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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). Members are advised 2 min-
utes remain to vote.
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So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. FATTAH. Mr. Speaker, had | been
present for the vote on H.R. 1592 | would
have voted “yea.”

————————

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill,
H.R. 1868, as amended.

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

There was no objection.

TECHNOLOGY INNOVATION AND
MANUFACTURING STIMULATION
ACT OF 2007

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 350 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 1868.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1868) to
authorize appropriations for the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology for fiscal years 2008, 2009, and
2010, and for other purposes, with Mr.
SNYDER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered read the
first time.
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The gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WU)
and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
EHLERS) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon.

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

(Mr. WU asked and was given permis-
sion to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 1868, the Tech-
nology Innovation Manufacturing
Stimulation Act of 2007. This bill au-
thorizes programs at the National In-
stitute of Standards and Technology,
or NIST, for fiscal years 2008 through
2010, and strengthens American innova-
tion.

For most Americans, NIST is not a
household word. But since its creation
more than 100 years ago, NIST has
made major contributions to public
safety, industrial competitiveness and
economic growth. Beginning in the
1900s, when it set standards for fire hy-
drants that have saved countless lives,
to the 1950s, when it developed the
world’s fastest computer, helping usher
in the information age, to its
groundbreaking work on the technical
aspects of the collapse of the World
Trade Center on 9/11, NIST has served
the public interest in ways that far ex-
ceed its public fame.

Today, NIST’s mission focuses on
promoting innovation and industrial
competitiveness by advancing meas-
urement, science, standards and tech-
nology. This mission has never been
more urgent. The recent National
Academy of Sciences report coauthored
by Norm Augustine, ‘“‘Rising Above the
Gathering Storm,” warns that we face
major challenges in the global market-
place and recommends that we ‘‘ensure
that the United States is the premier
place in the world in which to inno-
vate.”

H.R. 1868 helps implement that rec-
ommendation by putting the NIST
budget on a 10-year path to doubling as
an investment in the future of Amer-
ican innovation. The bill increases the
NIST research budget, funds key areas
such as biologics, health care IT and
nanotechnology. It funds the construc-
tion of a high performance laboratory
at the Boulder, Colorado, campus, and
upgrades the Center for Neutron Re-
search in Gaithersburg, Maryland. This
enables world class engineers and their
scientists to have world class facilities
for their work.

H.R. 1868 also addresses problems in
the American manufacturing center,
which has lost almost 3 million jobs
since 2001. It expands the Manufac-
turing Extension Partnership, or MEP,
a proven and highly successful public-
private partnership that provides tech-
nical assistance to small and medium-
size manufacturers to improve produc-
tivity and to remain competitive in a
global marketplace.

It also establishes a competitive and
collaborative grant system for MEP
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centers, industry groups, and non-
industry partners, to undertake manu-
facturing technology research. Manu-
facturing is a major source of high
skill, high-paying jobs, and this bill
will go far to reinvigorate our manu-
facturing sector.

One of the biggest stumbling blocks
to innovation is the technology so-
called ‘“Valley of Death,” the gap be-
tween angel funding and measurable
venture capital, the lack of adequate
private venture capital for early stage,
high-risk, high-reward technology de-
velopment. Almost 20 years ago, Con-
gress created the Advance Technology
Program, or ATP, to address this gap.

Today, the ‘‘Valley of Death’ re-
mains, but the global innovative envi-
ronment has changed. H.R. 1868 re-
sponds to this by replacing ATP with
the Technology Innovation Program,
or TIP, which would provide limited,
cost-shared grants to small and me-
dium-size firms and joint venture to
pursue high risk, high-reward tech-
nologies, with potential for broad pub-
lic benefit.

TIP also acknowledges the vital role
that universities play in the innova-
tion cycle by allowing them to fully
participate in TIP. H.R. 1868 is a bipar-
tisan bill and incorporates good ideas
from both sides of the aisle. It has been
endorsed by TechNet, SEMI, the Amer-
ican Small Manufacturers Coalition,
the Association of American Univer-
sities, the National Association of
State Universities and Land-Grant Col-
leges, the Alliance for Science & Tech-
nology Research in America, whose
members include the National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers, the Business
Software Alliance and the American
Chemical Society. It also enjoys the
support of dozens of other organiza-
tions, companies, and individuals.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important legislation.

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

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

I rise today in support of H.R. 1868,
the Technology Innovation Manufac-
turing and Stimulation Act of 2007.

I certainly want to thank the Chair
of the subcommittee for working very,
very closely with us in producing this
fine bill.

This bill provides a 3-year authoriza-
tion for the National Institute of
Standards and Technology, familiarly
called NIST. Since 1901, NIST sci-
entists and engineers have worked di-
rectly with American industries to ad-
dress their needs for measurement
methods, tools, data and technology,
the building blocks that allow industry
to grow and prosper.

NIST is one of three agencies tar-
geted by the President’s American
Competitiveness Initiative. The ACI
aims to double the Federal investment
in physical science and research over
the next 10 years to ensure that Amer-
ica remains technologically competi-
tive in the global context marketplace.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Yesterday this body passed an author-
ization bill for one of the other ACI
agencies, the National Science Founda-
tion. I am very pleased that today we
are supporting a second ACI agency by
authorizing NIST labs at a rate that
would double the budget over the next
10 years.

H.R. 1868 is a bipartisan bill that in-
corporates recommendations from the
administration for some of NIST’s pro-
grams. However, earlier this week, the
administration sent up a critical state-
ment about H.R. 1868, and I want to
clarify some misunderstanding that
may have arisen from that statement.

H.R. 1868 does not underfund the
NIST labs, contrary to the statement
and the administration’s comments.
H.R. 1868 provides a 10 percent increase
above fiscal year 2007 for the NIST labs
and sets the NIST lab budget on a path
to double over the next 10 years. This
is entirely consistent with the Presi-
dent’s overall stated goal for the Amer-
ican Competitiveness Initiative.

H.R. 1868 does not fund or subsidize
management consulting services. H.R.
1868 fully funds the highly successful
manufacturing extension partnership,
better known as the MEP program.

MEP helps businesses improve manu-
facturing processes, reduce waste and
train workers to use new equipment,
which Kkeeps high-paying manufac-
turing jobs here in the United States.
This House has already twice passed
this MEP authorization in both the
108th and 109th Congress.

Another comment, MEP receives one-
third of its funding from the Federal
Government, one-third from  the
States, one-third from fees charged to
participating small manufacturers.
MEP has over 350 manufacturing exten-
sion offices located in all 50 States and
Puerto Rico.

H.R. 1868 creates the Technology In-
novation Program based on rec-
ommendations from the administra-
tion. This bill is very clear that only
small and medium-size companies can
apply for Federal funding.

Universities partnering with this
small company can apply for funding,
actually expanding the role of univer-
sity participation, not limiting it as
the administration’s letter suggests.

The program’s sole goal is to accel-
erate the development and application
of challenging high-risk, high-reward
technologies in areas of critical na-
tional needs, thus, targeting major so-
cietal needs that the administration’s
letter asserts are not part of the bill.

H.R. 1868 authorizes an important in-
vestment in our Nation’s future eco-
nomic competitiveness. Mr. Chairman,
I want to thank Chairman GORDON and
Technology and Innovation Sub-
committee Chairman WU for working
with us on this important piece of leg-
islation.

I also want to acknowledge the hard
work of the gentleman from Georgia
(Dr. GINGREY) to improve this legisla-
tion.

I also want to make an additional
point. At times, some have considered
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this as being improper legislation. In
particular, the President’s statement
indicates that is the beginning of an in-
dustrial policy.

That is simply not true. For those
who are critical of this particular pro-
posal, I want to ask them, first of all,
do they oppose the current agricultural
extension program, which has been in
effect for nearly a century, which has
been of inestimable value to our farm-
ing communities and to our farmers.

No one would think of ending the co-
operative extension service in the agri-
culture department. It has been ex-
tremely valuable to this country. I
have been in this body for 14 years. I
have never heard anyone offer an
amendment to defund the cooperative
extension program, even though it
costs $400 million a year and benefits
less than 2 percent of the workforce in
this country.

At the same time, I have met a num-
ber of people, and apparently including
some in the administration, who want
to kill the MEP program, which is only
$100 million a year and benefits indus-
tries that employ 14 percent of the
workers in this Nation.
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Now, how can it make sense to want
to keep a $400 million program that
maintains a workforce of less than 2
million, and kill a program that costs
one-fourth as much and helps about
eight times as many workers? It
doesn’t make sense. So that argument
is simply out the window.

If we do like the Cooperative Exten-
sion Service, we should approve the
manufacturing extension partnership,
which is of exactly the same nature
and is designed to help small- to me-
dium-sized manufacturers develop
more jobs in our economy.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. WU. First, I would like to thank
the gentleman from Michigan for his
hard work on this legislation. I would
further like to thank the gentleman for
responding to the factually erroneous
statements in the statement of admin-
istrative position, and I deeply appre-
ciate the correction for the record.

