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Food and Drug Administration with
certain authority to regulate tobacco
products .
S. 2519
At the request of Ms. MIKULSKI, the
names of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. BINGAMAN) and the Senator from
Georgia (Mr. CHAMBLISS) were added as
cosponsors of S. 2519, a bill to authorize
assistance for education and health
care for women and children in Iraq
during the reconstruction of Iraq and
thereafter, to authorize assistance for
the enhancement of political participa-
tion, economic empowerment, civil so-
ciety, and personal security for women
in Iraq, to state the sense of Congress
on the preservation and protection of
the human rights of women and chil-
dren in Iraq, and for other purposes.
S. 2560
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the
names of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. ALEXANDER) and the Senator from
Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) were added
as cosponsors of S. 2560, a bill to amend
chapter 5 of title 17, United States
Code, relating to inducement of copy-
right infringement, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 2595
At the request of Mr. GREGG, the
name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S.
25695, a bill to establish State grant pro-
grams related to assistive technology
and protection and advocacy services,
and for other purposes.
S. 2602
At the request of Mr. DoODD, the name
of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
BROWNBACK) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 2602, a bill to provide for a circu-
lating quarter dollar coin program to
honor the District of Columbia, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam,
American Samoa, the United States
Virgin Islands, and the Commonwealth
of the Northern Mariana Islands, and
for other purposes.
S. 2639
At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the
names of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CRAIG) and the Senator from Montana
(Mr. BAUCUS) were added as cosponsors
of S. 2639, a bill to reauthorize the Con-
gressional Award Act.
S. CON. RES. 119
At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S . Con. Res. 119, a concurrent
resolution recognizing that prevention
of suicide is a compelling national pri-
ority.
S. CON. RES. 124
At the request of Mr. CORZINE, the
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY), the Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. FEINGOLD), the Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. DODD)
and the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
KoHL) were added as cosponsors of S.
Con. Res. 124, a concurrent resolution
declaring genocide in Darfur, Sudan.
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At the request of Mr. EDWARDS, his
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
Con. Res. 124, supra.

S. RES. 162

At the request of Mrs. CLINTON, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. CHAFEE) was added as a cosponsor
of S . Res. 162, a resolution honoring
tradeswomen.

S. RES. 271

At the request of Mr. CORZINE, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. DoDD) was added as a cosponsor of
S. Res. 271, a resolution urging the
President of the United States diplo-
matic corps to dissuade member states
of the United Nations from supporting
resolutions that unfairly castigate
Israel and to promote within the
United Nations General Assembly more
balanced and constructive approaches
to resolving conflict in the Middle
East.

S. RES. 389

At the request of Mr. CAMPBELL, the
name of the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
GRASSLEY) was added as a cosponsor of
S. Res. 389, a resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate with respect to
prostate cancer information.

S. RES. 401

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the
name of the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. LoTT) was added as a cosponsor of
S. Res. 401, a resolution designating
the week of November 7 through No-
vember 13, 2004, as ‘‘National Veterans
Awareness Week” to emphasize the
need to develop educational programs
regarding the contributions of veterans
to the country.

S. RES. 404

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the
names of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. BINGAMAN) and the Senator from
Montana (Mr. BURNS) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Res. 404, a resolution
designating August 9, 2004, as ‘‘Smokey
Bear’s 60th Anniversary’’.

———————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself,
Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. BOND, Mr.
FEINGOLD, Mr. THOMAS, Mr.
CONRAD, and Mr. BURNS):

S. 2659. A bill to extend the tem-
porary increase in payments under the
medicare program for home health
services furnished in a rural area; to
the Committee on Finance.

Ms. COLLINS. Madam President, I
rise today to introduce the Medicare
Rural Home Health Payment Fairness
Act. This legislation would extend the
additional payment for home health
services delivered in rural areas. This
additional 5 percent reimbursement is
currently scheduled to sunset on April
1, 2005. This legislation would make the
additional reimbursement permanent.

I note the presence of one of the
strongest advocates of home health
care, and that is my colleague from
Missouri, Senator BoND. He has worked
tirelessly to make certain that our sen-
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iors and disabled citizens are able to
receive the home health care they
need. I am very pleased to have him as
one of the key supporters of this legis-
lation.

Home health care has become an in-
creasingly important part of our health
care system. The kinds of highly
skilled and often technically complex
services that our home health care-
givers provide have enabled millions of
our most frail and vulnerable older and
disabled citizens to avoid hospitals and
nursing homes and to receive health
care just where they want to be—in the
comfort, privacy, and security of their
own homes.

I have had the great honor of accom-
panying several of Maine’s caring home
health nurses on their visits to serve
their patients. I have seen firsthand
the difference that they are making for
Maine’s elderly. I remember visiting
one elderly couple who told me that it
was home health care that allowed
them to stay together in their very
own home, rather than being separated
with one of them being forced to go
into a nursing home in the remaining
years of their life. Another woman told
me that her late husband received
home health care in the months lead-
ing up to his death. That had allowed
him to be treated at home and to be
with his family, which is where he very
much wanted to be.

Nevertheless, surveys have shown
that the delivery of home health serv-
ices in rural areas can be as much as 12
to 15 percent more costly because of
the extra travel time required to cover
long distances between patients, the
higher transportation expenses, and
other factors. Because of the longer
travel times, rural caregivers are un-
able to make as many visits in a day as
their urban counterparts. The execu-
tive director of Visiting Nurses of
Aroostook in northern Maine where I
am from tells me that her agency cov-
ers 6,600 square miles with a population
of only 73,000 people. Her costs are un-
derstandably much higher than other
agencies due to the long distances her
staff must drive to see their clients.
Moreover, her staff is obviously not
able to see as many patients in a day.

Agencies in rural areas are also fre-
quently smaller than their urban coun-
terparts, which means that their rel-
ative costs are higher. Smaller agen-
cies with fewer patients and fewer vis-
its mean that fixed costs, particularly
those associated with meeting regu-
latory requirements, are spread over a
much smaller number of patients and
visits, thus increasing overall the per-
patient and per-visit costs. Moreover,
in many rural areas, home health agen-
cies are the primary caregivers for
homebound beneficiaries with limited
access to transportation. These rural
patients often require more time and
care than urban patients and are un-
derstandably more expensive for home
health agencies to serve. If the rural
extra payment is not extended, agen-
cies may be forced to make decisions
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not to accept patients living in remote
areas who have greater care needs.
That would translate into less access
to health care for ill homebound sen-
iors.

Failure to extend the rural add-on
payment will only put more pressure
on rural home health agencies that are
already operating on very narrow mar-
gins. It could force some of these agen-
cies to close their doors altogether.
Many home health agencies operating
in rural areas are the only home health
providers in large geographic areas. If
any of these agencies is forced to close,
the Medicare patients in that region
could lose all their access to home
health care.

The bipartisan legislation I am intro-
ducing today, with Senators LINCOLN,
BOND, FEINGOLD, THOMAS, CONRAD, and
BURNS, will help to ensure that Medi-
care patients in rural areas continue to
have access to the home health serv-
ices they very much need. I urge all of
our colleagues to join us as cosponsors.
We must act to ensure that this extra
payment does not expire next April 1.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Madam President, I com-
pliment my colleague from Maine for
being a true champion and leader for
assuring good home health care access
to our seniors, disabled, and others who
need specialized care. As she has done
in Maine, I have done in Missouri and
found that access to home health care
is critically important. It is, No. 1, con-
venient, easier, more friendly, and
more compassionate for the patients.
No. 2, all of the statistics we have seen
show home health care is more effec-
tive to treat people. They get well bet-
ter.

Finally, it makes sense economi-
cally. When cuts in Medicare shut
down a home health care agency in one
rural county in northwest Missouri, 40
patients who had been treated for an
average of $400,000 a year were forced
to go to institutionalized care. Only 30
of them showed up. I hate to guess
what happened to the other 10. Their
cost for 1 year—it was $400,000—became
$1.4 million. It was a terrible tragedy
in human. terms, in health terms, and
in economic terms.

I am proud to join my colleague from
Maine.

By Mrs. BOXER:

S. 2660. A bill to provide for the mon-
itoring of the long-term medical health
of firefighters who responded to emer-
gencies in certain disaster areas; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, as we
are entering the fire season in Cali-
fornia, I am today introducing the
Healthy Firefighters Act.

Last year, I offered this bill as an
amendment to the Healthy Forests
Restoration Act, and it passed the Sen-
ate by a vote of 94-3. Unfortunately,
House Republicans insisted on dropping
this important proposal in conference.
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Last year my State experienced dev-
astating wildfires. Those fires killed 24
people, including one firefighter. Over
750,000 acres burned. More than 3,700
homes were destroyed in five Southern
California counties. Thousands of fire-
fighters from local, State and Federal
agencies responded to these fires.

Those firefighters—and in fact most
firefighters who respond to Federal dis-
asters—are at higher risk of long-term
health problems because of exposure to
several toxins, including fine particu-
lates, carbon monoxide, sulfur, form-
aldehyde, mercury, heavy metals, and
benzene. As a result, their long-term
health should be monitored so that any
consequences can be identified, leading
to early detection and better treat-
ment.

The Healthy Firefighters Act does
just that. It requires long-term health
monitoring of firefighters who respond
to a crisis in any federally-declared
disaster area. This long-term moni-
toring will be carried out by the U.S.
Fire Administration (USFA) in con-
sultation with the National Institute
for Occupational Safety and Health
(NIOSH). The USFA will work with a
locally based medical research univer-
sity so that local experts are involved
in this important effort.

This legislation is supported by the
International Association of Fire-
fighters, the National Volunteer Fire
Council, and the California State Fire-
fighters’ Association. I ask unanimous
consent that support letters from these
organizations be placed in the RECORD.

We owe it to our Nation’s fire-
fighters. Our Nation’s firefighters put
their lives on the line to protect us.
The least we can do is to help them re-
main healthy by providing long-term
health monitoring. I urge my col-
leagues to join me in this effort.

