards to
ensure the security and reliability of
voting technologies used in our Federal
elections.

NIST is also tasked with evaluating
testing laboratories and providing rec-
ommendations to the EAC as to which
laboratories should be accredited for
voting systems testing and certifi-
cation.

Now that jurisdictions across the
country are beginning to upgrade their
voting systems, the American people
demand and deserve to know that the
latest generation of voting equipment
will cast and count their ballots accu-
rately and will be tamper-proof and
free of technical malfunctions, for the
purpose of HAVA was to make it easier
to vote and harder to cheat.

The successful achievement of this
objective of the bill will depend in
great part upon the ability of NIST to
fulfill its responsibilities under the
Help America Vote Act, which in turn
will hinge on whether NIST receives
sufficient funding specifically allocated
for its HAV A-related obligations.

Therefore, I believe it is urgent, and
I want to stress urgent, that we get the
needed resources to NIST as quickly as
possible. I am joining today with my
colleague, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), in support of the re-
port language for this bill that urges
NIST to devote funds for these func-
tions.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. EHLERS), who has al-
ways supported the idea of NIST. I
want to thank the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Chairman WOLF) for his atten-
tion to this issue and for his consider-
ation today. I also have been in contact
with the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Chairman ISTOOK) to see if the money
dedicated to NIST, via the EAC, can be
included in the Transportation-Treas-
ury appropriations bill.

The vehicle for the funding is not of
greatest importance. What is impor-
tant is that the funding be absolutely
provided. Regardless of the vehicle, we
need to see that NIST will receive the
money it needs to carry out its impor-
tant statutory obligations.

I would like to note that the White
House recently submitted amendments
to its fiscal year 2005 budget that
would provide an additional $10 million
for the Election Assistance Commis-
sion. Perhaps funding for NIST to meet
its obligations under HAVA could be
taken from this amount. I will be talk-
ing again to the gentleman from OKkla-
homa (Chairman ISTOOK).

I want to thank the gentleman from
Virginia (Chairman WOLF), and express
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appreciation for the diligence of our
colleague the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER) on this issue and the
bill.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his statement. I
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Chair-
man NEY) for his leadership on the
Help America Vote Act. Without his
leadership and strong support, it would
not have passed. Indeed, the gentleman
from Illinois (Speaker HASTERT), the
gentleman from Florida (Chairman
Young) of the Committee on Appro-
priations and others were critically im-
portant in its passage and funding.

I want to rise with the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY) in strong support
of report language that was offered by
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAP-
TUR) during the June 23 markup of the
bill before us today. I applaud the Com-
mittee on Appropriations for including
it in the report. I want to thank the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF)
and the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) for their leadership and at-
tention to this very important matter.

That report language reads: ‘‘The
committee strongly urges NIST to give
priority consideration to Help America
Vote Act outreach to the election com-
munity; expediting work on a new vot-
ing standards accreditation program;
and its work with the Technical Guide-
lines Development Committee working
with the Election Assistance Commis-
sion. NIST is directed to provide in ad-
vance of the fiscal 2006 hearings a re-
port detailing what steps must be
taken to bring its activities in line
with the timetable established by the
act.”

The gentleman from Ohio (Chairman
NEY) indicated that the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS) had
worked with us. In fact, of course, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS)
was the principal sponsor in assuring
that NIST was included as an integral
part of the Help America Vote Act.

Obviously, technology is one of the
critical issues in the HAVA proposal,
which funds new technology for voting
around the country. The gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS) correctly
said that we ought to have the best
possible advice regarding technology,
and NIST was the agency to provide
that.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY) has ex-
pired.

(On request of Mr. HOYER, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. NEY was al-
lowed to proceed for 4 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I continue
to yield to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, under the Help Amer-
ica Vote Act of 2002, of which I and the
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gentleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY) were
sponsors, NIST is required to conduct
several important research and tech-
nical projects connected to election re-
form. NIST is already busy working
with the new Election Assistance Com-
mission to advance HAVA’s objectives.
However, much more must be done if
NIST is to fulfill its important role.

As we learned in the controversial
2000 election, voting systems in many
parts of the country are antiquated and
obsolete. There continues to be con-
troversy about various technologies.
NIST can make a critical difference.

As the 2004 election fast approaches,
there are concerns in some quarters
about the security and reliability of
some voting systems. Properly di-
rected, NIST will make a significant
contribution, ensuring that new voting
systems are rigorously tested, easy to
use and maintain, and secure.

I strongly urge NIST to follow the
spirit and substance of the report lan-
guage and give priority consideration
to the Help America Vote Act in fiscal
year 2005.

Mr. Chairman, I would follow up with
the gentleman from Ohio (Chairman
NEY) that I look forward to working
with him and the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Chairman ISTOOK) as we
consider the Transportation-Treasury
bill and the additional appropriations
for the Election Assistance Commis-
sion to attempt to get some of the
money that NIST needs for 2005 out of
the funds that are authorized for the
Election Assistance Commission.

Again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF), the
chairman of this subcommittee, and I
want to thank the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO), the ranking Dem-
ocrat, for their leadership and assist-
ance in this effort, and I thank the gen-
tleman for his leadership and for yield-
ing me time.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time just to close on this issue, let
me just say that this funding is a crit-
ical component. The entire funding
where we get to the $3.9 billion, which
we have gotten some money and have a
little more to go, the gentleman from
Illinois (Speaker HASTERT) has been as-
sisting on that funding. We worked
with the gentleman from Florida
(Chairman YOUNG), as the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) mentioned.
Originally when this started we went
to the Democratic leader, the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT)
at that time. Everybody along the way
has been very good on providing the
money.

We still have some more components
to go, but this particular aspect right
now is just so important, to provide
this for NIST to be able to really do its
job and to interact with the EAC.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, I want to
thank him for his continuing com-
ments and again express, this was prob-
ably the most substantive bipartisan
bill that passed in the last Congress.
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The Speaker indicated that and others
have as well. If we, however, fail to
fund it properly, it will be a promise
unfulfilled, and our democracy will not
be as well served as all of us hoped
when we supported the Help America
Vote Act.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for his time.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, I agree with the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to this paragraph?

If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

In addition, for reimbursement of expenses
of the Department of Justice associated with
processing cases under the National Child-
hood Vaccine Injury Act of 1986, not to ex-
ceed $6,333,000, to be appropriated from the
Vaccine Injury Compensation Trust Fund.

0 1700

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the last word.

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I will not take my 5 minutes; I just
want to put a statement in the RECORD.

I rise in support of this bill for the
Subcommittee on Commerce, State,
Justice, the Judiciary, and Related
Agencies and to say congratulations to
both the chairman and ranking mem-
ber for their efforts. I know there are
particular projects, and I would like to
put a special word in for NOAA’s Coast-
al and Estuarine Land Protection Pro-
gram.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today in support of this
bill to fund the Departments of Commerce,
Justice, State and the Judiciary.

In crafting this legislation, our appropriators
faced the difficult task of adequately funding
many national priorities. On balance, they did
a remarkable job and have produced a bill
worthy of our support.

For sure, there are programs that we would
all like to see funded at higher levels. One of
particular interest to me and my constituents
in Houston is NOAA’s Coastal and Estuarine
Land Protection Program. This program exists
to protect important coastal and estuarine
areas that have significant conservation, recre-
ation, ecological, or historical values and are
threatened by development or conversion.

In Houston, we are involved in an effort to
preserve the Buffalo Bayou, which is the his-
toric waterway on which the Allen Brothers
founded Houston in 1836.

NOAA'’s Coastal and Estuarine Land Protec-
tion Program has allowed us to partner with
the Trust for Public Land to conserve critical
tracts of land along the Buffalo Bayou in order
to further our conservation efforts.

Ultimately, we seek to revitalize the Buffalo
Bayou in a manner that balances the need to
conserve the Bayou’s wetlands and waterways
with the recreational and business develop-
ment needed to transform the Buffalo Bayou
into an active and vibrant urban waterfront
center.

While the House bill provides only $3 million
for the Coastal and Estuarine Land Protection
Program, | am hopeful that our appropriators
will see it fit to raise that funding level during
conference.
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An increased funding level would allow the
federal government to continue its investment
in areas like the Buffalo Bayou that have been
recognized by this Congress and conservation
groups alike as nationally and historically sig-
nificant areas worthy of preservation.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, ANTITRUST DIVISION

For expenses necessary for the enforce-
ment of antitrust and Kkindred laws,
$135,463,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, not to exceed
$101,000,000 of offsetting collections derived
from fees collected for premerger notifica-
tion filings under the Hart-Scott-Rodino
Antitrust Improvements Act of 1976 (15
U.S.C. 18a), regardless of the year of collec-
tion, shall be retained and used for necessary
expenses in this appropriation, and shall re-
main available until expended: Provided fur-
ther, That the sum herein appropriated from
the general fund shall be reduced as such off-
setting collections are received during fiscal
year 2005, so as to result in a final fiscal year
2005 appropriation from the general fund es-
timated at not more than $34,463,000.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, UNITED STATES
ATTORNEYS

For necessary expenses of the Offices of the
United States Attorneys, including inter-
governmental and cooperative agreements,
$1,535,000,000; of which not to exceed $2,500,000
shall be available until September 30, 2006,
for: (1) training personnel in debt collection;
(2) locating debtors and their property; (3)
paying the net costs of selling property; and
(4) tracking debts owed to the United States
Government: Provided, That of the total
amount appropriated, not to exceed $8,000
shall be available for official reception and
representation expenses: Provided further,
That not to exceed $10,000,000 of those funds
available for automated litigation support
contracts shall remain available until ex-
pended: Provided further, That, in addition to
reimbursable full-time equivalent workyears
available to the Offices of the United States
Attorneys, not to exceed 10,238 positions and
10,361 full-time equivalent workyears shall
be supported from the funds appropriated in
this Act for the United States Attorneys.

UNITED STATES TRUSTEE SYSTEM FUND

For necessary expenses of the United
States Trustee Program, as authorized,
$172,850,000, to remain available until ex-
pended and to be derived from the United
States Trustee System Fund: Provided, That,
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
deposits to the Fund shall be available in
such amounts as may be necessary to pay re-
funds due depositors: Provided further, That,
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
$172,850,000 of offsetting collections pursuant
to 28 U.S.C. 589a(b) shall be retained and used
for necessary expenses in this appropriation
and remain available until expended: Pro-
vided further, That the sum herein appro-
priated from the Fund shall be reduced as
such offsetting collections are received dur-
ing fiscal year 2005, so as to result in a final
fiscal year 2005 appropriation from the Fund
estimated at $0.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, FOREIGN CLAIMS

SETTLEMENT COMMISSION

For expenses necessary to carry out the ac-
tivities of the Foreign Claims Settlement
Commission, including services as author-
ized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $1,220,000.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, UNITED STATES
MARSHALS SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the United

States Marshals Service, $752,070,000; of
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which $17,472,000 shall be available for 106 su-
pervisory deputy marshal positions for
courthouse security; of which not to exceed
$6,000 shall be available for official reception
and representation expenses; and of which
$4,000,000 for information technology systems
shall remain available until expended; of
which not less than $8,221,000 shall be avail-
able for the costs of courthouse security
equipment, including furnishings, reloca-
tions, and telephone systems and cabling,
and shall remain available until September
30, 2006: Provided, That, in addition to reim-
bursable full-time equivalent workyears
available to the United States Marshals
Service, not to exceed 4,578 positions and
4,404 full-time equivalent workyears shall be
supported from the funds appropriated in
this Act for the United States Marshals
Service.

CONSTRUCTION

For construction of United States Mar-
shals Service prisoner-holding space in
United States courthouses and Federal build-
ings, $1,371,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

FEES AND EXPENSES OF WITNESSES

For fees and expenses of witnesses, for ex-
penses of contracts for the procurement and
supervision of expert witnesses, for private
counsel expenses, including advances,
$177,685,000, to remain available until ex-
pended; of which not to exceed $8,000,000 may
be made available for construction of build-
ings for protected witness safesites; of which
not to exceed $1,000,000 may be made avail-
able for the purchase and maintenance of ar-
mored vehicles for transportation of pro-
tected witnesses; and of which not to exceed
$7,000,000 may be made available for the pur-
chase, installation, maintenance and up-
grade of secure telecommunications equip-
ment and a secure automated information
network to store and retrieve the identities
and locations of protected witnesses.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES, COMMUNITY
RELATIONS SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the Community
Relations Service, $9,833,000: Provided, That
notwithstanding any other provision of law,
upon a determination by the Attorney Gen-
eral that emergent circumstances require
additional funding for conflict resolution
and violence prevention activities of the
Community Relations Service, the Attorney
General may transfer such amounts to the
Community Relations Service, from avail-
able appropriations for the current fiscal
year for the Department of Justice, as may
be mnecessary to respond to such -cir-
cumstances: Provided further, That any
transfer pursuant to the previous proviso
shall be treated as a reprogramming under
section 605 of this Act and shall not be avail-
able for obligation or expenditure except in
compliance with the procedures set forth in
that section.

ASSETS FORFEITURE FUND

For expenses authorized by 28 U.S.C.
524(c)(1)(B), (F), and (G), $21,759,000, to be de-
rived from the Department of Justice Assets
Forfeiture Fund.

PAYMENT TO RADIATION EXPOSURE
COMPENSATION TRUST FUND

In addition to amounts appropriated by
subsection 3(e) of the Radiation Exposure
Compensation Act (42 U.S. Code 2210 note),
$72,000,000 for payment to the Radiation Ex-
posure Compensation Trust Fund, to remain
available until expended.

INTERAGENCY LAW ENFORCEMENT
INTERAGENCY CRIME AND DRUG ENFORCEMENT

For necessary expenses for the identifica-

tion, investigation, and prosecution of indi-
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viduals associated with the most significant
drug trafficking and affiliated money laun-
dering organizations not otherwise provided
for, to include inter-governmental agree-
ments with State and local law enforcement
agencies engaged in the investigation and
prosecution of individuals involved in orga-
nized crime drug trafficking, $561,033,000, of
which $50,000,000 shall remain available until
expended: Provided, That any amounts obli-
gated from appropriations under this head-
ing may be used under authorities available
to the organizations reimbursed from this
appropriation.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, in 1990, in response to
more than 100,000 dolphins killed each
year by the tuna fishermen, Congress
passed legislation that my colleague,
Barbara Boxer, and I authored, cre-
ating the popular ‘‘dolphin safe’ label
on cans of tuna. For over a decade, this
label gave consumers the option to pur-
chase tuna with the confidence that
the dolphins were not being chased,
netted, and killed along with the tuna.

The dolphin-safe label has been a
huge success. Since passage of the
label, dolphin mortality decreased by
98 percent, to fewer than 2,000 kills
each year.

But despite the success of this pro-
gram, the Bush Commerce Department
issued a finding in 2002 that allowed
dolphin-safe labels to be placed on tuna
harvested through the chase and encir-
clement method, a manner that kills
dolphins.

With this shift in policy, the Com-
merce Department ignored its own sci-
entific information showing the high
dolphin mortalities caused by this har-
vest technique. Indeed, this change
completely undermined the integrity
of the dolphin-safe label.

Now, thanks to evidence uncovered
by a lawsuit filed against the change,
we learn that while the Bush adminis-
tration was weakening the dolphin-safe
label, it knew, it knew that observers
from the Inter-American Tropical Tuna
Commission on Mexican tuna-fishing
vessels were being bribed to misreport
tuna as dolphin-safe.

An internal NOAA e-mail states that
it ““‘was common knowledge throughout
the fleet that the observers were regu-
larly paid off to misreport what hap-
pened during the cruise.”

Yet the Commerce Department ar-
gues that these allegations are irrele-
vant to its decision to relax restric-
tions on foreign-caught tuna. And the
Commerce Department has not pro-
vided an explanation for its modifica-
tion of the scientific data, nor has
Commerce taken the steps that we are
aware of to address the bribery issues.

Meanwhile, the U.S. pays much more
for its fair share to the Inter-American
Tropical Tuna Commission, the body
allegedly being bribed to look the
other way during dolphin kills.

The appropriations bill that we are
considering today provides nearly a 40
percent increase for the Tropical Tuna
Commission. Yet, the Commerce De-
partment is apparently doing nothing
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to ensure that the Tropical Tuna Com-
mission is doing its job.

Without an investigation into these
allegations of bribery, and until the
Commerce Department decides what
science will guide its decisions, we
should not be subsidizing foreign fish-
ing practices that damage the dolphin-
safe label.

The dolphin-safe label was created at
the urging of hundreds of thousands of
students from across this country; hun-
dreds of thousands of schoolchildren
participated in the process and saw the
suggested improvements to protect dol-
phins enacted into law.

What message is this administration
sending to those very same children
and to the committed scientists at
NOAA by cynically undermining the
dolphin-safe label and failing to inves-
tigate the allegations of bribery by
those who are entrusted to protect the
dolphins during the harvest of the
tuna, and to make sure that the con-
sumers are aware that, in fact, this is
dolphin-free tuna.

Mr. Chairman, I am deeply concerned
that we have failed to address these
issues while, at the same time, dra-
matically increasing the funding for
the Tropical Tuna Commission.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to engage
the chairman in a colloquy on a pro-
posal by the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission to establish a na-
tional contact center. Hopefully, we
can address the concerns of those Mem-
bers who have expressed misgivings
about this proposal.

Recently, we observed the 40th anni-
versary of the enactment of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964. In the years since
the enactment of that landmark legis-
lation, the EEOC has had a pivotal role
in fighting discrimination in the work-
place and ensuring that all Americans
are treated fairly. However, despite the
important role of the EEOC, it has ex-
perienced the same budget constraints
as most other agencies in this bill.

The EEOC sought the assistance of
the National Academy of Public Ad-
ministration in finding ways to
streamline its organizational structure
and use its personnel to continue meet-
ing its missions in the 21st century.

Among the NAPA recommendations
was a proposal to create a National
Contact Center using contract employ-
ees. The EEOC has proposed to enter
into a contract to establish a call cen-
ter as a 2-year pilot project at an esti-
mated cost of $2 million. Of this
amount, $1 million is available through
a reprogramming of current-year fund-
ing. This bill will provide $1 million in
fiscal year 2005.

NAPA made a number of additional
streamlining proposals, including pos-
sible office closures, which might re-
sult in personnel reductions. Although
the administration requested funding
for a reposition of EEOC resources, the
bill does not provide any of the re-
quested increased funding for repo-
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sitioning because a spending plan has
not been submitted to the committee.