Madam Chair, I recognize my good
friend from New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL)
for 3%2 minutes.

Mr. PASCRELL. Madam Chair, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 1868, the
Technology Innovation and Manufac-
turing Stimulation Act of 2007, and I
wish to congratulate the sponsor of
this fine legislation, the chairman of
Subcommittee on Technology Innova-
tion, Congressman DAVID WU, and his
ranking member, who understandably
is not here today, Mr. GINGREY.

I especially am supportive of the pro-
visions of the bill that reauthorize and
strengthen the Manufacturing Exten-
sion Program. This is very critical. I
hope people were listening to Mr.
EHLERS, who very cogently spoke and
defined what this legislation is all
about.
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Madam Chair, I represent a district
with a long and proud history of manu-
facturing that goes all the way back to
Alexander Hamilton and the birth of
the American industry in Paterson,
New Jersey. Sadly, we have seen the
steady decline of our manufacturing
base in America as the state of our
competitiveness has fallen behind for-
eign nations.

The MEP program, the Manufac-
turing Extension Program, is one of
the most successful programs funded
by the Federal Government today, and
it has provided hope to our Nation’s
manufacturers. It is a nationwide net-
work of not-for-profit centers in nearly
350 locations, serving all 50 States and
Puerto Rico, whose sole purpose is to
provide small- and medium-sized man-
ufacturers with the services they need
for success.

The president of the New Jersey
Manufacturing Extension Program,
Bob Loderstedt, captures this program
best when he said, ‘““We have a public
sector mission accomplished with a
private sector mind-set.”

I am proud to say that this legisla-
tion today will increase funding by 8
percent per year and double the fund-
ing over 10 years, so that more small
manufacturers will be able to better
compete in the global marketplace.

The MEP is certainly no Federal
handout. Indeed, it is a public-private
partnership for strong manufacturing
growth, and these statistics bear this
out: In fiscal year 2004 alone, MEP ac-
tivities directly resulted in almost $2
billion in new sales and more than
12,000 jobs. MEP’s ability to analyze
the weaknesses of each manufacturer
resulted in $721 million in cost savings.
It also led to $941 million worth of in-
vestment and modernization to meet
the future needs of manufacturers.

I have seen firsthand the benefits of
the New Jersey MEP as provided for
manufacturers, and similar throughout
the entire Nation. I believe that this is
a very wise investment for us, and we
can secure our Nation’s manufacturing
base. I urge my colleagues from both
sides of the aisle to vote in favor of
this vital legislation.

In conclusion, Madam Chair, let me
say this. I think this is the beginning
of finally having a manufacturing pol-
icy in this country. That is why we
have seen the demise of manufacturing.
Alexander Hamilton was right, we have
a multifaceted economy; and we must
understand, that won the battle and
the debate with Thomas Jefferson. We
cannot be one economy here. This is a
multifaceted economy, and this is good
for manufacturing, this is good for
America, this is good for our small
businesses.

Mr. EHLERS. Madam Chair, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. WU. Madam Chair, I yield 2%
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. MURPHY).

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Madam
Chair, my thanks to my friend, Mr.
Wu, for leading this debate today. I rise
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today in strong support of H.R. 1868,
the Technology Innovation and Manu-
facturing Stimulation Act.

The time has come for our country as
a whole to stop ceding progress in
science and technology to our competi-
tors overseas. As one of the younger
Members of this Chamber, I know that
it is this generation’s responsibility to
keep our country competitive with
countries like Japan, China, and India,
whose young scientists and engineers
are making new technological discov-
eries every day.

H.R. 1868 is part of the Speaker’s In-
novation Agenda to address how the
United States should create a new gen-
eration of innovative thinkers and an
educated, skilled workforce in science,
math, engineering, and information
technology. This bill makes a sus-
tained commitment to Federal re-
search and development, and will pro-
mote private sector innovation and
provide small businesses with the tools
to encourage entrepreneurial innova-
tion and job creation throughout the
country.

The Innovation Agenda is of par-
ticular importance to me as the Rep-
resentative to Connecticut’s Fifth Dis-
trict. We used to be the vanguard of
manufacturing in the Fifth District; it
is the home of Stanley Tool, of Scoville
Brass, Torrington Ball Bearing Com-
pany, the fashioner of ball bearings
where my grandfather and great-grand-
father worked.

The days of those large manufac-
turing plants, at least in the Fifth Con-
gressional District, are days of the
past. However, my district now stands
at the precipice of a new manufac-
turing era.

As I travel around my district, I am
struck by how many small, high-tech
manufacturers are setting up shop in
this corner of the world. For example,
in Torrington, high-tech companies are
sprouting up on the grounds of the
former Torrington Ball Bearing plant.
In Danbury, in the shadow of a deserted
hat manufacturing plant, a company
that specializes in homeland security
devices is growing. And in Waterbury,
at an old brass factory, Luvata is mak-
ing wire for an international consor-
tium creating the world’s first nuclear
fusion device.

These small manufacturers are strug-
gling every day with rising electricity
costs and a lack of qualified workers to
fill their growing job demands. This is
why the Manufacturing Extension
Partnership program, a national net-
work of local centers that are set up to
help these small manufacturers, are so
critical to my district and districts
like mine. This program is an effective
public-private partnership that helps
to leverage State and Federal dollars
into private investment funds for these
smaller manufacturers.

The importance of small manufactur-
ers to America cannot be overstated. It
is these small manufacturing plants
where the most innovative work is
being done. That is why I am so proud
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of where the Fifth District stands as it
is ready to lead in this new era.

Lastly, I just would like to voice my
support for the Baldrige National Qual-
ity Program, named for former Com-
merce Secretary Malcolm Baldrige.
The awards given by the President to
businesses that live by Mr. Baldrige’s
strong belief and quality of perform-
ance standards, his widow, Midge
Baldrige of Woodbury, Connecticut,
and a friend. It is an honor to represent
her.

I thank the gentleman for the time, I
thank his efforts on this measure, and
I urge passage this afternoon here in
the House.

Mr. EHLERS. Madam Chair, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Madam Chair, I reiterate my strong
support of H.R. 1868, the Technology
Innovation and Manufacturing Stimu-
lation Act.

This bill is a key part of the Presi-
dent’s American competitive initia-
tive, and I am pleased it moved
through the Science and Technology
Committee in a bipartisan manner, and
also moved through speedily.

I thank the staff for their hard work
on this bill, including Jenny Healy
from Dr. GINGREY’s office and Julia
Jester from my office. I urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 1868.

Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WU. Madam Chair, I also urge
support for H.R. 1868. As I am fre-
quently fond of saying, if you don’t set
standards for things, things don’t
match up. If you can’t measure things,
it is not real from a technologic or eco-
nomic perspective.

The underlying legislation is crucial
to America’s competitiveness and our
place in the world market.

Mr. MATHESON. Madam Chairman, | would
like to compliment my friend, Chairman Wu.
He has been a tireless advocate for America’s
manufacturers and businesses and this bill will
be a great benefit to our Nation’s workforce. |
appreciate working with the Chairman to in-
clude language in H.R. 1868 for a pilot pro-
gram that, among other things, better enables
the transfer of technology based on the tech-
nological needs of manufacturers and avail-
able technologies from institutions of higher
education, laboratories, and other technology
producing entities.

The Manufacturing Extension Partnership
Competitive Grant Program described in Sec-
tion 203(c) of H.R. 1868 is intended to, in ad-
dition to traditional manufacturing extension
activities, emphasize the need to develop
MEP projects that define the technological
needs of small-to-medium sized manufacturers
and to similarly define the capabilities of new
technology and innovations available from in-
stitutions of higher education, laboratories, and
other technology producing entities. When
properly defined and characterized, manufac-
turers and innovators will have the ability,
through computer technology or other means,
to match needs with capabilities. | believe that
the development and deployment of this
matching capability by this Competitive Grant
Program will permit access to new and matur-
ing technologies for the 350,000 small-to-me-
dium-sized manufacturers on a broad basis,
which has not been possible to date.
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Mr. WU. Madam Chairman, | am aware of
Representative MATHESON’s concerns about
technology infusion to small manufacturers.
There is study by the National Academy of
Public Administration that established the crit-
ical need for small manufacturers to have bet-
ter access to changing technology, production
techniques, and business management prac-
tices. This study also recommended the im-
proving technology transfer and infusion to
small and medium-sized manufacturers. The
Committee supports the rapid integration of
new technologies and innovations into the
manufacturing industry. This integration will
help small-to-medium sized manufacturers
stay competitive in the global economy while
promoting American innovation and preserving
American jobs. Language in the bill will facili-
tate these goals.

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Chairman, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 1868, The Technology
Innovation and Manufacturing Stimulation Act
of 2007. H.R. 1868 authorizes appropriations
for scientific and technical research at the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Technology
(NIST) for fiscal years 2008, 2009, and 2010,
strengthens and improves the Manufacturing
Extension Partnership (MEP) initiative, and es-
tablishes the Technology Innovation Program
(TIP) to assist U.S. businesses and institutions
of higher education to accelerate development
and application of challenging, high-risk tech-
nologies that promise widespread economic
benefits.