I ask unanimous consent that several
letters of support be printed in the
RECORD.

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

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF FIRE FIGHTERS,
Washington, DC, February 2, 2004.
Hon. BARBARA BOXER,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BOXER: On behalf of the Na-
tion’s more than 260,000 professional fire
fighters and emergency medical personnel, 1
wish to express our enthusiastic support for
your proposal to provide medical monitoring
for fire fighters who respond to nationally
declared disasters.

In recent years, we have become increas-
ingly aware that the greatest dangers fire
fighters face are often not the ones that take
lives on the fireground, but those that kill
and disable years later. Fire fighters who re-
spond to disasters often face prolonged expo-
sure to unknown toxins. Medical monitoring
of these fire fighters will enable early detec-
tion and treatment for the job-related ill-
nesses that result.

Equally important, the information,
gleaned from this project will enable us to
develop better protective clothing and equip-
ment in the future. Thus, this program has
the potential to both save the lives of fire
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fighters who have been exposed to dangerous
substances and prevent harmful exposures in
the future.

The Nation’s fire fighters thank you for
your extraordinary efforts championing this
legislation, and we stand ready to assist you
in moving this important initiative forward

Sincerely,
HAROLD A. SCHAITBERGER,
General President.
NATIONAL VOLUNTEER FIRE COUNCIL,
Washington, DC, January 30, 2004.
Hon. BARBARA BOXER,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BOXER: The National Volun-
teer Fire Council (NVFC) is a nonprofit
membership association representing the
more than 800,000 members of America’s vol-
unteer fire, EMS, and rescue services. Orga-
nized in 1976, the NVFC serves as the voice of
America’s volunteer fire personnel in over
28,000 departments across the country. On be-
half of our membership, I would like to ex-
press our support for your proposed legisla-
tion, the Healthy Firefighters Act, which
would provide for the monitoring of the long-
term medical health of firefighters who re-
spond to emergencies in any area which is
declared a disaster area by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

As you know, firefighters, 75 percent of
which are volunteers, respond to a wide
array of emergencies—including structure
and wildland fires, medical calls, motor vehi-
cle accidents, natural disasters and acts of
terrorism. Very often, the severe toll that is
taken on their health is traceable to these
events; though not always quickly recogniz-
able.

More specifically, your legislation would
direct the U.S. Fire Administration, in con-
junction with the National Institute for Oc-
cupational Safety and Health, to contract
with appropriate medical research univer-
sities to conduct long-term medical health
monitoring of those firefighters who re-
sponded to Federally-declared emergencies.
This monitoring includes pulmonary illness,
neurological damage, and cardiovascular
damage.

Once again, the NVFC commends your ef-
forts to ensure that firefighters are properly
monitored to guarantee that they don’t en-
counter long-term health problems due to re-
sponding to national emergencies. If you or
your staff have any questions or comments
feel free to contact Craig Sharman, NVFC
Director of Government Relations at (202)
887-5700 ext. 12.

Sincerely,
PHILIP C. STITTLEBURG
Chairman.
CALIFORNIA STATE
FIREFIGHTERS  ASSOCIATION, INC.
Sacramento, CA, February 20, 2004.
Re Support Healthy Firefighters Act.

Senator BARBARA BOXER,
Hart Senate Office Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BOXER, the California State
Firefighters’ Association (CSFA), the oldest
and largest firefighter association in the
state of California, representing over 29,000
firefighters and EMS personnel strongly sup-
ports your legislation to provide for the
monitoring of the long-term medical health
of firefighters who responded to emergencies
recently in certain disaster areas.

This important legislation will require
that the United States Fire Administration,
in conjunction with the National Institute
for Occupational Safety and Health, shall
contract with an appropriate, locally based
medical research university to conduct long-
term medical health monitoring of those
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firefighters who responded to emergencies in
any areas referred to in subsection (b).

(b) Affected Firefighters.—An area referred
to in this subsection is any area which is de-
clared a disaster area by the Federal Govern-
ment.

(c) Health Monitoring.—The long-term
health monitoring referred to in subsection
(a) shall include pulmonary illness, neuro-
logical damage, and cardiovascular damage.

(d) Authorization of Appropriations.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section, an as-yet-to-be an-
nounced sum of money for each of fiscal
years 2005 through 2009.

Thank you for authoring this important
piece of legislation. Please feel free to for-
ward and use our endorsement of your bill in
any way. We look forward to working with
you to ensure passage of this measure.

Respectfully,
AFRACK VARGAS,
Legislative Advocate.

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself
and Mr. CHAMBLISS):

S. 2661. A bill to clarify the effects of
revocation of a visa, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation to fix a
loophole in our visa policies that has
and could continue to have detrimental
consequences on our national security.
I have been pressing the Departments
of State and Homeland Security for the
last year to make changes to visa rev-
ocation certificates so that we can
question, detain, or deport foreigners
who were not supposed to be granted a
visa. It was one year ago today that
the Senate Judiciary Committee held a
hearing on this problem.

For example, it is extremely difficult
to detain and deport suspected terror-
ists whose visas have been revoked on
terrorism grounds after those persons
have set foot on U.S. soil. The dif-
ficulty stems from the wording on the
revocation certificates, which are
issued by the State Department. How-
ever, by law, the Department of Home-
land Security has policy authority over
visa issuance.

On June 17, 2003, a GAO report re-
vealed that suspected terrorists can
stay in the country after their visas
have been revoked on terrorism
grounds because of a legal loophole in
the wording of revocation papers. This
loophole came to light after the GAO
found that more than 100 persons were
granted visas that were later revoked
because there was evidence the persons
had terrorism links and associations. I
wrote a letter to the Department of
State on June 23, 2003, and both the
House and Senate Judiciary Commit-
tees held hearings on the matter last
year.

Some of us in Congress expected the
government to fix this problem imme-
diately, especially after GAO brought
it to the attention of your department
and other agencies. Perhaps this expec-
tation was naive. More than a month
after the GAO report and the hearings
on the matter, I pressed the issue fur-
ther with Under Secretary Hutchinson
during a July 23, 2003 Senate Judiciary
Committee hearing.
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We all recognized that a simple ad-
ministrative fix, such as re-writing the
revocation certificate, would solve the
problem. In fact, Assistant Secretary
Hutchinson personally pledged to me in
July of last year that the Department
of Homeland Security would issue reg-
ulations to fix it as soon as the Memo
of Understanding with the Department
of State was finalized. The Memo was
signed on September 29, 2003.

On May 20 of this year, a member of
the Department of Homeland Security
confirmed that a regulation was writ-
ten and being circulated internally.

But, here we are—more than a year
after the GAO first revealed the loop-
hole—and it appears that the problem
still has not been solved.

This week, the GAO issued a report
that said ‘‘additional actions are need-
ed to eliminate weaknesses in the visa
revocation process.” The GAO rec-
ommends that the Secretaries of
Homeland Security and State jointly
develop a written governmentwide pol-
icy that clearly defines roles and re-
sponsibilities and sets performance
standards for the agencies involved in
the visa revocation process.

Frankly, I think these Departments
have had enough time to consult with
each other. Today, I offer a legislative
fix.

It is amazing to me that such a sim-
ple and straightforward solution to
such a dangerous and well-known prob-
lem continues to languish in the slow-
moving bureaucracy. Promises were
made, but the promises have not been
kept. The visa revocation loophole
needs to be fixed.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
rise in support of legislation that Sen-
ator GRASSLEY and I are introducing
that will finally close a loophole in our
Nation’s homeland security. Exactly
one year ago today, I held a hearing in
the Immigration and Border Security
Subcommittee to question why visa
revocation is not effective to remove a
suspected terrorist from the United
States. This issue was highlighted in a
June 2003 General Accounting Office re-
port titled, ‘‘New Policies and Proce-
dures Needed to Fill Gaps in the Visa
Revocation Process.” Subsequently, I
held another hearing in the Sub-
committee last fall in which the De-
partments of State and Homeland Se-
curity assured me and my colleagues
that the problem would be sufficiently
addressed through a cooperative agree-
ment.

Now a year later, we still don’t have
this problem fully fixed, and earlier
this month the GAO issued a second re-
port titled, ‘“‘Additional Actions Needed
to Eliminate Weaknesses in the Visa
Revocation Process.” The legislation
we introduce today will make the need-
ed, common sense change to empower
the visa revocation process as an anti-
terrorism tool.

One problem we have realized after
September 11 was the lack of informa-
tion sharing across Federal agencies. It
is not just keeping bad guys out of the
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United States that is important, but if
someone comes into this country who
has a suspicious background, everyone
needs to be on the same wavelength
with respect to sharing of information
on individuals in an effective manner.
Information sharing and coordination
between the State Department and the
Department of Homeland Security is
crucial today more than ever. We must
continue to reshape the government
culture, away from old bureaucratic
habits, toward strong interagency co-
operation in order to safeguard our Na-
tion.

The GAO report exposes how sus-
pected terrorists may remain at large
even after their visas have been re-
voked. Last summer, the GAO found 30
persons whose visas were revoked on
terrorism grounds; however, revocation
gives no legal authority for law en-
forcement officials to remove them. In
hearings before Congress, the State De-
partment and Homeland Security De-
partment maintained that they were
implementing methods to resolve the
problem by tracking visa revocations
more precisely, sharing information
more efficiently, and hopefully remov-
ing such suspected terrorists.

In a report released this month, the
GAO found that, although the two De-
partments made some changes, the visa
revocation process still lacks a timely
transmission of information between
agencies—not to mention the absence
of legal authority to remove these sus-
pected terrorists. After two GAO re-
ports and two Senate hearings, the De-
partments still don’t have their act to-
gether.

Our bill empowers visa revocation as
an anti-terrorism tool. First, it makes
revocation a ground of inadmissibility
for a person’s immigration status. This
will give the Department of Homeland
Security the authority to remove a
suspected terrorist from the U.S. Sec-
ond, the legislation forecloses the judi-
cial review process on inadmissibility
based on a revoked visa, which is con-
sistent with how the U.S. handles other
visa-related matters.