Many EEOC employees across the
country have heard of these proposals
and are worried about losing their jobs
as a result of office closures or
outsourcing of the call center.

The commission’s reorganization pro-
posals, including specifically the Na-
tional Contact Center, were discussed
in detail at a subcommittee hearing
earlier this year. At that time, both
the gentleman from Virginia (Chair-
man WOLF) and I expressed concerns
about the possible cause of this pro-
posal. Accordingly, we advised the
Chair, Cari Dominguez, that the sub-
committee expected her to come back
to us prior to entry into a contract to
establish the call center. Ms.
Dominguez made a commitment to us
that she would do so. Both the Chair
and her staff have continued to reit-
erate that commitment.

Similarly, Ms. Dominguez has repeat-
edly reassured the subcommittee that
EEOC is not planning to close any of
its existing offices or cut jobs or cur-
rent employees. This bill provides full
funding for the commission’s current
base staffing level.

So I ask the chairman of the sub-
committee, is it his understanding that
expenditure of any funding in 2005 for
the proposed National Contact Center
is contingent on the EEOC notifying
this subcommittee, consistent with the
long-standing requirement of section
605, prior to taking any formal action
to obligate the funding?

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SERRANO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York for rais-
ing this issue, because it is a concern
for Members on my side of the aisle
and for many others, and also for con-
stituents of mine. I want to assure the
Members and the gentleman that the
subcommittee is aware of these issues
and will do everything we can to pro-
tect the rights of Federal employees.
Ms. Dominguez has promised us, and I
went back and I looked in the hearing
record the other day, that the commis-
sion has no intention of closing offices
or cutting jobs of current employees
and that she will come to the sub-
committee before spending any money
on the call center or any other reorga-
nization proposal.

So I completely agree.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the chair-
man, as always, for his support.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise for the purpose
of entering into a colloquy with the
chairman. I would like to draw the at-
tention of the chairman of the sub-
committee to the proposed reductions
in the appropriations for NOAA of
nearly $400 million.

The appropriation subcommittee
over the years, including this one, has
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been very supportive of the issues deal-
ing with the oceans and those issues
that surround our oceans, our explo-
ration, and our coastal problems. I also
understand the delicate balance and
appreciate the difficulty faced by the
subcommittee in allocating limited
funds across the board when there are
s0O many pressures. Our oceans and
coasts support over 2.8 million jobs,
generate over $564 billion in goods and
services, and are the most popular des-
tinations for recreation and tourism in
the United States.

But I can see next year some major
initiatives dealing with the oceans in
this particular Congress as a result of
the Ocean Commission Report. Some of
the more pressing needs include an in-
tegrated ocean observing system, ocean
science and exploration. We currently
know more about the Moon than we
know about our oceans. It is important
for us to adopt the principles of eco-
system management for our oceans and
coasts and focus on control of marine
and coastal aquatic invasive species.

So, Mr. Chairman, I would like to
work with the gentleman from Virginia
(Chairman WOLF) as we move the proc-
ess along, knowing the difficulties of a
limited budget, so that we can con-
tinue to fund adequately the science
and the kinds of science that NOAA
needs.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GILCHREST. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

In conference last year, the sub-
committee worked with the Senate to
make NOAA appropriations a priority,
with a 15.6 percent increase over fiscal
year 2003 levels. The proposed fiscal
year 2005 level, I believe, returns NOAA
funding to historic levels and allows
the subcommittee to restore necessary
funding to certain Department of Jus-
tice programs, FBI, and also the MEP
program that we did for Commerce
that were not adequately addressed;
also the COPS program, local law en-
forcement programs in the President’s
request.

I understand the significance of the
coming year, and I saw the ocean re-
ports that came out. I look forward to
working with the gentleman who is
really a leader on these issues to en-
sure that every effort is made to maxi-
mize funding support for these pur-
poses in this and coming fiscal years.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I thank the chair-
man. I look forward to working with
the gentleman from Virginia and his
fine staff.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation for detection, inves-
tigation, and prosecution of crimes against
the United States; including purchase for po-
lice-type use of not to exceed 2,988 passenger
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motor vehicles, of which 2,619 will be for re-
placement only; and not to exceed $70,000 to
meet unforeseen emergencies of a confiden-
tial character pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 530C,
$5,205,028,000; of which not to exceed
$150,000,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended; of which $916,000,000 shall be for
counterterrorism investigations, foreign
counterintelligence, and other activities re-
lated to our national security; of which
$56,349,000 shall be for the operations, equip-
ment, and facilities of the Foreign Terrorist
Tracking Task Force; and of which not to ex-
ceed $20,000,000 is authorized to be made
available for making advances for expenses
arising out of contractual or reimbursable
agreements with State and local law enforce-
ment agencies while engaged in cooperative
activities related to violent crime, ter-
rorism, organized crime, gang-related crime,
cybercrime, and drug investigations: Pro-
vided, That not to exceed $200,000 shall be
available for official reception and represen-
tation expenses: Provided further, That, in ad-
dition to reimbursable full-time equivalent
workyears available to the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, not to exceed 30,078 positions
and 29,102 full-time equivalent workyears
shall be supported from the funds appro-
priated in this Act for the Federal Bureau of
Investigation.
CONSTRUCTION

For necessary expenses to construct or ac-
quire buildings and sites by purchase, or as
otherwise authorized by law (including
equipment for such buildings); conversion
and extension of Federally-owned buildings;
and preliminary planning and design of
projects; $10,242,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That $9,000,000 shall
be available to lease a records management
facility, including equipment and relocation
expenses, in Frederick County, Virginia.

DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Drug En-
forcement Administration, including not to
exceed $70,000 to meet unforeseen emer-
gencies of a confidential character pursuant
to 28 U.S.C. 530C; expenses for conducting
drug education and training programs, in-
cluding travel and related expenses for par-
ticipants in such programs and the distribu-
tion of items of token value that promote
the goals of such programs; and purchase of
not to exceed 1,461 passenger motor vehicles,
of which 1,346 will be for replacement only,
for police-type use, $1,661,503,000; of which
not to exceed $75,000,000 shall remain avail-
able until expended; and of which not to ex-
ceed $100,000 shall be available for official re-
ception and representation expenses: Pro-
vided, That, in addition to reimbursable full-
time equivalent workyears available to the
Drug Enforcement Administration, not to
exceed 8,440 positions and 8,289 full-time
equivalent workyears shall be supported
from the funds appropriated in this Act for
the Drug Enforcement Administration: Pro-
vided further, That not to exceed $8,100,000
from prior year unobligated balances shall
be available for the design, construction and
ownership of a clandestine laboratory train-
ing facility and shall remain available until
expended.
BUREAU OF ALCOHOL, TOBACCO, FIREARMS AND

EXPLOSIVES
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives,
including the purchase of not to exceed 822
vehicles for police-type use, of which 650
shall be for replacement only; not to exceed
$18,000 for official reception and representa-
tion expenses; for training of State and local
law enforcement agencies with or without
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reimbursement, including training in con-
nection with the training and acquisition of
canines for explosives and fire accelerants
detection; and for provision of laboratory as-
sistance to State and local law enforcement
agencies, with or without reimbursement,
$870,357,000, of which not to exceed $1,000,000
shall be available for the payment of attor-
neys’ fees as provided by 18 U.S.C. 924(d)(2);
and of which $10,000,000 shall remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That no funds
appropriated herein shall be available for
salaries or administrative expenses in con-
nection with consolidating or centralizing,
within the Department of Justice, the
records, or any portion thereof, of acquisi-
tion and disposition of firearms maintained
by Federal firearms licensees: Provided fur-
ther, That no funds appropriated herein shall
be used to pay administrative expenses or
the compensation of any officer or employee
of the United States to implement an amend-
ment or amendments to 27 CFR 178.118 or to
change the definition of ‘‘Curios or relics’ in
27 CFR 178.11 or remove any item from ATF
Publication 5300.11 as it existed on January
1, 1994: Provided further, That none of the
funds appropriated herein shall be available
to investigate or act upon applications for
relief from Federal firearms disabilities
under 18 U.S.C. 925(c): Provided further, That
such funds shall be available to investigate
and act upon applications filed by corpora-
tions for relief from Federal firearms disabil-
ities under section 925(c) of title 18, United
States Code: Provided further, That no funds
made available by this or any other Act may
be used to transfer the functions, missions,
or activities of the Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco, Firearms and Explosives to other
agencies or Departments in fiscal year 2005:
Provided further, That no funds appropriated
under this or any other Act with respect to
any fiscal year may be used to disclose part
or all of the contents of the Firearms Trace
System database maintained by the National
Trace Center of the Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco, Firearms, and Explosives or any infor-
mation required to be kept by licensees pur-
suant to section 923(g) of title 18, United
States Code, or required to be reported pur-
suant to paragraphs (3) and (7) of such sec-
tion 923(g), to anyone other than a Federal,
State, or local law enforcement agency or a
prosecutor solely in connection with and for
use in a bona fide criminal investigation or
prosecution and then only such information
as pertains to the geographic jurisdiction of
the law enforcement agency requesting the
disclosure and not for use in any civil action
or proceeding other than an action or pro-
ceeding commenced by the Bureau of Alco-
hol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives, or a
review of such an action or proceeding, to
enforce the provisions of chapter 44 of such
title, and all such data shall be immune from
legal process and shall not be subject to sub-
poena or other discovery in any civil action
in a State or Federal court or in any admin-
istrative proceeding other than a proceeding
commenced by the Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco, Firearms, and Explosives to enforce
the provisions of that chapter, or a review of
such an action or proceeding; except that
this proviso shall not be construed to pre-
vent the disclosure of statistical information
concerning total production, importation,
and exportation by each licensed importer
(as defined in section 921(a)(9) of such title)
and licensed manufacturer (as defined in sec-
tion 921(a)(10) of such title): Provided further,
That no funds made available by this or any
other Act shall be expended to promulgate or
implement any rule requiring a physical in-
ventory of any business licensed under sec-
tion 923 of title 18, United States Code: Pro-
vided further, That no funds under this Act
may be used to electronically retrieve infor-
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mation gathered pursuant to 18 U.S.C.
923(2)(4) by name or any personal identifica-
tion code: Provided further, That no funds au-
thorized or made available under this or any
other Act may be used to deny any applica-
tion for a license under section 923 of title 18,
United States Code, or renewal of such a li-
cense due to a lack of business activity, pro-
vided that the applicant is otherwise eligible
to receive such a license, and is eligible to
report business income or to claim an in-
come tax deduction for business expenses
under the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.

FEDERAL PRISON SYSTEM
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the administra-
tion, operation, and maintenance of Federal
penal and correctional institutions, includ-
ing purchase (not to exceed 780, of which 649
are for replacement only) and hire of law en-
forcement and passenger motor vehicles, and
for the provision of technical assistance and
advice on corrections related issues to for-
eign governments, $4,567,232,000: Provided,
That the Attorney General may transfer to
the Health Resources and Services Adminis-
tration such amounts as may be necessary
for direct expenditures by that Administra-
tion for medical relief for inmates of Federal
penal and correctional institutions: Provided
further, That the Director of the Federal
Prison System, where necessary, may enter
into contracts with a fiscal agent/fiscal
intermediary claims processor to determine
the amounts payable to persons who, on be-
half of the Federal Prison System, furnish
health services to individuals committed to
the custody of the Federal Prison System:
Provided further, That not to exceed $6,000
shall be available for official reception and
representation expenses: Provided further,
That not to exceed $50,000,000 shall remain
available until September 30, 2006: Provided
further, That, of the amounts provided for
Contract Confinement, not to exceed
$20,000,000 shall remain available until ex-
pended to make payments in advance for
grants, contracts and reimbursable agree-
ments, and other expenses authorized by sec-
tion 501(c) of the Refugee Education Assist-
ance Act of 1980, for the care and security in
the United States of Cuban and Haitian en-
trants: Provided further, That the Director of
the Federal Prison System may accept do-
nated property and services relating to the
operation of the prison card program from a
not-for-profit entity which has operated such
program in the past notwithstanding the
fact that such not-for-profit entity furnishes
services under contracts to the Federal Pris-
on System relating to the operation of pre-
release services, halfway houses or other cus-
todial facilities.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For planning, acquisition of sites and con-
struction of new facilities; purchase and ac-
quisition of facilities and remodeling, and
equipping of such facilities for penal and cor-
rectional use, including all necessary ex-
penses incident thereto, by contract or force
account; and constructing, remodeling, and
equipping necessary buildings and facilities
at existing penal and correctional institu-
tions, including all necessary expenses inci-
dent thereto, by contract or force account,
$189,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which not to exceed $14,000,000
shall be available to construct areas for in-
mate work programs: Provided, That labor of
United States prisoners may be used for
work performed under this appropriation:
Provided further, That not to exceed 10 per-
cent of the funds appropriated to ‘‘Buildings
and Facilities’ in this or any other Act may
be transferred to ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’,
Federal Prison System, upon notification by
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the Attorney General to the Committees on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate in compliance with pro-
visions set forth in section 605 of this Act.

FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES, INCORPORATED

The Federal Prison Industries, Incor-
porated, is hereby authorized to make such
expenditures, within the limits of funds and
borrowing authority available, and in accord
with the law, and to make such contracts
and commitments, without regard to fiscal
year limitations as provided by section 9104
of title 31, United States Code, as may be
necessary in carrying out the program set
forth in the budget for the current fiscal
year for such corporation, including pur-
chase (not to exceed five for replacement
only) and hire of passenger motor vehicles.

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES,
FEDERAL PRISON INDUSTRIES, INCORPORATED

Not to exceed $3,429,000 of the funds of the
corporation shall be available for its admin-
istrative expenses, and for services as au-
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, to be computed on
an accrual basis to be determined in accord-
ance with the corporation’s current pre-
scribed accounting system, and such
amounts shall be exclusive of depreciation,
payment of claims, and expenditures which
such accounting system requires to be cap-
italized or charged to cost of commodities
acquired or produced, including selling and
shipping expenses, and expenses in connec-
tion with acquisition, construction, oper-
ation, maintenance, improvement, protec-
tion, or disposition of facilities and other
property belonging to the corporation or in
which it has an interest.

OFFICE OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS
JUSTICE ASSISTANCE

For grants, contracts, cooperative agree-
ments, and other assistance authorized by
title I of the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968, the Missing Chil-
dren’s Assistance Act, including salaries and
expenses in connection therewith, the Pros-
ecutorial Remedies and Other Tools to end
the Exploitation of Children Today Act of
2003 (Public Law 108-21), and the Victims of
Crime Act of 1984, $217,000,000, to remain
available until expended.

STATE AND LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT
ASSISTANCE

For grants, contracts, cooperative agree-
ments, and other assistance authorized by
the Violent Crime Control and Law Enforce-
ment Act of 1994 (Public Law 103-322) (‘‘the
1994 Act’’); the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968 (‘‘the 1968 Act’’); the
Victims of Trafficking and Violence Protec-
tion Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-386); and
other programs; $1,255,037,000 (including
amounts for administrative costs, which
shall be transferred to and merged with the
“Justice Assistance’ account): Provided,
That funding provided under this heading
shall remain available until expended, as fol-
lows—

(1) $634,000,000 for the Edward Byrne Memo-
rial Justice Assistance Grant program pursu-
ant to the amendments made by section 201
of H.R. 3036 of the 108th Congress, as passed
by the House of Representatives on March 30,
2004 (except that the special rules for Puerto
Rico established pursuant to such amend-
ments shall not apply for purposes of this
Act), of which—

(A) $80,000,000 shall be for Boys and Girls
Clubs in public housing facilities and other
areas in cooperation with State and local
law enforcement, as authorized by section
401 of Public Law 104294 (42 U.S.C. 13751
note);

(B) $15,000,000 shall be available for the Na-
tional Institute of Justice in assisting units
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of local government to identify, select, de-
velop, modernize, and purchase new tech-
nologies for use by law enforcement, of
which not to exceed $1,000,000 shall be for use
by the Bureau of Justice Statistics to collect
data necessary for carrying out this pro-
gram; and

(C) $5,000,000 for USA Freedom Corps ac-
tivities;

(2) $325,000,000 for the State Criminal Alien
Assistance Program, as authorized by sec-
tion 242(j) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act;

(3) $15,000,000 for assistance to Indian
tribes, of which—

(A) $2,000,000 shall be available for grants
under section 20109(a)(2) of subtitle A of title
II of the 1994 Act;

(B) $8,000,000 shall be available for the
Tribal Courts Initiative; and

(C) $5,000,000 shall be available for dem-
onstration projects on alcohol and crime in
Indian Country;

(4) $110,000,000 for discretionary grants au-
thorized by subpart 2 of part E, of title I of
the 1968 Act, notwithstanding the provisions
of section 511 of said Act;

(5) $10,000,000 for victim services programs
for victims of trafficking, as authorized by
section 107(b)(2) of Public Law 106-386;

(6) $883,000 for the Missing Alzheimer’s Dis-
ease Patient Alert Program, as authorized
by section 240001(c) of the 1994 Act;

(7) $50,000,000 for Drug Courts, as author-
ized by Part EE of the 1968 Act;

(8) $1,979,000 for public awareness programs
addressing marketing scams aimed at senior
citizens, as authorized by section 250005(3) of
the 1994 Act;

(9) $10,000,000 for a prescription drug moni-
toring program;

(10) $562,175,000 for prison rape prevention
and prosecution programs as authorized by
the Prison Rape Elimination Act of 2003
(Public Law 108-79), of which $2,175,000 shall
be transferred to the National Prison Rape
Reduction Commission for authorized activi-
ties;

(11) $35,000,000 for grants for residential
substance abuse treatment for State pris-
oners, as authorized by part S of the 1968
Act;

(12) $10,000,000 for a program to improve
State and local law enforcement intelligence
capabilities including training to ensure that
constitutional rights, civil liberties, civil
rights, and privacy interests are protected
throughout the intelligence process; and

(13) $1,000,000 for a State and local law en-
forcement hate crimes training and tech-
nical assistance program:

Provided, That, if a unit of local government
uses any of the funds made available under
this title to increase the number of law en-
forcement officers, the unit of local govern-
ment will achieve a net gain in the number
of law enforcement officers who perform
nonadministrative public safety service.