H.R. 1868 authorizes $365 million for MEP,
a highly successful program that helps small
and medium domestic manufacturers compete
more effectively in the international market-
place. The goal of MEP is not only to maintain
current manufacturing jobs, but also to nurture
growth in the manufacturing sector to create
additional jobs for American workers. The bill
provides for an 8 percent increase per year in
MEP appropriations, which would double pro-
gram funding in 10 years.

The Technology Innovation and Manufac-
turing Stimulation Act of 2007 also amends
the National Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology Act to establish an MEP board. The
current national MEP board is established by
the Secretary of Commerce, and has been
woefully neglected for 3 years, not meeting at
all in 2005 and 2006. NIST recently reconsti-
tuted the board, but most members are now
from academia, not industry. H.R. 1868 would
establish the MEP advisory board in statute,
rather than at the discretion of the Secretary
of Commerce, and would require majority rep-
resentation from industry.

My district and others across the country will
benefit from funding research at National Insti-
tutes of Standards and Technology, strength-
ening the Manufacturing Extension Partner-
ship, and establishing the Technology Innova-
tion Program, and | am pleased to be able to
support it.

Mr. HOLT. Madam Chairman, | rise today in
support of the Technology Innovation and
Manufacturing Stimulation Act, H.R. 1868.
This important legislation is part of an ambi-
tious initiative that will fulfill the Innovation
Agenda.

| am proud of my efforts to help craft the In-
novation Agenda, which will help provide for
future prosperity through wise investments.
H.R. 1868 is an integral part of this effort and
will help meet the Agenda’s call to double
funding over the next 10 years for the National
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Science Foundation, the National Institute of
Standards and Technology (NIST), and the
Department of Energy’s Office of Science.
NIST exists to improve our Nation’s economic
security and quality of life through the im-
provement of technology and related sciences
and standards. This legislation puts us well on
the path to doubling our investment in NIST by
setting the appropriate authorization levels
through 2010. This will mean actual authoriza-
tions of $470.9 million in FY 2008 and $537.6
million in FY 2010. These increases are nec-
essary investments in revitalizing NIST’s staff-
ing, activity, and physical infrastructure, par-
ticularly at a time when we face unprece-
dented levels of international competition.

In this bill, the Technology Innovation Pro-
gram (TIP) is created. TIP gives businesses
and universities grants that encourage high-
risk investments in technology, in cases where
such investments have potential widespread
economic benefits. This is a sound use of tax-
payer money, as projected economic payoff to
society is a necessary precondition for
issuance of a grant. This program helps to
solve the failure of market forces to encourage
full investment in research and development.
This failure of market forces is rooted in the
fact that only one third of the financial reward
of research and development investment is felt
by investors, with the rest being felt by society
as a whole.

H.R. 1868 also improves the competitive-
ness of the American manufacturing industry
by creating postdoctoral fellowships for related
research, and by creating a manufacturing re-
search pilot grants program for interdiscipli-
nary collaborations between businesses, State
governments, nonprofits, and universities.

By strengthening our existing investment in
our national technology and manufacturing ca-
pacity and through the creation of new related
programs, this bill is a crucial element of the
Innovation Agenda to maintain American eco-
nomic security and global leadership. | encour-
age my colleagues to support this resolution.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam Chairman,
| am pleased to support H.R. 1868, the Tech-
nology Innovation and Manufacturing Stimula-
tion Act of 2007.

| am a cosponsor of this important legisla-
tion, which reauthorizes the National Institute
of Standards and Technology (NIST). NIST
has not been completely reauthorized since
1992, yet it is the lead federal agency in much
cutting-edge technology, such as semicon-
ductor research and nanotechnology.

NIST is particularly important to me because
one of its key laboratories is located in Boul-
der, Colorado, in my district. The Boulder labs
employ more than 350 people and serve as a
science and engineering center for significant
research across the nation.

A critical component of this legislation is that
it includes funding for construction at these
laboratories. NIST’s Boulder facilities have
contributed to great scientific advances, but
they are now over 50 years old and have not
been well maintained. Many environmental
factors such as the humidity and vibrations
from traffic can affect the quality of research
performed at NIST. In Fiscal Year 2007, NIST-
Boulder will begin an extension of Building 1
to make room for a Precision Metrology lab.
This new facility will allow for incredibly pre-
cise control of temperature, relative humidity,
air filtration and vibration to advance research
on critical technologies, such as atomic clocks
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telecommunications, and nanomaterials. To
complete this extension, NIST will need further
funding in Fiscal Year 2008 and Fiscal Year
2009. H.R. 1868 authorizes this critical fund-
ing.

gI'he legislation also includes a needed fund-
ing increase for overall laboratory research at
NIST. As part of the American Competitive-
ness initiative, NIST will use these funds to
expand upon its world-class research, ensur-
ing that the United States will continue to be
globally competitive in many industries.

| am also Pleased to see that the legislation
reauthorizes and gradually increases funding
for the Manufacturing Extension Partnership
(MEP) program. The MEP program has a net-
work of centers across the nation to help small
and medium-sized manufacturers develop and
commercialize their research. Minimal Federal
investment has yielded substantial benefits to
manufacturers across the country.

In Colorado, the Colorado Association for
Manufacturing and Technology (CAMT) hosts
the Colorado MEP (CMEP) program and has
helped Colorado’s more than 6,000 manufac-
turers save millions of dollars. Over the last 6
years, CMEP has decreased costs for Colo-
rado manufacturers by almost $17 million and
increased sales by more than $4 million—so |
believe that this is a program that we must
continue to support.

This legislation also replaces the Advanced
Technology Program (ATP) with the Tech-
nology Innovation Program (TIP). The ATP
has been a valuable resource to small manu-
facturers by funding technology development.
The TIP will build upon and improve this pro-
gram to help small U.S. manufacturers remain
competitive in the increasingly competitive
global market.

| would like to thank Technology and Inno-
vation Subcommittee Chairman Wu and Rank-
ing Member GINGREY, as well as Science and
Technology Chairman GORDON, for introducing
this critical legislation and working to bring it to
the floor today.

In conclusion, | encourage all of my col-
leagues to support H.R. 1868.

Mr. WU. Madam Chair, I yield back
the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mrs.
TAUSCHER). All time for general debate
has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
in the nature of a substitute printed in
the bill shall be considered as an origi-
nal bill for the purpose of amendment
under the 5-minute rule and shall be
considered read.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

H.R. 1868

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

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “‘Technology Innovation and Manufac-
turing Stimulation Act of 2007.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
TITLE [—AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS
Sec. 101. Scientific and technical research and
services.
Sec. 102. Industrial technology services.

TITLE II-INNOVATION AND TECHNOLOGY
POLICY REFORMS

Sec. 201. Institute-wide planning report.
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202.
203.
204.
205.
206.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Report by Visiting Committee.

Manufacturing extension partnership.

Technology Innovation Program.

Research fellowships.

Collaborative manufacturing research
pilot grants.

Manufacturing fellowship program.

Meetings of Visiting Committee on Ad-
vanced Technology.

TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS

Post-doctoral fellows.

Financial agreements clarification.

Working capital fund transfers.

Retention of depreciation surcharge.

Non-Energy Inventions Program.

Redefinition of the metric system.

Repeal of redundant and obsolete au-
thority.

Clarification of standard time and
time zones.

Procurement of temporary and inter-
mittent services.

310. Malcolm Baldrige awards.

TITLE I—AUTHORIZATION OF
APPROPRIATIONS
SEC. 101. SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL RESEARCH
AND SERVICES.

(a) LABORATORY ACTIVITIES.—There are au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Secretary of
Commerce for the scientific and technical re-
search and services laboratory activities of the
National Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology—

(1) $470,879,000 for fiscal year 2008;

(2) $497,750,000 for fiscal year 2009; and

(3) $537,569,000 for fiscal year 2010.

(b) MALCOLM BALDRIGE NATIONAL QUALITY
AWARD PROGRAM.—There are authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary of Commerce for
the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award
program under section 17 of the Stevenson-
Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (15
U.S.C. 3711a)—

(1) $7,860,000 for fiscal year 2008;

(2) $8,096,000 for fiscal year 2009; and

(3) $8,339,000 for fiscal year 2010.

(c) CONSTRUCTION AND MAINTENANCE.—There
are authorized to be appropriated to the Sec-
retary of Commerce for construction and main-
tenance of facilities of the National Institute of
Standards and Technology—

(1) $93,865,000 for fiscal year 2008;

(2) $86,371,000 for fiscal year 2009; and

(3) $49,719,000 for fiscal year 2010.

SEC. 102. INDUSTRIAL TECHNOLOGY SERVICES.