With visa revocation, it is difficult to
understand why, after a year now,
State Department action to nullify the
visa of a suspected terrorist does not
translate into the authority for the
Homeland Security to remove that per-
son. The point is that in a post- 9-11
world, visa issuance—and revocation—
is a homeland security job and we must
get it right. I encourage the Depart-
ments to move forward on this issue as
we’ve addressed it in the bill we intro-
duce today.

By Mr. DODD (for himself and
Mr. LIEBERMAN):

S. 2663. A bill to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act to designate a seg-
ment to the Farmington River and
Salmon Brook in the State of Con-
necticut for study for potential addi-
tion to the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources.
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Mr. DODD. Mr. President, today I
join with my colleague Senator
LIEBERMAN in introducing the Lower
Farmington River and Salmon Brook
Wild and Scenic River Study Act of
2004. I am pleased that Representative
JOHNSON of Connecticut introduced
companion legislation in the House of
Representatives.

The Lower Farmington River is a 40—
mile stretch between the Collinsville
Dam in Burlington and the Rainbow
Dam in Windsor. The flood plains on ei-
ther side of the river support large am-
phibian, bird, insect, and reptile popu-
lations, with many species that are on
the State of Connecticut’s list of en-
dangered, threatened and special con-
cern species. Biologists have stated
that sections of this stretch of river
have regionally and possibly globally
significant plant communities, making
the river one of the most thriving and
diverse ecosystems in Connecticut.

The river is also significant for its
cultural heritage. Numerous Tunxis
and River Indian tribe archaeological
sites are located throughout the flood
plain. During the 18th and 19th cen-
turies the river was used extensively as
a conduit for commerce and many
towns along the river flourished due to
complex mill and canal systems associ-
ated with the river.

Besides environmental and historical
benefits, the Lower Farmington River
provides excellent opportunities for
recreation including canoeing,
kayaking, and rowing. The river also
passes through the Tariffville Gorge,
which is unique in Southern New Eng-
land, in that it supports Class II-IV
whitewater kayaking twelve months a
year and has hosted the Olympic trials.

However, the Farmington River is be-
ginning to show evidence of declining
water quality. Designation as a Wild
and Scenic River would ensure that the
river and surrounding watershed are
protected under a locally controlled
river management plan, which works
to preserve a river’s natural and sig-
nificant resources.

I am confident of the Lower Farm-
ington River and Salmon Brook’s sig-
nificance and community support. The
Connecticut towns of Farmington,
Simsbury, Bloomfield, Burlington,
Canton, Avon, East Granby, and Wind-
sor have joined with the Farmington
River Watershed Association in re-
questing designation as a Wild and Sce-
nic River. Property owners along the
river support designation in order to
preserve this natural resource that
flows by and near their property. Con-
necticut is a small state, at just over
5,500 square miles, and is densely popu-
lated. Our citizens are committed to
balancing conservation and growth.
That is why this designation is so im-
portant. While the state and local
groups have done exceptional work so
far, this designation would bring in
Federal technical assistance and foster
coordination among the many con-
cerned groups.

In 1994, a 14-mile stretch of the Upper
Farmington River was designated as a
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Wild and Scenic River and it has been
a remarkable success story. Represent-
atives of the five affected towns meet
regularly with Federal, State and local
organizations to implement a river
management plan that all parties
adopted. Our legislation proposes to
study the feasibility of designating the
lower section of the Farmington River
and the Salmon Brook as part of the
Act. The Wild and Scenic River Pro-
gram has been a successful public and
private partnership to preserve certain
select rivers in a free flowing state and
the Lower Farmington River and the
Salmon Brook are significant natural
resources.

I urge my colleagues to support this
worthy legislation and I ask unani-
mous consent that the text of the bill
be printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 2663

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Lower
Farmington River and Salmon Brook Wild
and Scenic River Study Act of 2004".

SEC. 2. DESIGNATION OF ADDITIONAL SEGMENT
OF FARMINGTON RIVER AND SALM-
ON BROOK IN CONNECTICUT FOR
STUDY FOR POTENTIAL ADDITION
TO NATIONAL WILD AND SCENIC
RIVERS SYSTEM.

(a) DESIGNATION.—Section 5(a) of the Wild
and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1276(a)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

“(__ ) LOWER FARMINGTON RIVER AND
SALMON BROOK, CONNECTICUT.—The segment
of the Farmington River downstream from
the segment designated as a recreational
river by section 3(a)(156) to its confluence
with the Connecticut River, and the segment
of the Salmon Brook including its main-
stream and east and west branches.”.

(b) TIME FOR SUBMISSION.—Not later than 3
years after the date of enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of the Interior shall sub-
mit to Congress a report containing the re-
sults of the study required by the amend-
ment made by subsection (a).

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as are necessary to carry out this Act.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for him-
self and Mr. SMITH):

S. 2671. A bill to extend temporary
State fiscal relief, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
rise today with my friend and col-
league from Oregon, Mr. SMITH, to in-
troduce the State Fiscal Relief Act of
2004. This legislation will extend the
Federal fiscal relief enacted last year
in order to give states a much needed
boost as they continue to struggle to
recover from the persisting economic
downturn.

Over the last three years, states have
experienced the worst fiscal crisis since
World War II. The loss of state tax rev-
enue has caused substantial state budg-
et deficits, which totaled over $250 bil-
lion in fiscal years 2002, 2003 and 2004.
These shortfalls forced states to con-
sider raising taxes or making substan-
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tial cuts to critical programs such as
public education, health care, and pub-
lic safety. As my colleagues know, Fed-
eral efforts to stimulate economic
growth can be futile if states are forced
to cut spending and increase taxes. We
recognized this last year, and we did
something about it. We enacted legisla-
tion that provided $20 billion in federal
assistance to the states—$10 billion for
Medicaid and $10 billion for general
revenue grants.

Some of my colleagues have since
questioned the benefit of this type of
federal assistance to the States. They
have charged that the relief was not
stimulative and that states did not use
the additional resources appropriately.
Well, I encourage my colleagues to
take a very careful look at the facts.
When you analyze all the available
data on the $20 billion fiscal relief
package enacted last year, only one
logical conclusion can be reached—dur-
ing the worst stages of the economic
downturn, when many Americans lost
their jobs, states were able to step up
and fill major gaps in programs and
services because they had the benefit of
federal fiscal relief. My home state of
West Virginia used the $125 million it
received in federal assistance to re-
solve budget shortfalls and prevent
cuts in Medicaid. That was the goal of
our efforts all along—to reduce state
budget deficits and prevent cuts to
critical programs and services—and
states used this temporary assistance
as it was intended.

In West Virginia and States across
the country, fiscal relief strengthened
state economies and protected our
most vulnerable citizens by helping to
reduce the massive spending cuts and
tax increases states would otherwise
have had to make. The Medicaid por-
tion of fiscal relief was particularly
important in helping to stabilize State
budgets. As many of my colleagues are
aware, Medicaid spending provides a
critical form of economic stimulus in
addition to delivering essential health
services to our most vulnerable citi-
zens. The Medicaid program supports
jobs in every state. It helps keep hos-
pitals and nursing homes operating in
our communities. Every dollar invested
in Medicaid results in an almost three-
fold return in state economic benefit.

In January, the Kaiser Commission
on Medicaid and the Uninsured re-
leased a study which confirms that, be-
cause of the timeliness of the Medicaid
assistance, all fifty states were able to
maintain their Medicaid eligibility lev-
els. This means that access to critical
health services and programs for preg-
nant women, children, the elderly, and
workers who lost their jobs and em-
ployer-sponsored health coverage was
preserved. Without these increased
Medicaid payments to States, the num-
ber of uninsured Americans would have
been far greater over the past several
years.

Unfortunately, when we passed fiscal
relief last year, we did not include ap-
propriate safeguards to make sure this
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Federal assistance would remain avail-
able to States if the economic down-
turn lasted longer than anticipated.
Many who supported the $20 billion fis-
cal relief package hoped the economy
would rebound quickly and that federal
assistance to the States would not be
necessary beyond fiscal year 2004. Well,
the fact of the matter is that the econ-
omy remains weak, and fiscal relief is
still necessary.

While states are beginning to report
stronger revenue growth, it is clear
they are not out of the woods yet.
State revenues are still far below pre-
recession levels and are growing at a
sluggish pace. In April, the National
Conference of State Legislatures re-
ported that states are struggling with
an aggregate budget deficit of $36 bil-
lion going into fiscal year 2005. Elimi-
nating fiscal relief now will deal a seri-
ous blow to the states as they struggle
to climb out of the economic downturn.

To remedy this problem, the bill we
are introducing today provides $4.8 bil-
lion over 15 months to help states
maintain the coverage they are cur-
rently providing through Medicaid.
This additional funding, which is still
temporary, will finish the job we start-
ed last year. It will help states weather
the entirety of the economic downturn
without having to cut vital programs
and services for low-income women,
children, and seniors. While I would
have liked to have incorporated even
more money for enhanced Medicaid
payments to states, I recognize the fed-
eral budget realities currently before
us. The $4.8 billion included in our bill
represents a workable phase-down
transition from the $10 billion states
received last year, and I know it will
go a long way to preserve health care
coverage for Medicaid beneficiaries
during this ongoing recession.