WEED AND SEED PROGRAM FUND

For necessary expenses to implement
“Weed and Seed” program activities,
$51,169,000, to remain available until ex-

pended, for inter-governmental agreements,
including grants, cooperative agreements,
and contracts, with State and local law en-
forcement agencies, non-profit organiza-
tions, and agencies of local government en-
gaged in the investigation and prosecution of
violent and gang-related crimes and drug of-
fenses in ‘“Weed and Seed’” designated com-
munities, and for either reimbursements or
transfers to appropriation accounts of the
Department of Justice and other Federal
agencies which shall be specified by the At-
torney General to execute the ‘“Weed and
Seed” program strategy: Provided, That
funds designated by Congress through lan-
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guage for other Department of Justice appro-
priation accounts for ‘“Weed and Seed’ pro-
gram activities shall be managed and exe-
cuted by the Attorney General through the
Executive Office for Weed and Seed: Provided
further, That the Attorney General may di-
rect the use of other Department of Justice
funds and personnel in support of ‘“Weed and
Seed” program activities only after the At-
torney General notifies the Committees on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate in accordance with sec-
tion 605 of this Act.

Mr. WOLF (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the remainder of the bill through
page 26, line 16 be considered as read,
printed in the RECORD and open to
amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Virginia?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to this portion of the bill?

If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

COMMUNITY ORIENTED POLICING SERVICES

For activities authorized by the Violent
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of
1994 (Public Law 103-322) (including adminis-
trative costs), $686,702,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That funds
that become available as a result of
deobligations from prior year balances may
not be obligated except in accordance with
section 605 of this Act: Provided further, That
section 1703(b) and (c) of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (‘‘the
1968 Act’’) shall not apply to non-hiring
grants made pursuant to part Q of title I
thereof (42 U.S.C. 3796dd et seq.). Of the
amounts provided—

(1) $113,000,000 is for law enforcement en-
hancement grants pursuant to the amend-
ments made by section 2563 of H.R. 3036 of the
108th Congress, as passed by the House of
Representatives on March 30, 2004;

(2) $25,000,000 is for the matching grant pro-
gram for law enforcement armor vests as au-
thorized by section 2501 of part Y of the 1968
Act: Provided, That not to exceed 2 percent of
such funds shall be available to the Office of
Justice Programs for testing of and research
relating to law enforcement armor vests;

(3) $60,000,000 is for policing initiatives to
combat methamphetamine production and
trafficking and to enhance policing initia-
tives in ‘‘drug hot spots’’;

(4) $20,000,000 is for Police Corps education
and training: Provided, That the out-year
program costs of new recruits shall be fully
funded from funds currently available;

(5) $130,000,000 is for a law enforcement
technology program;

(6) $50,000,000 is for grants to upgrade
criminal records, as authorized under the
Crime Identification Technology Act of 1998
(42 U.S.C. 14601);

(7) $175,788,000 is for a DNA analysis and
backlog reduction program;

(8) $40,000,000 is for the Southwest Border
Prosecutor Initiative to reimburse State,
county, parish, tribal, or municipal govern-
ments only for costs associated with the
prosecution of criminal cases declined by
local United States Attorneys offices;

(9) $15,000,000 is for an offender re-entry
program, as authorized by Public Law 107-
273;

(10) $30,000,000 is for Project Safe Neighbor-
hoods to reduce gun violence, and gang and
drug-related crime; and

(11) not to exceed $27,914,000 is for program
management and administration.
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AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WEINER

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WEINER:

Page 26, line 20, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘“(increased by
$106,850,000)"’.

Page 27, line 4, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: “(increased by
$106,850,000)"".

Page 47, line 8, after the dollar amount, in-

sert the following: ‘“(reduced by
$106,850,000)"".
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I ask

unanimous consent that the debate on
this amendment and any amendments
thereto be limited to 40 minutes to be
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and myself, the opponent,
except that the chairman and the rank-
ing minority member may each offer
one pro forma amendment for the pur-
pose of debate.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Virginia?

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, the gentleman
will be offering a secondary amend-
ment to the amendment? I did not un-
derstand.

Mr. WOLF. No, we are not.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I also want to offer
my thanks and gratitude to the chair-
man and ranking member of the sub-
committee who, with great grace and
dignity, often have to find ways to put
10 pounds’ worth of things into a 5-
pound bag.

This amendment is one that simply
argues that in one case, the COPS pro-
gram, we are allowing the program to
effectively die in this bill; and we must
not have that.
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First, some of the facts. The COPS
program has been an enormous success.
From coast to coast, big towns, small
cities, police departments as few as
five members and as many as the New
York City Police Department of 40,000
have benefited enormously from the
COPS program.

Over the course of time, the program
has not only shrunk but morphed and
become more efficient. Many of my col-
leagues, including in the city of New
York, have suggested, well, we need
less money for hiring, but we do need
more money for things like radios and
equipment and cars. So the program
has morphed into a block grant. The
problem is, it has also hemorrhaged to
an enormous degree.

In 1997, there was $1.3 billion allo-
cated by this Congress just for hiring.
In last year’s bill, we were down to $219
million. What we see here is how this
reorganization happened. We have now
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block granted the entire program into
the COPS Enhancement Grant Pro-
gram, something that, by the way, 1
support; it gives greater flexibility to
police departments. But the bottom
line is, we have reduced this to $113
million.

Again, to reiterate, we have taken a
program, an enormously successful
program that at its high-water mark
reached $1.3 billion, not decades ago
but in 1997; we are now proposing to cut
that to $113 million.

It is so bad, there is so much demand,
there are 2,000 applications for hiring
grants totaling $511 million last year.
So far, they are only able to provide
funding for $385 million of them. That
is only 15 percent of the eligible States
and localities that have been able to
get grant funding, because this pro-
gram has hemorrhaged so far.

Everyone agrees that it works. John
Ashcroft praised the program. The Uni-
versity of Nebraska did a study to show
the COPS program in a 5-year period
resulted in a reduction of 756,000 vio-
lent crimes.

And just a word, a brief word, about
the offset. We propose to take the
funds, and here I want to thank my
colleagues, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. KELLER), the gentleman from New
York (Mr. QUINN), the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. STUPAK), the gentleman
from Minnesota (Mr. RAMSTED), the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. AN-
DREWS), the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. HOLDEN) and the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PLATTS), to
take the money from the largest step-
up that is in the bill, which is the Cen-
sus Bureau.

I have no beef with the Census Bu-
reau. They do a difficult job. They do it
every 10 years, and there is a need to
ramp it up, but the ramping up that is
going on is coming at the cost of the
COPS program. Fiscal year 2005, I be-
lieve we are going to have other oppor-
tunities to ramp up the Census Bureau.

In fact, at this point in the last cen-
sus, the software for the census had not
even been purchased yet. That is how
early we are in the process, but I mean
no disregard to that bureau. They do
an excellent job. Unfortunately, I be-
lieve the COPS program deserves
greater attention.

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

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the reduction in the
amendment would debilitate the 2010
census, and the census department said
it will be the worst census ever in the
history of our Nation. Once the cuts
are made, there will be no opportunity
to restart the program. They said the
impact of the cuts, human costs in the
loss of more than 1,000 Federal jobs at
the U.S. Census Bureau. There is no
catching up. The cut wastes the $500
million already spent and adds another
$1 billion to the cost for the year 2010
for the census. It would cut the Census
Bureau by $106 million, resulting in, as
I said, the loss of thousands of jobs.
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The bill is already $55 million below
the request of the administration. The
census is a constitutional responsi-
bility, collected every 10 years to ap-
portion the seats of the House of Rep-
resentatives. The census is one of
America’s oldest and most enduring
traditions. The first census was col-
lected in 1790. The results were deliv-
ered to George Washington during his
first term.

The United States is a rapidly chang-
ing and growing country. The popu-
lation has grown by 10 million people
since 2000, 10 million since 2000. By
2010, there will be more than 300 mil-
lion Americans living in America, so
we need to keep up and monitor and
know about that population.

This population will need more
homes, stores, hospitals, roads, new
schools, and the information is needed
to make good decisions. Most of the
data used by State and local govern-
ments and the Federal Government
have come from the Census Bureau.

Further, the Census Bureau collects
mostly all of the Nation’s economic
data. Gross domestic product is deliv-
ered in part by the data of the Census
Bureau.

In spite of the unprecedented success
of 2000, the General Accounting Office,
an arm of the Congress, concluded that
Census 2000 was conducted at a high
cost and great risk and recommended
extensive and early planning for the
testing. The funding provided in this
bill for the Census Bureau is already
scaled back from what the Census Bu-
reau requested to fully fund the plan-
ning and testing for the 2010 census and
the American Community Survey.

A current Congresswoman informed
me earlier today, the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY), who
was here today expressing concern that
we were even a little bit lower than
what the Census Bureau thought was
appropriate.

Should there be any additional cuts
to the Bureau, there will be both a
long- and short-form census that will
cost the government upwards of $15 bil-
lion.

The budget requests for the Bureau
of the Census has already been reduced
by $5656 million. Further reduction
would be irresponsible, as it would en-
danger our ability to carry out this
critical constitutional responsibility.

Regarding the proposed increase to
COPS, this bill already significantly
improves the President’s proposals for
State and local law enforcement ac-
counts by providing $886 million above
the request. This includes providing an
increase of $251 million above the re-
quest for programs funded in COPS
heading, such as $130 million above the
request for law enforcement tech-
nologies, $40 million above the request
for Meth Hot Spots.

Other important State and local law
enforcement programs funded above
the request include the Edward Byrne
Justice Assistance Grants programs,
funded at $125 million above the re-
quest, SCAAP funding at $3256 million
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above the request. In fact, that was ze-
roed out. Juvenile Justice programs
are funded at $105 million above the re-
quest.

A further increase above the request
is not a high priority, particularly if
one were taking it from the Census Bu-
reau, which would pretty much deci-
mate that.

So I strongly urge a ‘‘no”’ vote on the
Weiner amendment.

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

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would just point out,
we in this House authorized $1 billion
for the COPS program. It is authorized
this year at $113 million, and as far as
the Census Bureau, I agree they do
very important work. In 2000, they ac-
knowledge they made mistakes in the
undercount and refused to adjust, so I
am not even convinced, if they had the
money, they would do it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. KEL-
LER), the cosponsor of the amendment.

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York for
yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of the Weiner amendment to
restore funding for the COPS program
to last year’s level.

Here is the bottom line. At a time
when our homeland security threat lev-
els are up, does it make sense that our
funding for COPS should go down? Of
course not. Yet this bill cuts the COPS
grant programs by nearly half. Com-
mon sense suggests that cities all
across America would be expanding,
not decreasing, their police forces in
the face of growing homeland security
demands.

Now, Homeland Security Secretary
Tom Ridge has consistently said that
homeland security starts in our home-
towns. I can tell you firsthand that
when it comes to making our home-
towns safer, there is no Federal pro-
gram more popular with the sheriffs
and police chiefs in Orlando, Florida,
than the COPS program.

The COPS program has helped local
communities in central Florida and all
across the Nation by hiring an addi-
tional 118,000 additional police officers.
A study by the University of Nebraska
found that the COPS program is di-
rectly linked to the dramatic drop in
crime since 1995. Literally every single
congressional district has received
funding and has benefited in some way
from the COPS program.

The COPS program is popular be-
cause it works and because it allows
local law enforcement agencies to
apply directly to the Department of
Justice for the money by filling out a
simple one-page grant form.

Now, I have listened to the opponents
of the Weiner amendment. They are all
reasonable, well-intentioned people.
And this is essentially what they have
to say: They say the bill is fine the way
it is because the $3 billion it provides
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for State and local law enforcement is
over the President’s budget request,
and that the offset of $106 million from
the Census Bureau programs is too
much of a cut from the Census budget.

On the surface, that argument sounds
pretty good, but it is a bit misleading
in three areas: The amount of the fund-
ing, the type of the funding, and the
supposed cuts from the Census Bureau.
In the interest of straight talk, I will
squarely address each of these three
issues.

First, I will address the amount of
funding. The total amount appro-
priated in this bill for local and State
law enforcement represents a cut of
$103 million from last year’s level. The
threat levels are up, yet the law en-
forcement funding level goes down? No,
sir, that dog will not hunt.

Second, I will address the type of
funding. While the COPS hiring grants
have been cut, other types of funding
to State and local police agencies are
inadequate replacements because these
other types of funding do not go di-
rectly to the law enforcement agencies,
but rather are sent to the States where
much of the money is eaten up in ad-
ministrative costs; and there is a long
delay in getting the money sent to law
enforcement agencies. Moreover, even
when the local law enforcement agen-
cies finally do get the money, it is usu-
ally not used to hire new police officers
because they are based on a 1l-year
grant.

In stark contrast, money out of the
COPS program goes directly to the
local law enforcement agencies, using a
one-page form, and can be used right
then to hire new police officers for 3
years without bureaucratic delay, red
tape and any unnecessary expense.

The third and final flaw deals with
the supposed cuts from the Census Bu-
reau. Here is the deal with that: The
Census Bureau programs received an
increase in funding levels by 32.4 per-
cent this year. By cutting this dra-
matic increase down to the more rea-
sonable amount of an 8 percent in-
crease, it will allow us to still increase
the Census budget and yet restore the
COPS funding levels to last year’s ap-
propriated level.

Do our COPS, who are on the front
lines of homeland security, not need
the money more than the bureaucrats
at the Census Bureau?

I urge my colleagues to restore fund-
ing to the COPS program and vote
‘“‘yves” on the Weiner amendment.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

First of all, let me go on the record,
as I have before and will today and will
tomorrow, and say that given an oppor-
tunity to have more dollars available
to us, the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. WoLF) and I would have done more
to provide for the COPS program. I
know that. That is not a statement on
my part; that is an understanding of
his philosophy and what he believes in.

However, in spite of that problem, in
spite of the fact that we do not have

July 7, 2004

the dollars in this bill that we want to,
because everyone could get up here and
tell us what section of the bill should
be increased and just about every sec-
tion, except for a couple that I will
mention in a second, could be in-
creased.

In spite of that, it is interesting to
know that local law enforcement is
$885 million above the President’s re-
quest in this bill. So there has been a
serious effort to deal with this issue.

But here is my problem. My problem
is that my colleague from New York
(Mr. WEINER), whom I respect and ad-
mire, tells us that we can take the
money from the census and he, in the
process, will devastate not only the
Census Bureau but the ability to con-
duct a census.

If T was to carry this to an extreme,
which I never would do, this may be
unconstitutional because if there is an
issue that is in the Constitution, it is
to conduct a census every 10 years. So
we do not make those decisions around
here.

The Census Bureau, those of us who
understand the work, they do fully un-
derstand that this cut, which inciden-
tally and we should know this, my col-
league, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. WEINER), my understanding is will
come up with yet a second amendment
which cuts more money from the cen-
sus, so when it is all over today, he will
have cut the census by over $225 mil-
lion.

Well, first of all, 1,000 people would
have to be laid off. No one has made a
decision in this Congress that those
1,000 people are no longer needed. No
one in any of the two Houses has de-
cided that those folks have to go. Yet,
this amendment would immediately
and arbitrarily decide that those folks
have to go.

In addition, we are gearing up for the
2010 census. We are already in 2005, as
we speak here today. That means that
half the gearing up has been done. One
could argue that instead of saving
money, this would waste money be-
cause all the money that has been
spent up to now will be for naught, be-
cause obviously the census is not going
to be able to function or be conducted
the way it should for the next 5 years.

There is a point, however, that is of
great interest to me, and that is the
census count in the inner cities and es-
pecially the census count in the minor-
ity communities.
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For Hispanics and African Americans
and other minorities in this country,
there is at times nothing more impor-
tant than a proper count; and I have
been in the past a critic of under-
counts, and I continue with the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MALONEY)
and the gentleman from Virginia
(Chairman WOLF) to work with the
Census Bureau to get a better count.
This would not discuss the issue of a
better count. This would discuss the
issue of no count at all.
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When we speak in the minority com-
munity, in the poor community of
what we need to do to grow to become
part of the American society, we al-
ways cite census figures. We say we
have grown by this much, and yet our
educational level has fallen back by
this much. We say we have grown by
this much, and yet our per capita in-
come has gone down.

Whatever the issue may be, we run to
the Census Bureau to get the numbers
to make our argument to build our
case that we need help. I would carry
this to a point where I say to destroy
the Census Bureau, to destroy the next
census is a frontal attack on the aspi-
rations of people in my community
who need an accurate count and hope-
fully a better count to make the argu-
ments that we can make.

Now, a lot of what is happening here
today, when we say COPS, the program
stands for different things, but the
short name is COPS, the people right
away think of a police officer. Well, my
staff just spoke to the City of New
York, which always comes up in these
discussions. The city folks tell us that
because crime is down and the match-
ing funds for any new hires are not in
place or not available in New York
City’s current economy they are not
hiring any new cops. So any dollars
that supposedly would go to New York
would not be available to them at this
point. They could not use them.

On the other hand, they say that
they look to the census, they look to
the next count, they look to the Amer-
ican survey as the one chance that
they have to really move ahead and be
able to get the dollars necessary for
the city in the future, because let us
remember, and I will conclude with
this, that the census also figures in
what different localities get in Federal
help based on the population they
have.

So for those reasons, and a million
more that maybe I will get a chance to
elaborate on, I wholeheartedly oppose
this amendment and ask for its defeat.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
just want to address a couple of the
points that have come up.

First of all, the chairman as ad-
dressed many times the level to which
we exceed the President’s request for
COPS. Yes, the President proposed zero
for COPS. He proposed zeroing out the
program. This is a bipartisan amend-
ment because we think that is bad
idea.

The second point that is made is it is
going to cost personnel at the Census
Bureau. Well, I would just remind my
colleagues we do not touch the salaries
and expenses line of this budget. We
only refer to the part that is periodic
censuses and programs, but I can tell
my colleagues what eliminating the
COPS program has done. It has meant
that less cops are on the beat. We have
fired cops in the real world because the
COPS program is hemorrhaged.

Finally, if I can make reference to
the final point of the distinguished
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ranking member about how the City of
New York does not hire cops with its
funding anymore. That is exactly
right. That is why the program is now
in a block grant formula that allows
police departments to buy radios,
something the city has done; paid over-
time, something the city has done; and
provided overtime. These are ways that
the program has become more respon-
sive in response to some of the objec-
tions that our colleagues have raised
about the COPS program. In boom hir-
ing times, it hires. Now, we allow it to
backfill for overtime and other types of
programs.