There are authorized to be appropriated to the
Secretary of Commerce for Industrial Tech-
nology Services activities of the National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology—

(1) $222,968,000 for fiscal year 2008, of which—

(A) 3110,000,000 shall be for the Technology
Innovation Program under section 28 of the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Technology
Act (15 U.S.C. 278n), of which at least
$45,000,000 shall be for new awards; and

(B) $112,968,000 shall be for the Manufac-
turing Extension Partnership program under
sections 25 and 26 of the National Institute of
Standards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 278k
and 2781), of which not more than $1,000,000
shall be for the competitive grant program under
section 25(f) of such Act;

(2) $263,505,000 for fiscal year 2009, of which—

(A) 3141,500,000 shall be for the Technology
Innovation Program under section 28 of the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Technology
Act (15 U.S.C. 278n), of which at least
$45,000,000 shall be for new awards; and

(B) $122,005,000 shall be for the Manufac-
turing Extension Partnership Program under
sections 25 and 26 of the National Institute of
Standards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 278k
and 2781), of which not more than $4,000,000
shall be for the competitive grant program under
section 25(f) of such Act; and

(3) $282,266,000 for fiscal year 2010, of which—
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Sec. 308.

Sec. 309.

Sec.
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(4) $150,500,000 shall be for the Technology
Innovation Program under section 28 of the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Technology
Act (15 U.S.C. 278n), of which at Ileast
345,000,000 shall be for new awards; and

(B) $131,766,000 shall be for the Manufac-
turing Extension Partnership Program under
sections 25 and 26 of the National Institute of
Standards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 278k
and 2781), of which mot more than $4,000,000
shall be for the competitive grant program under
section 25(f) of such Act.

TITLE IT—-INNOVATION AND TECHNOLOGY
POLICY REFORMS
SEC. 201. INSTITUTE-WIDE PLANNING REPORT.

Section 23 of the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 278i) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsections:

“(c) Concurrent with the submission to Con-
gress of the President’s annual budget request
in the first year after the date of enactment of
the Technology Innovation and Manufacturing
Stimulation Act of 2007, the Director shall trans-
mit to the Congress a 3-year programmatic plan-
ning document for the Institute, including pro-
grams under the Scientific and Technical Re-
search and Services, Industrial Technology
Services, and Construction of Research Facili-
ties functions.

“(d) Concurrent with the submission to the
Congress of the President’s annual budget re-
quest in each year after the date of enactment
of the Technology Innovation and Manufac-
turing Stimulation Act of 2007, the Director
shall transmit to the Congress an update to the
3-year programmatic planning document trans-
mitted under subsection (c), revised to cover the
first 3 fiscal years after the date of that up-
date.”.

SEC. 202. REPORT BY VISITING COMMITTEE.

Section 10(h)(1) of the National Institute of
Standards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C.
278(h)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘on or before January 31 in
each year’ and inserting ‘“‘within 30 days after
the submission to Congress of the President’s
annual budget request in each year’’; and

(2) by adding to the end the following: ‘“‘Such
report also shall comment on the programmatic
planning document and updates thereto trans-
mitted to the Congress by the Director under
section 23(c) and (d).”’.

SEC. 203. MANUFACTURING EXTENSION PART-
NERSHIP.

(a) MEP ADVISORY BOARD.—Section 25 of the
National Institute of Standards and Technology
Act (15 U.S.C. 278k) is amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

‘““(e) MEP ADVISORY BOARD.—(1) There is es-
tablished within the Institute a Manufacturing
Extension Partnership Advisory Board (in this
Act referred to as the ‘MEP Advisory Board’).
The MEP Advisory Board shall consist of 10
members broadly representative of stakeholders,
to be appointed by the Director. At least 2 mem-
bers shall be employed by or on an advisory
board for the Centers, and at least 5 other mem-
bers shall be from United States small businesses
in the manufacturing sector. No member shall be
an employee of the Federal Government.

“(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph
(B) or (C), the term of office of each member of
the MEP Advisory Board shall be 3 years.

““(B) The original members of the MEP Advi-
sory Board shall be appointed to 3 classes. One
class of 3 members shall have an initial term of
1 year, one class of 3 members shall have an ini-
tial term of 2 years, and one class of 4 members
shall have an initial term of 3 years.

“(C) Any member appointed to fill a vacancy
occurring prior to the expiration of the term for
which his predecessor was appointed shall be
appointed for the remainder of such term.

‘(D) Any person who has completed two con-
secutive full terms of service on the MEP Advi-
sory Board shall thereafter be ineligible for ap-
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pointment during the one-year period following
the expiration of the second such term.

‘“(3) The MEP Advisory Board shall meet no
less than 2 times annually, and provide to the
Director—

‘“(A) advice on Manufacturing Extension
Partnership programs, plans, and policies;

‘““(B) assessments of the soundness of Manu-
facturing Extension Partnership plans and
strategies; and

‘““(C) assessments of current performance
against Manufacturing Extension Partnership
program plans.

‘““(4) In discharging its duties under this sub-
section, the MEP Advisory Board shall function
solely in an advisory capacity, in accordance
with the Federal Advisory Committee Act.

“(5) The MEP Advisory Board shall transmit
an annual report to the Secretary for trans-
mittal to the Congress within 30 days after the
submission to the Congress of the President’s
annual budget request in each year. Such report
shall address the status of the Manufacturing
Extension Partnership program and comment on
the relevant sections of the programmatic plan-
ning document and updates thereto transmitted
to the Congress by the Director under section
23(c) and (d).”.

(b) ACCEPTANCE OF FUNDS.—Section 25(d) of
the National Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology Act (15 U.S.C. 278k(d)) is amended to
read as follows:

“(d) ACCEPTANCE OF FUNDS.—In addition to
such sums as may be appropriated to the Sec-
retary and Director to operate the Centers pro-
gram, the Secretary and Director also may ac-
cept funds from other Federal departments and
agencies and under section 2(c)(7) from the pri-
vate sector for the purpose of strengthening
United States manufacturing. Such funds, if al-
located to a Center or Centers, shall not be con-
sidered in the calculation of the Federal share
of capital and annual operating and mainte-
nance costs under subsection (c).”’.

(c) MANUFACTURING EXTENSION CENTER COM-
PETITIVE GRANT PROGRAM.—Section 25 of the
National Institute of Standards and Technology
Act (15 U.S.C. 278k), as amended by subsection
(a) of this section, is further amended by adding
at the end the following new subsection:

“(f) COMPETITIVE GRANT PROGRAM.—

‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director shall es-
tablish, within the Manufacturing Extension
Partnership program under this section and sec-
tion 26 of this Act, a program of competitive
awards among participants described in para-
graph (2) for the purposes described in para-
graph (3).

““(2) PARTICIPANTS.—Participants receiving
awards under this subsection shall be the Cen-
ters, or a consortium of such Centers.

‘““(3) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the program
under this subsection is to develop projects to
solve mew or emerging manufacturing problems
as determined by the Director, in consultation
with the Director of the Manufacturing Exten-
sion Partnership program, the Manufacturing
Extension Partnership Advisory Board, and
small and medium-sized manufacturers. One or
more themes for the competition may be identi-
fied, which may vary from year to year, depend-
ing on the needs of manufacturers and the suc-
cess of previous competitions. These themes
shall be related to projects associated with man-
ufacturing extension activities, including supply
chain integration and quality management, and
including the transfer of technology based on
the technological needs of manufacturers and
available technologies from institutions of high-
er education, laboratories, and other technology
producing entities, or extend beyond these tradi-
tional areas.

‘““(4) APPLICATIONS.—Applications for awards
under this subsection shall be submitted in such
manner, at such time, and containing such in-
formation as the Director shall require, in con-
sultation with the Manufacturing Extension
Partnership Advisory Board.
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““(5) SELECTION.—Awards wunder this sub-
section shall be peer reviewed and competitively
awarded. The Director shall select proposals to
receive awards—

‘““(A) that utilize innovative or collaborative
approaches to solving the problem described in
the competition;

‘““(B) that will improve the competitiveness of
industries in the region in which the Center or
Centers are located; and

““(C) that will contribute to the long-term eco-
nomic stability of that region.

““(6) PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION.—Recipients of
awards under this subsection shall not be re-
quired to provide a matching contribution.”’.
SEC. 204. TECHNOLOGY INNOVATION PROGRAM.

Section 28 of the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 278n) is
amended to read as follows:

“TECHNOLOGY INNOVATION PROGRAM

“SEC. 28. (a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is estab-
lished in the Institute a Technology Innovation
Program for the purpose of assisting United
States businesses and institutions of higher edu-
cation or other organizations, such as national
laboratories and monprofit research institutes,
to accelerate the development and application of
challenging, high-risk technologies that promise
widespread economic benefits for the Nation.

“(b) GRANTS.—

‘““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director shall make
grants under this section to eligible companies
for research and development on high-risk,
high-payoff emerging and enabling technologies
that offer significant potential benefits to the
United States economy and a wide breadth of
potential application, and form an important
technical basis for future innovations. Such
grants shall be made to eligible companies that
are—

““(A) small or medium-sized businesses that are
substantially involved in the research and de-
velopment, including having a leadership role in
programmatically steering the project and defin-
ing the research agenda; or

‘“‘(B) joint ventures.