In addition to providing $4.8 billion
for Medicaid, our bill also reimburses
states for the $1.2 billion in net costs
they will incur in fiscal years 2004, 2005,
and 2006 as a result of the Medicare
Prescription Drug, Improvement, and
Modernization Act. As I stated when I
voted against this bill, the Medicare
Modernization Act has several major
flaws that must be addressed. One such
flaw is the fact that the new law under-
mines state revenues in the midst of
their efforts to rebuild their econo-
mies. The State Fiscal Relief Act will
correct that mistake.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important legislation and to stand up
for the millions of Americans who are
working at low-wage jobs, who benefit
from the numerous public programs
and services that fiscal relief has
helped to maintain, and who are in the
process of reinvigorating our economy.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join my colleague from West
Virginia, Senator ROCKEFELLER, in of-
fering such an essential piece of legis-
lative. This bill will extend a portion of
the short-term assistance package that
Congress provided to States and terri-
tories last May, because as most of our
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constituents realize, our economy may
have rebounded, but prosperity has not
reached all Americans. This proposal
will continue to help States fund Med-
icaid, one of their most critical and
also most expensive programs. The bill
also provides funding necessary to en-
sure that Congress meets its commit-
ment to help states transition seniors
into the new Medicare prescription
drug benefit program.

I am quite certain this proposal will
be controversial. On the one hand,
many people who represent seniors and
other vulnerable populations that re-
ceive their health care through the
Medicaid and Medicare programs will
argue that this bill does not provide
enough help to states to prevent pro-
grams and benefit cuts. On the other
hand, many of my colleagues will com-
plain that the federal government al-
ready provided $20 billion in fiscal as-
sistance last year through the eco-
nomic stimulus package. In developing
this bill, I tried to take an approach
that balanced the concerns expressed
by both sides.

I agree that state economies are re-
covering and that they do not need an
additional $20 billion in federal assist-
ance. In my home State of Oregon, un-
employment is dropping and State in-
come tax receipts are higher than pro-
jected a few short months ago. How-
ever, that doesn’t mean Oregon’s econ-
omy is out of the woods yet. Oregon’s
6.8 percent unemployment rate con-
tinues to be significantly higher than
that of the national average of 5.6 per-
cent. And that gets to the heart of why
I have introduced this bill providing a
second, though significantly reduced,
round of State fiscal relief.

It is clear to me that States still
need help. They need help meeting the
increased obligations that come during
economic downturns and recoveries.
And while our nation’s economy is im-
proving, which is due in large part to
the President’s leadership last year
when he challenged Congress to pass an
economic stimulus package, it has not
yet fully recovered. So more must be
done to protect the programs that peo-
ple turn to when they are in need, pro-
grams like Medicaid.

Now I know some will argue that last
year’s money was wasted, that it didn’t
do anything to boost the nation’s econ-
omy. They might even cite a recent re-
port released by the General Account-
ing Office that said as much. Well, I
have to question how $10 billion in
funding that went to the nation’s larg-
est health care program didn’t result in
a positive outcome. Health care is ap-
proximately a $1.6 trillion industry in
the United States and in 2003 it was the
second largest employment sector in
the country—the fourth largest in Or-
egon. When you consider the signifi-
cance of this industry on our nation’s
economy it seems unlikely that the
government’s effort to forestall pro-
gram cuts in Medicaid, the largest
health care program, would not have a
positive effect on our economy.
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Certainly, if you think about large
corporations that have millions, even
billions, of dollars in revenue each year
this money may not mean much. But I
can tell you, to the beneficiaries and
small providers in Oregon, like the
Community Health Centers, this infu-
sion of federal funding prevented sig-
nificant cuts to their Medicaid benefits
and reimbursement rates.

Now States, just as they are starting
to see their economies recover and are
realizing increased income tax revenue,
are faced with the prospect of losing all
of this Federal assistance. That is why
I have introduced this bill, because 1
understand the benefit to state econo-
mies that results from an extension of
this temporary financial assistance. We
are almost there, but I believe more as-
sistance is needed and I look forward to
working with my colleagues to pass
this bill and help our states weather
this economic storm.

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr.
LoTT, Mr. GRAHAM of Florida,
and Ms. SNOWE):

S. 2672. A Dbill to establish an Inde-
pendent National Security Classifica-
tion Board in the executive branch, and
for other purposes; to the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be joined today by Senators
LoTT, GRAHAM of Florida, and SNOWE in
introducing legislation to create an
independent National Security Classi-
fication Board. We believe it is time to
clear the fog of secrecy by creating an
independent board to review current
and make recommendations for new
standards and procedures for the classi-
fication of information for national se-
curity purposes.

Our Founding Fathers believed in the
idea that democracy works best with
the full disclosure of accurate informa-
tion. Today, some might find that no-
tion quaint. But it is one that bears
consideration—because the principle of
open government so dear to America’s
founders is being tested today as never
before. The culture of secrecy that
grew out of the Cold War has now be-
come woven into the very fabric of our
daily lives.

Information that the American peo-
ple have a right to know—indeed, infor-
mation that the American people need
to know to make informed decisions
about the kind of government they
want and the kind of country this
should be—is being withheld by the
Federal government. It is being buried
in a virtual bunker marked ‘‘do not
enter,” sealed off from public view with
a big red stamp—marked ‘‘Classified.”
And too often that big red stamp is
used not to hide state secrets, but to
protect political backsides at great
cost to our open and democratic soci-
ety.

A very revealing speech was delivered
three weeks ago by the head of the In-
formation Security Office, which over-
sees classification and declassification
policies, Mr. William Leonard. Known
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sometimes as the ‘‘secrecy czar,” he
complained that the classification sys-
tem for national security has lost
touch with the basics; that some agen-
cies don’t know how much information
they classify, or whether they are
classifying more or less than they once
did; whether they are classifying too
much or too little. He called today’s
classification system ‘‘a patchwork
quilt” that is the result of a hodge-
podge of laws, regulations and direc-
tives. “In reality,” he said ‘‘the Fed-
eral Government has so many varieties
of classification that it can make Heinz
look modest . ..”

Two important reports confirm Mr.
Leonard’s argument that the classifica-
tion system is out of control. The re-
ports, the forthcoming 9-11 Commis-
sion report and last week’s Senate In-
telligence Committee on Iraq, show the
Administration’s determination to
blanket the Federal government in se-
crecy. Even more important than the
information that is published in these
reports is the information withheld
from the public and redacted from the
reports.

These reports demonstrate a serious
imbalance of power between the public
and the officials who wield the ‘‘top se-
cret” stamp. They raise troubling ques-
tions about whether those who control
the classification of information for
national security purposes have mis-
used this authority to shield officials
from the glare of public accountability
and to stifle public debate about politi-
cally sensitive parts of the war on ter-
rorism.

This is not the first time our country
has grappled with the trade-offs be-
tween the need to protect the public
and the public’s need to know. But the
automatic default to secrecy rather
than public accountability is not part
of our history. Scholarly studies about
which material should be classified and
at what level fill libraries. According
to the late Senator Daniel Patrick
Moynihan, an expert on secrecy in gov-
ernment, the first real Congressional
debate about protecting national se-
crets occurred during consideration of
the Alien and Sedition Acts of 1798,
passed to silence opposition to war
with France. ‘It was,” as Senator Moy-
nihan wrote in Secrecy, ‘‘our nation’s
first experience with how war or the
threat of war changed the balance be-
tween private liberty versus public
order, an instability that was eerily re-
enacted 119 years later.” ‘Indeed,
much of the structure of secrecy now
in place in the U.S. government took
shape in just under eleven weeks in the
spring of 1917, while the Espionage Act
was debated and signed into law.”
Eighty years later, Senator Moynihan
would note that 6,610,154 million se-
crets were created in one year alone. In
fact, only a small portion, or 1.4 per-
cent, were created pursuant to statu-
tory authority, the Atomic Energy
Act; Senator Moynihan labeled the
other 98.6 percent ‘‘pure creatures of
bureaucracy,”’ created via Executive
Orders.
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One of the ‘‘creatures’ in the classi-
fication menagerie was set free to
roam through the work of the 9-11
Commission and the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee’s report. The Amer-
ican people should not be fooled—pure
bureaucracy refused to allow full pub-
lic disclosure of the decisions and ma-
terials used by the 9-11 Commission to
prepare its report. Pure bureaucracy
also redacted nearly half of the Senate
Intelligence Committee’s review of In-
telligence on Iraq. The ‘‘creature’ has
overreached.

Since President Roosevelt issued the
first national security classification di-
rective in 1940, the American people
have often demonstrated a high toler-
ance for secrecy in military and for-
eign affairs, even in some cases where
it has been abused. However, the rising
tide of secrecy has reached the point
where it threatens to drown our system
of checks and balances, and calls out
for a complete rethinking of the sys-
tem used to classify information for
national security purposes.

Today the Executive Branch exerts
almost total control over what should
or should not be classified. Congress
has no ability to declassify material.
There is no self-correcting mechanism
in the system. Even if Members of Con-
gress wanted to share information with
their constituents, it’s so complicated
for Congress to release information to
the public that nobody’s ever tried to
use the convoluted processes. The Ex-
ecutive Branch has a little known
group that can review -classification
issues, but it is seldom used and open
only to Executive Branch employees,
not to Members of Congress or the pub-
lic.

What does all of this mean in prac-
tice? It means that with the thump of
a stamp marked ‘‘secret,”” some bu-
reaucrat in the belly of a federal build-
ing has prevented the families of the
victims of 9-11 from knowing exactly
what happened to their loved ones. It
means the American people may never
know who gave the orders dictating
how prisoners at Abu Ghraib could be
treated. It means these decisions can-
not be appealed, even by Congress. It
means there is no independent review
of the classification decisions by the
Executive Branch.

With no chance of unbiased review,
classification decisions are ready and
ripe for abuse. Agencies wishing to hide
their flaws and politicians of both par-
ties wishing to make political points
can abuse the existing classification
guidelines to their advantage. I want
to change that.

President Kennedy said the time to
repair the roof is when the sun is shin-
ing. In the realm of secrecy, storm
clouds are approaching. The bureauc-
racies in our government that deal
with secrets are by nature cautious
when it comes to protecting informa-
tion pertinent to our nation’s security.
They err on the side of caution and
they are very territorial about it,
treating secrets as if they are assets to
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be traded. This is an understandable
impulse. But erring too far and too
often on the side of caution keeps a lot
of information hidden that could safely
enlighten public debate. Even worse,
overclassification of information is
dangerous. If agencies and bureauc-
racies aren’t sharing information
among themselves, important clues can
be missed. Their mission to keep citi-
zens safe can be jeopardized by classi-
fication itself.