The City of New York, as we speak,
has an application in for the Safe
Schools Program, which is part of the
COPS program. Well, they are going to
get zero with the budget that is before
us now. They will get funded with some
certitude if the Weiner amendment
passes.

I would make one final point to my
friends who are supportive of the Cen-
sus Bureau, particularly my friends,
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO). If someone comes
to this floor right now and says the im-
proved funding will lead to a census
undercount adjustment in the year
2010, I will withdraw my amendment;
but that is not going to happen. We
provided them all kinds of funding, and
let me tell my colleagues what hap-
pened.

In 2000, the Census Bureau, not
courts, not Congress, decided we are
not going to do an undercount adjust-
ment. What did it cost? The county of
the Bronx, $262 million because of that
undercount; the county of New York,
$212 million as a result of that
undercount; and here we are fighting
and scratching to defend their funding.
Well, God bless them, but they have al-
ready showed that money is not their
problem. When we give them more
money, they acknowledge an
undercount and they still do not fix it.

So I have got to tell to my distin-
guished colleagues from my hometown
of New York, at least we know the
COPS funding winds up getting to New
York. We cannot say that about census
funding.

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

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I thank the gentleman for his com-
ments. I am ready to yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. PUTNAM), the
Chairman of the Subcommittee on
Technology, Information Policy, Inter-
governmental Relations and the Cen-
sus; but the account that the gen-
tleman cut with the decennial census
does have personnel in it. So he does
cut 1,000 jobs, boom, they are gone; and
so whether the gentleman is not Xing
the counts, he does cut personnel with
the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. PUT-
NAM), the chairman of the sub-
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committee that has jurisdiction over
the census.

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WoLF), the distinguished chairman, for
yielding me the time.

I rise to oppose this amendment, the
Weiner amendment. As chairman of the
subcommittee that has oversight over
the Census Bureau, I must strongly op-
pose efforts to take the money needed
for the important work that the Census
Bureau continues to do for our Nation.
I want to offer my support to the full
mark of $774 million that was voted out
of the Committee on Appropriations.

It is ironic that a Member from an
area that was affected by an
undercount, that is a critic of the effec-
tiveness of the Census Bureau, would
respond by gutting it, by taking boots
out of the streets that have the effect
of making sure that that undercount
does not occur, by finding all of those
additional people, by making sure that
there is a fair and accurate count. He
guts the budget that would correct
those types of things.

The Census Bureau is the preeminent
provider for the data that keeps our
Nation running. We have an economy
that is information-based. Without the
information to make good decisions
our economy and our Nation suffers.

I support the efforts of the Census
Bureau to plan an accurate and fair
census for 2010, and the planning for
that is ongoing. It is not something
that we ramp up the year before. The
modernization and early planning for
census 2010 is money well spent, par-
ticularly full funding for the American
Community Survey.

We cannot be shortsighted when it
comes to the census. The American
Community Survey, for example, would
give a city like New York that has seen
a great deal of change since the last
census as a result of horrible events be-
yond our control in 2001, it would give
New York accurate data on an annual
basis rather than having to wait an en-
tire decade to reflect the change that
occurred there on September 11. The
American Community Survey, at its
heart, is designed to give areas like
New York City, like Washington, D.C.,
like small Midwestern towns that dis-
appear overnight with the fury of a tor-
nado accurate data on an annualized
basis rather than having to wait 10 ears
to have good, solid, sound information.

This amendment, the Weiner amend-
ment, drastically reduces the money
that the Census Bureau needs to do its
valuable work to prepare for the 2010
census and to implement the American
Community Survey. They have already
sustained a $19 million cut from the
President’s budget request. The money
that is needed for the gentleman from
New York’s (Mr. WEINER) amendment,
regardless of its tremendously good in-
tent, is money that the President and
full committee have provided to fund
the Census Bureau and the implemen-
tation of the ACS that will replace the



H5272

long form and provide the detailed de-
mographic and economic data annually
for areas around the Nation.

The impact of the cut proposed by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WEINER) and the Weiner amendment
will stop the American Community
Survey with no opportunity to restart
it. It would mean a loss, as the chair-
man has said, of over 1,000 Federal jobs
at the Census Bureau, boots on the
ground that could provide the gen-
tleman the accurate count that he is
rightfully concerned about; and it
wastes the $500 million already in-
vested on the American Community
Survey and would add significant new
costs to the 2010 census.

The Census Bureau, Mr. Chairman,
does important work every day that
keeps our economy running. It is im-
portant work to plan for the 2010 cen-
sus and fully implement the ACS. We
cannot eliminate this funding, and I
strongly urge the House to reject this.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PUTNAM. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WEINER. First, I appreciate the
gentleman’s expertise on this issue.
Should I take it from his concerns and
comments about the undercount in
New York that under his leadership he
will commit to doing something the
Census Bureau has refused to do, which
is a statistical adjustment to take into
account the undercount and adjust
New York accordingly? I mean, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s protests; but to
be honest with him, it was not a short-
age of data. It was a shortage of a de-
sire on the part of the Census Bureau
to use that data to enfranchise those
who were disenfranchised.

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, the 2000 census was
the most accurate census in this Na-
tion’s history. In a Nation as large and
diverse as ours, we will never, ever
have a perfect count, and they have
been doing these since Caesar. There is
yet to be a perfect count.

I acknowledge the gentleman’s con-
cern with the undercount; and I also
acknowledge that gutting their budget,
which is what the gentleman’s amend-
ment does, will not improve the accu-
racy of the 2010 census.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
just want to make a couple of quick
points here.

Look, the problem is not that there
is an undercount. The problem is they
discovered the undercount and stead-
fastly refused to do anything about it.
By the way, in the data that we are
going to be accumulating over the next
10 years, we can include the number
7,300. That is the number of employed
police officers in the State of Florida
today as a result of the COPS program.
Those are working men and women in
my colleague’s hometown, in the home-
town of the gentleman from Virginia,
in my hometown that are simply not
going to be there because we are evis-
cerating the COPS program.
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We have taken a $1.3 billion hiring
program, and we propose in this budget
to make it $114 million, and to say,
well, the President said nothing, so we
should be thrilled.

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WEINER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman answer, for the purpose
of enlightening the House, how much
additional money local law enforce-
ment New York City has received
under homeland security grants?

Mr. WEINER. Under homeland secu-
rity grants, well, frankly, per capita,
about one-sixth the amount of Wyo-
ming. Any other question?

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield, give us the bot-
tom line number for those who are not
into per capita, how many billions of
dollars has New York received since
September 2001?

Mr. WEINER. Reclaiming my time,
in homeland security funding? Actu-
ally, let us talk about how much is cut.

The COPS program at one time fund-
ed 7,000 police officers in the City of
New York; and by the way, I can check
for a moment if the gentleman gives
me his hometown how many funds in
his neighborhood and that has been
steadily slashed.

John Ashcroft, the Attorney General
of the Nation of the United States, said
that this is the best program to reduce
crime. Secretary Ridge said homeland
security starts in our hometown. What
are we doing? Slashing the COPS pro-
gram.

I can assure my colleagues, Mr.
Chairman, they oppose slashing the
COPS program, not knowing my col-
league all that well, but knowing how
it has been helpful to his community.
We are doing it. We are not happy
about doing it.

All T am saying is let us bring it to at
least last year’s level. Do not bring it
to what we authorized in the House, $1
billion. I am sure the gentleman voted
for it, $1 billion authorization level,
$113 million half of what it was last
year.

Listen, I do not have any beef with
the census; and as I said, the chairman
and the ranking member have a Hercu-
lean task trying to make these num-
bers work. All I am saying is this is
one program that is a dramatic step up
for something that they are trying to
ramp up that I think they should, but
we have to be sure we do not ramp
down the COPS program into the
ground in the process. The COPS pro-
gram will cease to exist effectively.

As of last year, 15 percent of the
States that applied got the grants. Ef-
fectively, if we cut that in half, do the
math, effectively the COPS program is
dead.

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

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Chairman, will
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Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman,
while I am extremely sympathetic to
the cause my good friend from New
York supports, I cannot support this
amendment. Taking money from the
census planning will cripple that effort
and have consequences that will dam-
age the census throughout this decade.

All of our representation in this Con-
gress and our local and State bodies is
based on census numbers. The funding
that we receive in localities across this
Nation are based on census numbers.
Working to make it as accurate as pos-
sible is absolutely fundamental to the
fairness of our democracy.

The 2000 census was the most expen-
sive in history and was not very much
more accurate than the 1990 census.
Demographic analysis failed to capture
the growth in Hispanic migration and,
as a result, was of little use in meas-
uring the accuracy of the census.
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The census annual estimates of the
population were off by almost 8 million
in 2000. These and many other errors
were the result of a failure of Congress
to adequately fund the planning for the
2000 census.

The census is an enormous manage-
ment undertaking. It is the largest
peacetime mobilization the govern-
ment undertakes. The census requires
planning to mobilize hundreds of thou-
sands of workers for a few weeks. In
2000, it took 500 offices and 500,000
workers. The Census Bureau opens
those offices, hires a staff, and closes
those offices all in a few weeks. Over
100 million forms have to be printed,
labeled, and mailed. Those forms have
to be returned by mail and the infor-
mation on them tabulated, and all of
this must be done in the 9 months be-
tween April 1 and December 31, when
the director must submit to the Presi-
dent the State numbers for apportion-
ment.

The budget for 2005 is essential for a
fair and accurate census in 2010. The
cut called for in this amendment will
result in a poorly executed 2010 census.
That, in turn, will result in millions of
errors that will distort the apportion-
ment of the seats in this House. These
cuts will result in a more costly or less
accurate census or both.

In this Information Age, we need reli-
able information in order to make good
decisions for this Nation. Without good
data, we cannot administer the laws of
this country fairly, and I, for one, will
continue to do all I can to make sure
that the Census Bureau has the capa-
bilities to provide the Congress and the
Nation with the ability to provide all
of us with high-quality data needed by
the public and the private sector and
its elected representatives to make in-
formed public policy decisions. There-
fore, I urge a ‘‘no’” vote on this amend-
ment.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I have yet to hear a single opponent
of the amendment say the words ‘‘with
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full funding we will have a statistical
undercount adjustment.”” And the rea-
son we cannot is that the Census Bu-
reau is not committed to that.

It is not a matter of collecting the
information, I say to my colleagues. It
is a matter of what you do with it. And
simply collecting the information, as
we learned in 2000, is not the problem.
When you have a Census Bureau that is
unwilling to make adjustments, we are
arguing for the wrong thing.

I can tell you this though, in the cen-
sus figures, when they do employment,
they are going to have less folks for
cops. It is what they will have as a re-
sult of this idea of ending the COPS
program.

Let us try to remember here what we
are talking about. We are talking
about a program that has not only
hired over 125,000 cops, not only paid
overtime in over 4,000 different juris-
dictions, not only bought radios and re-
peaters, and Sprint systems for inside
cars in dozens of police forces, it has
resulted in the reduction of at least
150,000 violent crimes. It is an enor-
mously successful program. Let us
keep our eyes on the ball.

We all recognize here that both pro-
grams are good. It is just a matter of
whether one will be ramped up very
much at the expense of the other. That
is all this amendment seeks to do, is to
just try to restore the COPS program
to a barely living, barely heartbeating
pace. If we restore it with my amend-
ment, I want to just caution my col-
leagues, it will still mean that only 15
percent of the applicants are going to
get grants. That is all it means. Last
year, they did not accept everyone’s
applications because we had strangled
the money so sharply. They used fiscal
year 2003 applications.

If we continue on this path and halve
it again, I am convinced, my col-
leagues, when we come here in future
years, the COPS program will cease to
exist on almost any level that we know
it. We must not allow the structural
reforms that we made here to block
grant the whole program being an ex-
cuse to slash it by 50 percent.

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

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO).

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, let me
make a few brief comments here. We
keep talking about full funding and an
adjustment to the census count. We
have all been in support of that. But
let us remember that perhaps the larg-
est reason why the Census Bureau did
not adjust the count was for the tre-
mendous congressional pressure that
fell upon it when it was discussing that
issue.

Now, that is not going to satisfy the
sponsor of the amendment. However, 1
would like just to alert the sponsor of
the amendment that the biggest bump-
up this year, or in years past, certainly
since September 11 of 2001, has not been
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the Census Bureau. The Census Bureau
is just an easy target because, sup-
posedly, it does not have a constitu-
ency, except for poor minorities who
want to get counted and do not get
counted. The big bump-up has been the
Department of Justice, the Department
of State, and the FBI. But no one
would dare take money from there to
pay for cops in the city, because that
has big congressional, Presidential, ad-
ministration and local support.

So if we are going to talk about who
to take money from, let us sometimes
be courageous enough to take it from
where it exists, in bundles, and not
where we could cripple the future
count in our communities.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume
just to respond to two of the points.

First of all, it was the Census Bu-
reau, the Secretary of Commerce, who
decided not to do the undercount. You
are absolutely right, some of our col-
leagues opposed it. It was the Census
Bureau that took this to the Supreme
Court, insisting they had the right, and
the Supreme Court agreed with them.
They did it, the administration of the
agency that you are standing up for did
it.

The second point I would make is
that 225 Members of this House sup-
ported the reauthorization of the COPS
program at $1 billion. If you think that
this program is some fringe program
that very few people care about, I can
show you on the map how many police
departments have benefited from it.
This is an enormously popular pro-
gram. The difference is that these are
cops that go directly to our neighbor-
hoods, directly to our districts, di-
rectly to sheriffs’ offices. This even by-
passes the States, this program is run
so well. That is what we have reduced
to virtually nothing in this, and that is
what we are trying to at least bump up
to last year’s level. Not an overly am-
bitious thing, just to last year’s level.

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

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO).

Mr. SERRANO. Just one last point,
Mr. Chairman. I am, for the record, and
continue to be a strong supporter of
the COPS program. I will be working
with the chairman to see how we can
get better in conference and will be
working with the chairman next year,
hopefully, or should I say that next
yvear the chairman will be working
with me to make sure that we can
bump up the COPS program.

But just for the record, when Presi-
dent Clinton proposed to this Congress
the COPS program, it was a temporary
program to reach 100,000 new cops. We
are at 119,000 cops. So while it is true
that we want to do more, let us not
paint it as a failure or a shortcoming.
In fact, it has produced and accom-
plished quite a bit.

H5273

Mr. WOLF. Would the Chairman tell
us how much time is available for both
sides?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) has 5 min-
utes remaining, and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WEINER) has 4
minutes remaining.

Mr. WOLF. Who gets to close?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
want to thank the chairman and the
ranking member of the subcommittee,
both of whom I have profound respect
for and the difficulty of the job they
face. But I think one thing needs to be
made very clear. We have had a dra-
matic, precipitous drop in crime in this
country under Democratic Presidents,
under Republican Presidents, under
Democratic Congresses, under Repub-
lican Congresses.

One thing that has been consistent is
that, when that happens, although
criminologists wring their hands try-
ing to think of reasons, the bottom line
is very simple. We, the Federal Govern-
ment, got off the sidelines and said this
is not just a local problem. This is a
national priority. And we started sys-
tematically helping localities fund a
COPS program. And it has worked; as
hiring has gone up, crime has come
down.

In the midst of all of that, September
11 happened, where we once again
wrapped ourselves in the dogma of sup-
port for local law enforcement. We
needed to do it. This program is the
embodiment of a local law enforcement
program that works. And what have we
done? We have, through the course of
time, virtually eliminated it. It is not
hyperbole. We now have a $114 million
allocation from a high of $1.4 billion.
That is the fact.

What I propose to do in this amend-
ment is frankly quite modest. It is to
raise it up to last year’s paltry level of
$230-something million. And again to
reiterate, the Census Bureau, while I
have my beefs with it and I know other
colleagues do, this is not intended to
target them. This is intended to simply
prioritize a program that we are
ramping up towards a 2010 census and a
program that is dying a slow death
today, and also a program that I think
we all agree is the front line of defense
in our homeland security plan.

What we need to recognize with this
amendment is that we have been given
a false choice that the chairman did
not choose and I did not choose. It is to
take a bill that is underfunded, indis-
putably underfunded, take programs
that are underfunded, even the census
line is below the President’s request,
and what we are trying to do is trying
to make a minor change to this one
program which will allow the Census
Bureau to go on. We do not touch the
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personnel line at all. But more impor-
tantly, we will allow the COPS pro-
gram to continue functioning until we
can pump some life into it.

We started that process. This Con-
gress authorized the COPS bill that the
other body has yet to act on for $1 bil-
lion, $1 billion, which is down, but it is
still, in comparison to the $114 million
that we see in the chairman’s mark,
obviously, a dramatic increase.

What does my amendment do? It does
not stop us from counting people. It
does not do that. What does my amend-
ment do? It does not cause a raft of
people to be laid off. It says what we
are going to do is, we are going to take
this ramp-up of the census department,
make it a little slower, and we are
going to allow the COPS program to
breathe, to see another day, in a bipar-
tisan fashion.

The COPS program is probably the
most democratic, with a small “‘d’’ pro-
gram, that we in Congress act on each
year. There is no pattern of urban and
rural, no pattern of north and south.
Just about every locality, every city
and State, every town and sheriff’s de-
partment gets funds from it. They used
to get hiring funds; now they get funds
to either allow backfill with overtime
or provide other resources to local po-
lice departments.

If my colleagues go home today and
ask your police department what pro-
gram do they care most about that the
Federal Government provides, they
will doubtlessly say, the COPS pro-
gram, because they have seen it work.

There is a directory the size of a
phone book of State, cities, and local-
ities that have gotten aid from the
COPS program. We are now at the
point where only 15 percent of all of
the eligible applicants are getting
funding. If we allow this chairman’s
mark to pass, that number, by theory,
will reduce in half, 7 percent.

What are we going to tell our police
departments and our sheriffs’ offices?
Well, you are eligible for the grant, you
got it a couple of years ago, but I am
sorry, we cannot because we are fund-
ing a ramp-up in the Census Bureau. I
do not believe they will be very satis-
fied with that.

I urge a ‘‘yes’” vote on the Weiner/
Keller/Ramstad/Quinn/Andrews/Van
Hollen/Platts amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
my friend, and I thank the gentleman
from New York as well. He and I have
talked about this amendment.