“(2) SINGLE COMPANY GRANTS.—No grant
made under paragraph (1)(A) shall exceed
$3,000,000 over 3 years. The Federal share of a
project funded by such a grant shall not be more
than 50 percent of total project costs. An award
under paragraph (1)(A) may be extended beyond
3 years only if the Director transmits to the
Committee on Science and Technology of the
House of Representatives and the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation of the
Senate a full and complete explanation of such
award, including reasons for exceeding 3 years.
Federal funds granted under paragraph (1)(4)
may be used only for direct costs and not for in-
direct costs, profits, or management fees of a
contractor.

““(3) JOINT VENTURE GRANTS.—No grant made
under paragraph (1)(B) shall exceed $9,000,000
over 5 years. The Federal share of a project
funded by such a grant shall not be more than
50 percent of total project costs.

““(c) AWARD CRITERIA.—The Director shall
award grants under this section only to an eligi-
ble company—

““(1) whose proposal has scientific and techno-
logical merit;

““(2) whose application establishes that the
proposed technology has strong potential to
generate substantial benefits to the Nation that
extend significantly beyond the direct return to
the applicant;

“(3) whose application establishes that the re-
search has strong potential for advancing the
state-of-the-art and contributing significantly to
the United States scientific and technical
knowledge base;

‘““(4) whose application establishes that the re-
search is aimed at overcoming a scientific or
technological barrier;

““(5) who has provided a technical plan that
clearly identifies the core innovation, the tech-
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nical approach, major technical hurdles, and
the attendant risks, and that clearly establishes
the feasibility of the technology through ade-
quately detailed plans linked to major technical
barriers;

“(6) whose application establishes that the
team proposed to carry out the work has a high
level of scientific and technical expertise to con-
duct research and development, has a high level
of commitment to the project, and has access to
appropriate research facilities;

“(7) whose proposal explains why Technology
Innovation Program support is necessary;

““(8) whose application includes a plan for ad-
vancing the technology into commercial use;
and

“(9) whose application assesses the project’s
organizational structure and management plan.

‘“(d) EXTERNAL REVIEW OF PROPOSALS.—In
order to analyze the need for or the value of
any proposal made by a joint venture or com-
pany requesting the Director’s assistance under
this section, or to monitor the progress of any
project which receives funds under this section,
the Director shall consult with industry or other
expert sources that do not have a proprietary or
financial interest in the proposal or project.

““(e) INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RIGHTS OWNER-
SHIP.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Title to any intellectual
property developed by a joint venture from as-
sistance provided under this section may vest in
any participant in the joint venture, as agreed
by the members of the joint venture, notwith-
standing section 202(a) and (b) of title 35,
United States Code. The United States may re-
serve a mnonexclusive, nontransferable, irrev-
ocable paid-up license, to have practiced for or
on behalf of the United States in connection
with any such intellectual property, but shall
not in the exercise of such license publicly dis-
close proprietary information related to the li-
cense. Title to any such intellectual property
shall not be transferred or passed, except to a
participant in the joint venture, until the expi-
ration of the first patent obtained in connection
with such intellectual property.

““(2) LICENSING.—Nothing in this subsection
shall be construed to prohibit the licensing to
any company of intellectual property rights
arising from assistance provided under this sec-
tion.

““(3) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘intellectual property’ means
an invention patentable under title 35, United
States Code, or any patent on such an inven-
tion, or any work for which copyright protec-
tion is available under title 17, United States
Code.

“(f) PROGRAM OPERATION.—Not later than 9
months after the date of enactment of the Tech-
nology Innovation and Manufacturing Stimula-
tion Act of 2007, the Director shall issue regula-
tions—

‘(1) establishing criteria for the selection of
recipients of assistance under this section;

““(2) establishing procedures regarding finan-
cial reporting and auditing to ensure that con-
tracts and awards are used for the purposes
specified in this section, are in accordance with
sound accounting practices, and are not fund-
ing existing or planned research programs that
would be conducted in the same time period in
the absence of financial assistance under this
section; and

“(3) providing for appropriate dissemination
of Technology Innovation Program research re-
sults.

““(9) CONTINUATION OF ATP GRANTS.—The Di-
rector shall, through the Technology Innovation
Program, continue to provide support originally
awarded under the Advanced Technology Pro-
gram, in accordance with the terms of the origi-
nal award.

““(h) COORDINATION WITH OTHER FEDERAL
TECHNOLOGY PROGRAMS.—In carrying out this
section, the Director shall, as appropriate, co-
ordinate with other senior Federal officials to
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ensure cooperation and coordination in Federal
technology programs and to avoid unnecessary
duplication of efforts.

““(i) ACCEPTANCE OF FUNDS FROM OTHER FED-
ERAL AGENCIES.—In addition to amounts appro-
priated to carry out this section, the Secretary
and the Director may accept funds from other
Federal agencies to support awards under the
Technology Innovation Program. Any award
under this section which is supported with
funds from other Federal agencies shall be se-
lected and carried out according to the provi-
sions of this section.

““(j) TIP ADVISORY BOARD.—

‘““(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
within the Institute a Technology Innovation
Program Advisory Board. The TIP Advisory
Board shall consist of 10 members appointed by
the Director, at least 7 of which shall be from
United States industry, chosen to reflect the
wide diversity of technical disciplines and in-
dustrial sectors represented in Technology Inno-
vation Program projects. No member shall be an
employee of the Federal Government.

‘““(2) TERMS OF OFFICE.—(A) Except as pro-
vided in subparagraph (B) or (C), the term of of-
fice of each member of the TIP Advisory Board
shall be 3 years.

‘““(B) The original members of the TIP Advi-
sory Board shall be appointed to 3 classes. One
class of 3 members shall have an initial term of
1 year, one class of 3 members shall have an ini-
tial term of 2 years, and one class of 4 members
shall have an initial term of 3 years.

“(C) Any member appointed to fill a vacancy
occurring prior to the expiration of the term for
which his predecessor was appointed shall be
appointed for the remainder of such term.

‘““(D) Any person who has completed two con-
secutive full terms of service on the TIP Advi-
sory Board shall thereafter be ineligible for ap-
pointment during the one-year period following
the expiration of the second such term.

““(3) PURPOSE.—The TIP Advisory Board shall
meet no less than 2 times annually, and provide
to the Director—

‘“(A) advice on programs, plans, and policies
of the Technology Innovation Program,

‘““(B) reviews of the Technology Innovation
Program’s efforts to assess its economic impact;

“(C) reports on the general health of the pro-
gram and its effectiveness in achieving its legis-
latively mandated mission;

‘““(D) guidance on areas of technology that are
appropriate for Technology Innovation Program
funding; and

‘“(E) recommendations as to whether, in order
to better assess whether specific innovations to
be pursued are being adequately supported by
the private sector, the Director could benefit
from advice and information from additional in-
dustry and other expert sources without a pro-
prietary or financial interest in proposals being
evaluated.

‘““(4) ADVISORY CAPACITY.—In discharging its
duties under this subsection, the TIP Advisory
Board shall function solely in an advisory ca-
pacity, in accordance with the Federal Advisory
Committee Act.

“(5) ANNUAL REPORT.—The TIP Advisory
Board shall transmit an annual report to the
Secretary for transmittal to the Congress within
30 days after the submission to Congress of the
President’s annual budget request in each year.
Such report shall address the status of the Tech-
nology Innovation Program and comment on the
relevant sections of the programmatic planning
document and updates thereto transmitted to
the Congress by the Director under section 23(c)
and (d).

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

‘(1) the term ‘eligible company’ means a com-
pany that is incorporated in the United States
and does a majority of its business in the United
States, and that either—

““(A) is majority owned by citizens of the
United States; or
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‘“‘(B) is owned by a parent company incor-
porated in another country and the Director
finds that—

““(i) the company’s participation in the Tech-
nology Innovation Program would be in the eco-
nomic interest of the United States, as evidenced
by—

“(I) investments in the United States in re-
search and manufacturing (including the manu-
facture of major components or subassemblies in
the United States);

‘“(11) significant contributions to employment
in the United States; and

‘“(111) agreement with respect to any tech-
nology arising from assistance provided under
this section to promote the manufacture within
the United States of products resulting from
that technology (taking into account the goals
of promoting the competitiveness of United
States industry); and

““(ii) the company is incorporated in a country
which—

“(1) affords to United States-owned companies
opportunities, comparable to those afforded to
any other company, to participate in any joint
venture similar to those receiving funding under
this section;

‘“(II) affords to United States-owned compa-
nies local investment opportunities comparable
to those afforded any other company; and

‘“(I11) affords adequate and effective protec-
tion for the intellectual property rights of
United States-owned companies;

““(2) the term ‘institution of higher education’
has the meaning given that term in section 101
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1001);

‘“(3) the term “oint venture’ means a joint
venture that—

““(A) includes either—

““(i) at least 2 separately owned for-profit com-
panies that are both substantially involved in
the project and both of which are contributing
to the cost-sharing required under this section,
with the lead entity of the joint venture being
one of those companies that is a small or me-
dium-sized business; or

““(ii) at least one small or medium-sized busi-
ness and one institution of higher education or
other organization, such as a national labora-
tory or monmprofit research institute, that are
both substantially involved in the project and
both of which are contributing to the cost-shar-
ing required under this section, with the lead
entity of the joint venture being either that
small or medium-sized business or that institu-
tion of higher education; and

““(B) may include additional for-profit compa-
nies, institutions of higher education, and other
organizations, such as national laboratories and
nonprofit research institutes, that may or may
not contribute non-Federal funds to the project;
and

‘“(4) the term ‘TIP Advisory Board’ means the
advisory board established under subsection
a).”.