The tragedy of 9-11, the war on ter-
rorism and the United States’ invasion
of Iraq have offered ample opportunity
to argue for classification of just about
any document on the grounds of na-
tional security. Additionally, there are
those who feel that the current Admin-
istration took office with an unhealthy
penchant for secrecy already firmly in
place. In its first two years, Bush Ad-
ministration officials made 44.5 million
decisions to classify records and re-
lated documents, according to the In-
formation Security Oversight office,
part of the National Archives and
Records Administration. This is about
the same number of classification deci-
sions made during the last four years
of the Clinton Administration.

The Atlanta Journal reported re-
cently that ‘‘federal, state and local
governments are shutting down access
to public records in what some experts
say is the most expansive assault on
open government in the nation’s his-
tory.”” The Bush Administration has
even expanded the number of officials
with the power to classify documents
for purposes of national security be-
yond the 13 agencies that operated
under the national security classifica-
tion system to include the secretaries
of agriculture, health and human serv-
ices and the EPA Administrator.

I for one do not subscribe to the view
that there is an inherent conflict be-
tween the Executive Branch’s account-
ability to Congress and the American
people on the one hand, and the Con-
stitutional role of the President as
Commander in Chief on the other.

I believe a balance can and must be
struck between the public’s need for
sound, cleareyed analysis and the Ex-
ecutive’s desire to protect the nation’s
legitimate security interests. I believe
we can fight terrorism ferociously
without sacrificing personal privacy.
There is no room in this equation for
the use of classification to insulate of-
ficials and agencies from political pres-
sure. As a member of the Senate Intel-
ligence Committee I have had lengthy
discussions with my colleagues about
how to achieve such a balance.

In my view this balance can be
achieved only through a broad over-
haul of the national security classifica-
tion system. Legislation that I will be
introducing shortly will accomplish
this through the establishment of an
Independent National Security Classi-
fication Board. The Board would be
made up of three individuals, knowl-
edgeable in national security classi-
fication, appointed by the President
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with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate.

The task of the Independent Board
would be to review and make rec-
ommendations on overhauling the
standards and process used in the clas-
sification system for national security
information. The Board would submit
proposed new standards and processes
to both Congress and the Executive
Branch for comment and revision, and
then implement the new standards and
process once they have had the oppor-
tunity to comment. The Board would
then begin to implement the new sys-
tem, reviewing and making rec-
ommendations on current and new na-
tional security classifications, subject
to Executive Branch veto that must be
accompanied by a public, written ex-
planation.

The balance in this proposal assures
that the public and Congress have ac-
cess to an independent Board for na-
tional security classification matters
while leaving undisturbed the Com-
mander in Chief’s constitutional pre-
rogative in military and foreign policy
matters through the power to appoint
the Board and to veto the Board’s clas-
sification decisions.

The Founding Fathers conceived of
the Federal government to serve the
American people. Sometimes that is
done by keeping secrets, by securing
information that could put Americans
in harm’s way if it became public. In-
formation should be classified to pro-
tect the homeland. But when informa-
tion is withheld to protect political ca-
reers and entrenched bureaucracies,
that’s not a service to the American
people. It’s a perversion of a policy in-
tended to save lives, a perversion that
weakens our democracy and could even
endanger our people. It’s time to throw
open the curtains and let the sun shine
in on American democracy and on the
governmental process much brighter
than it does today. That’s what I in-
tend to do with my legislation. The
American people deserve no less.

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

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

S. 2672

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Independent
National Security Classification Board Act
of 2004”°.

SEC. 2. PURPOSE.

The purpose of this Act is to establish in
the executive branch an Independent Na-
tional Security Classification Board—

(1) to review the standards and procedures
used in the classification system for national
security information;

(2) to propose and submit to Congress and
the President for comment new standards
and procedures to be used in the classifica-
tion system for such information;

(3) to establish the new standards and pro-
cedures after Congress and the President
have had the opportunity to comment; and
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(4) to review, and make recommendations
with respect to, classifications of current
and new information made under the appli-
cable classification system.

SEC. 3. INDEPENDENT NATIONAL
CLASSIFICATION BOARD.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Independent Na-
tional Security Classification Board (in this
Act referred to as the ‘“‘Board’) is estab-
lished as an independent agency in the exec-
utive branch.

(b) COMPOSITION.—The Board shall be com-
posed of one member appointed by the Presi-
dent, one member jointly recommended by
the Majority Leader and the Minority Lead-
er of the Senate and appointed by the Presi-
dent, and one member jointly recommended
by the Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives and the Minority Leader of the House
of Representatives and appointed by the
President, each by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate. Each member shall be
knowledgeable on classification matters.

(c) TERM OF MEMBERS.—Each member of
the Board shall be appointed for a term of 5
years. A member may be reappointed for one
additional b5-year term. A member whose
term has expired shall continue to serve on
the Board until a replacement has been ap-
pointed.

(d) VACANCIES.—Any vacancy in the Board
shall not affect its powers, but shall be filled
in the same manner as the original appoint-
ment.

(e) SEPARATE OFFICE.—The Board shall
have its own office for carrying out its ac-
tivities, and shall not share office space with
any element of the intelligence community
or with any other department or agency of
the Federal Government.

(f) CHAIRMAN.—The Board shall select a
Chairman from among its members.

(g) MEETINGS.—The Board shall meet at
the call of the Chairman.

(h) QUORUM.—A majority of the members
of the Board shall constitute a quorum, but
a lesser number of members may hold hear-
ings.

(i) AVAILABILITY OF INFORMATION.—The de-
cision-making process of the Board may be
classified, but the final decisions of the
Board and the reports submitted under this
Act shall be made available to the public.

(j) INITIAL APPOINTMENTS AND MEETING.—

(1) INITIAL APPOINTMENTS.—Initial appoint-
ments of members of the Board shall be
made not later than 90 days after the date of
the enactment of this Act.

(2) INITIAL MEETING.—The Board shall hold
its first meeting not later than 30 days after
the date on which all members of the Board
have been appointed.

(k) WEBSITE.—The Board shall establish a
website not later than 90 days after the date
on which all members of the Board have been
appointed.

SEC. 4. DUTIES OF BOARD.

(a) REVIEW OF CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall conduct a
thorough review of the classification system
for national security information, including
the policy, procedures, and practices of the
system. The Board shall recommend reforms
of such system to ensure—

(A) the protection of the national security
of the United States;

(B) the sharing of information among Gov-
ernment agencies; and

(C) an open and informed public discussion
of national security issues.

(2) SCOPE OF REVIEW.—

(A) CONSULTATION.—The Board shall con-
sult with the Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, the Committee on Armed Services,
and the Committee on Foreign Relations of
the Senate and the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, the Committee on
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Armed Services, and the Committee on
International Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives in determining the scope of its
review of the classification system.

(B) REVIEW.—The Board shall submit a re-
port describing the proposed scope of review
to the President and the committees of Con-
gress referred to in subparagraph (A) for
comment.

(C) REVISIONS.—Not later than 30 days
after receiving the report under subpara-
graph (B)—

(i) the President shall notify the Board in
writing of any revisions to such scope of re-
view; and

(ii) each committee of Congress referred to
in subparagraph (A) may submit to the
Board, in writing, any comments of the com-
mittee on the proposed scope of review.

(b) ADOPTION OF NATIONAL SECURITY INFOR-
MATION CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM.—

(1) AUTHORITY.—The Board shall prescribe
the classification system for national secu-
rity information, which shall apply to all de-
partments and agencies of the United States.

(2) FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.—The
Board shall, in accordance with the scope of
review developed under subsection (a)(2), re-
view the classification system for national
security information and submit to the
President and Congress its findings and rec-
ommendations for new procedures and stand-
ards to be used in such classification system.

(3) CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM.—Not later than
180 days after the date on which all members
of the Board have been confirmed by the
Senate, the Board shall adopt a classifica-
tion system for national security informa-
tion, incorporating any comments received
from the President and considering any com-
ments received from Congress. Upon the
adoption of the classification system, the
system shall be used for the classification of
all national security information.

(c) REVIEW OF CLASSIFICATION DECISIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Board shall, upon its
own initiative or pursuant to a request under
paragraph (3), review any classification deci-
sion made by an Executive agency with re-
spect to national security information.

(2) AcCESs.—The Board shall have access to
all documents or other materials that are
classified on the basis of containing national
security information.

(3) REQUESTS FOR REVIEW.—The Board shall
review in a timely manner the existing or
proposed classification of any document or
other material the review of which is re-
quested by—

(A) the head or Inspector General of an Ex-
ecutive agency who is an authorized holder
of such document or material; or

(B) the chairman or ranking member of—

(i) the Committee on Armed Services, the
Committee on Foreign Relations, or the Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence of the Sen-
ate; or

(ii) the Committee on Armed Services, the
Committee on International Relations, or
the Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence of the House of Representatives.

(4) RECOMMENDATIONS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Board may make rec-
ommendations to the President regarding de-
cisions to classify all or portions of docu-
ments or other material for national secu-
rity purposes or to declassify all or portions
of documents or other material classified for
such purposes.

(B) IMPLEMENTATION.—Upon receiving a
recommendation from the Board under sub-
paragraph (A), the President shall either—

(i) accept and implement such rec-
ommendation; or

(ii) not later than 60 days after receiving
the recommendation if the President does
not accept and implement such recommenda-
tion, transmit in writing to Congress and
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have posted on the Board’s website a notifi-
cation in unclassified form of the justifica-
tion for the President’s decision not to im-
plement such recommendation.

() EXEMPTION FROM FREEDOM OF INFORMA-
TION ACT.—The Board shall not be required to
make documents or materials reviewed
under this subsection available to the public
under section 552 of title 5, United States
Code (commonly referred to as the Freedom
of Information Act).

(6) REGULATIONS.—The Board shall pre-
scribe regulations to carry out this sub-
section.