I am a very strong supporter of the
COPS program, I have been and con-
tinue to be a very strong supporter of
the COPS program. And what the gen-
tleman’s amendment does is dramati-
cally point out that the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. WOLF) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO)
do not have sufficient funds to properly
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reach the levels that would be appro-
priate for funding for some very, very
worthwhile programs.

On the other hand, when you are in
this position, obviously you have to
make choices. If you are going to have
a zero sum game, that is, add no addi-
tional dollars, which would not be al-
lowed, you have to take from some
place if you want to increase in an-
other place. The problem with this
amendment, as I have told my friend
from New York, is not its objective,
which is an excellent one, but it is the
means that it employs to attain that
objective, which will have very serious
adverse results, in my opinion.

Now, the gentleman has indicated
that he is confident it will have no ad-
verse effect on employment levels. 1
think that is not the case. It is not the
information I have. Now, as I have told
the gentleman, obviously, I, as a mat-
ter of fact, went to high school a mile
down the road from the Census Bureau,
so I know something about the Census
Bureau. It will, according to the Cen-
sus Bureau, result in possibly as many
as 1,000 RIFs. Now, that is a lot of peo-
ple.

Now, in addition to adversely affect-
ing the people, the gentleman’s amend-
ment will affect the product adversely.
Now, what is the product? The product
is getting ready for the census of 2010.
Now, that sounds very simple, but in
fact it is a multiyear process. And if
you slow it down, you can never get
back that time.
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Therefore, although I strongly sup-
port the gentleman’s objective, I can-
not support and will therefore oppose
his amendment, the means he employs
to obtain that objective. I hope this
amendment is defeated not because we
should not be expanding the COPS pro-
gram, but because we should not be
doing it in this particular way.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

I thank the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER) for his comments. He
is exactly right. Also, the COPS pro-
gram is not authorized. It has not
passed the Senate. And as the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO)
said, the goal was to get 100,000 cops;
and they are well beyond.

I think the important points are the
reduction, as the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. PUTNAM) said, will actually de-
bilitate the 2010 census, resulting in
the worse census ever. If this amend-
ment were to pass for 1 year, we would
have arguments in the future about
how this count is not right and Mem-
bers would be up in arms.

Secondly, once the cuts are made,
there is no opportunity to restart the
program.

The impact of this cut in this amend-
ment: 1,000 jobs would be lost, no
catching up, stops the census and this
wastes the $5600 million already spent
and adds another $1 billion to the cost
to the census in 2010. I urge strong de-
feat of the amendment.
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Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port and as a cosponsor of this very important
amendment.

After 9—11, the Federal Government called
upon our States and locals to be even more
vigilant and prepared for possible acts of ter-
rorism in addition to their daily responsibilities
to protect their communities from routine
crime.

However, it doesn’t make sense to put a
whole lot more on their plates and then cut off
the resources to help them meet these obliga-
tions. For example, this bill cuts the COPS
program by more than 50 percent to $113 mil-
lion.

That's why | am a proud cosponsor of this
amendment to restore funding to the 2004
level—$237 million—for the COPs grant pro-
gram.

We’re not talking about a lot of money. In
fact that’s just a fraction of the $1 billion au-
thorized that this chamber overwhelmingly ap-
proved in the DOJ reauthorization bill.

COPs has been repeatedly slashed over the
years.

Mr. Chairman, | am also disappointed with
the lack of funds in COPs to provide local and
State agencies assistance to upgrade their
communications systems so they can talk to
each other, no matter the jurisdiction or agen-
cy. The lack of interoperable communications
was a key factor in why at least 121 fire-
fighters died in the World Trade Center's Tow-
ers in 2001.

Last year, Congress provided $84 million in
the COPS program for interoperability up-
grades, That's not much compared to the $10
billion estimate to make our Nation’s first re-
sponders fully interoperable.

But this year it was zeroed out. And that’s
exactly what happened in the Homeland Secu-
rity appropriations bill this chamber approved
last month.

Meanwhile, we know it will cost between $6
billion and $10 billion to make our Nation’s
public safety agencies and first responders
interoperable.

Bottom line: There’s an awful lot of talk
around here about interoperability, but no real,
reliable resources to help make that happen
so agencies can talk to each other in times of
a catastrophic disaster or terrorist attack.

So Mr. Chairman, | urge my colleagues to
support the Weiner-Keller-Stupak amendment
to at least bring us back to where were last
year.

A 50 percent cut to the COPs grant program
is a slap in the face to the millions of police
officers who work tirelessly to protect their
communities every day.

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, | rise today on a
bipartisan basis to support the amendment of-
fered by my fellow New Yorker, Mr. WEINER,
and the gentleman from Florida, Mr. KELLER,
that would increase funds for the COPS pro-
gram to last year's enacted level from what is
currently more than a 50 percent cut.

Mr. Chairman, for the past few years, | have
worked with countless Members on both sides
of the aisle to restore and increase Federal
funding for the COPS program. There are few
programs that our government funds that work
better or more efficiently than the COPS pro-
gram does. Every day, our police men and
women are patrolling our streets, keeping our
constituents safe from crime and drugs, and
have served as our first responders in times of
national crises. Since implementation of the
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COPS program in the 90s, our Nation’s violent
crime rate has plummeted, and at least some
of this drop must be attributed to the number
of officers put on our streets through the
COPS program.

The amendment we are offering today is a
modest request for maintaining last year’s
funding level of $219 million. While the pro-
gram could definitely use more money, and is
actually authorized for FY2005 at $1 billion,
we must as a Congress put more highly quali-
fied men and women on our streets and at
least fund COPS at last year’s level.

In closing, while these are tight budgetary
times, | believe that funding law enforcement
programs like COPS is a justified use of our
limited resources.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | urge my col-
leagues to support the Weiner-Keller-Quinn
amendment.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER)
will be postponed.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

I have an amendment that I will not
be offering, and I just say to the Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole
and Members, I have taken a good deal
of time on the previous amendment,
and I will not offer this amendment.
But, frankly, it goes to another real
weakness that we have to address, not
only in this bill but across Congress.

Last year as we pursued the effort to
step up the technology of DNA, we rec-
ognized that some fundamental things
have been going on in the world for the
last 10 years or so. As DNA has become
an important crime-solving tool,
States and localities have begun the
process of databasing samples of DNA
of convicted offenders. All 50 States
have a program of one size or another,
capturing one universe or another of
convicted offenders; and we need to get
all of them essentially in a giant Fed-
eral database so we can solve crimes.

But according to data which was col-
lected, a program funded by this Con-
gress through legislation that I wrote
in the Committee on the Judiciary, we
have found that hundreds of thousands,
in the neighborhood of 600,000, victims
of crimes at whose crime scenes evi-
dence has been collected is sitting on
the shelves waiting to be analyzed for
shortage of only one thing, money.

No one thinks it is good policy. In
fact, many of those victims are press-
ing up against the statute of limita-
tions which means their case will not
be able to be prosecuted, even if we get
around to testing it.

Included in the report was an assess-
ment that there are not enough crime
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labs, there are not enough facilities to
store samples. There is not enough
money to do tests. In the committee
mark, the chairman does an excellent
job of funding the President’s request
at $175 million. It is estimated we need
three times that amount to be able to
start to dig out of the backlog.

There is no doubt in anyone’s mind
that we have a problem. Of the law en-
forcement agencies surveyed nation-
wide for this study, 61 percent said
they do not have enough space to store
their evidence and had to dispose of
some of it; 70 percent said the need for
more space is highly critical, and State
crime labs have an average of a 23.9-
week backlog of analyzing data.

When a detective is investigating a
sexual abuse case or rape, if they have
to wait 23.9 weeks on average before
the evidence is returned to them, they
will tell you that justice delayed is jus-
tice that is denied.

My final point, we have had 154 cold
cases solved because of additional DNA
testing that the City of New York has
funded on its own. We have leads of 204
more cases. What have they learned as
they have done these hits, they have
learned what we and criminologists al-
ready know, that rape and sexual abuse
is a highly recidivistic crime. Someone
that goes out and does one, chances are
is going to find their way back into the
system, having committed the crime
again and again, finding more and
more victims.

In the last exchange, we talked about
how crime has plummeted. The one
statistic that has not dropped, rape;
rape has not. That has stayed virtually
level throughout this decline in crime
everywhere in the country. One of the
ways we can solve six, seven, eight, or
perhaps 10 or 20 crimes is by investing
in DNA technology. For those who it
catches, it obviously finds justice for
those victims; and for those whom it
frees, it allows those of us who are
strong law enforcement types, like my-
self, to say that the system is working
better.

I will not offer my amendment today
because I do not want to rehash the
same debate we just had; but I would
ask that the chairman and the ranking
member strongly consider the need for
additional increases, and express my
gratitude to them for fully funding the
President’s request.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gen-
tleman not going through this because
of the time. I thank the gentleman for
that. I did not want there to be any
misunderstanding. In the sub-
committee mark, there is a $77 million
increase over the current level. We also
have gone out of our way to make sure
there are earmarks.

This is the largest increase provided
to any State and local law enforcement
program. It is a 44 percent increase. So
I do not want the record to indicate
that the committee has been slacking.
We have really increased it quite dra-
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matically, even more so particularly in
a tight budget. But it is an important
program, which I strongly support; and
I know the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO) strongly supports it
also.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

I rise to enter into a colloquy with
the gentleman from Virginia (Chair-
man WOLF) and the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SERRANO).

Before I begin, I would like to thank
the chairman and the ranking member
for their support of the Legal Services
Corporation. Legal Services funds 143
legal aid programs around the Nation
to help poor Americans gain access to
the judicial system. I appreciate the bi-
partisan full funding of the LSC pro-
gram, and I hope we can work together
in the neare future to remove some of
the few remaining obstacles that are
preventing this program from reaching
its full potential.

My primary concern is over the “private
money restriction” in this bill that applies to
any nonprofit legal services organization re-
ceiving LSC funding. This restriction precludes
these nonprofits from using any of their private
funds—including individual donations, founda-
tion grants, and State and local government
funds—for any non-LSC-qualified services.

Non-LSC-qualified services include rep-
resenting many categories of legal immigrants,
including battered women and children; rep-
resenting mothers in prison trying to maintain
visitation and custody of their children; filing
class actions to stop predatory lenders from
preying on elderly homeowners; and educating
people about their legal rights and then offer-
ing assistance in enforcing those rights. As a
result of the private money restriction, most
civil legal services providers are forced to stop
providing non-LSC-qualified services alto-
gether. Many of the most vulnerable individ-
uals and families find themselves without ac-
cess to legal services at all.

LSC recognized that this was a problem, but
their attempted “fix” of this problem—allowing
organizations to use their own private funds
for non-LSC-qualified services only if they cre-
ate physically separate nonprofits with sepa-
rate staff, offices, and equipment—is prohibi-
tively expensive and will result in fewer fami-
lies being served.

There is a much simpler and more effective
way to address the problem. Congress should
require LSC grantees to abide by the same
longstanding rules promulgated by OMB for
nonprofit grantees of Federal agencies, by the
IRS for all nonprofit 501(c)(3) and (c)(4) orga-
nizations, and by the Bush administration for
faith-based groups. All of these rules authorize
nonprofits receiving Federal funds to engage
in various privately funded activities—like lob-
bying and praying—without requiring them to
do so through physically separate entities with
separate staff and equipment. | am hopeful
that future conversations on LSC funding will
consider similar rules so that we can remove
the physical space requirement, which will
make our LSC-funded providers much more
effective.

My colloquy focuses on the issue of
concentrated media ownership which
has concerned colleagues on both sides
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of the aisle. Among the leaders in this
fight is the gentleman from New York

(Mr. HINCHEY), who unfortunately
could not join us on the floor here
today.

On June 2 of last year, the FCC voted
to further relax the rules on media
ownership in a move which many felt
threatened the core democratic values
of localism and diversity in the media.

As troubling as these new ownership
rules were, the process by which the
FCC arrived at them was equally trou-
bling. Despite its mandate to include
the American public in its rulemaking
procedures, the commission held just
one public hearing as it wrote these
new rules, and it did not release the
rules for public comment until just be-
fore it voted on them. Our commu-
nities were given virtually no say in
the type of programming they are sub-
jected to by broadcast television and
radio.

Mr. Chairman, on June 24, the U.S.
Court of Appeals for the Philadelphia
Circuit echoed the voice of the Amer-
ican people and many in Congress by
reversing most of the FCC’s media
ownership rules. As a result, aside from
the national media ownership cap that
was adjusted by Congress last year, the
rules in effect before the FCC’s June 2,
2003, decision are again in place.

As the commission begins the process
of proposing any new rules, we must
make sure that the process is as open
and inclusive as possible. Specifically,
I believe the FCC should, first, hold a
series of public hearings across the
country to collect and analyze the var-
ious perspectives raised by citizens.

Secondly, allow sufficient time for
public comment on the specifics of any
proposed rules before the commission
votes on them.

And, thirdly, take into account any
independent studies of the effect of
media consolidation on the level of in-
decent programming on the public air-
waves.

I would ask my colleagues to com-
ment on these expectations.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I yield
to the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s comments. The
gentleman from North Carolina over
the past year has demonstrated that
the rules governing media ownership
are of great importance to the Amer-
ican people. I agree that the FCC’s new
media consolidation proceedings
should be as open and as inclusive as
possible and should include full periods
of public comment on proposed rules
and full consideration of any relevant
independent studies as part of the proc-
ess.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I
thank the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I also
offer my strong support for an open,
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public rulemaking process that in-
cludes multiple public hearings, suffi-
cient time for public comments, and
any relevant independent studies.

The more than 2 million people who
contacted the FCC to register their op-
position to the rules offers clear evi-
dence that we cannot rewrite media
ownership rules without including the
American public in the process. I will
be monitoring the FCC’s activities
closely as it begins this process, and I
urge all of my colleagues to do the
same.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment
at the desk which I will not offer, but
I would ask the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF) and the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SERRANO), the
ranking member, if they would com-
ment at the end of my comments.

My amendment would have increased
money for ex-offender reentry by $50
million. It is unfortunate, Mr. Chair-
man, that our country has become the
most imprisoned Nation on the face of
the BEarth per capita. We have about 2
million people in jails and peniten-
tiaries in this country. Each year more
than 600,000 of them return home to
neighborhoods and communities. Many
of them obviously have no place to go.
Many of them have no programs to ac-
cess.

Studies have suggested and have
shown that if nothing happens with
them, about 67 percent of them will
have reoffended within a period of 3
years. About 53 percent of them will be
back reincarcerated. In many States
and localities, they cannot access jobs.
For example, in my State, the State of
Illinois, there are 57 job titles that an
ex-offender cannot hold by State law
without some kind of waiver. For ex-
ample, an individual cannot cut hair,
cannot get a license to be a nail techni-
cian, to be a cosmetologist, cannot
work around any medical facility, can-
not wash dishes in a nursing home or a
hospital. So many of these individuals
revert right back to whatever it was
that got them incarcerated in the first
place. That is, they are back on the
streets in their neighborhoods hauling
pills and thrills, nickles and dimes,
whatever it is they have done to be-
come a part of the underground econ-
omy.

It would seem to me that it would be
far more cost effective if we were to
create programs to facilitate their re-
entry back into society. Therefore,
there is a need for far more resources
to do so. I must confess I was hardened
when I heard the President give his
State of the Union address and sug-
gested in that address that we needed
to do something more for the more
than 600,000 people who return each and
every year from our Nation’s jails and
prisons.

Some communities are far more hard
hit than others. Obviously, inner city
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communities that are severely de-
pressed economically and rural de-
pressed communities end up with the
bulk of these individuals. Other com-
munities may not feel them at all, but
the reality is that if we want to have
the opportunity to move freely
throughout our Nation, throughout our
country, then we have to do a more ef-
fective job of helping reclaim those in-
dividuals who have been incarcerated
and are back trying to make a new life
for themselves.

I would appreciate comments from
the gentleman from Virginia (Chair-
man WOLF) and the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SERRANO), the ranking
member.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) 100
percent. I was in a program called Man
to Man with Charlie Harroway before 1
got elected to Congress. It was a prison
reentry program helping men out of
Lorton.

O 1815

And I completely agree with the gen-
tleman. I have been a great fan of
Chuck Colson in Prison Ministries for
that very reason. And the night the
President offered that, I applauded, al-
though I might tell the gentleman I do
not think there was an awful lot of ap-
plause when he made that comment.
There is $10 million in here. We have a
budget problem. There is money in
Labor-H. There is also money in VA-
HUD.

I would urge the gentleman to also
talk to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN). The gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. PORTMAN) and the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) have a very good
bill. He may very well be on it, talking
about re-entry. And I think it is abso-
lutely critical. Unfortunately, we are
number one in the world in the number
of people in prisons per capita, and we
just cannot put people in prison for
years and years, no rehabilitation and
no training when they come out and
expect them as they get out to come
back and be productive.

So I completely agree; and as we
work through this process, anything I
can do to help the gentleman. I just
want to ask the gentleman one ques-
tion: Why can they not cut hair and
why can they not do those jobs that he
mentioned?

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
in that particular instance, State law
prohibits it. There are barriers, hun-
dreds of them, to the successful re-
entry of these individuals because
many people have thought that the
best way to handle crime was to have
the most severe punishment for indi-
viduals that they could come up with.
And many of those laws are still lin-
gering on the books in many States
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throughout the Nation, and they too
need to be revisited.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, in the book of Jeremiah it
talks about justice, and I think the
people need justice, but it also talks
about righteousness and we have to
deal with those. And perhaps there is
an opportunity for the Committee on
the Judiciary or we would be glad to
maybe sometime have a hearing on
that issue because I agree with every-
thing the gentleman has said. And I
have learned most of this really
through Chuck Colson. We cannot just
open the gate, allow a man to walk
out, and expect him to have the oppor-
tunity to make it because he goes back
to the same neighborhood, the same
environment; and they need training.
So as we move along, if we can work
with the gentleman and do that. And
the Portman-Souder bill, is the gen-
tleman on there?

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.
Chairman.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, if we can
work with him and help him, we will be
glad to do that. And I appreciate his
bringing up the amendment too.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLF. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman for his response.

And we are working with the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) and
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
SOUDER). We are all working on that
bill.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Let me first say how I continue to be
impressed by the gentleman’s passion
and ability to present this issue as he
presents other issues. He speaks from
the heart, and that is something that
we always see. And he speaks for peo-
ple who unfortunately in this society
sometimes are totally forgotten. But
he is speaking to the right two individ-
uals.