SEC. 205. RESEARCH FELLOWSHIPS.

Section 18 of the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 278g-1) is
amended by striking ‘“‘up to 1 per centum of the”
and inserting ‘“‘up to 1.5 percent of the’’.

SEC. 206. COLLABORATIVE MANUFACTURING RE-
SEARCH PILOT GRANTS.

The National Institute of Standards and
Technology Act is amended—

(1) by redesignating the first section 32 (15
U.S.C. 271 note) as section 34 and moving it to
the end of the Act; and

(2) by inserting before the section moved by
paragraph (1) the following new section:

“SEC. 33. COLLABORATIVE MANUFACTURING RE-
SEARCH PILOT GRANTS.

‘“(a) AUTHORITY.—

‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director shall es-
tablish a pilot program of awards to partner-
ships among participants described in para-
graph (2) for the purposes described in para-
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graph (3). Awards shall be made on a peer-re-
viewed, competitive basis.

““(2) PARTICIPANTS.—Such partnerships shall
include at least—

“(A) 1 manufacturing industry partner; and

“(B) 1 nonindustry partner.

““(3) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the program
under this section is to foster cost-shared col-
laborations among firms, educational institu-
tions, research institutions, State agencies, and
nonprofit organizations to encourage the devel-
opment of innovative, multidisciplinary manu-
facturing technologies. Partnerships receiving
awards under this section shall conduct applied
research to develop mew manufacturing proc-
esses, techniques, or materials that would con-
tribute to improved performance, productivity,
and competitiveness of United States manufac-
turing, and build lasting alliances among col-
laborators.

““(b) PROGRAM CONTRIBUTION.—Awards under
this section shall provide for not more than one-
third of the costs of a partnership. Not more
than an additional one-third of such costs may
be obtained directly or indirectly from other
Federal sources.

““(c) APPLICATIONS.—Applications for awards
under this section shall be submitted in such
manner, at such time, and containing such in-
formation as the Director shall require. Such
applications shall describe at a minimum—

‘(1) how each partner will participate in de-
veloping and carrying out the research agenda
of the partnership;

““(2) the research that the grant would fund;
and

“(3) how the research to be funded with the
award would contribute to improved perform-
ance, productivity, and competitiveness of the
United States manufacturing industry.

““(d) SELECTION CRITERIA.—In selecting appli-
cations for awards under this section, the Direc-
tor shall consider at a minimum—

‘(1) the degree to which projects will have a
broad impact on manufacturing;

“(2) the novelty and scientific and technical
merit of the proposed projects; and

“(3) the demonstrated capabilities of the ap-
plicants to successfully carry out the proposed
research.

““(e) DISTRIBUTION.—In selecting applications
under this section the Director shall ensure, to
the extent practicable, a distribution of overall
awards among a variety of manufacturing in-
dustry sectors and a range of firm sizes.

“(f) DURATION.—In carrying out this section,
the Director shall run a single pilot competition
to solicit and make awards. Each award shall be
for a 3-year period.”’.

SEC. 207. MANUFACTURING FELLOWSHIP PRO-
GRAM.

Section 18 of the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 278g-1) is
amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’ before
“The Director is authorized’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

“(b) MANUFACTURING
GRAM.—

‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—To promote the devel-
opment of a robust research community working
at the leading edge of manufacturing sciences,
the Director shall establish a program to
award—

““(A) postdoctoral research fellowships at the
Institute for research activities related to manu-
facturing sciences; and

““(B) senior research fellowships to established
researchers in industry or at institutions of
higher education who wish to pursue studies re-
lated to the manufacturing sciences at the Insti-
tute.

“(2) APPLICATIONS.—To be eligible for an
award under this subsection, an individual shall
submit an application to the Director at such
time, in such manner, and containing such in-
formation as the Director may require.

FELLOWSHIP  PRO-
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““(3) STIPEND LEVELS.—Under this subsection,
the Director shall provide stipends for

postdoctoral research fellowships at a level con-
sistent with the National Institute of Standards
and Technology Postdoctoral Research Fellow-
ship Program, and senior research fellowships
at levels consistent with support for a faculty
member in a sabbatical position.’’.

SEC. 208. MEETINGS OF VISITING COMMITTEE ON

ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY.

Section 10(d) of the National Institute of
Standards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C.
278(d)) is amended by striking ‘‘quarterly’ and
inserting ‘‘twice each year’’.

TITLE ITI—MISCELLANEOUS
SEC. 301. POST-DOCTORAL FELLOWS.

Section 19 of the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 2789-2) is
amended by striking ‘‘nor more than 60 new fel-
lows” and inserting ‘‘nor more than 120 new fel-
lows” .
SEC. 302. FINANCIAL AGREEMENTS CLARIFICA-

TION.

Section 2(b)(4) of the National Institute of
Standards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C.
272(b)(4)) is amended by inserting ‘“‘and grants
and cooperative agreements,” after ‘“‘arrange-
ments,”’.

SEC. 303. WORKING CAPITAL FUND TRANSFERS.

Section 12 of the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 278b) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘““(9) AMOUNT AND SOURCE OF TRANSFERS.—
Not more than one-quarter of one percent of the
amounts appropriated to the Institute for any
fiscal year may be transferred to the fund, in
addition to any other transfer authority. In ad-
dition, funds provided to the Institute from
other Federal agencies for the purpose of pro-
duction of Standard Reference Materials may be
transferred to the fund.”.

SEC. 304. RETENTION OF DEPRECIATION SUR-
CHARGE.

Section 14 of the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 278d) is
amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before
“Within’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘““(b) RETENTION OF FEES.—The Director is au-
thorized to retain all building use and deprecia-
tion surcharge fees collected pursuant to OMB
Circular A-25. Such fees shall be collected and
credited to the Construction of Research Facili-
ties Appropriation Account for use in mainte-
nance and repair of the Institute’s existing fa-
cilities.”.

SEC. 305. NON-ENERGY INVENTIONS PROGRAM.

Section 27 of the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology Act (15 U.S.C. 278m) is re-
pealed.

SEC. 306. REDEFINITION OF THE METRIC SYSTEM.

Section 3570 of the Revised Statues of the
United States (derived from section 2 of the Act
of July 28, 1866, entitled “An Act to authorize
the Use of the Metric System of Weights and
Measures” (15 U.S.C. 205; 14 Stat. 339)) is
amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 3570. METRIC SYSTEM DEFINED.

“The metric system of measurement shall be
defined as the International System of Units as
established in 1960, and subsequently main-
tained, by the General Conference of Weights
and Measures, and as interpreted or modified
for the United States by the Secretary of Com-
merce.”’.

SEC. 307. REPEAL OF REDUNDANT AND OBSO-
LETE AUTHORITY.

The Act of July 21, 1950, entitled ‘“‘An Act To
redefine the units and establish the standards of
electrical and photometric measurements’ (15
U.S.C. 223 and 224) is repealed.

SEC. 308. CLARIFICATION OF STANDARD TIME
AND TIME ZONES.

(a) Section 1 of the Act of March 19, 1918,
(commonly known as the ‘‘Calder Act”) (15
U.S.C. 261) is amended—
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(1) by striking the second sentence and the
extra period after it and inserting ‘‘Except as
provided in section 3(a) of the Uniform Time Act
of 1966 (15 U.S.C. 260a), the standard time of the
first zone shall be Coordinated Universal Time
retarded by 4 hours; that of the second zone re-
tarded by 5 hours; that of the third zone re-
tarded by 6 hours; that of the four zone retarded
by 7 hours; that of the fifth zone retarded by 8
hours; that of the sixth zone retarded by 9
hours; that of the seventh zone retarded by 10
hours; that of the eighth zone retarded by 11
hours; and that of the ninth zone shall be Co-
ordinated Universal Time advanced by 10
hours.”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following: ‘“‘In
this section, the term ‘Coordinated Universal
Time’ means the time scale maintained through
the General Conference of Weights and Meas-
ures and interpreted or modified for the United
States by the Secretary of Commerce in coordi-
nation with the Secretary of the Navy.”’