(7) EXECUTIVE AGENCY DEFINED.—In this
section, the term ‘‘Executive agency’ has
the meaning given that term in section 105 of
title 5, United States Code.

SEC. 5. POWERS OF BOARD.

(a) HEARINGS.—The Board may hold such
hearings, sit and act at such times and
places, take such testimony, and receive
such evidence as the Board considers advis-
able to carry out this Act.

(b) INFORMATION FROM FEDERAL AGEN-
CIES.—The Board may secure directly from
any Federal department or agency such in-
formation as the Board considers necessary
to carry out this Act. Upon request of the
Chairman of the Board, the head of such de-
partment or agency shall furnish such infor-
mation to the Board.

(c) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT SERVICES.—
Upon request of the Board, the Adminis-
trator of General Services shall provide to
the Board, on a reimbursable basis, the ad-
ministrative support necessary for the Board
to carry out its duties under this Act.

(d) POSTAL SERVICES.—The Board may use
the United States mails in the same manner
and under the same conditions as other de-
partments and agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

(e) GIFTs.—The Board may accept, use, and
dispose of gifts or donations of services or
property.

SEC. 6. BOARD PERSONNEL MATTERS.

(a) EXECUTIVE SCHEDULE LEVEL IV.—Sec-
tion 5315 of title 5, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘““Members, Independent National Security
Classification Board.”.

(b) STAFF.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Chairman of the
Board may, without regard to the civil serv-
ice laws and regulations, appoint and termi-
nate an executive director and such other ad-
ditional personnel as may be necessary to
enable the Board to perform its duties under
this Act. The employment of an executive di-
rector shall be subject to confirmation by
the Board.

(2) COMPENSATION.—The Chairman of the
Board may fix the compensation of the exec-
utive director and other personnel without
regard to chapter 51 and subchapter III of
chapter 53 of title 5, United States Code, re-
lating to classification of positions and Gen-
eral Schedule pay rates, except that the rate
of pay for the executive director and other
personnel may not exceed the rate payable
for level V of the Executive Schedule under
section 5316 of such title.

(c) DETAIL OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES.—
Any employee of the Federal Government
may be detailed to the Board without reim-
bursement, and such detail shall be without
interruption or loss of civil service status or
privilege.

SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Board $2,000,000 for fiscal year 2005, and
such sums as may be necessary thereafter.

By Mr. CAMPBELL:
S. 2673. A bill to designate the facil-
ity of the United States Postal Service
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located at 1001 Williams Street,
Ignacio, Colorado, as the ‘‘Leonard C.
Burch Post Office Building’’; to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I
send to the desk legislation to des-
ignate the U.S. Post Office located at
1001 Williams Street in Ignacio, CO, as
the Leonard C. Burch Post Office
Building.

Anyone who ever met the man knew
they were in the presence of someone
special. Leonard Burch had a vision. He
had the imagination to look beyond a
destitute tribe with little hope, and see
a people with resources, and deter-
mination, and a real opportunity to
build a better future if they would only
grasp it. Many people have dreams, but
Leonard had that rare ability to make
other people catch his vision, believe in
it, and work just as hard for it as he
did.

Leonard C. Burch died August 1, 2003.
He was 69 years old. Leonard was chair-
man of the Tribal Council for more
than 32 years. Under his leadership, the
Southern Utes became an economic
force in and beyond the Four Corners
and the largest employer in La Plata
County. Those thirty-seven years have
seen the transformation of a people,
the transformation of a region, and all
of it largely due to his extraordinary
leadership.

Burch was credited with bringing his
tribe out of poverty. Through his ef-
forts, the tribe became a major player
in the energy development market
with assets of $1.5 billion. As part of
the Council for Energy Resource
Tribes, Burch was instrumental in im-
proving energy development through-
out Indian Country. He advocated for
greater tribal control over tribal re-
sources.

Burch’s leadership went beyond the
tribe. He set an example for young peo-
ple. Burch was invited by five separate
U.S. Presidents to conferences on
American Indian policies at the White
House and received numerous awards
for his commitment to regional water
resource development.

We will all miss Leonard’s wisdom
and inspiration. It is a fitting tribute
that the postal facility in Ignacio be
named after a true warrior. I invite
anyone who believes that one man
can’t make a difference, to take a drive
southeast of Durango, and witness
what one Leonard Burch can do.

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

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

S. 2673

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. LEONARD C. BURCH POST OFFICE
BUILDING.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 1001
Williams Street, Ignacio, Colorado, shall be
known and designated as the ‘‘Leonard C.
Burch Post Office Building™’.
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(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘“Leonard C. Burch Post
Office Building”’.

By Ms. SNOWE:

S. 2675. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 to expand the
availability of the cash method of ac-
counting for small business, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on
Finance.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce a bill I hope will be
the first in a series of proposals to sim-
plify the tax code for small business
owners. Once enacted, these provisions
will reduce not only the amount of
taxes that small businesses pay, but
that they also will reduce the adminis-
trative burden that saddles small com-
panies in trying to meet this obliga-
tion.

The proposal that I am introducing
today, will simplify the tax code by
permitting small business owners to
use the cash method of accounting for
reporting their income if they gen-
erally earn less than $10 million during
the tax year. Currently, only those tax-
payers that earn less than $5 million
per year are able to use the cash meth-
od. By increasing this threshold to $10
million, more small businesses will be
relieved of the burdensome record
keeping requirements that currently
require them to use a different ac-
counting method to report their in-
come.

Before I talk about the specifics of
this particular provision, let me first
explain why it is so critical to begin
considering ways to simplify the tax
code. As you know, small businesses
are the backbone of our Nation’s econ-
omy. According to the Small Business
Administration, small businesses rep-
resent 99 percent of all employers, em-
ploy 51 percent of the private-sector
workforce, and contribute 51 percent of
the private-sector output.

Yet, the despite the fact that small
businesses are the real job-creators for
our Nation’s economy, the current tax
system imposes an unreasonable bur-
den on small businesses attempting to
comply with the current tax code. This
code imposes a large, and expensive,
burden on all taxpayers in terms of sat-
isfying reporting and record-keeping
obligations, but small businesses are
disadvantaged most, even more than
large companies, in terms of money
and time spent satisfying their tax ob-
ligations.

For example, according to the Small
Business Administration’s Office of Ad-
vocacy, small businesses spend more
than 8 billion hours each year filing-
out government reports, and they
spend more than 80 percent of this time
on completing tax forms. What’s even
more troubling is that companies that
employ fewer than 20 employees spend
nearly $6,975 per employee in tax com-
pliance costs—nearly 60 percent more
than companies with more than 500 em-
ployees spend.
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These statistics are disconcerting for
several reasons. First, the fact that
small businesses are required to spend
so much money on compliance costs
means they have less earnings to rein-
vest into their business. This, in turn,
means that they have less money to
spend on new equipment or on worker
training, which, unfortunately, has an
adverse effect on their overall produc-
tion and the economy as a whole.

Second, the inordinate amount of
time small business owners are forced
to devote to the completion of paper-
work means they have less time to
spend doing what they do best-namely
running their business and creating
jobs.

I do not mean to suggest that the
challenges small business confront in
regard to tax reporting and compliance
are unique to this group, or that these
companies should receive a free pass.
In order to benefit from the freedoms
and protections that our great country
provides, individuals and businesses
alike are required to pay taxes, and
this duty carries with it certain admin-
istrative and opportunity costs. What I
am asking for is a fairer, simpler tax
code that allows small companies to
satisfy their obligation without having
to expend the amount of resources that

they do currently, resources that
might be invested in more productive
ways.

For that reason, the package of pro-
posals that I will be introducing will
provide not only targeted, affordable
tax relief to small business owners, it
will also seek to simplify existing rules
under the tax code. By simplifying the
tax code, small business owners will be
able to satisfy their tax obligation in a
less costly, more efficient manner, al-
lowing them to devote more time and
resources to their primary business
goals.

As I mentioned earlier, the provision
that I am introducing today will per-
mit more taxpayers to use the cash
method of accounting, as opposed to
depending on accrual or other hybrid
method. The same law I referenced ear-
lier which currently permits only those
taxpayers earning less than $56 million
in gross receipts during the tax year to
use the cash method in reporting their
income also precludes taxpayers in pos-
session of inventory from using the
simpler cash method. As a result, thou-
sands of small businesses which possess
inventories, but which might otherwise
be entitled to report their income and
expenses under the cash method of ac-
counting are also required to follow the
accrual or some sort of hybrid account-
ing method. The result, once more, is
the imposition of undue financial hard-
ship and unreasonable administrative
burdens.

My bill changes these existing rules,
increasing the gross receipts test under
current law to $10 million for small
businesses and indexing this higher
threshold to account for inflation.
Given that the current $5 million
threshold, it makes little sense to pre-
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serve an outdated benchmark in this
most important provision when the
sensible adjustment that I propose will
allow thousands of small businesses
presently hobbled by unnecessary pa-
perwork to use the cash method of ac-
counting.

My bill also changes current law to
permit even those taxpayers with in-
ventory to qualify for the cash method
of accounting. It is important to note,
however, that my bill will not simply
give these taxpayers an opportunity to
recover costs associated with these
otherwise inventoriable assets in the
year of purchase, but that the bill will
require these taxpayers to account for
such costs as if they were a material or
supply that is not incidental. This
standard already exists under current
law, and it is one with which most
small businesses are already familiar.
As such, this less-burdensome standard
should ease the existing compliance
burden for eligible taxpayers and allow
them to devote more time and re-
sources to their business.

Very importantly, these changes will
not reduce the amount of taxes a small
business pays by even one dollar. In-
deed, the overall amount of taxes a
qualifying small business pays will re-
main the same. Rather, this bill simply
permits more taxpayers to report in-
come and account for costs in the year
of the receipt or expenditure. Clearly,
this method makes compliance easier
and simpler for small taxpayers, and it
will reduce both the time and mone-
tary expenditures spent today to com-
ply with the current tax code.