First, no one, no one, does more for
the concerns of those inmates than the
gentleman from Virginia (Chairman
WOLF). The gentleman from Virginia
(Chairman WOLF) has through different
approaches been careful to make sure
that there is not a punishment but a
rehabilitation of people, not a forget-
ting but perhaps a forgiving and a de-
sire to have people be part of the soci-
ety.

And, of course, as the gentleman
knows, I represent an area of the Bronx
that has always had an issue of crime
and an issue of people wanting to come
back into the community and at times
being accepted and at times not being
accepted.

So I assure the gentleman that we
will continue to pay attention to this
matter, continue to pay attention to
the dollars allocated in the hope that
some day this society fully under-
stands the need to rehabilitate and
welcome back people in a way that

Yes, Mr.
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says they did what they did, they paid
for that crime, now we want them to be
a productive member of society. And I
thank the gentleman for his work.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the remainder
of the bill through page 47, line 5, be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD and open to amendment at any
point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Virginia?

There was no objection.

The text of the bill from page 28, line
19 through page 47, line 5 is as follows:
VIOLENCE AGAINST WOMEN PREVENTION AND
PROSECUTION PROGRAMS

For grants, contracts, cooperative agree-
ments, and other assistance for the preven-
tion and prosecution of violence against
women as authorized by the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (‘‘the
1968 Act’’); the Violent Crime Control and
Law Enforcement Act of 1994 (Public Law
103-322) (‘‘the 1994 Act”); the Victims of
Child Abuse Act of 1990 (‘‘the 1990 Act’’); the
Prosecutorial Remedies and Other Tools to
end the Exploitation of Children Today Act
of 2003 (Public Law 108-21); the Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974
(‘“‘the 1974 Act”); and the Victims of Traf-
ficking and Violence Protection Act of 2000
(Public Law 106-386); $383,551,000 to remain
available until expended, as follows—

(1) $11,484,000 for the court appointed spe-
cial advocate program, as authorized by sec-
tion 217 of the 1990 Act;

(2) $1,925,000 for child abuse training pro-
grams for judicial personnel and practi-
tioners, as authorized by section 222 of the
1990 Act;

(3) $983,000 for grants for televised testi-
mony, as authorized by Part N of the 1968
Act;

(4) $176,747,000 for grants to combat vio-
lence against women, as authorized by part
T of the 1968 Act, of which—

(A) $5,200,000 shall be for the National In-
stitute of Justice for research and evalua-
tion;

(B) $10,000,000 shall be for the Office of Ju-
venile Justice and Delinquency Prevention
for the Safe Start Program, as authorized by
the 1974 Act; and

(C) $15,000,000 shall be for transitional
housing assistance grants for victims of do-
mestic violence, stalking or sexual assault
as authorized by Public Law 108-21;

(5) $62,479,000 for grants to encourage arrest
policies as authorized by part U of the 1968
Act;

(6) $38,274,000 for rural domestic violence
and child abuse enforcement assistance
grants, as authorized by section 40295 of the
1994 Act;

(7) $4,415,000 for training programs as au-
thorized by section 40152 of the 1994 Act, and
for related local demonstration projects;

(8) $2,950,000 for grants to improve the
stalking and domestic violence databases, as
authorized by section 40602 of the 1994 Act;

9) $9,175,000 to reduce violent crimes
against women on campus, as authorized by
section 1108(a) of Public Law 106-386;

(10) $39,322,000 for legal assistance for vic-
tims, as authorized by section 1201 of Public
Law 106-386;

(11) $4,458,000 for enhancing protection for
older and disabled women from domestic vio-
lence and sexual assault as authorized by
section 40802 of the 1994 Act;

(12) $14,078,000 for the safe havens for chil-
dren pilot program as authorized by section
1301 of Public Law 106-386;
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(13) $6,922,000 for education and training to
end violence against and abuse of women
with disabilities, as authorized by section
1402 of Public Law 106-386; and

(14) $10,339,000 for management and admin-
istration not elsewhere specified.

JUVENILE JUSTICE PROGRAMS

For grants, contracts, cooperative agree-
ments, and other assistance authorized by
the Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Pre-
vention Act of 1974 (‘‘the Act”’), and other ju-
venile justice programs, including salaries
and expenses in connection therewith to be
transferred to and merged with the appro-
priations for Justice Assistance, $349,000,000,
to remain available until expended, as fol-
lows—

(1) $350,000 for concentration of Federal ef-
forts, as authorized by section 204 of the Act;

(2) $84,000,000 for State and local programs
authorized by section 221 of the Act, includ-
ing training and technical assistance to as-
sist small, non-profit organizations with the
Federal grants process;

(3) $70,000,000 for demonstration projects,
as authorized by sections 261 and 262 of the
Act;

(4) $80,000,000 for delinquency prevention,
as authorized by section 505 of the Act, of
which—

(A) $10,000,000 shall be for the Tribal Youth
Program;

(B) $20,000,000 shall be for a gang resistance
education and training program to be admin-
istered by the Bureau of Justice Assistance
and to be coordinated with the Bureau of Al-
cohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives and
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention; and

(C) $25,000,000 shall be for grants of $360,000
to each State and $6,640,000 shall be available
for discretionary grants to States, for pro-
grams and activities to enforce State laws
prohibiting the sale of alcoholic beverages to
minors or the purchase or consumption of al-
coholic beverages by minors, prevention and
reduction of consumption of alcoholic bev-
erages by minors, and for technical assist-
ance and training;

(5) $10,000,000 for Project Childsafe;

(6) $20,000,000 for the Secure Our Schools
Act as authorized by Public Law 106-386;

(7) $10,650,000 for Project Sentry to reduce
youth gun violence, and gang and drug-re-
lated crime;

(8) $14,000,000 for programs authorized by
the Victims of Child Abuse Act of 1990; and

(9) $60,000,000 for the Juvenile Account-
ability Block Grants program as authorized
by Public Law 107-273 and Guam shall be
considered a State:

Provided, That not more than 10 percent of
each amount in this section may be used for
research, evaluation, and statistics activi-
ties designed to benefit the programs or ac-
tivities authorized, and not more than 2 per-
cent of each amount may be used for train-
ing and technical assistance.

PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS BENEFITS

To remain available until expended, for
payments authorized by part L of title I of
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796), such sums as are
necessary, as authorized by section 6093 of
Public Law 100690 (102 Stat. 4339-4340); and
$3,615,000, to remain available until expended
for payments as authorized by section 1201(b)
of said Act; and $2,795,000 for educational as-
sistance, as authorized by section 1212 of the
1968 Act.

GENERAL PROVISIONS—DEPARTMENT OF
JUSTICE

SEC. 101. In addition to amounts otherwise
made available in this title for official recep-
tion and representation expenses, a total of
not to exceed $60,000 from funds appropriated
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to the Department of Justice in this title
shall be available to the Attorney General
for official reception and representation ex-
penses.

SEC. 102. None of the funds appropriated by
this title shall be available to pay for an
abortion, except where the life of the mother
would be endangered if the fetus were carried
to term, or in the case of rape: Provided,
That should this prohibition be declared un-
constitutional by a court of competent juris-
diction, this section shall be null and void.

SEC. 103. None of the funds appropriated
under this title shall be used to require any
person to perform, or facilitate in any way
the performance of, any abortion.

SEC. 104. Nothing in the preceding section
shall remove the obligation of the Director
of the Bureau of Prisons to provide escort
services necessary for a female inmate to re-
ceive such service outside the Federal facil-
ity: Provided, That nothing in this section in
any way diminishes the effect of section 103
intended to address the philosophical beliefs
of individual employees of the Bureau of
Prisons.

SEC. 105. Authorities contained in the 21st
Century Department of Justice Appropria-
tions Authorization Act (Public Law 107-273)
shall remain in effect until the effective date
of a subsequent Department of Justice ap-
propriations authorization Act.

SEC. 106. Not to exceed 5 percent of any ap-
propriation made available for the current
fiscal year for the Department of Justice in
this Act may be transferred between such ap-
propriations, but no such appropriation, ex-
cept as otherwise specifically provided, shall
be increased by more than 10 percent by any
such transfers: Provided, That any transfer
pursuant to this section shall be treated as a
reprogramming of funds under section 605 of
this Act and shall not be available for obliga-
tion except in compliance with the proce-
dures set forth in that section.

SEC. 107. Section 114 of Public Law 107-77
shall remain in effect during fiscal year 2005.

SEC. 108. The Attorney General is author-
ized to extend through September 30, 2006,
the Personnel Management Demonstration
Project transferred to the Attorney General
pursuant to section 1115 of the Homeland Se-
curity Act of 2002, Public Law 107-296 (6
U.S.C. 533).

SEC. 109. (a) None of the funds made avail-
able in this Act may be used by the Drug En-
forcement Administration to establish a pro-
curement quota following the approval of a
new drug application or an abbreviated new
drug application for a controlled substance.

(b) The limitation established in sub-
section (a) shall not apply until 180 days
after enactment of this Act.

SEC. 110. The limitation established in the
preceding section shall not apply to any new
drug application or abbreviated new drug ap-
plication for which the Drug Enforcement
Administration has reviewed and provided
public comments on labeling, promotion,
risk management plans, and any other docu-
ments.

SEC. 111. (a) Section 8335(b) of title 5,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(b)”’ and inserting ‘“‘(b)(1)’;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘(2) In the case of employees of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, the second sentence
of paragraph (1) shall be applied by sub-
stituting ‘656 years of age’ for ‘60 years of
age’. The authority to grant exemptions in
accordance with the preceding sentence shall
cease to be available after December 31,
2009.”".

(b) Section 8425(b) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(b)”’ and inserting ‘‘(b)(1)’’;
and
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(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(2) In the case of employees of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, the second sentence
of paragraph (1) shall be applied by sub-
stituting ‘656 years of age’ for ‘60 years of
age’. The authority to grant exemptions in
accordance with the preceding sentence shall
cease to be available after December 31,
2009.”.

SEC. 112. (a) Subchapter IV of chapter 57 of
title 5, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following:

“§5759. Retention and relocation bonuses for
the Federal Bureau of Investigation
‘“(a) AUTHORITY.—The Director of the Fed-

eral Bureau of Investigation, after consulta-
tion with the Director of the Office of Per-
sonnel Management, may pay, on a case-by-
case basis, a bonus under this section to an
employee of the Bureau if—

“(1)(A) the unusually high or unique quali-
fications of the employee or a special need of
the Bureau for the employee’s services
makes it essential to retain the employee;
and

‘“(B) the Director of the Federal Bureau of
Investigation determines that, in the ab-
sence of such a bonus, the employee would be
likely to leave—

‘‘(1) the Federal service; or

‘“(ii) for a different position in the Federal
service; or

‘(2) the individual is transferred to a dif-
ferent geographic area with a higher cost of
living (as determined by the Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation).

‘““(b) SERVICE AGREEMENT.—Payment of a
bonus under this section is contingent upon
the employee entering into a written service
agreement with the Bureau to complete a pe-
riod of service with the Bureau. Such agree-
ment shall include—

‘(1) the period of service the individual
shall be required to complete in return for
the bonus; and

‘“(2) the conditions under which the agree-
ment may be terminated before the agreed-
upon service period has been completed, and
the effect of the termination.

‘‘(c) LIMITATION ON AUTHORITY.—A bonus
paid under this section may not exceed 50
percent of the employee’s basic pay.

“(d) IMPACT ON BASIC PAY.—A retention
bonus is not part of the basic pay of an em-
ployee for any purpose.

‘‘(e) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.—The au-
thority to grant bonuses under this section
shall cease to be available after December 31,
2009.”.

(b) The analysis for chapter 57 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

““5759. Retention and relocation bonuses for
the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation.”.

SEC. 113. (a) Chapter 35 of title 5 of the
United States Code is amended by adding at
the end the following:

“SUBCHAPTER VII—RETENTION OF RE-
TIRED SPECIALIZED EMPLOYEES AT
THE FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGA-
TION

“§$3598. Federal Bureau of Investigation Re-
serve Service
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director of the

Federal Bureau of Investigation may provide

for the establishment and training of a Fed-

eral Bureau of Investigation Reserve Service

(hereinafter in this section referred to as the

‘FBI Reserve Service’) for temporary reem-

ployment of employees in the Bureau during

periods of emergency, as determined by the

Director.

““(b) MEMBERSHIP.—Membership in the FBI
Reserve Service shall be limited to individ-
uals who previously served as full-time em-
ployees of the Bureau.
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‘‘(c) ANNUITANTS.—If an annuitant receiv-
ing an annuity from the Civil Service Retire-
ment and Disability Fund becomes tempo-
rarily reemployed pursuant to this section,
such annuity shall not be discontinued
thereby. An annuitant so reemployed shall
not be considered an employee for the pur-
poses of chapter 83 or 84.

“(d) No IMPACT ON BUREAU PERSONNEL
CEILING.—FBI Reserve Service members re-
employed on a temporary basis pursuant to
this section shall not count against any per-
sonnel ceiling applicable to the Bureau.

‘‘(e) EXPENSES.—The Director may provide
members of the FBI Reserve Service trans-
portation and per diem in lieu of subsistence,
in accordance with applicable provisions of
this title, for the purpose of participating in
any training that relates to service as a
member of the FBI Reserve Service.

““(f) LIMITATION ON MEMBERSHIP.—Member-
ship of the FBI Reserve Service is not to ex-
ceed 500 members at any given time.”’.

(b) The analysis for chapter 35 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘“SUBCHAPTER VII—RETENTION OF RETIRED

SPECIALIZED EMPLOYEES AT THE FEDERAL

BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

¢“3698. Federal Bureau of Investigation re-
serve service.”’.

SEC. 114. Section 5377(a)(2) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’ at the end of subpara-
graph (E);

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (F) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (F) the
following:

‘“(G) a position at the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, the primary duties and re-
sponsibilities of which relate to intelligence
functions (as determined by the Director of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation).”.

This title may be cited as the ‘“‘Department
of Justice Appropriations Act, 2005,

TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
AND RELATED AGENCIES

TRADE AND INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT
RELATED AGENCIES

OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES TRADE
REPRESENTATIVE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
United States Trade Representative, includ-
ing the hire of passenger motor vehicles and
the employment of experts and consultants
as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $41,552,000, of
which $1,000,000 shall remain available until
expended: Provided, That not to exceed
$124,000 shall be available for official recep-
tion and representation expenses: Provided
further, That not less than $2,000,000 provided
under this heading shall be for expenses au-
thorized by 19 U.S.C. 2451 and 1677b(c).

INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For mnecessary expenses of the Inter-
national Trade Commission, including hire
of passenger motor vehicles, and services as
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, and not to exceed
$2,500 for official reception and representa-
tion expenses, $61,700,000, to remain available
until expended.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
INTERNATIONAL TRADE ADMINISTRATION
OPERATIONS AND ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses for international
trade activities of the Department of Com-
merce provided for by law, and for engaging
in trade promotional activities abroad, in-
cluding expenses of grants and cooperative
agreements for the purpose of promoting ex-
ports of United States firms, without regard
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to 44 U.S.C. 3702 and 3703; full medical cov-
erage for dependent members of immediate
families of employees stationed overseas and
employees temporarily posted overseas;
travel and transportation of employees of
the United States and Foreign Commercial
Service between two points abroad, without
regard to 49 U.S.C. 40118; employment of
Americans and aliens by contract for serv-
ices; rental of space abroad for periods not
exceeding 10 years, and expenses of alter-
ation, repair, or improvement; purchase or
construction of temporary demountable ex-
hibition structures for use abroad; payment
of tort claims, in the manner authorized in
the first paragraph of 28 U.S.C. 2672 when
such claims arise in foreign countries; not to
exceed $327,000 for official representation ex-
penses abroad; purchase of passenger motor
vehicles for official use abroad, not to exceed
$30,000 per vehicle; obtaining insurance on of-
ficial motor vehicles; and rental of tie lines,
$401,513,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $8,000,000 is to be derived
from fees to be retained and used by the
International Trade Administration, not-
withstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302: Provided, That
$47,509,000 shall be for Manufacturing and
Services; $39,087,000 shall be for Market Ac-
cess and Compliance; $58,044,000 shall be for
the Import Administration of which not less
than $3,000,000 is for the Office of China Com-
pliance; $230,864,000 shall be for the United
States and Foreign Commercial Service of
which $1,500,000 is for the Advocacy Center,
$2,500,000 is for the Trade Information Cen-
ter, and $2,100,000 is for a China and Middle
East Business Center; and $26,009,000 shall be
for Executive Direction and Administration:
Provided further, That the provisions of the
first sentence of section 105(f) and all of sec-
tion 108(c) of the Mutual Educational and
Cultural Exchange Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2455(f) and 2458(c)) shall apply in carrying out
these activities without regard to section
5412 of the Omnibus Trade and Competitive-
ness Act of 1988 (15 U.S.C. 4912); and that for
the purpose of this Act, contributions under
the provisions of the Mutual Educational
and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961 shall in-
clude payment for assessments for services
provided as part of these activities.
BUREAU OF INDUSTRY AND SECURITY
OPERATIONS AND ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses for export adminis-
tration and national security activities of
the Department of Commerce, including
costs associated with the performance of ex-
port administration field activities both do-
mestically and abroad; full medical coverage
for dependent members of immediate fami-
lies of employees stationed overseas; em-
ployment of Americans and aliens by con-
tract for services abroad; payment of tort
claims, in the manner authorized in the first
paragraph of 28 U.S.C. 2672 when such claims
arise in foreign countries; not to exceed
$15,000 for official representation expenses
abroad; awards of compensation to informers
under the Export Administration Act of 1979,
and as authorized by 22 U.S.C. 401(b); and
purchase of passenger motor vehicles for of-
ficial use and motor vehicles for law enforce-
ment use with special requirement vehicles
eligible for purchase without regard to any
price limitation otherwise established by
law, $68,393,000, to remain available until
September 30, 2006, of which $7,128,000 shall
be for inspections and other activities re-
lated to national security: Provided, That the
provisions of the first sentence of section
105(f) and all of section 108(c) of the Mutual
Educational and Cultural Exchange Act of
1961 (22 U.S.C. 2455(f) and 2458(c)) shall apply
in carrying out these activities: Provided fur-
ther, That payments and contributions col-
lected and accepted for materials or services
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provided as part of such activities may be re-
tained for use in covering the cost of such
activities, and for providing information to
the public with respect to the export admin-
istration and national security activities of
the Department of Commerce and other ex-
port control programs of the United States
and other governments.