(b) Section 3 of the Act of March 19, 1918,
(commonly known as the ‘‘Calder Act”’) (15
U.S.C. 264) is amended by striking ‘‘third zone”
and inserting ‘‘fourth zone’’.

SEC. 309. PROCUREMENT OF TEMPORARY AND
INTERMITTENT SERVICES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the National
Institute of Standards and Technology may pro-
cure the temporary or intermittent services of
experts or consultants (or organizations thereof)
in accordance with section 3109(b) of title 5,
United States Code to assist on urgent or short-
term research projects.

(b) EXTENT OF AUTHORITY.—A procurement
under this section may not exceed 1 year in du-
ration, and the Director shall procure no more
than 200 experts and consultants per year.

(c) SUNSET.—This section shall cease to be ef-
fective after September 30, 2010.

(d) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 2
years after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Comptroller General shall report to the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology of the House
of Representatives and the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the Sen-
ate on whether additional safeguards would be
needed with respect to the use of authorities
granted under this section if such authorities
were to be made permanent.

SEC. 310. MALCOLM BALDRIGE AWARDS.

Section 17(c)(3) of the Stevenson-Wydler Tech-
nology Innovation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C.
3711a(c)(3)) is amended to read as follows:

“(3) In any year, not more than 18 awards
may be made under this section to recipients
who have mot previously received an award
under this section, and no award shall be made
within any category described in paragraph (1)
if there are mo qualifying enterprises in that
category.’’.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. No amend-
ment to the committee amendment is
in order except those printed in House
Report 110-118. Each amendment may
be offered only in the order printed in
the report, by a Member designated in
the report, shall be considered read,
shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report, equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. WU

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in
order to consider amendment No. 1
printed in House Report 110-118.

Mr. WU. Madam Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:
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Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. WU:
In section 204, in the proposed section
28(a), insert ‘‘research and’ after ‘‘to accel-

erate the”.
In section 204, in the proposed section
28(a), strike ‘‘technologies’” and insert °,

high-reward technologies in areas of critical
national need”.

In section 204, in the proposed section
28(b)(1), strike ‘‘this section to eligible com-
panies’ and insert ‘‘this section” .

In section 204, in the proposed section
28(b)(1), strike ‘‘high-payoff” and insert
‘“‘high-reward’.

In section 204, in the proposed section
28(b)(1), strike ‘‘offer significant potential
benefits to the United States economy and”
and insert ‘‘address critical national needs
and have”.

In section 204, in the proposed section
28(b)(1), strike ‘‘eligible companies that are’’.

In section 204, in the proposed section
28(b)(1)(A), insert ‘‘eligible companies that
are’’ before ‘‘small or’’.

In section 204, in the proposed section
28(h), insert ‘“STATE AND” after ‘‘COORDINA-
TION WITH OTHER’’.

In section 204, in the proposed section
28(h), insert ‘‘State and’ after ‘‘with other
senior”.

In section 204, in the proposed section

28(h), insert ‘“‘State and’ after ‘‘coordination
in”.
In section 204, in the proposed section
28(k), insert the following new paragraph
after paragraph (1) (and redesignate subse-
quent paragraphs accordingly):

‘“(2) the term ‘high-risk, high-reward re-
search’ means research that—

‘““(A) has the potential for yielding results
with far-ranging or wide-ranging implica-
tions;

‘“(B) addresses critical national needs re-
lated to technology and measurement stand-
ards; and

‘(C) is too novel or spans too diverse a
range of disciplines to fare well in the tradi-
tional peer review process.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 350, the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. WU) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon.

Mr. WU. Madam Chair, I am pleased
to be offering this amendment with Dr.
GINGREY, the ranking member of the
Technology and Innovation Sub-
committee. This amendment was de-
veloped as a result of recommendations
of the Director of the National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology.

The amendment ensures that the
Technology Innovation Program, TIP,
will focus on high-reward technologies
in areas of critical national need. In
addition, it provides additional guid-
ance that the program must coordinate
with similar State organizations and
programs. Many States have developed
innovation agendas to stimulate job
growth, and it makes sense that we
should ensure that this program co-
ordinates with these existing pro-
grams.

Finally, the amendment includes a
definition of high-risk, high-reward re-
search. Dr. GINGREY and I worked
closely in developing this amendment,
and I would urge its adoption.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. EHLERS. Madam Chair, I rise in
support of the amendment.
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The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the gentleman from Michigan
is recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. EHLERS. Madam Chair, I yield
myself such time as I might consume.

This is a good amendment and I sup-
port it. In response to concerns from
the administration, as explained ear-
lier, it clarifies that the Technology
Innovation Program will only support
projects that address critical national
needs.

It also expands the definition of high-
risk research to ensure that the TIP
program will only support projects
that are too novel or diverse to fare
well in the traditional peer review or
venture capital process.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Wu-Gingrey amendment. And I also
want to just comment, Mr. GINGREY
certainly wished to be here. I am filling
in his role only because he had to trav-
el home for a funeral, and he may re-
appear yet before the end of this par-
ticular bill.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. WU. Madam Chair, I regret that
Dr. GINGREY is not able to be with us
today because of a funeral at home,
and I would like to just reiterate my
appreciation for his hard work on this
amendment and my support for this
amendment.
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Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. WU).

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in
order to consider amendment No. 2
printed in House Report 110-118.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. MANZULLO

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in
order to consider amendment No. 3
printed in House Report 110-118.

Mr. MANZULLO. Madam Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 3 offered by Mr.
ZULLO:

At the end of title II, insert the following
new section (and amend the table of contents
accordingly):

SEC. 209. MANUFACTURING RESEARCH DATA-
BASE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The National Insti-
tute of Standards and Technology shall pro-
vide for the establishment of a manufac-
turing research database to enable private
sector individuals and Federal officials to ac-
cess a broad range of information on manu-
facturing research carried out with funding
support from the Federal Government.

(b) CoNTENTS.—The database established
under subsection (a) shall contain—

(1) all publicly available information main-
tained by a Federal agency relating to manu-
facturing research projects funded in whole
or in part by the Federal Government; and

(2) information about all Federal programs
that may be of interest to manufacturers.

MAN-
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(c) ACCESSIBILITY.—Information contained
in the database shall be accessible in a man-
ner to enable users of the database to easily
retrieve information of specific interest to
them.

(d) FEES.—The National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology may authorize charging
a nominal fee for using the database to ac-
cess information described in subsection
(b)(1) as necessary to recover the costs of
maintaining the database.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the National Institute of Standards and
Technology $2,000,000 for carrying out this
section.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 350, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. MANZULLO. Madam Chair, I will
not use the 5 minutes, and submit my
full remarks in the RECORD.

This amendment is very simple. It
authorizes $2 million for NIST to de-
velop a software package so that manu-
facturers have basic information about
all the Federal programs available to
assist them, particularly in the area of
research and development. It will pro-
vide a link so that manufacturers
would know the latest status of all
Federal R&D projects relating to man-
ufacturing.

I first realized the need for this soft-
ware after speaking at a speaking en-
gagement in Nashville, Tennessee. 1
was walking on the showroom floor and
found a major manufacturer from Kan-
sas City with a display that was very
familiar to me. The display had a mini-
ature spur gear mounted near the nose
of Lincoln on a Lincoln penny. The
EIGERIab in Rockford, Illinois has this
exact same way of displaying their
miniature spur gear. I asked the em-
ployees of the major manufacturer if
they had heard of the micro machining
work done at the EIGERIlab. The Kan-
sas City manufacturer had done its
work by using an EDM. The EIGERIlab
had done its work using a milling proc-
ess. Neither of these parties had known
of each other. It dawned on me that I
was the only person that knew these
two places were making the exact same
product, although by different meth-
ods, and both were being funded by the
Defense Department.

The story illustrates the need for
software that allows users to monitor
and track where and to whom research
money has been granted relating to
manufacturing and the status and pur-
pose of the research. My vision for the
system would be that the final product
would be easily accessible on NIST’s
Web site. NIST would also be author-
ized by my amendment to charge a
nominal fee for the use of the service,
if they so choose, to establish and
maintain the Web site. If a fee is im-
posed, I would encourage that the fee
be as small as possible to reflect the
actual cost.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.
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Madam Chairman, | am proud to represent
a district that has a county with the second
highest concentration of manufacturing as a
percentage its share of the local economy in
the entire Nation. Only one other county in
America with a population of 250,000 or less
has more manufacturing than the county that
surrounds the second largest city in lllinois—
Rockford. | have made it my life mission to get
to know all about manufacturing. | have visited
literally hundreds of factories and small shops
all around the world to enhance my education
about this vital sector of our economy.

| crafted this amendment because | have
been frustrated during my time in Congress
that no one has a complete picture of who is
doing what in the Federal government con-
cerning manufacturing. No one has a com-
plete list of the federal programs available to
help manufacturers, not even the Manufac-
turing Czar at Commerce. Right now, the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office (GAO) is final-
izing a report at my request to document all of
the programs that deal with manufacturing.
Thus far, they have informed me that there
are over 280 programs spread throughout the
Federal agencies that focus in some aspect
on manufacturing.