Finally, this proposal is revenue neu-
tral. In addition to the provision that
modifies the income tax rules, my bill
would enact Federal legislation to stop
an abusive tax shelter that exists cur-
rently whereby taxpayers avoid State
unemployment  taxes. Specifically,
States would be required to enact laws
that prevent the avoidance of State un-
employment tax and that also impose
penalties on taxpayers and their advi-
sors who engage in these scams. Con-
sequently, my bill provides a revenue-
neutral proposal that simplifies the tax
code for small business owners by
cracking down on taxpayers who other-
wise try to avoid their State unem-
ployment tax obligations.

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

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

S. 2675

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. CLARIFICATION OF CASH ACCOUNT-
ING RULES FOR SMALL BUSINESS.

(a) CASH ACCOUNTING PERMITTED.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 446 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to general
rule for methods of accounting) is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(g) CERTAIN SMALL BUSINESS TAXPAYERS
PERMITTED TO USE CASH ACCOUNTING METHOD
WITHOUT LIMITATION.—
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‘(1) IN GENERAL.—An eligible taxpayer
shall not be required to use an accrual meth-
od of accounting for any taxable year.

‘(2) ELIGIBLE TAXPAYER.—For purposes of
this subsection, a taxpayer is an eligible tax-
payer with respect to any taxable year if—

““(A) for all prior taxable years beginning
after December 31, 2003, the taxpayer (or any
predecessor) met the gross receipts test of
section 448(c), and

‘(B) the taxpayer is not subject to section
447 or 448.”.

(2) EXPANSION OF GROSS RECEIPTS TEST.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section
448(b) of such Code (relating to entities with
gross receipts of not more than $5,000,000) is
amended by striking ‘‘$5,000,000 in the text

and in the heading and inserting
¢<$10,000,000"".
(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section

448(c) of such Code is amended—

(i) by striking ‘“$5,000,000*’ each place it ap-
pears in the text and in the heading of para-
graph (1) and inserting ‘‘$10,000,000*’, and

(ii) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(4) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In the case of
any taxable year beginning in a calendar
year after 2005, the dollar amount contained
in subsection (b)(3) and paragraph (1) of this
subsection shall be increased by an amount
equal to—

‘“(A) such dollar amount, multiplied by

‘“(B) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-
mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, by
substituting ‘calendar year 2004’ for ‘cal-
endar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B) thereof.
If any amount as adjusted under this sub-
paragraph is not a multiple of $100,000, such
amount shall be rounded to the nearest mul-
tiple of $100,000..

(b) CLARIFICATION OF INVENTORY RULES FOR
SMALL BUSINESS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 471 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to general
rule for inventories) is amended by redesig-
nating subsection (c) as subsection (d) and by
inserting after subsection (b) the following
new subsection:

“(c) SMALL BUSINESS TAXPAYERS NOT RE-
QUIRED TO USE INVENTORIES.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A qualified taxpayer
shall not be required to use inventories
under this section for a taxable year.

¢(2) TREATMENT OF TAXPAYERS NOT USING
INVENTORIES.—If a qualified taxpayer does
not use inventories with respect to any prop-
erty for any taxable year beginning after De-
cember 31, 2003, such property shall be treat-
ed as a material or supply which is not inci-
dental.

“(3) QUALIFIED TAXPAYER.—For purposes of
this subsection, the term ‘qualified taxpayer’
means—

““(A) any eligible taxpayer (as defined in
section 446(g)(2)), and

‘“(B) any taxpayer described in section
448(b)(3).”.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(A) Subpart D of part II of subchapter E of
chapter 1 of such Code is amended by strik-
ing section 474.

(B) The table of sections for subpart D of
part II of subchapter E of chapter 1 of such
Code is amended by striking the item relat-
ing to section 474.

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE AND SPECIAL RULES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by
this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2003.

(2) CHANGE IN METHOD OF ACCOUNTING.—In
the case of any taxpayer changing the tax-
payer’s method of accounting for any taxable
year under the amendments made by this
section—

(A) such change shall be treated as initi-
ated by the taxpayer;
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(B) such change shall be treated as made
with the consent of the Secretary of the
Treasury; and

(C) the net amount of the adjustments re-
quired to be taken into account by the tax-
payer under section 481 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 shall be taken into account
over a period (not greater than 4 taxable
years) beginning with such taxable year.

SEC. 2. TRANSFER OF UNEMPLOYMENT EXPERI-
ENCE UPON TRANSFER OR ACQUISI-
TION OF A BUSINESS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 303 of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 503) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘“(k)(1) For purposes of subsection (a), the
unemployment compensation law of a State
must provide—

“‘(A) that if an employer transfers its busi-
ness to another employer, and both employ-
ers are (at the time of transfer) under sub-
stantially common ownership, management,
or control, then the unemployment experi-
ence attributable to the transferred business
shall also be transferred to (and combined
with the unemployment experience attrib-
utable to) the employer to whom such busi-
ness is so transferred,

‘(B) that unemployment experience shall
not, by virtue of the transfer of a business,
be transferred to the person acquiring such
business if—

‘(i) such person is not otherwise an em-
ployer at the time of such acquisition, and

‘‘(ii) the State agency finds that such per-
son acquired the business solely or primarily
for the purpose of obtaining a lower rate of
contributions,

‘(C) that unemployment experience shall
(or shall not) be transferred in accordance
with such regulations as the Secretary of
Labor may prescribe to ensure that higher
rates of contributions are not avoided
through the transfer or acquisition of a busi-
ness,

‘(D) that meaningful civil and criminal
penalties are imposed with respect to—

‘(i) persons that knowingly violate or at-
tempt to violate those provisions of the
State law which implement subparagraph (A)
or (B) or regulations under subparagraph (C),
and

‘‘(ii) persons that knowingly advise an-
other person to violate those provisions of
the State law which implement subpara-
graph (A) or (B) or regulations under sub-
paragraph (C), and

‘“(BE) for the establishment of procedures to
identify the transfer or acquisition of a busi-
ness for purposes of this subsection.

‘(2) For purposes of this subsection—

““(A) the term ‘unemployment experience’,
with respect to any person, refers to such
person’s experience with respect to unem-
ployment or other factors bearing a direct
relation to such person’s unemployment
risk;

‘“(B) the term ‘employer’ means an em-
ployer as defined under the State law;

‘(C) the term ‘business’ means a trade or
business (or an identifiable and segregable
part thereof);

‘(D) the term ‘contributions’ has the
meaning given such term by section 3306(g)
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986;

‘“(E) the term ‘knowingly’ means having
actual knowledge of or acting with delib-
erate ignorance of or reckless disregard for
the prohibition involved; and

‘“(F) the term ‘person’ has the meaning
given such term by section 7701(a)(1) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986."".

(b) STUDY AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—

(1) STUuDY.—The Secretary of Labor shall
conduct a study of the implementation of
the provisions of section 303(k) of the Social
Security Act (as added by subsection (a)) to
assess the status and appropriateness of
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State actions to meet the requirements of
such provisions.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than July 15, 2006,
the Secretary of Labor shall submit to the
Congress a report that contains the findings
of the study required by paragraph (1) and
recommendations for any Congressional ac-
tion that the Secretary considers necessary
to improve the effectiveness of section 303(k)
of the Social Security Act.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall, with respect to
a State, apply to certifications for payments
(under section 302(a) of the Social Security
Act) in rate years beginning after the end of
the 26-week period beginning on the first day
of the first regularly scheduled session of the
State legislature beginning on or after the
date of the enactment of this Act.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

(1) the term ‘“‘State’ includes the District
of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, and the Virgin Islands;

(2) the term ‘‘rate year’” means the rate
year as defined in the applicable State law;
and

(3) the term ‘‘State law’ means the unem-
ployment compensation law of the State, ap-
proved by the Secretary of Labor under sec-
tion 3304 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986.

SEC. 3. USE OF NEW HIRE INFORMATION TO AS-
SIST IN ADMINISTRATION OF UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION PRO-
GRAMS.

Section 453(j) of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 653(j)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“(T) INFORMATION COMPARISONS AND DISCLO-
SURE TO ASSIST IN ADMINISTRATION OF UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION PROGRAMS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—If, for purposes of ad-
ministering an unemployment compensation
program under Federal or State law, a State
agency responsible for the administration of
such program transmits to the Secretary the
names and social security account numbers
of individuals, the Secretary shall disclose to
such State agency information on such indi-
viduals and their employers maintained in
the National Directory of New Hires, subject
to this paragraph.

¢(B) CONDITION ON DISCLOSURE BY THE SEC-
RETARY.—The Secretary shall make a disclo-
sure under subparagraph (A) only to the ex-
tent that the Secretary determines that the
disclosure would not interfere with the effec-
tive operation of the program under this
part.

‘(C) USE AND DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION
BY STATE AGENCIES.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A State agency may not
use or disclose information provided under
this paragraph except for purposes of admin-
istering a program referred to in subpara-
graph (A).

‘(i) INFORMATION SECURITY.—The State
agency shall have in effect data security and
control policies that the Secretary finds ade-
quate to ensure the security of information
obtained under this paragraph and to ensure
that access to such information is restricted
to authorized persons for purposes of author-
ized uses and disclosures.

“(iii) PENALTY FOR MISUSE OF INFORMA-
TION.—An officer or employee of the State
agency who fails to comply with this sub-
paragraph shall be subject to the sanctions
under subsection (1)(2) to the same extent as
if such officer or employee was an officer or
employee of the United States.

‘(D) PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS.—State
agencies requesting information under this
paragraph shall adhere to uniform proce-
dures established by the Secretary governing
information requests and data matching
under this paragraph.
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‘“(E) REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS.—The State
agency shall reimburse the Secretary, in ac-
cordance with subsection (k)(3), for the costs
incurred by the Secretary in furnishing the
information requested under this para-
graph.”.

By Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself
and Ms. MIKULSKI):

S. 2676. A bill to amend chapter 4 of
title 39, United States Code, to provide
for the issuance of a semipostal stamp
in order to provide funding for child-
hood drinking prevention and edu-
cation, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President,
today I am pleased to introduce legis-
lation creating the childhood drinking
prevention semi-postal stamp.

Alcohol is the number one substance
used and abused by America’s children.
Nearly a third of children begin drink-
ing before the age of 13, and forty per-
cent of children who begin drinking by
age 15 will develop alcohol abuse or de-
pendence later in life.

I do not believe most parents or
adults intentionally ignore this issue,
however many Americans do not real-
ize the prevalence and seriousness of
childhood drinking. Several national
surveys, including those conducted by
the Center for Disease Control and Pre-
vention and the Substance Abuse and
Mental Health Services Administra-
tion, demonstrate the serious con-
sequences associated with early alcohol
use.

For example, in 2002, 1.5 million
youths between the ages of 12 to 17
needed treatment for alcohol abuse.
Early alcohol use is more likely to kill
or injure young people than all illegal
drugs combined.

If the onset of drinking is delayed, a
child’s risk of serious alcohol problems
could be decreased or even prevented.
That is why I am pleased to propose
the passage of a semi-postal stamp on
childhood drinking prevention. A semi-
postal stamp will publicize this impor-
tant children’s health issue in every
home, school, and community across
the nation.

Profits from the childhood drinking
prevention stamp would be dedicated
to support education and prevention ef-
forts. I would also provide a further
platform for millions of Americans to
raise awareness about the importance
of keeping children alcohol free.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
enacting this important legislation.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this bill be printed
in the RECORD.

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

S. 2676
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SEMIPOSTAL STAMP TO BENEFIT
CHILDHOOD DRINKING PREVEN-
TION AND EDUCATION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 4 of title 39,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 414 the following:
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“§414a. Special postage stamps to benefit
childhood drinking prevention and edu-
cation
‘“(a) In this section the term ‘childhood

drinking’ means the consumption of alco-

holic beverages by children who are between

9 and 15 years of age.

“‘(b) In order to afford the public a conven-
ient way to contribute to funding for child-
hood drinking prevention and education, the
Postal Service shall establish a special rate
of postage for first-class mail under this sec-
tion.

““(e)1) The rate of postage established
under this section—

‘“(A) shall be equal to the regular first-
class rate of postage, plus a differential of
not to exceed 25 percent;

‘“(B) shall be set by the Governors in ac-
cordance with such procedures as the Gov-
ernors shall by regulation prescribe (in lieu
of the procedures under chapter 36); and

¢(C) shall be offered as an alternative to
the regular first-class rate of postage.

‘“(2) The use of the special rate of postage
established under this section shall be vol-
untary on the part of postal patrons.

“(d)(1) Amounts becoming available for
childhood drinking prevention and education
under this section shall be paid to the De-
partment of Health and Human Services.
Payments under this section shall be made
under such arrangements as the Postal Serv-
ice shall by mutual agreement with the De-
partment of Health and Human Services es-
tablish in order to carry out the purposes of
this section, except that, under those ar-
rangements, payments to the Department of
Health and Human Services shall be made at
least twice a year.

‘(2) In this subsection, the term ‘amounts
becoming available for childhood drinking
prevention and education under this section’
means—

““(A) the total amounts received by the
Postal Service that it would not have re-
ceived but for the enactment of this section,
reduced by

“(B) an amount sufficient to cover full
costs incurred by the Postal Service in car-
rying out this section, including those at-
tributable to the printing, sale, and distribu-
tion of stamps under this section,
as determined by the Postal Service under
regulations that it shall prescribe.

‘“(e) It is the sense of the Congress that
nothing in this section should—

‘(1) directly or indirectly cause a net de-
crease in total Federal funding for childhood
drinking prevention and education below the
level that would otherwise have been re-
ceived but for the enactment of this section;
or

‘‘(2) affect regular first-class rates of post-
age or any other regular rates of postage.

““(f) Special postage stamps under this sec-
tion shall be made available to the public be-
ginning on such date as the Postal Service
shall by regulation prescribe, but in no event
later than 1 year after the date of the enact-
ment of this section.

‘‘(g) The Postmaster General shall include
in each report rendered under section 2402
with respect to any period during any por-
tion of which this section is in effect infor-
mation concerning the operation of this sec-
tion, except that, at a minimum, each shall
include—

‘(1) the total amount described in sub-
section (d)(2)(A) which was received by the
Postal Service during the period covered by
such report; and

‘“(2) of the amount under paragraph (1),
how much (in the aggregate and by category)
was required for the purposes described in
subsection (d)(2)(B).

““(h) Section 416 shall not apply to this sec-
tion. For purposes of section 416 (including
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any regulation prescribed under subsection
(e)(1)(C) of that section), the special postage
stamp issued under this section shall not
apply to any limitation relating to whether
more than 1 semipostal may be offered for
sale at the same time.

‘(i) This section shall cease to be effective
2 years after the date of enactment of this
section.”.

(b) TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) TABLE OF SECTIONS.—The table of sec-
tions for chapter 4 of title 39, United States
Code, is amended by striking the item relat-
ing to section 414 and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘“414. Special postage stamps to benefit
breast cancer research.
‘‘414a. Special postage stamps to benefit

childhood drinking prevention
and education.”.

(2) AMENDMENT TO HEADING.—The heading
for section 414 of title 39, United States Code,
is amended to read as follows:

“§414. Special postage stamps to benefit
breast cancer research”.

———

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 406—ESTAB-
LISHING A SELECT COMMITTEE
ON AEROSPACE IN THE UNITED
STATES

Mrs. MURRAY submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred
to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration:

S. REs. 406

Whereas the aerospace sector of the United
States economy generates economic activity
equal to 15 percent of the Nation’s Gross Do-
mestic Product and supports approximately
11,000,000 American jobs;

Whereas the United States aerospace in-
dustry directly employs 574,600 people of the
United States, the lowest employment level
of United States workers since World War II;

Whereas employment in the United States
aerospace industry is down 57 percent, as
more than 750,000 jobs have been lost since
1989;

Whereas the United States share of the
global aerospace market fell from 72 percent
in 1985 to less than 52 percent today;

Whereas according to the Commission on
the Future of the United States Aerospace
Industry, ‘‘Foreign government subsidies di-
rectly affect the competitiveness of our com-
panies. Subsidized prime manufacturers as
well as suppliers are able to undercut prices
offered by their U.S. competitors, and are
better able to weather market downturns.
Subsidized companies are able to secure
cheaper commercial financing since their
governments share the risk associated with
bringing new products to market. Subsidized
production skews the market itself by flood-
ing it with products that are not commer-
cially viable. Governments providing the
subsidies also apply political pressure on
customers in an effort to facilitate a positive
return on the governments’ investments. In
many cases, these government subsidies sti-
fle competition and often slow the introduc-
tion of new technology into the market. Eu-
ropean funding has had the most dramatic
impact on U.S. competitiveness because Eu-
ropean products directly compete with
United States products in most sectors....if
we maintain the status quo, U.S. industry
will be left to compete against companies
that don’t play by the same rules.”’;

Whereas the aerospace industry is globally
competitive with established nations like
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the United States and the members of the
European Union and faces growing competi-
tion from numerous nations, including
China, Russia, Brazil, Canada, Japan, and
others; and

Whereas numerous public policy issues im-
portant to the future of aerospace are now
before Congress, including the United States
air traffic control system, export controls,
the aerospace workforce, homeland security,
national security, foreign competition, re-
search and development, mathematics and
science education, corporate tax and export
promotion, and others: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved,

SECTION 1. ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMITTEE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a
temporary Select Committee on Aerospace
in the United States (hereinafter referred to
as the ““Committee’).

(b) COMPOSITION OF THE COMMITTEE.—

(1) VOTING MEMBERS.—The Committee shall
be composed of 11 Senators, 6 to be appointed
by the majority leader of the Senate and 5 to
be appointed by the minority leader of the
Senate.

(2) EX OFFICIO MEMBERS.—Ex officio mem-
bers of the Committee shall include—

(A) the majority leader of the Senate;

(B) the minority leader of the Senate; and

(C) the chairman and ranking member of
each of the following committees:

(i) The Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation of the Senate.

(ii) The Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate.

(iii) The Committee on Armed Services of
the Senate.

(iv) The Committee on Appropriations of
the Senate.

(3) LIMITATIONS ON EX OFFICIO MEMBERS.—
An ex officio member—

(A) shall not be counted for the purpose of
ascertaining the presence of a quorum of the
Committee; and

(B) shall be a nonvoting member of the
Committee.

(c) ORGANIZATION OF COMMITTEE.—

(1) CHAIRPERSON.—The majority leader of
the Senate shall select the chairperson of the
Committee from the members of the Com-
mittee.

(2) RANKING MEMBER.—The minority leader
of the Senate shall designate a ranking
member from the members of the Com-
mittee.

(3) VACANCIES.—A vacancy on the Com-
mittee shall not affect the power of the re-
maining members to execute the functions of
the Committee, and shall be filled in the
same manner as the original appointment.

(d) COMMENCEMENT OF STUDY.—The Com-
mittee shall commence its study of the aero-
space industry under section 2 on January 3,
2005, or upon the date of appointment of the
members of the Committee under subsection
(D).

(e) TERMINATION.—The Committee shall
cease to exist on December 31, 2006.

SEC. 2. OPERATION OF THE COMMITTEE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Committee shall—

(1) make a full and complete study of the
United States aerospace industry, including
its present and future competitiveness and
its importance to the United States and to
the global economy; and

(2) recommend legislative, administrative,
and regulatory remedies, as approved by a
majority of the committee members.

(b) Focus orF STUDY.—The study shall in-
clude an examination of—

(1) the role of the Federal Government in
the aerospace industry;

(2) the importance of the aerospace indus-
try to the United States economy;

(3) global competition and its impact on
the aerospace industry of the United States;
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