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE
PROGRAMS

For grants for economic development as-
sistance as provided by the Public Works and
Economic Development Act of 1965, and for
trade adjustment assistance, $289,762,000, to
remain available until expended.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of administering
the economic development assistance pro-
grams as provided for by law, $30,565,000: Pro-
vided, That these funds may be used to mon-
itor projects approved pursuant to title I of
the Public Works Employment Act of 1976,
title II of the Trade Act of 1974, and the Com-
munity Emergency Drought Relief Act of
1977.

MINORITY BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT AGENCY

MINORITY BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses of the Department
of Commerce in fostering, promoting, and
developing minority business enterprise, in-
cluding expenses of grants, contracts, and
other agreements with public or private or-
ganizations, $28,899,000.

ECONOMIC AND INFORMATION INFRASTRUCTURE
ECONOMIC AND STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses, as authorized by
law, of economic and statistical analysis pro-
grams of the Department of Commerce,
$78,211,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2006, of which $2,000,000 is for a
grant to the National Academy of Public Ad-
ministration to study impacts of off-shoring
on the economy and workforce of the United
States.

BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for collecting, com-
piling, analyzing, preparing, and publishing
statistics, provided for by law, $202,765,000.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there points of
order to the bill?

If not, are there any amendments to
this portion of the bill?

If not, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

PERIODIC CENSUSES AND PROGRAMS

For necessary expenses related to the 2010
decennial census, $399,976,000, to remain
available until September 30, 2006: Provided,
That, of the total amount available related
to the 2010 decennial census, $173,806,000 is
for the Re-engineered Design Process for the
Short-Form Only Census, $146,009,000 is for
the American Community Survey, and
$80,161,000 is for the Master Address File/Top-
ologically Integrated Geographic Encoding
and Referencing (MAF/TIGER) system.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HEFLEY

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HEFLEY:

Page 47, line 8, after °$399,976,000 insert
“(reduced by $173,806,000)’.

Page 47, lines 10 through 12, strike
€‘$173,806,000 is for the Re-engineered Design
Process for the Short-Form Only Census,’’.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the debate on
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this amendment and any amendments
thereto be limited to 10 minutes, to be
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and myself, the opponent,
except that the chairman and ranking
minority member may each offer one
pro forma amendment for the purpose
of debate.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Virginia?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. HEFLEY).

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

First of all, I would like to commend
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
WOoLF) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO), ranking member,
for the very conscientious job they
have done on this bill. They have had a
difficult task. There is very much that
is good in this bill, and I do not take
away from that at all.

Also, I have sat here for an hour lis-
tening to the virtues of the Census Bu-
reau; and, indeed, that is a very impor-
tant function of our government, and I
do not want to attack that.

But I do rise today to offer an amend-
ment to reduce the budget for the Cen-
sus Bureau by approximately $174 mil-
lion. And the reason for that is that
this is a particular thing, and let me
read from the bill. $173,806,000 is for the
reengineered design process for the
short-form-only census. In a time of
record or near-record deficits, and at
any time, one wonders how in the
world we can spend $173 million, almost
$174 million, on redesigning a form, and
a short form at that. And I think the
short form probably does need to be
redone, but at what cost? And I would
suggest to the gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. WoLF) that perhaps they could
come back to us next year or the next
as we get closer, and we are talking 5
years out, that they could come back
to us with a little more reasonable ef-
fort about what it takes to redesign a
short form. If we do not have people at
the Census Bureau, and he talked
about the thousand jobs lost and all of
that, but if we do not have people at
the Census Bureau that have the abil-
ity to redesign a form for a whole lot
less than $174 million, then we need
some new people.

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

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise in strong opposition to the gen-
tleman’s amendment. The amendment
would strike all funds to conduct a
short-form census. In spite of the un-
precedented success, as the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. PUTNAM) said, in
2000, the General Accounting Office
concluded that Census 2000 was con-
ducted at a high cost and great risk. As
a result, the GAO recommended exten-
sive and early planning and testing, in-
cluding re-engineering of the process.

We are already well under way in the
planning for 2010 Census. This plan re-
lies on the short-form-only census that
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costs for the taxpayer. The cost of re-
turning to the old method would cost a
total of $15 billion, $4 billion more than
the current plan. The White House
statement on the bill states clearly
that the funding provided in this bill is
the minimal amount viable for the 2010
census. So I urge rejection of the
amendment.

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

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

I have a lot of respect for the gen-
tleman, but I guess today is beat-up-
on-the-census day. But a very short
point: it would seem to me in saving
dollars, as he wishes to do, the net ef-
fect is that we cannot have a census.
We cannot take away that much
money from the preparation and then
conduct the census.

So I am not going to repeat all of the
comments I made about the impor-
tance of the census. Only one, and that
is that the community that I represent
in the Bronx, the only way that the
poorer communities can get a piece of
the pie, be counted properly, is to con-
tinue to improve the census in how it
is conducted and not devastate it. And,
again, I do not know and, in fact, I
would venture to say that I do not
think the gentleman’s intent is to stop
the census from taking place because
that is a constitutional question; but
the effect is that while there may be a
census taking place, we do not know
what kind of a census it would be be-
cause if we cut out all the moneys for
the preparation and the setup, there is
no way that we can conduct it prop-
erly.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MALONEY).

(Mrs. MALONEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment for
many of the reasons that the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SERRANO)
and I gave earlier in support of having
an accurate census. It takes years of
planning for a census, and the funds
people would cut today are the funds
that pay for that planning. These cuts
will result in a more costly or less ac-
curate census or both. We need to put
this funding forward now; and if we do
not do it now, we will have to pay for
twice the work next year, and that
really does not save money.

A lot of the questions that are on the
American Community Survey and on
the census forms are questions that are
required by law and are required by a
legislative-mandated program. For ex-
ample, we collect information on in-
come to determine the number of chil-
dren in poverty, and this data is used
to distribute the title I education
funds, and that pays for reading teach-
ers and other specialists.

I know that every one of my col-
leagues has heard from their local com-
munities when these funds are cut, and
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all of these funding formulas are tied
to census numbers. The more accurate
the numbers are, the fairer our democ-
racy is.

So those who would cut the funding
for this census and offer no replace-
ment for the functions that the census
serves, they would have us do without
accurate numbers; and in the absence
of accurate information, funds get dis-
tributed by those who control the
purse strings, not based on the merit of
the programs or the merit of the num-
bers.

So I would urge my colleagues to op-
pose the Hefley amendment in favor of
directing Federal funds to where they
can do the most good based on accurate
census numbers. I urge a ‘‘no’ vote on
this amendment.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I do not want to extend the debate on
the virtues of the census. We have
heard the same things over and over
again, and all of us agree with that.
And I have no desire whatsoever, as the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO) said, to do away with the
census. We are supposed to do the cen-
sus, and we need to do it as accurately
as we possibly can. And we are not with
this amendment doing away with all
the setup for the census. We are doing
away with the engineering of one form
at the expense of $174 million, the engi-
neering of one form. And we have 5 ad-
ditional years to look at this and de-
termine what is reasonable. There is
going to have to be some money to do
this because the form ought to be
redone.

[ 1830

So we have 5 years for them to come
back to us with a reasonable figure,
and we will grant that figure so they
can do it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, to close, I
yield the balance of my time to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. PUTNAM),
the chairman of the Committee on
Government Reform’s Subcommittee
on Technology, Information Policy,
Intergovernmental Relations and the
Census.

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished chairman from Vir-
ginia, and I rise to oppose the Hefley
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, it is important that
we preserve the American Community
Survey for a couple of reasons. One, it
is optional. The controversy that has
arisen over time is with the intrusive-
ness of the long form. The ACS re-
places that.

But, secondly and even more impor-
tantly, the ACS gives communities and
States and businesses and demog-
raphers annual data, good, solid, accu-
rate annual data, not a snapshot on a
decennial basis. If you look at the
towns that are wiped out by tornadoes
in the Midwest, they have to wait 10
yvears for the formulas affecting them
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to be updated. If you look at what has
happened to midtown Manhattan since
2001, or northern Virginia, or what hap-
pened all around the country for a vari-
ety of reasons, the information is not
updated until 10 years after the fact.
They have to wait until the next big
census.

The ACS replaces that with a shorter
version that is a sampling of the Na-
tion that is done every year. It is more
accurate information, it is more help-
ful to the local governments who de-
pend upon that information for the for-
mulas that are generated by our gov-
ernment, and frankly, it is less intru-
sive to the American people.

Defeat the Hefley amendment. Pro-
tect the American Community Survey.
It is a modernization of the American
census.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. PUTNAM. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, just
very briefly, for instance, I just came
across some information, just to give
you an idea of what we are up against
here.

The Naomi Berrie Diabetes Center of
New York Presbyterian Hospital plans
to use the American Community Sur-
vey data to identify Bronx, that is my
district, neighborhoods with demo-
graphic characteristics associated with
the risk of Type II diabetes in children.

I bring that up because I have been
making the argument you have all day
long that this information gathered by
the census goes beyond what people
think. It is vital information needed to
provide incredible services to the com-
munity. Once they use those numbers
based on the census data, they can
make their argument before us at a
public hearing, or at any kind of insti-
tutional hearing, saying we need this
kind of help.

Who would have thought that Type II
diabetes would be an issue for the cen-
sus to be helpful with? That is just one
of the countless items that they cover.
So I say that, and I thank the gen-
tleman for granting me this time, in
agreement and in support of the gentle-
man’s comments and words.

Mr. PUTNAM. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, the gentleman’s
point is well taken.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON). All time having expired, the
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
HEFLEY).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 6 of rule XVIII, further
proceedings on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
HEFLEY) will be postponed.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

In addition, for expenses to collect and
publish statistics for other periodic censuses
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and programs provided for by law,
$171,140,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2006, of which $73,473,000 is for eco-
nomic statistics programs and $97,667,000 is
for demographic statistics programs: Pro-
vided, That regarding construction of a facil-
ity at the Suitland Federal Center, quarterly
reports regarding the expenditure of funds
and project planning, design and cost deci-
sions shall be provided by the Bureau, in co-
operation with the General Services Admin-
istration, to the Committees on Appropria-
tions of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives: Provided further, That none of
the funds provided in this or any other Act
under the heading ‘‘Bureau of the Census,
Periodic Censuses and Programs’ shall be
used to fund the construction and tenant
build-out costs of a facility at the Suitland
Federal Center.

NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND
INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses, as provided for by
law, of the National Telecommunications
and Information Administration (NTIA),
$15,282,000, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2006: Provided, That, notwith-
standing 31 U.S.C. 1535(d), the Secretary of
Commerce shall charge Federal agencies for
costs incurred in spectrum management,
analysis, and operations, and related services
and such fees shall be retained and used as
offsetting collections for costs of such spec-
trum services, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided further, That the Secretary
of Commerce is authorized to retain and use
as offsetting collections all funds trans-
ferred, or previously transferred, from other
Government agencies for all costs incurred
in telecommunications research, engineer-
ing, and related activities by the Institute
for Telecommunication Sciences of NTIA, in
furtherance of its assigned functions under
this paragraph, and such funds received from
other Government agencies shall remain
available until expended.

PUBLIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES,
PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION

For the administration of grants author-
ized by section 392 of the Communications
Act of 1934, $2,5638,000, to remain available
until expended as authorized by section 391
of the Act: Provided, That, notwithstanding
the provisions of section 391 of the Act, the
prior year unobligated balances may be
made available for grants for projects for
which applications have been submitted and
approved during any fiscal year.

INFORMATION INFRASTRUCTURE GRANTS

For the administration of prior year
grants, recoveries and unobligated balances
of funds previously appropriated for grants
are available only for the administration of
all open grants until their expiration.

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK

OFFICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the United
States Patent and Trademark Office pro-
vided for by law, including defense of suits
instituted against the Under Secretary of
Commerce for Intellectual Property and Di-
rector of the United States Patent and
Trademark Office, $1,314,653,000, which shall
be derived from offsetting collections as-
sessed and collected pursuant to 15 U.S.C.
1113 and 35 U.S.C. 41 and 376, and shall be re-
tained and used for necessary expenses in
this appropriation: Provided, That the sum
herein appropriated from the general fund
shall be reduced as such offsetting collec-
tions are received during fiscal year 2005, so
as to result in a fiscal year 2005 appropria-
tion from the general fund estimated at $0:

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Provided further, That during fiscal year 2005,
should the total amount of offsetting fee col-
lections be less than $1,314,653,000, this
amount shall be reduced accordingly: Pro-
vided further, That not less than 584 full-time
equivalents, 602 positions and $78,450,000
shall be for the examination of trademark
applications; and not less than 5,435 full-time
equivalents, 5,848 positions and $866,007,000
shall be for the examination and searching of
patent applications: Provided further, That
not more than 264 full-time equivalents, 271
positions and $36,861,000 shall be for the Of-
fice of the General Counsel: Provided further,
That from amounts provided herein, not to
exceed $1,000 shall be made available in fiscal
year 2005 for official reception and represen-
tation expenses: Provided further, That, not-
withstanding section 1353 of title 31, United
States Code, no employee of the United
States Patent and Trademark Office may ac-
cept payment or reimbursement from a non-
Federal entity for travel, subsistence, or re-
lated expenses for the purpose of enabling an
employee to attend and participate in a con-
vention, conference, or meeting when the en-
tity offering payment or reimbursement is a
person or corporation subject to regulation
by the Office, or represents a person or cor-
poration subject to regulation by the Office,
unless the person or corporation is an orga-
nization exempt from taxation pursuant to
section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986.

Upon enactment of authorization to in-
crease fees collected pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 41,
any resulting increased receipts may be col-
lected and credited to this account as offset-
ting collections: Provided, That not to exceed
$218,754,000 derived from such offsetting col-
lections shall be available until expended for
authorized purposes: Provided further, That
not less than 58 full-time equivalents, 72 po-
sitions and $5,551,000 shall be for the exam-
ination of trademark applications; and not
less than 378 full-time equivalents, 709 posi-
tions and $106,986,000 shall be for the exam-
ination and searching of patent applications:
Provided further, That not more than 20 full-
time equivalents, 20 positions and $4,955,000
shall be for the Office of the General Coun-
sel: Provided further, That the total amount
appropriated from fees collected in fiscal
year 2005, including such increased fees, shall
not exceed $1,533,407,000: Provided further,
That in fiscal year 2005, from the amounts
made available for ‘‘Salaries and Expenses’’
for the United States Patent and Trademark
Office (PTO), the amounts necessary to pay
(1) the difference between the percentage of
basic pay contributed by the PTO and em-
ployees under section 8334(a) of title 5,
United States Code, and the normal cost per-
centage (as defined by section 8331(17) of that
title) of basic pay, of employees subject to
subchapter III of chapter 83 of that title; and
(2) the present value of the otherwise un-
funded accruing costs, as determined by the
Office of Personnel Management, of post-re-
tirement life insurance and post-retirement
health benefits coverage for all PTO employ-
ees, shall be transferred to the Civil Service
Retirement and Disability Fund, the Em-
ployees Life Insurance Fund, and the Em-
ployees Health Benefits Fund, as appro-
priate, and shall be available for the author-
ized purposes of those accounts.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
TECHNOLOGY ADMINISTRATION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses for the Under Sec-
retary for Technology Office of Technology
Policy, $6,547,000.
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NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF STANDARDS AND
TECHNOLOGY

SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL RESEARCH AND
SERVICES

For necessary expenses of the National In-
stitute of Standards and Technology,
$375,838,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which not to exceed $8,982,000 may
be transferred to the ‘‘Working Capital
Fund”.

INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY SERVICES

For necessary expenses of the Manufac-
turing Extension Partnership of the National
Institute of Standards and Technology,
$106,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

CONSTRUCTION OF RESEARCH FACILITIES

For construction of new research facilities,
including architectural and engineering de-
sign, and for renovation and maintenance of
existing facilities, not otherwise provided for
the National Institute of Standards and
Technology, as authorized by 15 U.S.C. 278c—
278e, $43,132,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC
ADMINISTRATION

OPERATIONS, RESEARCH, AND FACILITIES
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of activities au-
thorized by law for the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, including
maintenance, operation, and hire of aircraft;
grants, contracts, or other payments to non-
profit organizations for the purposes of con-
ducting activities pursuant to cooperative
agreements; and relocation of facilities as
authorized, $2,245,000,000, to remain available
until September 30, 2006: Provided, That fees
and donations received by the National
Ocean Service for the management of the na-
tional marine sanctuaries may be retained
and used for the salaries and expenses associ-
ated with those activities, notwithstanding
31 U.S.C. 3302: Provided further, That, in addi-
tion, $79,000,000 shall be derived by transfer
from the fund entitled ‘‘Promote and De-
velop Fishery Products and Research Per-
taining to American Fisheries’’: Provided fur-
ther, That, of the $2,337,000,000 provided for in
direct obligations under this heading (of
which $2,245,000,000 is appropriated from the
General Fund, $79,000,000 is provided by
transfer, and $13,000,000 is derived from
deobligations from prior years), $351,000,000
shall be for the National Ocean Service,
$525,700,000 shall be for the National Marine
Fisheries Service, $318,500,000 shall be for
Oceanic and Atmospheric Research,
$698,700,000 shall be for the National Weather
Service, $139,500,000 shall be for the National
Environmental Satellite, Data, and Informa-
tion Service, and $303,600,000 shall be for Pro-
gram Support: Provided further, That no gen-
eral administrative charge shall be applied
against an assigned activity included in this
Act or the report accompanying this Act:
Provided further, That the total amount
available for National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration corporate services ad-
ministrative support costs shall not exceed
$173,600,000: Provided further, That any devi-
ation from the amounts designated for spe-
cific activities in the report accompanying
this Act, or any use of deobligated balances
of funds provided under this heading in pre-
vious years shall be subject to the proce-
dures set forth in section 605 of this Act.