This problem is compounded further by a
lack of transparency among Federal agencies
in terms of funding that is approved for certain
projects. Plus, manufacturers who would like
to avail themselves of various Federal pro-
grams do not know where to turn for answers.
You would think that somewhere a matrix ex-
ists that details what firms are receiving Fed-
eral R&D money and how it is being used, but
| can tell you that it does not. Let me share
with you one clear example.

After a speaking engagement in Tennessee,
| was walking the showroom floor and found a
major manufacturer out of Kansas City, Mis-
souri with a display that was very familiar to
me. The display had a miniature spur gear
mounted near the nose of Lincoln on a penny.
The penny was enclosed in a plastic box with
a magnified top so that you can see the gear.
The EIGERIab in Rockford, lllinois has this
exact same way of displaying their miniature
spur gear. | asked the employees of this major
manufacturer if they had heard of the
EIGERlab and the work they are doing on
micromachining. They had not. It dawned on
me that | was the only person that knew these
two places were making the exact same prod-
uct and both were being funded by the De-
fense Department.

This story illustrates well the need for soft-
ware that allows users to monitor and track
where and to whom research money has been
granted related to manufacturing, and the sta-
tus and purpose of the research. This software
would allow users to input the material type or
process being used and it would scan for all
federal dollars being put towards the searched
criteria. The purpose of this amendment is to
cut down on the possible duplication of re-
search going on even within the same agency.

My amendment would authorize a $2 million
dollar set aside for software to develop this
system so that manufacturers would have
basic information about all the federal pro-
grams available to assist them and also to
provide a link so that they would be able to
know the latest status on all of the federal
R&D projects related to manufacturing. NIST
could either develop this software system
themselves or contract it out to someone else.
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My vision for this system would be that the
final product would be easily accessible on
NIST’s web site. NIST would also be author-
ized by my amendment to charge a nominal
fee for the use of this service if they so
choose to help establish and maintain the web
site just as the Department of Commerce does
with other services such as in-depth market
research for exporters. The fee could be a
yearly subscription for frequent users or a per
visit charge. If a fee is imposed, | would en-
courage that the fee be as small as possible
to reflect actual cost.

This is a very important amendment and |
urge my colleagues to support it. If this inter-
active software can be established, this will be
a huge accomplishment, particularly for small
manufacturers.

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. WU. Madam Chair, I claim the
time in opposition to the amendment,
although it is not my intent to oppose
the amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the gentleman from Oregon is
recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. WU. The gentleman from Illinois’
amendment will provide useful infor-
mation to our manufacturing sector,
and its inclusion will strengthen a bill
already focused on competitiveness in
manufacturing.

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. MANZULLO. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. EHLERS).

Mr. EHLERS. Madam Chairwoman,
there’s no need to repeat the contents
of the amendment. I believe it is a good
amendment. I believe it is a needed
amendment, and I particularly like
that it will be self-funding, although
there is a small amount of money need-
ed to start it off, but from that point it
should be self-funded, should NIST de-
cide to do that. So I urge support for
the amendment.

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

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

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO).

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in
order to consider amendment No. 4
printed in House Report 110-118.

Mr. WYNN. Madam Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The time
when the gentleman’s amendment was
in order has passed. Amendment No. 4
is now in order.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WYNN. Madam Chairman, I have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. WYNN. Would it be permissible
to have my amendment considered at
the end of the amendments?

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Com-
mittee of the Whole is not able to
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change the order of the amendments
established by House Resolution 350.

Mr. WYNN. I thank the Chair.
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MRS. BOYDA OF

KANSAS

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in
order to consider amendment No. 4
printed in House Report 110-118.

Mrs. BOYDA of Kansas. Madam
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 4 offered by Mrs. BOYDA of
Kansas:

In section 204, in the proposed section
28(c)(2), insert ‘‘, to include the replacement

of petroleum-based materials,” after ‘‘bene-
fits to the Nation’.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 350, the gentlewoman
from Kansas (Mrs. BOoYDA) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Kansas.

Mrs. BOYDA of Kansas. Madam
Chairman, I appreciate the Chairman’s
willingness to highlight the potential
cost savings to the Nation through the
research and commercialization of
plastics technology utilizing renewable
energy sources for common plastics ap-
plications. I hope that the Director of
the National Institute of Technology
will give attention to the collaborative
efforts between universities and small
and medium-sized businesses in the de-
velopment of economical methods of
manufacturing common plastic items
from renewable energy sources.

I yield to the gentleman from Or-
egon.

Mr. WU. Madam Chairman, I want to
assure the gentlelady from Kansas that
we will be happy to work with her to
address her concerns as this bill moves
through the legislative process.

Mrs. BOYDA of Kansas. I ask unani-
mous consent to withdraw the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Without ob-
jection, the amendment is withdrawn.

There was no objection.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in
order to consider amendment No. 5
printed in House Report 110-118.

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

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
ScoTT of Virginia) having assumed the
chair, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Acting Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union, re-
ported that that Committee, having
had under consideration the bill (H.R.
1868) to authorize appropriations for
the National Institute of Standards
and Technology for fiscal years 2008,
2009, and 2010, and for other purposes,
had come to no resolution thereon.
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PERMISSION TO CONSIDER
AMENDMENT OUT OF ORDER
DURING FURTHER CONSIDER-

ATION OF H.R. 1868, TECHNOLOGY
INNOVATION AND MANUFAC-
TURING STIMULATION ACT OF
2007

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that during further con-
sideration of H.R. 1868 in the Com-
mittee of the Whole, pursuant to H.
Res. 350, that amendment No. 2 may be
offered out of order.

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

There was no objection.

———

TECHNOLOGY INNOVATION AND
MANUFACTURING STIMULATION
ACT OF 2007

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 350 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 1868.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
1868) to authorize appropriations for
the National Institute of Standards
and Technology for fiscal years 2008,
2009, and 2010, and for other purposes,
with Mrs. TAUSCHER (Acting Chairman)
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. When the
Committee of the Whole rose earlier
today, amendment No. 3 offered by the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
7ZULLO) had been disposed of.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. WYNN

The Acting CHAIRMAN. It is now in
order to consider amendment No. 2
printed in House Report 110-118.

Mr. WYNN. Madam Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk
will designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. WYNN:

In section 204, in the proposed section
28(b)(1), insert ‘‘(including any technological
application that uses biological systems, liv-
ing organisms, or derivatives thereof, to
make or modify products or processes for
specific use)’’ after ‘‘enabling technologies’.

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to
House Resolution 350, the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. WYNN) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. WYNN. Madam Chair, the
amendment that I am proposing will
make sure that the biotechnology re-
search and innovation are included
under TIP’s funding objectives by ex-
panding the definition of enabling
technologies in section 204 of the bill to
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include ‘‘any technological application
that uses biological systems, living or-
ganisms or derivatives thereof to make
or modify products or processes for spe-
cific use.”

Biotechnology is an emerging seg-
ment of the technology sector often
overlooked as an excellent source of
manufacturing jobs and research and
development. The biotechnology indus-
try is a driving force in the Maryland
economy and a rising sector of the
American economy.

In the TUnited States, the bio-
technology industry has created more
than 200 new therapies and vaccines,
including products to treat cancer, dia-
betes, HIV/AIDS and anti-autoimmune
disorders.

The industry continues to develop in-
novative therapies over 400 products
are currently in clinical trials tar-
geting over 200 diseases. The bio-
technology industry is comprised of
mostly small start-ups that don’t have
an existing stream of revenue and are
years away from product commer-
cialization. It takes at least 8 years,
and then up to $1.2 billion to get a bio-
technology therapy approved.

It is these small companies, many of
which will never see a product come to
market or turn a product that are un-
dertaking the bulk of early develop-
ment gambles and working toward in-
novative cures. In fact, small biotech
companies account for two-thirds of
the industry’s pipeline.

In 2005, there were 1,400 biotech com-
panies in the United States, but only
329 were publicly traded. The majority
of the Biotechnology Industry Organi-
zation’s (BIO) members are small com-
panies that have fewer than 50 employ-
ees.

The U.S. is the leader in bio-
technology. The number of products in
the late stage pipeline in the U.S. has
double the number of products in the
E.U. This is largely due to the fact that
per capita biotech R&D in the U.S. is
574 percent higher than in the E.U.
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My State of Maryland is a leader
among States in biotechnology re-
search and innovation, and Maryland-
based businesses will benefit greatly
from the funding awarded under this
bill. But not only Maryland; other
small startup companies in the biotech
industry will benefit by inclusion of
this bill.

I believe it is a simple, straight-
forward amendment that just expands
and clarifies the fact that bio-
technology companies should be in-
cluded, and I ask support for the
amendment.

Mr. WU. Madam Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WYNN. I would be happy to
yield.

Mr. WU. Madam Chairman, on the
Science and Technology Committee we
are keenly aware of the importance of
the biotechnology industry to our
economy. We also know that the



		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-16T00:31:04-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