In addition, for necessary retired pay ex-
penses under the Retired Serviceman’s Fam-
ily Protection and Survivor Benefits Plan,
and for payments for medical care of retired
personnel and their dependents under the De-
pendents Medical Care Act (10 U.S.C. ch. 55),
such sums as may be necessary.
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PROCUREMENT, ACQUISITION AND CONSTRUCTION

For procurement, acquisition and con-
struction of capital assets, including alter-
ation and modification costs, of the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
$840,000,000 to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2007: Provided, That of the
amounts provided for the National Polar-or-
biting Operational Environmental Satellite
System, funds shall only be made available
on a dollar for dollar matching basis with
funds provided for the same purpose by the
Department of Defense: Provided further,
That any use of deobligated balances of
funds provided under this heading in pre-
vious years shall be subject to the proce-
dures set forth in section 605 of this Act: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds provided
in this Act or any other Act under the head-
ing ‘‘National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration, Procurement, Acquisition and
Construction” shall be used to fund the Gen-
eral Services Administration’s standard con-
struction and tenant build-out costs of a fa-
cility at the Suitland Federal Center.

PACIFIC COASTAL SALMON RECOVERY

For necessary expenses associated with
conservation and habitat restoration of Pa-
cific salmon populations listed as endan-
gered or threatened, $80,000,000.

FISHERIES FINANCE PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the costs of direct loans, $287,000, as
authorized by the Merchant Marine Act of
1936: Provided, That such costs, including the
cost of modifying such loans, shall be as de-
fined in the Federal Credit Reform Act of
1990: Provided further, That these funds are
only available to subsidize gross obligations
for the principal amount of direct loans not
to exceed $30,000,000 for traditional loan pro-
grams, fishing capacity reduction programs,
individual fishing quotas, aquaculture facili-
ties, reconditioning of fishing vessels for the
purpose of reducing bycatch or reducing ca-
pacity in an overfished fishery, and the pur-
chase of assets sold at foreclosure instituted
by the Secretary: Provided further, That none
of the funds made available under this head-
ing may be used for direct loans for any new
fishing vessel that will increase the har-
vesting capacity in any United States fish-
ery.

DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the depart-
mental management of the Department of
Commerce provided for by law, including not
to exceed $5,000 for official entertainment,
$52,109,000: Provided, That not to exceed 12
full-time equivalents and $1,621,000 shall be
expended for the legislative affairs function
of the Department.

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. KUCINICH

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 13 offered by Mr. KUCINICH:

Page 57, line 11, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by $50,000)
(increased by $50,000)"".

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that debate on this
amendment and any amendments
thereto be limited to 30 minutes, to be
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and myself, the opponent,
except that the chairman and ranking
minority member may each offer one
pro forma amendment for the purpose
of debate.
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. WOLF)
will control 15 minutes and the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) will
control 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH).

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the Kucinich-Vis-
closky amendment corrects a signifi-
cant flaw in the administration’s man-
ufacturing policy.

Let us review recent history. During
President Bush’s term, manufacturing
has shrunk, factory jobs have de-
creased, steel companies have closed;
13 steel companies and 14.6 million tons
of capacity have been shut down since
this administration took office. Cheap
foreign imports are up. The trade def-
icit is up. This was a $549 billion drag
on the economy last year, and that is a
record. In other words, on this adminis-
tration’s watch, the manufacturing
base of our economy has eroded.

Now, it happens that much of Amer-
ican manufacturing occurs in a few
States, and we are in an election year
when those States get some attention.
After ignoring the deterioration of
American manufacturing for most of
its term, this administration wants
voters to believe that it cares, so the
President announced just last month
the creation of a Manufacturing Coun-
cil.

The purpose of the Council, according
to a news release, is to ‘“‘work with the
Commerce Department to advocate, co-
ordinate and implement policies that
will help U.S. manufacturers compete
worldwide.”

The Council is comprised of CEOs
from a number of industries. However,
it is marred by the omission of any
union representative or, surprisingly,
steel industry representatives. Appar-
ently, we have to remind the adminis-
tration about the importance of steel.

Steel makes the railroads, it holds up
the buildings of our cities, it armors
our tanks and ships, but basic steel is
completely excluded from the Presi-
dent’s Manufacturing Council.

All manufactured goods are made by
people. Steel is made by people. These
people form unions. Union labor built
modern America. Union labor builds
steel. But the President excluded union
labor from his Manufacturing Council.

How can this administration be seri-
ous about manufacturing, when it ig-
nores the basic steel industry and
union workers? Does it think that
buildings build themselves, that cars
forge, stamp and assemble themselves,
and that America can make basic steel
appear by magic? Or does the adminis-
tration’s manufacturing plan actually
consist of offshore factories, freely
flowing imports and out-of-work Amer-
ican steelworkers?

The Kucinich-Visclosky amendment
sends a clear message to the President:
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Congress believes that a manufacturing
policy for America must include the
steel industry and the participation of
union labor. The amendment accom-
plishes this by expanding membership
on the President’s Manufacturing
Council to include the steel industry
and America’s manufacturing unions.
The amendment will cut a nominal
amount of funding for the President’s
Manufacturing Council until that es-
sential change is made, but it will have
no effect on spending levels of the bill
as a whole.

The Visclosky amendment is sup-
ported by the steelworkers union, and
at the appropriate point in the record,
Mr. Chairman, I will insert a letter
from the United Steelworkers of Amer-
ica in favor of the Kucinich-Visclosky
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to join with me in correcting a signifi-
cant flaw in this administration’s vi-
sion for America’s future. A ‘‘yes’ vote
on the Kucinich-Visclosky amendment
will encourage a future for domestic
basic steel, a future in which respect,
as well as good wages, are paid to
unionized American workers.

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

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. The reason is, the
amendment really does not do any-
thing. I just read the amendment. It
says, ‘‘Page 57, line 11, after the dollar
amount insert the following: ‘Reduced
by $50,000) (increased by $50,000).””” So I
understand what the gentleman is try-
ing to do, but this does not do it. It
just really moves money around.

I understand the gentleman’s con-
cern, and I would like to bring to the
gentleman’s attention to page 46 of the
bill, line 22. We put $2 million in the
bill for a grant to the National Acad-
emy of Public Administration to study
the impact of offshoring on the econ-
omy and on the workforce in the
United States.

I personally believe it is a problem.
We have asked the National Academy
because they are not involved in the
political process. We use them for the
FBI reforms and others. So they will
look at that issue.

But this amendment, if it had been
drafted to do what the gentleman in-
tends it to do, it would be subject to a
point of order. Because of that, I object
to the amendment and urge a ‘‘no”’
vote.

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

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, before I yield time to
my good friend, the cosponsor of this
amendment, the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. VISCLOSKY), I would like to re-
spond to my good friend from Virginia
that it is true that the amendment re-
duces the spending for the Council by
$560,000 and then increases it by $50,000.

Our amendment is intended to condi-
tion $50,000 for the Manufacturing



July 7, 2004

Council on the expansion of its mem-
bership to correct a serious mistake,
and that is omitting basic steel and or-
ganized labor from advising them on
manufacturing. The form of the amend-
ment has the effect of referring to floor
debate to instruct the interpretation of
the bill. The amendment will literally
do what we say it will do.

I also want to commend the gen-
tleman for the concern that he has ex-
pressed about offshoring of our indus-
tries. I think it is important that we
pay attention to that. This amendment
will help this country put a renewed
emphasis on a Manufacturing Council
which has a glaring omission: They do
not have the steel industry represented
on it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. VIS-
CLOSKY), who has been an outstanding
champion of American working men
and women and the steelworkers, not
only in his district, but all across
America.

0O 1845

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Chairman, I
want to thank the gentleman for origi-
nating the idea for this very necessary
amendment; and as my colleague men-
tioned, the purpose is to point out two
very serious flaws with the President’s
manufacturing council and to work
through the adoption of this amend-
ment their correction.

The President in September of last
year comprised his manufacturing
council theoretically to work with the
Commerce Department to advocate, co-
ordinate, and implement policies that
will help U.S. manufacturers compete
worldwide.

As my colleague from Ohio men-
tioned, however, the domestic steel in-
dustry is not represented on the coun-
cil. T would point out that since De-
cember 31, 1997, 40 companies, more
than 40 steel companies, have entered
into bankruptcy, many of which have
never emerged.

Since December 2000, 35,700 individual
workers who were employed in basic
steel have lost their jobs. During that
period of time since December 31 of the
year 2000, we have also seen a decline
in tonnage to be produced in the
United States by 14.6 million.

We have an industry that over the
last 6 years has been in crisis, despite
their beginning to come out of that cri-
sis during the last 6 to 9 months. It was
a mistake, and it was wrong for the
President and the Department of Com-
merce not to have this very vital in-
dustry of our national defense in-
cluded. They should be.

Secondly, I would note that there is
no representative of organized labor on
the council. The fact is 2.2 million indi-
vidual American workers belong to
unions and work in manufacturing. We
do have Karen Wright, the president of
Ariel Corporation, which makes gas
compressors in Mt. Vernon, Ohio, on
the President’s council, but we do not
have a member of the Boilermakers.
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We have Jim Padilla, who is the chief
operating officer of Ford Motor Com-
pany; but we do not have a member of
the United Auto Workers. We have
George Gonzalez, who is president of
Aerospace Integration Corporation,
which is engaged in aircraft modifica-
tions; but we do not have a member of
the Machinists Union. We have Wayne
Murdy, who is chairman of Newmont
Mining Corporation of Denver, Colo-
rado; but we do not have a member of
the Mine Workers Union. We have
Charles Pizzi, president of Tasty Bak-
ing Company, a baking corporation
headquartered in Philadelphia; but we
do not have one member of the Bakery,
Confectionery, Tobacco Workers Or
Grain Millers.

We have a lot of people making
seven-figure salaries on the commis-
sion. We do not have people making
five figures. We have Daniel Stowe,
president of R.L.. Stowe Mills, Inc., who
is engaged in dyed yarn; but we do not
have any members of the Union of Nee-
dle Trades, Industrial Or Textile Em-
ployees. We have Scott Thiss, who is
chairman of S&W Plastics that does
acrylic displays; but we do not have
anyone from the Graphics Communica-
tions Workers. We do not have anyone
from the Electrical Workers. We do not
have anyone from the PACE Union. We
do not have Sheet Metal Workers,
Steelworkers, Teamsters or anyone
from the United Food and Commercial
Workers.

I do think it is important, given the
fact that it is the workers for these
very companies who are most at risk
who have lost their jobs in the tens of
thousands be represented on this coun-
cil; and I would ask that the colleagues
of this body adopt this amendment.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
read a brief statement.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to read a
brief statement and then yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. ANDREWS).

I have here a letter from the United
Steelworkers of America, which says,
The United Steelworkers of America urges
your support for an amendment that will be
offered by Ohio Congressman Dennis
Kucinich and Indiana Congressman Peter
Visclosky. The United Steelworkers of
America strongly supports the Kucinich-Vis-
closky amendment to H.R. 4754, because it
corrects two substantial omissions from the
Bush administration’s recently created Man-
ufacturing Council.

They go on to point out that no one
from Labor is on the council and also
that no one from the steel industry is
on the council.

Mr. Chairman, I include this for the
RECORD as follows:

UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA,
AFL-CIO-CLC,
Washington, DC, July 7, 2004.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The United Steel-

workers of America (USWA) urges your sup-
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port for an amendment that will be offered
by Ohio Congressman Dennis Kucinich and
Indiana Congressman Peter Visclosky to
amend the Commerce, Justice, State Appro-
priations bill. The USWA strongly supports
the Kucinich-Visclosky Amendment to H.R.
4754 because it corrects two substantial
omissions from the Bush Administration’s
recently created Manufacturing Council.

The new Council is comprised of CEO’s
from a number of industries, however, the
steel industry was not included; and we can
think of no other industry better prepared to
offer constructive advice than the newly re-
constituted American steel industry. The
steel industry has become a national leader
in such areas as technological innovation,
productivity and labor relations.

The second glaring omission is that no one
from labor is included on the Council. The
labor movement has worked closely with all
of its manufacturing companies to ensure
continuing employment opportunities for
American workers. The President’s Manufac-
turing Council is seriously handicapped by
not having the expertise of American labor
in the important areas of health care, pen-
sions and compensation.

The Kucinich-Visclosky amendment would
cut a nominal amount of funding for the
Council, but will have no effect on spending
levels on the bill as a whole. We urge you to
vote “YES” on the Kucinich-Visclosky
amendment and help to ensure a manufac-
turing council that represents a broader
cross section of American society.

Respectfully,
WILLIAM J. KLINEFELTER,
Assistant to the Presi-
dent, Legislative and
Political Director.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say if
someone has steel in their State, if
they have a mill that was closed down,
if they have workers, steelworkers that
have been laid off or who face layoffs,
if they have a mill which is at risk of
closing, if they have retirees whose
benefits have been adversely affected
by changes in the economy with re-
spect to steel, this amendment is some-
thing that they are going to care about
because it says that it is time to give
steel full status in the direction of
America’s manufacturing economy.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
ANDREWS), an outstanding voice for
workers in this Congress and in Amer-
ica.

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

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my friend from Ohio for yielding
me this time. I rise in strong support of
his amendment.

When I was a child, the three largest
employers in my district were a ship-
yard, a soup factory, and an electronics
plant that made radios and television
sets. Today, the three largest employ-
ers in my district are a mortgage com-
pany, a hospital, and the State govern-
ment. I have seen what it means when
your manufacturing base erodes and
blows up and shrivels away.

When the country tries to solve this
very important problem, we need all
voices heard; and it disappoints me
that the administration is trying to
tackle this problem belatedly, without
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hearing the two voices that are so very
importantly added by this amendment:
the steel industry, without which the
country cannot defend itself and can-
not continue as an industrial power;
and the collectively bargained, duly
elected voice of organized labor
through labor unions.

Now, I know that sometimes the
steel industry disagrees with the ad-
ministration and, often, organized
labor disagrees with the administra-
tion. But in our country, we do not just
listen to people with whom we agree;
we welcome all points of view, all in-
terests so that we can come up with
the best policy solution for the coun-
try.

The Kucinich amendment adds two
very important voices: the steel indus-
try and organized labor. Even if one
does not agree with their positions on
these issues, their positions ought to
be heard as we approach the manufac-
turing atrophy of the United States of
America.

So I would urge everyone who wants
all voices to be heard to vote for this
amendment which is so very much in
the tradition of good government in
this country. I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to clause
6 of rule XVIII, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) will
be postponed.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
ISAKSON) having assumed the chair, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Chairman of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 4754) making
appropriations for the Departments of
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Ju-
diciary, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2005,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.

——————

LIMITATION ON AMENDMENTS
DURING FURTHER CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 4754, DEPART-
MENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE,
AND STATE, THE JUDICIARY,
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2005
Mr. WOLF'. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that during further con-

sideration of H.R. 4754 in the Com-
mittee of the Whole pursuant to House
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Resolution 701, no further amendment
to the bill may be offered except:

Pro forma amendments offered at
any point in the reading by the chair-
man or ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations or
their designees for the purpose of the
debate;

Amendments 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 20;

Amendments 5 and 6, each of which
shall be debatable for 20 minutes;

Amendment 2, which shall be debat-
able for 40 minutes;

An amendment by Mr. PITTS regard-
ing Department of State Diplomatic
and Consular programs;

An amendment by Mr. WOLF regard-
ing the Sudan;

An amendment by Mr. BACA regard-
ing video violence;

An amendment by Mr. HEFLEY re-
garding an across-the-board cut of
total appropriations;

An amendment by Mr. HEFLEY re-
garding an across-the-board cut of ap-
propriations not required to be appro-
priated;

An amendment by Mr. HEFLEY re-
garding the Court of Federal Claims;

An amendment by Mr. BURGESS re-
garding the Federal Trade Commission;

An amendment by Mr. WEINER re-
garding Jerusalem;

An amendment by Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD regarding women’s business
centers;

An amendment by Mr. INSLEE regard-
ing Justice Department detention of
individuals;

An amendment by Mr. KING of Iowa
regarding litigation support contracts;

An amendment by Mr. SHERMAN re-
garding enemy combatants, which
shall be debatable for 20 minutes;

An amendment by Mr. WOLF or Mr.
SERRANO regarding SBA microloans,
which shall be debatable for 12 min-
utes;

An amendment by Mr. FLAKE regard-
ing Cuba, which shall be debatable for
60 minutes;

An amendment by Mr. SMITH of
Michigan regarding NIST and Con-
tributions to International Organiza-
tions, which shall be debatable for 20
minutes;

An amendment by Mr. SHERMAN re-
garding preemption of State laws,
which shall be debatable for 20 min-
utes.

Each such amendment may be offered
only by the Member designated in this
request, or the Member who caused it
to be printed in the RECORD or a des-
ignee, shall be considered as read, shall
not be subject to amendment, and shall
not be subject to a demand for a divi-
sion of the question in the House or the
Committee of the Whole.

Except as otherwise specified, each
amendment shall be debatable for 10
minutes, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent. All points of order against each
of the amendments shall be considered
as reserved pending completion of de-
bate thereon; and each of the amend-
ments may be withdrawn by its pro-
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ponent after debate thereon. An
amendment shall be considered to fit
the description stated in this request if
it addresses in whole or in part the ob-
ject described.

The Speaker pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

———

DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE,
JUSTICE, AND STATE, THE JUDI-
CIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2005

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 701 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4754.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
4754) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Commerce, Justice, and
State, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2005, and for other purposes,
with Mr. HASTINGS of Washington in
the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole House rose earlier
today, a demand for a recorded vote on
amendment No. 13 offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH) had
been postponed and the bill was open
for amendment from page 47, line 16,
through page 57, line 13.

Pursuant to the order of the House of
today, no further amendment to the
bill may be offered except:

Pro forma amendments offered at
any point in the reading by the chair-
man or ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations or
their designees for the purposes of de-
bate;

Amendments 4, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 20;

Amendments 5 and 6, each of which
shall be debatable for 20 minutes;

Amendment 2, which shall be debat-
able for 40 minutes;

An amendment by Mr. PITTS regard-
ing Department of State Diplomatic
and Consular programs;

An amendment offered by Mr. WOLF
regarding the Sudan;

An amendment by Mr. BACA regard-
ing video violence;

An amendment by Mr. HEFLEY re-
garding an across-the-board cut of
total appropriations;

An amendment by Mr. HEFLEY re-
garding an across-the-board cut of ap-
propriations not required to be appro-
priated;

An amendment by Mr. HEFLEY re-
garding the Court of Federal Claims;

An amendment by Mr. BURGESS re-
garding the Federal Trade Commission;

An amendment by Mr. WEINER re-
garding Jerusalem;
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